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Orthodox New Testament Scholarship in Serbia

1. Introduction

The eminent German Slavist and Byzantinist Gerhard Podskalsky (1937-
2013) wrote prolifically about where and how the Bible was translated,
read, and understood among the South Slavs, as well as about the theo-
logical sources and climate of medieval Serbia. In the preface to his prin-
ciple work about the theological literature of the Middle Ages in Bulgaria
and Serbia,! Podskalsky maintained that knowledge of medieval sources

1 G. Podskalsky, Theologische Literatur des Mittelalters in Bulgarien und Serbien (865-
1459) (Miinchen, 2000; Serb. ed. Belgrade, 2010). As is clear from the title of this exten-
sive study, it encompasses the medieval era, which is commoly divided into three crucial
periods: 1) The first commenced in the middle of the ninth century with the Christian-
ization of the Slavs through the missionary work of equal-to-the-Apostles Cyril (869)
and Methodius (88s), which was primarily based on the translation of selected liturgi-
cal and biblical texts into the Slavonic language using the newly standardized glagoljica
(Glagolitic) alphabet. This first period gave birth to entire generations of disciples who
would later on play particularly important roles, like Naum (910) and Clement (916), and
who are also to be appreciated for the regeneration of an ecclesiastical entity called the
Archbishopric of Ochrid, with one of its later archbishops, Theophylact (1126), being the
most translated exegete among the Slavs. 2) Then, there is a period when medieval Ser-
bia was gaining power and independence, starting from the second half of the twelfth
century on, which is altogether inseparable from the granting of autocephaly to the Ser-
bian Orthodox Church in 1219—that is, it became independent from the Ochrid Arch-
bishopric. In this period, two key figures spurred the flourishing of the Serbian nation-
al and spiritual identity: Stefan Nemanja (1199), later monk Symeon, the founder of the
ruling Nemanji¢ dynasty, and his youngest son Sava (1236), the first Archbishop of the
Serbian church. 3) Finally, there is a period that started with the Battles of Maritsa (1371)
and Kosovo (1389), and the subsequent fall of a vast Serbian empire at the end of the four-
teenth century, to end with the weakened Serbian Despotate being conquered by the Ot-
tomans in 1459. For more on the rise and development of Serbian theological literature
in the medieval era, see: H. G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinisch-
en Reich (Miinchen, 1959; 2nd ed. 1977); I. Duichev and S. Nikolov, Kiril and Methodius:
Founders of Slavonic Writing. A Collection of Sources and Critical Studies (New York, 1985);
E. Dvornik, Byzantine Missions among the Slavs (New Brunswick, 1970); E. Grivec, Kon-
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and the ways in which they were transmitted has a decisive significance
for understanding modern Orthodox Christianity that goes far beyond
appreciating the standpoints of contemporary intellectuals (many Or-
thodox among them), who occasionally cannot refrain from polemics
and bias.2 Although we share Podskalsky’s conviction about the broad-
er significance of the medieval sources of Serbian thought and culture,
we nevertheless observe that in the West there have been no detailed
studies of the tendencies in modern Serbian theology, although infor-
mation of this kind surely would be of utmost importance for the follow-
ing discussion, which is dedicated to the narrow topic of modern biblical
studies up to the present moment. Therefore, remarks about the broader
contexts are crucial, for we must examine those historical roots and well-
springs of theological literature in modern Serbian society. Without such
a foundation, an evaluation of the scientific output by individual schol-
ars in a specific field of inquiry is not actually possible. So, we will turn
our attention first to the tendencies in theological education and con-
sequently to the foundation and development of theological schools in
Serbia, wherefrom we will shift our focus to the founding of the Facul-
ty of Orthodox Theology in Belgrade [FOTB] (1920)—that is, to its Bib-
lical Theology Department, which is expected to be a “queen bee” of Ser-
bian biblical scholarship.

stantin und Method: Lehrer der Slawen (Wiesbaden, 1960); J. Matl, “Der heilige Sawa als

Begriinder der serbischen Nationalkirche: Seine Leistung und Bedeutung fiir den Kul-
turaufbau Europas,” in J. Matl, Siidslawische Studien (SOA 63; Miinchen, 1965), 32—44; H.
Miklas, “Kyrillomethodianisches und nachkyrillomethodianisches Erbe im ersten ost-
slavischen EinfluB auf die siidslavische Literatur;” in Symposium Methodianum. Beitri-
ge der Internationalen Tagung in Regensburg (17. bis 24. April 1985) zum Gedenken an den

1100. Todestag des heiligen Method (eds. K. Trost, E. V6lkl, and E. Wedel; Selecta slavica

13; Neuried, 1988), 437-472; D. Obolensky, Six Byzantine Portraits (Oxford, 1988), 34-82,
115-172; Ch. K. Papastathés, To vopoBetiov Epyov ijc xupiAdoueBodiaviic icpamoatodijs
év peyddn MopaBia (Thessalonike, 1978); P. J. Schaffarik, “Ubersicht der vorziiglichsten

schriftlichen Denkmiler ilterer Zeit bei den Serben und anderen Siidslawen,” JL 53 (1831),
1-58; K.-D. Seemann, ed., Gattungen und Genologie der slavisch-orthodoxen Literaturen

des Mittelalters. Dritte Berliner Fachtagung 1988 (VOEI 73; Wiesbaden, 1992).

2 One of the most controversial issues in contemporary Orthodox thought concerns
not the challenges of biblical exegesis but those of liturgical renewal; however, the noise
of these polemics remains inversely proportional to the scholarly use of sources, as may
be seen from the following study: N. Glibeti¢, “Liturgical Renewal Movement in Con-
temporary Serbia,” in Inquiries into Eastern Christian Worship. Selected Papers of the Sec-
ond International Congress of the Society of Oriental Liturgy, Rome, 17-21 September 2008
(JECS 12; ed. B. Groen, S. Hawkes-Teeples, and S. Alexopoulos; Leuven, 2012), 393-414.
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2. Analyzing the context: Serbian theological education
before the opening of the FOTB

Nowadays, it is widely known that the European educational sys-
tem stemmed historically from Christianization, as shown by the fact
that many West-European colleges had their forerunners in monastic
schools.? In this regard, Serbia did not fall behind the most developed
European nations: figures such as Cyril and Methodius, Clement, Naum,
and Theophylact, and especially the first Archbishop Sava, have aiways
been regarded as the enlighteners of nations,* while the monasteries of
Ochrid, Studenica, Zica, Pe¢, and Chilandar on Mount Athos’ may be

3 Among the many reference monographs that deal with the rise and development of
the medieval universities, see especially the following: A. B. Cobban, The Medieval Uni-
versities: Their Development and Organization (London, 1975); H. Denifle, Die Entstehu-
ng der Universititen des Mittelalters bis 1400 (Berlin, 188s; repr. Graz, 1956); W. Riiegg,
Geschichte der Universitdt in Europa. Band 1: Mittelalter (Miinchen, 1993); J. Verger, Les
universités au Moyen Age (Paris, 1973; new ed. 2013). Also noteworthy is the renowned
work of Serbian bishop (of Banat), who was one of the first professors (of canon law) at
the FOTB, Vikentije Vuji¢ (1874-1939), “EBporckit yHI1Bep3UTETI Off IOCTAHKA MM 10
xymaHucTuukux noxpera” (“European Universities from their Emergence until the Hu-
manistic Movements”), Boiocnoscku inactux (Theological Herald) 21 (1912), 26-31, 145-152,
236-246, 344-353, 425-443. With the recently published study, B. Sijakovi¢ and A. Rakovi¢,
The University and Serbian Theology: The Historical and Educational Context of the Estab-
lishment of the Faculty of Orthodox Theology in Belgrade (Los Angeles: Sebastian Press,
2014; Serb. ed. Belgrade, 2010, *2014), the FOTB shows a pressing need to [re]think its ex-
istence in the context of the emergence, evolution, and contemporary situation of Euro-
pean universities (see esp. 7-35: B. Sijakovi¢, “University and Theology: The Educational
Context of the Intellectual History and the Faculty of Orthodox Theology in Belgrade”).

4 Synodic of [Bulgarian] Tsar Boril (1207-1218), most probably written in 1211, mentions
Cyril the Philosopher as “the leader of the Slavic apostles and the enlightener of Bulgari-
an nation”: M. G. PopruZenko, Sinodik cara Borila (Synodic of Tsar Boril) (Sofia, 1928), 77.
At about the same time (1242/1243), an Athonite (Chilandarian) monk Domentian (1264),
who stands as a major figure in medieval Serbian literature, wrote the first biographies of
Archbishop Sava and his father Nemanja (St. Simeon the Myrrh-streaming), frequently
calling both of them “the enlighteners of the homeland™: R. Marinkovi¢, Jostenitiujan.
JKusoiti ce. Cage u Xusoiu cs. Custeona (Domentian. Life of St. Sava and Life of St. Syme-
on) (Belgrade, 1988), passim; in addition to this title, see: A. Schmauss, “Die literaturhis-
torische Problematik von Domentijans Sava-Vita,” in Vortrige auf dem V. Internation-
alen Slawistenkongress, Sofia, 1963 (Opera Slavica 4; eds. M. Braun and E. Koschmieder;
Géttingen, 1963), 121-142. Also take into account the following: S. Hafner, Stefan Neman-
ja nach den Viten des hl. Sava und Stefans des Erstgekronten (vol. 1 of Serbisches Mittelal-
ter: Altserbische Herrscherbiographien; Graz/Vienna/Cologne, 1962).

5 See D. Bogdanovi¢ et al., Chilandar: On the Holy Mountain (Belgrade, 1978); M. Purasinovié
et al., Medieval Monasteries and Churches in Serbia (Belgrade, 2006); S. Mileusni¢, The
Medieval Monasteries of Serbia (Novi Sad, 1995; 4th ed. 1998).
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counted worthy of belonging to the Eastern and Western medieval tra-
dition of monasteries as the chief, if not sole, centers of literacy and edu-
cation.® However, under these circumstances, larger monasteries in the
West began, in addition to monastic education (schola interna), to de-
velop alternative paths of education in secular services (schola externa),
whereas in the East, in Byzantium and Serbia, it was rare to find a mo-
nastic school not closely related to taking monastic vows.” Subsequently,
in the East, people were educated mainly in diocesan and parish theo-
logical schools,® and attending monastic schools did not become cus-

8 Since Vita S. Joannis Calybitae shows that only one book (the New Testament) should
be considered both the spiritual and material property of a Byzantine monk (PG 114:569),
it is also assumed that biblical books played a major role in the Serbian medieval school
system, which was placed almost entirely within the monastery walls after the arrival of
the Ottomans in the mid-fifteenth century. An extensive list of all available editions of
medieval Slavic translations of the biblical books is to be found in Podskalsky (Literatur,
144-152 [n. 1]). Regarding biblical interpretation among the medieval Slavs, Podskalsky
draws his conclusions by starting his review with the genre of homilies and noticing that,
compared to Kievan Russia, exegesis emerged as a new literary genre, though not a dom-
inant one (Literatur, 169-170 [n. 1]). In fact, except for John the Exarch (ca. 930), hardly
any layman independently dealt with professional exegesis in Bulgaria and Serbia, and
if anyone did, it was in a random and discontinuous manner; Theophylact of Ochrid, af-
ter all, was an archbishop, not a layman (Literatur, 227-236 [n. 1]). Finally, we should also
mention the work of a renowned Serbian historian, a professor at FOTB, Radoslav Gruji¢
(1878-1955): “IlIkone 31 MaHACTHPH Y CPeAbEBEKOBHO] Cpuju” (“The Schools and the
Monasteries in Medieval Serbia™), Inacnux Croitcxoi nayunoi gpywiniea (Herald of Sko-
pje’s Scientific Society) 3 (1928), 43-50.

7 Although it may be further discussed whether the cause of this difference lies in the
fact that the Church in the West consciously overtook the role of cultural savior dur-
ing the chaotic Middle Ages, or whether it may be explained by the fact that the Eastern
Orthodox monks, always being regarded as “ta vebpa kal é8paiwparta tijg ExkAnoiag”
(Theodore the Studite, Sermo 114; PG 99:657), were less interested in secular or theolog-
ical education than in maintaining the true Christian faith, it will suffice here simply to
acknowledge, as Podskalsky also does in his other representative work, Theologie und
Philosophie in Byzanz: der Streit um die theologische Methodik in der spéitbyzantinischen
Geistesgeschichte (14.-15. Jh.), seine systematischen Grundlagen und seine historische Ent-
wicklung (BA 15; Miinchen, 1977; Serb. ed. Belgrade, 2010), 34-48, that the reorganization
of monastic life in the medieval East, unlike the reformation of contemplative orders at
about the same time in the West, did not take fields of study into account (see: n. 124, p. 37).

8 See Podskalsky, Theologie, 48-64 (n. 7); in Serbia: S. Cirkovi¢, “Pismenost i obrazovanje
u srednjovekovnoj Srbiji” (“Literacy and Education in Medieval Serbia”) in Istorija skola
i obrazovanja kod Srba (History of Schools and Education of the Serbs) (ed. E. Hasanagi¢;
Belgrade, 1974), 9-30; C. S. Draskovi¢, “Die kirchliche Ausbildung der Serben zur Zeit der
Nemanjicen,” Ostkirchlichen Studien 8 (1959), 230-239; J. P. Ili¢, “Cpncke mkone y goda
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tomary before the period of Ottoman rule>—though now with a com-
pletely different foundation and results dissimilar to those in the West.
On the eve of the fourteenth and at the dawn of the fifteenth centu-
ry, Serbian culture was on the rise, but this potential hive of humanis-
tic and Renaissance ideas, ready to turn its primary educational centers
into more acclaimed institutions, was violently and abruptly interrupt-
ed. Moreover, since it was afterwards systematically sabotaged and even
destroyed, it is quite understandable that it had to wait for a new set of
circumstances, so as to reappear like a subterranean river."

This became possible at the beginning of the eighteenth century. A
conjunction of rather intricate and, for Serbians, very unpleasant histor-
ical circumstances resulted in massive migrations to the areas north of
the Sava and Danube, then under Habsburg rule and today within Ser-
bia.’2 As soon as the first compact cells of Serbian society grew on the

Hemamuha” (“Serbian Schools in the Time of Nemanjici”), Inackux Cpiicke IIpasocaas-
ne Llpxee (Herald of the Serbian Orthodox Church) 27 (1946), 175-181; A. Veselinovi¢,
“ObpasoBame y cpenmwesexoBHoj Cpoutjit” (“Education in the Medieval Serbia”), in Odpa-
306arwe xog Cpda xpos eexose (Education of the Serbs through the Centuries) (eds. R.
Petkovi¢, P. V. Kresti¢, and T. Zivkovi¢; Istorijski institut [Historical Institute] 21; Belgrade,
2003), 9-19; M. Vukicevi¢, Illkone u wuperwe iiucmenocitiu y gpwasu Hemarwuha (The
Schools and the Spread of Literacy in the State of Nemanjici), loguwuwuna Huxone Yyiuha
(Anniversary of Nikola Cupic) 18 (1898), 191-232.
9 For more on medieval Serbian education under Ottoman rule, see: J. Parli¢-Bozovi¢,
“Obpasosamwe Cpda y Bpeme Typcke Bnactit” (“The Education of Serbs During Turkish
Rule”), 38oprux pagosa Punosodcxoi daxynimieinia y Ipuwitiunu (Proceedings of the Fac-
ulty of Philosophy in Pristina) 41 (2011), 555-568; R. Samardzi¢, “OnwTit ycnosit cprcke
oSpasopanoctit nog Typwima” (“General Conditions of Serbian Education under the
Turks”), in History of Schools and Education of the Serbs (n. 8), 31-36.

10 1t was a monk (named Sava) from Decani Monastery (Kosovo), who composed the
first Serbian alphabet book at the end of the sixteenth century, having printed it in Ven-
ice. See: Prvi srpski bukvar Inoka Save: Venecija 1597 (The First Serbian Alphabet Book of
Monk Sava: Venice 1597) (ed. M. Ble¢i¢; Belgrade, 2009; 2nd ed. 2010).

11 Sjjakovié and Rakovié, University and Serbian Theology, 26-27 (n. 3).

12 et us explain these circumstances in the shortest possible way: After the failure of
the Turks’ thrust into central Europe (1683), when more Southern Slavs than ever be-
fore partook in the war against the occupiers, the Sultan’s armies and landholders had
to withdraw southward; but shortly after this defeat, they put down the rebellion and
pushed back the Austrians together with the Serbian combatants. Escaping a furious re-
venge, the Serbian people migrated northward in great numbers, across the rivers Sava
and Danube (1690), being led by their Patriarch Arsenije III (1633-1706), to seek shelter
under the auspices of the Habsburg Empire. See: Ch. Jelavich, “Some Aspects of Serbi-
an Religious Development in the Eighteenth Century;” Church History 23 (1954), 144-152;
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soil of this organized Christian empire, ambitions to establish a mod-
ern Serbian school system naturally appeared. In this endeavor, the fol-
lowing towns gained in importance: Karlowitz or Sremski Karlovci, the
center of a newly-formed Serbian Metropolitan, evolved from an exiled
elite into a leading entity of Serbian national and spiritual identity. Bel-
grade, which remained free from Turkish rule for almost two decades
(1718-1737) thanks to the Austrian conquests, proved significant, too.
Also important was the newly established city of Novi Sad (as its Latin
name says: Neoplanta).” In response to pleas from the metropolitans of
Karlovci and Belgrade, Russian authorities sent learned emissaries, who
assisted in the formation of first theological schools,'* whereafter Serbi-

Haiwpujapx cpiicku Apcenuje Il Yaprojesuh u eenuxa ceoda Cpda 1690. iogune (Serbian
Patriarch Arsenije IIl Carnojevi¢ and the Great Migration in 1690) (ed. S. Vukovi¢; Bel-
grade, 1997); D. Popovi¢, Velika seoba Srba 1690. Srbi seljaci i plemici (The Great Migra-
tion of Serbs, 1690: The Serbian Peasentry and Nobility) (Belgrade, 1954); H. Schreckeis,
“Die Grosse Wanderung der Serben ab 1690,” Donauschwiibische Forschungs — und Leh-
rerblitter 39 (1993), 12-17; M. Sviréevié, “Migrations and Patriarchate in 18" Century Ser-
bia,” Yugoslav law 31 (2004), 63-80.

13 Having emerged in such a short time and in such a confined space, many educational
initiatives proved somewhat fruitful despite ambivalent state and political circumstances;
see J. Ph. Adler,“Habsburg School Reform among the Orthodox Minorities, 1770-1780,"
Slavic Review 30 (1974), 23-45; S. Dabi¢, “Cprnicko mkoncrso y XadcSypurkoj Monapxi-
ju no nonosiuue XVIII Bexa” (“Serbian Education in the Habsburg Monarchy until the
Mid-Eighteenth Century”) in Education of the Serbs through Centuries (n. 8), 31-39; P.
Despotovic, Illxone Cpda y Yiapcxoj u Xpsatucxoj (The Schools of Serbs in Hungary and
in Croatia) (Kragujevac, 1888); R. Curi¢, “Cpncke wxone y Xa838ypurkoj MoHapxuju io
nonosine XVIII sexa” (“Serbian Schools in the Habsburg Monarchy until the Mid-Eigh-
teenth Century”) and N. Gavrilovi¢, “Cpncko mxoncrso y Xad3dypukoj MoHapxuju y
apyroj nonosiui XVIII Bexa” (“Serbian Schools in Habsburg Monarchy in the Second
Half of the Eighteenth Century”) in History of Schools and Education of the Serbs (n. 8),
99-153; R. M. Gruji¢, Cpiicke wrone y Beoipagcxo-Kapnosauxoj Muiapoiionuju (og 1718
go 1739 1.). Ipunoi kynimypHoj ucimiopuju cpitckoia Hapoga (Serbian schools in the Bel-
grade-Karlovci Metropolitanate [from 1718 to 1739]: A Contribution to the Cultural Histo-
ry of the Serbian People) (Belgrade, 1908); D. Kirilovi¢, Srpske skole u Vojvodini u XVIII
veku (Serbian Schools in Eighteenth Century Vojvodina) (Sremski Karlovci, 1929), 1-13,
20-25, 33-37; M. Neskovié, Hcitiopuja cpiickux wixona y Aycitipo-Yiapcxoj Monapxuju (A
History of Serbian Schools in the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy) (Sremski Karlovci, 1897).

14 For a better understanding of this new beginning, R. M. Gruji¢ (n. 6) published pri-
mary sources that contain pieces of original correspondence between Serbian metro-
politans and Peter the Great: “IIpino3it 3a MCTOpHjy CPIICKIX LIKO/IA Y NpPBOj MO/OBM-
i XVIIL Beka” (“Contributions to the History of Serbian Schools in the First Half of
the Eighteenth Century”), Ciiosenux Cpiicke Kpamescke Axagemuje (Monument of the
Serbian Royal Academy) 42 (1910), 99-43. This publication includes an important letter
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an students were sent to the Kiev Spiritual Academy for theological ed-
ucation and to strengthen their own teaching skills.'s

Although there is plenty of room for discussion of a whole spec-
trum of consequences that sprang from the aforementioned historical
circumstances, we will limit ourselves here to one crucial observation.¢
In Europe, the dawn of the Enlightenment was already shining brightly

of Maxim Suvorov (dated 9 October 1726) to the Metropolitan of Belgrade and Karlovci,
Mojsije Petrovi¢ (1677-1730), which tells about the Russian theologian’s agreeing to come

to Sremski Karlovci and establish a school there (p. 103). Under Suvorov’s direction, this

newly opened school was organized in accord with the Kievan and implicitly Jesuit edu-
cational model, whose cornerstone was the arts of the trivium and quadrivium; further-
more, at the request of Metropolitan Mojsije, Suvorov expanded this model by opening

another school in the second administrative center of Belgrade (1727), wherefter he left

for Russia due to many unexpected obstacles he had to deal with (p. 108). However, this

“Latin Academy” system in Sremski Karlovci and the initiative of bringing Russian theo-
logians did not cease with his leaving. In 1733, the next Metropolitan of Karlovci, Viken-
tije Jovanovi¢ (1689-1737), brought a group of Kiev professors of Latin, philosophy, and

rhetoric, under the direction of an academic, Manuil Kozachinskii (1700-1755), who

would become the rector of the school; see: D. Ruvarac, Jcitiopuuno-xpuitiuuna ypitia

o Buheniaujy Josanosuhy fipasocnasrom muitipoiionuity Seoipagckom u Kapnoeauxom

(1731-1737) (Historical-Critical Note on the Orthodox Metropolitan of Belgrade and Karlo-
vci Vicentije Jovanovic [1731-1737]) (Zemun, 1886), 46-47.

15 For more on Serbian students in Kiev, see: M. Jovanovi¢, “Cpit y pyckim wKona-
Mma y XVIII Bexy” (“Serbs in Eighteenth Century Russian Schools”), Lipxea u XKusom
(Church and Life) 1-2 (1926), 16-30; N. L. Petrov, “Bocrtannuki Kiesckoit akagessu 13
Cep60B ¢ Havana citHOAANbHOrO NMEpHOAA ¥ Ao uapcrBoBanus Exarepunst 11 (1721-1762)”
(“Serbian Students of Kiev Academy from the Beginning of the Synodal Era until the
Reign of Catherine II [1721-1762]"), M38ecmus omdenenus pycckozo A3vika u cro8ecHocmu
Hmnepamopcroiit Axadesmuu Hayx (Proceedings of the Department of Russian Language and
Literature of the Imperial Academy of Sciences) IX 4 (1904), 1-16; N. Radoj¢i¢, “KiujeBcka
Axanemja 11 Cpbu” (“Kiev Academy and Serbs”), Cpiicxu krousxcesnu inachux (Serbian
Literary Gazette) 307 (1913), 668-673; cf. also: S. Bogojavlenskii, “V13 pyccko-cepGekix
otHoweHit npi ITerpe Ilepom” (“From Russian-Serbian Relations under Peter the
First”), Bonpocot ucmopuu (Questions of History) 8-9 (1946), 19-41.

16 One of the consequences was a Russian influence on the development of an artificial
Slavonic-Serbian language or Slavoserbian, which did not bear resemblance to a single
living Serbian dialect and which grew into the modern Serbian language no sooner than
the middle of the nineteenth century. It was the personality of the Serbian philologist
and linguist Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢ (1787-1864) to whom this reform owes the great-
est debt. See: Th. Butler, “The Origins of the War for a Serbian Language and Orthogra-
phy,” HSS 5 (1970), 1-80; E. Kraft, “Die Sikularisierung der serbisch-russischen Beziehu-
ngen an der Wende vom 17. zum 18. Jahrhundert;” Siidost-Forschungen 47 (1988), 87-108:
D. Wilson, The Life and Times of Vuk Stefanovic Karadzic, 1787-1864: Literacy, Literature,
and National Independence in Serbia (Oxford, 1970).
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and the consequences of rethinking medieval social arrangements, ac-
cording to which the Church was the primary, if not the only, engine of
the entire culture, were about to burgeon. The development of Serbi-
an theological scholarship, however, became possible only through the
very arrangements that were in decline elsewhere in Europe.'? At approxi-
mately the same time (1690), when almost the entire Serbian nation was
crossing its northern borders carrying an embryo of its future academ-
iclife to be revived in the lap of the Habsburg monarchy, already mature
university traditions in the West outgrew their existing framework, giv-
ing priority to other faculties but not to the faculty of theology.’® Ow-
ing to the Enlightenment concept of science, which tended to be orient-
ed towards secular issues and pragmatism and not towards the study of
theology, but also thanks to the constitutional right to academic free-
dom of thought, the faculty of philosophy gained the status of the fun-

17 Regarded as the most important representatives of the Serbian people, the metro-
politans of Karlovci and Belgrade played a decisive role in activities not only of an ec-
clesiastical but also secular nature, as Metropolitan Vikentije Jovanovi¢ (n. 14) put it in
one of his letters: “The Serb people has only one common symbol, namely the great and
Holy Church which has been preserved when all else has perished” (R. M. Gruji¢, “Pis-
ma peckih patrijarha iz drugog i treceg decenija XVIII-tog veka” [“The Letters of the Pa-
triarchs of Pecs from the Second and Third Decade of the Eighteenth Century”], Monu-
ment of the Serbian Royal Academy 51 [1913], 113-119, 117); also see: J. Ph. Adler, “Nation
and Nationalism among the Serbs of Hungary, 1790-1870,” EEQ 13 (1979), 271-283; L.
Hadrovics, Le peuple serbe et son Eglise sous la domination turque (Paris, 1947), 118-121;
R. Okey, “State, Church, and Nation in the Serbo-Croat Speaking Lands of the Habsburg
Monarchy 1850-1914," in Comparative Studies on Governments and Non-Dominant Ethnic
Groups in Europe 1850-1940. Volume 2: Religion, State, and Ethnic Groups (ed. D. Kerr et
al;; New York, 1992), 51-78; also: E. E. von Radi¢, Die Verfassung der orthodox-serbischen
Particular-Kirche von Karlovitz (Prague, 1880); idem, Die Orthodox-orientalischen Parti-
kularkirchen in den Landern der ungarischen Krone (Budapest, 1886).

18 Although theology played a key role within the early modern universities, the pre-
viously dominant faculty of theology came to be rivalled by other faculties (e.g., the fac-
ulty of law). In accordance with Halle’s model of a modern university, which gave prior-
ity to the law school with its foundation in 1694, and then with that of Géttingen, many
European universities were reformed, enlightened, and became open to practical and
useful sciences. Christian Wolf (1679-1754), who taught in Halle and Marburg, had ex-
pressed the goal of the new science with a Latin motto, ad usum vitae; see: N. Hammer-
stein, “Relations with Authoriy;’ in A History of the University in Europe. Volume 2: Uni-
versities in Early Modern Europe (1500-1800) (ed. H. de Ridder-Symoens; Cambridge,
1996), 114-153, 142; C. Shilakowsky, “Martin Luther University of Halle-Wittenberg,” in
International Dictionary of University Histories (eds. C. J. Summerfield, M. E. Devine, and
A. Levi; Chicago, 1998), 256-259.
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damental faculty within the eighteenth-century European university—
that is, it had the capacity to assess all others."

This comparison additionally (but not totally) clarifies why the
newly enlivened Serbian educational system did not keep pace with
a trend stipulated by the Age of Reason. However, to say that Serbian
scholarship was not aware of this trend and did not partly adhere to it,
would be erroneous. In the first Serbian school of higher education, Col-
legium Vissariono-Pawlovicsianum Petrovaradinense,® in which theolo-
gy and other sciences were still kept together as tended to be the case in
eighteenth and nineteenth-century Serbian schools, the Bishop of the
Diocese of Budim, Dionisije Novakovi¢ (1705-1767), started his lectures
in philosophy and theology with a famous programmatic speech enti-
tled, “On the Praise and Use of Liberal Arts” (1739),2' which clearly con-
firms that the envisaged curriculum originated from the classical educa-
tion model developed at European universities as artes liberales. Setting
modern foundations to classical and humanistic sciences among Serbs
by following exactly this model is of no surprise. The Serbian Church
naturally played a major role in education in the southeastern territories
of the Habsburg Monarchy, but there was also a natural desire to make
amends for all the things missed in science over centuries. We must bear
in mind that the very title of this speech alludes to a profound belief of
the Church—that is, of the entire nation—that advancement in the sci-

19 This argument was first made in a treatise of Immanuel Kant (1724-1804): Der Streit
der Facultiten in drey Abschnitten (Konigsberg, 1798) = Kants Werke. Akademie Tex-
tausgabe (Berlin, 1968), 1-116, 27-29, in which he defended the scholarly superiority of
the facultas artium over the higher faculties, grounding a new idea of the university at
the same time. His idea, however, did not remain a mere academic exercise but became
a reality with the foundation of Berlin University (1810) and was further developed by
Fichte, Schleiermacher, von Humboldt, Jaspers, and other modern philosophers. See: W.
Riiegg, “Theology and the Arts,” in A History of the University in Europe. Volume 3: Uni-
versities in the Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries (1800-1945) (ed. W. Riiegg; Cam-
bridge, 2004), 393-458; Sijakovi¢ and Rakovi¢, University and Serbian Theology, 19-22 (n. 3).

20 primarily dedicated to the spiritual education of priests and having existed for only
a few decades, this school was established by Bishop of Backa, Visarion Pavlovi¢ (1670-
1756), in Novi Sad in the mid decades of the eighteenth century; see V. Dordevié, Ipuxa
u cpncxa npoceema (Greek and Serbian education) (Belgrade, 1896), 101.

21 pyblished in D. Ruvarac, “[ujonsicije HoBakosith npsit yuenn cpncki Sorocnos-
CKM KIbIDKEBHHMK, npodecop, a noroM Brajika dymunckir” (“Dionisije Novakovié: The
First Serbian-Educated Theological Writer, Professor and Then the Bishop of Budim”),
Herald of the Serbian Orthodox Church (n. 8) 13 (1924), 196-203, 197-203.
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ences is immensely important. In other words, these developments im-
ply a strong urge to raise awareness, to strengthen, and to somehow in-
tegrate crumbled national fragments into a whole.2

In the meantime, what was happening with higher theological ed-
ucation per se? After dwelling for centuries in parishes and monasteries,
Serbian theological seminaries were now opened as independent, yet
strictly Serbian, schools, while some candidates, for the sake of higher
education, were sent to those schools considered to be the most repu-
table Orthodox academic institutions of the times, such as the Russian
theological academies in Kiev, Moscow, and St. Petersburg.?* Things

22 This is closely yet paradoxically related to the Austrian Empire’s strong objection to
the Serbian inclination towards Russia and to Serbian political and cultural isolation in
general. Accordingly, integration regulations introduced by Maria Theresa, in addition to
their negative impact on genuine Orthodox tradition, gave rise to secular schools and led
to the establishment of the first Serbian printing house in Vienna (1770), thanks to which
Enlightenment ideas penetrated Serbian culture with less difficulties. All of these bore ob-
vious fruit in the First Serbian Uprising against the Ottomans (1804), which marked the
formation of the first modern Serbian state, and in many other momentous events, such
as the opening of the College (1808) in the recently liberated city of Belgrade (n. 27). It is
worth mentioning here that this institution, the forerunner of Serbian University (1905),
was also opened by a speech, similar to the one of Metropolitan D. Novakovi¢, entitled

“O my»xHoMm nounTanijy K Haykam” (“On the Necessity of Respecting Sciences”), given
by the most learned Serb of the time, Dositej Obradovi¢ (1739-1811), in whom lethargic
shadows of Theresian Orthodoxy gave way to the clarity of Enlightenment ideas. Howev-
er, there was no room for studies of theology at the Grande Ecole, although as many as six
of its rectors were learned theology scholars, which implies that Serbian theologians did
set the basis for national higher education together with their colleagues from other pro-
fessions. See: Sijakovi¢ and Rakovi¢, University and Serbian Theology, 32 (n. 3); for more
on D. Obradovi¢, see his autobiography: The Life and Adventures of Dimitrije Obradovic,
Who as a Monk was Given the Name Dositej, Written and Published by Himself (trans. and
ed. G. R. Noyes; Berkeley, 1953); also: N. Curéié, The Ethics of Reason in the Philosophical
System of Dositej Obradovic: A Stydy of his Contribution in this Field to the Age of Reason
(London, 1976); R. Jovanovi¢-Gorup, “Dositej Obradovi¢ and Serbian Cultural Rebirth,”
Serbian Studies 6 (1991), 35-55; M. S. Tasi¢, Dositej Obradovi¢ (Belgrade, 1994).

23 Being established in a rather complex political and religious climate, these Russian
academies—as well as their Serbian “daughters” in Karlovci and Belgrade—earned a glo-
rious reputation in the course of time, although this reputation was shaded with preva-
lent, polymorphic Jesuit influence from their very beginnings in the seventeenth centu-
ry, as was observed by the renowned Russian Orthodox theologian Georges Florovsky
(1893-1979): Ways of Russian Theology. Part One (Belmont, 1979), 65. Nevertheless, they
had represented the main, if not only, Serbian destination until the theological faculty
in Chernivtsi was opened in 1875 (36 Serbian students attended it), and even when, at
the end of the nineteenth and the dawn of the twentieth century, especially after the Oc-
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changed, however, and the need for higher theological education crys-
tallized among Serbs at the end of the nineteenth century, when the
seminaries in Karlovci and Belgrade were no longer able to equip stu-
dents to meet the intellectual challenges priests faced in towns.?* This
need for a change raised the important question of whether to estab-
lish a faculty within the rising University or to create an academy as
an independent Church institution,? as preferred by the Church Hi-
erarchy, who mostly attended Russian academies.?¢ Nonetheless, when
the highest educational institution in Serbia (Grande Ecole) turned into
Belgrade University (1905), it was comprised of the departments of Or-
thodox Theology, Philosophy, Law, Medicine, and Engineering.?’ Fif-

tober Revolution, Serbian students began to attend colleges in Athens, Halki, Bern, and
Oxford, the Russian academies did not lose their appeal. What is more, they would later
serve as role models for future Serbian theological institutions of the highest rank. For
more on the Russian theological schools and their biblical studies, see: M. Kozlov and
V. A. Theodorov, “Axapemi gyxoBHble npaBocnaBHble B Pocaint” (“Orthodox Spiritual
Academies in Russia”), in IIpasocnasras Snyuxnonedus (Orthodox Encyclopedia), Vol.
1 (Moscow, 2000), 349-352; A. Negrov, Biblical Interpretation in the Russian Orthodox
Church: A Historical and Hermeneutical Perspective (BHT 130; Tibingen, 2008), 54-65.

24 Eor more on this theme, see R. Radi¢, “Obrazovanje svestenstva Srpske pravoslavne
crkve u 19. veku i u prvoj polovini 20. veka” (“Education of the Serbian Orthodox Church's
Priests in the Nineteenth Century and in the First Half of the Twentieth Century”) in Ed-
ucation of the Serbs through the Centuries (n. 8), 101-125.

25 Sijakovi¢ and Rakovié, University and Serbian Theology (n. 3), illustrate this debate
in a detailed manner (22-23, 41-78, 108-112), showing that the discussion revealed a far
deeper problem in the understanding of the concept of the university: Is a university a
collective institution comprising vocational schools and departments resting upon in-
herent rational criterion, assessing the legitimacy of everything else and yet declining to
prove its own, with the sole aim of ruling the world, or is the university a gathering place
of universal knowledge where the faculty of theology serves to remind humankind of its
role in the salvation and elevation of creation? The main deficiency of this debate among
Serbian as well as European scholars of the time lay in the fact that it was conducted in
the tone of Enlightenment rationality, within the borders of the “one and only™ reality
given and described by science. The entire debate was to ripen only after many failures
in the twentieth century, as witnessed by Karl Jaspers (1883-1969) in his work, Die Idee
der Universitdt (Berlin, 1946).

26 Op the Serbian Orthodox Church in the nineteenth and twentieth century, see Th.
Bremer, Ekklesiale Struktur und Ekklesiologie in der Serbischen Orthodoxen Kirche im 19.
und 20. Jahrhundert (Ostliche Christentum n. E. 41; Wiirzburg, 1992); and P. Pavlovich,
The History of the Serbian Orthodox Church (Toronto, 1989), from p. 184 on.

27 The history of the University of Belgrade starts at the beginning of the nineteenth cen-
tury, when D. Obradovi¢ founded the Collegium in 1808 (n. 22). Thirty years later, it turned
into the Lyceum (1841) and then into the Higher School or Grande Ecole (1863), which was
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teen years had to pass, however, for the Faculty of Orthodox Theology
to start its work, due to a lack of teaching staff and raging wars.2¢ Only
then, in a newly created Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes (1918),
with the reestablished Patriarchate (1920), and due also to a painful mi-
gration of Russian scholars into Serbia,? did it become possible for the
highest theological institution to begin to function.3?

recognized throughout Europe. Early in 1905, Serbian King Peter I Karadordevi¢ (1844-
1921) signed the decree that brought Belgrade University into existence. See S. Cunkovi¢,
Skolstvo i prosveta u Srbiji u XIX veku (Schools and Education in Nineteenth Century Serbia)
(Belgrade, 1971); V. Tesi¢, “Skole i nastava u Srbiji (1878-1918)” (“Schools and Education in
Serbia [1878-1918]"), in Istorija srpskog naroda (History of the Serbian People), Voume 6/2
(ed. A. Mitrovi¢ et al.; Belgrade, 1983), 506-549; V. Tesi¢, Razvoj Liceja i Velike skole (The
Development of the Lyceum and the Higher School) (Belgrade, 1988).

28 Let us mention here the Balkan Wars (1912-1913) which preceded WW1 (1914-1918) and
in which Serbia finally freed itself from five centuries of Turkish rule. For more on these
wars, see the following studies: E. J. Erickson, Defeat in Detail: The Ottoman Army in the
Balkans, 1912-1913 (Westport, 2003); A. Gerolymatos, The Balkan Wars: Conquest, Revolu-
tion, and Retribution from the Ottoman Era to the Twentieth Century and Beyond (New York,
2002); R. C. Hall, The Balkan Wars, 1912-1913: Prelude to the First World War (London, 2000).

29 On the migration of the Russian intellectuals to Serbia due to the revolution in 1917 and
afterwards, especially the coming of the Church Hierarchy to Sremski Karlovci and estab-
lishing the Russian Orthodox Church Outside Russia (Pycckas IIpasocnasuas LlepkoBb
3arpannueii) there in 1921, see A. B. Arsenev, Pyccxas amuzpayus e Cp. Kapnosyax (Rus-
sian Emigration in Sr. Karlovci) (Moscow, 2003). This migration played a key role in many
aspects of the development of Serbian cultural in the first half of the twentieth century,
particularly in the formation of the FOTB. C. S. Draskovi¢, “Yerppecer ropunHa Boro-
cnosckor daxynrera y Beorpany” (“Forty Years of the Faculty of Theology in Belgrade”),
Bozocnosme (Theology) 1-2 (1961), 1-27, 5-9, lists its first professors, among whom we find
six from Russia: A. P. Dobroklonskii (1856-1937) became a professor of Church History
(1920-1937), Th. L. Titov (1868-1935) taught Biblical History and Archeology (1920-1935),
M. A. Georgievskii (1888-1950) lectured on Hebrew (1920-1929), A. P. Rozhdestvenskii
(1854-1930) remained for only a few months a professor of Old Testament (1921), N. N.
Glubokovskil (1863-1937) taught Patrology for a short period (1922), and V. E. Fradinskii
(1892-1961), who even studied at the newly formed FOTB (1921-1926), was appointed pro-
fessor of Church History (1939-1961), succeeding to the chair of the late Dobroklonskii.
Draskovi¢, however, does not mention V. V. Zenkovskii (1881-1962), who taught philos-
ophy (1920-1923) at the Faculties of both Theology and Philosophy of Belgrade Univer-
sity. For more on the Russian professors at FOTB, see V. Puzovi¢, “Pycckue aMHrpaHThI

- npenopoarem IlpaBocnaBHoro Gorocnosckoro dakynsrera B Benrpane (1920-1940
rr.)” (“Russian Emigrants - Professors at the Faculty of Orthodox Theology in Belgrade
[1920-1940]") Tpydwvt Kuesackoit dyxosHoit axademuu (Proceedings of the Kiev Theological
Academy) 15 (2011), 199-208.

30 A rising opportunity to elevate the theological seminaries in Karlovci and Belgrade
to a higher rank (as in Russia) did not, however, come to fruition. Moreover, the tem-
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3. Orthodox New Testament scholarship
in Serbia after the opening of FOTB

Prior to 1800, there was hardly one Serbian seminary inquiring into the
subject that would later be called biblical studies. Apart from the afore-
mentioned difficulties, another cause of this lies in the hermeneutical,
methodological, and cultural distance between Eastern Orthodoxy and
the Enlightenment context of modern biblical scholarship. Therefore,
since Holy Scripture had traditionally been a school subject in the cur-
riculum of Serbian seminaries, the discipline here in question actual-
ly might have had its origins in the first biblical studies handbooks that
were written looking towards an Orthodox model of that time —the
Russian one.3! However, despite being pioneering undertakings in Ser-
bian theology, the reception of these handbooks cannot be assessed in
a straightforward manner, since they were not used for subjects related
to biblical studies in the Karlovci seminary. Rather, these subjects were
taught relying upon unpublished translations of the works of the Ger-
man Protestant, C. E Keil (1807-1888).32 This may be explained in part

porary closure of the seminary in Karlovci proved to be collateral damage caused by the
establishment of the Faculties of Orthodox Theology in Belgrade and Zagreb (which ex-
isted for only two years: 1920-1922), as well as by their mutual yet short-lived rivalry. For
more on this process, see Sijakovi¢ and Rakovi¢, University and Serbian Theology, 79-107
(n. 3); A. Rakovi¢, “Karlovci Seminary: From One Step to the Level of the Faculty (1914-
1920) Towards Subsequent Recognition of the Faculty Level (1925-1933),” Teoloski pogle-
di (Theological Views) 2 (2013), 583-598.

31 A decade after they returned from what was then the “Jerusalem” of Orthodox theol-
ogy, two Kiev academy graduates, Belgrade seminary professor Nikanor Zisi¢ (1829-1866)
and Metropolitan of Belgrade Mihailo Jovanovi¢ (1826-1898), a most remarkable figure of
nineteenth century Serbian Orthodoxy, published the first textbooks in biblical studies,
yet not in the reformed Slavonic-Serbian language (n. 16): M. Jovanovi¢, Xepatenesmura
(Hermeneutics) (Belgrade, 1864); N. Zisi¢, Yiyimcitiso 3a wuittawe Ceeitioi ITucma Citia-
poi u Hosoi 3aseitia (An Introduction for Reading the Holy Scripture of the Old and New
Testament) (Belgrade, 1864). Conceived to follow the Russian model, these two treatises
signified a rare but advantageous opportunity for students to get acquainted with scien-
tific principles of two biblical disciplines that apparently had an academic status at high-
er theological schools (isagogics and hermeneutics = exegesis). For more on the Russian
approach to these disciplines, which were followed by Zisi¢ and Jovanovi¢, see Negrov,
Interpretation, 93-109, 11-117 (n. 23).

32N, Gavrilovi¢, Kapnosayuxa Soiocnosuja (1794-1920) (Karlovei Seminary [1794-1920])
(Sremski Karlovci, 1984), 84, has pointed to the sources that clearly demonstrate the afore-
mentioned fact, though they remain imprecise in citing Keil’s works. They mention “in-
troductory lessons,” which may refer to Keil's Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen Einlei-
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by the fact that the school was situated in a German-speaking environ-
ment and also by certain sympathies that arose among the Orthodox on
behalf of this Protestant theologian’s scientific erudition and conserva-
tism.33 Moreover, those first handbooks were written in the unreformed
language tradition, which, due in large part to the first translation of the
Holy Scriptures into the reformed Serbian language around the middle
of the nineteenth century, was soon regarded as outdated as compared
to reformed Serbian.3* Also, we should not readily dismiss the possibil-

tung in die kanonischen und apokryphen Schriften des Alten Testamentes (Frankfurt a. M.,
1853; 3rd rev. ed. 1873), and also a more concrete title, “XpstcTitanckoe urense” (“Christian
Reading”), which is not to be found among any of Keil’s works; it is actually the name of a
Russian theological journal (St. Petersburg, 1821-1918; 1990-), where translations of some
of Keil's texts might have been published. It is also noteworthy that Florovsky found Keil's
Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen Einleitung one of the most popular handbooks among
Russian biblical scholars during the second half of the nineteenth century, and he claims
that this handbook was published by the Kievan journal Proceedings of the Kiev Theolog-
ical Academy in 1871 (G. Florovsky, Ways of Russian Theology. Part Tiwvo [Belmont, 1972],
127). Florovsky might have been wrong, however: it is actually Keil's Handbuch der bib-
lischen Archeologie. Bd 1-2 (Frankfurt a. M. 1858-1859; 2nd ed. 1875) that was published by
the aforementioned journal: K. F. Keil, Pyxosodcmeo x 6ubneiickoii apxeonozuu. Yacmo
1-2 (Guide to Biblical Archaeology. Volumes 1-2) (Kiev, 1871-1876). Finally, although the re-
cently written handbooks of Zisi¢ and Jovanovi¢ (n. 31) could not push Keil’s works out
of the Karlovci seminary, the impression remains that the principles of Russian biblical
interpretation lived on in its classrooms. After all, if the facts presented above are to be
believed, Keil had been a favorite scholar among the Russian and Serbian theologians.

33 C.-F. Keil might have attracted Orthodox theologians due to his “offenbarungsgliu-
bige Bibelforschung,” which he paired with a sharp opposition towards the rationalism
of W. de Wette (1780-1849) and others. For more on the theological personality of Keil,
see the following: P. Siemens, Carl Friedrich Keil: Studien zu Leben und Werk (Gieflen,
1989); A. Siedlecki, “Keil, Carl Fridrich (1807-88),” in Dictionary of Biblical Interpreta-
tion (ed. J. H. Hayes; Nashville, 1999), 18-19.

34 The first translation of the New Testament into the modern Serbian language was
published in 1847 by Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢ (n. 16), who did not, however, use Greek
but Russian-Slavonic, German, and Latin texts as his basis, while the translation of the
Old Testament into reformed Serbian was published in 1868 by Puro Danici¢ (1825-1882),
a philologist and great supporter of Karadzi¢’s work, who used a Latin edition of Imman-
uel Tremellius’ (1510-1580) translation from Hebrew as the base text. There were other
Bible translations into the Serbian language during the nineteenth century, but they had
less impact, since they were published in the unreformed language: these are the trans-
lations of a few Old Testament books (1860) by Platon Atanackovi¢ (1788-1867), a bishop
of Budim (1839-1851) and later of Backa (1851-1867), and the translation of the New Tes-
tament (1824) by Atanasije Stojkovi¢ (1773-1832), a noted physicist and member of the
Russian Academy of Sciences. For a more detailed survey of Serbian Bible translations,
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ity that the seminary might have found certain attitudes old-fashioned,
no matter how far-fetched such a possibility may seem. We should take
into account the following: once Ilarion Zeremski (1865-1931), a young
graduate from the Moscow academy, was appointed teacher of New Tes-
tament at the seminary in Sremski Karlovci on the turn of the nine-
teenth century, he succeeded in ousting Keil's works from the curricu-
lum without taking advantage of the existing Serbian textbooks. Since
his work marked the glorious dawn of New Testament theology, which
is also to be regarded as the beginning of the heyday of New Testament
studies in Serbia at the newly founded FOTB, careful consideration of
this topic follows, assessing his scholarly contribution.

3.1. llarion Zeremski (1865-1931)%®

Born in the Habsburg monarchy (Turija, today’s Vojvodina), Zerems-
ki was oriented first towards the neighboring schools in Novi Sad and
Budapest, while his subsequent studies in Moscow, where he acquired
a magisterium degree in theology (1890),%¢ are deeply rooted in the tra-
ditional orientation of the Serbian Church towards Russia. Thanks to
the contributions of Florovsky and Negrov, the theological climate of
the Russian spiritual academies has become clearer and thus more rele-
vant for our present topic: though there were substantial contributions
to philology and archeology, two major disciplines, a dogmatically in-
spired isagogics and a morally oriented exegesis formed the mainstay of
Moscow biblical studies at the end of the nineteenth century.?”

see R. Raki¢, “Hosn npesou Hosor 3asera y Hac” (“New Translations of the New Tes-
tament among Us”), Theology (n. 29) 2 (1987), 93-106.

35 For a detailed analysis of Ilarion Zeremski’s life and contribution to biblical schol-
arship in Serbia, see V. Tatalovi¢, “Vnapion 3epemcky kao npodecop Hosor 3asera Ha
Borocnosckom dakyntety y Beorpany” (“Ilarion Zeremski as a New Testament Profes-
sor at the Faculty of Theology in Belgrade”), Cpiicxa fiieonoiuja y geageceiion 6exy (Ser-
bian Theology in the Twentieth Century) 3 (2007), 100-111.

36 Tatalovié, “Zeremski,” 100-101 (n. 35).

37 The isagogics popular in the church took the form of short prolegomena accompa-
nying biblical publications so as to inform readers succinctly on traditional understand-
ings of authorship and the purpose of particular books. When such approaches proved
insufficient for the growing needs in Russia, the work on defining isagogics more care-
fully by selectively choosing conservative Western authors began, only to receive its fi-
nal shape within the Orthodox dogmatic perspective. A classic example of this method
is Baedenue 8 umenue Hosozo 3aéema (Introduction to the Reading of the New Testament)
(Moscow, 1891) by Metropolitan of Moscow Filaret Drozdov (1782-1862), printed after
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This is indeed the cornerstone of Zeremski’s entire opus, moder-
ate though it is. As a follower of a powerful academic model with an
apologetic structure that he would have encountered in Moscow, he in-
discriminately adopted principles of nascent Orthodox biblical studies,
being privileged to become a member of a narrow and freshly formed
circle of Orthodox biblical scholars. The best witness of this orienta-
tion is a handbook of isagogics®® he devised on his return to Karlov-
ci and which he most likely used in the course of his two decades of
work at the seminary (1891-1911). Its pages echo the tones of dogmatics
and apologetics, answering the question of why Russian (Serbian) bib-
lical studies did not adopt a more “positivistic” approach: as an ecclesi-
al-historical subject, the science of introduction cannot be put on stict-
ly historical grounds, since it aims not only at objectively reviewing the
origins and contents of biblical texts, but also at the rudiments of “com-
prehending the spirit and essence of knowledge of God and the econo-
my of salvation?? At the same time, Zeremski did not minimalize the

Ilarion’s departure from Moscow and frequently cited in Nikanor's already-mentioned

Introduction (n. 31). Similarly, exegesis (i.e., hermeneutics—as this discipline was long

called) followed suit by pumping, from a vast sea of Western exegetical tradition, primar-
ily the waters of the linguistic-historical school, channeling them to satisfy demands pri-
marily of a moral and social nature. As such, it did not fully develop into a true historical

method but rather into a sort of “positive theology” (Florovsky, Ways, 2, 151 [n. 32]). The

status of Russian academies as independent Church institutions, which were somewhat

isolated from the more open atmosphere of the universities, additionally contributed to

the formulation of these two disciplines. Moreover, this “Russian” conflict, formed and

driven by the selective choice between Roman Catholic and Protestant, conservative and

liberal theologians, might have been more moderate had Russian theology been able to

define itself on the basis of Orthodox ideals rooted in the patristic tradition. Lacking the

confidence to articulate an academic theology in light of this unbroken tradition, Rus-
sian theology, with regard to biblical studies, tended to rely on imported views, whether
through adopting or refuting them. For more on the development of the basic biblical

disciplines in the Russian theological milieu of the second half of the nineteenth centu-
ry, see Negrov, Interpretation, 93-131 (n. 23).

38 |, Zeremski, Ya00 y Hosu 3asem (Introduction to the New Testament) (Sremski Karlo-
vci, 1891). This textbook has never been printed, but having been written down by a stu-
dent of the seminary (Hristifor MiloSevi¢), it exists only in a manuscript form (246 pag-
es) and is today kept in the Library of Matica Srpska in Novi Sad.

39 Zeremski, Introduction, 14 (n. 38). It is worth mentioning here that Zeremski did not
rely on Drozdov’s Introduction (n. 37), probably because its first integral edition was pub-
lished in the same year that Ilarion’s handbook was written down (1891), but he did rely
on the work of Drozdov’s successor in elaborating this apologetically and dogmatically
inspired Russian isagogics, V. G. Rozhdestvenskii (1839-1918) Jcmopuvuecxoe oGospenue
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importance of introduction as a historical science but regarded it as use-
ful due to its ability to illumine the development of the sacred text and
its translation; moreover, “reading the Holy Scripture without a sense of
history leads to the harmful production of would-be allegories.™° Rely-
ing on the historical method in the study of the Bible requires serious
precautions, however, since historical criticism tends to attack and even
to destroy the [Orthodox] Church. What is more, this tendency may be
regarded as the main reason why such a “historical” science like intro-
duction should even exist in the Orthodox Church.#!

These were also the governing principle of this Russian graduate’s
exegesis, which was otherwise dedicated almost exclusively to both the
translation and interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount and the
main episodes of the infancy narratives.*? As the first professor of New

cenennvix xnuz Hosozo 3asema (Historical Review of the New Testament Books) (St Pe-
tersburg, 1878); see Zeremski, Introduction, 22 (n. 38).

40 7 eremski, Introduction, 3-4 (n. 38).

41 Zeremski, Introduction, 4 (n. 38). This Introduction offers insight into the shape of
the battlefield among the Russian theologians of the time, indirectly brought into Ser-
bian classrooms: J. S. Semler (1725-1791) and J. D. Michaelis (1717-1791) “initiated... the
destructive wave” (p. 18), which is continued by the work of E. Ch. Baur (1792-1860) and
D. E Strauss (1808-1874), while Einleitung in die Schriften des Neuen Testaments (Tibin-
gen, 1808) by a Roman Catholic scholar, J. L. Hug (1765-1846), may be considered the
respected one, even among the Protestant theologians (p. 19). According to the Kievan
professor S. M. Solskii (1835-1900), conservative Roman Catholic and Protestant schol-
ars are actually to be learned from while writing and composing Orthodox biblical in-
troductions: “Kakos fo/mkeH GBITh COCTaB Hay4HBIX BBeAeHI B KHirit ¢B. [licaHis B
HacTosauee Bpemsa?” (“What Should Be the Composition of the Scholarly Introduction
to the Books of the Holy Scripture Today?"), Proceedings of the Kiev Theological Acade-
my (n. 29) 3 (1887), 358-376, 366-367.

42 Unplike Ilarion’s isagogics, his exegetical work was printed in the form of short articles,
published in Theological Herald (n. 3), the most eminent Serbian theological journal of the
time (1902-1914), the founder and editor of which was Ilarion himself: “Beceaa 1. Xpucra
na ropu” (“J. Christ's Sermon on the Mount”) 1 (1902), 18-25, 81-92, 161-172, 233-243, 305-
314, 369-377; and 2 (1902), 3-24, 129-146, 209-220, 273-282, 353-361; “Cperenitje” (“The Pre-
sentation of Jesus at the Temple”) 3 (1903), 3-16; “Bnarosect npecs. Boropomiun” (“The
Annunciation to the Most Holy Virgin Mary”) 3 (1903), 169-182; “Vcue/merse cnenora on
pobema” (“The Healing of the Man Born Blind”) 3 (1903), 249-270; “Poberse 11 oGpesame
c. Josana Kpcruressa” (“The Birth and the Circumcision of St. John the Baptist”) 3 (1903),
329-342; “IIpiua o Munocparom Camapjaminy” (“The Parable of the Good Samaritan”)
4 (1903), 217-228; “Pobeme U. Xpicra” (“The Birth of J. Christ”) 4 (1903), 273-292, 361-
371; “Bubmujcko yueme o caecti” (“Biblical Teaching on Conscience”) 4 (1903), 206-216,
293-299, 371-376; “Boropoauua y nocetit Kop Jenucasere” (“Virgin Mary Visiting Eliza-
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Testament studies at the FOTB, which began its work thanks to the ar-
rival of the Russian immigrants, Ilarion built the academic principles of
the Russian tradition into the foundations of his department. However,
he spent less than a year in this post, for in 1921 he was elected bishop of
the distant Diocese of Gornji Karlovci (Croatia), where he passed away

after a decade of his episcopacy. At the FOTB, he was to be succeeded by
his student and seminary colleague:

3.2. Dimitrije Stefanovic (1882-1943)4

Stefanovi¢ was born in 1882 (Zmajevo, today’s Vojvodina) and attended
schools in Novi Sad, Sremski Karlovci, and Chernivtsi, where he earned
his doctoral degree in theology.* Having been given Zeremski’s vacancy
at the Karlovci seminary, he taught New Testament and Greek language
(1907-1920), and in the meantime (1910-1913), for teaching and learn-
ing purposes, he published a three-volume New Testament Introduc-
tion.* The preface to this compendium evidently shows that Dimitrije

beth”) 5 (1904), 89-97, 185-194; “Bnarosect 3axapuju” (“The Announcement to Zechari-
ah”) 5 (1904), 345-354, 425-437; “Tosop Tocnopa nawer . XpicTa NpOTHB KibJKEeBHUKA
1 dapriceja” (“The Speech of Our Lord J. Christ Against Scribes and Pharisees”) 6 (1904),
145-153, 225-235, 305-320, 385-401; “Mas3it ca Mctoka” (“Magi from the East”) 7 (1905), 3-11,
81-87, 161-170; “Oprasax c. nopomuue y Ersnar” (“The Flight of the Holy Family into
Egypt”) 9 (1906), 3-8, 81-86, 153-162; “Kymamwe Tocnopa nawera Mcyca Xpucra” (“The
Temptation of Our Lord Jesus Christ”) 9 (1906), 282-305; “Teneanoruja Iocnona Hausera
Mcyca Xpicra” (“The Genealogy of Our Lord Jesus Christ”) 10 (1906), 76-89, 277-285;
11 (1907), 31-40, 224-230.

43 For a detailed analysis of Stefanovi¢’s life and contribution to biblical scholarship
in Serbia, see I. Bulovi¢, “Dr Dimitrije Stefanovié,” in Theology (n. 29) 1-2 (1980), 165-
170; V. Tatalovi¢, “Mumutpije Credanonuh xao npodecop Hosor 3asera na Boro-
cnosckoM akynrery y Beorpany” (“Dimitrije Stefanovi¢ as a New Testament Profes-
sor at the Faculty of Theology in Belgrade”), Serbian Theology in the Twentieth Century
(n. 35) 2 (2007), 117-128.

44 When the Czernowitz Higher Theological School (Bukovina) grew into the Franz-
Josephs-Universitat in 1875, which consisted of three faculties (Orthodox theology, law
and philosophy), this German speaking University (today: Yuriy Fedkovych Chernivt-
si National University) became one of the most important destinations for Serbian stu-
dents at the turn of the twentieth century. Although Stefanovi¢’s Doktorvater Dionysious
Jeremijczuk taught practical theology, he explicitly declared himself a New Testament
scholar (Tatalovi¢, “Stefanovié,” 117-118 [n. 43]). For more on the Serbian students at the
University in Chernivtsi, see R. Raki¢, ITpasocnasnu doiocnoscku gaxynitieini y Yepros-
wusa (Faculty of Orthodox Theology in Chernivtsi) (Belgrade, 2009).

45 Having written an article on isagogics while still a Ph.D. candidate (see n. 44), “Anocron
IMasne st @ummwann” (“The Apostle Paul and the Philiphians”), Theological Herald (n.
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was a true representative of the Serbian biblical theology tradition: “The
entire Introduction has not resulted from many years of teaching prac-
tice and experience but came into being in a rather short time in order
to fulfill an unpleasant void that seminary teachers and students of the
New Testament were particularly aware of. So, it should be perused with
such an understanding, without seeking comprehensive, well-ground-
ed, acclaimed, and impeccable information in it” Further on, Stefanovi¢
continues slightly more confidently: “Such a degree of perfection cannot
be found in the best Roman Catholic and Protestant compendiums ei-
ther, which I naturally used when writing this Introduction.”6

Like the Introduction, his papers and books in exegesis, which are of
a predominantly didactic nature and range thematically from the Pau-
line epistles to the Gospels,* also relied considerably on “the latest com-

3) 6 (1904), 65-83, Stefanovi¢ published his three-volume Introduction after his return
from Chernivtsi, thus leaving aside Zeremski’s manuscript handbook (n. 38): Yemupu
kanowcxa jesanhenuja (Four Canonical Gospels) (Sremski Karlovci, 1910; 2nd ed. Bel-
grade, 1954); M3 Hosozasemne ucazozuxe ([ena anocmoncka, Iocranuye Ce. anocmona
ITaena, Cabopue nocnanuye u Anoxanuncuc) (From the New Testament Isagogics [Acts,
St Paul’s Epistles, Catholic Epistles, and Apocalypse]) (Sremski Karlovci, 1912; 2nd ed. Bel-
grade, 1957); Ysog y Ce. ITucmo Hosoi 3aseinia (oithu geo) (Introduction to the Holy Scrip-
ture of the New Testament [General Part]) (Sremski Karlovci, 1913); this third volume
was previusly published in a series of articles in the Theological Herald (n. 3), printed
under the same title: 22 (1912), 161-175, 249-267, 321-329; and 23 (1913), 1-10. There are
three other works of Stefanovi¢ in isagogics that should be mentioned here: “Jetspto
KaHoHcKo jeanbemsje” (“The Fourth Canonical Gospel”), Theological Herald (n. 3) 17
(1910), 241-250, 321-334, 401-413; 18 (1910), 251-260, 323-328, 522-528; 19 (1911), 3-10, 99-
106; “CunonTituxka it yetpro jeanbhemje” (“The Synoptic and the Fourth Gospel”), The-
ology (n. 29) 2 (1927), 270-276; “Anpecarst nocnanuue Edecuima” ("Addressees of Ephe-
sians”), Theology 4 (1932), 277-279.

46 D, Stefanovié, “Preface;” in Introduction, n. p. (n. 45). Stefanovi¢’s use of foreign com-
pendiums has not been without critics: an anonymous reviewer publicly complained
about the similarities between his first introductory monograph (Four Canonical Gospels
[n. 45]) and a work of the Roman Catholic biblical scholar Jakob Schifer (1864-1933): Die
Evangelien und die Evangelienkritik (Freiburg i. Br., 1908; 2nd ed. 1911). However, it may
also be observed that these anonymous critics, whom Stefanovi¢ tended to refute convic-
ingly, did not show up following the publication of the criticized monograph but rather
at the moment its author applied for a full-time professorship at the FOTB in 1929! For
more on this issue, see Tatalovi¢, “Stefanovié¢,” 119-120 (n. 43).

47 These are the following studies: “ITacTitpcke nocnausue cs. anocrona Iasna” (“The
Pastoral Epistles of the Holy Apostle Paul”), Theological Herald (n. 3) 13 (1908), 137-150,
339-344: 15 (1909), 401-407; 16 (1909), 18-25, 161-165, 253-262, 342-348, 414-422;17 (1910),
94-102; “Tymauerse Hefle/bHIX 1 NpasHIyHIX jesanbhemtja” (*Commentary on Sunday
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pendiums and commentaries of German Catholic and Protestant bibli-
cal scholars.™® Generally speaking, with this zealous priest and tenured
professor at the FOTB (1921-1943),* the Serbian tradition got its first
complete New Testament scholar in the modern sense of the word, who
skillfully worked to unify domestic and foreign traditions, as well as
contemporary developments in biblical studies. Therefore, it is not a
strange coincidence that a pioneering translation of the New Testament
from Nestle’s Greek edition into Serbian (1934) crowned his career.5°

and Festal Gospel Readings”), Theological Herald 15 (1909), 436-440; 16 (1909), 3-7, 95-101;
“Ilocnanue cb. anocrona [Tasna” (“Epistles of the Holy Apostle Paul™), Theological Her-
ald 19 (1911), 241-251, 321-330; 20 (1911), 81-88, 161-164, 401-404; “ITocnanuua lanatuma
cs. anocrona ITapna” (“Epistle to the Galatians of the Holy Apostle Paul”), Theological
Herald 25 (1914), 16-28, 105-111, 201-207, 377-387; Caeitio Jesanhenuje iio Maiwejy (Holy
Gospel According to Matthew) (Sremski Karlovci, 1917; 2nd ed. Belgrade, 1924); Cs. Aito-
citiona Ilasna gee fiocnanue Conyrwanusa (The Holy Apostle Paul’s Two Epistles to the
Thessalonians) (Sremski Karlovci, 1919); XKusoiu u pag Aitocitiona Ilasna ca itiymave-
tbeM weiosux fiocnanuya Ianaimuma, (2) Tustoiaujy, Tuitty u Puaumony (Life and Work
of the Apostle Paul With the Commentary on His Epistles to Galatians, [2] Timothy, Titus
and Philemon) (Belgrade, 1926); “Anocton ITasne o Lipksu Xpucrosoj (Edec. 2, 11-22)”
(“Apostle Paul on Christ’s Church [Eph 2, 11-22]") Theology (n. 29) 4 (1930), 277-282.
48D, Stefanovié, “Preface;” in Life and Work, n. p. (n. 47).
49 Tatalovi¢, “Stefanovi¢,” 118 (n. 43).

5% Hosu 3aseiui Iociioga nawei Vcyca Xpucitia (New Testament of Our Lord Jesus Christ)
(Belgrade, 1934). Touching upon Stefanovi¢s translation, let us also refer to other trans-
lation endeavors in Serbia at that time, in addition to those already mentioned (n. 34).
First of all, the New Testament translation by V. S. Karadzi¢ (1847) into the vernacular
won a broad audience, thus making the earlier version of A. Stojkovi¢ (1824) in the unre-
formed (Slavoserbian) language unusable, as well as other minor attempts, but this rendi-
tion still lacked theological accuracy since it did not originate from Greek, but from Sla-
vonic, German, and Latin base texts; furthermore, KaradZi¢ himself was not a theologian.
Thus, in the first decades of the twentieth century, an urgent need was felt for a more pre-
cise translation, particularly because of the progressive contributions of the newly opened
FOTSB to the Serbian theological atmosphere. As an answer to this need, a translation of
the Fourth Gospel showed up first, made by V. M. Petrovi¢ and E. W. Kingston and pub-
lished by London’s Central Translations Institute: Ceemo Jesanlemwe no Josany (The Holy
Gospel According to John) (London, 1927). Not long afterwards, Dr. Lujo Bakoti¢ (1867-
1941), a2 Dalmatian Serb and thus also known under the pseudonym “Dalmatikus,” of-
fered his translations of the New Testament: Novi Zavet (The New Testament) (Belgrade,
1930) and of the whole Bible: Sveto Pismo Staroga i Novoga Zaveta (The Holy Scripture of
the Old and New Testaments) (Belgrade, 1933), having them published by the British and
Foreign Bible Society (1804-), whose missionary branch was active in Serbia since 1868
(officially since 1918). However, neither of these newly published versions that used the
Greek text and thus aimed to satisfy the “urgent need” were recognized as better—that is,
as more traditionally Orthodox—than the Bible successfully completed in 1868 by Danici¢
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Although the papers and reviews of this prolific biblical scholar,
most of which were printed in the journal Theology as an official organ of
the newly established FOTB (n. 29), show an enviably deep understand-
ing of contemporary global trends and thus added to the journal’s qual-
ity, their contents reflect a variety of influences.>' Having never attend-
ed the more renowned Orthodox schools, Stefanovi¢ did not acquire the
habit of simply filtering the modern critical tradition but rather want-
ed to approach modern thought straightforwardly, independently, and
more courageously than others had done. Although the academic orien-
tation of the newly formed Faculty favored such an approach, his work
was nonetheless not free of the apologetic spirit of his time. Inevitably
challenged by the historical method, Stefanovi¢ deepened the apologet-
ics of Zeremski, having dedicated a series of articles to the quest for the
historical Jesus—or, to be more precise, to its reception in the frame-
work of Serbian academic theology.5? Although these studies show that

[OT] - Karadzi¢ [NT]. In reference to these two new translations, Stefanovi¢ wrote two
pronouncedly negative reviews in the journal Theology (n. 29), entitled with the names
of these freshly printed renditions: 3 (1927), 237-238; 3 (1930), 230-231. As Stefanovi¢ ob-
served—thus preparing the way for his own translation—even the use of the Greek text
could not compensate for the fact that neither Petrovi¢ - Kingston nor Bakoti¢ were theo-
logians. And although he had rightly considered himself the one who was capable of an-
swering the “urgent need” in the most accurate way, his translation did not experience
the desired goal of ousting the popular version of Karadzi¢, which remained in use until
the 1980s. For more on this issue, see Tatalovi¢, “Stefanovi¢,” 125-127 (n. 43).

51 Stefanovié’s scholarly affinities may also be traced through the titles of the foreign
(mostly German) compendiums that he reviewed in Theology (n. 29), but that would not
have even been reviewed (= recommended) for reading had he had a negative impression
while studying any of them: “Dr. Paul Feine, Einleitung in das Neue Testament, Leipzig
1930%” 2 (1931), 167-169; “Knopf - Weinel, Einfiihrung in das Neue Testament, Giessen 1934*,"
4 (1935), 438-441; “J. Schneider, Der Sinn der Bergredigt, Berlin,” 3-4 (1937), 356-360; “K. Th.
Schiifer, Grundriss der Einleitung in das Neue Testament, Bonn 1938, 3-4 (1939), 329-332.

52 These articles were published in Theology (n. 29): “/Iunoct Mcyca Xpucra” (“The Per-
sonality of Jesus Christ”) 1 (1926), 5-14; “Pewst Micyca Xpicra i 1bitxosa cyn6mna” (“Words
of Jesus Christ and Their Destiny”) 4 (1926), 303-309; “Vcyc Xpicroc kao Yuuten” (“Je-
sus Christ as a Teacher”) 3 (1929), 203-212; “Kaxo je rnacina anbhencka xiyua o pohemy
Mcyca Xpicra?” (“What Was the Angelic Hymn about the Birth of Jesus Christ?”) 1
(1930), 44; “Ucyc Xpucroc 1 Hberosi najdmoku” (“Jesus Christ and His Loved Ones”) 3
(1933), 198-203; “Vicyc Xpucroc 11 Joau Kpcrirem” (“Jesus Christ and John the Baptist”)
1 (1934), 1-4; “Mcyc Xpuctoc 1 counanto nutame” (“Jesus Christ and the Social Ques-
tion”) 3-4 (1938), 193-198; “3auro je Vcyc Xpictoc mopao crpapari?” (“Why Did Jesus
Christ Have to Suffer?”) 2 (1939), 103-108; “¥lcyc XpicToc npejt jeBpejcKia i piMcKim
TpuSynanom” (“Jesus Christ Before the Jewish and Roman Tribunal”) 2 (1940), 81-90.
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Stefanovi¢ was more aware of the overall cultural significance of the
historical questions than his predecessor(s), they still lack an accurate
scholarly method for delineating the traditionally nourished Gospel im-
age of Christ; scholarly method was substituted by apologetics that self-
confidently counted on the readers’ faith: “Whoever today, in a time of
criticism and doubt, sets about to delineate the personality of Jesus . . .
has firstly, however briefly, to answer these two questions: did Jesus of
Nazareth live and exist at all, and, if he did, whether . . . the Gospels con-
tain fiction in addition to the truth”s3

Such a spirit had already been strikingly present in the Orthodox
world because of the “selection method,” which was then the only way of
dealing with new challenges. Indeed, this method fits with Albert Sch-
weitzer’s characterization of the second phase of the quest of the his-
torical Jesus as a division into the camps of aggression and apologet-
ics.* Therefore, Stefanovi¢'s opus is permeated with apologetics in spite
of being of high quality and despite his being well informed on global
trends. In his rather independent and original attempts to offer apolo-

53 Stefanovi, “Personality;” 5 (n. 52). Stefanovi¢’s attitude towards the quest for the his-
torical Jesus may also be traced through the titles of his (predictably positive!) reviews
in Theology (n. 29): “Apryp LI. Xeanam, Mcyc XpicToc y MCTOpHjH ¥ BepH, C EHITIECKOT
npeseo [Iparimup Mapuh, Beorpag 1927” (“Arthur C. Headlam, Jesus Christ in History
and Faith, translated from English by Dragomir Mari¢, Belgrade 1927”) 1 (1928), 78-80;

“Dr. Joseph Klausner, Jesus von Nazareth, Berlin 1930, 1 (1932), 70-74; “E. M. Willam, Das
Leben Jesu im Lande und Volke Israel, Freiburg im Breisgau 1934%,” 1 (1936), 119-123; “H.
Felder, Jesus von Nazareth, Paderborn 1937 2 (1938), 168-171.

54 A. Schweitzer, Geschichte der Leben-Jesu-Forschung (Tiibingen, 1906; 9th ed. 1984), 5.
It is important to note that Stefanovié¢ did not remain alone in these sharp apologetics;
his younger colleague Radivoj Josi¢ (1889-1960), the first professor of apologetics at the
FOTB, wrote an intriguing study: “3nauaj mrynoctn Vcyca Xpucra 3a xpuwhancrso”
(“The Significance of the Personality of Jesus Christ for Christianity”), Theology (n. 29) 2
(1926), 153-176, and not too long afterwards a monograph of similar content: Bopéa iipo-
fmiue u 3a jesanhencxoi Mcyca Xpucinia (Struggle against and for the Gospel Image of Jesus
Christ) (Belgrade, 1936). This title is of no surprise, for the first Serbian “Vita Jesu” nov-
el appeared only two years earlier: D. Damnjanovi¢, Xueoi Mcyca Hasapehanuna (Life
of Jesus of Nazareth) (Belgrade, 1934), but it was vocally condemned by the Church au-
thorities and so doomed to failure. See: V. Tatalovi¢, “OcBpT Ha npodneMaTHKy UCTOPH;-
ckor Vicyca y cprickoj Teonouukoj cpemsii I” (“Reviewing the Historical Jesus Problem
in the Serbian Theological Milieu I), Serbian Theology in the Twentieth Century (n. 35) 7
(2009), 9-18; idem, “OcBpT Ha npodnemariky ncropujckor Vicyca y CpICKO) TEONOILKO)
cpeutn I1” (“Reviewing the Historical Jesus Problem in the Serbian Theological Milieu
11"), Serbian Theology in the Twentieth Century (n. 35) 8 (2010), 9-18.
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getic answers to some challenges, he often resorted to Church doctrine

as a key criterion. “Believe the Orthodox Church doctrine or the histor-
ical-critical school,”5 he often wrote, frequently judging modern criti-
cism for being destructive and ungrounded since “it does not teach or
argue but rather defiantly goes against Tradition.”® In this respect, the
development of Serbian New Testament theology was not so much de-
termined by scientific argumentation or even the academic articulation
of Orthodox Tradition. Half a century later, the Serbian theological mi-
lieu became well aware of this deficiency when Stefanovi¢ was charac-
terized as an exegete who “paid a toll to his time and his education since

he did not delve deeply into the inexhaustible source of the Holy Fathers’
hermeneutics”5” The development of Serbian New Testament theology
was determined first and foremost by new findings that were reshaped

in accord with the logic of a religious nation whose soul was pregnant

with a deep faith that readers were expected to possess without question.
In the age of Communism that followed, the Serbian people would be

deprived of this very logic, but even in such times of ordeal, they were

able to offer another solid approach through the personality of:

3.3. Emilijan Carni¢ (1914-1995)8

Emilijan Carni¢ was born in Cakovo (Ciacova, today in Romania). He
studied at both the Faculties of Theology and Philosophy at Belgrade
University, though he earned his Ph.D. degree in theology at the Athe-
nian university, having written a doctoral thesis entitled, “Who Is the
Author of the Epistle to the Hebrews?”s® On his return to Belgrade, he

55 Stefanovi¢, Four Canonical Gospels, 103 (. 45).

56 Stefanovi¢, Four Canonical Gospels, 87-88 (. 45).

57 Bulovi¢, “Stefanovié,” 167 (n. 43).

58 For a detailed analysis of Carni¢’ life and contributions to biblical scholarship in Ser-
bia, see V. Tatalovi¢, “Emunujan Yaprith kao npopecop Hosor 3asera Ha BorociioBckos
daxyntery y Beorpany” (“Emilijan Carnié¢ as a New Testament Professor at the Facul-
ty of Theology in Belgrade”), Serbian Theology in the Twentieth Century (n. 35) 1 (2006),
13-28 = Theology (n. 29) 1 (2006), 13-28.

59 E. Toapvits, Tis 6 ovyypageis Tij¢ npo Efpaiovs ématodijs; (Athens, 1954). It may
be important to note here that Carni¢ spent little more than a year in Athens (1952-1954),
where his doctoral father was the renowned scholar, Nicholaos Louvaris (1887-1961)—
about whom see an extensive monograph: NixdAaog AovBapic: 0 giddaogog, maidayw-
y6¢ xat Oeoddyog (ed. Th. 1. Dardaveses; Thessalonike, 2011). Although this period may
seem too short for writing a Ph.D. thesis, even if it consisted of only 85 pages as Carni¢'s
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was immediately appointed a lecturer at the Faculty of Orthodox The-
ology (1954),° which was by then already expelled from the Universi-
ty (1952) by an Act of the Communist authorities and as such, being a
Faculty of the Serbian Orthodox Church,®' was doomed to suffer five
decades of unpleasant social isolation (1952-2004). Under circumstanc-
es unfavorable for the development of any aspect of biblical theology—
when the nation was struggling to recover from the wounds inflicted by
WW262 and suffering under the totalitarian communist regime that fol-
lowed shortly thereafters*—deacon Emilijan Carni¢ was delivering lec-

did, an FOTB archive document shows that he started to write the thesis a little earlier,
spending an academic year (1951-1952) as a guest student at the Christkatholische Theol-
ogische Fakultit of Bern University, where he attended the lectures of noted NT scholars
E. Gaugler (1891-1963) and W, Michaelis (1896-1965); see: Tatalovi¢, “Carni¢;” 14-15 (n. 58).

60 Tatalovi¢, “Carni¢;” 15 (n. 58). It is clear that Carni¢ attended Stefanovié’s lectures while
studying at the FOTB, but it still remains unknown to us who delivered these subjects
at the FOTB between 1943/1945, when Stefanovi¢ retired/passed away, and 1954, when
Carni¢ was appointed a lecturer. This ambiguity cannot be fully explained by the fact that
these hard years for the whole nation might have demanded impovisations in the FOTB
teaching system nor by the fact that Carni¢ taught “New Testament Greek language” as
an assistant at the FOTB since 1947. Did he immediatelly replace Stefanovi¢? For more
on this, see Tatalovi¢, “Carni¢,” 14 (n. 58).

61 This painful process has been analyzed in the following three articles published in Ser-
bian Theology in the Twentieth Century (n. 35): D. Bondzi¢, “Hopa Bnact’ 1 Borocnoscku
¢axynter y Beorpany 1944-1952” (““The New Authorities’ and the Faulty of Theology in
Belgrade 1944-1952"), 1 (2006), 126-144; P. Puzovi¢, “Ilpasocnasuyu Sorocnoscku daxyi-
TeT 1945-1952: O ppxxasHe o upksene uHcTHTyMje” (“Faculty of Orthodox Theolo-
gy 1945-1952: From State to Church Institution”), 1 (2006), 145-169; D. Bondzi¢, “IIpa-
BocnasHi Sorocnosckit dpakyntet Cpricke npasocnasHe LpKBe 1952-1960” (“Faculty of
Orthodox Theology of the Serbian Orthodox Church 1952-1960”), 7 (2010), 79-92. Also
consult R. Radi¢, “Vapsajame Borocnosckor dakyntera us oksupa Beorpapckor ynu-
sepantera” (“The Extradition of the Faculty of Theology from Belgrade University”) in
Marturisiri confluene (ed. 1. Baba; Timisoara, 1997), 255-262, and pair the list of titles
there with the following one: C. S. Draskovi¢, Bibliographie der orthodoxen Theologie in
Jugoslawien 1945-1960 (Wiirzburg, 1961).

62 | et us mention here the personality of Savo Djukanovi¢ (1911-1942) who earned his
Ph.D. in Bern, having defended the thessis Heiligkeit und Heiligung bei Paulus (Novi
Sad, 1939) under the supervision of E. Gaugler (n. 59). Had not this young scholar suf-
fered in WW2, he might have been appointed a NT professor in Belgrade, since he got
the position of assistant at FOTB shortly before the War broke out. For more on WW2
in Serbia, see, e. g., Serbia and the Serbs in World War Two (eds. S. P. Ramet and O. List-
haug; New York, 20m).

63 For more on the Communist repression in Serbia after WW?2, see the following two
recently published studies: S. Cvetkovi¢, Izmedu srpa i Cekica: represija u Srbiji 1944-1953
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tures on the “Holy Scripture of the New Testament” and the “New Tes-
tament Greek Language” until his retirement in 1980,% when another
Athenian Doctor of theology, at the time a hieromonk and now Bishop
of Ba¢ka, Irinej Bulovi¢ (1947-), succeeded his professorship in the De-
partment.%s

Professor Carni¢ belongs to a circle of theologians who, after the
Russian revolution, turned to Greek schools (Athens, Thessaloniki, Hal-
ki), which were, owing to a variety of factors, gradually gaining in ac-
ademic potential and importance in the Orthodox world.¢® In the de-
cades to come, Athens would serve chiefly to imbue with meaning the
return of the Serbian Church to authentically Orthodox roots—that is,
Athens would help inspire the revival of Serbian patristic and liturgical
tradition, thus spurring powers from within to create new ideas in bibli-
cal studies. Nonetheless, the title of Carnié’s thesis proves that the Athe-
nian theological climate at that time was still determined by some tra-
ditions that were soon after regarded as incommensurate with what was
recognized and emphasized as truly Orthodox.” Like the majority of

(Between the Hammer and Sickle: Repression in Serbia 1944-1953) (Belgrade, 2006); idem,
Izmedu srpa i Cekica: represija u Srbiji 1953-1985 (Between the Hammer and Sickle: Repres-
sion in Serbia 1953-1985) (Belgrade, 20m).

64 Tatalovi¢, “Carnié,” 15-17 (n. 58).

65 For more on Bishop Irinej and his contribution to theological thought in Serbia, see
the following section.

66 For more on these schools in the beginning of the twentieth century, see D. S. Mpalanos,
H Ocohoyixij Eyolij tob Iavemarypiov AByvav (iotopixij émoxomnaig 1837-1930) (Athens,
1931); G. S. Andreades, H @coloyixij ZyoArj Toi Iavemotyuiov Qeooahovine: H idpvoi
avtijc &viyxy émpPePAnuévy, énelyovoa, émixaipos (Thessalonike, 1932); V. Th. Stayri-
dou, H Tep& Osodoyixij ZxoAsj tijc XaAxng: Mia ovvorrnixrj Bedprois (Thessalonike, 1994).

67 During the widespread changes in worldview that occurred by the middle of the twen-
tieth century, a significant change of perspective in biblical scholarship also happened
among the Orthodox Churches. However, although it may have progressed from apolo-
getics to a broader acceptance of the historical sciences, it still was not capable of going
further towards harmonizing the available achievements with the traditional approach-
es; rather, Orthodox biblical scholarship retained what may be considered a subtle kind
of maternal apologetics, because of which critical scholarship found its safest ground in
the domain of isagogics. This is the reason why many experts in isagogics emerged in
mid-twentieth century Orthodoxy, especially in Greece (where Communist threats to
the Tradition were less felt), as is witnessed by Carni¢’s disciple at the FTOB and anoth-
er Athenian doctor, today Serbian Metropolitan of Montenegro and the Littoral Amfilo-
hije Radovi¢ (1938-): Hcitiopujcku fipecex wwymauerwa Citiapoi 3asefia (A Historical Re-
view of the Interpretation of the Old Testament) (NikSi¢, 1996; digital edition: Belgrade,
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the Greek professors educated at Western, German universities of the
time, Carni¢’s mentor Louvaris could not but succumb to the strong in-
fluence of historical-criticism that, as is clearly exemplified in his can-
didate’s thesis, constantly incited Orthodox thinkers into creating some
sort of scholarly mechanism that served to justify the Tradition academ-
ically, or at least to reconcile the Tradition with the results of histori-
cal-critical scholarship. The degree to which Carni¢s doctoral thesis of-
fered a scholarly answer to this challenge of a (still artificial) articulation
of the Tradition, is not very difficult to conclude once we discern that
this Athenian graduate applied an argument based on faith that he must
have learned while in Belgrade. After arguing in countless pages pro et
contra various theories, mostly of Western origin, related to the author-
ship of the Epistle to the Hebrews,® he found it convenient to appeal to
readers’ faith on the last page of his dissertation: “The Holy Spirit, who
acts through the author of the Epistle . . . and who dwells and operates
in the Church, could not leave the Church in ignorance regarding [Paul
as its] author”®® In other words, one cannot do anything else but believe
the Tradition, which undoubtedly bore witness to the Apostle Paul as
the authentic author of Hebrews.

The later works of this most prolific Serbian biblical scholar proved
more moderate in their attempts to rescue the sinking traditional stand-
points from drowning in the all-embracing sea of critical doubt. After
spending ten years proving the Pauline authorship of Hebrews and in-
vestigating the contexts and the contents of this epistle,” Carni¢ fol-

2001) n. p. [cited 20 July 2014]. Online: http://www.mitropolija.me/stari/dvavoda/knjige/
aradovic-stari_zavjet_Lhtml.

€8 It is worth mentioning here that he used only two Orthodox monographs that, not
surprisingly, originated from his doctoral mentor Louvaris: Emarod@v IavAov yapaxtijp
(Thessalonike, 1911); Eioaywyi €ic Tag mepl ITavAov omovdég (Thessalonike, 1919).

69 Toapvirg, Zvyypagets, 84 (n. 59).

79 Having earned his Ph.D. on Hebrews, Carni¢ did not cease to grapple with the ques-
tion of this epistle’s author. Although his dissertation has never been translated into Ser-
bian, he provided Serbian readers with the different theories about this problem by pub-
lishing a series of studies: after the first one, “Yueme ITocnannue Jepejima o Crapom
3asery” (“The Teaching of Hebrews on the Old Testament”), Herald of the Serbian Or-
thodox Church (n. 8) 1-2 (1955), 8-14, all others were published in Theology (n. 29): “Xu-
notesa o Bapnasu kao micyy ITocnaniue Jepejitma” (“Hypothesis about Barnabas as
Hebrews” Author”), 1 (1957), 80-86; “Xunoresa o Anonocy kao micny ITocnanue Je-
spejuma” (“Hypothesis about Apollos as Hebrews' Author”), 2 (1957), 68-82; “ITurame
anexcangpusma Tocnanuue Jespejuma” (“The Question of Alexandrism of Hebrews”),
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lowed the example of his predecessors and fulfilled his teaching duty
by writing the necessary textbooks,”" publishing his commentaries to
almost every NT book,’? and translating the New Testament from the
Greek original (1973).73 Ultimately, he integrated traditionally Ortho-

1 (1958), 27-39; “IInTame ¢unonusma Iocnauiue Jespejima” (“The Question of Philo-
nism of Hebrews”) 2 (1958), 9-26; “Xunore3a o Jlykst kao micuy IMocnauiue Jespejima”
(“Hypothesis about Luke as Hebrews' Author”), 1-2 (1959), 40-45; “ITocnansua Jespejima
Kao nurepaphy npobnem” (“Hebrews as a Literary Problem”), 1-2 (1960), 31-46; “ITitame
appecara [locnanuue Jespejuma: geo I” (“The Question of Hebrews' Addressees: Part
I"), 1-2 (1961), 33-51; “ITutame appecara [Tocnanuue Jespejima: aeo II” (“The Question
of Hebrews’ Addressees: Part II"”), 1-2 (1962), 57-78. Only after he exhausted these intro-
ductory questions about Hebrews did Carni¢ begin to deal with its content. In so do-
ing, he offered exposition of Christ’s high priesthood in Hebrews rooted in both patris-
tic and modern literature; these studies were printed in Theology as well: “Apxitjepej o
peny Menxucenexosom: aeo I” (“A High Priest according to the Order of Melchizedek:
Part I”) 1-2 (1973), 17-42; “Apxusjepej no pesy Menxiceaexoson: feo II” (“A High Priest
according to the Order of Melchizedek: Part II”) 1-2 (1974), 17-48. The publication of his
last study on Hebrews marks a crucial turning point in Carnié’s scholarly work, reflect-
ed in his abandoning the overall climate of Orthodox biblical scholarship (n. 67) and in
achieving an authentic exegetical expression, which unfortunately did not go much fur-
ther than educating the students.

71 These are the following handbooks: Iocranune atiociiona Iasna: yySenux 3a V pa-
3peg doiocnosuje (Epistles of the Apostle Paul: A Handbook for Seminary's Fifth Grade)
(Belgrade, 1967); Epmunesmuxa (Hermeneutics) (Belgrade, 1971); Ysog y Ceeitio [Tucsto
Hoegoi 3aeeitia: ofuwitiu geo (Introduction to the Holy Scripture of the New Testament: A
General Part) (Belgrade, 1973); Ysog y Cseitio ITucmo Hosoi 3ageiia: fiocednu geo (In-
troduction to the Holy Scripture of the New Testament: A Special Part) (Belgrade, 1978).

72 Having defined the principles of Orthodox exegesis in “IlpaBocaBHI MpHHIHII
TyMayema Caertor micma” (“The Orthodox Principles of the Exegesis of the Holy Scrip-
ture”), ITpasocaasna mucao (Orthodox Thought) 1-2 (1965), 1-14, Carni¢ commenced to
interpret NT books, providing his commentaries with his own translation of the NT
from the Greek: ITocnanuya Epecyyuma ce. afiocitiona Iaena (Holy Apostle Paul’s Epist-
le to the Ephesians) (Belgrade, 1969); Jesanbemwe fio Maitiejy: geo 1, inase 1-11 (The Gos-
pel according to Matthew: Part I, Chapters 1-11) (Belgrade, 1979); Jesanheme ito Maitiejy:
geo 11, inaee 12-28 (The Gospel according to Matthew: Part II, Chapters 12-28) (Belgrade,
1981); Jesanheme iio Mapxy (The Gospel according to Mark) (Belgrade, 1983); Jesanberwe
ito JIyxu (The Gospel according to Luke) (Belgrade, 1983); Jena aitocitoncka (Acts) (Kra-
gujevac, 1984; 2nd ed. 1989); Jesanheme fio Josary (The Gospel according to John) (Kragu-
jevac, 1986); Omxpuserse Josanoeo (The Revelation of John) (Kragujevac, 1989); IToca-
Huya Ianaiwusma (The Epistle to the Galatians) (Kragujevac, 1992); Cadopne fiocnanuye
(The Catholic Epistles) (Belgrade, n. y.).

73 As is witnessed by a distinguished Serbian historian Dimitrije Bogdanovi¢ (1930-1986),
the Serbian Orthodox Church used a (revised) version of V. S. Karadzi¢’s NT translation
(n. 34) after WW?2, although the version of Stefanovi¢ was available for decades; moreover,
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dox ideas with an adroit use of modern critical tools, and he was of-
ten able to do so in such a way that these approaches became wide-
ly disseminated in Serbian theology.”® It is no coincidence, then, that
Carni¢ treated the accomplishments of the historical method in his ma-
ture scholarly years more freely, having obviously overcome the long-
lived tension between science and the Tradition found among Ortho-
dox biblical scholars: “The Protestants work a lot on the interpretation
of the Holy Scripture, especially in the profane field, i.e., philological,
historical, and archeological. Therefore, their achievements may prof-
itably help every Orthodox exegete’””s As hardly any biblical scholar in
Serbia, he effectively valorized the historical method, providing read-

a sort of indifference towards efforts to reach a new and more accurate translation was
even felt during the 60s and 70s: “Hosit 3aset y npesosy EMitmijana Yapuuha” (“The
New Testament in the Translation of Emilijan Carni¢”), Orthodox Thought (n. 72) 23 (1976),
127-131, 127. But despite the fact that this indifference was overcome by Carnié’s transla-
tion in 1973—made from the eighth edition of A. MerK’s critical edition of the Greek New
Testament (Rome, 1957)—this attempt was evaluated by the Church authorities only as
a “private one,” even though lone acknowledgements of its quality could be heard from
a few bishops. The main reason for this negative reaction of the Hierarchy may be his
resignation from the Church Committee that prepared the future edition of the Synodal
translation (1984), as well as his eventual decision to finish the task of translation alone
(Tatalovi¢, “Carni¢}’ 22-23 [n. 58]). However, the most positive review of Carni¢’s trans-
lation was given by a renowned Serbian philosopher Ksenija Atanasijevi¢ (1894-1981):
“Ipeson wa cpncki Hosor 3asera npodecopa ap Emnujana Yapuuha” (“The Transla-
tion of the New Testament into Serbian by Professor Dr. Emilijan Carni¢”), Theology (n.
29) 1-2 (1973), 177-179. When we combine this with the no less enthusiastic evaluation
of Bogdanovic cited above, we may conclude that this NT rendition did not go unno-
ticed among the Serbian intellectuals of the time. For more on Carni¢’s translation prin-
ciples, his three studies are to be mentioned here: “IToBofoM npunpema 3a KpUTHUKO U3~
Aame Bi3anTHjcKor Texcta Ceeror IIitcma Hosor 3asera” (“About the Preparations for
the Critical Edition of the Byzantine Text of the Holy Scripture of the New Testament”),
Theology (n. 29) 1-2 (1963), 1-7; “TpapuuonanH it HeTpaauLMOHANHK (aKTOPH Y Ipe-
Bohemwy Cseror ITicma” (“Traditional and Nontraditional Components in Translating
the Holy Scripture”), Theology 1-2 (1972), 31-41; “Hosn 3asjet: npesop Byka Cred. Ka-
payitha” (“The New Testament: Translation of Vuk Stef. Karadzi¢”), Orthodox Thought
(n. 72), 173-175. Finally, also worth mentioning are his numerous translations of liturgi-
cal texts from the Greek language into modern Serbian (listed in: Tatalovi¢, “Carnié;” 24-
25 [n. 58]), which show his deep awareness of the need for Orthodox worship to be ac-
cessible to ordinary laypeople.

74 Though this attitude may be traced through the reviews he wrote, there is only one of
them that is known to us: “K. H. Schelkle, Die Gemeinde von Qumran und die Kirche des
Neuen Testaments, Patmos-Verlag Diisseldorf 1960,” Theology (n. 29) 1-2 (1961), 122-124.

75 Hermeneutics, 37 (n. 71).
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ers with historical, archeological, and philological material, but he re-
frained from the application of this method in its full rigor. Indeed, his
valorization of the historical method remained somewhat superficial,
for he tended to assemble only the positive, mostly popular results of
modern biblical scholarship, in order to obtain a broader audience. It is
of no surprise, then, that the final crown of his exegetical opus was a Tet-
raevangelion accompanied by commentaries and entitled Jesus Christ:
The Life and Deeds.’s

In essence, Carniés thought is permeated with the ethical and ju-
ridical spirit of the not-as-yet thoroughly reformed Orthodox system of
thought.”” In his view, “following Christ means, first and foremost, liv-
ing the appropriate religious-moral life and bearing the Cross,””® while

“the Last Supper is the feast of remembrance of Christ’s death and re-

76 Belgrade, 1993. The present work cannot, however, list all of Carniés popular pa-
pers of an exegetical nature. These papers bear witness to his courage in spreading the
Gospel during the hard times of the Communist repression. One of his great contribu-
tions to the broader popularity of the Word was his active participation in preparing the
Serbian edition of ]. E. Krause et al., Die Bibel: Ausgewdhlt, nacherzihit und illustriert
fiir junge Menschen (Stuttgart, 1968; 15* ed. Miinchen, 1986): Maycitiposana Budauja 3a
mnage (The Illustrated Bible for Youth) (ed. D. Krsti¢ et al.; Belgrade, 1969; 5* ed. 1994).

77 Already in 1936, at the First Congress of Orthodox Theology in Athens, with his pro-
grammatic lecture G. Florovsky pointed to the need for a radical reform of Orthodox the-
ology, proclaiming the need for a neo-patristic synthesis: “Patristics and Modern Theolo-
gy, in Procés Verbaux du Premier Congrés de Théologie Orthodoxe a Athénes, 29 Novembre

- 6 Décembre, 1936 (ed. A. S. Alivizatos; Athénes, 1939), 238-242. He correctly observed
that Palamite teaching on the divine évépyetat is hardly mentioned in most of the Or-
thodox textbooks and that this essential peculiarity of the Eastern tradition on the doc-
trine of God and His attributes has been completely misunderstood and even forgotten.
Moreover, patristic doctrine on theosis has been more or less ignored in the modern sys-
tems of Orthodox education, while the doctrine of redemption has been most common-
ly expounded by Anselm of Canterbury or a later Post-tridentine authority. Florovsky
argued that the Orthodoxy of his day completely overlooked the idea that the Resurrec-
tion is the climax and real source of victory over death, an idea strongly emphasized in
patristic and liturgical traditions. Likewise, the idea of the Church as the Mystical Body
of Christ had been completely forgotten, as evidenced by the fact that theology profes-
sors have virtually no knowledge of the writings of Nicholas Cabasilas (1392) and Syme-
on of Thessalonica (1429). However, this call for an urgent and vital reform of theologi-
cal education through the renewal of the patristic mentality still had to wait a long time
for its realization (in Serbia), so this wave of renewal did not influence Carni¢'s exegeti-
cal work, in which the inherited ethical concerns strongly prevail over ecclesiology—i.e.,
the Eucharistic catholicity of the Orthodox Church. -

78 Carnié, Mark, 79 [n. 72].
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demptive sacrifice for the sins of many”’?? That is why “the Holy Com-
munion is the greatest good for a human being’s soul, a source of salva-
tion, spiritual and moral strength, peace, consolation in life’s hardships,
blessed calmness on a deathbed.® All in all, the gospel truth lies in the
following: “Jesus founded the Kingdom of God on Earth, which has to
completely dominate the souls of human beings . . . and which primarily
depends upon the complete fulfillment of God’s will . . . that angels and
the souls of the righteous in heaven fulfill in a perfect way.’8' These ef-
fective but rather old-fashioned Orthodox views were soon to be funda-
mentally reshaped in the Serbian context, through the works of Carni¢’s
successor and another Athenian doctor of theology:

3.4.Irinej Bulovi¢ (1947-)82

Irinej Bulovi¢ was born in Stanisi¢i (Vojvodina), and he studied the-
ology in Belgrade, Paris, and Athens, where he earned his Ph.D. de-
gree after a decade-long study in theology that culminated in defense
of his thesis on the thought of St. Mark of Ephesus (1392-1444).83 To-
gether with a few contemporaries who were already advanced in age,
he belongs to the tradition of those Serbian monks, intellectuals, and
Athenian doctors of theology who are to be thanked for a fundamental
spiritual rebirth of the Serbian Church in the course of the twentieth

79 Carnié, Jesus, 319 [n. 71].

80 Carni¢, Mark, 1 [n. 72).

81 Carnié, Jesus, 118 [n. 71].

%2 In addition to the fact that there are no published biographies or well-rounded opin-
ions on the scholarly work of Bishop Irinej, the author of this study has plenty of scruples
about expressing any definitive conclusions about the contributions to NT scholarship
of a man who continues to be an active, full professor of “New Testament” and the “New
Testament Greek language” at the FOTB. Nonetheless, as a resident of Serbia, who has
witnessed the diverse circumstances of the last two decades at least, but also as an assis-
tant of Bishop Irinej for almost a decade, the author of this study will take the risk of in-
forming readers about several significant facts concerning our current topic.

8 E. Mroddopire, To Muonijpiov ijs év 1jj Ayia Tp1kdt Aiaxpioews Tijc Ocliag Oboiag
kai Evepyeiag xata 10v Aytov Mapxov Epéaov Tov Evyevixév (Thessalonike, 1983). With
regard to the content of this dissertation, there are three more studies of Bulovi¢ to be
mentioned here, which were published in the Serbian Orthodox Church’s journal Theo-
logical Views (n. 30): “MonawTso 11 npodnem cTpagamwa” (“Monasticism and the Problem
of Suffering”), 3 (1972), 172-190; “Jemncto u [TpaBocnasme” (“Hellenism and Ortho-
doxy”), 4 (1972), 263-270; “Teonorja aujanora no Ceerom Mapky Edeckom™ (“Theolo-
gy of Dialogue according to St. Mark of Ephesus”), 1 (1975), 5-35.
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century. This tradition commenced with Bishop Nikolaj Velimirovic
(1881-1956),%* a double doctorate graduate of Bern University,® an eru-
dite and ascetic, an affable persona yet a hesychast. Without being able
to delve into the opus of this canonized saint (2003) and most prolific
Serbian theologian,®” we must nonetheless emphasize the importance
his expanisve spirit bore for scattered and crucified Serbian identity in
the hardships of the twentieth century. Despite never teaching at the
Faculty of Theology, not to mention the Department of New Testament,
Velimirovié¢ interpreted the New Testament in a homiletic, pastorally
popular but methodologically accurate manner,® and his interpreta-

84 For more on Bishop Nikolaj, see Bremer, Struktur, 112-160 (n. 26); G. van Dartel, “Ni-
kolaj Velimirovi¢ (1880-1956): Eine umstrittene Gestalt der Serbisch-Orthodoxen Kir-
che,” Glaube in der 2. Welt 21 (1993), 20-26; Fr. D. M. Rogich, Serbian Patericon: Saints of
the Serbian Orthodox Church. Volume 1 (Forestville, 1994), 221-245; L. Dobrijevi¢, “Bishop
Nicholai Velimirovich: A Contemporary Orthodox Witness,” Serbian Studies 10 (1996),
198-209; R. Bigovi¢, Og Cseosexa go Boiowoexa: xpuuthancka gunocoduja Braguxe Hu-
xonaja Benumuposuha (From All-Man to God-Man: The Christian Philosophy of Bishop
Nikolaj Velimirovic) (Belgrade, 1998); R. Ch. Grill, Serbischer Messianismus und Europa bei
Bischof Velimirovi¢ (T 1956) (dissertation; St. Ottilien, 1998); J. Byford, From “Traitor” to

“Saint”: Bishop Nikolaj Velimirovic in Serbian Public Memory (Analysis of Current Trends
in Antisemitism 22; Jerusalem, 2004). M. D. Jankovi¢, Efiuckoii Huxonaj - xueott, mu-
cao, geno (Bishop Nikolaj - Life, Thought, Works) (Belgrade, 2002); U. von Arx, “Bischof
Nikolaj Velimirovi¢ (1880-1956) und seine Berner Zeit im Rahmen der christkatholisch-
serbisch-orthodoxen Beziehungen,” Internationale Kirchliche Zeitschrift 95 (2005), 1-33.

85 Bishop Nikolaj defended two doctoral dissertations in Bern, while he also spent some
time at Halle, Oxford, and Geneva Universities (where he might have defended his third
thesis, dedicated to the philosophical thought of George Berkeley). The first thesis belongs
to the NT area and was written under the supervision of E. Herzog (1841-1924): Der Glaube
an die Auferstechung Christi als Grunddogma der apostolischen Kirche (Bern, 1910), while
the second one belongs to the domain of philosophy and was supervised by Ph. Walker
(1848-1924): Franzdsisch-slavische Kdmpfe in der Bocca di Cattaro 1806-1814 (Bern, 1910).

86 See B. BoZovié, “Ein neuer Heiliger der Serbischen Kirche: Bischof Nikolaj (Velimirovic),”
Orthodoxie Aktuell 7 (2003), 3-6.

87 N. D. Velimirovi¢, Cadpana gena eitucxofia Huxonaja y 13 kwuia (Collected Works
of Bishop Nikolaj in 13 Volumes) (Diisseldorf/Himmelsthiir, 1976-1986; repr. ed. Valjevo,
2014); also consult the works listed in Grill, Messianismus, 215-232 (n. 84), and additio-
nally: I. Knezevi¢, “Jlena Bnamtke Hitkonaja y npesofy Ha enraeckn jeanx” (“Works of
Bishop Nikolaj in English Translation”), Cpiicka iticonoiuja ganac (Serbian Theology To-
day) 2 (2010), 634-642.

88 Nikolaj's homilies are published in the sixth volume of his collected works (n. 87):
Omunuje Ha HegerbHa U UPASHUMHA jeeanhema eitucxoia oxpugckoi Huxoaaja (Homilies
on Sunday and Festal Gospel Readings of Bishop of Ochrid Nikolaj) (Diisseldorf, 1976).
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tion is especially noted for its depth and clarity.®® In Serbian nation-
al and spiritual circles, but also further abroad, this archpriest’s image
is inseparable from the personality of Archimandrite Justin Popovi¢
(1894-1979),% an Athenian doctor of theology®' and professor of Dog-
matics at the Faculty (1934-1948), who was confined to live within the
premises of Celije monastery (Western Serbia) by order of the Com-
munist authorities (1948-1979), a spiritual father and a role model to
whom the young monk Irinej looked up.%2 Justin Popovi¢, also canon-
ized as a saint by the Serbian Orthodox Church (2010) and who enliv-
ened the Serbian nation through the neo-patristic movement of mod-
ern Orthodoxy, was not a biblical scholar by vocation, though his work

89 Therefore, Nikolaj was honored as the “New Chrysostom” in the Serbian Orthodox
Church, a title that refers to the Patriarch of Constantinople, St. John the Chrysostom
(407). See: Rogich, Patericon, 221 (n. 84).

%0 For more on Justin Popovi¢, see J. Meyendorff, “Archimandrite Justin Popovich,” St
Vladimir's Theological Quarterly 23 (1979), 118-11g; E. Hill, “Justin Popovi¢ (1894-1979),”
Sobornost 2 (1980), 73-79; N. Radovanovié, “Leafing through the works of Archimandrite
Dr Justin Popovi¢, 1894-1979, Journal of the Moscow Patriarchate 2 (1984), 48-52; Bremer,
Struktur, 161-252 (n. 26); D. M. Makojevi¢, Christology: A Surrvey of the Teaching of Ar-
chimandirite Justin Popovi¢ (New York, 1995); A. Jevti¢, Yosex Soiouosexa Xpuciia: ciio-
MeHuya ouy Jycimuny Ioiiosuhy (1879-1979) (The Man of God-Man Christ: A Memorial
to Father Justin Popovic [1879-1979]) (Belgrade/Trebinje, 2004); B. Lubardi¢, Jycimun Fe-
nujexu u Pycuja: ityiiesu peueriyuje pycxe dunocoduje u iweonoiuje (Justin of Celije and
Russia: Ways of Reception of Russian Philosophy and Theology) (Novi Sad, 2009); Oiriay
Jyciiun Ioiiosuh: xueoiti u geno (Father Justin Popovi¢: Life and Deeds) (ed. S. Denié;
Vranje, 2010); V. Tatalovi¢, “EpmitsenTituks npususnu Apxumanaputa ap Jycruna ITo-
nositha” (“Hermenutical Principles of Archimandrite Dr Justin Popovi¢”), Cpiicka itieono-
iuja y geageceitiom eexy (Serbian Theology in the Twentieth Century) (n. 35) 5 (2010), 17-29.

91 Fr. Justin earned his Ph.D. from Athens University in 1921, having written a thesis on St.
Macarius of Egypt’s teaching on personality and cognition: 1. ITénopitg, T mpéPAnua Tijc
npoowmKk6TTOS Kadl THjG YVWOoEWS Katék TOV Aytov Maxdprov 1ov Alydmriov (Athens, 1926).

92 Following in the Archimandrite’s footsteps, Irinej arrived in Athens for his Ph.D. in
theology, having joined there three other older disciples of Popovi¢. Besides Metropolitan
A. Radovi¢ (n. 67), then a hirecomonk who researched Palamite trinitarianism—A. P&vto-
Prre, To Mvotipiov Tij¢ Ayiag Tpiadog katé Tov Aytov Ipyyépiov IaAaud (Thessalonike,
1973)—there was hiereomonk Atanasije Jevti¢ (1938-), today a retired Bishop of Zahum-
lje and Herzegovina, who wrote a thesis on Paul’s ecclesiology, A. Iiéritg, H éxxAnaio-
Aoyia Toi Anootédov ITavdov (Athens, 1984), and also Artemije Radosavljevic (1935-), a
recently defrocked Bishop of Raska-Prizren and Kosovo-Metohija (2010), who defended
his dissertation on St Maximus the Confessor’s soteriology: A. Pavtocaphiepirg, 7o Mv-
orijpiov Tijc Swmpiag xatk 1ov Aytov Ma&ipov tév Opodoynmijv (Athens, 1975). On their
return from Athens in the early 70s, both Radovié and Jevti¢ were appointed professors at
the FOTB, where they remained for decades.
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was unparalleled for its scope and influence.®? In slightly different ways,
both of the saints maintained the rule that Justin Popovié¢ put succinct-
ly in the following way: “Do to understand. It is the fundamental prin-
ciple of Orthodox exegesis.”?*

This may be the crucial reason why the exegesis of Nikolaj and Jus-
tin, aided in effect by their living examples, contributed to a fundamen-
tal spiritual change in Serbian church life (its advance being inverse-
ly proportional to the waning of the Communist totalitarian regime),
while the exegesis of Belgrade New Testament scholars did not leave the
Faculty premises (or, at least, had no need for doing so). Therefore, the
challenge Bishop Irinej faced after being appointed a docent at the Fac-
ulty (1980), when the most fertile professional New Testament schol-
ar abandoned the Department and the most influential Abba of mod-
ern Serbia abandoned the earthly living (1979), was not at all negligible:
it required more than just a complex synthesis of both academic and
Church traditions; it also required a synthesis capable of answering the
needs of a society already estranged from Church life.%* Irinej’s scholar-

93 Compared to Bishop Nikolaj, Fr. Justin’s exegetical work made use of more scholar-
ly comments that were modeled upon patristic interpretations, but from within imbued
with an authentic experience of profound but also traditional, folk faith. His Collected
Works (Belgrade, 1998-) are planned to be published in 30 volumes, but this project is
not complete. Among these works, the following contain exegetical content in the nar-
row sense: Tymauerwe Caeitioi Esanbena fio Maitejy (Commentary on the Holy Gospel
according to Matthew) (Belgrade, 2000); Tysmauewe Ceeitioi Jesanbemna iio Josany. Ty-
Mavere iocnanuya Cs. Josana Boiocnosa (Commentary on the Holy Gospel according to
John. Commentary on the Epistles of St John the Theologian) (Belgrade, 2001); Tymauerwe
fiocnanuya ipse u gpyie Kopunhanuma Ce. Aiocitiona Ilasna (Commentary on the First
and Second Epistles to the Corinthians of St. Paul the Apostle) (Belgrade, 2001); Tymave-
twe iRocnanuye Epecyuma Ce. Aitocitiona Ilasna. Tymauewe ITocnanuye Puauiivanuma
Ce. Aniocitiona ITasaa. Tymayewe iiocnanuye lanaiuma u I u II Conywanuma Ce. Afio-
citiona ITasna (Commentary on the Epistle to the Ephesians of St. Paul the Apostle. Com-
mentary on the Epistle to the Philippians of St. Paul the Apostle. Commentary on the Epis-
tle to the Galatians and on I and 1I Thessalonians of St. Paul the Apostle) (Belgrade, 2002).

9471, Popovi¢, Tymauewe Ceemoz Eeanhera no Mamejy (Interpretation of the Holy Gos-
pel According to Matthew) (Belgrade, 1979), 7.

95 This central concern of Bulovi¢ may be seen in his two works, published in Theol-
ogy (n. 29): “Kocoscxit 3aBer y csetnoctit Hosor 3asera” (“The Testament of Kosovo
in the Light of the New Testament”), 1-2 (1989), 1-9; “OTKpiiBelbe JoBaHOBO — Kibitra 32
Hac nanac” (“The Revelation of John - a Book for Us Today”), 1-2 (1996), 3-9; also see his
study: “®@unocodekit 1 xpimhanckis nojam o bory” (“The Philosophical and the Chris-
tian Concept of God”), in ITojam Boia y unosopuju (The Concept of God in Philosophy)
(ed. M. A. Perovié; Novi Sad, 1996), 125-131.
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ly contributions to such an undertaking may be seen through works of
various forms and through the newest, Synodal translation of the New
Testament (1984).% Irinej’s professorship, however, was largely impeded
by his election as Bishop (1989), as well as by a wide range of duties that
took their toll especially during the last decade of the twentieth centu-
ry, when the Serbian nation was once again stricken by raging wars and
migrations.®” Ultimately, his major contribution to Serbian theology in
general, and therefore to biblical scholarship, is evident in his incon-
spicuous though unsparing struggle for the readmission of the Faculty
to Belgrade University (2004), as well as for its survival amidst extreme-
ly complex ecclesiastical, political, and social relations. These circum-
stances inspired Bishop Irinej’s continuous endeavors to ensure versatile
education to future generations at other academic and Church institu-
tions, especially abroad.®®

% For more on the Synodal translation, see Dr. I. Bulovi¢, “Hosu npesox Cseror [Tncma
Hosor 3asera” (“The New Translation of the Holy Scripture of the New Testament”),
IIpasocnasnu mucuonap (Orthodox Missionary) 160 (1984), 257-272; 1. Bulovié, “Byk u
Lpxsa” (“Vuk and the Church”), Theology (n. 29) 1-2 (1987), 53-63.

57 For more on this still not fully researched topic, consult E.. MmovAofits, “To on-
pepivo Spapa Tiig ZepPiag kal 1} Sokipasia tiig OpBodokiag,” in BaAkavia xar OpOdokia
(n. e; Athens, 1993), 102-116; Th. Bremer, Kleine Geschichte der Religionen in Jugoslawien:
Konigreich, Kommunismus, Krieg (Freiburg i. Br., 2003), 75-139, where other important
works on the same issue are listed as well (140-141).

%8 Bishop Irinej took his disciple Porfirije Peri¢ (1961-) down the same spiritual and schol-
arly road that he himself traveled. Peri¢, a recently entrhoned Metropolitan of Zagreb and
Ljubljana (2014-), earned his Ph.D. in Athens, having defended his thesis on the reception
of Paul’s gnoseology in Chrysostom’s works: I1. ITépttg, To Suvarév Tijg yvdoews Toi Oeod
€l T0v Andorodov IavAov xaté Tév Aytov Twévviy T6v Xpuadatopov (Athens, 2004), and
he currently teaches “New Testament Theology” and “Pastoral Theology with Psycholo-
gy’ at the FOTB (2005-). Beside these two archpriests, there are two other younger col-
leagues at the department of New Testament at the same Faculty, whose scholarly path
was also determined by the decisions of Bishop Irinej: Prof. Dr. Predrag Dragutinovi¢
(1972-), who specialized in Bern and Athens, but who defended his doctoral thesis at the
FOTB: Mucuja u xomyHuxayuja y panos xpuwhanciusy. ITyitiosare xpuwihana xao u3-
pas3 jegunciuea Lipxee y Hoeoas 3aeeitiy u kog atiocitionckux oimiaya (Mission and Com-
munication in Early Christianity: Christian Travelling as an Instrument of the Unity of the
Church in the New Testament and Apostolic Fathers) (Belgrade, 2010); and the author of
the present study (1977-), who specialized in Thessalonica and Miinster, but whose dis-
sertation on “The Son of Man in the Gospel and in the Revelation of John” has recently
been defended at the FOTB (2014). Finally, the department of Biblical Scholarship as a
whole currently includes three colleagues who specialized in the field of Old Testament
in Germany, but who have or will receive doctoral degrees from the FOTB (Prof. Dr. Ili-
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4. Concluding remarks

To conclude our study, we will present three key insights, which in our
view should serve as an agenda for any future work on Orthodox New
Testament scholarship in Serbia:

1) First, returning to the initial thought of Podskalsky from the be-
ginning of this study, according to which a scholarly assessment of the
various streams of history is essential for understanding the develop-
ment of the Serbian theological milieu, we should recognize that a com-
plete consideration of the origin and development of Serbian New Tes-
tament scholarship could not be achieved in this work, even though
almost all scholarly papers in the field of New Testament theology by
the four previous professors at the FOTB were listed. We have been able
only briefly to contextualize their thought historically and theological-
ly, and we have mentioned only in passing the progress in translation at-
tempts. Moreover, in the future, it will be necessary to shed light on the
contributions of the professors of Old Testament, as well as the various
other achievements in the field of biblical scholarship outside the fac-
ulty, which could have influenced the development of New Testament
scholarship significantly. The Sixth International East-West Symposium
of New Testament Scholars in Belgrade clearly shows that Serbian bibli-
cal scholarship has a future in international, cooperative endeavors. In-
deed, the author of the present study does not hide his joy at the fact
that those Serbian New Testament scholars present at this Symposium
have experienced a profound encounter with their Western colleagues
and their scholarly tradition, an experience that they had probably been
waiting for their whole lives.

2) Second, the research above reveals that the question of exegetical
method poses a central problem of pan-Orthodox and hence Serbian
biblical scholarship. Despite all that has been hitherto achieved and the
tendency of domestic professors towards the historical-critical meth-
od, the fact is that this environment has not caught up with the viva-
cious fountains of Western criticism. For instance, literary approach-
es have lately attracted considerable attention, but their real influence
on the domestic ecclesiastic and scholarly atmosphere will not come for

ja Tomié [1952-], Prof. Dr. Rodoljub Kubat [1969-], and Nenad Bozovi¢ [1985-]). In the
future, their work will be significantly determined by the work of the first Serbian Bible
Institute, which was recently founded within the FOTB (2013).



Virpan TATaLoviC

a good while, for we know that domestic thought only recently sum-
moned up courage to cooperate seriously with the colossus of historical
criticism. The attempt to offer a final presentation of any universal Or-
thodox method of interpreting Scripture bears a certain amount of risk,
since it is based on a momentary and therefore fragmentary perception
of contemporary biblical scholarship in the world and makes use of do-
mestic scholarly resources weakened by various factors. Therefore, it is
all the more important to develop an Orthodox method by reexamining
the authentic exegesis of the domestic context, while refining it through
the corrective lens of biblical scholarship on a larger scale. There is no
particular need to show that possibilities for such endeavors are signif-
icantly improved precisely with the Sixth International East-West Sym-
posium of New Testament Scholars in Belgrade.

3) And finally, as a third observation, albeit one inseparable from
the previous two, comes the fact that, given the circumstances, all pre-
viously mentioned Serbian biblical scholars pursued the improvement
of teaching tools by sending young candidates abroad (on purpose), or
by compiling textbooks, or giving lectures, or translating biblical texts
and organizing seminars. Setting aside the entire problem of education
in Serbia, which, along with inherent methodological and hermeneu-
tical problems, has led to a whole range of consequences related to the
decades-long isolation of the Serbian Orthodox region, the exegesis of
domestic theologians who were not professional biblical scholars have
indisputably played a decisive role in the revival of Church life. There-
fore, being prone to a creative synthesis of traditional and modern, pa-
tristic and historical-critical approaches, Orthodox biblical scholarship
in Serbia should strive towards a synthesis of S/spirit and science, hop-
ing to create an academic exegesis, the method of which will be capa-
ble of the constructive rethinking of actual Church life—in other words,
of offering perpetually active help in seeking authentic self-expression
within the given framework. And so, as in the case of the previous two
insights, with the closure of this third one, and hence the closure of
this entire study; it is not particularly difficult to feel the prospects that
open for such a synthesis precisely with the Sixth International East-
West Symposium of New Testament Scholars in Belgrade.



