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Abstract

After World War II, multi-religious and multi-national socialist Yugoslavia
faced the need to resolve the complex national issue or actually to bring it into
accord and make closer to the internal, but also to the international goals and
interests of the Yugoslav state. Its atheistic-secularist nature basically conditioned
its relationship to the religious communities in the state, whose “potentials”
should be controlled, directed and used in a desirable way. The state, actually,
supported the secular (non-church) principle by which every nation should have
its own Church, striving in time directly, consistently and firmly to exert influ-
ence on its application in practice as such. Taking such activities, it disregarded
the church reasons and needs, what particularly made a negative impact on the
Serbian Orthodox Church (SOC). The Roman Catholic Church (RCC), as the sec-
ond church (religious) community in the country by the number of its believers,
recognised that its interests coincided with such endeavours and activities of the
state. It discretely supported the political process of gaining of “autocephaly of
the Macedonian Orthodox Church” (MOC).

Key words: Yugoslav State, atheism, Serbian Orthodox Church (SOQ),
“Macedonian Orthodox Church” (MOC), Roman Catholic Church (RCC).

Introduction

The gradual, but deep relativisation of moral and social values in former
Yugoslavia (FPRY and SFRY) logically resulted from its secularist-atheistic nature,
the attempts to revise the painful historical facts and the unprincipled position of
the state to its religious communities. The direct “management” of the state even
in the religious field in time had shaped the social assumptions in such a way that
after the break-up of the state and its ideological system they led to the open

1 E-mail: markon@diplomacy.bg.ac.rs, dimitrijevicd@diplomacy.bg.ac.rs.
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social and war conflict.? De facto, communist Yugoslavia discredited in public and
marginalised the social position and influence of the religious communities, its
representatives and believers in the name of ideology. In its acting, it only looked
out for its own interests behaving in a manipulative way and neglecting the basic
ecclesiological and pastoral reasons and needs of the religious communities. In
that sense, the state pursued a repressive policy that in time gained most varied
manifestation forms (tacit neglect of the obligations it had taken, threats and
blackmailing, pressures and impelling to the establishment of co-operation,
murders). It had not changed basically and conceptually until the final collapse of
former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. Actually, all the time it strove towards taking
control over the activities of the religious communities and of aiming their acting
in the direction that suited it. The state considered the religious communities a
significant instrument of influence, shaping and resolving of the national issue in
its territory.

Within the environment of aggressive secularism, in both science and
socio-political fields, and within the context of establishing and promoting Political
Sciences of Religion or Politology of Religion as a separate field of study within the political
science,’? this enquiry attempts to shed some light on complex and persisting re-
lationship issues, and influence and contribution of atheist communist Yugoslav
state to the process of “gaining of independence of the Macedonian Orthodox
Church and her removal from the body of the Serbian Orthodox Church”, starting
from ideological, national and political reasons and interests.

The relationship of the state to religious communities

In spite of the Law on Religious Communities that had formally treat-
ed them equally the Yugoslav state took an unprincipled position not treating
all religious communities equally. In that regard, the Serbian Orthodox Church
(SOC) had especially negative experiences, which for this fact was in a rather un-
enviable social position. The state mostly neglected its vital needs and interests
striving to influence “inside” the relationships within SOC, especially through the
established Priest Associations as the main instrument for separating the church
“leadership from the common people” with the aim of strengthening its ideolog-
ical influence. On the other hand, in spite of very difficult personnel and financial
conditions under which it had existed and acted after World War I, assuming
Christian ideals, pastoral needs and the vision of social peace and co-existence
SOC took a clear co-operative position to the state. This resulted from its con-

2 Hukonuh Mapko, EkymeHcku 00Hocu Cpncke npagocniage u Pumokamonuyke upkae 00 1962-2000. 200ure, (ny6eHIn rnacHuK,
beorpag, 2011, cTp. 646.

3 Widerto be considered and consulted in: Muporby6 JesTu, Pesueuja u nonumuka yod y nonumukonoeuy penuzuje (Religion and
Politics Introduction into Political sciences of religion), IHcTUTyT 3a nonutuuke ctyavje, OakynTet NOAMTUYKKX HayKa, beorpag,
2002; and Miroljub Jevtic, Political Science and Religion, Politics and Religion Journal, Vol. 1, No. 1, 2007.
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scious determination, but also from the rather repressive policy of the state. The
first misunderstandings and differences in their mutual relations resulted from
the political decision of the state leadership to proclaim “the Macedonian Or-
thodox Church” (MOC) autocephalous in July 1967 as well as from neglecting of
some requirements that were of vital importance for SOC (not making possible
building of the Saint Sava Church at Vracar for many decades, tacit disregard of
the pressures and unlawful acts against SOC in Croatia and Kosovo and Meto-
hija). In spite of that, SOC served as an example to all other religious communi-
ties in Yugoslavia how to regulate their relationships with the state. It tolerantly
accepted its difficult position for the purpose of establishing co-operation with
the state that would serve to achieve the vision of general social well-being. On
the other hand, e.g., at first, representatives of the Roman Catholic Church (RCC)
in the country had taken an opposed and conflicting position to the state justify-
ing it by the need to criticise its atheistic and ideological nature. In that period,
they also faced with a very repressive policy of the state. However, after the initia-
tive from the Vatican in the late 1960s and in the mid-1970s, which accepted the
then state and political leadership the two factors conducted a more intensive
dialogue arranging their mutual relations and finally establishing concealed co-
operation, which in time implied making more and more concessions to RCC.
For example, in the mid-1970s the Yugoslav state enabled the Vatican to totally
independently from it make decisions on some church issues, which even had to
do with the state sovereignty. In this way, the state gave up the principles of the
policy it had applied until then to the religious communities. One can recognise
in this a compromise that was made and in some sense a kind of “religious and
practical partnership”. In the similar case, for instance, the state acted in a differ-
ent way when the Greek Church opposed to gaining of autocephaly by MOC,
since it treated it as a matter of internal policy.

State influence and support to MOC

The religious conditions in Macedonia during the 1960s were charac-
terised above all, by the attempt to make schism within SOC, which was mostly
caused by the Yugoslav state leadership. Taking as a starting point the national
criterion it initiated the question of “making MOC independent” being quite
aware of the fact that SOC could not accept it.# The presence of the state could
particularly be noticed during the Church-Public Meeting in Ohrid in October
1958. Then, it had been decided to restore the Ohrid Archdiocese and autonomy
of the “Macedonian Orthodox Church” (MOC). The Synod of SOC agreed with
such a decision in May 1959 since “MOC has retained unity in canon law with

4 ,0nHoc m3mehy Cpncke n MakegoHcke Lpkee Kpatak uctopujcku npernes”, UHpopmaunje (aBe3He komucuje 3a Bepcka
nuTaba, (B, 22. mapt 1966, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, dona 144, dacumkna 100, apxuBcka jeanHmuLa 639.
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SOC recognising Serbian Patriarch German as its own".’ It is of vital importance
to mention that SOC, assuming the church principle of “iconomy” (indulgence
based on “love”), agreed with the mentioned “autonomy”, although it was not
fully in accordance with the canon law criteria.® From this historical distance, it
can be said that the political factor abused its principally well-intentioned, tol-
erant and pluralist position, what was not an excuse for SOC itself to be partly
responsible for its own naiveness. Some theologians would say that it logically
resulted from the deviation from purely theological postulates. Metropolitan of
Dabro-Bosnia Nektarije pointed out that the autonomy of “MOC is an internal
matter”, while the question of its autocephaly goes beyond state borders and
requires the agreement of other Orthodox churches.” He alluded to the pressure
made by the Yugoslav state. Metropolitan of Zagreb-Ljubljana made clear that
SOC “has always kept in mind the development of brotherhood and unity of our
peoples” taking this into account also when the decision was made in 1959, while
“MOC" did not respect those principles. Like Metropolitan of Montenegro-Primor-
je Danilo, he was of the opinion that “MOC should openly say what it wants and
not to make its Constitution even six times”.¢ Within SOC, an opinion prevailed
that it should meet the nature and interests of the political system, by which it
obviously expected reciprocity. Bishop of Zi¢a Vasilije pointed out that when he
had talked to Macedonian Metropolitan Dositej he had an impression that “MOC
does not want to keep the unity with SOC”, while Bishop of Zahum-Herzegovina
Vladislav believed that “MOC behaves like an autocephalous church” asking that
other Orthodox churches should be informed about that by sending a “peace
letter”? Bishop of Brani¢evo Hrizostom remarked that “the autonomy of MOC”
was accepted by the decision of the Synod of SOC, while Patriarch German tried
to observe this problem through the prism of “good relations” with the Greek
Church and Constantinople Patriarchate, which should not be endangered for
this problem. As the representatives of the Yugoslav government confirmed he
pointed out that most of the Serbian Bishops were willing to agree that “MOC”
should gain autocephaly, by which, after this, it should “not have anything in
common with SOC"." The credibility of this statement should be considered with
reserve, especially keeping in mind the fact that this affected “the interests of
the state”." It is important to stress that then President of the Federal Commis-

5 ,3abenewwka o pasroBopy npeacenHuka Mopaue ca unaHosuma Apxujepejckor Cabopa CML)", CaBe3Ha Komucuja 3a Bepcka
nuTarba, (1B, noeprbuBo, 6p. 208/66, 20. Maj 1966, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, dona 144, dacumkna 95, 1966, c1p. 3.

6 Ibidem.
7 Ibidem.
8  Ibidem
9 Ibidem, ctp. 4.
10  Ibidem.
11 Ibidem.
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sion for Religious Issues Milutin Moraca made attempts to convince the Serbian
Bishops that the state would not permit “MOC to go over to any other Church”
pointing that SOC should above all, focus on the problem of “expansion of RCC
in the areas where SOC has been dominant”.? One can also see here that the at-
tention of SOC should be focused on another problem recognising its principally
manipulative approach to SOC. By all this, it should be pointed to the fact that
the representatives of the state made pressure on the Synod of SOC to make a
decision recognising that “MOC” had brought into accord its Constitution with
the recommendations adopted by the Synod of SOC in 1959. Some Serbian Bish-
ops opposed to this considering it a “precedent”.”

In May 1966, the Synod of SOC stated that “the Synod of MOC has accept-
ed the recommendations of the Synod of SOC from June 1959 and has brought
into accord its Constitution” with them, by which “MOC has made arrangements
concerning its organisation keeping unity with SOC through the Serbian Patri-
arch.” In this way, in practice, the Patriarch remained the only connection be-
tween SOC and “MOC". It is of special importance to point out that the principle
that “MOC” could not change its Constitution without an agreement of the Syn-
od of SOC had been affirmed and accepted by both parts.” However, immedi-
ately after that the Synod of “MOC” expressed its discontent with the fact that its
demand for autocephaly was rejected”.’s The Yugoslav state acted this time in an
unprincipled way emphasising that SOC was “forced” to make such a decision so
to not to “cause separation” recognising also that “MOC got its national Church
gaining almost fully independence”, which was reflected in “all autocephalous
rights” of the Macedonian Metropolitan and the Synod of MOC, which were lim-
ited by Patriarch German as the supreme head of both churches.” It temporarily
respected the canon law fact, since SOC, as the mother church was “the only
one authorised to grant autocephaly to MOC” as well as that all other Orthodox
churches should agree with that. However, as early as in the second half of 1966
in the talks with Patriarch German the Yugoslav state kept on insisting on the
“Macedonian reality” by which “SOC and MOC have nothing in common” em-
phasising “the fact” that SOC “would lose nothing” by granting autocephaly to
“MOC".® Patriarch German and Bishop of Sabac-Valjevo Jovan pointed to the au-
thorities that the Synod of SOC would and could not agree with the autocephaly

12 Ibidem, ctp. 5.

13 MHdopmavuja o pagy pefoBHor 3aceaarba Apxujepejckor cabopa ClL| og 11. go 23. maja 1966. rogune”, (aBe3Ha komucuja 3a
Bepcka nutatba, C(UB, noseprbuso, 6p. 261/1, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, donp 144, dacunkna 95, 1966, ctp. 3.

14 Ibidem.
15 Ibidem.
16 Ibidem.
17 Ibidem.
18 Ibidem.
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of MOC persisting that “the autonomy of MOC” was the only acceptable solution,
which was also in “the interest of ecumenism” that strove to bringing churches
close together and not to their “separation”.”” The authorities were, however, per-
sistent in their position that “MOC has the right to make this demand because
it had its clergy, language and the national characteristic, by which the “hard”
position of SOC “only harms its reputation in the Orthodox world”.?° As for the
negative reactions of the Greek Church concerning the autocephaly of “MOC”,
the authorities pointed out that “nobody has the right to interfere in church af-
fairs off the religious communities in the country”.?’ They obviously kept this right
for themselves, disregarding the church reasons. On the other hand, in compari-
son with such acting of the state, the Vatican and the Roman Catholic Church
was gradually enabled to take interdependently from the state some decisions
concerning appointments of higher clergy. In this way, in practice, the state aban-
doned the legal principles of the Law on Religious Communities that had been
implemented in the country until then.

On 8 November 1966, at the celebration of the October Revolution in
the Soviet Embassy in Belgrade Patriarch German met with Macedonian Metro-
politan Dositej who was in white “gown.””? He wished to leave the celebration
but did not do this because he did not want “to make any incidents”.* This event
also proves great tolerance shown by SOC. However, the Patriarch “reproached
the Russians” for inviting Metropolitan Dositej at the reception because he was
not head of an autocephalous church, and especially because the invitation
was not sent through the Serbian Patriarchate.? It was on this occasion too, that
the representative of the Yugoslav authorities persistently asserted that “MOC”
should be granted autocephaly suggesting to Patriarch German to do so in order
to prevent convening of the Synod of “MOC and unilateral proclamation of its
autocephaly”.? The Patriarch asked for not taking any hasty decision that would
make SOC initiate a church-disciplinary action against MOC and inform about
all this other Orthodox churches. He stressed that “the separation was neither
suitable for the Church nor for the state”. By all this, he characterised “the au-
tonomy of MOC" as appropriate and justified, pointing out that the issue of au-

—_

9 ,3abeneLuka o pa3rosopy ca Matpujapxom [epmaHom’, (aBe3Ha Komucuja 3a Bepcka nutarba, CUB, nosepsbugo, 6p. 379, 26.
okTo6ap 1966. roanHe, ApxuB Jyrocnasuje, dona 144, dacumkna 95, 1966.

20 ,3abenewka o pasroopy [letpa Llersuha ca ennckonom Lwabauko—BambeBckum JoBaHom", (aBe3Ha Kommcuja 3a Bepcka
nutarba, CUB, nosepmuBo, 6p. 390/66, 5. HoBembap 1966, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doHp 144, dacuymkna 95, 1966, ctp. 2.

21 Ibidem.
22 White gown is worn only by head of a church.

23 ,3abeneluka o pasroopy Metpa LLlersuha ca lMatpujapxom lepmarom”, CaBe3Ha komucuja 3a Bepcka nutarba, (VIB, noeprbugo,
6p. 421/66, 17. HoBembap 1966, beorpan, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doHa 144, dacunkna 97, 1966, ctp. 1.

24 |bidem.
25 Ibidem, ctp. 2.
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tocephaly is “the one only the church should deal with”.? He took the same posi-
tion in early 1967 It can be concluded that Patriarch German believed that all
factors in the whole process could in time become willing to respect the canon
law norms of the Orthodox Church and that this was an open, tolerant and com-
promise approach. The alternative is the assumption that he was forced to do
that. One should also know that the representatives of the republic authorities
in Croatia principally supported their Macedonian colleagues in their demand
for autocephaly of “MOC" taking into consideration only some possible political
consequences that could be caused by the schism between SOC and “MOC".%
Within this context, in 1967, President of the Federal Executive Council (FIC) Petar
Stamboli¢ stressed that SOC should, like RCC, “adjust” to the contemporary social
trends, what would in this case mean “taking a more flexible position to MOC".#
From the present aspect, his position looks outrageous when he said that the Yu-
goslav state “did not interfere in the dispute that was harmful for both Churches”
as well as that FIC “could not influence” the political leadership of Macedonia in
this matter.®’ It should be qualified as hypocritical.

Although the Synod of SOC had rejected the demand for autocephaly
of “MOC" at its meeting which took place on 23 May 1967, at the new Church-
Public Meeting in Macedonia it was unilaterally proclaimed as early as from 17-19
July 19673 Patriarch German explained that SOC had to reject the demand of
“MOC” since conditions provided by the canon law were not fulfilled for gain-
ing of its autocephaly. For this reason, the Synod of SOC would pronounce it
a schismatic church.* Regardless of the unambiguous and irrefutable church-
canon law arguments, President of the Commission for Religious Issues of FIC
responded that the “demand of MOC was justified” emphasising that the whole
issue was not only a church but a political one with significant implications for
the national relations in the country.” The positions taken by Bishops of SOC in
the newly-created situation differed not only methodologically but substantially,

26 Ibidem, ctp. 2.

27 benewke u3 pasroopa npeaceaHuka (VB Metpa (rambonuha ca Matpujapxom lepmarom 1 unanoBuma Cuxoga CIILL,
MuTpononuTom LpHoropcko—npumopckum [laHunom u Ennckonom ganmatuckum CrepaHom”, (aBe3Ha Komucuja 3a Bepcka
nuTarba, (1B, nosepbuBo, 6p. 120/67, 7. Mapt 1967, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, dona 144, dacunkna 103, 1967.

28 ,3anucHuk ca ceanuue Kommcuje XpBatcke 22. peuembpa 1966. roauHe”, Penybnuka kommcuja 3a Bepcka nutarba XpBarcke,
(1B, noBeprbiBo, 6p. 08—219/1—1966, 3arped, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, dorp 144, dacumkna 102, apxvBcka jeanHuLa 655, 1967.

29  ,benewke 13 pasroBopa npeacesHuka CUB Metpa C(rambonuha ca Matpujapxom lepmaxom u unatosuma Curopa (ML,
MuTpononuTom LpHoropcko—npumopckim Janunom u Ennckonom sanmatunckum Credaom”, ibidem.

30 Ibidem, ctp.5.

31 ,3abenewka npenceaHuka (aBesHe komucuje 3a Bepcka nutara Muna Jouhesuha’, (B, nosepmuBo, 6p. 299/67, Apxus
Jyrocnasuje, donz 144, dacumkna 104, 1967.

32 Ibidem.

33 ,3abeneluka o pa3roBopy npeacenHuka (aBesHe Komucuje 3a Bepcka nuTarba ca Matpujapxom fepmaom, Mutpononutom
LipHoropcko-npumopckum Janunom 1 Enuckonom cpemckim Makapujem”, 1. jyn 1967, (B, Beorpap, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doHg
144, dpacumkna 104, 1967.
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too. Bishop of Sumadija Valerijan thought that SOC should act “tolerantly” and
that its Synod would not make a decision on “canon law dismissal” of its schis-
matic part in Macedonia. Bishop of Brani¢evo Hrizostom, who was characterised
as the “most progressive” by the authorities was of the opinion that the Synod of
SOC would support the decision of “MOC”, while Bishops of Zi¢a Vasilije and of
Timok Emilijan, respectively, together with Patriarch German remained consist-
ent in their position that was taken by SOC.>* Also, Bishop of Raska-Prizren Pavle
and Bishop of Srem Makarije were “resolutely against granting of autocephaly
to MOC".* Bishop of Ni$ Jovan believed that in spite of the unilateral decision of
“MOC”, schism would probably not occur, while Bishop of Sabac-Valjevo Jovan
pointed out that “MOC” should wait for “a better moment” after the appoint-
ment of the Greek Archbishop.?® Bishop of Banat Visarion inclined to recognis-
ing autocephaly of MOC, emphasising that no one could expect from the Synod
of SOC to do such a thing. Bishop of Backa Nikanor was indeterminate and un-
certain taking a similar position.”” Patriarch German remained resolute that SOC
“must respect the canon law” pointing out that if “MOC” proclaimed autoceph-
aly by itself this could lead to “a religious war”.*® He proposed that the whole
problem should be resolved by the highest representatives of the two churches,
stressing that when the state interfered in church affairs “the church ceases to
be a church”.* President Jovicevi¢ responded that in that case “this was not the
question of interference but of co-operation”.? It was obvious that the autonomy
of MOC was the maximum concession SOC remained willing to give, by which
such a position had its strongpoint in church and canon law reasons and argu-
ments. On the other hand, the Yugoslav state remained persistent in its formally
“partnership” relationship with SOC, which was actually hypocritical and hostile.

In late August 1967, Patriarch German repeated to the President of FIC
Mika Spiljak that according to the canon law no Orthodox church could recog-
nise the church that had seceded as an autocephalous unless “the mother Church
agrees with that”.*’ Before the meeting of the Extraordinary Synod of SOCin 1967
Bishop Emilijan, together with Bishops Valerijan and Nikanor, respectively, man-

34 Mudopmaumja o pasroBopuma ca Enuckonuma CML| o6asrbeHm npen 3aceparbe Cabopa no nutarsy ofHoca usmehy (ML
1 ML, Peny6nuuka komucuja 3a Bepcka nutara Cpbuje, C(UB, crporo nosepsbigo, 6p. 10, 26. maj 1967, beorpag, Apxvs
Jyrocnasuje, oHp 144, dacumkna 104, 1967.

35  Ibidem.
36  Ibidem.
37  Ibidem.

38 ,3abenewwka o pasroopy npencestuka CKBI Joufiesuha ca natpujapxom [epmarom’, (aBe3Ha Komucuja 3a Bepcka NuTarba,
(1B, nosepsbuBo, 6p. 257, beorpag, 10. jyH 1967, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, poHpn 144, dacumkna 104, 1967.

39 Ibidem.

40  Ibidem.

41 ,3abeneLuka o pasroopy npeacenHuka CB Muke LUnurbka ca Matpujapxom lepmanom’, Cae3Ha Komicuja 3a Bepcka nnTarba,
(1B, noBeprbiBo, 6p. 318/67, 29. aBryct 1967, beorpaa, Apxu Jyrocnasuje, oz 144, pacumkna 104, 1967, 1p. 3.
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aged to persuade most bishops of SOC to take a “moderate” decision, unlike Bish-
ops of Zi¢a Vasilije and of Dalmacija Boca, who advocated the idea that bishops
of “MOC" should be striped of their ranks and that MOC should be proclaimed a
schismatic church.” “A moderate decision” was supported by Bishops of Slavonija
Simeon, of Brani¢evo Hrizostom, of Raska-Prizren Pavle, of Zvornik-Tuzla Longin,
respectively, and Metropolitan of Dobro-Bosnia Vladislav, who made a “sketch”
that was adopted by the Synod of SOC. * On that occasion Bishop Boca pointed
to the “interference of the state in this matter” and to the committed “error” since
“in a state, there can exist only one autocephalous church.” He confirmed that
“for the time being” SOC had made a decision “not to deteriorate the existing
situation” taking into consideration the interests of the state as well.** On this oc-
casion too, the Serbian Orthodox Church remained consistent in its position that
with its spirit of reconciliation it would make the state change the course and
accept a compromise. At the Extraordinary Meeting of the Synod of SOC that
took place on 14 and 15 September 1967 the bishops agreed “that MOC arbitrary
and in a way which was not in accordance with the canon law seceded from its
Mother Church turning into a schismatic organisation.” For this reason, it was de-
cided “to cease religious and canon law communication” with its clergy authoris-
ing the Synod of SOC to “bring charges against those guilty for the schism”.# It is
important to emphasise that on this occasion it was decided that SOC “would
not cease communication with the faithful people from Macedonia” and that
students from this Republic could keep on enrolling at the Faculty of Theology
of SOC.* After the Synod of SOC had submitted a report the Synod of the Greek
Church very severely condemned “the act of proclaiming autocephaly of MOC”,
after which on 19 March 1968 the Synod of SOC made a decision to initiate a
church-disciplinary actions against the highest representatives of “MOC". Bishop
of Zi¢a Vasilije was appointed the prosecutor.” Since it had no other choice SOC
decided to take disciplinary measures considering high church representatives

42 ,3abeneluka o pasrosopy /Baa Jlazuha ca encukonom nakpaukum EmunujaHom Mapuxosufiem’, Penybnuuka komucuja 3a
Bepcka nuTarba Xpatcke, (UIB, nosepsbuso, 6p. 08—61/1-1968, 9. Maj 1968, 3arped, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, dong 144, dacumkna
110, 1968.

43 Ibidem.

44 ,3abeneLuKa 0 pa3roopy ca enuckonom wibexckim boom Ha aaH 14. jyna 1968. rogute”, Penybnnuka komuncuja 3a Bepcka
nuTara Xpeartcke, CUB, noeprbuBo, 6p. 08—197/1-1968, 25. centembap 1968, 3arpe6, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, donp 144,
dacumkna 112, 1968, cTp. 2.

45 ,Oanyka Apxujepejckor Cabopa CML| no nutary npornaiwetsa aytokedanHoctu ML op 15. centembpa 1967. roguHe,

Matpujapx cpncky lepman CaBe3Hoj Bepckoj komucnjn’, CaBesHa Komucuja 3a Bepcka nutarba, CUB, nosepsbugo, 6p. 335/67,
19. cenembap 1967, beorpap, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doHg 144, dacumkna 104, 1967.

46  Ibidem.

47 (N, Ambacapa y Atunu, noeprbuBo, 6p. 527, 15. centembap 1967. ropute, beorpag u ,MHGopmaumja o TenepoHckom
pasroopy npote Becenua Metpouha u3 Hosor Caga ca npeaceaHukom Komucuje Cpbuje Tyuyra Koctom, Penybnuuka
Komucuja 3a Bepcka nuTarba Cpbuje, CUB, nosepsbuBo, 6p. 148, 8. anpun 1968, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, poHp 144, dacumkna 110,
1968.
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in Macedonia schismatics and not believers. The position of the Greek Church
exerted a great influence on taking such a position. The lower clergy of SOC from
the diocese of Dalmacija and Slavonija thought that the Orthodox Church should
not be “divided” at the time when Christian churches promoted “ecumenism and
unity”. They were of the opinion that the bishops of “MOC” should be striped of
their ranks.” It is particularly important to point to the statement made by Patri-
arch German during his talks with high official in Serbia Purica Jojki¢ in May 1968
- “l wish to die, you don’t understand that you are doing injustice to us”. Jojki¢ re-
sponded that “the autocephaly of MOCis unavoidable and the matter is closed”.*
The Patriarch stressed that he would “do his best to avoid the worst” keeping in
mind “striping of rank of Bishop Dionisije” “for which even now he suffers and
regrets”.’ It seems that till the end the Patriarch believed that the position of the
authorities in this case could be changed.

Trying to find a solution in January 1969 Bishops of Srem Makarije and of
Banat Nikanor, respectively, visited “MOC” on behalf of the Synod of SOC. Howev-
er, after that meeting the two parties retained their positions. Makarije confirmed
thatin that regard SOC had not other choice stressing that the Patriarchs of other
Orthodox churches as well Pope Paul VI “suggested that MOC should go back
under the wing of SOC"*" This confirms again that the main to be blame for the
schism was the Yugoslav state, while the Vatican acted in two directions and in a
diplomatic way. In mid-1969 all bishops of SOC in Croatia openly expressed the
opinion that the autocephaly of “MOC” had resulted from personal ambitions of
some bishops and the interference of the political leadership, after which “they
were advised not to intensify the matter”.? It was obvious that the pressure of the

48 ,3abeneluka o pasroBopy Heauh Unuje ca cBelwTeHnLMMa JanmatuHcke enapxije AHToHujem MuHueTuhem, apxujepejckim
HamecHukom, u (TeaHom MpheHom, cBewwuTeHnkom 13 KnuHa, JakoBom MaHzaufiem, npescesHIKoM enapxujckor yapyetba
13 heBpcke, Patkom [lobpoTom, caetuteHikom u3 LUnbernka, Masnom Kosnuwom, urymaxom u3 masactupa Kpyne, u Metpom
Onyjuuom, ceeLuTeruKkom u3 Bpauke”, Penybnuuka komucuja 3a Bepcka nutarba Xpeatcke, (B, noeprbuso, 6p. 08—104/1—
68, 24. anpun 1968, Apxu Jyrocnasuje, donp 144, dacumkna 110, 1968; u ,3abenewwka o pasrosopuma Wnuje Hepuha ca
MpaBoCaBHNM CBeluTeHMUMMa JoBaHom banufiem u3 Hose [paanwuke, Kapkom Kacuhem 13 CnaoHckor bpopa, [lywarom
Jenosuem n3 BuxkoBaua, Metpom Camapymjom 13 Ocujexa n Cresanom Hosakoufiem u3 Bykosapa’, Penybnuuka komucuja
3a Bepcka nutaba Xpearcke, (UIB, noBeprbuBo, 6p. 08—105/1-1968, 24. anpun 1968, 3arped, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doxp 144,
dacumkna 110, 1968.

49 ,3abenewwka o pasrosopy npegceaHuka B Cpbuje Hypuue Jojkuha ca Matpujapxom lepmarom 3. maja 1968. rogune”, (aesHa
Komucuja 3a Bepcka nutarba, CUB, noeprbugo, 6p. 192, 28. maj 1968, beorpaa, ApxuB Jyrocnasuje, dong 144, dacumkna 110,
1968, ctp. 8.

50 ,3abenewwka o pasroopy npescenHuka B Cpbuje Hypuue Jojkuha ca Matpujapxom lepmanom 3. maja 1968. roanHe”, (aesHa
Komucuja 3a Bepcka nuTarba, (1B, noBeprbuBo, 6p. 192, 28. Maj 1968, beorpaz, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, dona 144, dacumkna 110,
1968, cTp. 8.

51 ,3abenewwuka o pasroopy Muna Josuheuha ca Matpujapxom lepmaHom Ha AaH 5. debpyapa 1970. ropuHe”, CaBe3Ha komucuja
3a Bepcka nutaba, (UIB, noseprbuso, 6p. 29/70, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, donp 144, dacumkna 124, 1970.

52 ,3abenewka o pasroBopy 3natka Opupa ca 3arpebaukum MUTPOMONMTOM [laMackuHOM, M €nuCKONMMA CNaBOHCKIM
EmunujaHom, roprokapnoBaukim (umeoHom U fanmatuHckum CredaHom Ha fau 12. aryct 1969. roguHe”, Penybnnuka
Komucuja 3a Bepcka nuTatba Xpeatcke, CUB, nosepsbugo, 6p. 08—145/1-1969, 22. asryct 1969, 3arpeb, Apxus Jyrocnasuje,
doHa 144, pacumkna 119, crp. 2.
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state had kept on being made.

In the early 1970s, after Metropolitan Dositej had been removed from
the position of head of “MOC™? Patriarch German asked the representatives
of the authorities why this had happened against his own will.** On that occa-
sion, he pointed to Jovicevi¢ that the Metropolitan had obviously realised that
no Orthodox church in the world could obviously recognise “MOC” as an auto-
cephalous. For this reason, he advocated the revision of the earlier decision and
“searching for an agreement” with SOC.** Jovicevi¢ responded that “the Synod of
MOC made such a decision since Dositej was ill for a long time”.*® It was obvious
that it was only the Yugoslav state that at that moment was not willing to make
a compromise refusing to abandon its “secular-national” goal directed towards
fragmentation of the organism of SOC. It is important to stress that after all, Con-
stantinople Patriarch Atinagora sent a letter to Patriarch German condemning
the arbitrary action of “MOC” by which SOC was openly supported also by the
Greek and Alexandria Churches.”” Orthodox Churches logically remained consist-
ent in the common defence of its canon law order.

The Position of Vatican and Roman Catholic Church (RCC)

The Vatican was undoubtedly informed of the intentions and political
initiative of the Yugoslav state concerning granting of “autocephaly to MOC”,
in which it objectively had its strategic interest. During the Council, Bishop of
Skopje Cekada pointed out that RCC had a “will” for the unification of the two
church, promoting, of course, “the leading role” of RCC in that process.*® He saw
the biggest obstacle in Orthodox churches in socialist countries as “tools in the
hands of regimes””® He advocated the well-known position of RCC by which
“athemisation and etatisation” of Orthodox churches made impossible bringing
them closer to RCC. However, at this point of analysis it is interesting to note that
the influence of atheistic states on Orthodox churches was practically becoming

53 Patriarch German pointed out that“he was sent for medical treatment against his will”. In private talks, we found out that after all
this, Metropolitan Dositej was willing to “repent” and go back under the wing of SOC, but the authorities obviously did not allow
this.

54 54,3abenewwka o pasroopy Muna joufiesuha ca Matpujapxom lepmaHom Ha aaH 28. anpun 1971. roaune”, (aBe3Ha komucuja
3a Bepcka nutarba, (1B, noseprbuBo, 6p. 60/71, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, oz 144, dacumkna 132, 1971, cip. 4.

55 Ibidem.
56 Ibidem, ctp. 2.

57 ,Jenewe o nocetu Matpujapxa AtuHarope”, (aBe3Ha KOMMCWja 3a Bepcka NuTarba, npeaceanuk Muno Josuhiesuh, (1B,
noBepbyBO, 6p. 387, 27. okTobap 1967, beorpan, ApxuB Jyrocnasuje, oHa 144, dacumkna 105, 1967, cTp. 3; u,,3abeneluka
Pagocasa Metposuha o pyuky koju je Matpujapx lepman npupenmo y uact AnekcaHapujckor nmatpujapxa Hukonaoca y
Matpujapiuujn’, (aBe3Ha Komucuja 3a Bepcka niuTatba, noepsbuBo, 6p. 171/69,9. maj 1969, beorpan, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, Gong
144, dpacumkna 118.

58 0 KonTakTima umehy bickyna v enickona y 3emsbi v Kypcy koju Bopm Pumokatonuuka upkea npema CrLL", ibidem, ctp. 19.
59 Ibidem.
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more and more identical with the interests of RCC.

Bishop of RCC Cekada met with Metropolitan of Skopje Dositej Stojkovi¢
at the end of the Second Vatican Council in Rome (1962-65). Cekada expected
him to visit him first after his installation since Cekada had been established in
Skopje for 18 years.®® He thought that they should not meet in public as well as
that “social norms and nice behaviour” should be respected.’” However, when it
was obvious that Metropolitan Dositej would be the main figure in the initiated
schism within SOC Bishop Cekada was the one that visited him first on Ortho-
dox Christmas on 7 January 1965. He informed him of the decisions adopted by
the Council pleading, among other things, for stricter discipline in fasting and
within RCC.#? In this way, it seemed as if he promoted the denominators in the
relations between the two churches supporting indirectly, but on this occasion
even openly Metropolitan Dositej. The Metropolitan responded that with build-
ing of a Roman Catholic and Orthodox Church in Skopje “ecumenism would be
attained”.®* This example points to the attempt of building of agreement and
co-operation. When he met Bishop Cekada and Secretary General of “Caritas”
Bauer Metropolitan Dositej received money assistance from RCC from Trieste
for the “Macedonian Orthodox Church” with a photo of Pope Paul VI hugging
Constantinople Patriarch Atinagora.®* It was obvious that Metropolitan Dositej
should be persuaded to agree with that and that bringing closer with RCC was
supported by the leading circles of the Orthodox Church, where “becoming in-
dependent” from SOC was evidently very important. When he was informed of
the celebration of Saint Kliment Ohridski in 1966 in September 1966 President of
the Secretariat for Christian Unity from Rome Cardinal Augustine Bea asked the
Yugoslav diplomats in Rome to mediate with SOC for the purpose of sending him
an invitation to visit Ohrid “for the sake of ecumenism”. Patriarch German disa-
greed with his proposal qualifying the visit as “undesirable”. The Patriarch, actu-
ally, believed that Bea should first visit the Serbian Patriarch and then after that
go to Ohrid.®* Bearing in mind the church etiquette and the respect of its hierar-
chy of values, such positions were quite logical. Within this context, the Patriarch
made it clear that several months before the Synod of SOC had drawn attention

60 ,Mucmo buckyna ckonckor Yekaze Bepckoj komucuju MakenoHuje”, CaBe3Ha Komucuja 3a Bepcka nutatba, (1B, noseprbugo,
6p. 02-73/1, 11. maj 1963. roauHe, Ckonje, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doHp 144, dacumkna 66, ctp. 1-2.

61  Ibidem.

62 ,Mndopmaumja o koHTakTMMa Mutpononuta Jlocuteja ca mpepctaBHuumMma Katonuuke upke’, Penybnuuka kommcuja 3a
Bepcka nutarba MakegoHuje, Cekpetap [oe WUnuescku, (UB, noseprbuso, 6p. 21/65, [1b, 19. janyap 1965, Ckonje, ApxuB
Jyrocnaswje, GoHp 144, dpacumkna 84, 1965.

63 Ibidem.
64 bidem, cTp. 2.

65 ,3abenelwka o pasroBopy npeacesHuka Mopaue ca Matpujapxom fepmaHom obaBbeHom 23. jyHa 1966. roauHe”, CaBesHa
KomucHja 3a Bepeka nuTarba, CUB, nosepmmBo, 6p. 279/66, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doHp 144, dacumkna 95, 1966, c1p. 5.
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to their clergy to the “intensified activity of RCC" in the field in the country.® It
was obvious that in the way it was planned a potential visit by the Cardinal under
such complicated circumstances would be directly opposed to the vital interests
of SOC. Therefore, at this point, the Vatican and SOC disagreed considerably. On
the other hand, the Embassy of SFRY in Rome asked the authorities to mediate
with Patriarch German to agree with the visit of Cardinal Bea considering that it
would be “useful for the promotion of the state in international relations”.*” Actu-
ally, one should know that before everybody else the Macedonian republic au-
thorities had sent a written invitation to the Cardinal to come to the celebration,
who would be replaced by Bishop Vilebrands, if necessary.® It was clear that the
republic authorities could do this only with the agreement of the Yugoslav state
leadership. The Synod of “MOC” invited itself Patriarch German as well as repre-
sentatives of other Orthodox churches to come to the celebration in Ohrid.® Just
after that, the Yugoslav state took a position that Cardinal Bea should be invited
to the celebration only if Patriarch German attended to it.”” The co-ordinated ac-
tivities were obviously aimed at creating the conditions for coming of the Patri-
arch to Ohrid, what he and SOC could not accept for symbolic and procedural
reasons.

Some Vatican circles were considerably interested in “the autocephaly of
MOC” during 1967 and 1968 when it was unilaterally proclaimed and then was
church-legally sanctioned by SOC.”" At that time, the Yugoslav authorities as-
sessed that RCC “approved” this pointing to “the attention the Vatican” devoted
to the Macedonian delegation at the funeral of Cardinal Bea in Rome in 1969.”
For them, this was an obvious” contribution to the recognition of the Macedo-
nian nation and the autocephaly of MOC". They recognised that their interests
were largely identical and that this would enable the promotion of their mutual
relations with the Vatican.”? RCC devoted the same “attention” to the representa-
tives of “MOC” who came to Rome in 1969 to attend marking of the 1100 anni-

66 ,Kapamnan bea—Oxpup’, CaBe3Ha Komucuja 3a Bepcka nutatba, (1IB, noeprbiBo, 6poj 183/66, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doHp 144,
dacuukna 94, 1966.

67  [lokyment JICUI, beorpag, nosepsbugo, 6p. 41465, 23. anpun 1966.

68 ,3abeneLuka o pasroBopy ca Kopex AntoHom, Mcycouiem u3 PycukyHa“, Cae3Ha komucuja 3a Bepcka nuTarba, (1B, noseprbuso,
6p. 197/66, 4. maj 1966, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, dona 144, dacumkna 94, 1966.

69  [lokymeHT Penybanuke komucuje 3a Bepcka nuTarba Makeponuje, (UIB, noseprbuso, 6poj 02—130/1, 11. jyn 1966. roauHe,
Ckonje, ApxuB Jyrocnasuje, GoHp 144, dacumkna 94, 1966, ctp. 2.

70, MHdopmaumja o nonoxajy u ogHocuma Pumokatonuuke upkee npema CP Makepowuju n ML, Penybnuuka komucuja 3a
BepcKa nutarba Makezionuje, (B, nosepsbugo, 6p. 01-70/1, 4. anpun 1969, Ckonje, ApxuB Jyrocnasuje, doHn 144, dacumkna
118, 1969, cTp. 5.

71 Ibidem.
72 ,Tenerpam u3acnanuka Lispsbe”, ICUN, U3acnancteo COPJ npu Cetoj Cronunum, Pum, 6p. 139, 18. cenembap 1967.

73 Mudopmaumja o nonoxajy v ogHocuma Pumokatonuuke wpkse npema CP Makeponuju u ML, Penybnnuka komucuja 3a
Bepcka nutarba MakezoHuje, CUB, nosepsbugo, 6p. 01—70/1, 4. anpun 1969, Ckonje, ApxuB Jyrocnasuje, dona 144, dacumkna
118, 1969, cTp. 5.
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versary of the death of Ciril Solunski. In particular, together with the representa-
tives of Macedonian authorities and the Macedonian Academy of Sciences and
Arts they were present at the mass, which was served by Pope Paul V1.7 After the
ceremony at the reception in the Yugoslav Embassy in Rome, the talks were con-
ducted by Yugoslav envoy Vjekoslav Cvrle, Cardinals Seper and Cazzaroli, Bishop
Vilebrands, Dean of the Theological Faculty for Promotion of Religion Monsignor
Vodoprivec and representatives of the Executive Council of FR of Macedonia.” It
was obviously important to establish stable political bridges that would enable
support for achieving significant church issues, too. This is supported by the fact
that the greatest contribution in the organisation of the visit of the delegation
of MOC to Rome afterwards was made by the Mission of SFRY in Vatican. It was
composed of Metropolitan of Prespa-Bitolj Kliment, Metropolitan of USA-Cana-
da-Australia Kiril and Priest Kliment Malevski.” Along with the Yugoslav authori-
ties, the Macedonian “church” emigration kept making a significant contribution
to the whole process.

With RCC itself there were, actually, different opinions on gaining of
“autocephaly of MOC". For the strategic interest but also for the sensitivity of
the whole issue, RCC decided to engage itself half publicly at the medium and
lower levels. Within that context, the position of priest and lower official Pierre
Duprey from the Secretariat for Christian Unity was to be above all, shaped and
directed pointing out that his President and superior Bishop Vilebrands “was
not informed” and “was not familiar with the matter.”” Pope Paul VI was willing
to receive in a special audience the above mentioned state-church delegation
from Macedonia considering that a “compromise” was made since Metropolitan
Dositej and high representatives of the Yugoslav state were not in its composi-
tion.” Vatican obviously believed that the process of “gaining of independence”
of “MOC” should start from below, from the lower level. The Pope evidently did
not trust either Metropolitan Dositej or the state leadership being of the opinion
that SOC would be informed of the activities of RCC through them. On the other
hand, the Yugoslav authorities also stressed that they did “their best to achieve
what they could” pointing to the significance of “affirmation of FR Macedonia
and MOC".”? Then, they mediated in organising the coming of Macedonian Met-
ropolitan Naum to the celebration mentioned above that took place in Rome in

74 Ibidem.

75 ,Jenerauvja u3 Jyrocnasuje monoxuna BeHal Kpaj rpoba Kupuna ConyHckor”, paheHo 13. debpyapa 1969. y 3rpapu
Marpujapunje y beorpagy.

76 Ibidem.

77 ,3abenewka o pasrosopy ca CrjenaHom LLmutom (Stjepanom Schmidtom), D. 1. 18. debpyapa 1969. rogune”, CCUM, U3acnaxcTeo
(OPJ npu Caetoj Cronuum, Pum, noeprbuso, 6p. 40/69.

78  Ibidem.

79, [Jenewa W3spwHom Befy CP MakegoHuje”, Cae3Ha kommcuja 3a Bepcka nuTarba, (UB, noeprbuBo, 6poj 115, 15. maj 1970,
Apxus Jyrocnasuje, donz 144, dacumkna 125, 1970.
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1971 when he visited Croatian Cardinal Seper and Secretariat for Christian Unity.
In this body that pursues activities of RCC and whose goal is to bring Christians
together Metropolitan Naum was, however, received by Deputy of Cardinal
Vilebrands and President of the Secretariat, his secretary Jerome Hamer.®’ This
also proves that the Vatican’s approach to this issue was very cautious attaching
importance to it but not in public. During the celebration of the Day of Culture
of the Nations and Nationalities of SFRY entitled “Yugoslavia in Honour of Saint
Cirilo” which had taken place in Rome from 21-26 May 1979 the prayer ceremony
was headed by Macedonian Metropolitan of Debar-Ki¢evo Angelarije together
with Croatian Cardinal Franjo Seper.?’ It is important to emphasise that on that
occasion the delegation of “MOC” was received by Pope John Paul Il to whom
Metropolitan Kiril delivered a letter from Metropolitan Dositej expressing con-
tent for “the successful co-operation of the two Churches based on evangelical
and ecumenical principles”.?? Next year at the ceremonial service at the basilica
of Saint Clement in Rome, Metropolitan Angelarije performed the service again
visiting the Secretariat for Christian Unity on this occasion, too. He was received
by the officials, priests Moller and Schmidt, respectively, together with Bishop
Wyroll.8 The Pope received Metropolitan Angelarije again at the honorary gen-
eral audience. He was introduced and greeted separately and the Pope invited
him to together with other present pilgrims share the apostle blessing.? It can be
assumed that this gesture meant an open and direct recognition and support
to the church status and legitimacy of “MOC” on the part of the Vatican from its
highest level. As an “Archbishop of MOC” Metropolitan Angelarije paid a private
visit to Pope John Paul Il for the third time on 23 May 1984 emphasising that
“MOC is a genuine church of love and patience”® He obviously indirectly asked
RCC to keep on supporting it. Bishops of RCC in Yugoslavia were also very inter-
ested in the issue of “MOC". Concerning the “schism” between “MOC” and SOC
Bishop of Split (later archbishop) Franic¢ stressed that acting and behaviour of the
higher and especially lower clergy of SOC pointed to its “old-fashion conceptions,
a lack of understanding of the new situation and the trends in the country, but
also to “chauvinism, too".% He obviously indirectly, but also directly supported the
demand of “MOC” explaining it by the political reasons. It is interesting that he

80 ,Tuto nocetvo BatukaH y npeoj nonouHu 1971. rogune”, CCUM, Ambacaga COP) npu CBetoj Cronmuum, Pum, noBepibuso, 6poj
72/7104 1. jyvan73/71043. jyHa 1971, ctp. 2.

81 ,Predstavnici Makedonske pravoslavne crkve kod Pape”, Glas Koncila, God. XVIII, Br. 12 (407), 10. lipnja 1979, str. 4.
82 Ibidem.

83, Pravoslavni Makedonci na grobu Svetog Cirila u Rimu’, Glas Koncila, God. XIX, Br. 11 (431), 1. lipnja 1980, str. 9.
84 Ibidem.

85, Predstavnici Makedonske Pravoslavne Crkve pohodili grob svetog Cirila u Rimui bili kod Ivana Pavla Il X'Crkva danas sjaji u ocima
makedonskog naroda”, Glas Koncila, God. XXII, Br. 12 (532), 10. lipnja 1984, str. 3.

86, Mndopmauuja o pasroopy n3acnanuka Lipsbe ca cnnutckum buckynom Opanuhiem 26. centembpa 1967. rogune”, UM,
W13acnatcto Bnage COPJ npu Ceetoj Cronuum, Pum, noeprbuso, 6poj 124/67, ctp. 2.
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complained to the representative of the Yugoslav authorities for the fact that in
the Statement of the Central Committee of the League of Communists of Croatia
submitted at the session of its Executive Committee that dealt with the position
of the League of Communists with regard to church and religion he was the only
one that was mentioned for “pursuing proselytism” towards SOC.#” His act can
be interpreted as a reproach to the Yugoslav authorities under conditions when
they had common activities and interests and needs to come closer to each oth-
er. Bishop of Sibenik Arneri¢ also primarily treated the issue of “MOC” as a “nation-
al issue” pointing out that the Macedonian demand was “right”, but remarking
that he as bishop did not want to “interfere in internal affairs of SOC".%¢ In regard
to Frani¢, he at least took into consideration the fact that in this case SOC should
be after all, asked about its opinion. Bishop of Pore¢ and Pula Nezi¢ thought that
“the autocephaly of MOC” was the process that “cannot be stopped”, by which
RCC should “be very cautious and tactical” in its acts, since this was “a very deli-
cate issue”.# It should be said that at the “election synod”, which took place in
the church of Saint Sofia in Ohrid on 18 and 19 August 1981 when Metropolitan
Angelarije was appointed “head of MOC”, Bishop of Skopje and Prizren Herbut
was present on behalf of RCC in Yugoslavia. On this occasion, Archbishop of Za-
greb Kuhari¢ sent him a letter “with best wishes to MOC on the 15™ anniversary
of its independence “with Croatian greetings in the Lord".?° The bishops of RCC
in Yugoslavia obviously had different opinions only on the methodology to be
used in support to gaining of autocephaly of MOC, what was undoubtedly ap-
proved by the Vatican. From their angle, an important aspect and result of such
an approach should be the promotion of relations with the Yugoslav authorities
and the improvement of their own position in the country.

Conclusion

“The autocephaly of MOC” was and has remained above all, a political,
non-church issue that was originally initiated by the Yugoslav state. It had the
interest and need to direct solving of the national question in Yugoslavia at the
moment it found appropriate for itself, in which the policy to religious commu-
nities played a significant role. This is credibly shown by the historical fact that
after World War Il the authorities did not allow the Serbian bishops to return from

87  Ibidem, cTp. 3.

88 ,3abeneluka o pasroBopy ca buckynom wmbeHckum ApHepufiem”, Penybninuka komucuja 3a Bepcka nutarba Xpeartcke, CVB,
noBepsbyBO, 6poj 08—175/1-1968, 22. jyn 1968, 3arped, Apxus Jyrocnasuje, doHn 144, dacumkna 111, 1968.

89 ,3abenewka o pasroopy (tjenana /Bekouha ca nopeuko—nynckum buckynom ap Jparytuiom Hexuhem’, Penybnuuka
Komucuja 3a Bepcka nutawa Xpeatcke, CMB, nosepugo, 6poj 08-135/1-1968, 25. centembap 1968, 3arpe6, Apxus
Jyrocnasuje, dop 144, dacumkna 112, 1968, ctp. 4.

90 ,Novi poglavar makedonske Pravoslavne Crkve”, Glas Koncila, God. XX, Br. 17 (462), 30. kolovoza 1981, str. 2.
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exile to their seats in Macedonia, although, e.g. before that SOC had appointed
and sent on regular basis their bishops to its three episcopates in this republic.
One of them, Varnava, was later elected Patriarch of SOC. The facts mentioned
above undoubtedly point to the cause of the problem that was later directed
only by the political management. In order to overcome the tensions and resolve
the problem it is of essential importance to re-affirm the impact of the logical
principles by which church issues should be resolved above all, in accordance
with the church criteria. This is even more, since today, the need to respect the
principle of separation of church and state is more and more openly mentioned.
Within this context, it should be concluded that in the communist Yugoslavia
the state openly interfered in church affairs, while such heritage is still present
in the newly-created Balkan states. The practice of interference of the state in
church affairs is a basis for further manipulation of the religious issue and its in-
strumentalisation for political purposes. RCC undoubtedly discretely supported
the initiative of the Yugoslav state towards gaining of “autocephaly of MOC" with
various intensities and at various levels. It had an objective interest to do that so,
since strategic (church) goals are achieved more easily under the conditions of
“regional balance of power” of smaller (and opposed) factors, then in a dialogue
with “more powerful” partners. The authors consider this article the contribution
to development of Politology of Religion shedding some light on complex issue
of relationship between the state and SOC in former Yugoslav state that openly
“politically managed potentials” of its religious communities. The attempt is of
much more importance since research in large extent has been based on confi-
dential government reports and documents from that period (over 40). For that
reason it is to be considered important prevention of manipulation this issue for
political purposes in contemporary Balkan Region, as well as contribution to de-
velopment of Politology of Religion strengthening scientific dialogue that would
lead the problem towards constructive and comprehensive solutions.
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Mapko Hukonuh, lywko Aumurpnjesuh

“MAKEAOHCKA NMPABOCJIABHA LIPKBA (MIML)”
Y bBUBLLUOJ JYTOCNTABUIN

Pesnme

HakoH [pyror cBeTckor parta, BuWeBepCKa W BuMLIEHALUMOHasHa
couvjanmucTmuka Jyrocnaeuja je mopana da pewm COKeHO HauWoHaaHO
nuTarbe um ga ra 6apem ycknagm ca CBOjUM yHYTPaLUHbMM anu v UHTepHaLK-
OHaNHUM Lu/beBMMa. tbeHa aTencTYko — cekynapHa Npupofa je ycnosuna
OAHOC NMpema BepCcKUM 3ajefHuuama y 3eMbW, Ynjy Cy noTeHumjann mopanu
O6UTN KOHTPONMCaHW, YCMepaBaHW 1 KOPULLITEHN Y »KesbeHoM npasuy. [lpxasa
je, ycTBapu, nogp»aBana cekynapH1 NPUHLMN MO Kojem 6u cBaka Hauwja Tpe-
6ana ga Uma CBOjy LIPKBY, NCTOBPeMeHO Texxehn Aa AMPEKTHO, KOHCTAHTHO U
[OCNefHO YyTUYE Ha BUXOBY NpaKkcy. TakBMM akTUBHOCTMMA Cy 3aHeMapriBaHe
LpKBeHe noTpebe, WTO je MMano HeratuBaH yTuuaj Ha Cpncky NpaBoOCiaBHY
upkBy (CIL). PumokaTonuuka LpKBa, Apyra Bepcka 3ajefHuuUa y 3emsbyu no
6pojy BEPHMK], je Npeno3Hasa Aa ce heHU UHTEPeCH NOKJIanajy ca TakBMM No-
AyXBaTMa M Ap>KaBHUM akKTUBHOCTUMA. Y CKnafdy ca TUM, OHa je AWCKPETHO
nofp»ana cTeaparbe NonmMTUUKKM npouec fJobujara aytokedanHoctTn “Make-
[OHCKe npaBocnaBHe Lpkse” (MIL).

KmyuHe peun: Jyrocnasuja, atemsam, Cpncka npaBoCnaBHa LpKBa
(CIL), “MakepoHcKa npaBocnaBHa Lpksea” (ML), PumokaTonuyka LpKBa
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