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Summary: In the last two centuries, the Gospel according to Mark has been translated into
Serbian approximately fifteen times. This paper reflects on a new translation of the Gospel of
Mark by Professor Predrag Dragutinovi¢. The translation is based on the critical edition of the
New Testament and is both easy to read and meticulously translated with sharp, direct language.
It captures the essence of the Gospel according to Mark, a simple, early Christian text that delivers
the Good News immediately and directly. The author believes that the clear and simple language,
contemporary expressions, and grammar used in this translation make it readable and under-
standable for modern Serbian readers. The primary purpose of this paper is to showcase Professor
Dragutinovi¢s efforts and to illustrate how this translation stands out among other contemporary
Serbian translations of Mark’s Gospel in terms of style and language. It is an accurate and direct
translation that modernizes the Biblical message for contemporary readers who may not under-
stand archaic language. Although the language of this translation could easily reach a younger
Serbian audience, it does not simplify the message through improvisation; rather, it captures the
spirit of the original text. Finally, the paper also presents a few observations, questions, and sugges-
tions regarding this translation.
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The new translation of the Gospel according to Mark into Serbian was published by the
Bible Society of Serbia in 2023. The author of this translation is Predrag Dragutinovic, a
professor of the New Testament at the Faculty of Orthodox Theology at the University
of Belgrade and the head of the Biblical Institute.

The Gospel according to Mark has been translated into Serbian approximately fifteen
times over the last two centuries. It has been published separately and in several editions
of the New Testament in Serbian since the beginning of the 19" century — namely, in the
translations of (we will refer only to the first editions of the translations below):

— Atanasije Stojkovi¢ (1773-1832), published in 1824 [Hoswiii 3asnwms ITocnoda
Hawezo Iucyca Xpucmal;

"petrovic.srecko@gmail.com; spetrovic.193009@bfspc.bg.ac.rs
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— Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢ (1787-1864), published in 1847 [Hosu 3asjeiti Iociioga
naweia Hcyca Xpucinial;

— Platon Atanackovi¢ (1788-1867), published in 1860 [Anocmonu u Esaneenist y
IIpaszonuune u Heomwnvre oane npeko yrone eooune] (only a few pericopes);

— Dimitrije Stefanovi¢ (1882-1945), published in 1929 [Jesanhenuje tio Mapxky; the
whole New Testament in his translation was published in 1934];

— Lujo Bakoti¢ (1867-1941), published in 1930 [Hosu 3asem; the whole Bible in
his translation was published in 1933];

— Emilijan Carni¢ (1914-1995), published in 1963 [Esanheme no Mapxy; the whole
New Testament in his translation was published in 1973];

— The Holy Synod of Bishops of the Serbian Orthodox Church, published in 1984
[Cseitio [Tucmo: Hosu 3asjeiti Tociioga nawei Hcyca Xpucinial;

— Aleksandar Birvi$ (1928-2015), published in 1986 [’Kusoini u pag Hcyca Xpucinia:
ueltiupu esanhemal;

— An unsigned translation of the Gospel according to Mark in Serbian was published
in Sweden in 1993 [Mapxo: Esanljemne ito Mapky y caspemerom iipesogyl;

— Contemporary Serbian translation of the New Testament [Hosu 3aseiii: caspe-
menu cpiicku iipesog = SSP], translated by World Bible Translation Center, pub-
lished in 1997;

— New Serbian translation of the New Testament [Hosu 3aseiii: Hosu cpiicku tipesog
¢ naitomenama = NSPN], translated by Miroslav Zivkovié, published in 2005;

— Serbian New World translation [Csemo ITucmo: npesod Hosu ceéem = PNS], pub-
lished by Watchtower Bible and Tract Society in 2006;

— New Contemporary Serbian translation [Cseitio ITucmo unu budnuja Ciniapoi u
Hosoi 3ageitia: nosu caspemenu iipesog = NSSP], published in 2010;

— New Revised Serbian translation [Biblija: Stari i Novi Zavet: novi revidirani pre-
vod = NRSP], revised by Pavle Simovi¢ and Zdravko Vucini¢, published in 2014;

— New Serbian translation of the Bible [Ceseitio ITucmo: Hosu cpiicku iipesog = NSP],
published in 2018;

— Predrag Dragutinovi¢, published in 2023 [Esanfeme iio Mapxky].

The work of the professor of New Testament studies from the Faculty of Orthodox
Theology at the University of Belgrade, the Serbian biblical scholar Dr. Predrag
Dragutinovi¢ (1972), presents readers with an interesting and contemporary approach
to the Biblical text. From this translation of the Gospel according to Mark, it is clear that
Dragutinovi¢ has prepared thoroughly and considered both the general and detailed
aspects of this work.

On the one hand, this translation is into modern Serbian, making it understandable
for a general readership, especially younger people — those who do not use archaic
words and constructions in their communication and thus face challenges when read-
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ing older translations. On the other hand, it is not a simplification of the Biblical text;
rather, it is a translation of the critical edition of the New Testament, completed accord-
ing to the Nestle-Aland 28th edition (published in Stuttgart in 2012). Thus, while it is
an easy-to-read translation, it is also a Gospel translated in an acribic and meticulous
manner, using sharp and direct language.

These features of the translation lead us to the very nature of the Gospel according
to Mark. This early Christian text, simple in terms of grammar and style, delivers the
Good News immediately and directly, as Professor Dragutinovi¢ underlined in his fore-
word to the translation. His translating efforts are based on the approach of conveying
the meaning of the Gospel while preserving the simplicity, immediacy, and consistency
of Mark’s language and style. As he stated in the foreword, the translator invested con-
siderable effort to bring it as close as possible to the readers. The foreword is a piece of
art in itself. In just a few pages, Dragutinovi¢ elegantly describes the Gospel, addresses
the textual problems and the issue of authorship, explains his intention, and presents the
text — all in a few words.

In our opinion, the clarity and simplicity of the language in this translation, along
with its simple grammar and the use of contemporary expressions and construc-
tions, make it readable and understandable to the modern Serbian readership. Let us
take a glimpse into this translation to illustrate Professor Dragutinovi¢’s approach.
Additionally, we would like to add a few observations, questions, and suggestions re-
garding this translation.

Relying on older translations, especially those by Stefanovi¢, Carnié, and Holy
Synod, the translator connects to the Serbian Biblical tradition. Dragutinovi¢ uses tra-
ditional translation models, and unlike in SSP, NSP, PNS, NRSP, and NSSP, he does
not replace the imperfect tense with the perfect tense. In the introductory pericope on
John the Baptist, one can read “kr$tavase’, i.e. “he has been baptizing” [¢BamntiCovto]
in Mk 1:5. There is a greater use of the imperfect tense in Dragutinovi¢s translation:
“bese’, i.e. “he has been” [Av] in Mk 1:6.13.23; “sluzahu”, i.e. “they had been serving”
[dikovovv] in Mk 1:13; “dolazahu’, i.e. “they had been coming” [fjpxovto] in Mk 1:45;
“kazivase”, i.e. “he has been speaking” [¢AdAet] in MKk 2:2, 4:33-34; “poucavase’, i.e. “he
has been teaching” [¢8iSaokev] in Mk 2:13, 4:2, 11:17; “navaljivahu”, i.e. “they had been
pressing” [¢mumintev] in Mk 3:10; “kazivase’, i.e. “he has been saying” [éAeyev] in Mk
3:23; “davase’, i.e. “they had been bearing” [¢8i0ov] in Mk 4:8, and so on. The use of the
imperfect tense is not very common in modern Serbian; however, since this tense is
slightly different from the Serbian perfect tense, it is easily understandable to readers.
On the other hand, this feature of Dragutinovi¢’s translation directs the reader to the
ancient Biblical context and the sacred character of the text.

Both imperfect tense and aorist tense are used in Dragutinovi¢’s translation. The
aorist tense can be found in many verses. The translation mostly follows the Greek orig-
inal. Additionally, Professor Dragutinovi¢ sometimes uses the aorist tense to translate
participles; this is a justified approach since participles have not been part of the Serbian
language for a long time. Consequently, both uses of the aorist tense can be found in this
translation, such as: “podose’, i.e. “they had left for” [AxolovOnoav] in Mk 1:18; “odose”,

21



Petrovic S., MARK’S GOSPEL FOR SERBIAN READERS. A BRAND NEW TRANSLATION...

i.e. “they had left” [aniABov] in Mk 1:19; “videsmo’, i.e. “we had seen” [eidopev] in Mk
2:12, 9:38; “podigoste”, i.e. “you had lifted” [fjpate] in Mk 8:19; “dohvatiSe, istukose i
poslase”, i.e. “they had taken, beaten, sent” [Aapovteg avtov €deipav kal dnéotetav]

» . IR

in Mk 12:3; “posla’, “izudarase”, “osramotise”, i.e. “he had sent”, “they had struck’, “they

had humiliated” [anéoTteley, ékepalivwoay, fripacav] in Mk 12:4; “ubise”, “pretukose”,
“poubijase”, i.e. “they had killed”, “they had punched”, “they had murdered” [améxtevay,
Sépovteg, amoktévvovteg] in Mk 12:5; “izbacise’, i.e. “they had cast out” [¢€¢fadov] in
Mk 12:8, and so on.

In Mk 12:3-4, the words “dohvatise”, “pretukose”, and “poubijase” contain a par-
ticiple in the Greek text that is translated using the aorist tense. There are more such
instances, as well as translations of the participle in Greek by the perfect tense. For
example, the participle “Bo@vtog” (“of one who cries”) in Mk 1:3, was rendered in old-
er Serbian translations as “vapijuci’, i.e. “vapijuceg”. In Dragutinovi¢’s translation, it is
translated as the pronoun + perfect tense, “onaj koji vice”; there are more such exam-
ples. Furthermore, in some cases, the imperfect tense is translated as the perfect tense.
For example, in Mk 1:21, “¢didaokev” is translated as “poucavao” (“he was teaching”),
whereas in Mk 2:15, 4:2, and 11:17, the same word is translated using the imperfect
tense as “poucavase” (“he has been teaching”).

On the other hand, sometimes participles in the Greek text are translated using
the imperfect tense. For example, the participle “¢€opoloyovpevor” in Mk 1:5 could be
literally translated as the Serbian verbal adverb “ispovedajuci” (“those who are confess-
ing”); however, that would disrupt the style and logical order of the sentence in Serbian.
Dragutinovi¢ translates it as “ispovedahu’, i.e. “they had been confessing”

However, verbal adverbs, in both past and present forms, are used for translations
of participles. Dragutinovi¢ successfully translates the text literally. For instance, the
participle “Aéywv” in Mk 1:7 and elsewhere (Mk 1:15.24-25.40, etc.) and the partici-
ple “Aéyovtag” in Mk 1:25, 2:12 and elsewhere, are literally translated by the Serbian
verbal adverb “govoreci” (“one/those who is/are saying”). The participle “kpatroag” in
Mk 1:31 and Mk 5:41 is translated literally by the Serbian verbal adverb “drze¢i” (“one
who is holding”). The participle “agévteg” in Mk 1:18,20 is literally translated by the
Serbian verbal adverb “ostavivs$i” (“those who had left”); “sioceA@wv” in Mk 1:21 is lit-
erally translated by the Serbian verbal adverb “usavs$i” (“he who has entered”), and so
on. At the same time, verbal adjectives are also employed for translations of participles.
For example, the participle “omapévteg” in Mk 4:20 is literally translated by the Serbian
verbal adjective “posejana” (“having been sown”); the participle “yéypantar” in Mk 7:6
is literally translated by the Serbian verbal adjective “napisano” (“having been written”),
and so on. These features of this translation align it with traditional translations and
solutions inherited from Serbian Biblical heritage, connecting it to medieval culture and
the past of Slavic Christendom.

On the other hand, there are some brand new translating solutions in Dragutinovi¢’s
work that tend to convey the meaning of archaic expressions — often found in older
translations — to a modern reader. Professor Dragutinovi¢ goes even beyond newer

Serbian translations in this refreshing and convincing engagement. For instance, in Mk
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1:7, unlike all previous translators, rather than using the traditional translation of the
Greek noun “himas” (“0 ipdg”) as “a strap” or “a rope” (“remen/remenje” in translations
from Karadzi¢ to NSP; Stojkovi¢’s translation is an exception, with “oputa/opute”), in
John the Batpist’s preaching, Dragutinovi¢ uses a modern term — “shoelaces” (“pertle”)
— for “ipavra’

Similarly, and apparently taking care of the context, in the passage where Jesus calls
four fishermen to be his disciples, in Mk 1:19-20 (and also later, in Mk 3:9, 4:1.36-37,
5:2.18.21, 6:32.45.47.51.54, 8:10.13-14 as well) he translates the noun “t6 mAoiov” as
“brodi¢” — a Serbian diminutive, unlike earlier translators, who used different solutions

»

(a vessel, a boat, even a ship — “¢amac” and “lada”; “ladica” in NSP is an exception).

An interesting solution is certainly the literal translation of the verb “¢§épxopar’,
i.e. “¢€ANBOV” in Jesus preaching in Mk 1:38 as “I came out” — “izagao” — instead of “I
came’, i.e. “dosao” in other Serbian translations. The same applies to the translation of
the noun “16 tékvov” in MKk 2:5 which is rendered as “dete” (“child”). In earlier Serbian
translations, the term is translated as “son’, i.e. “sinko” or “sine” (Stojkovi¢’s translation,
with “Cedo” as an exception, repeated by Atanackovi¢ [p. 71 — a reference to the 1%
edition of Atanackovi¢’s translation, published in 1860]). Professor Dragutinovi¢ here
again introduces a new solution for the Serbian translation, which is somewhat sur-
prising because it is just a literal translation! Nonetheless, it was not used by previous
translators, nor by modern ones.

In the passage about the paralytic man, in Mk 2:3-5 and 2:9-10, the noun “6
TapaAvTikog’, meaning the paralyzed man, is not translated using an archaic form such
as “raslabljeni” (Stojkovi¢, Atanackovi¢ [p. 71]), or “uzeti” (Karadzi¢ to Holy Synod),
or the more common “oduzeti” (NSP, NRSP, and SSP), nor “paralizovani” / “paralytic”
(NSSP), but instead as the modern and common term — “nepokretni”.

There are other examples of the use of contemporary and understandable common
language in Dragutinovi¢’s translation. Here, we will mention only a few characteris-
tic solutions. In the passage on gathering in Levis house, the verb “kataxeipar,’ i.e.
“katakeioBot” in Mk 2:15 is translated as “ispruzen” (“reclined”), unlike the archaic
forms in older translations, and unlike paraphrasing in newer translations (Birvis, SSP,
PNS, NRSP, NSSP, NSP). In the passage on fasting, the phrase “vioi To0 vopp@dvog” in
Mk 2:19 is translated literally as “sinovi svatova” (“sons of the groomsmen”), unlike sim-
ply “svatovi” in other Serbian translations, and unlike simplification and paraphrasing
(as in NRSP and NSSP — “prijatelji mladozenjini” / “friends of the bridegroom”). The
noun “6 vougiog” in Mk 2:19-20 is translated as the modern expression “mladozenja”
(“groom”), which differs from earlier translations, where an archaism — “Zenik” was
used (Stojkovi¢, Karadzi¢, Holy Synod). In the same passage, the noun “16 ipdtiov”
(“clothes”) in Mk 2:21 is translated as the contemporary word “odec¢a” Dragutinovic’s
translation resembles the modernized version of Stojkovi¢’s translation of the same
word in Mk 2:21 as “odelo’, correcting the archaic translations (such as “haljina”). In the
same manner, Dragutinovi¢ translated the same word elsewhere as “odeca”.

In the passage on Sabbath, the phrase “fjpfavto 680v motetv” in Mk 2:23 is trans-
lated as “pocese kr¢iti put” (“began to make/clean their way”), which reflects the very
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meaning of this construction — somewhat obscured in earlier Serbian translations
(“praviti put”), or even skipped (NSP). The translation of the phrase “uet’ opyf¢” (lit.
“with anger”) in Mk 3:5 is unique and elegant. By translating it with the adverb “ljuti-
to” (“angrily”), Dragutinovi¢ avoids previous somewhat archaic solutions such as the
adverb “gnevno” (SSP) or the literal translation “sa gnevom” (Stojkovi¢, Stefanovic,
Bakoti¢, Carni¢, Holy Synod, PNS, NRSP, NSSP), or “s ljutnjom” (NSP). This brings the
text closer to the present readers.

There may have been a better and more literal solution for the verb “¢§iotnu’, i.e.
“¢€é¢otn” (Mk 3:21) than “poludeo” (“he has gone mad”); traditional translations such
as “izvan sebe’, i.e. “he is out of his mind” (Stojkovi¢, Karadzi¢, Bakotic, Carnié, Holy
Synod) or “nije pri sebi” (Stefanovi¢) seem to be more accurate. In the Parable of the
Sower, there might be a more suitable solution for the Serbian translation of the verb
“kateoBiw” in Mk 4:4 (“katé@ayev”) than the translation “pozobase” (“had eaten”). This
has been the only solution for the translation of this verb in Serbian since Stojkovi¢’s
translation to today; however, perhaps the Serbian verb “pojesti” (or: “pokljucati” —
suitable for birds) is more comprehensible to modern Serbian readers than “pozobati”

The turcisms (words or phrases borrowed from the Turkish language) in this trans-
lation were inevitable. In Mk 4:38, in the passage about the windstorm, the noun “16
npookepdAatov” (“a cushion”) is translated as “jastuk’, as in NRSP and NSSP. There is
no Serbian equivalent for this Turkish word, so modern speakers of Serbian use it, as
more than 3,000 Turkish words are present in the contemporary Serbian vocabulary.
We strongly believe this translation is a more recognizable word for common Serbian
readers than “uzglavlje” (as in Karadzi¢, Stefanovi¢, Bakoti¢, Carni¢, Holy Synod, Birvis,
NSP, and SSP). Maybe Stojkovi¢’s solution — “podglavnica” — could be an inspiration
for future solutions.

In the passage on the exorcism of the Gerasene demoniac, the word “Cobani” in Mk
5:14 — the translation for “oi fookovteg’, i.e. “herdsmen” — may need to be reconsid-
ered. Namely, in Eastern European and Slavic contexts (and Turkish context as well,
which is important because this word is also a turcism), this noun is more appropri-
ately used for shepherds of the sheep. Perhaps the traditional translation — “svinjari”
— would be more suitable for this specific context.

One of the remarkable examples of modern solutions is Dragutinovi¢’s translation,
which can be found in Mk 5:25, in the passage about the healing of the bleeding wom-
an. In this passage, the phrase “pvoet aipatog” (“flux of blood”) is translated as “odliv
krvi”. This phrase is much more understandable today than older translations such as
“krvotocenie” (Stojkovi¢), “te¢enje krvi” (from Karadzi¢ to Holy Synod), “krvarenje”
(NRSP, SSP), and is even more common than “izliv krvi” (Birvis, NSP).

In the same passage, the noun “16 ipdtiov’, i.e. “clothes” in Mk 5:27-28.30 is trans-
lated as modern “odeca” (as it is in Birvi$, SSP, and NSP) instead of the archaic “haljina”
(from Karadzi¢ to Holy Synod, NRSP, NSSP). Again, Stojkovics solution — “odezda”
— is an exception, and is similar to Dragutinovi¢’s translation.

The noun “komandant” (“a commander”) is used as the translation of Greek “0
XAlapxog” in the pericope on the beheading of John the Baptist in Mk 6:21. Although it
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is of Italian origin rather than Slavic, this word is clear and obvious to the Serbian read-
ership of today, especially considering the recent history of the Balkans. It serves as the
modern replacement for the earlier term “zapovednik” (SSP, PNS, NRSP, NSSP, NSP) or
the archaic “vojvoda” (Stojkovi¢, Karadzi¢, Stefanovi¢, Bakotic, Carni¢, Holy Synod). It
also successfully overcomes paraphrases such as “representative of the army” (Birvis).

In Mk 6:27 there is one more turcism: “dzelat” — for the noun “6 omekovAdtwp’ i.e.
“a guard” or “an executioner”. This turcism is also present in other Serbian translations
of Mk 6:27 (from Karadzi¢ to SSP), except in a few, where the term “strazar” is used (as
in Stojkovi¢, Bakoti¢, PNS, NRSP, NSSP). Although “strazar” (“a guard”) is a quite literal
translation, the Turkish term “dzelat” is much more fitting for the context, especially
since the literal Serbian translation “izvrsitelj” means something different in a contem-
porary context. On the other hand, Atanackovis translation as “gubitelj” [p. 69] could
be an inspiring example for finding a better solution.

The pericope on the feeding of the five thousand people brings an interesting trans-
lation. The verb “aipw” in Mk 6:43 (here: “fpav”) is translated literally as “podigose”,
i.e. “took up” (as in Carni¢), instead of the traditional “nakupise’, i.e. “pick up” (from
Stojkovi¢ to Holy Synod, Birvis, NSP, SSP). This solution is applied again in Mk 8:8.19-
20, in the pericope on the feeding of the four thousand people. The use of the same
solution for the translation of the same verb in Mk 8:34, in Jesus’ words about taking up
the cross by one (“apatw tov otavpov”), as “podigne svoj krst”, is likely completely new,
since there is no such translation in Serbian.

In MKk 6:44, the translation of the plural “4vOpeg” as the traditional form “ljudi”
is replaced by the literal “muskarci” (as in NRSP, NSSP, NSP). In Mk 7:3 there is an
explanation of the manner of ceremonial washing of hands in brackets — regarding
the washing by the palm (as in Carni¢, Birvi$), but the explanation refers to the palm
being full of water. Here, Dragutinovi¢ altered the traditional paraphrase of the ceremo-
nial washing of hands to the forearms. In the following verse, the noun “f ayopd” (“a
marketplace”) is translated by the modern term “pijaca” (as in NSP), which is the more
common word of today, instead of the archaic “torzisc¢e” (Stojkovi¢), “trznica’, “trziste’,
“trg” (Stefanovi¢, Bakoti¢, Carnié, Holy Synod, SSP, PNS, NRSP, NSSP) or the turcism
“pazar” (Karadzic).

The adverb “kaAd¢” (“neatly”) in Mk 7:9 is translated literally as “bas lepo”, simi-
lar to “lepo” (as trasnalted by Carni¢ and Holy Synod), and it more closely resembles
Stojkovic’s translation “veoma lepo”, which is the same as SSP. The Syro-Phoenician
woman in Mk 7:26 is again translated literally, as “Grkinja” (“a Greek woman”) for “yvvr
v EAAnvic”, rather than as “a Gentile”. In the passage concerning the healing of a deaf
and mute man, the phrase “kw@ov kai poythalov” in Mk 7:32 is translated as “gluvog i
mucavog” (“a deaf [man] that stammered”) — which, in modern terms, is equivalent to
Stojkovic’s “gluha i mutava” along with its later repetitions and variants.

The noun “16 dvtalaypa’, i.e. “an exchange” in Mt 8:37, is translated literally as
“zamena” (like in Carni¢, Birvis, SSP, PNS, NSP), similar to Atanackovi¢s “izmena” [p.
73]. The noun “f yoxn’, i.e. “a soul’, at the same place (Mk 8:36-37) is translated as

3«

“zivot” (“alife”, “the self”), which is more appropriate for the meaning of the biblical text
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than “dusa” — “a soul” (as in Stojkovi¢, Karadzi¢, Atanackovi¢, Bakoti¢, Holy Synod,
NRSP). Even so, the same word is translated as “dusa” in the passage regarding the
first of all the commandments (Mk 12:30), and in the passage concerning the agony in
Gethsemane (Mk 14:34) — according to the traditional approach to the text.

Translating terms such as “0 yvage0g”, one who cleans or makes woolen cloth — “a
fuller” — as mentioned in the description of the Transfiguration of Jesus in Mk 9:3,
is a demanding task since appropriate terms are not familiar to modern people. This
challenge is particularly evident in this instance because this profession is almost ex-
tinct in the contemporary Serbian context. Traditional translations such as “belilnik”
(Stojkovi¢), “beljar” (Stefanovi¢), and “belillac” (Bakoti¢, SSP, NRSP, NSSP), along with
the feminine form “belilja” (Karadzi¢, Holy Synod) or the literal translation “suknar”
(Carni¢), are somewhat distant from contemporary language. Paraphrases like “no one
on Earth” could bleach Jesus’ clothes in that way (as in Birvi§, PNS, NSP) are obvious-
ly influenced by some modern translations. Besides, such paraphrases do not adhere
closely to the original Biblical text. Dragutinovi¢’s solution, which replaces the archaic
“suknar” with the modern “perac¢ odece” (“a launderer”), may sound somewhat rough
(as does Mark’s language in general); however, it is a comprehensible expression in to-
day’s context.

The word “Sator” in Mk 9:5 is yet another example of a turcism for which there
seems to be no suitable Serbian equivalent — it is the translation of the noun “f) oknvry’,
meaning “a tent”. This term is more accessible to contemporary Serbian readers (the
word appears in PNS and NSSP as well) than the archaic word “senica’, which has been
used in traditional translations (from Stojkovi¢ to Birvis), and even in modern ones
(NSP, SSP). There are more turcisms and, in fact, some arabisms in Dragutinovic’s trans-
lation — such as “sat” (“an hour”) for “f @pa’, i.e. “piav @pav” in Mk 14:37 (agony
in Gethsemane); this term could easily be replaced by the Serbian “¢as” (as used in
Stojkovi¢, Karadzi¢, Stefanovi¢, Carni¢, and Holy Synod). On the other hand, it elegantly
alternates with the same word previously mentioned in Mk 14:35, where Dragutinovi¢
used “Cas”. For the turcism “sunder”, used for “0 ondyyog” (“a sponge”) in Mk 15:36 (the
passage concerning the crucifixion of Jesus), it seems that there is no suitable contem-
porary Serbian equivalent; archaic Serbian words such as “guba” (Stojkovi¢) are most
likely not known to the modern reader.

Surprisingly, the verb “anokaBiotnu” (“to restore”) in Mk 9:12, i.e. “amokabiotaver’,
is literally translated by an archaic Serbian verb — “vaspostaviti”. A similar (more con-
temporary) solution is found in one translation — “uspostaviti” (Carni¢). On the oth-
er hand, older translations point in another direction: “ispraviti” (Stojkovi¢), “urediti”
(Karadzi¢, Stefanovi¢, Bakoti¢, Holy Synod), “obnoviti” (SSP, PNS, NRSP, NSSP, NSP),
or paraphrase (Birvis).

The phrase “mvedpa dlalov” (“a mute spirit”) in Mk 9:17 (the passage on the
healing of a mute boy) is translated literally — as “duh nemusti”. This translation is a
unique solution. Dragutinovi¢ captures the nuances of both the Biblical and Serbian
languages. This translation is closer to the earlier “duh nemosti” (SSP), more mean-
ingful than “duh nemi” (Stojkovi¢, Karadzi¢, Atanackovi¢ [p. 74], Stefanovi¢, Bakotic,
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Carni¢, Holy Synod), and much more elegant then paraphrases, inspired by other, most
probably English translations (Birvi§, PNS, NRSP, NSSP, NSP). However, the transla-
tion of “dAalov kai kweov mvedpa” in Mk 9:25 is “duse nemi i gluvi” — as in older
translations, different from two recent translations: “duse nemosti i gluvila / gluvoce”
(SSP, NSP). In Mk 9:26, the verb “Aéyw”, i.e. “Aéyev”, is translated by the verbal ad-
jective “mislili” (“they thought”), contrary to the literal and traditional translations of
“govorili” or “rekli” (“they said”). Perhaps this is a point in the translation that could be
reconsidered.

The verse “6g yap ovk €0ty kab’ Nu@v, vep NU@V éottv” in Mk 9:40 is translated
as “ko nije protiv nas, sa nama je” — that is, “whoever is not against us is on our side”.
This translation conveys the literal meaning, different from “ko nije protiv vas, sa vama
je” — that is, “whoever is not against you is on your side’, which can be found in ear-
lier translations (from Stojkovi¢ to Holy Synod). Consistently, the personal pronoun
“fudv” is again translated as “our” — “nas” in Mk 11:10, “nase” in Mk 12:7, “nas$im” in
Mk 12:11, and “na$” in Mk 12:29.

The “heavy millstone” — “tezak vodenicki kamen” — in Mk 9:42 is the translation
of “uvlog dvikog” Interestingly, in Serbian translations there is no translation of the ad-
jective “Ovikog” as “heavy”, “tezak” (NSP is an exception, with a similar rendering: “teski
vodeni¢ni kamen”). In earlier translations this adjective is either skipped (Stojkovi¢,
Karadzi¢, Bakoti¢, Holy Synod, SSP, NRSP, NSSP) or translated (or paraphrased) as “of
a donkey” — “magareéi” (Stefanovi¢, Carni¢, Birvis, PNS).

In Mk 9:45, the adjective “xwAo¢” (i.e. “YwAov”), meaning “lame”, is translated as “kl-
jast” (as in SSP). The traditional translation is “hrom” (from Stojkovi¢ to NRSP; Birvis is
an exception as he paraphrases). Nonetheless, the word “kljast” in the translation could
possibly be replaced by the more modern and common Serbian adjective “kljakav”.

In Mk 9:47, the adjective “povo@Balpog” (i.e. “povogBalpov”), meaning “one-
eyed”, is translated literally as “jednook”. This is a brand new solution since the Serbian
translations, published in the last 200 years, have paraphrased this word as “s jednim
okom” — “with one eye”. This is also a common and modern term that perfectly and
literally conveys the meaning of the Greek original.

The pericope about marriage and divorce presents an interesting translation. The
phrase “BiAiov drmootaciov” in Mk 10:4 is translated as “razvodni list’, i.e. “a paper/
certificate of divorce” — a phrase that is comprehensible to the common Serbian read-
ership. This is certainly not the case with the archaic expression “knjiga otpusna/raspus-
na’, which means “a book of dismiss” (as used in Karadzi¢, Stefanovi¢, Bakoti¢, Carnié,
Holy Synod). This translation is again much closer to Stojkovi¢’s translation of “razvod-
no pismo”.

The phrase “ta xpripata €xovteg” in Mk 10:23 is not translated simply as “bogati/
bogatasi” or “rich ones”. In earlier translations, the word “bogatstvo” and its derivatives
were dominant. Some Serbian translations offered different wording — derivatives of
the word “imetak”, such as “imu¢ni” or “wealthy people” (Carni¢, Birvis, SSP, NSP).
Professor Dragutinovi¢ provides a modern and straightforward translation: “oni koji
imaju novac” — “people who have money”.
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The noun “6 dodAog” in Mk 10:44 (in the passage on serving) is translated not as the
traditional “sluga’, i.e. “a servant’, but as “rob’, i.e. “a slave” (as noted in Atanackovi¢ [p.
76], Birvis, PNS, NRSP, NSSP). This literal translation again echoes Stojkovic¢’s solution:
archaic “rab”. Interestingly, Stojkovi¢’s translation, completed 200 years ago, still appears
relevant today to a certain extent.

In the pericope on the triumphal entry into Jerusalem, the question in Mk 11:5 —
“1i Toteire \VovTeg TOV TdAoV” — is translated in an informal and colloquial way as “Sta
vam bi da odvezujete magare?” (“What’s wrong with you to untie the young donkey?”).
This formulation is close to and easily grasped by Serbian readers, especially the young-
er population. It is a vivid and direct expression, with both provocative and curious
meaning, that makes Mark’s Gospel more accessible to the contemporary reader. This is
quite a new formulation that differs from other Serbian translations.

In the Parable of the Wicked Vinedressers, in Mk 12:1, there is again a turcism —
specifically, the noun “kula” or “a tower”, which translates to “6 mbpyog”. This is a com-
mon Serbian translation (from Karadzi¢ to Holy Synod and to NSP). Perhaps there
is a Serbian equivalent for this turcism — “strazara’, meaning “a watchtower”, as used
in Stojkovic’s translations from 1824. Paraphrases such as “strazarska kula” (as seen
in SSP, PNS, NRSP, and NSSP) again involve this turcism. The noun “t6 dmoAnviov’,
i.e. “a winepress’, is translated as “presa za grozde”. Perhaps the terms “muljaonica”
(Bakoti¢), “muljara” (Carni¢), or “muljaéa” (SSP) could serve as more suitable trans-
lations of this word. The word “zemljoradnici’, meaning “farmers” is a translation of
the noun “0 yewpydg” in the same verse (in the plural — “yewpyoig”), but it does not
seem to fit the context effectively (same as in Mk 12:2.7.9). The traditional translation
“vinogradari” (“vinedressers”), present in Serbian translations from Stojkovi¢ to SSP,
could be an elegant solution. The word “vinogradar” is commonly used in the Serbian
context today, with the appropriate meaning, while the word “zemljoradnik” has a
broader and slightly different meaning today — e.g. “a farmer”, “a husbandman”, or
even “a gardener”.

There might be a more appropriate and common Serbian word for “0 kbptog” (“a
master”) in Mk 12:9 and Mk 13:35 than the somewhat colloquial hungarism “gazda”
Although this is a commonly and frequently used word, the traditional literal transla-
tion “gospodar” would also be a solid solution. Another Serbian word, “vlasnik”, mean-
ing “an owner”, which has already been used in recent translations, also fits well. There is
also the Serbian word “domacin”, with strong historical and cultural significance in the
Serbian context. This word could fit Mk 13:35, although it is not a literal translation; or
perhaps it is, depending on its use in a rural (and almost extinct) context, where it could
be an appropriate term, or in an urban context (the only contemporary one), where this
word carries no such meaning.

The phrase “ke@alnv ywviag” in Mk 12:10 is rendered somewhat freely as “noseci
kamen” — “a chief stone”. On the one hand, it is not necessary to paraphrase here; the
traditional translation “glava od ugla’, meaning “the head of the corner”, is quite lit-
eral. However, this literal meaning may not resonate with the contemporary reader,
so Professor Dragutinovi¢’s approach is completely justified. On the other hand, there
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might be other solutions, such as Stojkovi¢’s paraphrase “kamen osnovanija’, which
could be reshaped into a more modern expression.

The noun “16 dnvdptov” in Mk 12:15 is translated as “dinar” — “a denarius” The
plural “Snvapiwv” in Mk 14:5 is translated as “dinari”. At the same time, the same word,
“Onvapiov” in Mk 6:37, is translated as “denari’”. If this is not a typo, perhaps these two
renderings could be harmonized.

The translation of one noun certainly deserves to be mentioned. It is the transla-
tion of the noun “6 ypappatevg’, found in Mk 12:28 (and also in some other verses),
as “pismoznanac” — “an expert in Scriptures”. This translation is fresh and mean-
ingful as it carries a more precise meaning than the traditional terms “knjiznik” and
“knjizevnik”, which have been redefined. The term “knjizevnik” means “a scribe” but
also “a writer”, which can be confusing. There are also other translations of the noun
“0 ypappatevg” in Serbian, such as “ucitelj zakona” (“a teacher of the Law”) or para-
phrases like “a knower of Scriptures” in more recent translations. Interestingly, previ-
ous translations often combined different renderings of this term. However, the noun
“0 ypappatevg” is concisely translated as “pismoznanac” in Dragutinovi¢’s translation
of the Gospel according to Mark — starting from Mk 1:22, 2:6.16, 3:22, 7:1.5, 8:34 and
so on, to Mk 15:1.31.

In the pericope on Great Tribulation, the noun “6 xplo166” in Mk 13:21 is surpris-
ingly translated as “Mesija” — “Messiah” (as seen in Stefanovi¢ and Birvis), rather than
the traditional term “Christ”. Nevertheless, in Mk 14:61, the same term in the question
posed by the high priest is translated as the traditional “Hristos’, i.e. “Christ”.

In the passage on the preparation of the celebration of the Passover, in Mk 14:15, the
noun “16 avayeov” (“an upper room”) is translated literally as “soba na spratu” (same
as in Carni¢, SSP, PNS, NSP), which appears to be more common and understandable
today than the traditional “gornja odaja / soba” (as in Holy Synod, Birvi§, NRSP, and
NSSP).

In the pericope on the Last Supper, Jesus’ words of institution in Mk 14:24 tradi-
tionally include the word “new” (“nov”) in the phrase “t6 aiud pov tfig Stabnxng” (“my
blood of the covenant”): “krv moja novoga saveza”. Here, Dragutinovi¢ follows the tra-
ditional rendering of the text and differs from other recent translations (e.g. Stefanovi,
Carni¢, SSP,NSP). In choosing the word “savez” instead of the traditional “zavet”, he fol-
lows recent translations inspired by Stefanovi¢, who proposed this solution. However,
it raises the question of whether the mentioned interpolation should be included in the
translation of the critical edition of Mark’s Gospel.

In the same passage, in Mk 14:26, the verb “Ouvéw” meaning “to sing a hymn” (here:
“Ouvnoavteg”), is paraphrased as “otpevali hvalospev” (as used in SSP, PNS, NRSP,
NSSP, NSP). The traditional paraphrase “otpojavsi/otpojase hvalu” — as seen in transla-
tions from Karadzi¢ to Holy Synod (Stojkovi¢ translates the phrase as “odpojase slavu’,
while Birvi$ paraphrases it as “otpevali zahvalne psalme”) — is somewhat archaic; how-
ever, it could serve as an inspiring example for shortening this paraphrase or for the
translation of the Greek participle as the Serbian verbal adverb along with the addition
of the corresponding noun, e.g. “otpevavsi hvalospev”.
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In the pericope on the Crucifixion, Mk 15:21, the interpunction should be recon-
sidered. A comma can seriously alter the meaning of the text; similarly, the absence
of a comma can change the meaning as well. Perhaps a comma could be added after
the word “polja” (“a field”), before Simon’s name; otherwise, it is not clear who Simon
is — the sentence implies he is the owner of the field, and the man who is the father of
Alexander and Rufus is described as coming from (Simonss) field.

The passage on Jesus burial provides a remarkable example of Professor
Dragutinovi¢’s translating skills. In Mk 15:46, in the verse describing how Joseph of
Arimathea rolled a stone against the door of Jesus’ tomb, the verb “mpookvlin”, i.e. “to
roll to” (here: “npooekvAioev”) is translated literally, as “dokotrljati” (here: “dokotrlja”).
In earlier Serbian translations, there is no such accurate solution. The previous transla-
tions rendered “npooekvAioev” as follows: “navali” (Stojkovi¢ to Holy Synod), “prevali”
(Atanackovi¢ [p. 178]), “navalio” (Birvis, NSP), “navaljao” (PNS, NRSP, NSSP), “naval-
ja” (SSP). Dragutinovic’s translation appears to be much more modern and relevant for
today’s readers.

In the following passage, in Mk 16:3, regarding the report on the resurrection of
Jesus, the verb “dmokvAiw” i.e. “to roll away” (here: “dmoxvAioel”) is translated literal-
ly, as “otkotrljati”. This translation is also new compared to other Serbian translations,
where one can find verbs such as “otvaliti” (Stojkovi¢, Atanackovi¢ [p. 82]), “odvaliti”
(Karadzi¢ to Holy Synod), “ukloniti” (Birvis, using a paraphrase “da ukloni”), “odvalja-
ti” (SSP, NRSP, NSSP), “skloniti” (PNS); the exception is NSP, which uses “oktotrljati”
The same applies to the translation of the same verb in Mk 16:4. Here Dragutinovic’s
rendering aligns with newer translations into Croatian, such as the Jerusalem Bible in
Croatian from 1996 (JB) and the New Testament and Psalms from 2011 (NZP).

Passages on the Great Commission and Ascension of Jesus are proper illustrations
of Dragutinovi€’s care for the integrity of the text and its theological meaning. As in
other instances, he accurately translated passive forms of verbs. In Mk 16:16, in Jesus’
words on those who believe and are baptized, the verb “o@{w” meaning “to save” (here:
“owBnoetal’, future indicative passive) is translated as “he will be saved” — “bice spasen’,
instead of the earlier version “he will save himself” — “spasce se” (Karadzi¢, Stefanovi¢).
In the passage on Ascension in Mk 16:19, the verb “avalapBavw” (here: “aveAnueon’,
aorist indicative passive) is translated literally by Dragutinovi¢ as “he was taken up” —
“bi vaznesen’, instead of the traditional “he ascended” — “vozneo se” (Stojkovi¢), “uze
se” (Karadzi¢, Stefanovi¢, Bakotic), “uznese se” (Holy Synod).

In Professor Dragutinovi¢s translation, there are no verses that are not present in
the critical edition, such as Mk 9:29b, 9:44, 9:46, 11:26, and 15:28. This translation was
accomplished in the modern Ekavian dialect of the Serbian language, which is the di-
alect spoken by the majority of Serbian speakers today. The reading of this translation
is delightful. The language is direct and elegant. Dragutinovi¢ succeeds in translating
many words and phrases verbatim into Serbian, resulting in a refreshing and easy-to-
read translation.

In terms of style and language, this translation stands out among other contempo-
rary Serbian translations of Mark’s Gospel. It serves as an actualization of the Biblical
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message, aimed at contemporary people, urban and modern people who do not un-
derstand archaic language. Additionally, this translation addresses a younger Serbian
readership, not through improvisation or simplification but by being an accurate and
direct translation of the original text of the Gospel according to Mark.

It seems that Serbian readers of the Bible, particularly Serbian clerics and church
members, can draw conclusions from this translation regarding the language used and
the interpretation of Biblical text in a contemporary context.

On the one hand, older translations are often archaic, and on the other hand, the
language is changing rapidly. Therefore, there is a small chance that these older transla-
tions will be used by people younger than 50 years today. The reality indicates that the
time has come for emancipation from older translations.

Another obstacle for the modern urban population in Serbia is the use of the
Jjekavian dialect, a dialect that has not been widely used in Serbia for generations. Of
course, Serbian speakers of Republika Srpska, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro,
and Croatia do use the Jjekavian dialect — and the translations should be harmonized
for those readers. Still, for certain reasons, the Ijekavian dialect has been the primary
dialect used in Biblical translations over the last two centuries, which has posed a diffi-
culty for Ekavian readers.

In terms of language, Professor Dragutinovi¢ responded to both of these tasks, in
a proper manner, with his translation of the Gospel according to Mark. Sure, it would
be good to publish an Ijekavian version of the translation for speakers of the Ijekavian
dialect.

Considering the translation effort of Professor Dragutinovi¢ and the outcome, one
can conclude that translating the Biblical text into modern Serbian is both possible and
justified. Therefore, there is no reason to pretend we are living in the Middle Ages, or
even the 19th century, nor that we are all speaking the Ijekavian dialect. Consequently,
we need to reshape our theological language and translate it into modern terms in order
to effectively communicate the Biblical message to the world.

On the other hand, because the Bible is a sacred text, modern translations should
avoid any uncritical simplification or profanation of its language. So, maybe the time
has come for emancipation from certain recent translations of the Bible in Serbian
as well — translations that represent an uncritical simplification of the Biblical text.
These translations are not produced by studying and translating the original Biblical
texts; rather, they are often modernized versions of earlier translations, paraphrases, or
translations influenced by various English versions. Dragutinovi¢ demonstrates that it
is indeed possible to convey the Biblical message in contemporary language to modern
readers accurately and effectively.

However, translating and interpreting sacred texts — bringing the meaning of the
text to the reader — has always been a challenging and demanding task, as evidenced
throughout history. In addition to the linguistic efforts and time sacrificed by trans-
lators, as well as the resources spent, there are numerous other challenges connected
to this process. Moreover, such efforts were not necessarily met with a warm welcome
by the church audience, let alone by the religious elites. For example, Origen’s critical
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work on the biblical text was beset with certain difficulties (cf. Daly 1985, 108-113;
McGuckin 2004, X, 10, 29, 70-71, 163; Holliday 2011, 685-686). Jerome’s translation
work also entailed certain obstacles, as attested in his Prefaces and Epistles (cf. Semple
1965, 234-243). In the Slavic world, the efforts of the Equal-to-the-Apostles Saints Cyril
and Methodius to translate biblical texts were even met with resistance and open hos-
tility. Their reward was persecution, as evidenced by the hagiographic report recorded
in the so-called Pannonian Legends (cf. lojunnosnh 2016). The same fate awaited their
Five Followers, the disciples of Saints Cyril and Methodius and successors of their work,
who moved to Ohrid after persecutions. In the contemporary Serbian ecclesiastical and
cultural context, only a few translations are in use, while many others have been for-
gotten and marginalized. Even until recently, the most popular translation of the Holy
Scriptures in a century and a half - the work of Vuk Karadzi¢ and Pura Danici¢ - was
not greeted warmly and cordially in church circles; rather, it was met with mistrust
and resentment, as it was considered an unworthy translation (cf. Crojanosuh 1924,
6191t). The studies of Mo$in (Mommnn 1974) and Bogdanovi¢ (borganosuh 1974) of-
fered a different view on Karadzi¢’s work; finally, only after about 175 years since its
publication are there claims that the Karadzi¢-Danici¢ Bible should be considered a
living classic, comparable to Luther’s Bible in German context (cf. HegepkoBuh 2022,
228-229). Nevertheless, we believe Dragutinovi¢’s translation will be accepted by a wide
readership, and he will persevere in continuing his work. Additionally, we expect that
this translation of the critical edition of the New Testament will be accepted by the
Orthodox audience, as well as the work of the previous translators of the critical text,
such as Stefanovi¢ (cf. Yajkanosuh 1929, 327-330; Yapuuh 1972, 34-35; bynosuh 1980,
166-167) and Carni¢ (cf. KoBaueBnh 1963, 83-84; Bykosuh 1973, 5; Aranacujesuh
1973, 177-179; Borganosuh 1976, 127-131).

We also hope that the efforts of Professor Dragutinovi¢, embodied in the new trans-
lation of the Gospel according to Mark, will be just a prelude to many more accurate
translations of the books of the New Testament. While we await his next translation,
we warmly recommend this worthy and successful rendering of the Gospel according
to Mark to the Serbian readership. Professor Predrag Dragutinovi¢ should persevere in
this work and provide us with a translation of the entire New Testament, as this attempt
demonstrates his capability.
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Petrovic S., MARK’S GOSPEL FOR SERBIAN READERS. A BRAND NEW TRANSLATION...

JeBanhesbe o Mapky 3a cpricke 4YMTaole
HoBu npeBoj JeBanhesba mo Mapky Ha CpICKHU:
OZI3UB YUTaoLa

ArncrpakT: Y mocensa iBa Beka, JeBaHbhe/be o MapKy Ha CPIICKM je3UK IIPEBE/IEHO je IeT-
HaecTak IryTa. Hajckopuju je mpesox mpod. np IIpenpara dparyrunosuha ca [IpaBociaBHOT 00-
rocioBckor dakynarera Yausepsutera y beorpamy. Hosu npesop JeBanbhespa o Mapxky ypaben
je mpeMa KpUTHYKOM H3famy Hosor 3asera. To je UNT/BMB M JIAKO PasyM/bHB IIPEBOJ] jACHOT
1 HeIIOCPeIHOT U3pasa, KOjU IpeMa MUIIUBbCEY ayTopa YCIEIIHO IIPeHOCH OyX JeBanbesba 1o
Mapky — jeIMHCTBEHOI paHOXPUIINAHCKOT TEeKCTa jeHOCTABHOT M3pasa KOjU PafOCHY BeCT
ITOHOCH HEeIIOCPeIHO ¥ JUPEKTHO. AyTOp cMaTpa [ia jacaH U jeJHOCTaBaH je3UK, CABPEMEHH H3-
pas3n u rpamMaTHKa KOPI/IIJ_IheHI/I Y OBOM IIPE€BONY MCTHU YMHE YUT/PMBUM U Pa3yM/bBUM CaBpe-
MEHHUM CPIICKUM 4yuTaonyuma. OCHOBHA HaMepa OBOT Pajia jecTe [a IIpHKaxe TPy Ipodecopa
HparyrunoBrha 1 WIycTpyje IO 4eMy ce 0Baj IIPeBOJ] CTWICKH U je3UKOM Hu3iBaja Meby npyrum
CaBpeMeHHM CPIICKUM IpeBopuMa Mapkosor JeBanbespa. To je TauaH ¥ IUpeKTaH IIPeBOL KOjU
CBOjUM jaCHHUM CTIJIOM OCaBpeMelbyje OUOINjCKY IIOPYKY, YHHENN je IpHjeMYNBOM 3a JaHAIIIEbE
YHUTAOIIe KOjU MO/Ia (M BPJIO BEPOBATHO) C/1adO pasyMejy apXxanvyHH jesuk. Mako ce oBaj mpe-
Box Ha onpehenu Haunn odpaha mmahoj cprickoj ynTanayKoj IyoIUIY, OH He I10jeJHOCTaBIbyje
u He npodanusyje jeBaHheacKy NOPyKy, Beh Ha IpUMepeH Ha4MH IPEHOCH IyX OPUTHMHATHOT
TeKCTa. Y OBOM OCBPTY Ha HOBOOOjaB/beHH 1peBoy JeBanhepa 1o Mapky npodecopa ITpenpara
Hparyrunosuha, ayTop ce ocBphe 1 Ha paHUja IIpeBOIIIAYKA pelllerba, HaBofehy 1 HeKe perpe-
3eHTaTHUBHe puMepe. HarmocmeTky, y TeKcTy ce Takohe H3HOCH HEKOIMKO 3allayKambad, MUTama U
CyrecTHja y Be3u ca HOBUM IpeBozioM mpod. [Iparyrunosuha.

Kiyune peun: Jesanbeme mo Mapky, mpesoberse Cpetor [Trcma, dudnnjcka mopyka, caBpeMeHn
jesHK, CpIICKU ITpeBoxH JeBanbeba mo Mapky.
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