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Katuua
KynaBkoBa

Mopara Ha Mopuja:
XepMeHeBTMKa Ha
rPOTECKHOTO UCKYLUEHUE

U360p mery aBe 3n1a

[Ipen HEKOJIKY TOAUHU, OKOJIY 1998 TojuHa, HAIIUIIAB
e/lHa TeCHa IO/ HACJIOB , MIcKyIeHue: akTyenru3anuja“,
€0 MOTO ITpe-3eMeHo o1 Citiapuoiu 3ageill, [IpBaTa kKHUTA
MojcueBa, I'maBa 22, 7: ,,Oue! A oH peue: 1ITO, CUHE?
U peue Hcak: eBe oraH u ApBa, HO KaJle € KPTBEHOTO
jarae?“' Bo Taa mecHa ro TOJIKyBaB, Ha ITIOETCKHU HAYMH,
obusiot Ha I'ocioa 1a ja Tectupa BepHOCTa HA ABpaam
KOH Hero,” CTaBajKu ro BO CHUTyanuja ga Oupa mery
Hero - bor u cBoetro ueno, cun my Ucak. I'ocnog bBor
ro cTaBa ABpaaM BO IPDOTECKHA CUTyaI[{ja JIa ce OTKAKe
O/T CBOJOT CHH, /Ia C€ OTKa)Ke Of] HajMUJIOTO, B TIOBEKe
0/l TOQ, Jla TO COTPEe HAJMUJIOTO, JjJa TO YCMPTH, Jja My
HaHece CMpT, Jla To yOue, Jia To craau, moj ¢gopMa Ha
(obpenHO?) XpTBYBamwe. [IpuunHaTa 32 TaKBaTa KPTBA
€ Kanmpunuo3HaTta kesnba Ha I'ocrmox Bor ga ja uckyma
BepHOCTa Ha ABpaaM cCIIpeMa HEro, BPXOBHUOT TaTKoO,
00KjUOT 3aKOH. ABpaaM, 3a Jia JIOKa)Ke JieKa BEpHOCTA
cupema bora e morosemMa u MOBa)XKHA Off JbyOOBTA
CIpeMa COTICTBEHOTO Ye/i0, M CO MHOTY cTpaB oy bora,
TPrHyBa Ha MAaYHHUOT IIaT KOH 3eMjata Mopwuja, nrymara
Ha UCKYIIIEHNEeTO, HOKHAaTa MOpa Ha YOBEIITBOTO,? Kazle
IITO ja MOATOTBYBA KJaZiaTa Ha KojamTo Tpeba ma ro
MIOJIOJKH, HAMECTO jarHe WJIM KaKO jarHe, CBOjOT CHUH
HUcak, u na My HaHece CMPT.

Katica
Kulavkova

The Moriah Nightmare:
Hermeneutics of the
Grotesque Temptation

Choosing between Two Evils

Several years ago, around 1998, I wrote a poem entitled
‘Temptation’, with a motto taken over from the Old
Testament, the First Book of Moses (Genesis) 22:7:
“My Father: and he said, Here am I my son. And he
said, Behold the fire and the wood: but where is the
lamb for a burnt offering?” In that poem I poetically
interpreted God’s attempt to test Abraham’s loyalty* by
putting him in a position to choose between Him — God
and his own child, his son Isaac. God Almighty puts
Abraham in a grotesque position to give up his son, to
forsake his dearest and, which is more, to destroy his
dearest, to put him to death, slay him, kill him and burn
him with the excuse of (ritual?) sacrifice. The reason for
such a sacrifice is God Almighty’s capricious wish to test
Abraham’s loyalty to Him, the supreme father, to the
law of God. To prove that his loyalty to God is greater
and more important than his love for his own child,
god-fearing Abraham sets forth on an agonising journey
to the land of Moriah, to the woods of temptation, the
nightmare of humankind,®> where he builds the pyre
upon which to lay his own son instead of a lamb or like a
lamb, and put him to death.
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W3BiekyBajku ro mpamameTro Ha lcak Kako MOTO Ha
IecHaTa, yraTUB Ha CO3HAHMETO Jieka Vcak ru HaceTHI
HaMepHUTe Ha TATKO MY U JieKa chaTHJI IITO Ce CIIydyBa CO
HEero, co TaTKo My U co bor: Mcak Bujies leka HeMa Ipyro
’KPTBEHO jarHe OCBEH HEro, a Mopa Jia To uMa, 3apaju
o0penoT U TpaaunpjaTa; 3HaeJa ybaBo JieKa 00penoT
Ha JKpTBYBame Tpeba 1 Mopa Jia ce u3Besie; ABpaaM Iro
Bp3aJl CHHOT cBOj Vcak W ro CTaBWJI HA KPTBEHUKOT,
Haj apBata (,/1 3amaBHa ABpaaM co pakara cBOja U IO
3e/ie HOXKOT 3a JIa TO 3aKO0JIe CHHOT CBOj“ - ce BeJIM BO
kHurata MojcueBa 22, 10); Mcak uMast J0BOJTHO JIOKA3H
U pyru (ja3UYHU W BOHja3WUYHU) MPU3HALM KOU Kaj
HEro MpeIN3BUKaJIe COMHEXK BO ITOCTAIIKUTE HA TATKOTO
¥ BO IPHUPOAHOCTA (XymMaHOCTAa) Ha cuTyanujara... I[1o
uHTEpBeHIHjaTa Ha bor, Mcak ce mperBopa o7 KpPTBa
BO cBeZIoK. Vcak e cBH/ETeJI Ha NATEIIeCTBUETO U Ha
JlpaMaTa Ha UCKYIIIEHHETO Ha TATKOTO paciHaT Mery bor
U CUHOT. 3JI0TO cpaTeHO KaKOo Hy:KeH n300p Mery /iBe
JIoOpa, IIpH IITO Ha eTHOTO JoOpo Tpeba /1a My ce HaHece
cmpT. Koe no6po u ga ro musbepe, TaTKOTO (HEKOMY)
ke HaHece 3J10. Taka Oum MoOxkeno za ce aeduHHpPA
MIPBOOMTHOTO HCKYIIIEHHE BO KOEITO bor ro craBu
ABpaaMm: na Oupa mery JiBe /100pa, /la 3a3eMe HedHja
CTpaHa, Jja ce IMOJBOM, Jla ce paciiHe 3acekoraml. Toj
n300p € UCKIIyYyBaUKH U € IPEeJJIONIKA Ha CUTyaIujaTa
win-wid. ETHOTO TO UCKIIydyBa JAPYyroTO, a U JBETE CE
HEOIIXOJIHU 34 /Ia ce OCTaHe 4oBeK. TparmyHa yoBeuka
cutyanuja. KpcToT Ha MCKyIIyBa4KOTO pacreTue Mery
JiIBe 7100pa ce mpeTBOpa BO M300p Ha 3JI0TO U ja HeMa
M3ry0eHO CBOjaTa aKTYyeJTHOCT HUKOTAIl BO MHUHATOTO,
0OHOBYBAajKH Ce BO pa3IMYHU BPEMUEbA U ITPOCTOPH.

UckyweHue: pa ce gape cmpt

Kon kpajoT Ha 2004 TOAMHA, ja MPOYNUTAB KHUTATa HA
JKak Jlepunma, Donner la mort (Paris, 1999). Jloaro

Using Isaac’s question as a motto for the poem, I pointed
to the notion that he had sensed his father’s intentions
and that he had realised what he, his father and God
were involved in: Isaac saw that there was no other
sacrificial lamb but himself, although there had to be
one for the sake of the ritual and tradition; he knew very
well that an offering had to be made; Abraham bound
Isaac, his son, and laid him on the altar upon the wood
(”And Abraham stretched forth his hand, and took the
knife to slay his son” says the First Book of Moses 22:
10). Isaac had enough evidence and other (linguistic
and extralinguistic) references to doubt his father’s
acts and the naturalness (humanity) of the situation....
After God’s intervention, Isaac the victim turned into
a witness. Isaac witnessed his father’s journey and
his drama of being torn on the tenterhooks between
God and his own son. Evil can be seen as a necessary
choice between two goods, where one good needs to be
put to death. Whatever good he chooses, he is bound
to injure someone. This is how we might interpret
the first temptation that God devised for Abraham: to
choose between two goods, to take sides, to polarise and
crucify himself forever. The choice is exclusive and a
model for an either-or situation. One excludes the other
but both are necessary to remain human. It is a tragic
human position. The cross of the tempting crucifixion
between two goods has turned into a choice of evil and
its relevance has never been lost, reappearing at various
times and in various places.

Temptation: To Give Death

In late 2004, I read Jacques Derrida’s book Donner la
mort (Paris, 1999). I spent much time thinking about its
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BpeMe Pa3MHUCIyBaB OKOJIy HACJIOBOT Ha OBaa KHUTA U
KaKoO TOj /la ce MpeBeie HA MaKeloOHCKU. /[a ce dade
cempit, /la ce HaHece cmpild, /lasarse cmpil, /la ce yc-
Mmpitysea, wnu /la ce dasa cmpitl, Yousare. Jla ce mpe-
BeJle TOTPEITHO HACJIOBOT € Kako Jia ce cdaTuia Ior-
pelrHo kHUraTta. /la ce mpesejie MPaBUJIHO HACIOBOT €
MIPEZyCIOB 3a TPABUJIHO TOJIKyBakhe Ha €JIeH TEKCT.
MeHe HMKaKO HE MU Ce€ BKJIOIyBallle BO HETOBaTa KOH-
HenIyja MPeBoI0T Ha (PPaHITyCKUOT U3pa3 U HACJI0B Ha
KHUTaTa CO MaKeJIOHCKOTO /[apysare cmpit. CTyaujara
Ha JKak [lepuna KnudxcesHocttia ttiajHo (BTOPUOT JIEJT Off
/Jlasarbe cmpill) ce UCITUIITyBa OKOJTY CTOXKEPHUOT MOTUB
Ha XXPTByBamweTO Ha Vcak - cuHOT, 07 ABpaaM - TaTKoTo.
Jlepusa yrmaTyBa TOKMY Ha yCMPTYBaleTO U YOUBAIHETO
Ha JIPYTHOT, CO TPAJIUIIUCKH CUMIITOMaTUYHA HUCTOPHja
Y €TUYKH TpobsieMaTHyHa BpeAHOCT. /lapyBameTo CMPT
IoBeke Me ITOTCETYBa HA CUTYallUd BO KOHWIITO CMPTTa
O6u Mozkesa ja Oujzie 1mojob6pa BapuwjaHTa 3a U300p Of
’KHBOTOT, BO YCJIOBU Ha HY’KHA, ¥ BO Taa CMHUCJIA TIOCAKY-
BaHA CMPT WIN €BTaHA3Hja, OTHOCHO BO CUTyaIlMU KOH
IOTCeTyBaaT HAa OHaa BO kojamro Cera ja ycMpTyBa
cBOjaTa JbyOeHa KepKHUYKa MUCJIejKH, BO MUT Ha Oe3ymue
Y Y?KaCHATOCT, /leKa TOa € e[INHCTBEH HAYMH /Ia ja CIIacu
O/ POTICTBOTO KO€ BO HEJ3UHUTE OUH € ITOCTPAIIHO U Off
camara cMmpt (Tornu Mopucos, /bybera). ’KpTByBameTo
Ha Vcak He e fapyBame cMpT. Toa e 1aBambe CMpT, Toa €
yCMPTyBame.

ITocrojaT HAaBUCTHHA HEKOJIKY I0OpYU MPUYNHU TOPAIH
KOMIIITO jac ja YMTaM | ja TOJIKyBaM KHHUTaTa Ha [lepunia
HU3 OIITMKATa Ha YCMPTyBaweTO. Yempiluysarse. Jla ce
yempiayea. Jla ce yousa. [la ce mocera mo XKUBOTOT Ha
npyruot. He ennam. IToBeke matu. HecBpieH riaroor.
JKMBOTOT € I0CTOjaHO HCKYIIIEHUE, UCKYIIIEHNE BO IIPO-
11ec, HEBKYCHO JIOJIT U IIOKaHTEH MIPOoIlec Ha NCKYIIyBambe
Ha JPYTHOT U CAMOUCKYIIyBame. 3a UCKYIIEHUETO J1a
CTaHe TPOTECKHO, Tpeba za Omje ynmaTeHO Ha HemTo,/

title and how it should be translated into Macedonian.
To Give Death, To Inflict Death, Putting to Death or
Giving Death, Killing.* To render a wrong translation
of the title would be to misinterpret the book. A correct
translation of the title is a prerequisite for a correct inter-
pretation of a given text. I simply could not reconcile the
concept with the way the French expression and the title
of the book were translated into Macedonian — Bestow-
ing Death. Jacques Derrida’s study Literature Secretly
(the second part of Giving Death) weaves itself around
the central motif of the sacrifice of Isaac — the son, by
Abraham — the Father. Derrida points precisely to the
act of killing or putting another to death, with a tradi-
tionally symptomatic history and ethically problematic
value. ‘Bestowing death’ rather brings to mind situations
in which death would be a better choice than life, cir-
cumstances of needful and, in this sense, desired death
or euthanasia — that is, situations like Seth’s, who, in a
moment of distress and horror, decides to put her belov-
ed daughter to death, thinking that it is the only way to
save her from slavery, which to her is more horrific than
death itself (Tony Morrison, Beloved). In the sacrifice of
Isaac death is no gift. Death is about to be inflicted; he is
to be put to death.

There are indeed several good reasons why I read and
interpret Derrida’s book through the lens of killing.
Putting to Death. Inflicting Death. Killing. Reaching
for another’s life. Not once. Several times. Imperfec-
tive aspect. Life is a continuous temptation, an ongo-
ing temptation, a grossly long and shocking process of
tempting someone else and oneself. For the tempta-
tion to become grotesque, it should be directed against
something/someone that/who would be the least ex-
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HEKOT0 3a IIITO/3a KOTo IIITO HajMaJIKy O1 ce 0UeKyBaJIo
JleKa MOJKe /la CTaHe IpeIMeT Ha YCMPTYBame U Ha OfI-
3eMambe Ha KUBOTOT. VICKyIlIeHHeTO CTaHyBa 'POTECKHO
IO/ YCJIOB J]a TIOCAaKyBa Jja TO YCMPTH HAjMUJIOTO, Haj-
0JIMCKOTO, 000KYyBaHOTO, 3HAUM HEIITO CBETO, HEIITO
KOE € JIeJT 0] YOBEKOBUOT H/IEHTHUTET, HENITO 6e3 KOEIITO
ce 00e3BpeIHyBa MTOCTOEHETO, ce 00ECMUCITYBa KHUBOT-
oT. VICKyIlIeHHETO € TPOTECKHO KOra Ha MaCOBHATa Irpob-
HHI]A HA WCTOPHjaTa TaTKOTO To ¢pjia HE caMO CHHOT
e/INHEIL], TYKY I[eJIHOT CBOj ITIOPOJ, ¥ HApPOJI, CO HUB U KyJI-
TypaTa, TpaJulifjara, ja3uKoT.

HckymeHnne ce HapeKkyBa cOCTOj0a BO KOJaIlITO YOBEK
Mopa Ja 6upa Mefly ABe HellTa 6e3 KOWIITO HE MOKe
Jla OCTaHE COCeMa YOBEK, OTU Ce KOCH CO IPUHIIUIOT
yoBewHOCT (712 ce morceTume Ha H36opoiu Ha Coguja,
Ha npumep!). CTBapHOCTa H3TJIEZla UMa HeKoja 0okja
JUMeH3MWja U ToA3abopaBa Ha MHJIOCTA, Ia IO CTaBa
YOBEKa BO CUTyallHja /ia CTaHyBa CE€ IOMAJIKY YOBEK,
IITO € MOKHO TIOMAJIKy YOBEUeH, /1a CTaHe OecTHjasieH,
YyZOBUIIIEH, CAJUCTUYEH, CMPTOHOCeH... Jla, Toa Ou
MO2KeJIo fa 6uze ;106ap IpeBo/I Ha HACJIOBOT HA KHUTATa
Ha [lepuna - Hocewe cmpit. [la ce joHece HEKOMY CMPT
3HaAUY¥ Ja My ce ox3eme xuBoToT. Kuurara Ha /Jlepunga
MOZKeE J1a ce IIpeBeJie, 3HaUH, U Kako Od3emarbe Hcueot.

YynHo, aMa BO MaKeJOHCKUOT ja3UK HE MOCTOU BOOOH-
yaeH M3pa3 3a JlaBame cMpT. IlocTon camo mpujiaBKara
cmproHoceH. IlocTtou rarosor yecMmptyBa. Toa e Heo-
OWUYHO, JOTOJIKY MOBEKE IITO IMOCTOH CIPOTUBHHUOT H3-
pas - J1a ce 1azie )KUBOT. BOo MakeJIOHCKUOT ja3UK MOIITHE
JI0OpO € JIeTHAT TOKMY OBOj M3pa3 0asare Hcueoil, CO3-
JlaBambe JKUBOT, BJAXHYBaIbe JKUBOT, O’KMBOTBOPYBAIbE,
O’XKHMBYBalbe U JIDYTH W3pa3u MOBP3aHU CO parameTo.
Toa, mapasiokcasHO, MOKeOU 3HAUYU JleKa TaMy Kaje
IIITO UMa MPEMHOTY pararbe, BCYIITHOCT UMa ITPEMHOTY
IIOBTOPHO parame, OJIHOCHO JieKa HUMaJI0 IIPEMHOTY

pected to become an object of murder or deprivation of
life. A temptation becomes grotesque provided that it re-
quires the killing of something dearest, closest, adored,
the killing of something holy, some part of one’s identity,
something without which, existence is devalued and life
is left meaningless. The temptation is grotesque when a
father throws not only his only son in the mass grave of
history, but his whole progeny and people, thus throwing
his culture, tradition and language.

Temptation is a situation in which one must chose be-
tween two things without which one cannot fully remain
human, as the choice is inconsistent with the principle
of humanity (let us, for example, remember Sophie’s
Choice!). Reality seems to have some divine dimension
and, forgetting mercy, leaves one in a position to become
increasingly less human, as less humane as possible,
bestial, monstrous, sadistic, death-bringing [deadly]....
Yes, that could be a good title for Derrida’s book — Bring-
ing Death. To bring someone death is to take someone’s
life. So, Derrida’s book could also be translated as Tak-
ing Life.

Strangely, there isn’t an expression in the Macedonian
language for giving death. There is only the adjective
deadly. We have a verb which means put to death. This
is unusual, more so because we have the opposite expres-
sion — to give life. Precisely the expression to give life is
embedded well in our language — life-giving, breathe life
into [inspire], vivify, revive and other expressions re-
lated to giving birth. Paradoxically, perhaps this means
that where there is too much birth, there is too much
rebirth — that is, that there has been too much death, too
many deaths have been died, too many deaths have been
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CMPT, IPEMHOTY IIPUMEHA CMPT, IPEMHOTY HAHECYBAIHE
cMpT (01 HEKOTO JIpyT U/WIN Off caMuoT cebe). Vcro-
PHCKU IOTJIETHATO, TOA HE € HEJIOTHYHO. MaKeZJOHCKUOT
UJIEHTUTET € II0J] II0CTOjaHa 3aKaHa 32 Pa30pyBarbe U BO
IIOCTOjaH CTPEMEK /Ia ce IOTBP/H, Jla ce JOKaXKe, Jia ce
BOCTAaHOBH, /]a Ce aKTyaJIM3HPa, /1a ce MPEN03Hae, /1a ce
onbpanu. CMpTTa IeMHe 3a]1 CeKoe parame. FMa Hajiek,
MaKeJIOHCKHOT H/IEHTUTET IIOBTOPHO Ke ce MPEPOJU Ha
cBojot mpocrop. Toa e mpamame Ha BU3Hja, HA CTpa-
Teruja, Ha Bepba u Ha Jbyb0B. Camo JbyOOBTA MOXKE /A
CO3-71aJie HOB KUBOT. ETe Kako, acOIMjaTHBHO, MPEKY
JbyOOBTA, JI03HABaMe KAaKO /IaBAIETO KUBOT € CO3/1a-
Bambe, TBOPEIITBO, YMETHOCT. OTICTAHOKOT € YMETHOCT.
OBzie-6uTHETO € BO 0CIyX co buTtunero.

VckyiieHneTo cTaHyBa IPOTECKHO KOTA € IMIPOMUCJIEHO,
CBECHO, KOTA € IUIOZ Ha JimdyeH u30op. BuctuHckoTo uc-
KyIlIeHHe € TPOTECKHO, amopuyHo. He Ou mmasio wuc-
KYIIIEHUE aKo, /1a PeueMe, eJJHO YCMPTYBabe € TIOYNHETO
BO MHT Ha Oe3yMue, WIM 3aToa INTO TaKa MOPAJIO BO
YCJIOBY Ha IIPUPOJIHA KaTacTpoda WIN HeCPEKEH CIIyYaj.
Nma, mefyToa, UCKyIIIeHHE, KOTa YCMPTYBAIHETO € TI0YH-
HeTO 110 ¢J10060/THa BOJTja, KOJIKY OBaa U Jla Ma U3TroBOP
Jleka Hemasia Apyr usbop, Aeka Owia mpuMopaHa WiIu
JleKa TOCTOes HEKOj APYT U3TOBOP U HEKOja ApyTa BUIIA
cuiia ¥ MHCTaHIa. MiMa UCKyllleHre Kora uMa Bpeme U
YCJIOBH Jia ce MPOMHCJIH OJJIyKaTa, Ja Ce H3Tpajiatr
KPUTEpPUYMH, J]a Ce HAIIPABU XHepapXHja Ha BPEJHOCTH,
Jla ce mpe3eMaT oAOpaHOEHU MEPKH, /1a Ce HAAMYAPHU
CUCTEMOT, J1a ce n3berHe cuTyaryjara WiId-WIH, a aKO
BeKe Mopa Jia ce KMBee TaKBaTa CUTyalllja UIN-WIH, 1a
ce Oue TIOJITOTBEH 3a JKPTBATa, 32 CAMOXKPTBAaTa U 3a
MOCIEIUITATE OJ OIpenaenadaTa/u3b00poT Mery aBara
(cumbosIMUKHM) 3aKOHA, Mery JBeTe OmIuu - bor wiu
CHHOT.

inflicted (by another and/or by oneself). Historically
considered, this is not illogical. The Macedonian identity
has been under a constant threat of destruction; it has
constantly strived for confirmation, affirmation, estab-
lishment, actualisation and recognition — it has con-
stantly sought to defend itself. Death lurks from every
birth. There is hope; the Macedonian identity will be
reborn in its own space. It is a matter of vision, strategy,
faith and love. Only love can be life-giving. This is how,
through association, through love, we learn that giving
life means begetting, creating; it is art. Survival is art.
The Here-Being is in conjunction with the Being.

Temptation becomes grotesque when it is contemplated;
conscious, when it is the fruit of one’s own choice.
The true temptation is grotesque, aporic. There would
not be any temptation if, say, the killing is done in a
moment of derangement or because it had to be so at
a time of a natural catastrophe or accident. There is,
however, temptation when the Kkilling is done by one’s
free will, regardless of one’s claims that there is no other
choice, that the choice is forced or that there is some
other excuse or superior power or authority. There is
temptation when one has enough time and room to
contemplate one’s decision, build criteria, establish
a hierarchy of values, take defensive steps, outsmart
the system, and get around the either-or situation. If,
however, one must live in such an either-or situation,
one must be prepared for the sacrifice, the self-sacrifice
and the consequences of one’s decision/choice to abide
by either of the (symbolic) laws; one must be prepared
for the consequences of choosing either option — God or
the Son.
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Mma uckyIeHue Kora UCKyIIIeHUKOT MOXKE /1a ja OCBECTH
COTICTBEHATa BOJIja U Jia Ce CTaBU BO IO3HUIIHja HA HEKOJ
KOj € IPUHY/ZIEH J1a OZJIy4yBa Jia Ouje wiu ja He Ouze
yOuer, 1a T0O yCMPTH WJIH Jia HE TO YCMPTH CBOETO JIETE,
Jla TO U3HEBEPU WJIU JIa He TO U3HEBEPH CBOjOT OOT, /1a TO
CMEHH CBOjOT OOT MJIM Jia ce pasjieJiu o7 Hero. ABpaaM
“Ma u3BecHa cj00oza ja 6upa mery aBere A06pa, za
Oupa fa youe wiu 1a He youe, 1a Ouie cern BEpHUK WA
Jla Ouzie MUCJIeUKa U JIejCTBUTETHA UHAUBHya. Ha Toa
yKakyBa M (akToT ITO bor ,My ru oTBopa ouuTe” Ha
ABpaaM, BO MOCJIETHUOT MHT, JIeMHE HaJl HEro 3a Jia o
CIpeYd 4YeZ[OMOPCTBOTO, Hebape 3Haes Jieka ABpaaM e
MIOAITOTBEH W Jia CH To yOWe CHHOT ako Tpeba, camo jia
ITOKa’ke KOJIKY roJIeM BEPHHK e Ipen bora, wim 3atoa
IIITO HE MOJKe Jla TO coBJIaia cTpaBoT ox bora. Kora Ha
ABpaam My BeTyBa zeka (mpeky Capa, keHa My) Ke My
JIOHECE Ha CBET CHH, JleKa ke My JajJie HOB JKUBOT U
WJIHUHA 32 HETOBOTO CEME, JI03a, IOPO 1 Hapo/, ['ocrioz
Bor ro najaBun HMcak kako cuH Boxju. ABpaam, za
MHCJIeJI Ha Toa, Ke 3HaeJs Jieka bor He Ou HampaBHJI
HHUIIITO 32 /Ia T0o youe, Hu Jia ro mpoTtepa Mcak (kako mrto
ro nporepasn Mcmawt, Ha mpuMep). JloruaHo 6u 6w10 /12
ce ouekyBa bor ga ro mrutu Mcak, cBOeTO 3aBETHO
Jeso.

Mma uckyiieHue ako UCKYIIEHUKOT MOJKe J1a Oupa J1aiu
Ke ce UJIEHTH(UKYBA CO 3aKOHOT M CO TaTKOTO HJIU Ke
M3rpajiv COIICTBEHA MpoeKIrja 3a cebecu. Mma nckyrie-
HHE aKO HCKYIIEHUKOT € BO MO3UIMja Jja TO CBPTHE Of
BJIACT TATKOTO-THUPAHUH U CO TOA /ia ja u30erHe cyaou-
HarTa /1a 6u/ie er3eKyTop Ha 100JIeCTUTE HA YOBEIITBOTO.
VMa uckynieHre IpH KOEIITO HCKYIIEHUKOT MOXKE Ja
6upa 1ayn u moHaramy TaTKOTO Ke To Iy1e1a KaKo 3aKOH
WK ke o1bepe Jia ce OyHTYBa MPOTUB TAKBUOT 3aKOH (pe-
JINTHja, UJ1e0JI0THja) KOj o/ Hero 6apa /ia Cu ro yCMpTH
HajMuiI0To - CuHOT. MiMa uckyurenue kora CHHOT MOKe
Ja ctaHe TaTko u /1a BOBezie CBOj, HOB 3aKOH M Taka Ja

There is temptation when one can awake one’s own
will and stand in the shoes of someone forced to choose
between becoming or not becoming a murderer, putting
one’s own child to death or not, betraying one’s god or
not, changing one’s god or parting with him. Abraham
has a certain freedom to choose between the two goods,
to choose whether to kill or not, to be a blind believer
or a thinking and acting individual. This is what is
indicated by the fact that God “opens Abraham’s eyes”
at the last moment, keeping an eye on him to prevent
the infanticide, as if knowing that Abraham is prepared
to kill his son if he needs to, just to prove to God how
great a believer he is or because he cannot overcome
his fear of God. When (through Sarah, Abraham’s wife)
He promises to give him a son, a new life and future for
his seed, posterity, progeny and a nation, God Almighty
announced Isaac as the son of God. If Abraham had
stopped to think about it, he would have never thought
that God would do something to kill him or banish Isaac
(as He had exiled Ishmael, for example). It would be
logical to expect God to protect Isaac, the child of His
covenant.

There is temptation if the tempted can choose whether
to identify with the law and the father or build his own
projection of himself. There is temptation if one is in
a position to overthrow one’s tyrant father and thus
avoid the destiny of being the executioner of the virtues
of humanity. There is temptation when one can chose
whether to go on seeing one’s father as a lawmaker or
to rebel against a law (religion, ideology) that requires
one to put one’s dearest — one’s Son — to death. There
is temptation when the Son may become a father and
assert his own new Law and thus prevent infanticide
and ritual sacrifice of progeny, of future. But the sons
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TO CIIPEYU YeJIOMOPCTBOTO U OOPETHOTO KPTBYBa€e HA
ITOTOMCTBOTO, Ha WJHUHATA. HO, CHHOBUTE BOCITUTAaHU
BO ZIyXOT Ha TUPaHUjaTa MHOTY YECTO U CAMUTE ce IIPeT-
BOpaar BO TUPaHU. 3aToa e noTpebeH rojieM jas, BUCOKA
CBECT U CAaMOKOHTPOJIA, 32 J]a ce IPOMEHU PaJIuKaTHO
CBETOT BO CMMCJIa HAa HETOBA XyMaHU3ayja.

Penatususauuja Ha TajHaTa

OCHOBHOTO ITpaIIae IITO I'0 ITIOCTaBYBA UCKYIIIEHUUKATA
cuTyanuja Ha penanuja bor - ABpaam - Mcak ce ogHecy-
Ba Ha TajHaTa U Kako Taa jJa (He) ce uckaxe. Pemaru-
BU3UPamETO Ha alicosyTHaTa TajHa ['ociozioBa, caTeHo
KaKoO CIOJlesyBame Ha TajHaTa ['ocrozioBa co 40BEKOT, €
00JINK Ha HEj3WHO Jie-cakpau3upame. Hema comHeHne
nexka Ceeitioitio TiucMO € HACJIEIEHO U HaCJAeIHUYKO
IIOMHEHE U 3aBET Ha CAKPAJTHOTO, HO U Taa € BUJ| TUCMO
Y KHIDKEBHOCT, A CO TOA ja pac-Ka)KyBa TajHaTa Ha CBOjOT
KOJZIUPAaH ja3WK U ja CIOZeIyBa co YoBeKOT. Kako /1a ce
COKpHe OeckpajHaTa y»KacHa W arCoJIyTHA TajHA KaKBa
mITo e TajHata Ha bora? Jlanu Moske oBaa TajHa, BO MO-
MEHTOT KOTa CTaHyBa U TajHa Ha ABpaawm, ia buze arco-
sytHa? Kako ce co3masa u 3011TO ce uyBa TajHara? Jlamu
XepMEeHEBTHKATa ce 3aHUMaBa CO arcoJIyTHATA TajHA?

Bo mpukasnaTta Ha Mojcej 3a ABpaam u Mcak mocrojar
nBe TajHU. [IpBO, TajHAaTa IIITO ja KpHesa bor mpea ABpaawm,
3a /1a MOJKe JIa TO CTaBH BO UCKYyIIeHHE (71a My KaKeJI ce
OTBOPEHO, He OM MMaJIoO UCKYIlIeHue), 6apajku o/ HETO
Jla CU TO JXKPTBYBa CHHOT. BTOpO, TajHaTa mITO ja KpHes
Aspaawm npey Vcak, kora My KaxkaJi JieKa ro BoJIH co cebe
Jlo mymaTta Mopwuja, Ha 00peZIoT Ha KPTBYBaWkhETO, amMa
He My KaKkaJl Koj ke 6uzie :xpTBaTa. Hamepara fia ce youe
CHHOT € IIPHYIHA /]a CE TAaW BUCTHHATA, IIOBOJ 32 TAjHA U
3a TaeH roBop. JKpTByBamweTO, TAjHUOT U CBETHOT TOBOP
ce MeryceOHO TecHO oBp3aHu. Cakpudukamujara e Buz

brought up in the spirit of tyranny quite often become
tyrants themselves. Therefore, it takes a large gap,
supreme consciousness and self-control to change the
world radically and humanise it.

Relativising the Secret

The fundamental question that arises from the tempta-
tion relationship God — Abraham — Isaac concerns the
secret and how (not) to divulge it. Relativising God’s ab-
solute secret, by interpreting that God shares His secret
with man, is a way of de-sacralising it. Undoubtedly, the
Holy Book has been inherited and it is an inherent mem-
ory and a testament of the sacral, but it too is a writing
form and a form of literature, and therefore it re-tells the
secret of its code language and shares it with man. How
to hide a horrible and absolute secret as God’s secret is?
Can this secret, at a time when it also becomes Abra-
ham’s, be absolute? How is a secret made and why is it
kept? Does hermeneutics deal with the absolute secret?

There are two secrets in Moses’ story of Abraham and
Isaac. First, it is the secret that God kept from Abraham,
so that He could tempt him (had he told him everything
openly, there would not have been any temptation),
asking him to sacrifice his own son. Second, it is the
secret that Abraham kept from Isaac when he told him
that he was taking him to the Moriah wood, to the rite
of sacrifice, but failed to tell him who the sacrifice would
be. Abraham’s intention to kill his son is the reason for
keeping the secret, the motive for a secret and a secret
talk. Sacrifice, the secret, and holy talk are all closely
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cakpasim3alja u xepMmerusanuja (sacrum — cBeTo, moc-
BETEHO, HO ¥ OHA KO€ € TajHO, CBETa TajHa U CJI., sacrifier
TaK, 3HAYH /Ia Ce JKPTBYBA HEIIITO, FJTU J]a C€ HOCH HEIIITO
cBeTO 32 KpTBa). JKpTByBameTo e cBeTa TajHa. Hacui-
HaTa, a He IPUPOIHATA CMPT, € MPUYHHUTE Ha TajHUOT
U IBOCMUCJIEH TOBOP. U BO ABaTa ciydaja, cuTyalpjata
MIPUHYAYBa HA IUCKPETEH U IBOCMUCJIEH TOBOP, KOj IMaK
€ 3apO/IUII Ha KHIKEBHOCTA. Bor KaskyBa eIHO, a MU CJTH
JApyro. ABpaam KakyBa €IHO, a MUCJIU Jpyro. ckasurte
Ha bor u Ha ABpaam ce ajeropuuyHu. JluTepapHocTa
ce 3aYHyBa BO CTBapHOCTA, BO Jujasiorot mery bora u
YOBEKOT, KOTa Ce BKPCTYBa CAKPAJHOTO CO €r3UCTEHITU-
jasTHOTO.

TajHaTa e JIOBOJIHO HayHaTa, IMOJ(jaJieHa M pasrojieHa
3a Jla He Ou/le TMOBeke TajHa, 3a Ja He Ouae coceMa
TajHA. AIICOJTyTHaTa TajHa Ha Bor craHyBa pejaTUBHA
TajHa Ha 4YoBeKOT. CIIoJieslyBajku ja allcoslyTHaTa TajHa
CO YOBEKOT, IPEKYy ja3HKOT, KaKO 3aeJHUYKO MECTO
Mmery Bor u doBekot, Bor ce momupui co GakToT jieka
TajHATa MOBEKe He e arcoJIyTHA, JeKa TajHaTa He € caMo
HeroBa. CriojieJieHaTa TajHa (Co HEKOTO JIpyT) ITOBeke He
e arcoJiyTHa TajHa. TajHaTa 3a KOjallITO ITOCTOW MakKap
e/IeH CBEJIOK, He € arcosyTHa. /[[pyruoT ro mosapasbupa
Tpernor. Cekoj yoBek Bu3aBu bor e [[pyruor. Croze-
JieHaTa TajHA He MOKe Jla Ouje KoHTposupaHa. Taa e
Iac Koj yiera. YoBeukaTa TajHA € CIOJ/ieJlyBayKa, Mery
YoBeYKa TajHA, a CO Toa U JieJiyMHa TajHa. KoJsky u ma
e 3abpaHera, CrojieJieHaTa TajHa CEKOTall € - WU BU-
JleHa WIN YyeHa, WIN MpeKa)kaHa, WK 3alHIlaHa, WIn
HaBecTeHa 0J1 Hekoro Apyr. Ha 080j cBeT HeMa coBpIiieHa
TajHa.

ArcostyTHaTa TajHa He e crojiejieHa. AKO Y0BeKoT e JIpy-
THOT BO ouuTe Ha bor, Toram Bor ja mpenecyBa TajHata
Ha JIpyruor. Bor He e moBeke cam, KOra € cO YOBEKOT.
Pusukor e rosem. Kaj mro mma 4oBeK, MMa pPHUBUK.

inter-related. Sacrifice is a kind of sacralisation and
hermetisation (sacrum — holy, sanctified but also secret,
a holy secret and the like; sacrifier, on the other hand,
means to sacrifice something, or to bring something holy
as an offering). Sacrifice is a holy secret. Violent rather
than natural death is the cause of secret and ambiguous
talk. In both cases, the situation forces discreet and
ambiguous talk, which, on the other hand, is the germ
of literature. God says one thing and thinks something
else. Abraham says one thing and thinks another. Their
statements are allegorical. Literariness sprouts from
reality, from the dialogue between God and man, when
the sacral and the existential mix.

The secret has been enough dented, gnawed and exposed
to cease to be quite a secret. God’s absolute secret be-
comes man’s relative secret. By sharing the absolute se-
cret with man, through language — as the common place
of God and man — God has come to terms with the fact
that the secret is no longer absolute; that it is no longer
his only. A secret shared (with another) is no longer ab-
solute. A secret witnessed even by a single witness is not
absolute. The other goes with a third. Every man vis-a-vis
God is the Other. A shared secret cannot be controlled.
It is a voice that flies away. The human secret is shared;
it is a secret between people and thus it becomes partial.
However forbidden, the shared secret is always seen or
heard, reported, written or hinted by someone else. In
this world there is no such thing as a perfect secret.

The absolute secret is not shared. If man is the Other in
the eyes of God, then God tells the secret to the Other.
God is no longer alone when he is with man. The stakes
are high. Wherever there is man, there is risk involved.
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ABpaaM He ja COOIIITYBa TajHaTa co 300p HUKOMY, HO
TajHaTa MOXKE J]a Ce COOIIITH U IMPEeKy APYTH 3HAIU U
jasunu, U TpeKy NPeMOJYEeHUTEe, OTCYyTHH 300pOBH,
YUENITO OTCYCTBO BO OJ[PEJIEHH CHUTyallMHd CTaHyBa
CUMIITOMATUYHO U peunto. CeMaHTHKATa HA OTCYTHUTE,
Hen3peueHU 300POBU € CYIITHHATA HA XePMEHEBTUKATA
(‘eppevela - HA CTAPOTPYKY 3HAYU MOK J1a Ce UC-KaXKe, 1a
ce pa3jacHH U J]a ce IPOTOJIKYyBa HEIITO KOe He € jaCHO
Ka’kaHo).*

Kpuejku ja tajHaTa, bor ro uckymryBa ABpaam. Kpuejku
ja TajHata, ABpaaM ce HCKyIIyBa cebecu, U IOBeke
OZ1 TOa, TOj Ce TOATOTBYBA Jla CH IO yOWMEe CHHOT CO
npexymucia, ceecHo. Kora Mcak ro mpamryBa Kazie e
’KPTBEHOTO jarHe, ABpaaM ojiroapa: ,,bor, cuHko, Ke ce
IIOTPYIKU /1A Hajzie jarHe 3a cebe 3a kpTBa“. [IoBTOpHO
He ja KaKyBa BHUCTHHATa, IOBTOPHO H30erHyBa Ja ce
HCIIOBela U Jla 300pyBa JIUPEKTHO (eIHO3HAYHO). AB-
paaM ce CJIy»KU CO JABOCMHCJIEHHOT TOBOP, CO IITO TO
craBa Mcak Bo 3abiy/la 1 BO HEW3BECHOCT, a cebecu
CH TIPpaBU OTCTAITHUIIA, U3TOBOP, OIpaBJAaHUE, AJIHOM.
ABpaaM cekorami Ke MOXKe Jla ce IpaB/a jieka JIOILIOo
J0 Hezopazbupame Mely HErO U CHH My, JieKa He Ou
IIPaBWIHO c(daTeH, JieKa caMo Ce IIeryBajJl U cakas Ja
ro 3aIljiamy, JeKa € IOTPEIIHO IPOTOJIKYBaH, JeKa
HeroBaTa ITOCTAIKa € U3BaJieHa 0/ KOHTEKCT, ¥ TaKa Ha-
Tamy. ABpaaMm, Ha HEKO] HA4YMH, ja mpedpsu BUHATA Of
cebe, Ha Bor. ABpaam 61 ja mpudaTu cekoja }KpTBa IITO
Bor %e ja mobapa oz Hero.

AKO HEKOj MOJIYM U Ce BO3JIPKYBa O] PeuTa, He 3HAYU
HY>KHO JleKa 0 IPaKTUKyBa JAUCKypcoT Ha jarara. Ce-
KOJZTHEBHUOT TOBOP HE ja UCKJIy4yBa JjaraTta. Ho, ¢ury-
PaTUBHUOT I'OBODP, om0 JAa € CaKpa/In3upaH UJIU KHUXKEe-
B€H, HE € HU BUCTHUHUT HU JIA2KEH I'OBODP. (I)I/II‘ypaTI/IBHI/IOT
rOBOP € I'OBOPp HA 3HAYEHCKOTO W TOJIKYBAYKOTO HCKY-
nieHue. 3aroa ce IOCTaByBa IpAIllambeTo: IOCTOU JIU

Abraham does not tell the secret to anyone using words
but a secret can also be betrayed through other signs and
languages, even through unsaid or absent words, whose
absence sometimes becomes symptomatic and eloquent.
The semantics of absent or unsaid words is the essence
of hermeneutics (‘epuevela — ancient Greek for to ex-
press, clarify and interpret something that has not been
said clearly).>

By keeping the secret, God is tempting Abraham. Doing
the same, Abraham is tempting himself and, what is
more, he is consciously preparing to kill his son. When
Isaac asks where the sacrificial lamb is, Abraham
replies “My son, God will provide Himself a lamb for a
burnt offering”. Again he fails to tell the truth, again he
avoids to confess and speaks directly (unambiguously).
Abraham uses double meaning, misleading Isaac and
leaving him in uncertainty, while leaving himself room
for retreat, excuse, justification or alibi. Abraham will
always be able to excuse himself saying that there was a
misunderstanding between him and his son, that he was
misunderstood, that he was only joking and wanted to
scare him, that he was misinterpreted, that his act was
taken out of context and so on. In a way, Abraham puts
the blame on God. Abraham would agree to any sacrifice
God would ask from him.

If one keeps silent and refrains from speaking, it does
not necessarily mean that one is practising the discourse
of the lie. Everyday talk does not exclude the lie. But figu-
rative speech, be it sacralised or literary, is neither true
nor false. Figurative speech is the speech of semantic
and interpretative temptation. Therefore, the question
arises whether there is absolute silence between two hu-
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arcoJIyTeH MOJIK Mely JIBe YOBEYKH CYIITECTBA IIOCTa-
BEHH B3aeJHO BO e€JHA Er3uCTeHIHjaJTHa CHUTyaluja?
[IpeTBOpameTo Ha TajHaTa BO MOJIK € MPETBOpPamke Ha
eZieH ToBOp BO ApPyT. Toa mpeTBOpame € MPOCJIe/IEHO CO
W3BECEH OCTaTOK, CO HEKOW MPHU3HAIM, KO HE MOpa
HY>KHO Ja OuAaT JIMHTBUCTUYKU, HO KOU HYXHO Ce
CEMUOTHUYKH U IIpeHecyBaaT u3BecHa HHGpopMaIyja.

Crnonenenara TajHa mMa ¢opMa, ©Ma CBOj ja3UK, CBOj KO,
T1a - CJIEJICTBEHO - MOKe /1a Ou/ie IpeAMET Ha TOJIKYBaIbe.
ToJiKyBameTo, MakK, MOJKe Jla iMa Hajpa3IMaHU OOJTHITH:
MUT, [IeCHA, IPUKa3Ha, IpaMa, IIUCMO, MEMOAPH, €CEj...
Peropuukoro mpariawe Ha Vcak e 3HaK Jieka TajHaTa
Ha ABpaaM e pa30oTKpHeHa. AKO HeMa COBPIIIEHA TajHa,
TOTAIll HEMA HHU COBPIIEHO 3J10cTOpcTBO. JKpTBaTa e
MPBUOT CBUJIETEJT W TOJKyBau Ha TajHaTa. Mcak e u
CBUJIETEJ, U XepMeHeBT. Ilo 0J]HOC HA yIaTeHOCTa BO
TajHaTa Ha JApPYruTe cBeZonu (BO CIy4ajoB, JABajiiara
CJIyTH), cera ce YHUHH JieKa e OeclpeIMETHO Jia ce
300pyBa, 3aroa IITO THE Ce CIIOPEAHU IO OJHOC Ha
Jipamara Koja ce ogurpyBa mery CuHot, TatkoTo u Bora.
Tue perucTpupaar IITO ce CIy4dyBa, Hebape ce CKprueHa
KaMmepa Ha MeMopujaTa. HuBHaTa ciuka Ha cobuTHjata
He e JIOBeJIeHA Ha IpeJieH IUIaH U OCTaHyBa BO cdepaTa
HA IPETIIOCTABKUTE.

Ho, uHTepeceH e e/leH APYT MOMEHT: 110 3aBPIIYBAKHETO
Ha JipaMaTa Ha HCKylueHuero, ABpaam u Mcak He
pa3MeHyBaaT MoBeke HU 300D 3a TOA IITO CE CIYIUIIO U
3a TOA IITO MOKEJIO /1a ce ciyuu. Hema mparrame, Hema
KOMEHTap, HeMa IipedpiiyBabe, HeMa IIpaB/ame, HeMa
oxrosop. Bor ja pa3pemnryBa fpamara co BOBelyBarbe Ha
HeroBaTa oOpeJiHa *KPTBa - oBeHOT. Hema HuU 360p 3a Toa
Kako ABpaam ro oaBp3yBa Mcaka 1 Kako ro ocsiob6oayBa
o kiasara. Tue eqHOCTABHO ce Bpakaar JJoMa MOJIKYM,
Hebape MOJIKOT ke TH CIIacH O] aMTEeTO U Ke UM
py>ku 3a00paB U crnokoj. Cexoe ONMUIIyBarke Ha COOU-

man beings put together in an existential situation? To
turn the secret into silence is to turn one secret speech
into another. This transformation is accompanied by a
certain amount of residue, with a certain denotation that
does not necessarily have to be linguistic, but is neces-
sarily semiotic and conveys some information.

A divulged secret has a shape, its own language, code,
and — accordingly — it can be subject to interpretation.
Interpretation, on the other hand, can have a myriad of
forms: myth, song, story, play, script, memoirs, letter,
essay... Isaac’s rhetorical question is a sign that Abra-
ham’s secret has been exposed. If there is no perfect
secret, then there is no perfect crime either. The victim
is the first witness and interpreter of the crime. Isaac is
both a witness and a hermeneut. It seems superfluous
to speak now about the other witnesses’ (the two serv-
ants, in this case) knowledge of the secret, as their role
is tangential compared to the drama unfolding between
the Son, the Father and God. They record the develop-
ment, like memory’s candid camera. Their picture of the
events is not brought in the first plane and remains in the
sphere of assumptions.

However, another moment is interesting: following the
conclusion of the temptation drama, Abraham and Isaac
do not exchange even a word about what has happened
and what could have happened. There are no questions,
no comments, no rapprochement, no excuses, no re-
sponse. God resolves the drama by introducing the ritual
offering — the ram. There is not a single word about how
Abraham unbinds Isaac and how he sets him free from
the pyre. They simply go back home in silence, as if their
silence will deliver them from memory and bring them
oblivion and tranquillity. Every description of the event
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THETO € TIOBTOPYBalbe Ha COOMTHUETO W OOJIMK Ha MOM-
Hewe. KoKy moBeke ce MOBTOpPyBa IMPUKa3HATa 3a TOA
cobuTHe, TOJIKY II0JI0JITO Tpae cobutunero. HenckakaHa,
IIPUKa3HaTa OCTaHyBa BO cdepaTa Ha IMPETIIOCTABKHUTE,
ceé lofieKka coceMa He u30Jie/iHee, CJIMYHO Ha COH KOj He €
HHU pacKa’kaH, HU 3anumiad. KHIKeBHOCTa € OTIIOp
mpotuB 3a60paBoT. KHIKEBHOCTA ONUIIYBA, 3aIHIIyBa
u namtu. [lopaau Toa, Taa e 3akaHa 32 OHaa UJIE0JIOTHja
KOja caka /ia ja CKpOU WJIM JIa ja PEBUAMPA HUCTOpHUjaTa
CIIOpE]T CBOUTE TTOTPeOU M HAaMepH, a He CIOPe]T CTBap-
HocTa, (aKTUTE U BUCTUHATA.

3omrto Mcak He My 3amMepyBa Ha TaTKa CH, Of, Kaje
HErOBUOT CITIOKOj M HETOBATa TOJIEPAHIIM]ja, € MPaIlahe
KOe€ 3aCJTy’KyBa nmocebeH MpoCTop 3a TOJIKyBambe. Bo oBaa
IpUrosia ke ykaskaM camMmo Ha MOKHOCTA TOj CAMUOT /ia ce
CTaBWJI BO CHITyaIlyja J1a 0A0€ePe Jia ro IaMTH CEJIEKTUBHO.
Hema comuenme, Vcak He caMO IIITO HAaCETyBa IITO CE
CJIy4yBa, TYKy cdaka mto ce ciayuysa. Ho, Toj onbuBa ma
ro TpHU3Hae Toa jaBHO U co 300p. Mcak e BO IIOK.
[IToxupaH, He caka Jja BepyBa BO Toa IITO ro rieaa. Toa
IITO TO TJIEJla Ce pasujyBa CO HEroBaTa IPeTcTaBa 3a
3APaBUOT pa3yM, XyMaHOCTa U eTUYHOCTa. Toa mTo ro
rJiefa, MOJICKABUYHO MUHYBa HU3 HETOBHUOT YM U MHUCJIA,
HO TOj HeMa XpabpocCT Ja TO UMEHyBa CO BUCTUHCKHOT
300p. Bo EsaHzeaueitio Ha Mojcej HetocTacyBa IIpUKas-
Hara Ha Mcak, a co Toa HelocTacyBa U HeropaTa IIpeT-
ctaBa 3a cooutmueto. Ce 1IITo 3HaeMe 3a Hea € HaBECTEHO
BO HETOBOTO IIpalllare IIOJIHO CO uyjzeme. Vcak ro
n30€erHyBa BUCTUHCKHUOT 300D, 3aTOa IITO ja n36erHyBa
BHCTHHATA 3a UCKyIIIEHHYKaTa JipaMa.

3a 1a MoKe Ja ’KuBee, HeMy My Tpeba ¢urypa (anysuja,
HWPOHHja, TPOTECKA), KOja Ke ja 00eJIesku peTopruKaTa Ha
HErOBOTO IOCTOEHe U KOja ke Ouie 0/ipa3 Ha HETOBOTO
O6utme. A OuAEjKM BIEYATOKOT OJf TOA IITO T'O BHUAEN
U TO JIOJKMBeAJl € TOJIKYy CHJIEH IITO He MOXKe coceMa

is a repetition of that event and a form of memory. The
more the story of the event is repeated, the longer the
event lasts. Untold, the story remains in the sphere
of assumptions, until it fades away completely, like a
dream that has not been told or recorded. Literature is
resistance to oblivion. Literature describes, records and
remembers. Therefore, it is a threat to the ideology that
seeks to tailor or revise history to fit its needs and pur-
poses, not reality, facts or truth.

Why does Isaac not blame his father, where do his calm-
ness and tolerance come from, are questions that deserve
special room for interpretation. Here I will only point to
the possibility that he too has put himself in a position
to choose to remember the event selectively. Isaac un-
doubtedly not only understands but also comprehends
what is going on. Yet, he refuses to utter and admit that
publicly. Isaac is in shock. Shocked, he refuses to believe
his eyes. What he sees contradicts his perception of com-
mon sense, humanity and ethics. What he sees passes
through his mind and thought like a lightning but he
lacks the courage to give it the right name. Moses’ gos-
pel does not contain Isaac’s story, and with that we are
short of his perception of the event. All we know about it
is hinted in his question full of wonder. Isaac avoids the
true word because he avoids the truth of the drama of the
temptation.

To be able to live, he needs a figure (allusion, irony, gro-
tesque) that will mark the rhetoric of his existence and
that will reflect his being. Since what he sees and goes
through is too awesome for him to pass over in silence,
he utters a question that contains the answer as much as

113



114

Katica Kulavkova The Moriah Nightmare: Hermeneutics of the Grotesque Temptation

Jla TO MPEMOJIYH, TO] U3YCTyBa €AHO Ipalllarbe KOe IO
COZP:KHU BO cebe OArOBOPOT OHOJIKY KOJIKY IITO ja CO-
JIp>ku Bo cebe m TajHaTa. Vcak e 3rpo3eH, BHAIlleH U
CTallMCaH, IIa He My IIPEOCTaHyBa HUIITO JIPyTO OCBEH
Jla TO TIOCTaBH, AJIy3WBHO, PETOPUUYKOTO IIPAIIAHE
Koe, criopesi CUMOOJIMYKHUOT KOJ| Ha TajHaTa, He Tpeba
Jla ja pa3oTKpUe TajHaTa co 300p, TyKy Mery 300pOBH,
co OTcyTHUTe 300pOBH, OTajie ja3ukor. Mcak ja uurta
TajHaTa MPEKy 3HAIIUTE KOU HE Ce Ja3UYHU: TATKOTO T'0
3eMa CHHOT cO cebe Ha YMHOT HA >KPTBYBAHETO, UMa
KJIa/1a, HeMa jarHe, Vcak e Bp3aH HaJl KJ1aaTa, ABpaam
rO ZIP>KU HOXKOT HaJ| HET0, TATKOTO IIPEMHOTY MOJIYH, a
IIPEroJIEMOTO U IPEHANPETHATO MOYEHE € MPU3HAK
Ha HeKOoja rojieMa W HaMeTHaTa TajHA, CHUMIITOM 3a
HeroBara Jiy1aboka nmorpeba o1 HaJIKOMIIEH3aI1ja, 3HAK
Jleka ABpaaM ce IUIAIK Ja HE ja WU3/1aJie caM TajHaTa,
3HAK JIEKa JKUBEE CO €JHA HEeIOJHOCTBA TajHA.

AJry3uBHOTO Ipamame Ha Vcak e 00JIMK Ha TOJKYBabe.
OAroBOpPOT IMOCTOU U Ce 3Hae, HO MOCTOU 3a7] ja3UKOT.
OAroBOpoOT HE CTUTHYBA A0 360poT. OATOBOPOT MOpa J1a
OCTaHe eHHUIMa U /ia TPOolla Ha IOPTUTE HA ja3UKOT.
JasuKOT BeJIN He, HeMa /ia Te nckaxaMm. Ke Te mpemosraan.
Ke Te kakaMm, IIpeMOJTdyBajku Te. 3apeM Toa He TH e
JIOBOJTHO, BEJIH Ja3UKOT HAJIMEHO, ITIOPAJIX CTPABOT IIPE]T
YOBEUKaTa 3aCJIENIEHOCT U YOBEYKAaTa MO/ITOTBEHOCT 32
HAajMOHCTPYO3HU 3JI0-/1€J1a, ’KPTBU U IIOCTAIIKA BO HMeE
Ha HEIITO ,,BUIIO“. JA3UKOT ce OGJIOKUpA MpeJi Taa BUIIIA
WHCTaHIIa ¥ 3aMoJidyyBa. Toj e cBeceH 3a cBojaTa MOK.
3Hae Jleka HeIITaTa MOXKaT /1a ce KakaT Mely pe/loBHU.
Ja3uKOT 3Hae Jieka MOCTOjaT PETOPUYKH (UTYPH KOU
Ka)KyBaaT, MaKO He UC-KaKkaje. Ja3UKOT ja pa3BUBa Kaj
cebe Taa MOK /1a KaykyBa 0e3 /1a U3pede, /Jia KayKyBa HU3
ja3WYHU CJIMKU U 0OpTHU. Ja3UKOT ce YMHOXKyBa CAMHOT
HAa [10YBAaTa Ha Taa CBECT 32 CBOjOT KAIAIUTET /1a KAJKyBa
He 300pyBajkul MHOTY WM KPHEjKU T'M 3HaYemaTa BO
mudpu. Toj cBOj KanmanuTeT ro U3pa3uii BO MOBEKE uC-

it contains the secret. Isaac is horrified, awestruck and
petrified and is left with no other choice but to ask an
allusive, rhetorical question that, in the symbolic code
of secrets, should not divulge the secret by words, but
with that which is between them, through the absent
words, beyond language. Isaac reads the secret in the
non-linguistic signs: the father takes the son to the act of
sacrifice; there is a pyre, there is no lamb; Isaac is bound
upon the altar, Abraham is holding the knife over him,;
the father is too silent and too long and tense a silence
is a sign of a great and imposed secret, a symptom of his
profound need to overcompensate, a sign that Abraham
is afraid that he might divulge the secret himself, a sign
that he lives with an unbearable secret.

Isaac’s allusive question is a form of interpretation. The
answer exists and is known but it is behind language.
The answer comes short of the word. It must stay
an enigma and knock on the gates of language. The
language says no, I will not express you. I will not
utter you. I will say you without utterance. “Is not this
enough?” says language haughtily because of the fear
of human blindness and readiness to commit most
hideous crimes, sacrifices and deeds in the name of a
“higher goal”. Language is blocked faced with this higher
instance and goes silent. It is aware of its power. It knows
that things can be said between lines. The language
knows that there are rhetorical figures that express
something without it being said. Language develops in
itself that power to express something without it being
said, to express through linguistic images and shifts.
Language multiplies itself on the soil of this awareness
of its capacity to express without saying much and
hiding the meanings in codes. It has shown this capacity
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Kyp3UBHU NPAKTUKHU: CAKpAJHATA, MUTCKaTa, OMOJIHC-
KaTa, IoeTcKaTa, TajHUTe ja3uly. JasukKoT ja mpudaka
3abpaHara J1a 300pyBa OTBOPEHO KaKO CBOja KOHBEHI[H]a.
Taa KOHBeHI[Mja 'Y TeHEPUPA jJa3ULIUTE CO eHUTMaTUUeH
cocraB. XepMETHYHOCTa Ha OWUTHMETO CTaHyBa XepMe-
TUYHOCT Ha ja3WKOT. EHUrMaTUYHOCTa Ha OUTHUETO CTa-
HyBa eHUTMaTHYHOCT Ha ja3UKOT.

XepMeHeBTHKATa ' TOJIKYBa, IPEKY TUCMOTO U Ja3UKOT,
TBOPOUTE Ha YOBEKOBATa KyJITypa U NUBUIK3anuja. Tue
ce peJlaTUBU3UPAHU OB/E-TajHH, TajHH HA YOBEUKOTO
CYIITECTBO U Ha CYIITECTBYBAIETO, a4 HE TajHATA HA OU-
treto. IlITomM amcosiyTHaTa TajHa Ha OUTHETO ce peJia-
TUBU3UPA U CTaHE MPHUI00MUBKA Ha YOBEKOBATa KYJITYpa,
Taa Moxe /1a 6uze pacrajuera. Camoro dopmyaupame
Ha TajHaTa ro Mojpa3dbupa HEejJ3UHOTO pacTajHyBaibe,
OHAaKa KaKo IIITO raTaHKaTa ja moapa30upa cBojaTa pas-
raTka, Kako IITO eHWTrMaTa € YMETHOCT 3aroa IITO ja
BKJIy4yBa UTpaTa Ha HEj3UHOTO COKPUBAIHE U HEJ3SUHOTO
pa3oTkpuBame. PaKTOT IITO He MOXKe CEKOj Jia ja pas-
raTHe eHUrMara/raTaHKaTa He JOKaKyBa HU JieKa eHUT-
Mara e HeCTIO3HAT/INBA, HU JIeKa YOBEKOT KOj ja CIIO3HAI
e 60’kju rimacHuK. Toa mITO TajHaTa Ke OUJie IPOTOJIKY-
BaHa Cy0jeKTUBHO M Pa3jIMYHO, He ja MpaBU Ja Ouze
HecdaT/INBa, TYKY ja OTBOpA clipeMa oBjie-ouTueTo (cy-
TECTBOTO) U CIIpeMa HMCTOpHUjaTa, ja IMpaBH Ja Ouje uc-
TopuuHa. KHI>KeBHATA TajHA € MCTOPUYHA U IUTypajHa
U € COCTaBeHa BP3 HAUEJIOTO TajHA-BO-TajHA, MeryTajHa.
XepMeHEeBTHKATA HA CBETUTE IHCMa MOKAaXyBa, BO II0-
HoBo BpeMe II. Pukep u H. ®paj (P. Rickert, N. Frye),
JleKa ¥ TajHUTE Ha eBaHTeJIHjaTa ce CoouyBaaT co IMpoo-
JIEMOT Ha UCTOPUYHOCTA U HA IUIyPAJIHOCTA HA 3HAYe-
IbETO Ha TEKCTOT. HU cakpasTHUTe TEKCTOBU HE Ce OCJIO-
00zeHH 07 UICTOPUYHOCTA, OJf TaMy HH O] Pa3IUYHUTE
TOJIKYBatha U IPEBOJIU HA UCTUTE TEKCTOBH.

in a number of discourse practices: sacral, mythic,
biblical, poetic, secret languages. Language accepts the
prohibition to speak openly as its own convention. This
convention generates the languages that have enigmatic
composition. The hermetic nature of the being becomes
a hermetic nature of language. The enigmatic nature of
the being becomes an enigmatic nature of language.

Through script and language, hermeneutics interprets
the creations of human culture and civilisation. These
are relativised here-secrets — secrets of the humans and
their existence, and not the secret of the being. Once
the absolute secret of the being has been relativised and
has become an achievement of human culture, it can
cease to be a secret [lit. be de-secretised]. Formulating a
secret implies de-secretising it, just as the riddle implies
that it is to be solved, just as the enigma is art because
it involves the game of concealment and discernment.
The fact that not everyone can solve an enigma/riddle
does not prove that the enigma is inconceivable or that
whoever has understood it is God’s messenger. That the
secret will be interpreted subjectively and differently
does not make it ungraspable; it rather opens it to the
here-being (the creature) and to history; it makes it
historical. The literary secret is historical, plural and
composed on the secret-in-secret principle, a secret in
between. The hermeneutics of the Holy Scripture has
shown recently (P. Rickert, N. Frye) that even the secrets
of the gospels are facing the problem of the historicity
and plurality of the meaning of the text. Even the sacral
texts are not free from historicity, and therefore they are
spared neither of different interpretations nor different
translations of the same texts.
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TosikyBameTO Ha TajHaTa IoApas3bupa COO/BETHA yIa-
TEHOCT BO HEJ3UHUOT KOJ| U TIOUUTYBakhe Ha MpaBUIaTa
Ha HEj3UHOTO Kojiupame. Cekoja TajHa Koja € UMeHyBa-
HAa, He e (IIOBeKe) arcoJyyTHA. AICOJIyTHATA TajHA HEMa
rMe. 3aToa YOBEKOT, O] IAMHUHU JI0 JIEHEC, HE TO UMa
Haj/IeHO BUCTHHCKOTO UMe Ha Bor... Bo Murosu Ha ToJ-
KyBauKa HEMOK, YOBEKOT IPUOErHyBa KOH BepaTa Koja
He Oapa 300pOBH U KOja TOJIKyBa CO Cplie, HE CO yM.
sJajre mu 360p...“ 3a Hero, Bestn yoBekot. Hajaere mu
ro BUCTUHCKHOT 300p, HeroBotro ume. Jlajre Mu ro
tipasuoiu 360p. /laro umam. /la ro c-param. /la cparure
HEIITO 3HAYW Jla TO MMare, /a TO JIPXKUTE BO palle, Ja
vMaTe MOK Haj Hero. Haz 360pot, a mpeky Hero u Haj,
yoBeKoT. bor faBa otnop. U Toj He € paMHOyIIIEH TIPES
jasukor. Cu ro kpue wumero. Hyau mceBgoHUMH,
IpeKapy, aKpOHHUMH, C€, CaMO He CBOETO BHUCTHUHCKO
Nwme. AnicosryTHaTta TajHa 010MBa 1a OUe MPOTOJIKYBaHA
co 30op. Taa, eBeHTyasiHO, MOXKe Jla Ouje HaceTeHA
MHTYUTHUBHO, KaKO MPHU3HAK WU KAaKO JIeJl o7 HEKoja
BU3Hja. ATICOJIyTHATa TajHA HE € (YMCTO) YoBeuKa pabo-
Ta U MOCTOU OTa/ie ja3MKOT. Taa HeMa IPENO3HATIINB
HJIEHTUTET. AIICOJIyTHATA TajHA TO OCTaBa YOBEKOT 0e3
300poBH, Ia TAKOB, (GaCIMHUPAH, €r3aJTUPAH U Mapa-
JIN3UPaH, YOBEKOT HEe MOKe J1a ToJIKyBa. Moskebu 3a Toa
Hcak He ja moHy/ZIyBa CBOjaTa Bep3Hja Ha TOJKYBAHETO
Ha UCKYIIIEHHUETO.

[Tpegmver HA MUHTEPECOT HAa XePMEHEBTHUKATA € CIOjie-
snenara Tajua. Haunarara tumuna. Peura. Ciopen lepu-
Jla, OCHOBHATA MPUYHMHA /Ia HE Ce Kake HUKOMY HHIIITO
0/l OHA IIITO HEKOj IO 3HAe U IITO HEKOMY MYy € KaXKaHO
KaKO TajHa, JIEKH BO MoTpedaTa /1a He ce UCIPEYH ,He-
koj Tper Mmery Hac“ ([lepuma, 1999, 203). Ho, mu ce
YUHHU JieKa TpobJIeMOT ce 3aYHyBa BO MOMEHTOT KOra ce
mojaBuyI BTOpHOT, a HE BO MOMEHTOT Kora Ke ce II0jaBh
Tpetunor. IllTom mocrojaT ABajia, €JHUOT O] HUB ja Urpa
yJioraTa Ha TOJIKyBay M, KaKO TaKOB, TOj € IOTEHI[UjaIeH

Interpreting a secret requires appropriate knowledge of
its code and respecting the rules for decoding it. Every
secret that has been named is not an absolute secret
(anymore). An absolute secret has no name. For, since
the days of yore, man has not found the true name of
God... In times of interpretative weakness, man resorts
to faith that demands no words and interprets from the
heart, not through mind. “Give me a word...” for Him,
says man. Find me the true word, his name. Give me the
right word. To have it. To grasp it. To grasp something
is to have it, hold it in your hands, to have power over it.
That is, to have power over the word, and thus over man.
God resists. He too is not indifferent to language. He
is hiding his name. He offers pseudonyms, nicknames,
acronyms, everything but his real Name. The absolute
secret refuses to be interpreted with words. It may be
sensed intuitively, as sign or part of some vision. The
absolute secret is not a (purely) human thing and it
exists beyond language. It does not have a recognisable
identity. The absolute secret leaves man speechless and
as such, fascinated, exalted and paralysed, man cannot
interpret. Perhaps that is why Isaac does not offer his
version of the interpretation of the temptation.

The object of interest to hermeneutics is the shared secret.
The dented silence. The word. According to Derrida, the
basic reason for not telling someone anything from what
one knows and has been told as a secret lies in the need to
prevent “a third person” from coming between (Derrida,
1999, 203). However, it seems to me that the problem
is conceived the moment the Second rather than the
Third appears. Once there are two players, one of them
plays the role of interpreter and, as such, is a potential
transmitter of the secret and its possible solver.
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IpeHecyBay Ha TajHAaTa U MOTEHIIMjaJIeH OiTaTHyBay Ha
TajHAaTa.

3aKoHOT Ha TaTKOTO U 3aKOHOT Ha CuHOT
- TUpaHM1jaTa 1 pasBJIacTyBabETO

Opunocure Ha penanuja Tatko, CuH u Ceruor [Iyx ce
OCHOBAa Ha CHUMOOJIMYHUOT TOPEJOK Ha ja3UKOT U Ha
cBeroT. DyHKITMjaTa TAaTKO ro MeHyYBa Cy0OjEKTOT M CO
TOAQ TBOPU HCTOPHICKA HHM3a HA TpaHcepw O eaHa
reHepalyja Ha Jpyra, o7 POJAUTEJIH Ha Jielia, O/ TaTKO Ha
cuH. CHHOT CTaHyBa TaTKO, a TAaTKOTO CHH. 3a TaTKOTO
Jla cTaHe CHH, JIOBOJIHO € J1a Oujie BEpHUK U /1a TO CIIyIIa
nocyymrHo 300por Ha TaTkoTo - bBor. Cekoj BepHHK
e cuH boxju. 3a CHMHOT /Ja cTaHe TaTKo, Tpeba Jila ro
CHUMHE O] BJIACT CBOJOT TaTKO, Jia TO Pa3BJIACTH, /a My
ce CIIPOTHUCTAaBU HA HETOBHOT 3aKOH, Jla CE BOCTOJIUYH
cebe BO GyHKIIHja HA TaTKO (IleHTap, MOK, THpaHUja) /1a
BOBeJie HOB 3aKOH. CTaHyBajkH TaTKO, CHHOT IIOBTOPHO
CTaHyBa CHH, aKO BO HrpaTa ce BKJIyuu bor, a Toa e
HajBEpPOjaTHO.

3akoHOT Ha TaTKOTO € 3aKOH Ha THUPaHHWjaTa. 3aKOHOT
Ha CHUHOT e 3aKOH Ha pasBiacryBamweTo. Kojyiky e mo-
CTPOT, TMIOHENOIYCTJIMB U ITOHEMUJIOCP/IEH 3aKOHOT Ha
TaTkoTo, TONKy 1moBeke CHHOT € MOTHUBHUPAH Jia TO Jie-
TPOHU3UPA, IIa U Jia TO yeMpTH...> TakoB e 3aKOHOT Ha
Ypan, nHa XpoH unu CaTypH, 1 Ha JynmuTep, Toraii Kora
Tre ja BpmaT dyHknujara Ha CuH. Kora ke ja mpesemar
(¢yHKIIMjaTa Ha TaTKO, TOTAIIl THE M CAMUTE CE IPEIMET
Ha pa3BJyacTyBame, a He cyOjeKill KOj pa3BJiacTyBa. 3a-
KOHOT T0JIpa30upa parame U BOBEAyBame HOB 3aKOH,
3aKOHOT IoApa3bupa TpaHcdep, AeJIUKT, IIOBPEAa, 3710-
cTop, 0OHOBa, PEBOJIyNMja, U Taka J0 OECKOHEYHOCT,
3aToa IITO HEMA aICOJIyTEH MJIM COBPIIEH 3aKOH.

The Law of the Father and the Law of the Son
-Tyranny and Dethronement

The relationships between the Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit are the basis for the symbolic order of lan-
guage and the world. The function of the father changes
the subject and by doing so creates a historic sequence of
transfers from one generation to another, from parents
to children, from father to son. The son becomes a fa-
ther, the father becomes a son. For the father to become
a son, it is enough for him to be a believer and obey the
word of the father — God. Every believer is a son of God.
For the son to become a father, he needs to remove his
father from power, dethrone him, challenge his law, to
install himself in the office of fatherhood (centre, power,
tyranny), to introduce a new law. By becoming a father,
the son becomes a son again, if God comes into the game,
which is most likely.

The law of the Father is a law of tyranny. The law of
the Son is a law of dethronement. The stricter, more
relentless and more merciless the Father’s law is, the
more motivated the Son is to dethrone him and even put
him to death...® Such are the laws of Uranus, Cronus or
Saturn, and Jupiter, when they perform the function of
being a Son. When they take over the function of fathers,
they themselves are the objects of dethronement, not
the subjects that dethrone. The law involves giving birth
to and introducing a new law, the law involves transfer,
delict, injury, crime, restoration, revolution and so on
endlessly, since there is no absolute or perfect law.
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OnHOCHUTE Mely TaTKOTO M CHHOT Ce HapyIIyBaaT TOKMY
CO TIPOHUKHYBAaIETO BO eHuUrmaTta (OJ CTapOTPYKHOT
360D ai viypa, aiviypatoo KOj 3HA4YH 3araTka, raTaHKa,
3araJIoueH, TeMeH U HENOWMJIUB TOBOD, HEPEIUINB
cyuaj). Cnerara moBepbaTa IporJieiyBa IpeKy CIio3Ha-
BAlbeTO HA TajHaTa U HEJ3MHOTO CMECTyBamhe/II0JIO-
’KyBarbe BO Ja3MKOT, MaKap KaKo Haj-3arasioyHa durypa
Ha roBopoT (rpoTecka, HpoHUja, ajeropuja). Jlopepbara
BO TaTKOTO € HapylleHa. 3a cekoranl. becripuropopaara
JoBepba e 3aMmeHera co jaHsa. OHOj KOj HeKoramr 0w
OJIUIIETBOPEHNE HA CAKPAIHOTO, CTPAB-U-TPEIET IIOMe-
IIAHU CO MOYUT U JbyOOB, OJIeAHAII Ce JeCaKPaTU3Upa.
CosprireHcTBOTO O6MiT0 3absya. JbyboBTa e mozesneHa.
CuHor cdaka Jieka He OMJT HU €JUHCTBEH, HU HajMUJI, HA
HajBakeH. [IpHOPUTETOT € MpeMecTeH, IIEHTAPOT € Ha
Hekoe apyro mecto (bor, Mokra, kapuepara, OPOKOT,
eroto). ABpaam Toa ro caka BO MOMEHTOT KOTa ja JJOHE
OJlJTyKaTa Koro Ke »KpTByBa. [Ipes Toa, Toj MOXKeJ Aa ce
JIOBeZlyBa U caMHUOT cebecu Bo 3abiyna. Mopwja e cum-
060y Ha ecakpasmzanuja Ha TarkoTto. Camozabiry-
JIlyBarbeTO, KAKO YOBEKOBa TajHa par exellence, ce pac-
TajHyBa U C€ YKUHYBA.

OHoj k0j e ¢haTeH Ha /IeJI0 O/ CUHOT, Kako ABpaaM, HeEMa
kazie 71a 6era. ITomo6po, ako € BOOIIIITO HEITO 100pO
(ymre egHa MpOHMja Ha jJa3UKOT M MOK Jia Ce CIIPaBU
co becMUCTUIINTE), /1a Ce TIPenpaBa Jieka He To 4yJI Ipa-
IIAFeTO U Jla TO OJMOJIYH OATOBOPOT. /la He maze Ko-
MeHTap. /la cMeTa Ha BpeMeTO U Ha Ha/eKTa YOBEUKa,
JIeKa eJieH JieH Ke ce 1o3abopaBu U JieKa Toa IITo 0110
ke Oujie Kako j1a He Omio. Taka cé€ 1o cMpTTa, TaTKOTO
ke JKHBee CO IOPHUBOT Jia IPOIaJHe BO 3eMja, /la 3UHE
3eMjaTa U Jia To TOJITHE, 3a Jla He Mopa J1a ce cekaBa. Tat-
KOTO Ke CH IO KpHUe IOTJIEJIOT, Ke TJIe/ia Ha CTpaHa 3a Jia
He Ouzie BusieH. Ouute 360pyBaart. [lorienoT ro kaxxysa
OHa IIITO yCTaTa ro KpHe.

The relations between the father and the son are
shattered precisely by the penetration into the enigma
(from the ancient Greek word ai viyua, aiviypatoo,
which means puzzle, riddle, puzzling, mysterious,
obscure and ungraspable speech, unsolvable case).
Blind trust sees through the cognition of the secret and
its placement/allocation in language, even as the most
puzzling figure of speech (a grotesque, irony, allegory).
One’s confidence in the father is shattered. Forever.
Unquestioning trust has been replaced by anxiety. He
who was once the embodiment of the sacral, terror
mixed with respect and love, is suddenly desacralised.
Perfection was a delusion. Love has been divided.
The Son realises that he was neither the only one nor
the dearest, nor the most important. The priority has
shifted; the centre is elsewhere (God, career, vice, the
ego). Abraham realises this the moment he decided
who to sacrifice. Before that he could delude himself.
Moriah is a symbol of the desacralisation of the father.
Self-delusion, as a human secret par excellence, is being
de-secretised and abolished.

He who is caught red-handed by the son, like Abraham,
has nowhere to run. He had better, if there is anything
good at all (another irony of language and its power to
deal with nonsense), pretend that he has not heard the
question and suppress the answer. He had better stay
without comment. He had better hope that in time and
thanks to human hope things will be forgotten one day
as if they have never been. Thus, until the end of his
days, the father would keep wishing that the ground
had swallowed him up so that he would not have to
remember.
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TaTkoTO ke m3berHyBa pasroBOp OYHM BO OYH CO CHHOT,
Ha TeMaTra HCKyIIeHue U KpTByBame. CHHOT MOXe J1a
My IIPOCTH, HO IIPOIIKATa HEMA /1a TO CIacu oj1 cebe U o7
colcTBeHaTa jaHsa. Mopuja ke Guzie, o/ MOYETOKOT JI0
KpPajoT, HOKHA MOpa Ha Y0BeIITBOTO. COMHEBAHETO KE TO
rpu3e U TaTKOTO, K HETOBHUOT CUH. TaTKOTO, 3aT0a IITO Ke
ce IUIAIIY JIeKa € IEMUCTU(UIIUPAH OJf CHHOT, a CHHOT -
3aTOA IITO Ke caKa, Kora U Jja €, /1a ja J03Hae BUCTHUHATA.
CoMmHeBameTO ke Oujie HAUMH HA KOMYHUKaIja Mery
TaTKOTO U CUHOT. COMHEBAHETO KAKO €r3UCTEHIIMjaTHA
¥ OHTOJIOIIKA HesarogHocT. HokHara Mopa Ha ABpaam
€ HOKHa Mopa Ha 4oBemTBOTO. [{MKINYHO, Taa ce Oy-
[N, ce aKTyeJu3upa, ce oOHOBYBa. 3a xkay. CBeTOT Ou
ro U3TYyOMJI CBOJOT WUJIEHTHTET KOra OM ce OTKaXKasl Of
HOKHaTta Mopa Ha Mopwuja. KamxkeBHOCTa € efeH of
MeJILyMUTe KOU ja aKTyeJIu3upaar TajHata Ha Mopuja.

Ce HameTHyBa U eJlHA JIpyra ONTHKA BO IOCMaTPabeTO
Ha rpoTeckara Ha uckyueHuero. Tekcror Ha Eganee-
Aueilio TO COAPIKU OMUCOT HA WCKYIIEHUUYKUTE CTpa-
JlaHuja Bo ¢popMa Ha IIPUKA3Ha KOja €, BOETHO, U TOJIKY-
Bame Ha CUTyallljaTa, U IUTHpake Ha HcKasuTe Ha bor,
Aspaam u Hcak. Mojcej, kako aBTop Ha EeaHeeaueitio,
JleMUCTHU(UIIIPA HEKOU ACIIEKTH Ha TPOTECKHOCTA, HO ja
MMOYUTYBa €HUTMAaTUYHOCTA KOJIKY IIITO € TOA MOXKHO
KOTr'a Ce pacKaKyBa, MaKap ¥ Bo 00JIMK Ha CAKPAIM3UPAH
roBop. Toj HacTojyBa /1a He r0 pa3ropyBa YyBCTBOTO Ha
roBpezieHOCT Kaj Mcak. HaunHOT Ha kojmro Mojcej ro
COOIIIITYBAa IPEJAaHHETO 3a ABpaaM, He ja HWHCTHUTY-
IIUOHAJIM3MPA OMa3/laTa KaKO UJIEHTUTET HAa CUHOT U
He 3aroBapa, Iapa/iOKCaJHO, Ka3HAa HA TaTKOTO, HU
Herosa JieTpoHusanuja. Toa e Iokasares JeKa IIpHU-
KazHara 3a ABpaaMm u lcak MuHasa HU3 efieH (Xpuc-
TUjaHCKH) puiiTep U Jieka e 700po Gokasm3upaHa HU3
cBecTa Ha HapaTopoT. Bo cniucure Ha Citiapuoiu 3aseil
ce MpeMHHYBa O€IVIO 07 MHKPUMHHUDPAHUTE >KPTBe-

The father will look away to hide his eyes, lest he should
be seen. The eyes speak. The look betrays what the lips
secrete. The father will avoid eye-to-eye conversations
on the topics of temptation and sacrifice. The son can
forgive him, but forgiveness will not deliver him from his
own anxiety. Moriah will be, from the beginning to the
end, humanity’s nightmare. Doubt will gnaw the father
and his son: the father — because he will be afraid that
he has been demystified by his son; the son because at
some point he will want to find out the truth. Doubt will
be a way of communication between the father and the
son. Doubt as an existential and ontological uneasiness.
Abraham’s nightmare is a nightmare of humanity.
Cyclically, it awakes, becomes topical again, renewed.
Unfortunately. The world would lose its identity if it gave
up the Moriah nightmare. Literature is one of the media
that actualise the Moriah secret.

Another kind of optics offers itself in the observation of
the grotesque of temptation. The text of the Gospel con-
tains the description of the tempted one’s anguish in the
form of a story that is, at the same time, an interpreta-
tion of the situation and a quote of God’s, Abraham’s and
Isaac’s statements. Moses, as the author of the Gospel,
demystifies some aspects of the grotesque but respects
the enigmatic as much as it is possible when relating,
even in the form of sacalised speech. He is trying not to
inflame Isaac’s sense of injury. The manner in which Mo-
ses delivers the story of Abraham does not institutional-
ise revenge as the identity of the son and, paradoxically
enough, does not advocate punishment for the father
and dethronement. It is a sign that the story of Abraham
and Isaac has gone through a (Christian filter) and that it
has been focalised well through the consciousness of the
narrator. The subsequent incriminated events involv-
ing sacrifice are superficially treated in the scriptures
of the Old Testament. There is no mention there of the
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HUYKU cCOOMTHja Ha coOMTHjaTa KOU cJjieiaT rmoroa. Bo
HUB HeMa HM 300D 3a YyBCTBYBalhe€TO BHMHA M TPHsKa Ha
COBECT Kaj TaTKOTO WJIH 3a TpaymaTa Ha Vcak. ABpaam u
Hcak ce BpakaaT cO JBajijaTa MOMOIIM KaKO HUIIITO
HeoOUuHO Ja He ce ciIyduao. TokMy Toa HeoOUu4HHO
Hewilio 3a KOEIITO He pasroBapaaT ABpaam u Mcak, e
TEMHO MeCTO Koe Tpeba sia ce ocBetiu. Ho, Guaejku
XepMeHEeBTHKaTa Ha TOa MPeMOJIYyBalbe UMa mnorpeda
O/l pacBeT/IyBarbeé HHU3 MpU3MaTa Ha eIeH JPYT TOIOC,
IIpOIIIKaTa, Toa Ke o OCTaBMMeE 3a HeKoja Jpyra IpHu-
roja.

HpuHuunor 4Y0OBEYHOCT - HOKHATA MOpa Ha YOBELWTBOTO

Bo mojata mecHa ,VckymieHue“, akTye/JH3UpPajKu ja
rpoTeckaTa Ha HCKyIIeHHeTO Ha ABpaam, IIpallaB:
»3o1rto OHoj T'ope mMosTyelie 1 MUJIOCTA ja IITEJIENIE -
HUKO]j He y3Ha!“. AJlyiupaB Ha cUTyarijaTa BO KOjaIlTo
ce Haora YOBEIITBOTO JIEHEC, U ITOCEOHO MaKeIOHCKUOT
Jles1 of 4doBemTBoTO. ['0 3amosiuB ABpaam, TaTtkoTo
u bBora, na onbujar - >KPTBYBameTO HA COICTBEHUOT
mopoj/Hapoy na 6uzme 0ka3 3a BepHocTta. Toramn pe-
KOB - JIa 0/I0Me /1a TO KPTBYBa HajMHJIOTO, aMa HE CyM
CUTYpPHA JIeKa PEKOB IpaBo. /[a My Oellle HajMUII BO BUC-
TUHCKA CMHCJIa Ha 360poT, ABpaaM HeMallle 1a OJIJTydH
Jla CH TO JKPTByBa CUHOT. CHHOT MOKeOu My OMJI MWL,
HO moMu1 My 6ut Bor. Bo eieH MOMEHT, CHCTEMOT Ha
€TUYKA M €MOTHUBHHU BPEIHOCTH Kaj HEro ce MeHyBa.
Torarm mpaiias - 0 Kora Ke ce IpaBH O/ 3710 1103JI0, BO
“Me Ha HEKOW ujeu 3a ooporo? Jlo Kora menra Ke TH
ompaBayBa cpezcrara (1 koja I[EJI, Bupouem)? /o kora
Ke ce MPOMOBHPA IOJIUTUKATa HA IIpaBere 3J10700p0?
Jlo xora ke MOJIYU CEMOKHHOT, cecBuieresoT (OHOj-Koj-
TJiefia-ce) ¥ IpaBeTHUOT?

father’s sense of guilt and remorse or of Isaac’s trauma.
Abraham and Isaac return with the two young men as if
nothing unusual has happened. Precisely this unusual
something that Abraham and Isaac will not discuss is the
dark spot that needs to be brought to light. But, since the
hermeneutics of this silence needs to be brought to light
through the prism of another topos, forgiveness, we will
leave it for another opportunity.

The Humanity Principle - the Nightmare of
Humanity

In my poem ‘Temptation’, revisiting the grotesque of
Abraham’s temptation, I asked: “Why He above spoke
no word and why He saved his mercy — none has
ever learnt!” I alluded to the position that humanity,
especially its Macedonian portion, is in today. I asked
Abraham, the Father, and God to refuse the sacrifice of
one’s progeny/people as a proof on one’s loyalty. I said
“refuse to sacrifice the dearest” but I am not sure that I
put it well. Had Isaac been Abraham’s dearest in the true
sense of the word, Abraham would not have decided to
sacrifice his own son. He may have been fond of his son
but God must have been dearer to him. At one point his
system of ethical and emotional values changed. Then I
asked — how many more iniquities in the name of ideas
of good? How much longer will the end justify the means
(and what END, actually)? How much longer will the
policy of evil-good be promoted? How much longer will
the almighty keep silent, the ubiquitous (he who sees all)
and righteous?
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EnHO 071 0CHOBHHUTE IIpaliiama IITO IO IOCTaByBa XepMe-
THYHATA U XepMeHeBTHYKara cutyanuja of Ciiapuoil
3aeeill BO BpCKa CO HCKYIIIyBam€TO Ha ABpaaM U KPT-
ByBameTO Ha lcak € TOKMy IpallameTo - KaKo Jia ce
’KMBee YOBEUKH, a J1a ce ousie BepHUK? Kako 1a ce buzie
BEPHHUK, a JIa ce OocTaHe XyMaH? /lasu HeKaJie, BO HEKOU
KpajHU TPAHUIIY, BepaTa ja UCKJIy4dyBa XyMaHOCTa U HA
IIpeZieH IIJIaH ja IOCTaByBa UJiejaTa, uieajoT, HA4eao0To.
IlITo u na oxbepe, bor wim CuHOT, YoBeKOT Tyon. Kora
ryou nmomasiky? YoBeukaTa cuTyaldja € Ouparbe Mery
nBe 3ya. Ho, kako /1a ce ope/ln KOe € MOMaJIOTO 3JI0?
Moszke i1 Koe OUJIO 3710 /1a ce IPETBOPHU BO HEIITO J100-
po? Ja 3Hae JiM HEKO]j Taa aJIXeMuja, Taa Maruja?

N36opoTr Ha ABpaam e mo3HaT. Toj oxbupa ma cu ro
YCMPTH CHUHOT, noJ; ¢dopMa Ha 0OpeTHO IMPUHECYBame
»kpTBa mpe U Ha Bora. CeemHo o ABpaam de facto
HE TO M3BPIIyBa YOUCTBOTO, TOj CYIITUHCKH T'O IPAaBHU
CBOjOT U300p. ABpaam e CBECEH 3a TeKMHATa Ha CBOjOT
n360p, HO caMm ro bupa. bor My Hasnara, HO TOj € OHOj KOj
Tpeba J1a OJ/UTyJH IITO Ke HampaBu. ABpaam ja npudaka
omIMjaTa Ha cyiena BepHocT. Toj 3Hae ieka n3060pOoT IITO
TO IIPaBH Ce KOCHU CO HETOBATa IIPETCTaBa 32 TATKOBCTBO-
TO, HO CeIIaK OJJTy4YyBa Jia /N HACIIPOTHU cebe U J1a pU3U-
KyBa. PU3BUKOT Ha ABpaaM BepOjaTHO ce ucIiuiaTenre. bor
JleMHellle HaJl HEro W ro cupedu Hajmormoro. Ho mro
ke Oemre ako Bor Geme 3a Mur orcyteH? A 3a GaKTOT
Jleka CHHOT HeMa HUKOTAIll ITOBeKe J1a Ouze I1eJI0CHO
CHH, PETKO KOj ce mparryBa. Vcak e obesnexaHn, 3a BeK-
H-BEKOB, O/ COMHEXOT BO TaTKOBaTa JbyOOB. CHHOT
CTpajia o7 HeJIOCTATOK Ha JbyOOB, HEJOCTATOK Ha BepoOa,
HeJIOCTaTOK Ha nortkpena. CHHOT e 1eUHUTUBHO CaM.
Opn uckymeHreTo Ha ABpaaM JI0 JIEHEC, YOBEKOT € CaM.
HcropurjaTa IMHUYHO IO IIOTCETYBA YOBEIITBOTO JIeKa €
TeHKa rpaHunaTa mery bor u Coronara, Mery TaTKOTO U
FaBOJIOT.

One of the basic questions posed by the hermetic and
hermeneutic situation in the Old Testament concern-
ing Abraham’s temptation and the sacrifice of Isaac is
precisely the question of why to live like a human be-
ing and be a believer? How to be a believer and remain
human? Does faith, in some extreme instances, exclude
humanity and put the idea, the ideologue and the prin-
ciple in the foreground? Whatever one chooses, God or
the Son, one loses. When is the loss smallest? Man is in a
position to choose between two evils. But how does one
decide which evil is smaller? Can any evil be turned into
something good? Does anyone know that alchemy, that
magic?

Abraham’s choice is well known. He chooses to put his
son to death, under the guise of a ritual offering before
and to God. Regardless of the fact that Abraham does not
actually commit the murder, in essence he does make his
choice. Abraham is aware of the graveness of his choice
but he makes it anyway. Abraham accepts the option of
blind loyalty. He knows that the choice he makes con-
tradicts his perception of fatherhood, yet he decides to
go against himself and to take the risk. Most likely Ab-
raham’s risk paid off. God eyed him and prevented the
worst. But what would have happened if God had been
absent for a moment? And few people ask themselves
about the fact that the Son will never be entirely a son.
Isaac was marked for ever by his doubt in his father’s
love. The son suffers from lack of love, faith and support.
The son is definitely alone. Ever since Abrahams’ temp-
tation, man has been alone. History has been cynically
reminding humanity of the thin line between God and
Satan, between the father and the devil.
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Bor Bo mocseneH MHT ro CIpedyBa 4YeIOMOPCTBOTO,
HO TOA He MOXKe Jla ja IMPOYMCTH COBecTa Ha ABpaaM.
Y6ucTBOTO BO 00M/1 € YMH Ha ITPEIABCTBO HA CMUCJ/IATa HA
MIOCTOEHETO, HA IMIPUHITUIIOT YOBEUHOCT. AKO CMHUCIIATa
Ha IIOCTOEHETO MOJKe Ja Ce OCTBapU U HACIPOTH
MIPETCTAaBUTE 32 XyMaHOCTA M €THYKHUTE Hadesla, TOrall
3HAYU JIeKa XyMaHOCTa He € YCJIOB 06e3 KOjIITO He MOXKe
4yoBeKOT. FIMa MHOTYOPOjHU MpUMeEPU KO MOKaXKyBaaT
JleKa 3a HeKOW WHJIUBHU/YU IIOCTOEHETO Ce OCMHUCIIYBa
MpeKy OecMUCIEHH, allCypAHU, HEXYMaH!U U HEETUYHH
nocranku. KosKy U /1a e pacTerjvB MOUMOT €TUYHOCT
KaKO MOKEH CUHOHUM 3a YOBEYHOCTA, TO] CENakK He e
pactersiuB /1o O6ecBecT U He e alCoJIyTHO €HTPOIIMYEH.
KuBotoT ja ofpetyBa MepaTa Ha XyMaHOCTa.

BecMmucnenuTe, pOHUYHH U TPOTECKHU ITOCTAIKH, KaK-
BU IIITO C€ JKPTBYBAaHETO M YOMBAHETO HA HAjMUJIOTO,
O/THOCHO Ha HEIO03HATOTO, CO HUIITO HEMOTHBUPAHUTE
yOHCTBa MJIM MUCTEPHO3HO MOTHBHUpPaHUTEe youctsa (o1
Aspaawm, nipeky Meneja, 1o Mepco ox Cilipaneyoil Ha
KamMyu wim [0 JIMKOT-packaskyBad O] packas3oT Aiico-
AyitieH cayx Ha Jlanuen aen Llyaude...), KAITaT o7 IpHU-
MOpPAUjaTHU 0OY/TU U YyBCTBAa KAKBH IIITO CE - OMPa3a-
Ta, 3aBHUCTA, [IOPUBOT 32 CAJUCTUUKO Y>KUBambe, 0e3yMu-
eTo... /la ce HajIe cMHUcIIaTa Ha MOCTOEHETO (YOBEUKOTO
Jla CTaHe YOBEYHO) 0/Ipa3brpa XxyMaHU3alMja Ha CEKOj
yoBeK o//iesiHO. Toa € pedyrcu HeoCTBApJIUB ITPOEKT.
Torar, ako 4OBEKOT caM 10 cebe He € YOBeUEH, IIITO €
HeroBa differentia specifica? CTeKHyBameTO HCKyCTBa
Bp3 TyrUTe MPUMEPHU € IPEAYC/IOB 3a Jja ce MpoduaInpa
KOHIIENITOT Ha XyMaHoTO. /]a ce pazbujaT wiysuurte. J{a
He ce HJleayIn3upa YOBEKOT, 3a Jla MOXKE Jla ce XyMaH-
u3upa.

He cMpTra, TyKy >KHUBOTOT IIpaBH IIOAOH-IIIETA CO
yoBekoT. CMpTTa € BepHa, KUBOTOT IO HU3HEBEpyBa
YOBeKOT. IlapajiokcaITHUTe MPECBPTH CTOjaT 3aj CEKOj

God prevents the infanticide in the nick of time but that
cannot cleanse Abraham’s conscience. An attempted
murder is an act of treason of the meaning of existence,
of the principle of humanity. If the meaning of being can
be grasped despite the perceptions of humanity and of
ethical principles, then humanity is not a prerequisite
that man cannot live without. There are numerous exam-
ples that show how some individuals perceive existence
through nonsensical, absurd, inhumane and unethical
deeds. However flexible, the term ethicality as a possible
synonym of humanity, it is still not endlessly flexible or
absolutely entropic. Life sets the measure of humanity.

The absurd, ironic and grotesque acts, such as the sac-
rifice and murder of one’s dearest, or of the unknown,
the murders motivated by nothing or the mysteriously
motivated murders (from Abraham, though Medea, to
Mersault from Camus’ The Stranger or to the narrator in
Daniele del Giudice’s short story Absolute Ear [L’Oreille
absolue]...), are full of primordial motives and feelings,
such as revenge, envy, desire for sadistic pleasure, mind-
lessness.... Finding the meaning of existence (for the
human to become humane) involves humanising every
human being individually. It is almost an unfeasible
project. Then, if the human per se is not humane, what
is his differentia specifica? Gaining experience through
other people’s examples is a precondition for profiling
the concept of the humane. Dispelling the illusions. Ide-
alising the human in order to humanise him.

Life rather than death plays tricks on man. Death is
loyal, life betrays man. The paradoxical shifts lurk be-
hind every corner of existence. Ethics is reconstructed
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CBUjOK Ha IMOCTOemeTo. ETHKaTa ce peKOHCTpyHUpa IpeKy
coomHOCOT (ja30T M coBmaramarta) Mery 300pOBUTE U
nenata. ETMkara Ha jKUBeemeTO He e Hacjle/Ha KaTe-
ropuja, He e CTEKHATA e{HAIll 3a cekorail. Taa mocrojaHo
ce rpajy U ce BO30OHOBYBA. A TOKMY €THKATa € Taa Koja
ra ¢popMHpa IPETCTaBUTE 3a JAPYroCTa W 3a JIPYTHOT.
Etukara e mozapadje Ha IOJBOEHOCTH W PAa3JIUKH, He-
KOrall HENOMMHHM W KpajHO HempudatiusBu. 3aToa
JIDYTHOT IIOCTOU U HE MOJKeE J1a Ce IIOUCTOBETU CO MEHE U
jac He cakaM Jia ce IIOMCTOBETAM HUTY Jla M€ IOUCTO-
BeT(yBa)aT co Hero. Mokebu He coceMa U He CeKorarll,
HO €TUYKUTE PA3JINKU C€ BUJJIUBU U MEPJIMBH, 3AIITO
MMaaT YOBEUYKH 00pas.

Cakpanu3auuja Ha KHUXKEBHOCTa

KHI>KeBHHOT roBOp € TaeH roBop. JIOTHIHO, KHU>KEBHU-
OT TOBOP € BUJ] CAKpPaTU3UPaH roBop (sacra, secre — Taj-
HO, cBeTO). JIuTepapusanujara e cakpanusanuja. JKes-
OaTa /1a He ce KaXKyBa ce, moTpebaTa HellTaTa /ia ce mpe-
MOJTYAT UM € CBOjCTBEHA HA HEKHIKEBHUTE BUJIOBU I'O-
BOD, 0CO0EHO Ha TEKOBHUOT, KOJIOKBUjaJIeH F'OBOP, KOj €
JlaJIeKy TIOMOATOTBEH J]a Ce HA/IOMOJIHU CO HEja3UdHU
CpeZicTBa U CO BOHja3WYHATa CUTyalyja IITO ja KOH-
TEKCTyaJIu3upa Bo cebe M Ha KojamTo U JilaBa MHGOp-
MatuBHa MOK. HeBepOasiM3upaHHUOT e 0f] TOBOPOT €
BOOOMYAEH 3a MPUPOJ0ja3BUYHUTE CHUCTEMH U KOMYHH-
karuu. KHMKeBHOCTA ce CTPEMH Jja TO Oja3UdM, 3HAUH
Jla To BepbayM3upa M OHA IITO HE IO HCKaxyBa. Bo
KHIKEBHHTE MCKa3U HEMCKAXKAaHUTE 300pOBHU Ce coCTa-
BEH JIeJ1 071 Ja3UIHO-PETOPUYKUTE (PUTYPH, HADATUBHUTE,
JIDAMCKUTE U JIMPCKUTE OOJIMIA CO KOWIITO C€ TI0C-
TUTHyBaaT CeMaHTUYKHU (U IpyTH) eDeKTH Ha eTHO KHU-
’)KeBHO Jiesio. CBECHOTO 0/10UBame /1a ce Ka)KaT HEeKOU
300pOBHU U J]a ce OTKPHjaT HEKOU TAjHU MOPAKU € OIl-
IITOjJa3UYHO CBOjcTBO. KHIIKEBHOCTA TO crieluUIupa

through the relationship (the gaps and coincidences)
between words and deeds. The ethics of living is not a
hereditary category; it is not acquired once and for all.
It is constantly built and rebuilt. Precisely ethics is what
forms the perceptions of otherness and of the other. Eth-
ics is a realm of dichotomies and differences, sometimes
ungraspable and utterly unacceptable. Therefore, the
other exists and cannot be identified with me, nor would
I want to identify or be identified with someone else.
Perhaps not entirely or always, but ethical differences
are visible and measurable because they have a human
reputation.

Sacralisation of Literature

Literary speech is secret. Logically, literary speech is a
kind of sacralised speech (sacra, sacre — secret, holy).
Literarisation is sacralisation. The desire not to say eve-
rything, the need to suppress some things is a feature of
non-literary kinds of speech, particularly of contempo-
rary colloquial speech, which is by far more open to be-
ing supplemented with non-linguistic instruments and
with the extra-linguistic situation that it contextualises
within and to which it gives informative power. The non-
verbalised part of speech is a commonplace in natural
linguistic systems and communications. Literature seeks
to verbalise even that which it does not express. In lit-
erary statements, unexpressed words are constituent
elements of the linguistic-rhetorical figures, narrative,
dramatic and lyrical forms through which the semantic
(and other) effects of a literary work are rendered. The
conscious refusal to say some words and reveal some se-
cret messages is a general feature of language. Literature
specifies this feature and adjusts it to its linguistic and
aesthetic code. Literature says much more but the way
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TOA CBOJCTBO M T'O HPHUCIOCOOYBa HA CBOJOT ja3UYHO-
eCTeTCKU KojI. KHIkeBHOCTA Ka)KyBa MHOTY ITOBEKe, HO
HAYMHOT Ha KOJIITO ro IIpaBU Toa He e 6aHaneH. 1 kora
KpHe, Taa He IO IPaBU TOA EKCIUIMIIUTHO, HU IIpar-
MatugHO. OHOj, maK, Koj He 300pyBa eKCIUTUIIUTHO, UMa
IIOJTHO TIPABO U JIOJIKHOCT J1a 300pyBa UMILTUIIUTHO, /1a
300pyBa QUTYpPATHBHO, /1a TO I'yOU KOHTAKTOT CO IIPEJI-
METOT Ha KOJjIIITO Ce OJHECYBA, /Ia CE OTHECYBA HA IIOBEKE
IIpeMEeTH, IIPOCTOPU U BPEMHUIHA BO UCTO BPEME.

Crniopen lepuia, KHMKEBHOCTA € ecTeTU3HMpaHa dopma
Ha Jlecakpaiu3anyja Ha CBeTOTO oTKpoBeHuUe ([lepuna,
1999, 205). KumkeBHOCTa ce TOCTaByBa KaKO CBHU/IETET
Ha eJIeH MUCTEPHUO3€eH YMH, HEKOTAIl Ha €THO 3JI0-71eJI0
Koe KomHee 1o 3abopaB. Ho, ymre cBeruTe mucma/
KHUTH, KOJIKY U J]a Ce CAKPAJIM3UPAHHU, IT0APa3oupaaT u
HEKOM KHIKEBHU cBOjcTBa. OTTaMy, CBETUTE TUCMA BEKe
ja HajaByBaaT Jiecakpasin3alijaTa, HO U HajaByBaaT HOB,
JIeJIyMHO eCTETU3HUpaH OOJIMK Ha eHUTrMaTu3aIyja, a co
TOA U Ha cakpanu3anyuja. KHukeBHOCTa HE MOXKe coceMa
Jla ce WU3BJleue O/ CeHKaTa Ha cakpasnHoTo. HejsuHara
CKJIOHOCT KOH E€HUTMaTUYHOCT U KOH XEPMETUYHOCT
ja mobamKyBa J0 CaKpaJIHOTO, MaKap Kako OOJIMK Ha
MucTU(HUKAIM]a HA CAKPATTHOTO.

Kako ecreTcku 001K Ha MEMOpPHja KOja MOKe /ia ce pe-
aKTyeJIM3MPa BO CEKOja COO/IBETHA KOHCTE IAIH]a, BJIacTa
IJlela Ha KHIDKEBHOCTA KaKO Ha IOTEHIHjaJieH Ipo-
TUBHUK. II0OCTOM CTepEeOTUNHM3UPaH, IIPU3HAT WIH He-
[IPpU3HAT UMHII IeKa KHIYKEBHOCTA MOYKE /1a TU 3arPO3H
CIIOKOJOT M CTaTyCOT HAa BOCTOJIMYEHUTE JUCKYPCH Ha
MOKTa M Ha HOCHUTEJIUTE Ha MOKTa, JileKa IIPeTCTaByBa
3aKaHa IO OAHOC Ha odUIMjaTU3UpaHATa CIUKA Ha
CBETOT, Ha HCTOpWjaTa, Ha ceramHocrta. OTramy BO
OIIIITECTBATa, OCOOEHO OHHWE KOW HHKJIWHUPAAT KOH
TOTAJIUTAPHOCT, C€ jaByBa 3a30p O/ KHMKeBHOCTAa. KHU-
’KEeBHOCTAa HE MOXKE, U Jla caKa, J]a T0O UTHOpUPA YHUTa-

in which it does so is not banal. Even when it conceals,
it does not do that explicitly or pragmatically. Whoever
does not speak explicitly, has every right and duty to
speak implicitly, figuratively, to lose touch with the ref-
erence object, to refer simultaneously to more objects,
spaces and times.

According to Derrida, literature is an aestheticised form
of the desacralisation of the holy revelation (Derrida,
1999, 205). Literature bears witness to a mysterious act,
sometimes an evildoing that longs for oblivion. But the
holy scriptures/books, however sacralised, still involve
some literary features. Hence, the holy scriptures already
herald not only desacralisation but also a new and par-
tially aestheticised form of enigmatisation and, thereby,
of sacralisation. Literature cannot come entirely out of
the shade of the sacral. Its tendency to be enigmatic and
hermetic brings it closer to the sacral, even as a form of a
mystification of the sacral.

Being an aesthetic form of memory that can be re-ac-
tualised in every appropriate constellation, literature
is perceived by the authorities as a potential opponent.
There is a stereotyped, recognised and unrecognised
image that literature can threaten the tranquillity and
the status of the established discourses of power and the
holders of power, that it is a threat to the canonised im-
age of the world, of history and the present. Therefore,
in societies, particularly in those inclined to totalitarian-
ism, there is an aversion to literature. Literature cannot,
even if it wanted to ignore the reader and be indifferent
to the throne and to tyranny (a final paronomasia).
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TEJIOT, ja Oujle paMHOZYIIIHA CIIpEMAa TPOHOT M THpa-
HujaTa (elHa pUHA MApOHOMAa3Hja, HeJH ?)

Jepuna ru pe3auMupa, Ha CaMHOT KPaj 0] cCBOjaTa KHUTA
/la ce dade cmpili, YETUPUTE CBOjCTBA HA KHIKEBHOCTA
KOU Ce 3HaYajHH 3a XepMeHeBTHUKaTa. [IpBO, BeJIU TOj,
KHIDKEBHOCTA MIMa IPaBO Jla Kake C€ W Ja CKpHue ce.
BTopo, KHUKEeBHOCTA € 0CsT000/IeHa O] OATOBOPHOCTA J1a
“Ma cMuciIa (CMUCIIa, He 3Havere!) ¥ 0O3HAYeH MpeJIMET
(pedepent). Tpero, KHHUKEBHOCTA MOKe Jia Ouzme Oec-
MHCJIEHa KaKo JKpTBaTa Ha ABpaaM. KHukeBHOCTa MMa
IIPABO Jla He caKa Jia Kajke HUIITO, 3Ha4H Jia Oujie xep-
MeTHYHA, 7la Ouje arcosyTHO XepMeTwdHa. YeTBpTO,
TajHaTa Ha KHIKEBHOCTA HE MOPA /Ia COO/IBETCTBYBA Ha
HEKOja CTBAapPHOCT BO CBETOT U Ha HEKOE BOCTAHOBEHO
3Haueme. [1eTTo, KHUKEBHOCTA € MEeCTO Ha CUTEe TajHHU
0e3 TajHA. BpBeH 3aKOH Ha KHM)KEBHOCTA € €ITNHEYHOCTa
Ha HacTaHoT, me0To (Derrida, 1999, 206). OBue Te3u Ha
JKak [lepuma ro oapeayBaaT KaKO MUCJIHTEN KOj ja
OpaHU aBTOTEJIMYHOCTA M aBTOHOMHOCTA Ha KHHUJKEB-
HOCTa, HEJ3UHOTO NPABO W HEj3MHATa OOBpCKa Ha ec-
TeTcKa c0007a, ©300p M UIpa, a TOKMYy 3aToa W HEj-
3WHATa MpeopeeHo0 T 1a Ou/ie TanHCcTBeHa. KHMKeB-
HOCTa, OWIo 7a ja caTuMe KaKo Jecakpasms3anyja Ha
TajHATAa WIM KaKO CaKpajim3alyja Ha HCTOpHjaTa, He
MO2Ke Jia Oujie arncosyTHO XxepMeTndHa. KHMKeBHOCTA,
CO CBOjaTa peJIaTUBHA XEPMETUYHOCT, HE MOXKE Jia He
Ka’Ke ariCoJIyTHO HUINTO. KHMKeBHOCTA KajKyBa MHOTY,
300pyBajku TamHCTBeHO. CeKorami OJJHOBO U OJIHOBO.
KHukeBHOCTa ja Ha/pKuByBa cMpTTa. IIpem MHoryTe
HCKyIlIeHU]ja, /la Ouze wiu Ja He Oujie, KHUKEBHOCTA
oncranyBa. Koj ja mTuty, Toa e yuiTe €JHO OTBOPEHO
npamame. Ho, ako camara He ce mrtuTy, HU bor HEMa 1a
11 TIOMOTHE.

At the end of his book To Give Death, Derrida summa-
rises the four features of literature that are significant to
hermeneutics. First, says he, literature is entitled to say
everything and to conceal everything. Second, literature
is free from the responsibility to make sense (sense, not
meaning!) and a clear object of reference (referent).
Third, literature can be absurd like Abraham’s sacrifice.
Literature is entitled to refuse to say something — that
is, to be hermetic, to be absolutely hermetic. Fourth, the
secret of literature does not have to correspond to any re-
ality in the world and to any established meaning. Fifth,
literature is a place of all secrets without a secret. The
supreme law of literature is the singularity of the event,
the work (Derrida, 1999, 206). These theses designate
Jacques Derrida as a thinker who defends the autotelism
and autonomy of literature, its right and duty to aes-
thetic freedom, choice and play, and, precisely because
of this, its predestination to be mysterious. Literature,
understood as desacralisation of the secret or as sacra-
lisation of history, cannot be absolutely hermetic. What
literature, being relatively hermetic, says cannot be an
absolute nothing. Literature says a lot, speaking myste-
riously, always anew. Literature outlives death. Faced
with the many temptations, to be or not to be, literature
survives. Who protects it is another open question. But
if it does not protect itself, even God will not be able to
help it.

Translated from Macedonian by Ognen Cemerski
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Katica Kulavkova The Moriah Nightmare: Hermeneutics of the Grotesque Temptation

benewku:

1. K KynaBKOBa, Me3dyceeil, (Cxorje: Tpu, 2000).

2. Bo Bpcka co TpaHCKpumIgjaTa Ha uMeTo ABpaMm Tpeba

Jla ce Kaxke cjaefHOTO. Bo mpeBosoT Ha Ciliapuoill 3aseill
Ha MakKeIOHCKH jasuk, ce kopuctu ¢opmarta ABpam. Ha
ABpawm, CIIope/T 3aBETOT IIITO CO Hero ro Hampasui [ocmo,
KaKO TaTKO Ha MHOTY Hapozy, I'ocros My ro cMEHUII UMETO
ox ABpam Bo ABpaam wmwiu ABpa’am. ['ocrioz ce 3aBeTuit (ce
3aKOJIHAJI) ZIeKa Ke T0 pa3MHOKU U JieKa Ke My OBO3MOXKHU
Jla OTICTaHe 32 BEKU BEKOB, 2 ABpaM Ce 3aKO0JIHAJ JIeKa Ke TO
CJIaBU Kako enuHCTBeH Bor. CuM60.1 U JIoKa3 Ha TOj 3aBeT
O0u Tpebaio na Oume oOpe3yBameTO HAa MAIIKHTE Jlena
(bwno ma ce posieHH, BeU, WX Ja ce KyIeHH 3a MapH,
1aBa 17 ox Kuurara MojcueBa). Bujejku uckyieHueTo ce
CJIyyyBa OTKaKo Bor My ro cMeHusI HMeTo, BO OBOj TEKCT ke
ja kopuctuMme popmaTta ABpaam.

3. Toa mecTo Kaje MITO ABpaaM Tpe6a110 Aa CHh ro Y6I/Ie CHUHOT,

€ HapeuyeHo, Cropej] 300POBHUTE OFf HETOBHOT OJArOBOD,
(6pmo Ha koerrro) I'octiod ke ce tio2pudtcu.

Notes:

1. K. KynaBskosa, Medyceeini, (Cxomje: Tpu, 2000). (English

quotation taken from the King James Version of the Bible,
the First Book of Moses: Commonly Called Genesis; tr.
note.)

2. It is worth saying something concerning the transcription

of the name Abram. The form Abram (Avram) is used in
the Macedonian translation of the earlier lines of the Old
Testament. According to the covenant between God and
Abram, who fathered many peoples, God changed his
name from Abram to Abraham or Abra’am. God swore to
multiply him and thus enable him to be for ever and ever.
In return, Abram swore to worship Him as the only God.
The symbol and proof of that covenant is the circumcision
of male children (“he that is born in the house,” he says,
“or bought with money of any stranger, which is not of thy
seed”; Gen. 17:12). Since he was tempted after God had
changed his name, I use the form Abraham in this text.

3. The place where Abraham was supposed to kill his own son

was named after his answer, In the mount of the Lord it
shall be seen.

4. David Wills translated the title into English as The Gift

of Death but the author of this text explores various
Macedonian verb and noun forms that cannot be readily
translated into English and therefore seem somewhat
unnatural. Bestowing Death, a variant I use several lines
below to translate the Macedonian gerund that Kulavkova
challenges, is closest to Wills’s choice. tr.note.

5. Hermes is a winged messenger of the gods, inventor of the

o
;‘ 4. XepMec e KPUJIeCT U3BECTUTEI Ha GOTOBUTE, N3YMUTEN Ha
lyre, escort of the souls in the nether world...

Jiupara, IpUJAPyXXHUK Ha AYUINUTE BO IIOJIBEMHHOT CBET...
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5. 3a Toa 300pyBaaT MUTOBUTE 32 YpaH, XpoH, u Jymnurep,
MpeflaHMjaTa 3a MHOTY UCT OPUCKU JIMYHOCTH, HA IOMHAKOB
HayuH U Tpareaujata Ha Codoxie, Kpasoiti Eduil, koja ro

MIPUKAKyBa, Mel'y APYTOTO, 3aMHUCIIEHOTO YOUCTBO Ha Etun
¥ 3TBapHOTO yOucTBO Ha JIaj...

bubnuorpaduja:

Derrida, Jacques. 1999. Donner la mort, Paris: Galilée.
Caettio tiucmo (Citap 3asetti). 1991. Ckorije.

6. This is the subject of the myths about Uranus, Cronus and
Jupiter, the stories of many historical characters, and in
a different way the tragedy by Sophocles, King Oedipus,
which, among other things, shows Oedipus’s imaginary
murder and the confinement of Laius...
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