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Kone~no, ne{tata {to nakostre{uvaat […]
Me prinudija da mislam na Bog.

V. H. Oden, Blagodarnica
 

Vo ovaa „ispoved” bi sakal da & dadam nekakov ob-
lik na mojata „potraga”, ne so premol~uvawe na ona 
za koe ne mo`am da zboruvam, tuku obiduvaj}i se da 
go ka`am ona za koe ne mo`am da mol~am. Dobro e 
poznata tezata koja go pretpostavuva i naglasuva an-
tagonizmot me|u hristijanstvoto i modernosta i koja 
ja razbira postmodernosta preku prizmata na „Smrt-
ta na Bog”. Spored apologetite na hristijanstvoto, 
modernosta e antireligiska zatoa {to go doveduva 
revoltot kon Bog do negovite granici, odnosno do 
nekakov rab. Ova e na~inot na koj odnosite me|u re-
ligijata i modernosta naj~esto se sveduvaat edin-
stveno na nivnoto zaemno isklu~uvawe. Religijata 
ima antimoderna tenzija do onaa mera do koja pros-
vetitelstvoto go otfrla avtoritetot na otkroveni-
eto i na tradicijata, do merata do koja vospostavu-
vaweto na edno demokratsko op{testvo direktno go 
osporuva principot na hierarhija na edno crkov-
no op{testvo. Beskompromisniot fundamentalizam
reagira na ovie tvrdewa na modernosta, koi{to se 
~inat dosta bogohulni. No, istovremeno, gledame de-
ka sekularizacijata ne mora nu`no da se poistoveti 
so ateizmot, deka slobodata na svesta ne gi kompro-

Finally, hair-raising things […]
Forced me to think about God.
W.H. Auden, A Thanksgiving

 
In this “confession” I will try to give some shape to my 
“quest” not by keeping silent of what I cannot speak 
about, but trying to say that of what I cannot keep silent. 
Well known is the thesis that suggests and stresses the 
antagonism between Christianity and modernity and 
that comprehends postmodernity through the prism 
of the “Death of God.” According to the apologists of 
Christianity, modernity is anti-religious because it brings 
the revolt against God to its limits, that is to say, to an 
edge. That is how the relations between religion and 
modernity are most often reduced solely to their mutual 
exclusion. Religion has an anti-modern tension as far as 
the Enlightenment deposes the authority of revelation 
and tradition, as far as the establishment of a democratic 
society directly denies the hierarchy principle of a 
church-society. The uncompromising fundamentalism 
reacts to these, namely, claims of modernity, which seem 
to be rather sacrilegious. But at the same time we see that 
secularization does not have necessarily to be identified 
with atheism, that freedom of consciousness does not 
compromise the truth claims of religion and that the 
separation of church and state is the best guarantee for 
the preservation of faith. 
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mitira religiskite tvrdewa za vistinitost i deka 
odvojuvaweto na crkvata i dr`avata e najdobrata ga-
rancija za za~uvuvawe na verata.

Filosofskata presvrtnica na postmodernata kul-
tura se dol`i na krizata na prosvetitelskiot
razum. Niz minatiot vek ovoj razum se poka`a nespo-
soben da go otstrani ili barem da go filtrira 
uni{tuva~kiot nagon. Toj ve}e, se ~ini, ne e spo-
soben da gi preispita sopstvenite vrednosti, da 
izmisli novi pati{ta i celi. Krizata ne nalikuva 
na privremena pojava, zatoa {to ja dopira su{tinata 
na samiot razum: toj osoznava deka ja zagubil svojata 
osnova. Denes „slabata” misla na postmodernizmot 
se obiduva da ja ubla`i bolkata od zagubata, da gi 
dovede do zadovolitelen kraj ~inovite na oplaku-
vawe i pre`aluvawe, otade konfliktite i nasil-
stvoto, otade porazot i stradaweto.

Po dobata na somne`, filosofskata kultura na 
sega{nosta se rasejuva vo niza „zajdisonca”: ona na 
vistinata, na subjektot, na bitieto. Vistinata se 
pretvora vo simulakrum, subjektot se gubi sebesi vo 
raznovidnost i bezna~ajnost (Muziloviot Mann ohne 
Eigenschaften), bitieto se rasprsnuva vo niza maski, 
koi ne krijat ni{to. Po oslabuvaweto na pozitiviz-
mot, sekoja refleksivna metoda koja se odnesuva na 
filosofijata, kako i sekoj vid antropologija zas-
novana na ~ove~kata su{tina, e dekonstruirana.

Postmodernizmot go osoznava faktot deka razumot, 
obiduvaj}i se da go pokori transcedentnoto za vreme 
na prosvetitelstvoto, se ima iscrpeno. Se soo~u-
vame so pomra~uvawe na razumot. Postmodernosta, 
preplavena od malite naracii, ne gi vrednuva prem-
nogu nitu minatoto, nitu idninata. Taa se koncen-
trira vo srceto na sega{nosta, sega{nost zatvorena 

The philosophical turn of post-modern culture is due to 
the crisis of the Enlightenment reason. Throughout the 
past century this reason has turned out to be incapable 
of removing or just even filtering the destructive drive. 
It does not seem anymore to be in a condition to revise 
its values, to invent new ways and goals. The crisis 
does not look as a temporal occurrence, because it 
touches the essence of the sole reason: it realizes it has 
lost its fundament. Nowadays the “weak” thought of 
postmodernism tries to anaesthetize the pain of loss, 
to bring to a satisfactory ending the acts of mourning, 
beyond conflicts and violence, beyond defeat and 
suffering. 

After the age of suspicion the philosophic culture of 
the present is scattering into a series of “sunsets”: the 
one of the truth, the subject, the being. Truth is turning 
into simulacrum, the subject loses itself in diversity and 
unimportance (Musil’s Mann ohne Eigenschaften), being 
is spreading as a series of masks, hiding nothing. After the 
decline of positivism every method of reflection referring 
to philosophy as well as every kind of anthropology based 
on the essence of humanity is being deconstructed.

Postmodernism realizes the fact that reason, trying to 
conquer the Transcendent during the Enlightenment, 
has been exhausted. We are facing reason becoming 
obscure. Postmodernity, overwhelmed by the small 
narratives, does not give much value, neither to the past 
nor to the future. It is concentrating itself into the heart 
of the present, a present closed for the utopian spirit, 
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za utopisti~kiot duh, bez metafizi~ka anksioznost 
i uteha, bez religiski strav i trepet.

Filosofijata za vreme na prvite 1500 godini od  
hristijanskata era e definirana kako ancilla theolo-
giae i slu`ela za podgotovka na terenot za povozvi-
{enite spekulacii na teologijata. Vo modernata doba 
ovaa ista filosofija se krenala protiv teologijata 
i taka stanala samosuverena. Istava filosofija, 
sepak, vo tekot na minatiot vek otkriva deka nema 
podloga ili poto~no deka se temeli na ni{to. Neop-
hodno e denes da go zememe predvid faktot deka, vo 
erata na globalizacijata, `iveeme kolebaj}i se me|u 
popularnata rezignirana ramnodu{nost i vra}aweto 
na fundamentalizmite, koi se manifestiraat preku 
bespomo{ni oblici na otfrlawe na tehnologiite 
ili preku monstruozni programi za uni{tuvawe, i 
vo odnos na koi sekoj oblik na medijacija se ~ini 
bespomo{en. Vklu~uvaj}i ja tuka i filosofijata, 
koja e svedena na osoznavaweto na bezna~ajnosta na 
osnovnite vrednosti. Koga ne postoi razlika pome|u 
pravednoto i nepravednoto i s$ se potpira vrz kri-
teriumite na na{ata tolerancija, toga{ filoso-
fijata e svedena samo na izumuvawe psiholo{ki 
surogati na konceptualniot i teoriski vakuum.

Soo~uvaj}i se so tragedijata na smislata i zaguba-
ta na fundamentalnite vrednosti, otkrivame deka 
sega i na filosofijata &  e potrebno ne{to {to }e 
& slu`i, za da pomogne da & se vratat nejzinite sop-
stveni smisla i oblik. Otkrivame deka na filoso-
fijata &  e potrebna teologijata, toa grdo malo xuxe. 
Otkrivame deka denes teologijata e povikana da & 
stane sluginka na filosofijata. Odmazda na istori-
jata? Izmama na razumot? Triumf na znaeweto nad 
verata? Pretpostavuvam deka ne. Na{ata postmoder-
na era ne e vreme na trikovi, lesni pobedi i trium-
firawa: taa e vreme na beda, aluzii i tajni.

without metaphysical anxiety and consolation, without 
religious fear and trepidation. 

Philosophy during the first 1500 years of the Christian 
era was defined as ancilla theologiae and served the task 
of preparing the ground for the higher speculations of 
theology. In the modern era this very same philosophy 
rose against theology and thus became self-sovereign. 
The same philosophy however during the last century 
discovered that it has no grounds or rather that it is based 
on nothing. It is necessary today that we take into account 
the fact that in the era of globalization we live wavering 
between the popular resigning indifference and the return 
of fundamentalisms which are manifest in helpless forms 
of rejecting technologies or in monstrous programmes 
for destruction and towards which any form of mediation 
looks helpless. Including philosophy, which is reduced to 
realizing the insignificance of basic values. When there 
is no difference between just and unjust and everything 
relies on the criteria of our tolerance, then philosophy is 
brought to the sole invention of psychological surrogates 
of the conceptual and theoretical vacuum. 

Facing the tragedy of sense and loss of fundamental 
values we find out that philosophy in its turn needs 
something to serve it, to help give it back its own sense 
and aspect. We find out that philosophy needs theology, 
that ugly little dwarf. We find out that theology is called 
up today to become a servant to philosophy. Vendetta 
of history? Wile of reason? Triumph of knowledge over 
faith? I guess not. Our post-modern era is not a time for 
tricks, easy victories and triumphalisms: it is a time for 
misery, allusions and secrets. 
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Mislam deka noviot odnos me|u filosofijata i teo-
logijata najdobro se opi{uva preku slavnata para-
bola na Valter Benjamin (Walter Benjamin). Nekoja 
ma{ina sekoga{ pobeduvala vo partijata {ah, {to ja 
igrala na golemo zadovolstvo i radost na publikata. 
No taa ne gi smisluvala potezite samata. Taa niv 
samo gi izvr{uvala. Zad ma{inata bilo skrieno 
edno grdo grbavo xuxe koe vsu{nost gi smisluvalo 
potezite i & gi prenesuvalo na ma{inata. Ma{inata 
go pretstavuva istoriskiot materijalizam, odnosno 
filosofijata vo svojata ekstremna sekularizirana 
forma, a xuxeto e teologijata, koja e neprimerno 
grda i odvratna i zatoa mora da ostane skriena, 
iako se poka`uva deka taa e edinstvenoto ne{to 
sposobno da ja o`ivee filosofijata. Parabolata na 
Benjamin bi mo`ela da gi nasmevne golemite fi-
losofi, no taa ne e samo provokativna – taa e isto 
taka i mnogu seriozna. Taa e bezmilosna kon ve{tite 
eksperti koi `iveat so iluzijata deka svetot samiot 
se pridvi`uva sebesi. Taa e bezmilosna kon udob-
nosta na filosofite vo fotelji, koi zastanuvaat zad 
- za niv tolku dragocenata - ma{ina na akademskata 
filosofija. No, za da funkcionira ispravno, na 
ma{inata na filosofijata & e potrebno edno grdo 
i grbavo, no apsolutno neophodno xuxe, skrieno vo 
nea. Eve ja dene{nata tenzija na konceptot: kako i 
so koja sila mo`eme da za~uvame kakva i da e ~ove~ka 
smisla i zna~ewe vo filosofskiot fakt?

Begaj}i od „tragedijata na besmislicata” mnogu-
mina baraat pribe`i{te vo s$ poprivle~nata apo-
fatska teologija – misterijata na povlekuvaweto 
na Sevi{niot, na Bo`jiot molk. Sepak, po 11-ti 
septemvri, zaedno so ritualnoto `rtvuvawe na tero-
ristite, religioznite odedna{ povtorno se vra-
tija na svetskata scena: lu|eto koi gi planiraa i gi 
zapo~naa teroristi~kite napadi, vsu{nost, vo toa go 
prepoznavaat Bo`jiot gnev koj ja kaznuva prestolni-

I think the new relation between philosophy and theol-
ogy is best described by the famous parable of Walter 
Benjamin. A machine always won the chess games it 
played to the great pleasure and amusement of the pub-
lic. But it did not play its moves by itself. It just executed 
them. Behind the machine was hidden an ugly hunch-
backed dwarf who actually thought out the moves and 
passed them on to the machine. The machine represents 
historical materialism, that is, philosophy in its extreme 
secularized form, while the dwarf is theology, which is 
improper, ugly, and repulsive and so must remain hid-
den, though it turns out to be the only thing capable of 
reviving philosophy. Benjamin’s parable may provoke a 
smile among great philosophers, but it is not just pro-
vocative – it is very serious as well. It is merciless for the 
skilled experts who live with the illusion that the world 
goes on by itself. It is merciless for the comfort of the 
chair philosophers, who stand behind the so-precious-
for-them machine of academic philosophy. But in order 
to function properly the philosophy machine needs an 
ugly and hunchbacked, but absolutely necessary, dwarf 
hidden inside it. Here is today’s tension of the concept: 
how and by using what power can we save any human 
sense and meaning in the philosophical fact?

Escaping the “tragedy of nonsense” many look for a 
refuge in the more and more fashionable apophatic 
theology – the mystery of withdrawal of the Almighty, of 
God’s silence. Nevertheless after September 11th together 
with the ritual sacrifice of the terrorists the religious has 
again suddenly returned onto the world stage: the people 
that planned and launched the terrorist attacks actually 
recognize in that God’s anger punishing the capital of Evil 
and the ones that felt victims of these attacks inevitably 
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nata na Zloto, a onie koi se po~uvstvuvaa kako `rtvi 
na ovie napadi neizbe`no pomislija na Apokalip-
sata; na golemata sli~nost me|u padot na Vavilon 
i uni{tuvaweto na Menheten. No, nie nemame na 
um nekakov sudir na civilizacii. Principot: cu-
jus regio ejus religio ve}e ne va`i; religiite ne se 
ograni~eni vo striktni i jasno odredeni granici. 
Terorot e globalen i stravot od haos, ogor~enosta, 
`elbata za odmazda i pravda, kako i za vra}awe na 
redot, za mig go dosegna sekoj agol od planetata. Ne 
samo {to Amerika e denes vo Azija, tuku i Azija e vo 
Amerika i Evropa. Islamot mo`e da se najde vo moder-
noto sekularizirano op{testvo, na ist na~in kako 
{to sekularizacijata e vo islamot, ne sistematski, 
no odvreme navreme, periodi~no, sovpa|aj}i se so 
sekoj konkreten izliv na nasilstvo. Se raboti za 
neposrednoto nasilstvo na svetoto, taka {to nemame 
na um nekoj vid na posreduvawe, formirawe i kon-
flikt me|u oddelni i dobrodefinirani i iscrtani 
civilizacii, me|u vnatre i nadvor, me|u nas i niv. 
Na iznenaduva~ki na~in religioznite prilagodu-
vawa prodol`uvaat da go oblikuvaat sovremeniot 
`ivot, tie go preminuvaat horizontalno celiot 
globalizira~ki svet, kade {to krizata voop{to ne 
go po{teduva svetot na liberalnata demokratija. 
Krajot na istorijata, objaven od Fukujama vedna{ 
po 1989 god., se poka`a kako era na radikalizira~ka 
tenzija i konflikt. Dobro e poznato deka zapadniot 
svet e roden vo dolgiot proces na sekularizacija. 
Ona {to navistina iznenaduva, me|utoa, e deka re-
ligijata prodol`uva da go polarizira. Konflik-
tot me|u religijata i op{testvoto se pomestuva 
od striktno politi~kata sfera (odnosite pome|u 
crkvata i dr`avata) kon sferata na etikata i na 
pravoto (sudirot okolu abortusot, evtanazijata i 
genetskite manipulacii se slu~uva me|u poborni-
cite na naukata i tehnologijata i novite krstonos-

thought of the Apocalypse; the sharp semblance between 
the fall of Babylon and the Manhattan destruction. 
But we do not have in mind a civilization conflict. The 
principle, cujus regio ejus religio is not valid anymore; 
the religions are not limited within strict and clearly 
defined borders. Terror is global and the fear of chaos, 
the resentment, the lust for revenge and justice and 
restitution of order in no time run through every corner 
of the planet. Not only is America in Asia today, but Asia 
is in America and Europe as well. Islam is to be found 
in modern secularized society in the same manner as 
secularization is in Islam, not systematically, but on and 
off, episodically, punctual with every concrete outbreak 
of violence. It has to do with the immediate violence of the 
sacred, so we do not have in mind any kind of mediation, 
formation and conflict between distinct and well-defined 
and outlined civilizations, between in and out, between 
us and them. In a surprising manner the religious 
adjustments continue to form contemporary life, they 
cross horizontally the whole globalizing world where the 
crisis does not spare the world of liberal democracy at 
all. The end of history proclaimed by Fukuyama right 
after 1989 turned out to be an era of radicalizing tension 
and conflict. It is well known that the western world was 
born out of the long process of secularization. What is 
really surprising though is that religion keeps polarizing 
it. The conflict between religion and society shifts from 
the strictly political sphere (the relations between church 
and state) towards the sphere of ethics and law (the 
collision happens between the champions of science and 
technology and the new crusaders of life around abortion, 
euthanasia and genetic manipulations) to come back 
again in the field of politics (after September 11th).
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ci na `ivotot) za povtorno da se vrati vo poleto na 
politikata (posle 11-ti septemvri).

Vo svojata kniga Istorija na ateizmot, @or` Mi-
nua1 tvrdi deka denes imame 1,8 milijardi agnostici 
i 250 milioni ateisti. Ne mi e poznato kako toj gi 
dobil ovie brojki, no toa e neosporno – verata ve}e 
ne e op{testvena dol`nost; isto taka, fakt e deka 
po 1968 god., svedoci sme na edno brutalno otstranu-
vawe na religiskata kultura, na celosen prekin pri 
prenesuvaweto na tradicijata me|u generaciite: 
seriozno opa|awe na praktikuvaweto na religi-
jata (denes odvaj 10% od Evropejcite odat v crkva – 
pove}eto neredovno). O~igledno, tuka nemame zavera 
ili nekakva nezgoda ili slu~ajnost, tuku bi trebalo 
da se setime na eden epohalen fakt, koj su{tinski 
ja menuva ~ove~kata civilizacija. Istovremeno, re-
ligijata (kanonizacijata i mladinskite sredbi na 
Papata Jovan Pavle Vtori, axilakot vo Meka) os-
tanuva edinstvenata tradicionalna institucija, s$ 
u{te sposobna da sobere milioni lu|e na edno mesto. 
Vaka ili onaka, religijata prodol`uva da go odredu-
va identitetot, da gi opravduva i obrazlo`uva ~uvst-
vata i postapkite.

Za onoj koj ima o~i da gleda i u{i da slu{a, u{te 
dolgo pred 11-ti septemvri be{e o~igledno deka 
e potrebno preispituvawe na odnosite pome|u de-
mokratskata dr`ava i religijata. Zapadot bara{e 
(a denes u{te pove}e bara) kriti~ko preispituvawe 
na istoriskiot proces na sekularizacija. Vsu{nost, 
ne samo {to sovremeniot svet ne e onoj {to pros-
vetitelstvoto go zamisluva{e – sosem osloboden i 
nezavisen od religiozni predrasudi: zamrznat vo 
odreden stadium od ~ovekovata evolucija i zaseko-
ga{ napu{ten - tuku gi imame i sekularnite sloevi 
na sovremenata kultura koi isto taka se vrtat kon 
religijata kako kon izvor na smisla i na povlas-

In his book History of Atheism Georges Minois1 claims 
we have nowadays 1.8 billion agnostics and 250 million 
atheists. I do not know how he got these numbers, but it 
is indisputable – faith is no longer a social duty; it is also 
a fact that after 1968 we observe a brutal obliteration of 
religious culture, a full rupture in handing over tradition 
between the generations – a serious drop in religious 
practice (today barely 10% of Europeans go to church 
– most of them irregularly). Obviously we do not have a 
conspiracy or some kind of accident or coincidence here, 
but we ought to think of an epoch-making, fundamentally 
changing the human civilization fact. At the same time 
religion (the canonizations and youth meetings of Pope 
John Paul II, the Mecca pilgrimage) remains the only 
traditional institution still capable of gathering millions 
of people at one place. One way or another religion 
continues to determine the identity, to justify and provide 
reasons for feelings and actions.

For him who has eyes to see and ears to hear, long before 
September 11th it was evident that a rethinking of the 
relations between the democratic state and religion was 
needed. The West required (and today even more so 
requires) a critical rethinking of the historical process 
of secularization. In fact not only is the contemporary 
world not the one that the Enlightenment imagined 
– fully free and independent of religious prejudices: 
frozen at a certain stage of the evolution of mankind 
and left behind for good – but we have the secular layers 
of contemporary culture as well turning their face to 
religions as a source of meaning and privileged positions 
of basic individual and collective experience that cannot 
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teni pozicii za osnovno individualno i kolektiv-
no iskustvo, koe ne mo`e da se zameni so sekularni 
surogati. Golemoto vra}awe na religijata vo javna-
ta sfera bara, makar i samo od takti~ki i izborni 
pri~ini, preispituvawe na idejata za sekularna 
dr`ava, na podelbata me|u crkvata i dr`avata, me|u 
javnata i privatnata sfera i taka natamu. Duri i 
pove}e od toa – otade diktatot na konkretnata Real-
politik, prisustvoto na milioni praktikuva~ki ver-
nici vo Evropa denes, koi se ~esto krajno kriti~ni 
kon sekularnoto zapadno op{testvo, e dokaz ne samo 
za religiskiot i moralniot pluralizam na liberal-
nite demokratii, tuku i pretstavuva pri~ina za is-
pituvawe na nivnite sopstveni premisi. Sudirot so 
sosem tu|i oblici na `ivot vo poslednive godini- 
vojnata protiv terorot, no i katadnevniot so`ivot 
so zna~itelnite imigrantski zaednici, isto taka- 
vedna{ baraat vakov ispit.

Bi sakal da se zazemam za edna „situirana” teologija, 
„preobrzena” od sudirot so realnosta: teologija ade-
kvatna na globalizacijata, videna kako radikalen 
raskin so modernosta i nejzinite racionalni medi-
jacii; teologija sposobna povtorno da gi otkrie iz-
vornite zna~ewa, zemaj}i gi ne{tata od koren. Ovaa 
teologija go ima svoeto poteklo vo bibliskata kniga 
na Jov. Na pra{aweto na Jov za ona {to go istrajal, 
Bog ne dava nikakvo objasnuvawe – nitu teolo{ko, 
nitu sociolo{ko ili istorisko, psiholo{ko, itn. 
Edinstveno Negovata himna na sozdavaweto odeknu-
va na krajot. Ova ne e samo slednoto prodol`enie na 
temata na bo`jata neodgatlivost. Pomestuvaweto na 
odgovorot od edno mo`no objasnuvawe na nesre}ata 
na Jov kon nekakva kontemplacija za sozdavaweto e 
znak deka ne mo`eme da odgatneme {to se slu~ilo. 
Avtenti~niot religiski nastan, kako {to toa go 
poka`a Kjerkegor (Kierkegaard), ja otstranuva ne samo 

be replaced by secular surrogates. The mighty comeback 
of religion into the public sphere demands, if only because 
of tactical and electoral reasons, a rethinking of the idea 
of the secular state, the division between church and 
state, between public and private sphere and so on. Even 
more – beyond the dictate of the concrete Realpolitik 
the presence of millions of practising believers today in 
Europe, often extremely critical of the secular western 
society, is evidence not only for the religious and moral 
pluralism of the liberal democracies, but also represents 
a reason for testing their own premises. The collision 
with fully alien forms of life during the last years – the 
war on terror, as well as the everyday co-existence with 
considerable immigrant communities – requires such a 
test in no time.

I would like to plead for a “situated,” “transformed” by 
the clash with the reality theology: a theology adequate 
to the globalization, seen as a radical rupture with 
modernity and its rational mediations; theology capable 
of rediscovering the initial meanings, taking things up 
from the roots. This theology finds its origins in the 
biblical book of Job. To Job’s question about what he has 
endured God does not give any explanation – neither 
theological, nor sociological, historical, psychological, 
etc. It is only His hymn of creation that sounds at the end. 
This is not just the next taking up of the theme of God’s 
impenetrability. Shifting the answer from a possible 
explanation of Job’s misfortune towards a contemplation 
of the creation is a sign that we cannot “unpuzzle” what 
has happened. The authentic religious event, as shown 
by Kierkegaard, takes not only the ethics down, but the 
reason as well – to push it this way towards another 
dimension of existence. We can situate it, give it some 
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etikata, tuku i razumot - za na toj na~in da go turne 
vo nekakva druga dimenzija na postoewe. Mo`eme da 
go situirame, da mu dademe nekoe mesto od kade {to 
mo`e da bide viden. Ova ne e teodikeja, ne e opravdu-
vawe na toa {to se slu~uva, tuku poprvo e obid da se 
najde svoevidna „situira~ka” teologija (vo smisla 
na Adorno (Adorno), no pred nego vo onaa na [mit 
(Schmitt ) i Benjamin), koja, namesto da objasnuva, se 
obiduva da ja najde lokacijata ili to~kata od kade 
nastanot mo`e da se vidi, koja saka da go situira ste-
penot na katastrofata, ako se izrazime so zborovite 
na Paskal (Pascal).

Modernosta e scena na sudirot me|u razli~nite 
tradicii: liberalnata, zasnovana na racionalniot 
i rabotliv poedinec, republikanskata, koja gi ima 
svoite osnovi vo gra|anskiot `ivot, skepti~kata, 
so premnogu nedoverba i somne` vo individual-
nite iluzii i koja s$ im pripi{uva na obi~aite i 
na istorijata, marksisti~kata, koja vo istovetnos-
ta pome|u ~ovekot i prirodata go gleda izvorot 
na na{eto postoewe. Toj konflikt ja odvra}a i 
spre~uva modernosta da najde tolkuvawe soodvet-
no na nejzinite proektirani institucii. Denes, 
sepak, edna od tradiciite preovladuva nad dru-
gite i stanuva kanon: onaa na Hobs (Hobbes), koja 
gi stava svesta za smrtta i stravot od smrtta na 
po~etokot na sekoe humanizirawe, koja se stremi, 
po sekoja cena, da go za~uva `ivotot na poedinecot 
i go nao|a svojot izlez vo dogovorot, vo triumfot 
na pravoto nad politikata. Biolo{kata smrtnost 
na ~ovekot ra|a razli~ni primeri za odlo`uvawe 
na neizbe`noto: nauka, ekonomija, bezbednost itn. 
Vo poslednive godini naukata za prvpat uspea da gi 
dovede vo pra{awe biolo{kite granici na ~ovekot 
i toa e vklu~eno vo karakteristikite na modernosta, 
definirani od Hobs. Ova e ne-prometejska (s$ u{te 
prili~no romanti~na ideja, koja vo golema mera se 

location from where it can be seen. This is not a theodicy, 
it is not a justification of what is happening, but rather it 
is an attempt to find some kind of “situating” theology (in 
the sense of Adorno, but before him the one of Schmitt 
and Benjamin) which instead of explaining, tries to find 
the location or the spot from where the event can be seen, 
which seeks to situate the order of the catastrophe, if we 
speak in the terms of Pascal.

Modernity is a theatre of the collision between different 
traditions: the liberal, based on the rational and working 
individual, the republican one, which has its fundaments 
in civil life, the sceptic, too mistrustful and suspicious 
of the individual illusions and which renders all to the 
habit and the history, the Marxist which sees in the 
identity between human and nature the source of our 
being. That conflict prevents and hinders the modernity 
from finding an interpretation adequate to its projected 
institutions. Today though, one tradition has overcome 
the others and become a canon: that of Hobbes which 
puts death consciousness and the fear of death at the 
beginning of any humanizing and which, aiming to 
preserve at any cost the life of the individual, finds its way 
out of the contract, in the triumph of law over politics. 
The biological mortality of man gives birth to different 
instances for delaying the inevitable: science, economy, 
security, etc. In recent years science has succeeded for 
the first time to question the biological frontiers of man 
and this is included in the characteristics of modernity, 
as defined by Hobbes. That is a non-Promethean (still 
pretty much a romantic idea, depending to a great extent 
on transcendence) modernity which finds its roots in the 
fear of death, which does not seek to replace God, not even 
to rival him, it just goes on and develops without aiming 
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potpira vrz transcedentnosta) modernost, koja gi 
nao|a svoite koreni vo stravot od smrtta, koja ne 
te`nee da go zameni Bog, duri ni da se natprevaruva 
so nego, tuku samo prodol`uva da se razviva bez kraj-
na cel. Ovoj razvoj proizveduva samo oddol`uvawe, 
odlo`uvawe, i gi istisnuva smrtta i ograni~enosta 
od horizontot na modernosta.

Modernosta negira kakva i da e odnapred zadadena 
realnost, taa se odnesuva etsi mundus non daretur, 
taa nitu ja podnesuva pasivnosta, nitu faktot deka 
nie doa|ame posle sozdavaweto („Kade be{e ti koga 
gi postavuvav osnovite na zemjata?”,*2 Bog go pra{a 
Jov – ti ne si sovremenik ili svedok na sozdavawe-
to, ti dojde po nego). Ottamu doa|a mitot za sebe-
konstituira~kata aktivnost (toa e tokmu etsi mundus 
non daretur, kako ni{to da ne e zadadeno), odnosno 
dekonstrukcijata na sekoj vozmo`en svet vo korist 
na potencijalnosta – to~kata do koja{to dosega 
potencijalot na individuata e to~kata do koja{to 
se prostiraat negovite zakoni i prava: slobodata 
treba da se razbere kako mo}. Modernosta nametnu-
va deka ~ovekot ili ona ne{to {to taa go narekuva 
„~ovek” zapo~nuva so nekakva mo}, onaa da se bide 
realiziran kako smrtnik. Prestra{ena od ovaa 
„mo`nost na nevozmo`noto”, taa izmisluva ne{ta 
{to moraat da go odlo`at neizbe`noto: dr`ava, nau-
ka, tehnologija, ekonomija i, zo{to da ne, religija 
(taa iluzija, spored Frojd). Taa e ottuka katechon, 
mo}ta {to odlo`uva, no toa ne e voop{to katechon vo 
judejska smisla, koj{to go odlo`uva Bo`jiot gnev i, 
vo isto vreme, go dobli`uva doa|aweto na Mesijata. 
Taa e lo{ katechon, za{to go odlo`uva doa|aweto na 
Mesijata.3

towards any final goal. This development generates only 
delay, postponement, pushing away death and limitation 
from the horizon of modernity.

 

Modernity denies any preset or pre-given reality, it 
behaves etsi mundus non daretur, it neither bears 
passivity, nor the fact that we come after the creation 
(“Where were you when I laid the earth’s foundation?,”2 
God is asking Job – you are not a contemporary or witness 
of creation, you came after it). Hence the myth of the self-
constituting activity (that is precisely etsi mundus non 
daretur, as if nothing is given), that is the deconstruction 
of any possible world in favour of potentiality – the point 
up to which the potential of the individual stretches is 
the point up to which his law and rights are spreading: 
freedom is to be understood as power. It imposes that the 
human or that thing which it calls “human” starts with a 
power, which is to be realized as mortal. Terrified by this 
“possibility of the impossible,” it invents instances that 
have to delay the inevitable: state, science, technology, 
economy and why not religion (this illusion according 
to Freud). That is therefore a katechon, the power that 
delays; but it is not katechon at all in the Judaic sense, 
which delays God’s anger and at the same time brings 
Messiah’s advent forward. It is a bad katechon because it 
delays the advent of the Messiah.3 

*	Vo originalot stanuva zbor za konstrukcija koja po~iva 
na igrata na zborovi pome|u imenkata le lieu (mesto) 
i izrazot avoir lieu (se slu~uva, se odr`uva). (zab. na 
prev.) 	
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Modernosta nastojuva da se definira sebesi kako bes-
kone~nost vo kone~noto. Toa nema ni{to zaedni~ko 
so na~inot na koj smrtta i kone~nosta se promis-
leni vo prethodnite kulturi koi gi vklu~uvaat 
smrtnite lu|e vo golemiot sinxir na postoeweto: 
od besmrtnite bogovi s$ do bez`ivotnite ne{ta, 
minuvaj}i preku isto taka `ivotnite. Smrtnosta vo 
tradicionalnata kultura ne e biolo{ka, taa uka`uva 
na ~ovekovata polo`ba vo kosmosot, negoviot sta-
tus vo odnos na bogovite i na ostanatite su{testva. 
Judeo-hristijanskata kone~nost najsu{tinski ja 
razotkriva zavisnosta na sozdavaweto, koe nema svoe 
sopstveno bitie, tuku go ima svojot Bog Sozdatel, 
preku koj, spored Sv. Pavle, „`iveeme, i se dvi`ime 
i postoime”.4

Kako da prodol`ime so karakterizirawe na ovaa 
modernost? Ne postoi nikakov podatok i svetot duri 
se ~ini kako rezultat na tehnolo{ko proizvodstvo. 
Samiot `ivot pove}e ne e bios. Drevnite narodi 
pravele razlika me|u bios i zoe: prviot vsu{nost go 
pretstavuva ~ovekoviot ̀ ivot, koj bil definiran od 
celite, normite na so`ivot i odnesuvawe, ritualite 
itn. Takov bil, na primer, `ivotot na zanaet~ijata, 
gra|aninot ili filosofot i toj bil soodvetno 
definiran, kako {to toa go poka`a Hana Arent, kako 
aktiven ili kontemplativen `ivot. Zoe, pak, bil 
~isto organskiot proces na `ivot. Denes bios stanu-
va zoe, proizvodot na biotehnologiite. Se poka`uva 
deka modernosta e bez svet, kako i bez ~ove~ko bi-
tie: ~ovekot e na dogovor ili konvencija. Mo}ta na 
poedinecot (denes nare~ena ~ovekovi prava) e, kako 
{to e poka`ano pogore, potenita sui, taa gi proiz-
veduva, vo soglasnost so prilikata i so mo`nostite 
na tehnologijata, ovie realnosti koi nie gi nareku-
vame ~ove~ki `ivot ili svet. Ni{to vistinski ne & 
prethodi na ovaa proizvodstvena mo}. Dinamikata 
na modernosta, koja{to Fuko ja narekuva bio-mo}, se 

Modernity strives to define itself as infinity in the 
finite. That has nothing to do with the way death and 
finitude are thought of in the preceding cultures which 
include mortal people in the big chain of being: from the 
immortal gods up to the inanimate things, going through 
the animals as well. Mortality in traditional culture is not 
biological, it points to man’s position in the cosmos, his 
status in relation to gods and the rest of the creatures. 
The Judeo-Christian finitude reveals most essentially 
the dependence of creation, which does not possess its 
own being, but has it in its God the Creator in whom, 
according to St. Paul, “we live and move and have our 
being.”4

How should we go on characterizing this modernity? 
There is no datum and the world even appears to be 
the result of technological production. Life itself is not 
bios anymore. The ancients made a difference between 
bios and zoe: the former actually represents human life, 
which was defined by the goals, the norms of co-existence 
and behaviour, the rituals, etc. Such was, for instance, 
the life of the craftsman, the citizen or the philosopher 
and it was accordingly defined, as shown by Hannah 
Arendt, as an active or contemplative life. Zoe, this was 
the purely organic process of life. Today bios becomes 
zoe, the product of biotechnologies. Modernity turns out 
to be without a world as well as without a human being: 
human is a result of agreement or convention. The power 
of the individual (called human rights nowadays) is, as 
shown above, potenita sui, it produces, according to the 
occasion and the possibilities of technology, these realities 
that we call human life or world. Nothing truly precedes 
this productive power. The dynamics of modernity, 
which Foucault calls bio-power, extend up to the point 
where the potential of the individual is extending in the 
horizon of death. In other words, it commands life and 
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protega do to~kata vo koja potencijalot na edinkata 
se pro{iruva vo horizontot na smrtta. So drugi zbo-
rovi, taa zapoveda so `ivotot i smrtta, prezemaj}i 
go pravoto da gi preobrazi, pretvoraj}i gi ednostav-
no vo predmet na konvencija.

Bibliskata teorija za sozdavaweto ja poka`uva pred 
s$ ontolo{kata zavisnost na bitieto vo samiot ~in 
na negovoto postoewe. Bitieto samoto po sebe e 
ni{to, toa ja nema vo sebe svojata ontolo{ka stvar-
nost, i toa e sekoga{ pod pra{awe. Nema somnenie 
deka bitieto postoi i deka e cvrsto zakotveno vo 
svoeto postoewe, no, istovremeno, toa e pod radi-
kalen pritisok na ni{to`nosta, vo smisla deka ne 
go nosi vo sebe svoeto opravduvawe. Konceptot za 
pri~ina tuka e mo{ne siroma{en, a konceptot za 
relacija najdobro ja izrazuva te{kotijata na razli-
kuvawe pome|u sozdadenoto i ne-sozdadenoto vo ram-
kite na zapadnata ontologija. Ontolo{kiot status na 
sozdadenoto e odreden od koncepcijata na relacija, 
iako taa e najslabo razviena vo celata metafizika. 
Bitieto e sozdadeno s$ dodeka se potpira na Bog. 
Sozdavaweto ne e premin od ni{to`nost kon bitie, 
toa nema dva sprotistaveni termina, tuku vo svoeto 
bitie-ni{to referira na nesozdadenoto. Ovaa za-
visnost gi vospostavuva kone~nosta i granicite na 
bitieto, no taa ne o~ajuva. Taa ne poso~uva nekakva 
dol`nost, nitu dominacija ili zavisnost (nie ne 
postoime zaradi nekoja kompulsivna ili prinudna 
relacija, kade Bog ja uni{tuva svojata tvorba), taa &  
dava izraz na slobodnata velikodu{nost na Najmi-
lostiviot: obdarena so darot na `ivotot i so milost 
koja ne otfrla ni{to od toa {to e. Dare`livost, 
koja pravi Bog duri i da go spodeli na{iot `ivot.

Ako e taka, toga{ samo Bog go poseduva ~inot da se 
bide. Dobro znaeme deka „jas sum” e Negovoto ime. 
Sozdavaweto, ottuka, ne e odgovorot na pra{aweto 

death, assuming the right to transform them, turning 
them simply into an object of convention. 

The biblical theory of creation shows at first place the 
ontological dependence of being in the sole act of its 
being. Being by itself is nothing, it does not have in itself 
its ontological actuality, and it is always under question. 
No doubt being exists and is heavily anchored in its being 
but at the same time it is radically affected by nothingness 
in the sense that it does not bear in itself its justification. 
The concept of cause here is rather poor and the concept 
of relation expresses best the difficulty of differentiating 
between created and non-created within the framework 
of western ontology. The ontological status of the created 
is defined by the conception of relation even though it is 
most feebly developed in the whole metaphysics. Being 
is created as far as it relies on God. Creation is not a 
transition from nothingness into being, it does not have 
two opposite terms but in its being-nothing it refers to the 
uncreated. This dependence lays down the finitude and 
the limits of existence, but it does not despair. It does not 
point to any duty, neither dominance nor dependence 
(we do not exist because of some compulsive or forceful 
relation, where God annihilates its creation), it gives 
expression to the free generosity of the Most Gracious: 
endowing with the gift of life and with grace which does 
not reject any of that which is. Generosity that leads God 
even to share our life.

If that, then God only possesses the act to be. We know 
well that “I am” is His name. Creation, consequently, 
is not the answer to the question that bothers modern 
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{to tolku ja ma~i modernata zapadna metafizika: 
„Zo{to ima bitie, a ne pak ni{to?” Sozdavaweto 
ne e odgovor za zadovoluvawe na neumorniot duh 
soo~en so enigmati~noto prisustvo na svetot. Tamu 
ne nao|ame olesnuvawe za sopstvenite stravovi, 
nitu za stravopo~itta poradi krajot. Soo~en so 
nedofatlivata misterija na „jas sum” vernikot ne 
pra{uva: „No Ti, zo{to si Ti?” Toj samo bi mo`el da 
ka`e, pretpostavuvaj}i od svojata pozicija: „Uvidu-
vam deka Ti si edinstveniot i go prifa}am svetot i 
`ivotot kako tvoj dar, za{to Ti si.” Ili so zboro-
vite na Jov: „Bev slu{al za Tebe so sluhot na uvoto; 
sega, pak, o~ite moi te gledaat”.5

Da se navratime sega na pra{aweto: kolku vredi 
sevo ova po 11-ti septemvri? Zarem ne se soo~uvame 
so ideologijata na teroristite, moderna po svoite 
sredstva, no arhai~na po svoite motivi, bez nekakva 
vistinska vrska so pogore definiranata modernost? 
Mene, sepak, mi se ~ini deka analizata na terori-
zmot kako politi~ka religija ili kako politika 
izdignata na rang na religija ne go opi{uva proble-
mot su{tinski. Terorot ~ii prestra{eni svedoci 
bevme site vo poslednite godini e nem, toj nema {to 
da mu ka`e na neprijatelot, na drugiot, toj duri ne 
saka nitu da go preobrati vo svojata vera, samo saka 
da go uni{ti, celosno i sosema. Intenzivnoto i 
smrtonosno neprijatelstvo {to eden teroristi~ki 
~in go sodr`i, e izraz na odredena „politika” (vo 
terminite na Karl [mit) koja ne zna~i ni{to, na 
koja & nedostiga vnatre{nata mo} za da im stavi kraj 
na nasilstvoto i nemirot, da stavi red vo haosot, koja 
ne definira nikakvi vistinski granici pome|u ci-
vilizaciite, tuku e samo zlokobno ostvaruvawe na 
nekoi proektirani fantazmi. Bogohulna anti-mu-
drost (da se setime na Mudrosta, postavena vedna{ do 
Boga vo Knigata Mudrost Solomonova) koja progla-
suva odredeni bitija za ni{tovni, deka tie vsu{nost 

western metaphysics so much: “Why is there being and 
not rather nothing?” Creation is not an answer to content 
the restless spirit facing the enigmatic presence of the 
world. We do not find a relief there for our own fears and 
awe of the end as well. Facing the fathomless mystery 
of “I am” the believer does not ask: “But You, why are 
You?” He could only say, assuming from his position: 
“I recognize that You are the only one and I accept the 
world and life as your gift, because You are.” Or in Job’s 
words, “My ears had heard of you but now my eyes have 
seen you.”5

Let’s go back now to the question: what is all this worth 
after September 11th? Aren’t we facing the ideology of 
the terrorists, modern in its means, but archaic in its 
motives, without any real connection to the defined above 
modernity? It seems to me though that the analysis of 
terrorism as a political religion or as a policy raised to 
the rank of religion does not fundamentally describe 
the problem. The terror of which we were all terrified 
witnesses during the last years is dumb, it does not have 
anything to say to the enemy, to the other, it does not even 
seek to convert him to its faith; it only wants to destroy 
him, totally and completely. The intensive and deadly 
hostility, which a terrorist act contains, is an expression 
of a certain “policy” (in the terms of Carl Schmitt) that 
does not mean anything, that misses the inner power 
to put an end to violence and unrest, to put order into 
chaos, that does not define any real borders between 
civilizations but is simply the sinister realization of some 
projected phantasms. A blasphemous anti-wisdom (let 
us remember Wisdom, seated next to God in The Book of 
Wisdom) which declares certain beings are nothing, that 
they actually do bear nothing in themselves and simply 
must return to nothing. Supreme sacrilege, which usurps 
God’s might: that is – to be no more, no more Christians 
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ne nosat ni{to vo sebe i ednostavno mora da se vra-
tat kon ni{to. Vrvno skvernavewe, koe ja uzurpira 
veli~inata na Bog: a toa e – da nema ve}e, da nema ve}e 
hristijani i osobeno Evrei vo islamskite zemji, da 
go nema ve}e Izrael. Tokmu ovaa uni{tuva~ka i sebe-
istrebuva~ka mo} ja so~inuva vrskata pome|u gorespo-
menatata verzija na modernosta vo koja bitieto e 
proizvod na programata na sopstvenata mo}, a ne 
sozdanie na Najvisokoto Dobro koe sozdava razlika.

Ginter Anders (Günther Anders) tvrdi deka mo`eme 
da ja opi{eme na{ata era samo so teolo{ka termi-
nologija. Ona {to go imam na um, se ~ini deka veli 
toj, e deka metamorfozata e tolku fundamentalna 
{to taa ve}e ne mo`e da se karakterizira so poi-
nakvi koncepti osven so teolo{ki... So pomo{ na 
ma{inite, sozdadeni od nas, stanavme kako bogovi. 
Bez somnenie, bogoliki sme vo strogo negativna 
smisla, bidej}i nie ne zboruvame za creatio ex ni-
hilo, tuku mnogu pove}e za toa deka sme celosno spo-
sobni za totalen reductio ad nihil. Mislam deka ovie 
razmisluvawa na Anders, predizvikani od atom-
skata bomba, mo{ne to~no ja opi{uvaat na{ata situ-
acija. Globalniot terorizam e eden od modalitetite 
na ovaa uni{tuva~ka semo} koja site sakaat da ja 
poseduvaat. Postojat i drugi: biotehnologiite, koi 
proizveduvaat `ivot (zoe) kako da e toa nekakva sto-
ka, nekoe dobro. Ne sme duri ni vo pozicijata nitu 
prijavuvame pravo na `ivot i smrt; nie sleguvame 
u{te podolu, dolu do bitieto, zaedni~kata osnova na 
`ivotot i smrtta. Go preobrazuvame bitieto, ne vo 
relacija, tuku vo proizvod.

Knigata na Mudrosta Solomonova dobro ja opi{uva 
vrskata me|u negiraweto na sozdavaweto i idola-
trijata: onie koi tvrdat deka „nitu tie bile od 
po~etokot” i „nitu }e bidat doveka”, nalikuvaat na 
zanaet~ijata koj, rabotej}i na nekoe inaku korisno 

and especially Jews in the Islamic countries, Israel no 
more. It is exactly this destructive and self-annihilating 
power that makes the connection to the above-mentioned 
version of modernity in which being is a product of the 
programme of the own power and not a creation of the 
Highest Good that creates difference. 

 
Günther Anders claims that we can describe our own 
era with theological terminology only. What I have in 
mind is, he seems to say, that the metamorphosis is so 
fundamental that it cannot be characterized by anything 
other than theological concepts… With the help of 
machines, created by us, we became like gods. No doubt 
we are God-like in a strictly negative sense because we 
are not speaking of creatio ex nihilo but much more 
that we are fully able of a total reductio ad nihil. I think 
these reflections of Anders, triggered by the atom bomb, 
describe our situation rather precisely. Global terrorism 
is one of the modalities of this annihilating omnipotence 
that everyone seeks to possess. There are others as well: 
biotechnologies, which produce life (zoe) as if it were 
some merchandise. We are not even in the position 
or register of having the right of life and death; we are 
descending even further, down to being, the common 
base of life and death. We are transforming being not 
into a relation but into a product.

The Book of Wisdom describes well the connection 
between the denial of creation and idolatry: the ones who 
claim that “neither were they from the beginning” and 
“neither shall they be forever” look like the craftsman who 
working on an otherwise useful thing actually produces 
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ne{to, vsu{nost proizveduva idol, ili na rodi-
telot koj, ma~en od smrtta na svoeto dete, sozdava ne-
gova slika i po~nuva da ja obo`uva kako da e bog, ili 
pak na despotot koj sozdava nekakva slika na sebesi 
so cel da go osigura svoeto prisustvo na celata svoja 
teritorija, za da gi isku{i svoite podanici i da ja 
pridobie nivnata po~it.6 Svetoto Pismo sepak veli: 
Bog ne ja sozdade smrtta... „Bog go sozdade ~ovekot za 
ve~nost”.7 Imaj}i go predvid primerot so drvoto na 
zanaet~ijata koe stanalo idol, Biblijata neposred-
no ja poka`uva vrskata me|u smrtta, mo}ta i idola-
trijata. Bog Sozdatel ne proizveduva idoli, tuku ja 
kontemplira, ja vkusuva dobrinata na sozdadenoto8 
i potoa miruva. Idolopoklonikot, naprotiv, e 
zanaet~ija koj potpolno go otu|uva ona {to go sozdal. 
Kon dobro poznatite prilagoduvawa kon sozdanieto 
– buntot, nedostatokot na razbirawe, pokornosta, 
~uvstvoto na biduvawe ni{to (ni{to`nosta na soz-
danieto, mislena od misticite) – modernosta go do-
dava isto i sramot od ~ovekovata kone~nost. Za da 
gi izbegneme smrtta i sramot (bidej}i sozdavaweto 
nam ve}e ni zna~i samo smrt) go nao|ame ednoto i 
edinstveno kompenzacisko re{enie: da go zabrzame 
gradeweto na xinovskiot artefakt, koj gi sodr`i 
site ne{ta, vklu~itelno ~ovekot, preku lud i ̀ estok 
in`enering. Morame da go smestime ova re{enie vo 
negoviot priroden poredok: onoj na idolatriskoto 
anti-sozdavawe, a ne samo na tehnolo{kata trans-
formacija.

Situiraweto na enigmati~nata posebnost na moder-
nosta sekako ne ja iscrpuva celosno zada~ata na fi-
losofijata denes. No mislam deka taa bi trebala 
tokmu tuka da po~ne, za da prodol`i vo potragata 
po uslovite i pati{tata na avtenti~noto ~ove~ko 
postoewe.

Prevod od angliski jazik: Danko Ili}

an idol or like the parent tormented by the death of his 
child creates an image of it and starts worshipping it like 
a god or like the despot who makes some kind of image 
of himself in order to ensure his presence all over his 
territory and to tempt his subjects and win their respect.6 
The Scripture says though: God did not create death … 
“God created man to be immortal.”7 Given the example 
of the craftsman’s wood that became an idol the Bible 
shows directly the connections between death, power 
and idolatry. God the Creator does not produce idols, 
but contemplates, tastes the goodness of the created8 
and then rests. The worshipper of idols on the contrary 
is a craftsman who alienates fully what he has created. 
To the well-known adjustments towards the creation – 
the rebellion, the lack of understanding, the obedience, 
the feeling of being nothing (the nothingness of creation, 
thought by the mystics) – modernity adds the shame 
of man’s finiteness as well. To avoid death and shame 
(because the creation means already only death to us) we 
find the one and only compensatory solution: to speed up 
the building of the giant artefact, containing all things, 
including man, in a mad and furious engineering. We 
have to situate this solution in its innate order: the one 
of the idolatrous anti-creation and not just technological 
transformation.

Situating the enigmatic peculiarity of modernity certainly 
does not altogether exhaust the task of philosophy today. 
But I think it should start right here to continue seeking 
the conditions and ways of authentic human existence.

Vladimir Gradev Confessio philosophi
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Identities

Bele{ki:

1.  Georges Minois, Histoire de l’atheisme (Paris: Fayard, 
1998).

2.  Jov 38: 4.

3.  Ovoj eshatolo{ki koncept se pojavuva vo prili~no 
enigmati~niot pasus od 2. Sol.: „Nikoj da ne ve iz-
mami ni po kakov na~in; oti onoj den nema da nas-
tapi dodeka najnapred ne dojde otpa|aweto i ne se 
otkrie ~ovekot na grevot, sinot na pogibelta, koj {to 
se protivi i se prevoznesuva nad s$, {to se nare~uva 
Bog ili svetost, za da sedne kako bog vo Bo`jiot hram, 
poka`uvaj}i se deka e Bog. Ne pomnite li deka, u{te 
koga bev pri vas, vi zboruvav za toa? I sega znaete {to 
Go zadr`a Nego da se otkrie vo Svoe vreme. Tajnata 
na bezzakonieto ve}e dejstvuva, samo toa nema da bide 
izvr{eno, dodeka ne se otrgne onoj, {to ja zadr`uva 
sega; toga{ }e se otkrie i bezzakonikot, kogo {to Gos-
pod Isus }e go ubie so zdivot na ustata Svoja, i preku 
blesokot na Svoeto doa|awe }e go istrebi onoj, ~ie 
javuvawe, po dejstvoto na satanata, e so sekakva sila 
i znaci i la`ni ~udesa, i so sekakvo nepravedno iz-
mamuvawe me|u onie, koi zaginuvaat, zatoa {to ne ja 
primile qubovta na vistinata za svoeto spasenie.” (2. 
Sol. 2:3-10). Katehon zna~i „onoj {to se vozdr`uva”, 
no i onoj „{to ja zadr`uva” tajnata na bezzakonieto, 
koj go spre~uva doa|aweto na Antihristot i krajot 
na vremeto. Zada~ata na ovoj tekst najverojatno bila 
da gi primiri onie {to so strast go ~ekale Sudniot 
den, za koj apostolot inspirirano pi{uva vo 1. Sol. 
No kopne`ot po krajot na svetot koj se bli`i gi voz-
budi du{ite: nekoi ja izgubija disciplinata, preki-
naa da rabotat i da se gri`at sa svoite semejstva – tie 
samo ~ekaa. Zaradi ova vo negovoto sledno poslanie 
do Solunjanite apostolot istaknuva deka Bo`jiot den 
}e „se otkrie vo Svoe vreme” i }e bide prethoden od 
„obratnite” pretska`uvawa na izdigaweto na bezzako-
nikot na Bo`jiot tron. Sepak, vo toj ist mig na privi-
den triumf na zloto }e se slu~i razvrska, }e se slu~i 

Notes:

1. Georges Minois, Histoire de l’atheisme (Paris: Fayard, 
1998).

2. Job 38: 4.

3. This eschatological concept appears in a rather enigmatic 
passage of 2 Thessalonians: “Don’t let anyone deceive you 
in any way, for that day will not come, until the rebellion 
occurs and the man of lawlessness is revealed, the man 
doomed to destruction. He will oppose and will exalt 
himself over everything that is called God or is worshipped, 
so that he sets himself up in God’s temple, proclaiming 
himself to be God. Don’t you remember that when I was 
with you I used to tell you these things? And now you know 
what is holding him back (to katechon), so that he may 
be revealed at the proper time. For the secret power of 
lawlessness is already at work; but the one who now holds 
it back (katechon) will continue to do so till he is taken out 
of the way. And then the lawless one will be revealed whom 
the Lord Jesus will overthrow with the breath of his mouth 
and destroy by the splendor of his coming. The coming 
of the lawless one will be in accordance with the work of 
Satan displayed in all kinds of counterfeit miracles, signs 
and wonders, and in every sort of evil that deceives those 
who are perishing. They perish because they refused to 
love the truth and so be saved.” (2 Thessalonians 2:3-10). 
Katechon means the “one that holds back”, but also the 
one “who delays” the secret of lawlessness, who hinders the 
coming of the Antichrist and the end of times. The task of 
this text was most probably to calm down the passionately 
awaiting the inevitable Doomsday, about which the apostle 
writes inspired in the 1 Thessalonians. But the longing for 
the approaching end of the world stirred the souls: some 
loosed the discipline, stopped working and taking care of 
their families – they were just waiting. That is why in his 
next epistle to the Thessalonians the apostle points out that 
the day of God will be “revealed at the proper time” and 
will be preceded by the “reversed” omens of the rise of the 
lawless up to God’s throne. In that same moment though 
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Bo`jiot den. Ottamu e potrebata od potpirawe vrz 
onoj koj go zadr`uva pobedni~kiot poteg na Antihris-
tot i na toj na~in gi organizira i im dava zna~ewe na 
nastanite.

4.  Dela 17: 28.

5.  Jov 42: 5.

6.  Vidi Mudr. Sol. 14: 13-17.

7.  Mudr. Sol. 2: 23.

8.  „I vide Bog deka e dobro”, Bitie 1: 9.

of apparent triumph of evil a denouement will happen, 
God’s day will happen. Hence the need to rely on the one 
that holds back the victorious move of the Antichrist and 
in this way organizes and gives a meaning to the events.  

4. Acts 17: 28.

5. Job 42: 5.

6. Cf. The Book of Wisdom 14: 13-17.

7. Wisdom 2: 23.

8. “And God saw that it was good,” Gen 1: 9.
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