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Identities

Izbor me|u dve zla 

Pred nekolku godini, okolu 1998 godina, napi{av 
edna pesna pod naslov „Isku{enie: aktuelizacija”, 
so moto pre-zemeno od Stariot Zavet, Prvata kniga 
Mojsieva, Glava 22, 7: „O~e! A on re~e: {to, sine? 
I re~e Isak: eve ogan i drva, no kade e `rtvenoto 
jagne?”1 Vo taa pesna go tolkuvav, na poetski na~in, 
obidot na Gospoda da ja testira vernosta na Avraam 
kon nego,2 stavaj}i go vo situacija da bira me|u 
Nego - Bog i svoeto ~edo, sin mu Isak. Gospod Bog 
go stava Avraam vo groteskna situacija da se otka`e 
od svojot sin, da se otka`e od najmiloto, i pove}e 
od toa, da go sotre najmiloto, da go usmrti, da mu 
nanese smrt, da go ubie, da go spali, pod forma na 
(obredno?) `rtvuvawe. Pri~inata za takvata `rtva 
e kapricioznata `elba na Gospod Bog da ja isku{a 
vernosta na Avraam sprema nego, vrhovniot tatko, 
bo`jiot zakon. Avraam, za da doka`e deka vernosta 
sprema Boga e pogolema i pova`na od qubovta 
sprema sopstvenoto ~edo, i so mnogu strav od Boga, 
trgnuva na ma~niot pat kon zemjata Morija, {umata 
na isku{enieto, no}nata mora na ~ove{tvoto,3 kade 
{to ja podgotvuva kladata na koja{to treba da go 
polo`i, namesto jagne ili kako jagne, svojot sin 
Isak, i da mu nanese smrt. 

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 fi re and the wood: but where is the 
lamb for a burnt offering?”1 In that poem I poetically 
interpreted God’s attempt to test Abraham’s loyalty2 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?) sacrifi ce. The reason for 
such a sacrifi ce 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,3 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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Izvlekuvaj}i go pra{aweto na Isak kako moto na 
pesnata, upativ na soznanieto deka Isak gi nasetil 
namerite na tatko mu i deka sfatil {to se slu~uva so 
nego, so tatko mu i so Bog: Isak videl deka nema drugo 
`rtveno jagne osven nego, a mora da go ima, zaradi 
obredot i tradicijata; znael ubavo deka obredot 
na `rtvuvawe treba i mora da se izvede; Avraam go 
vrzal sinot svoj Isak i go stavil na `rtvenikot, 
nad drvata („I zamavna Avraam so rakata svoja i go 
zede no`ot za da go zakole sinot svoj” - se veli vo 
knigata Mojsieva 22, 10); Isak imal dovolno dokazi 
i drugi (jazi~ni i vonjazi~ni) priznaci koi kaj 
nego predizvikale somne` vo postapkite na tatkoto 
i vo prirodnosta (humanosta) na situacijata... Po 
intervencijata na Bog, Isak se pretvora od `rtva 
vo svedok. Isak e svidetel na pate{estvieto i na 
dramata na isku{enieto na tatkoto raspnat me|u Bog 
i sinot. Zloto sfateno kako nu`en izbor me|u dve 
dobra, pri {to na ednoto dobro treba da mu se nanese 
smrt. Koe dobro i da go izbere, tatkoto (nekomu) 
}e nanese zlo. Taka bi mo`elo da se definira 
prvobitnoto isku{enie vo koe{to Bog go stavil 
Avraam: da bira me|u dve dobra, da zazeme ne~ija 
strana, da se podvoi, da se raspne zasekoga{. Toj 
izbor e isklu~uva~ki i e predlo{ka na situacijata 
ili-ili. Ednoto go isklu~uva drugoto, a i dvete se 
neophodni za da se ostane ~ovek. Tragi~na ~ove~ka 
situacija. Krstot na isku{uva~koto raspetie me|u 
dve dobra se pretvora vo izbor na zloto i ja nema 
izgubeno svojata aktuelnost nikoga{ vo minatoto, 
obnovuvaj}i se vo razli~ni vremiwa i prostori. 

Isku{enie: da se dade smrt 

Kon krajot na 2004 godina, ja pro~itav knigata na 
@ak Derida, Donner la mort (Paris, 1999). Dolgo 

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 
sacrifi cial 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 fi rst 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 crucifi xion 
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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vreme razmisluvav okolu naslovot na ovaa kniga i 
kako toj da se prevede na makedonski. Da se dade 

smrt, Da se nanese smrt, Davawe smrt, Da se us-

mrtuva, ili Da se dava smrt, Ubivawe. Da se pre-
vede pogre{no naslovot e kako da se sfatila pog-
re{no knigata. Da se prevede pravilno naslovot e 
preduslov za pravilno tolkuvawe na eden tekst. 
Mene nikako ne mi se vklopuva{e vo negovata kon-
cepcija prevodot na francuskiot izraz i naslov na 
knigata so make donskoto Daruvawe smrt. Stu di jata 
na @ak Derida Kni`evnosta tajno (vtori ot del od 
Davawe smrt) se ispi{uva okolu sto`erniot motiv 
na ̀ rtvuvaweto na Isak - sinot, od Avraam - Tatkoto. 
Derida upatuva tokmu na usmrtuvaweto i ubivaweto 
na drugiot, so tradiciski simptomati~na istorija 
i eti~ki problemati~na vrednost. Daruvaweto smrt 
pove}e me potsetuva na situacii vo koi{to smrtta 
bi mo`ela da bide podobra varijanta za izbor od 
`ivotot, vo uslovi na nu`na, i vo taa smisla posaku-
vana smrt ili evtanazija, odnosno vo situacii koi 
potsetuvaat na onaa vo koja{to Seta ja usmrtuva 
svojata qubena }erki~ka mislej}i, vo mig na bezumie 
i u`asnatost, deka toa e edinstven na~in da ja spasi 
od ropstvoto koe vo nejzinite o~i e postra{no i od 
samata smrt (Toni Morison, Qubena). @rtvuvaweto 
na Isak ne e daruvawe smrt. Toa e davawe smrt, toa e 
usmrtuvawe. 

Postojat navistina nekolku dobri pri~ini poradi 
koi{to jas  ja ~itam i ja tolkuvam knigata na Derida 
niz optikata na usmrtuvaweto. Usmrtuvawe. Da se 

usmrtuva. Da se ubiva. Da se posega po `ivotot na 
drugiot. Ne edna{. Pove}e pati. Nesvr{en glagol. 
@ivotot e postojano isku{enie, isku{enie vo pro-
ces, nevkusno dolg i {okanten proces na isku {uvawe 
na drugiot i samoisku{uvawe. Za isku {enieto da 
stane groteskno, treba da bide upateno na ne{to/

title and how it should be translated into Macedonian. 
To Give Death, To Infl ict Death, Putting to Death or 
Giving Death, Killing.4 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 sacrifi ce 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 horrifi c than 
death itself (Tony Morrison, Beloved). In the sacrifi ce of 
Isaac death is no gift. Death is about to be infl icted; 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. Infl icting 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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nekogo za {to/za kogo {to najmalku bi se o~ekuvalo 
deka mo`e da stane predmet na usmrtuvawe i na od-
zemawe na `ivotot. Isku{enieto stanuva gro teskno 
pod uslov da posakuva da go usmrti najmiloto, naj-
bliskoto, obo`uvanoto, zna~i ne{to sveto, ne{to 
koe e del od ~ovekoviot identitet, ne{to bez koe{to 
se obezvrednuva postoeweto, se obesmisluva `ivot-
ot. Isku{enieto e groteskno koga na masovnata grob-
nica na istorijata tatkoto go frla ne samo sinot 
edinec, tuku celiot svoj porod i narod, so niv i kul-
turata, tradicijata, jazikot. 

Isku{enie se narekuva sostojba vo koja{to ~ovek 
mora da bira me|u dve ne{ta bez koi{to ne mo`e 
da ostane sosema ~ovek, oti se kosi so principot 
~ove~nost (da se potsetime na Izborot na Sofija, 
na primer!). Stvarnosta izgleda ima nekoja bo`ja 
dimenzija i podzaborava na milosta, pa go stava 
~oveka vo situacija da stanuva s$ pomalku ~ovek, 
{to e mo`no pomalku ~ove~en, da stane bestijalen, 
~udovi{en, sadisti~en, smrtonosen... Da, toa bi 
mo`elo da bide dobar prevod na naslovot na knigata 
na Derida - Nosewe smrt. Da se donese nekomu smrt 
zna~i da mu se odzeme `ivotot. Knigata na Derida 
mo`e da se prevede, zna~i, i kako Odzemawe `ivot. 

^udno, ama vo makedonskiot jazik ne postoi voobi-
~aen izraz za davawe smrt. Postoi samo pridavkata 
smrtonosen. Postoi glagolot usmrtuva. Toa e neo-
bi~no, dotolku pove}e {to postoi sprotivniot iz-
raz - da se dade `ivot. Vo makedonskiot jazik mo{ne 
dobro e legnat tokmu ovoj izraz davawe `ivot, soz-
davawe `ivot, vdahnuvawe `ivot, o`ivotvoruvawe, 
o`ivuvawe i drugi izrazi povr zani so ra|aweto. 
Toa, paradoksalno, mo`ebi zna~i deka tamu kade 
{to ima premnogu ra|awe, vsu{nost ima premnogu 
povtorno ra|awe, odnosno deka imalo premnogu 

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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smrt, premnogu primena smrt, premnogu nanesuvawe 
smrt (od nekogo drug i/ili od samiot sebe). Isto-
riski poglednato, toa ne e nelo gi~no. Make  don skiot 
iden titet e pod postojana zaka na za razoru vawe i vo 
postojan streme` da se potvrdi, da se do ka`e, da se 
vostanovi, da se aktualizira, da se pre poznae, da se 
odbrani. Smrtta demne zad sekoe ra |awe. Ima nade`, 
makedonskiot identitet pov torno }e se prerodi na 
svojot prostor. Toa e pra{awe na vizija, na stra-
tegija, na verba i na qubov. Samo qubovta mo`e da 
soz-dade nov `ivot. Ete kako, asocijativno, preku 
qubovta, doznavame kako dava weto `ivot e sozda-
vawe, tvore{tvo, umetnost. Opsta nokot e umetnost. 
Ovde-bitieto e vo dosluh so Biti eto. 

Isku{enieto stanuva groteskno koga e promisleno, 
svesno, koga e plod na li~en izbor. Vistinskoto is-
ku{enie e groteskno, apori~no. Ne bi imalo is-
ku{enie ako, da re~eme, edno usmrtuvawe e po~i neto 
vo mig na bezumie, ili zatoa {to taka moralo vo 
uslovi na prirodna katastrofa ili nesre}en slu~aj. 
Ima, me|utoa, isku{enie, koga usmrtuvaweto e po~i-
neto po slobodna volja, kolku ovaa i da ima izgovor 
deka nemala drug izbor, deka bila primora na ili 
deka postoel nekoj drug izgovor i nekoja druga vi{a 
sila i instanca. Ima isku{enie koga ima vreme i 
uslovi da se promisli odlukata, da se izgradat 
kriteriumi, da se napravi hierarhija na vrednosti, 
da se prezemat odbranbeni merki, da se nadmudri 
sistemot, da se izbegne situacijata ili-ili, a ako 
ve}e mora da se `ivee takvata situacija ili-ili, da 
se bide podgotven za `rtvata, za samo`rtvata i za 
posledicite od opredelbata/izbo rot me|u dvata 
(simboli~ki) zakona, me|u dvete op cii - Bog ili 
Sinot. 

infl icted (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 confi rmation, affi rmation, 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 killing 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 sacrifi ce, the self-sacrifi ce 
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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Ima isku{enie koga isku{enikot mo`e da ja osvesti 
sopstvenata volja i da se stavi vo pozicija na nekoj 
koj e prinuden da odlu~uva da bide ili da ne bide 
ubiec, da go usmrti ili da ne go usmrti svoeto dete, 
da go izneveri ili da ne go izneveri svojot bog, da go 
smeni svojot bog ili da se razdeli od nego. Avraam 
ima izvesna sloboda da bira me|u dvete dobra, da 
bira da ubie ili da ne ubie, da bide slep vernik ili 
da bide misle~ka i dejstvitelna individua. Na toa 
uka`uva i faktot {to Bog „mu gi otvora o~ite” na 
Avraam, vo posledniot mig, demne nad nego za da go 
spre~i ~edomorstvoto, nebare znael deka Avraam e 
podgotven i da si go ubie sinot ako treba, samo da 
poka`e kolku golem vernik e pred Boga, ili zatoa 
{to ne mo`e da go sovlada stravot od Boga. Koga na 
Avraam mu vetuva deka (preku Sara, `ena mu) }e mu 
donese na svet sin, deka }e mu dade nov `ivot i 
idnina za negovoto seme, loza, porod i narod, Gospod 
Bog go najavil Isak kako sin Bo`ji. Avraam, da 
mislel na toa, }e znael deka Bog ne bi napravil 
ni{to za da go ubie, ni da go protera Isak (kako {to 
go proteral Ismail, na primer). Logi~no bi bilo da 
se o~ekuva Bog da go {titi Isak, svoeto zavetno 
~edo. 

Ima isku{enie ako isku{enikot mo`e da bira dali 
}e se identifikuva so zakonot i so tatkoto ili }e 
izgradi sopstvena proekcija za sebesi. Ima isku{e-
nie ako isku{enikot e vo pozicija da go svrgne od 
vlast tatkoto-tiranin i so toa da ja izbegne sudbi-
nata da bide egzekutor na doblestite na ~ove{tvoto. 
Ima isku{enie pri koe{to isku{enikot mo`e da 
bira dali i ponatamu Tatkoto }e go gleda kako zakon 
ili }e odbere da se buntuva protiv takviot zakon (re-
ligija, ideologija) koj od nego bara da si go usmrti 
najmiloto - Sinot. Ima isku{enie koga Sinot mo`e 
da stane Tatko i da vovede svoj, nov Zakon i taka da 

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 sacrifi ce of progeny, of future. But the sons 
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go spre~i ~edomorstvoto i obred noto `rtvuvawe na 
potomstvoto, na idninata. No, sinovite vospitani 
vo duhot na tiranijata mnogu ~esto i samite se pret-
voraat vo tirani. Zatoa e potreben golem jaz, visoka 
svest i samokontrola, za da se promeni radikalno 
svetot vo smisla na negova hu manizacija. 

Relativizacija na tajnata

Osnovnoto pra{awe {to go postavuva isku{eni~kata 
situacija na relacija Bog - Avraam - Isak se odnesu-
va na tajnata i kako taa da (ne) se iska`e. Relati-
viziraweto na apsolutnata tajna Gospodova, sfateno 
kako spodeluvawe na tajnata Gospodova so ~ovekot, e 
oblik na nejzino de-sakralizirawe. Nema somnenie 
deka Svetoto pismo e nasledeno i nasledni~ko 
pomnewe i zavet na sakralnoto, no i taa e vid pismo 
i kni`evnost, a so toa ja ras-ka`uva tajnata na svojot 
kodiran jazik i ja spodeluva so ~ovekot. Kako da se 
sokrie beskrajnata u`asna i apsolutna tajna kakva 
{to e tajnata na Boga? Dali mo`e ovaa tajna, vo mo-
mentot koga stanuva i tajna na Avraam, da bide apso-
lutna? Kako se sozdava i zo{to se ~uva tajnata? Dali 
hermenevtikata se zanimava so apsolutnata tajna? 

Vo prikaznata na Mojsej za Avraam i Isak postojat 
dve tajni. Prvo, tajnata {to ja kriel Bog pred Avraam, 
za da mo`e da go stavi vo isku{enie (da mu ka`el s$ 
otvoreno, ne bi imalo isku{enie), baraj}i od nego 
da si go `rtvuva sinot. Vtoro, tajnata {to ja kriel 
Avraam pred Isak, koga mu ka`al deka go vodi so sebe 
do {umata Morija, na obredot na `rtvuvaweto, ama 
ne mu ka`al koj }e bide `rtvata. Namerata da se ubie 
sinot e pri~ina da se tai vistinata, povod za tajna i 
za taen govor. @rtvuvaweto, tajniot i svetiot govor 
se me|usebno tesno povrzani. Sakrifikacijata e vid 

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 sacrifi ce 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 sacrifi ce, but failed to tell him who the sacrifi ce 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. Sacrifi ce, the secret, and holy talk are all closely 
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sakralizacija i hermetizacija (sacrum – sveto, pos-
veteno, no i ona koe e tajno, sveta tajna i sl., sacrifi er 
pak, zna~i da se ̀ rtvuva ne{to, ili da se nosi ne{to 
sveto za `rtva). @rtvuvaweto e sveta tajna. Nasil-
nata, a ne prirodnata smrt, e pri~initel na tajniot 
i dvosmislen govor. I vo dvata slu~aja, situacijata 
prinuduva na diskreten i dvosmislen govor, koj pak 
e zarodi{ na kni`evnosta. Bog ka`uva edno, a misli 
drugo. Avraam ka`uva edno, a misli drugo. Iskazite 
na Bog i na Avraam se alegori~ni. Literarnosta 
se za~nuva vo stvarnosta, vo dijalogot me|u Boga i 
~ovekot, koga se vkrstuva sakralnoto so egzistenci-
jalnoto.  

Tajnata e dovolno na~nata, podjadena i razgolena 
za da ne bide pove}e tajna, za da ne bide sosema 
tajna. Apsolutnata tajna na Bog stanuva relativna 
tajna na ~ovekot. Spodeluvaj}i ja apsolutnata tajna 
so ~ovekot, preku jazikot, kako zaedni~ko mesto 
me|u Bog i ~ovekot, Bog se pomiril so faktot deka 
tajnata pove}e ne e apsolutna, deka tajnata ne e samo 
negova. Spodelenata tajna (so nekogo drug) pove}e ne 
e apsolutna tajna. Tajnata za koja{to postoi makar 
eden svedok, ne e apsolutna. Drugiot go podrazbira 
Tretiot. Sekoj ~ovek vizavi Bog e Drugiot. Spode-
lenata tajna ne mo`e da bide kontrolirana. Taa e 
glas koj leta. ^ove~kata tajna e spodeluva~ka, me|u 
~ove~ka tajna, a so toa i delumna tajna. Kolku i da 
e zabraneta, spodelenata tajna sekoga{ e - ili vi-
dena ili ~uena, ili preka`ana, ili zapi{ana, ili 
navestena od nekogo drug. Na ovoj svet nema sovr{ena 
tajna. 

Apsolutnata tajna ne e spodelena. Ako ~ovekot e Dru-
giot vo o~ite na Bog, toga{ Bog ja prenesuva tajnata 
na Drugiot. Bog ne e pove}e sam, koga e so ~ovekot. 
Rizikot e golem. Kaj {to ima ~ovek, ima ri zik. 

inter-related. Sacrifi ce is a kind of sacralisation and 
hermetisation (sacrum – holy, sanctifi ed but also secret, 
a holy secret and the like; sacrifi er, on the other hand, 
means to sacrifi ce something, or to bring something holy 
as an offering). Sacrifi ce 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-à-vis 
God is the Other. A shared secret cannot be controlled. 
It is a voice that fl ies 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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Av raam ne ja soop{tuva tajnata so zbor nikomu, no 
tajnata mo`e da se soop{ti i preku drugi znaci i 
jazici, i preku premol~enite, otsutni zborovi, 
~ie{to otsustvo vo odredeni situacii stanuva 
simptomati~no i re~ito. Semantikata na otsutnite, 
neizre~eni zborovi e su{tinata na hermenevtikata 
(‘ερµενεια - na starogr~ki zna~i mo} da se is-ka`e, da 
se razjasni i da se protolkuva ne{to koe ne e jasno 
ka`ano).4 

Kriej}i ja tajnata, Bog go isku{uva Avraam. Kriej}i 
ja tajnata, Avraam se isku{uva sebesi, i pove}e 
od toa, toj se podgotvuva da si go ubie sinot so 
predumisla, svesno. Koga Isak go pra{uva kade e 
`rtvenoto jagne, Avraam odgovara: „Bog, sinko, }e se 
pogri`i da najde jagne za sebe za `rtva”. Povtorno 
ne ja ka`uva vistinata, povtorno izbegnuva da se 
ispoveda i da zboruva direktno (ednozna~no). Av-
raam se slu`i so dvosmisleniot govor, so {to go 
stava Isak vo zabluda i vo neizvesnost, a sebesi 
si pravi otstapnica, izgovor, opravdanie, alibi. 
Av  raam sekoga{ }e mo`e da se pravda deka do{lo 
do nedorazbirawe me|u nego i sin mu, deka ne bil 
pravilno sfaten, deka samo se {eguval i sakal da 
go zapla{i, deka e pogre{no protolkuvan, deka 
n egovata postapka e izvadena od kontekst, i taka na-
tamu. Avraam, na nekoj na~in, ja prefrli vinata od 
sebe, na Bog. Avraam bi ja prifatil sekoja ̀ rtva {to 
Bog }e ja pobara od nego. 

Ako nekoj mol~i i se vozdr`uva od re~ta, ne zna~i 
nu`no deka go praktikuva diskursot na lagata. Se-
kojdnevniot govor ne ja isklu~uva lagata. No, figu-
rativniot govor, bilo da e sakraliziran ili kni`e-
ven, ne e ni vistinit ni la`en govor. Figurativniot 
govor e govor na zna~enskoto i tolkuva~koto isku-
{enie. Zatoa se postavuva pra{aweto: postoi li 

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 (‘ερµενεια – ancient Greek for to ex-
press, clarify and interpret something that has not been 
said clearly).5 

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 sacrifi cial 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, justifi cation 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 sacrifi ce 
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 fi gu-
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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apsoluten molk me|u dve ~ove~ki su{testva posta-
veni zaedno vo edna egzistencijalna situacija? 
Pretvoraweto na tajnata vo molk e pretvorawe na 
eden govor vo drug. Toa pretvorawe e prosledeno so 
izvesen ostatok, so nekoi priznaci, koi ne mora 
nu`no da bidat lingvisti~ki, no koi nu`no se 
semioti~ki i prenesuvaat izvesna informacija. 

Spodelenata tajna ima forma, ima svoj jazik, svoj kod, 
pa - sledstveno - mo`e da bide predmet na tolkuvawe. 
Tolkuvaweto, pak, mo`e da ima najrazli~ni oblici: 
mit, pesna, prikazna, drama, pismo, memoari, esej... 
Retori~koto pra{awe na Isak e znak deka tajnata 
na Avraam e razotkriena. Ako nema sovr{ena tajna, 
toga{ nema ni sovr{eno zlostorstvo. @rtvata e 
prviot svidetel i tolkuva~ na tajnata. Isak e i 
svidetel, i hermenevt. Po odnos na upatenosta vo 
tajnata na drugite svedoci (vo slu~ajov, dvajcata 
slugi), sega se ~ini deka e bespredmetno da se 
zboruva, zatoa {to tie se sporedni po odnos na 
dramata koja se odigruva me|u Sinot, Tatkoto i Boga. 
Tie registriraat {to se slu~uva, nebare se skriena 
kamera na memorijata. Nivnata slika na sobitijata 
ne e dovedena na preden plan i ostanuva vo sferata 
na pretpostavkite. 

No, interesen e eden drug moment: po zavr{uvaweto 
na dramata na isku{enieto, Avraam i Isak ne 
razmenuvaat pove}e ni zbor za toa {to se slu~ilo i 
za toa {to mo`elo da se slu~i. Nema pra{awe, nema 
komentar, nema prefrluvawe, nema pravdawe, nema 
odgovor. Bog ja razre{uva dramata so voveduvawe na 
negovata obredna `rtva - ovenot. Nema ni zbor za toa 
kako Avraam go odvrzuva Isaka i kako go osloboduva 
od kladata. Tie ednostavno se vra}aat doma molkum, 
nebare molkot }e gi spasi od pamteweto i }e im 
pru`i za borav i spokoj. Sekoe opi{uvawe na sobi-

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 fi rst witness and interpreter of the crime. Isaac is 
both a witness and a hermeneut. It seems superfl uous 
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 fi rst 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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tieto e povtoruvawe na sobitieto i oblik na pom-
newe. Kolku pove}e se povtoruva prikaznata za toa 
sobi tie, tolku podolgo trae sobitieto. Neis ka`ana, 
prikaznata ostanuva vo sferata na pret postavkite, 
s$ dodeka sosema ne izblednee, sli~no na son koj ne e 
ni raska`an, ni zapi{an. Kni`evnosta e otpor 
protiv zaboravot. Kni`evnosta opi{uva, zapi{uva 
i pamti. Poradi toa, taa e zakana za onaa ideologija 
koja saka da ja skroi ili da ja revidira istorijata 
spored svoite potrebi i nameri, a ne spored stvar-
nosta, faktite i vistinata. 

Zo{to Isak ne mu zameruva na tatka si, od kade 
negoviot spokoj i negovata tolerancija, e pra{awe 
koe zaslu`uva poseben prostor za tolkuvawe. Vo ovaa 
prigoda }e uka`am samo na mo`nosta toj samiot da se 
stavil vo situacija da odbere da go pamti selektivno. 
Nema somnenie, Isak ne samo {to nasetuva {to se 
slu~uva, tuku sfa}a {to se slu~uva. No, toj odbiva da 
go priznae toa javno i so zbor. Isak e vo {ok. 
[o kiran, ne saka da veruva vo toa {to go gleda. Toa 
{to go gleda se raziduva so negovata pretstava za 
zdraviot razum, humanosta i eti~nosta. Toa {to go 
gleda, molskavi~no minuva niz negoviot um i misla, 
no toj nema hrabrost da go imenuva so vistinskiot 
zbor. Vo Evangelieto na Mojsej nedostasuva prikaz-
nata na Isak, a so toa nedostasuva i negovata pret -
stava za sobitieto. S$ {to znaeme za nea e navesteno 
vo negovoto pra{awe polno so ~udewe. Isak go 
izbegnuva vistinskiot zbor, zatoa {to ja izbegnuva 
vistinata za isku{eni~kata drama. 

Za da mo`e da `ivee, nemu mu treba figura (aluzija, 
ironija, groteska), koja }e ja obele`i retorikata na 
negovoto postoewe i koja }e bide odraz na negovoto 
bitie. A bidej}i vpe~atokot od toa {to go videl 
i go do`iveal e tolku silen {to ne mo`e sosema 

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 fi t 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 fi gure (allusion, irony, gro-
tesque) that will mark the rhetoric of his existence and 
that will refl ect 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 
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da go premol~i, toj izustuva edno pra{awe koe go 
sodr`i vo sebe odgovorot onolku kolku {to ja so-
dr`i vo sebe i tajnata. Isak e zgrozen, vxa{en i 
stapisan, pa ne mu preostanuva ni{to drugo osven 
da go postavi, aluzivno, retori~koto pra{awe 
koe, spored simboli~kiot kod na tajnata, ne treba 
da ja razotkrie tajnata so zbor, tuku me|u zborovi, 
so otsutnite zborovi, otade jazikot. Isak ja ~ita 
tajnata preku znacite koi ne se jazi~ni: tatkoto go 
zema sinot so sebe na ~inot na `rtvuvaweto, ima 
klada, nema jagne, Isak e vrzan nad kladata, Avraam 
go dr`i no`ot nad nego, tatkoto premnogu mol~i, a 
pregolemoto i prenapregnato mol~ewe e priznak 
na nekoja golema i nametnata tajna, simptom za 
negovata dlaboka potreba od nadkompenzacija, znak 
deka Avraam se pla{i da ne ja izdade sam tajnata, 
znak deka `ivee so edna nepodnosliva tajna. 

Aluzivnoto pra{awe na Isak e oblik na tolkuvawe. 
Odgovorot postoi i se znae, no postoi zad jazikot. 
Odgovorot ne stignuva do zborot. Odgovorot mora da 
ostane enigma i da tropa na portite na jazikot. 
Jazikot veli ne, nema da te iska`am.]e te premol~am. 
]e te ka`am, premol~uvaj}i te. Zarem toa ne ti e 
dovolno, veli jazikot nadmeno, poradi stravot pred 
~ove~kata zaslepenost i ~ove~kata podgotvenost za 
najmonstruozni zlo-dela, `rtvi i postapki vo ime 
na ne{to „vi{o”. Jazikot se blokira pred taa vi{a 
instanca i zamol~uva. Toj e svesen za svojata mo}. 
Znae deka ne{tata mo`at da se ka`at me|u redovi. 
Jazikot znae deka postojat retori~ki figuri koi 
ka`uvaat, iako ne is-ka`ale. Jazikot ja razviva kaj 
sebe taa mo} da ka`uva bez da izre~e, da ka`uva niz 
jazi~ni sliki i obrti. Jazikot se umno`uva samiot 
na po~vata na taa svest za svojot kapacitet da ka`uva 
ne zboruvaj}i mnogu ili kriej}i gi zna~ewata vo 
{ifri. Toj svoj kapacitet go izrazil vo pove}e dis-

it contains the secret. Isaac is horrifi ed, awestruck and 
petrifi ed 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 
sacrifi ce; 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, sacrifi ces 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 fi gures 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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kur zivni praktiki: sakralnata, mitskata, biblis-
kata, poetskata, tajnite jazici. Jazikot ja prifa}a 
zabranata da zboruva otvoreno kako svoja konvencija. 
Taa konvencija gi generira jazicite so enigmati~en 
sostav. Hermeti~nosta na bitieto stanuva herme-
ti~nost na jazikot. Enigmati~nosta na bitieto sta-
nu va enigmati~nost na jazikot. 

Hermenevtikata gi tolkuva, preku pismoto i jazikot, 
tvorbite na ~ovekovata kultura i civilizacija. Tie 
se relativizirani ovde-tajni, tajni na ~ove~koto 
su{testvo i na su{testvuvaweto, a ne tajnata na bi-
tieto. [tom apsolutnata tajna na bitieto se rela-
tivizira i stane pridobivka na ~ovekovata kultura, 
taa mo`e da bide rastajneta. Samoto formulirawe 
na tajnata go podrazbira nejzinoto rastajnuvawe, 
onaka kako {to gatankata ja podrazbira svojata raz-
gatka, kako {to enigmata e umetnost zatoa {to ja 
vklu~uva igrata na nejzinoto sokrivawe i nejzinoto 
razotkrivawe. Faktot {to ne mo`e sekoj da ja raz-
gatne enigmata/gatankata ne doka`uva ni deka enig-
mata e nespoznatliva, ni deka ~ovekot koj ja spoznal 
e bo`ji glasnik. Toa {to tajnata }e bide protolku-
vana subjektivno i razli~no, ne ja pravi da bide 
nesfatliva, tuku ja otvora sprema ovde-bitieto (su{-
testvoto) i sprema istorijata, ja pravi da bide is-
tori~na. Kni`evnata tajna e istori~na i pluralna 
i e sostavena vrz na~eloto tajna-vo-tajna, me|utajna. 
Hermenevtikata na svetite pisma poka`uva, vo po-
novo vreme P. Riker i N. Fraj (P. Rickert, N. Frye), 
deka i tajnite na evangelijata se soo~uvaat so prob-
lemot na isto ri~nosta i na pluralnosta na zna~e-
weto na tekstot. Ni sakralnite tekstovi ne se oslo-
bodeni od isto ri~nosta, od tamu ni od razli~nite 
tolkuvawa i prevodi na istite tekstovi.

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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Tolkuvaweto na tajnata podrazbira soodvetna upa-
tenost vo nejziniot kod i po~ituvawe na pravilata 
na nejzinoto kodirawe. Sekoja tajna koja e imenuva-
na, ne e (pove}e) apsolutna. Apsolutnata tajna nema 
ime. Zatoa ~ovekot, od damnini do denes, ne go ima 
najdeno vistinskoto ime na Bog... Vo migovi na tol-
kuva~ka nemo}, ~ovekot pribegnuva kon verata koja 
ne bara zborovi i koja tolkuva so srce, ne so um. 
„Dajte mi zbor...” za Nego, veli ~ovekot. Najdete mi 
go vistinskiot zbor, negovoto ime. Dajte mi go 
praviot  zbor. Da go imam. Da go s-fatam. Da sfatite 
ne{to zna~i da go imate, da go dr`ite vo race, da 
imate mo} nad nego. Nad zborot, a preku nego i nad 
~ovekot. Bog dava otpor. I toj ne e ramnodu{en pred 
jazikot. Si go krie imeto. Nudi psevdonimi, 
prekari, akronimi, s$, samo ne svoeto vistinsko 
Ime. Apsolutnata tajna odbiva da bide protolkuvana 
so zbor. Taa, eventualno, mo`e da bide nasetena 
intuitivno, kako priznak ili kako del od nekoja 
vizija. Apsolutnata tajna ne e (~isto) ~ove~ka rabo-
ta i postoi otade jazikot. Taa nema prepoznatliv 
identitet. Apsolutnata tajna go ostava ~ovekot bez 
zborovi, pa takov, fasciniran, egzaltiran i para-
liziran, ~ovekot ne mo`e da tolkuva. Mo`ebi za toa 
Isak ne ja ponuduva svojata verzija na tolkuvaweto 
na isku{enieto. 

Predmet na interesot na hermenevtikata e spode-
lenata tajna. Na~natata ti{ina. Re~ta. Spored Deri-
da, osnovnata pri~ina da ne se ka`e nikomu ni{to 
od ona {to nekoj go znae i {to nekomu mu e ka`ano 
kako tajna, le`i vo potrebata da ne se ispre~i „ne-
koj tret me|u nas” (Derida, 1999, 203). No, mi se 
~i ni deka problemot se za~nuva vo momentot koga se 
pojavil Vtoriot, a ne vo momentot koga }e se pojavi 
Tretiot. [tom postojat dvajca, edniot od niv ja igra 
ulogata na tolkuva~ i, kako takov, toj e potencijalen 

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.

Katica Kulavkova The Moriah Nightmare: Hermeneutics of the Grotesque Temptation
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prenesuva~ na tajnata i potencijalen odgatnuva~ na 
tajnata. 

Zakonot na Tatkoto i zakonot na Sinot 
- tiranijata i razvlastuvaweto 

Odnosite na relacija Tatko, Sin i Svetiot Duh se 
osnova na simboli~niot poredok na jazikot i na 
svetot. Funkcijata tatko go menuva subjektot i so 
toa tvori istoriska niza na transferi od edna 
generacija na druga, od roditeli na deca, od tatko na 
sin. Sinot stanuva tatko, a tatkoto sin. Za tatkoto 
da stane sin, dovolno e da bide vernik i da go slu{a 
poslu{no zborot na tatkoto - Bog. Sekoj vernik 
e sin Bo`ji. Za sinot da stane tatko, treba da go 
simne od vlast svojot tatko, da go razvlasti, da mu 
se sprotistavi na negoviot zakon, da se vostoli~i 
sebe vo funkcija na tatko (centar, mo}, tiranija) da 
vovede nov zakon. Stanuvaj}i tatko, sinot povtorno 
stanuva sin, ako vo igrata se vklu~i Bog, a toa e 
najverojatno. 

Zakonot na Tatkoto e zakon na tiranijata. Zakonot 
na Sinot e zakon na razvlastuvaweto. Kolku e po-
strog, ponepopustliv i ponemilosrden zakonot na 
Tatkoto, tolku pove}e Sinot e motiviran da go de-
tronizira, pa i da go usmrti…5 Takov e zakonot na 
Uran, na Hron ili Saturn, i na Jupiter, toga{ koga 
tie ja vr{at funkcijata na Sin. Koga }e ja prezemat 
funkcijata na tatko, toga{ tie i samite se predmet 
na razvlastuvawe, a ne subjekt koj razvlastuva. Za-
konot podrazbira ra|awe i voveduvawe nov zakon, 
zakonot podrazbira transfer, delikt, povreda, zlo-
stor, obnova, revolucija, i taka do beskone~nost, 
zatoa {to nema apsoluten ili sovr{en zakon. 

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 offi ce 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...6 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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Odnosite me|u tatkoto i sinot se naru{uvaat tokmu 
so proniknuvaweto vo enigmata (od starogr~kiot 
zbor α„ νιγµα, α„νιγµατοσ koj zna~i zagatka, gatan ka, 
zagado~en, temen i nepoimliv govor, nere{liv 
slu~aj). Slepata doverbata progleduva preku spo zna-
vaweto na tajnata i nejzinoto smestuvawe/polo-
`uvawe vo jazikot, makar kako naj-zagado~na figura 
na govorot (groteska, ironija, alegorija). Doverbata 
vo tatkoto e naru{ena. Za sekoga{. Besprigovorna ta 
doverba e zameneta so janya. Onoj koj nekoga{ bil 
olicetvorenie na sakralnoto, strav-i-trepet pome-
{ani so po~it i qubov, odedna{ se desak ralizira. 
Sovr{enstvoto bilo zabluda. Qubovta e podelena. 
Sinot sfa}a deka ne bil ni edinstven, ni najmil, ni 
najva`en. Prioritetot e premesten, centarot e na 
nekoe drugo mesto (Bog, mo}ta, karierata, porokot, 
egoto). Avraam toa go sfa}a vo momentot koga ja donel 
odlukata kogo }e `rtvuva. Pred toa, toj mo`el da se 
doveduva i samiot sebesi vo zabluda. Morija e sim-
bol na desakralizacija na tatkoto. Samo za blu-
duvaweto, kako ~ovekova tajna par exellence, se ras-
tajnuva i se ukinuva. 

Onoj koj e faten na delo od sinot, kako Avraam, nema 
kade da bega. Podobro, ako e voop{to ne{to dobro 
(u{te edna ironija na jazikot i mo} da se spravi 
so besmislicite), da se preprava deka ne go ~ul pra-
{aweto i da go odmol~i odgovorot. Da ne dade ko-
mentar. Da smeta na vremeto i na nade`ta ~ove~ka, 
deka eden den }e se podzaboravi i deka toa {to bilo 
}e bide kako da ne bilo. Taka s$ do smrtta, tatkoto 
}e `ivee so porivot da propadne vo zemja, da zine 
zemjata i da go goltne, za da ne mora da se se}ava. Tat-
koto }e si go krie pogledot, }e gleda na strana za da 
ne bide viden. O~ite zboruvaat. Pogledot go ka`uva 
ona {to ustata go krie. 

The relations between the father and the son are 
shattered precisely by the penetration into the enigma 
(from the ancient Greek word α„ νιγµα, α„νιγµατοσ, 
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 fi gure of speech (a grotesque, irony, allegory). 
One’s confi dence 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 sacrifi ce. 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. 

Katica Kulavkova The Moriah Nightmare: Hermeneutics of the Grotesque Temptation
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Tatkoto }e izbegnuva razgovor o~i vo o~i so sinot, 
na temata isku{enie i `rtvuvawe. Sinot mo`e da 
mu prosti, no pro{kata nema da go spasi od sebe i od 
sopstvenata janya. Morija }e bide, od po~etokot do 
krajot, no}na mora na ~ove{tvoto. Somnevaweto }e go 
grize i tatkoto, i negoviot sin. Tatkoto, zatoa {to }e 
se pla{i deka e demistificiran od sinot, a sinot -  
zatoa {to }e saka, koga i da e, da ja doznae vistinata. 
Somnevaweto }e bide na~in na komunikacija me|u 
tatkoto i sinot. Somnevaweto kako egzistencijalna 
i ontolo{ka nelagodnost. No}nata mora na Avraam 
e no}na mora na ~ove{tvoto. Cikli~no, taa se bu-
di, se aktuelizira, se obnovuva. Za `al. Svetot bi 
go izgubil svojot identitet koga bi se otka`al od 
no} nata mora na Morija. Kni`evnosta e eden od 
mediumite koi ja aktueliziraat tajnata na Morija. 

Se nametnuva i edna druga optika vo posmatraweto 
na groteskata na isku{enieto. Tekstot na Evange-

lieto go sodr`i opisot na isku{eni~kite stra-
danija vo forma na prikazna koja e, voedno, i tolku-
vawe na situacijata, i citirawe na iskazite na Bog, 
Av raam i Isak. Mojsej, kako avtor na Evangelieto, 
demistificira nekoi aspekti na grotesknosta, no ja 
po~ituva enigmati~nosta kolku {to e toa mo` no 
koga se raska`uva, makar i vo oblik na sakraliziran 
govor. Toj nastojuva da ne go razgoruva ~uvstvoto na 
povredenost kaj Isak. Na~inot na koj{to Mojsej go 
soop{tuva predanieto za Avraam, ne ja institu-
cionalizira odmazdata kako identitet na sinot i 
ne zagovara, paradoksalno, kazna na tatkoto, ni 
negova detronizacija. Toa e pokazatel deka pri-
kaznata za Avraam i Isak minala niz eden (hris-
tijanski) filter i deka e dobro fokalizirana niz 
svesta na naratorot. Vo spisite na Stariot zavet 
se preminuva beglo od inkriminiranite `rtve-

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 sacrifi ce. 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 demystifi ed by his son; the son because at 
some point he will want to fi nd 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, 
demystifi es 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 
infl ame 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 fi lter) and that it 
has been focalised well through the consciousness of the 
narrator. The subsequent incriminated events involv-
ing sacrifi ce are superfi cially treated in the scriptures 
of the Old Testament. There is no mention there of the 
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ni~ki sobitija na sobitijata koi sledat potoa. Vo 
niv nema ni zbor za ~uvstvuvaweto vina i gri`a na 
sovest kaj tatkoto ili za traumata na Isak. Avraam i 
Isak se vra}aat so dvajcata momoci kako ni{to 
neobi~no da ne se slu~ilo. Tokmu toa neobi~no 

ne{to za koe{to ne razgovaraat Avraam i Isak, e 
temno mesto koe treba da se osvetli. No, bidej}i 
hermenevtikata na toa premol~uvawe ima potreba 
od rasvetluvawe niz prizmata na eden drug topos, 
pro{kata, toa }e go ostavime za nekoja druga pri-
goda. 

Principot ~ove~nost - no}nata mora na ~ove{tvoto  

Vo mojata pesna „Isku{enie”, aktueliziraj}i ja 
groteskata na isku{enieto na Avraam, pra{av: 
„Zo{to Onoj Gore mol~e{e i milosta ja {tede{e - 
nikoj ne uzna!”. Aludirav na situacijata vo koja{to 
se nao|a ~ove{tvoto denes, i posebno makedonskiot 
del od ~ove{tvoto. Go zamoliv Avraam, Tatkoto 
i Boga, da odbijat - `rtvuvaweto na sopstveniot 
porod/narod da bide dokaz za vernosta. Toga{ re-
 kov - da odbie da go `rtvuva najmiloto, ama ne sum 
sigurna deka rekov pravo. Da mu be{e najmil vo vis-
tinska smisla na zborot, Avraam nema{e da odlu~i 
da si go `rtvuva sinot. Sinot mo`ebi mu bil mil, 
no pomil mu bil Bog. Vo eden moment, sistemot na 
eti~ki i emotivni vrednosti kaj nego se menuva. 
Toga{ pra{av - do koga }e se pravi od zlo pozlo, vo 
ime na nekoi idei za dobroto? Do koga celta }e gi 
opravduva sredstvata (i koja CEL, vpro~em)? Do koga 
}e se promovira politikata na pravewe zlodobro? 
Do koga }e mol~i semo}niot, sesvidetelot (Onoj-koj-
gleda-se) i pravedniot? 

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 sacrifi ce of 
one’s progeny/people as a proof on one’s loyalty. I said 
“refuse to sacrifi ce 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 
sacrifi ce 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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Edno od osnovnite pra{awa {to go postavuva herme-
ti~nata i hermenevti~kata situacija od Stariot 

zavet vo vrska so isku{uvaweto na Avraam i `rt-
vuvaweto na Isak e tokmu pra{aweto - kako da se 
`ivee ~ove~ki, a da se bide vernik? Kako da se bide 
vernik, a da se ostane human? Dali nekade, vo nekoi 
krajni granici, verata ja isklu~uva humanosta i na 
preden plan ja postavuva idejata, idealot, na~eloto. 
[to i da odbere, Bog ili Sinot, ~ovekot gubi. Koga 
gubi pomalku? ^ove~kata situacija e birawe me|u 
dve zla. No, kako da se odredi koe e pomaloto zlo? 
Mo`e li koe bilo zlo da se pretvori vo ne{to dob-
ro? Ja znae li nekoj taa alhemija, taa magija? 

Izborot na Avraam e poznat. Toj odbira da si go 
usmrti sinot, pod forma na obredno prinesuvawe 
`rtva pred i na Boga. Seedno {to Avraam de facto 
ne go izvr{uva ubistvoto, toj su{tinski go pravi 
svojot izbor. Avraam e svesen za te`inata na svojot 
izbor, no sam go bira. Bog mu nalaga, no toj e onoj koj 
treba da odlu~i {to }e napravi. Avraam ja prifa}a 
opcijata na slepa vernost. Toj znae deka izborot {to 
go pravi se kosi so negovata pretstava za tatkovstvo-
to, no sepak odlu~uva da odi nasproti sebe i da rizi-
kuva. Rizikot na Avraam verojatno se isplate{e. Bog 
demne{e nad nego i go spre~i najlo{oto. No {to 
}e be{e ako Bog be{e za mig otsuten? A za faktot 
deka Sinot nema nikoga{ pove}e da bide celosno 
sin, retko koj se pra{uva. Isak e obele`an, za vek-
i-vekov, od somne`ot vo tatkovata qubov. Sinot 
strada od nedostatok na qubov, nedostatok na verba, 
nedostatok na potkrepa. Sinot e definitivno sam. 
Od isku{enieto na Avraam do denes, ~ovekot e sam. 
Istorijata cini~no go potsetuva ~ove{tvoto deka e 
tenka granicata me|u Bog i Sotonata, me|u tatkoto i 
|avolot. 

One of the basic questions posed by the hermetic and 
hermeneutic situation in the Old Testament concern-
ing Abraham’s temptation and the sacrifi ce 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 defi nitely 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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Bog vo posleden mig go spre~uva ~edomorstvoto, 
no toa ne mo`e da ja pro~isti sovesta na Avraam. 
Ubistvoto vo obid e ~in na predavstvo na smislata na 
postoeweto, na principot ~ove~nost. Ako smislata 
na postoeweto mo`e da se ostvari i nasproti 
pretstavite za humanosta i eti~kite na~ela, toga{ 
zna~i deka humanosta ne e uslov bez koj{to ne mo`e 
~ovekot. Ima mnogubrojni primeri koi poka`uvaat 
deka za nekoi individui postoeweto se osmisluva 
preku besmisleni, apsurdni, nehumani i neeti~ni 
postapki. Kolku i da e rastegliv poimot eti~nost 
kako mo`en sinonim za ~ove~nosta, toj sepak ne e 
rastegliv do besvest i ne e apsolutno entropi~en. 
@ivotot ja odreduva merata na humanosta. 

Besmislenite, ironi~ni i groteskni postapki, kak-
vi {to se `rtvuvaweto i ubivaweto na najmiloto, 
odnosno na nepoznatoto, so ni{to nemotiviranite 
ubistva ili misteriozno motiviranite ubistva (od 
Avraam, preku Medeja, do Merso od Stranecot na 
Kami ili do likot-raska`uva~ od raskazot Apso-

luten sluh na Daniel del Xudi~e...), kiptat od pri-
mordijalni pobudi i ~uvstva kakvi {to se - omraza-
ta, zavista, porivot za sadisti~ko u`i vawe, bezumi-
eto... Da se najde smislata na posto eweto (~ove~koto 
da stane ~ove~no) podrazbira humanizacija na sekoj 
~ovek oddelno. Toa e re~isi neostvarliv proekt. 
Toga{, ako ~ovekot sam po se be ne e ~ove~en, {to e 
negova differentia specifi ca? Steknuvaweto iskustva 
vrz tu|ite primeri e pred uslov za da se profilira 
konceptot na humanoto. Da se razbijat iluziite. Da 
ne se idealizira ~ovekot, za da mo`e da se human-
izira. 

Ne smrtta, tuku `ivotot pravi podbi-{ega so 
~ovekot. Smrtta e verna, `ivotot go izneveruva 
~ovekot. Paradoksalnite presvrti stojat zad sekoj 

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 fl exible, the term ethicality as a possible 
synonym of humanity, it is still not endlessly fl exible or 
absolutely entropic. Life sets the measure of humanity.

The absurd, ironic and grotesque acts, such as the sac-
rifi ce 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 specifi ca? Gaining experience through 
other people’s examples is a precondition for profi ling 
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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svijok na postoeweto. Etikata se rekonstruira preku 
soodnosot (jazot i sovpa|awata) me|u zborovite i 
delata. Etikata na `iveeweto ne e nasledna kate-
gorija, ne e steknata edna{ za sekoga{. Taa postojano 
se gradi i se vozobnovuva. A tokmu etikata e taa koja 
gi formira pretstavite za drugosta i za drugiot. 
Etikata e podra~je na podvoenosti i razliki, ne-
koga{ nepoimni i krajno neprifatlivi. Zatoa 
drugiot postoi i ne mo`e da se poistoveti so mene i 
jas ne sakam da se poistovetam nitu da me po isto-
vet(uva)at so nego. Mo`ebi ne sosema i ne sekoga{, 
no eti~kite razliki se vidlivi i merlivi, za{to 
imaat ~ove~ki obraz.  

Sakralizacija na kni`evnosta

Kni`evniot govor e taen govor. Logi~no, kni`evni-
ot govor e vid sakraliziran govor (sacra, secre – taj-
no, sveto). Literarizacijata e sakralizacija. @el-
bata da ne se ka`uva s$, potrebata ne{tata da se pre-
mol~at im e svojstvena na nekni`evnite vidovi go-
vor, osobeno na tekovniot, kolokvijalen govor, koj e 
daleku popodgotven da se nadopolni so nejazi~ni 
sredstva i so vonjazi~nata situacija {to ja kon-
tekstualizira vo sebe i na koja{to & dava infor-
mativna mo}. Neverbaliziraniot del od govorot e 
voobi~aen za prirodojazi~nite sistemi i komuni-
kacii. Kni`evnosta se stremi da go ojazi~i, zna~i 
da go verbalizira i ona {to ne go iska`uva. Vo 
kni`evnite iskazi neiska`anite zborovi se sosta-
ven del od jazi~no-retori~kite figuri, narativnite, 
dramskite i lirskite oblici so koi{to se pos-
tignuvaat semanti~ki (i drugi) efekti na edno kni-
`evno delo. Svesnoto odbivawe da se ka`at nekoi 
zborovi i da se otkrijat nekoi tajni poraki e op-
{tojazi~no svojstvo. Kni`evnosta go specificira 

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 identifi ed with me, nor would 
I want to identify or be identifi ed 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 fi gures, 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 
specifi es this feature and adjusts it to its linguistic and 
aesthetic code. Literature says much more but the way 
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toa svojstvo i go prisposobuva na svojot jazi~no-
estetski kod. Kni`evnosta ka`uva mnogu pove}e, no 
na~inot na koj{to go pravi toa ne e banalen. I koga 
krie, taa ne go pravi toa eks plicitno, ni prag-
mati~no. Onoj, pak,  koj ne zboruva eksplicitno, ima 
polno pravo i dol`nost da zbo ruva implicitno, da 
zboruva figurativno, da go gubi kontaktot so pred-
metot na koj{to se odnesuva, da se odnesuva na pove}e 
predmeti, prostori i vre miwa vo isto vreme. 

Spored Derida, kni`evnosta e estetizirana forma 
na desakralizacija na svetoto otkrovenie (Derida, 
1999, 205). Kni`evnosta se postavuva kako svidetel 
na eden misteriozen ~in, nekoga{ na edno zlo-delo 
koe kopnee po zaborav. No, u{te svetite pisma/
knigi, kolku i da se sakralizirani, podrazbiraat i 
nekoi kni`evni svojstva. Ottamu, svetite pisma ve}e 
ja najavuvaat desakralizacijata, no i najavuvaat nov, 
delumno estetiziran oblik na enigmatizacija, a so 
toa i na sakralizacija. Kni`evnosta ne mo`e sosema 
da se izvle~e od senkata na sakralnoto. Nejzinata 
sklonost kon enigmati~nost i kon hermeti~nost 
ja dobli`uva do sakralnoto, makar kako oblik na 
mistifikacija na sakralnoto. 

Kako estetski oblik na memorija koja mo`e da se re-
aktuelizira vo sekoja soodvetna konstelacija, vlasta 
gleda na kni`evnosta kako na potencijalen pro-
tivnik. Postoi stereotipiziran, priznat ili ne-
priznat imix deka kni`evnosta mo`e da gi zagrozi 
spokojot i statusot na vostoli~enite dis kursi na 
mo}ta i na nositelite na mo}ta, deka pretstavuva 
zakana po odnos na oficijaliziranata slika na 
svetot, na istorijata, na sega{nosta. Ottamu vo 
op{testvata, osobeno onie koi inkliniraat kon 
totalitarnost, se javuva zazor od kni`evnosta. Kni-
`evnosta ne mo`e, i da saka, da go ignorira ~i ta-

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, fi guratively, 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 
mystifi cation 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 fi nal paronomasia).
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At the end of his book To Give Death, Derrida summa-
rises the four features of literature that are signifi cant 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 sacrifi ce. 
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

telot, da bide ramnodu{na sprema tronot i tira-
nijata (edna fina paronomazija, neli ?) 

Derida gi rezimira, na samiot kraj od svojata kniga 
Da se dade smrt, ~etirite svojstva na kni`evnosta 
koi se zna~ajni za hermenevtikata. Prvo, veli toj, 
kni`evnosta ima pravo da ka`e s$ i da skrie s$. 
Vtoro, kni`evnosta e oslobodena od odgovornosta da 
ima smisla (smisla, ne zna~ewe!) i ozna~en predmet 
(referent). Treto, kni`evnosta mo`e da bide bes-
mislena kako `rtvata na Avraam. Kni`evnosta ima 
pravo da ne saka da ka`e ni{to, zna~i da bide her-
meti~na, da bide apsolutno hermeti~na. ^etvrto, 
tajnata na kni`evnosta ne mora da soodvetstvuva na 
nekoja stvarnost vo svetot i na nekoe vostanoveno 
zna~ewe. Petto, kni`evnosta e mesto na site tajni 
bez tajna. Vrven zakon na kni`evnosta e edine~nosta 
na nastanot, deloto (Derrida, 1999, 206). Ovie tezi na 
@ak Derida go odreduvaat kako mislitel koj ja 
brani avtoteli~nosta i avtonomnosta na kni`ev-
nosta, nej zinoto pravo i nejzinata obvrska na es-
tetska sloboda, izbor i igra, a tokmu zatoa i nej-
zinata predodredenost da bide tainstvena. Kni ̀ ev-
nosta, bilo da ja sfatime kako desakrali zacija na 
tajnata ili kako sakralizacija na isto rijata, ne 
mo`e da bide apsolutno hermeti~na. Kni ̀ evnosta, 
so svojata relativna hermeti~nost, ne mo`e da ne 
ka`e apsolutno ni{to. Kni`evnosta ka`uva mnogu, 
zboruvaj}i tainstveno. Sekoga{ od novo i odnovo. 
Kni`evnosta ja nad`ivuva smrtta. Pred mnogute 
isku{enija, da bide ili da ne bide, kni`evnosta 
opstanuva. Koj ja {titi, toa e u{te edno otvoreno 
pra{awe. No, ako samata ne se {titi, ni Bog nema da 
&  pomogne. 
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Bele{ki: 

1. K. ]ulavkova, Me|usvet, (Skopje: Tri, 2000).

2. Vo vrska so transkripcijata na imeto Avram treba 
da se ka`e slednoto. Vo prevodot na Stariot zavet 
na makedonski jazik, se koristi formata Avram. Na 
Avram, spored zavetot {to so nego go napravil Gospod, 
kako tatko na mnogu narodi, Gospod mu go smenil imeto 
od Avram vo Avraam ili Avra’am. Gospod se zavetil (se 
zakolnal) deka }e go razmno`i i deka }e mu ovozmo`i 
da opstane za veki vekov, a Avram se zakolnal deka }e go 
slavi kako edinstven Bog. Simbol i dokaz na toj zavet 
bi trebalo da bide obrezuvaweto na ma{kite deca 
(bilo da se rodeni, veli, ili da se kupeni za pari, 
glava 17 od Knigata Mojsieva). Bidej}i isku{enieto se 
slu~uva otkako Bog mu go smenil imeto, vo ovoj tekst }e 
ja koristime formata Avraam.

3. Toa mesto kade {to Avraam trebalo da si go ubie sinot, 
e nare~eno, spored zborovite od negoviot odgovor, 
(brdo na koe{to) Gospod }e se pogri`i.

4. Hermes e krilest izvestitel na bogovite, izumitel na 
lirata, pridru`nik na du{ite vo podzemniot svet...

Notes: 

1. K. ]ulavkova, Me|usvet, (Skopje: Tri, 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 
lyre, escort of the souls in the nether world...
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5. Za toa zboruvaat mitovite za Uran, Hron, i Jupiter, 
predanijata za mnogu ist oriski li~nosti, na poinakov 
na~in i tragedijata na Sofokle, Kralot Edip, koja go 
prika`uva, me|u drugoto, zamislenoto ubistvo na Edip 
i ztvarnoto ubistvo na Laj...
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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 confi nement of Laius...
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