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Dear readers,

I am pleased at being given the opportunity to pen the forward for our fourth issue
of Humanicns. In October 2009 1 successfully defended my doctoral thesis
Resurrecting the Past: Democracy, National 1dentity, and Historical Memory in Modern Serbia.
In addition to finally accomplishing what had nearly been a decade long sojourn, 1
was honored to have been in the company of esteemed academics serving as
committee readers and general editors. As many of my fellow academics know all
too well, the life of a graduate student can often be long, lonely, and laborious. At
times we may feel there is no end in sight in completing our projects, and the lure
of reading “just one more book” before we decide to write something substantive is
a constant reminder that in addition to being self-ascribed perfectionists, we are
driven by an intense desire to procrastinate as strategically as possible.

Yet a new challenge quickly greets the newly crowned PhD upon emerging
from his or her celebratory stupor: the search for gainful employment. As the
wotldwide economic recession shows nascent signs of recovery, the world of
academia continues to reel from limited funding and scarce job opportunities.
Universities on my side of the pond are increasingly turning towards a readily
available supply of exploitable and expendable adjunct instructors to meet the
growing demands of student enrollment while providing compensatory packages
that hardly cover basic financial needs. This means that any real job opportunities
for full-time faculty is becoming highly competitive. The stringent selection
processes that are traditionally reserved for the most prestigious universities are
now trickling down to second and even third tier colleges. Qualifications, while still
resting on the required “PhD in hand”, are definitively expanding to include
publications, and the PhD that can display an article of his or her own in an
academic journal, or dare we dream a published manuscript, has a greater chance of
earning that coveted position than others.

It is to Humanicus that I am grateful in being a part of. While we are still only
in our journalistic infancy, it has significantly aided our abilities in gaining notoriety
and establishing connections (an all too important facet of the academic world we
tend to overlook). The ability to publish in established academic forums is still all of
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our objectives, but the ability for us to make our names and disciplines known is
increasingly turning to the Internet where informal networking and association
continues to be an important facet of building our careers. In the spirit of academic
perseverance amid these perennial challenges, I open the latest issue of our fledgling

journal.
Sincerely,

Michael Rossi
Assistant to the Editor

Rutgers University
New Brunswick, NJ
USA
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The relation of Deconstruction to Ricoeur and Levinas
Chung Chin-Y1

Abstract: In this paper I will examine the radical empiricisms of Ricoeur and
Levinas. I will demonstrate that radical empiricisms translate into repetitions rather
than deviations from metaphysics. Ricoeur, Levinas and Metleau-Ponty's turn to
existential phenomenology and intersubjectivity represents a turn to overcome
metaphysics, not unlike Heidegger, and thus repeat it by inscribing it as a negative
or Jewish variant in the emphasis on Otherness and intersubjectivity in place of
Being and presence. Their 'ethical turn' was a turn to privilege the Other over self
and corporeality over transcendental which elides differance and the quasi-
transcendental. In place of this radical empiricism or non-philosophy Derrida would
argue for the importance of the quasi-transcendental as the meta-condition that
grounds philosophy and non-philosophy. The difference between the
transcendental and the empirical, differance, translates into a difference which is
nothing. The turn towards a radical empiricism that we witness with Ricoeur,
Levinas, Merleau-Ponty and Blanchot thus reinscribes metaphysics as a negative,

which is a repetition of the transcendental as the empirical, or iterability.

Far from escaping metaphysics thus, the radical empiricisms of Ricoeur and
Levinas, merely reinscribe metaphysics by repeating it as a negative, which is no
different from the positive. This is because the transcendental and the empirical are
paradoxically identical and non-identical, their difference translates into a sameness,
nothing separates the transcendental and empirical. The empirical is but the
iteration of the transcendental, just as I had previously showed the transcendental
cannot exist outside the empirical. Transcendental and empirical exist only in a
dynamic relation to each other through differance and iterability. As such, the
transcendental-empirical distinction is an illusion. In the previous chapters we have

been examining the relation of deconstruction to phenomenology as defined by two
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of its major proponents, Husserl and Heidegger. The deconstructive
reconfiguration of phenomenology also saw some precedent in the work of Ricoeur
and Levinas, whom we will now turn towards examining. Ricoeur’s early
engagement with Husser]l saw him breaking from phenomenology as an ‘egology’
and solipsistic enterprise towards a definition of phenomenology as an engagement
with intersubjectivity and ‘otherness’. Ricoeur is interested in limiting
phenomenology and defining it in terms of its concrete and existential
manifestations, which he defines in Fallible Man as the symbolics of evil and the
disproportion or discrepancy between the finite and the infinite. Ricoeur’s approach
to phenomenology differs from Derrida’s in his interest being less in the meta-
conditions of phenomenology but in seeking to define its limitations as well as to
inscribe fallen-ness as a theological concept into phenomenology as its limit. The
notion of limit is more prominent in the thought of Ricoeur than Derrida, who
seeks not so much to examine phenomenology’s limitations as define the conditions
of possibility that enable phenomenology.

Ricoeur does not think the ‘Other’ is subordinate to the ego as the
transcendental reduction performs in bracketing the world, indeed Ricoeur argues
that phenomenology is premised upon ‘Otherness’ in allowing a definition of
subjectivity to take place. Ricoeur thinks that the ‘Other’ is essential to determining
selthood, indeed Ricoeur takes the Other as the foundation of his phenomenology,
elevating the ‘Other’ to something primary rather than secondary in
phenomenology. Ricoeur argues that Husser’s importance was in discovering
intersubjectivity as the condition of his phenomenology rather than the traditional
view of Husserl’s phenomenology as a Cartesian, ego-centred phenomenology.
Ricoeur defines the Other as essential to determining selfthood and subjectivity in
Oneself as Another.

Myself as flesh, before the constitution of the alter ego, is what the strategy
of the intersubjective constitution of nature obliges us to think. That we
owe to this impossible enterprise the formation of the ontological concept
of flesh is indeed the divine surprise. As we know, the methodological
decision rests in the reduction to the sphere of ownness from which would

be excluded all objective predicates indebted to intersubjectivity. The flesh
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would then prove to be the pole of reference of all bodies belonging to this

nature (ownness).'

Ricoeur thus argues that the objective self is predicated and premised upon the
foundation of ‘Otherness’, rather than derived from what he calls a strictly
Husserlian ‘egology’. Indeed he defines the ‘Other’ as the ‘pole of reference’ for the
definition of own-ness, or selfhood. The ‘Other’ is the ontological foundation of
the self, rather than something which is simply exterior or alien to the concept of
the ego as Husset’s phenomenological reduction would have it. Ricoeur argues
turther:

Let us leave aside here the derivation of the alter ego through pairing one
flesh with another, let us ponder the phenomenological trait of the flesh
that designates it as a paradigm for otherness. The fact that the flesh is most
originally mine and of all things that which is closest, that its aptitude for
feeling is revealed most characteristically in the sense of touch, as in Maine
de Biran — these primordial features make it possible for flesh to be the
organ of desire, the support of free movement; but one cannot say that they
are the object of choice or desire. I, as this man: this is the foremost
otherness of the flesh with respect to all initiative. Otherness here signifies
primordiality with respect to any design. Starting from this otherness, I can
reign over. Primordiality, however, is not a reign. Ontologically, the flesh
precedes the distinction between the voluntary and the involuntary. It can,
of course, be characterized by the I can’; the ‘I can’, however, does not
derive from the ‘I want’ but provides a ground for it. The flesh is the place
of all the passive syntheses on which the active syntheses are constructed,
the latter alone deserving to be called works (Leistungen): the flesh is the
matter (bule) in resonance with all that can be said to be Aule in every object
perceived, apprehended. In short, it is the origin of all ‘alteration of
ownness’. From the above, it results that selthood implies its own ‘proper’,

otherness, so to speak, for which the flesh is the support. In this sense, even

U Ricoeur, Paul. Oneself as another, translated by Kathleen Blamey. Chicago : University of Chicago
Press, 1992. 323

7



HUMANICUS issue #4/5

if the otherness of the stranger can-by some impossibility-be derived from

the sphere of ownness, the otherness of the flesh would still precede it.”

Ricoeur defines selfhood as concretely and ontologically situated as ‘the flesh’,
subjectivity is embodied and corporeal as well as situated in relation to the ‘Other’.
Indeed this relation to the Other is the fundamental defining trait of subjectivity,
selthood exists only in relation to the Other, it is thus dynamically constituted by
this relation to the Other rather than being any simple form of ‘egology’. Ricoeur
describes the ‘flesh’ as the foundation of passive synthesis upon which active
synthesis is grounded, selthood is inextricably bound up with this relation to the
Other upon which it proceeds to define itself. Ricoeur argues that ‘Otherness’ is the
foundation upon which the ego is premised, as he argues, ‘the otherness of the flesh
would still precede it’, as the ego is derived from the Other and the Other is thus its
origin rather than its subordinate as performed in the phenomenological reduction.

Ricoeur further comments on Husserl’s phenomenology:

The question then arises whether Husserl’s great discovery, supported by
the distinction between flesh and body, can be dissociated from what we
termed its strategic role in transcendental phenomenology at the time of the
Cartesian Meditations. 1 believe so. In addition to this problem, to which we
shall return later, of the derivation of the status of the foreign starting from
the sphere of ownness on the basis of the unparalleled passive synthesis
formed by the ‘pairing’ of the ego and the alter ego, one can find in
Husser!’s unpublished manuscript investigations and development on the
difference (and the relation) between flesh and body, relatively independent
of the problem of intersubjective constitution of nature common to all.
What is said about the distinction between Jere and #here, insofar as these are
irreducible to any localization through objective points of reference, belongs
pre-eminently to this phenomenological ontology of the flesh. In these texts
dealing with the objective nonspatiality of the flesh, one finds an
unexpected echo of Wittgenstein’s reflections on the nonbelonging of the

subject to the system of his objects and on the implications of this paradox

2 Ibid., 324.
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concerning the notion of anchoring, which we encountered early on in the

. 3
course of these studies.

Ricoeur thus takes Husser]’s most original discovery to be the discovery of
intersubjectivity as well as the idea that subjectivity is fundamentally embodied- a
condition which Ricoeur explores with his notion of ‘the flesh’. Subjectivity is
corporeal and situated in relation to an ontology rooted in Otherness rather than
existing in a vacuum, as the phenomenological reduction would result in a form of
solipsism and isolation of the ego, which, in existential conditions, is not a true
assessment of the situation of the self according to Ricoeur. As Ricoeur argues with
his point on nonbelongingness of the self as subject in a system of objects in
Wittgenstein, the self is fundamentally situated in relation to the Other, it does not
exist alone without definition to this existential concrete reality of the Other or in a
vacuum. The spatiality of flesh is its concrete embodiment in existential terms
rather than being defined as immaterial or transcendental, without corporeal
definition or an existential, concrete form of tangible reality. Ricoeur goes on to
define subjectivity as a fundamentally existential condition, taking his cue from
Heidegger, arguing that selfhood is a thrown-ness or situatedness and a facticity,
and thus an ontological reality, rather than a transcendental or immaterial substance
existing without concrete or existential definition.

In his volume on Husserl, Ricoeur further argues:

Thus, the ‘appresentation’ of the psyche of the Other has its original
reference- its ursprungliche Vorlage- in the solipsistic experience of a total
compresence of the psychic and the physical. The unity of man is present
only there, or more precisely only in tactile and affective sensations. The
‘appresence’ of the psyche of the Other ‘in’ his body is a transferred
compresence. The Other senses and thinks as I do, his body too, is a
psychic field, just as mine is an originary sensorial field. But the range of
action of this transfer is boundless. All compresence is transmuted into
empathy: the hand of the Other that I see ‘appresents to me’ the solipsistic
touching of that hand and all that goes along with this touching. A whole

3 Ibid, 324-325
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world is born to this hand, a world that I can only ‘presentiate’ ‘render’
present to myself, without its being present to me. Thus, bit by bit, an art of
signs is formed, a vast grammar of expressions of which the most notable
illustration is language. To understand these signs is to constitute man, to

apprehend the Other as ‘analogue of myself.*

Ricoeur thus argues that phenomenology up to Husserl has been solipsistic and that
the Other is an ‘analogue of myself’, the Other constitutes the self, as Ricoeur
argues, the brain is always the brain of another. Ricoeur argues that Husserl’s
original discovery is the discovery of intersubjectivity and that this idea of the self
being relational and constituted by the Other is fundamental rather than marginal to
phenomenology. The Other is not reducible as it is the fundamental relational entity
upon which the self is premised. The self can only be defined in relation to the
Other. It does not exist as an ipseity or a solipsistic and solitary entity as Husserl’s
Cartesian inclinations would have it. Ricoeur thus premises his ontology and
phenomenology upon the Other. Derrida, in “Violence and Metaphysics’, will argue
that this flight towards the Other is a characteristic of Jewish philosophy. Derrida
does not privilege the Other in his phenomenology, but examines the aporia and
differance between presence and absence which enables phenomenology. The
notion of the quasi-transcendental, or the differance between transcendental and
empirical, or philosophy and non-philosophy, which enables phenomenology, is
Derrida’s contribution to phenomenology. Derrida does not think that Ricoeur’s
existential phenomenology manages to escape metaphysics as it is a Jewish and
negative repetition of metaphysics which its emphasis on ‘Otherness’ and
intersubjectivity in place of Being and presence. As argued above, the radical
empiricism of Ricoeur and his turn to privilege the Other over the Same, merely
inscribes metaphysics as a negative and thus does not overcome metaphysics as the
transcendental and the empirical are the same, as argued in the Hussetl chapters.
The movement of the trace institutes the difference between the transcendental and
empirical as a non-difference, or a sameness. By seeking so rigorously to elevate the

Other over the Same Ricoeur merely repeats metaphysics as differance or the trace

* Ricoeut, Paul. Husserl: an analysis of his phenomenology . Translated by Edward G. Ballard and Lester
E. Embree. Evanston , Northwestern University Press, 1967. 65-66
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determines the difference between the transcendental and empirical as a difference
which is nothing and separates nothing. The transcendental exists only through the
empirical in the dynamic relation of iterability, and hence an empirical idealism like
Ricoeur’s which negates the transcendental lands phenomenology in an aporia, in a
manner similar to the way the transcendental reduction lands phenomenology in an
aporia, because it simply reverses the effects of the transcendental reduction. The
difference which separates the transcendental and empirical is a difference which is
nothing, or differance, and hence Ricoeur’s turn to radical empiricism repeats
metaphysics because the transcendental and empirical are separated by nothing,
differance, and are the same. The transcendental-empirical distinction is an illusion,
as demonstrated in the chapters on Husserl; hence empirical idealism is a repetition
of transcendental idealism rather than a deviation from it. Derrida thus differs from
Ricoeur in not performing philosophical anthropology or existential philosophy but
examining the meta-conditions which allow phenomenology to take place, naming
these as differance and iterability. The transcendental and empirical are related in a
paradoxical relation of simultaneous identity and non-identity, because their
difference translates into a sameness and non-distinction, hence the quasi-
transcendental is a paradoxical distinction that is a non-distinction and thus aporetic
rather than immanent, inclusive, or contaminating as previous critics have argued.
Rather than privilege an empirical idealism or subvert transcendental idealism like
Ricoeur, Derrida locates the space of truth as quasi-transcendental, neither
transcendental nor empirical but the limit, spacing and interval between them that
allows the thinking of both through the differentiating movement of differance and
the trace.

In Fallible Man, Ricoeur attempts to bring an affective dimension to
phenomenology in examining the reality of misery as a human condition, as well as
to define man as essentially fallen and capable of evil, which paradoxically also
enables man’s capacity for good. In Fallible Man, Ricoeur defines the relation
between the finite and infinite as one of disproportion and discrepancy. Ricoeur is
thus interested in the limits of man and a theological notion of evil which had not
been written into phenomenology prior to Ricoeur as phenomenology had been
largely a-theological and without a concept of man’s fallen-ness or sin.
Phenomenology according to Husserl had been defined as transcendental;

according to Ricoeur such a reading elides man’s fallen nature and capacity for evil
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as the transcendental had been defined according to Kant as the basis for man’s
capacity for virtue and reason, even grounding his metaphysics of morals in it.
Ricoeur examines the limitations of phenomenology defined according to a
transcendental framework as he argues that there is a disproportion or discrepancy
between the finite and infinite, man thus is fallen and inadequate to the infinite
because he is circumscribed by his finitude and flawed nature which Ricoeur writes
into his phenomenology as a symbolics of evil. Ricoeur is interested in the
interweaving and inextricability of the finite and infinite as infinity can only find
expression in finitude. This he explores in his notion of synthesis. Derrida also
explores this contamination of the transcendental and empirical, but where Derrida
is interested in the phenomenon of mediation and the enabling conditions of
transcendental genesis Ricoeur is more interested in reducing the portrait of man as
infallible and good.

Ricoeur highlights fallibility as a theological concept much more than
Derrida, who is interested not so much in a theological conception of man as the
meta-conditions which enable metaphysical thinking. Where Ricoeur emphasizes
the intertwining of good and evil in man to highlight the essential theological
condition of man as Christian, Derrida’s expansion of Hussetl’s notion of
Verflechtung or the interweaving of the transcendental and empirical is an
examination of iterability, or repetition, as the condition of possibility of
metaphysics. Ricoeur is interested in the discrepancy between the finite and infinite
while Derrida is more interested in the aporia that enables the instantiation of the
transcendental as iterability or repetition with a difference. Derrida has less interest
in the incommensurability of the finite to the infinite than the enabling condition of
the transcendental and empirical as the movement of the trace or differance.
Essentially, Derrida’s differance differs from Ricoeur’s fallibility in terms of the
theological and Christian import of Ricoeur’s interest in fallen-ness and sin and
Derrida’s more meta-phenomenological concerns in the movement of differance
and the trace as the enabling condition of metaphysical thought. The movement of
the trace, or differance, distinguishes nothing and separates nothing, hence in place
of an incommensurability or disproportion as Ricoeur argues, Derrida would argue
that the transcendental and empirical are the same. Nothing separates the
transcendental and empirical as the transcendental-empirical difference is an

illusion. Ricoeur brings to bear a notion of synthesis that allows the expression of
12
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the infinite in the finite. This notion of synthesis however, is to be distinguished
from Derrida’s notion of iterability and mediation.

Where Ricoeur argues for an interweaving of the finite and infinite because
man’s capacity for evil paradoxically is also his capacity for good; Derrida is
interested in the meta-phenomenological conditions which allow metaphysical
structures to come into being. Their difference of interest is thus on the one hand,
theological definitions of phenomenology as a description of man’s fundamentally
Christian condition and meta-phenomenological definitions of differance and
iterability as the conditions of possibility for metaphysics. Ricoeur’s disproportion
also differs from Derrida’s differance, in that Ricoeur is interested in describing
man’s limits and fallibility, while Derrida is interested in the meta-conditions that
allow phenomenological structures to play out in the first place. Ricoeur further

argues on disproportion:

The ‘disproportion’ between sense and perspective, between intending and
looking, between the verb and point of view, is as the melodic germ of all
the variations and all the developments that culminate in the ‘disproportion’
between happiness and character. This ‘disproportion’, we remember,
vouched for itself in the simple fact of reflection. Man’s finitide, we said, is
such that it can be known and expressed; and it can be expressed only
because speaking itself is already a transgression of point of view and finite
perspective. However, that ‘disproportion’ between speaking and
perspective was still only the theoretical aspect of human disproportion.

What we are trying to express now is the global character of disproportion. ’

As we can see from the above paragraphs, Ricoeur is interested in limiting the
concept of the good and the infinite in phenomenology in his emphasis on
disproportion and discrepancy between the finite and the infinite. Ricoeur is also
interested in the notion of synthesis; happiness is not an abstraction or a finite
concept but an interweaving of the two because it is affective and existentially
manifested. Ricoeut’s difference from Derrida is thus in his interest as well in the

affective aspects of phenomenology, in concrete existential manifestations of

5 Ricouet, Paul. Fal/ible Man. New Yotk : Fordham University Press, 19806, 64 -65
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phenomenology in emotions such as happiness and misery, taking his cue perhaps
from Heidegger’s notions of moods such as boredom and anxiety. To examine

Ricoeur further on his notion of disproportion:

All human action bears the mark of this indefiniteness. Upsets the structure
of acts at the vital level, acts characterized by a cycle of lack or avoidance, of
pain, of initiating something, of attainment, of pleasure or pain. The criteria
of ‘satiety’ alone would allow us to give a strict meaning to the idea of
affective regulation; but these criteria can no longer be applied. ‘Satiety’
would be reached if all tensions could be totally saturated. But action,
insofar as it unfolds at the beck of the three fundamental quests of self-
being, is in principle a perpetual movement. The Thomist and Cartesian
description of the love-desire-pleasure cycle becomes unusable. Extending
this cycle or introducing delays into it is no longer sufficient; it is necessary
to open it up. No action is any longer terminal, all actions have become

strangely intermediary.(’

In the above passage Ricoeur introduces a further notion of indefiniteness, the self
is essentially not determinate and constantly becoming or in the process of
definition. This notion of ‘becoming’ is quite existential and is also explored by
Sartre who argues that being is a nothingness, there is no essential self, the self is
constantly in a process of definition. Derrida will differ from this opinion in by no
means being an existential phenomenologist but a phenomenologist who performs
meta-phenomenology in examining aporia as the condition that defines
phenomenology, the transcendental-empirical relation is one of paradox and
repetition rather than any existential or anthropologistic return to the realm of
Being. Derrida would find Ricoeur’s phenomenology anthropologistic, as he found
Heidegger’s. Derrida demonstrates that non-being is as essential to determining
Being as presence and the transcendental, because the transcendental is constituted
by differance and iterability. The transcendental and empirical are related by the
trace which institutes their difference as a paradoxical sameness. The impossibility

of the distinction between Ricoeur’s empiricism and Husserl’s idealism is its own

¢ Ibid., 125-126
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possibility as empirical idealism and transcendental idealism are the same, separated
by differance, a difference that is not a difference, rather than mutually exclusive. It
is the aporia between the transcendental and empirical which enables the thinking
of both as the transcendental is nothing outside the empirical, their distinction
translates into a non-distinction or a sameness.

In this section I have examined Ricoeur’s phenomenology and its points of
divergence with Derrida’s. Ricoeur developed phenomenology in a theological
direction and directed phenomenology’s emphasis towards intersubjectivity and an
examination of how Otherness is constitutive of the self and the fundamental unit
of phenomenology rather than ipseity or the ego. As I have argued in the above
section, Derrida differs from this emphasis on Otherness in his discovery of the
quasi-transcendental, or the differance between the transcendental and empirical
which enables phenomenology. Derrida thus performs a meta-phenomenology in

place of Ricouer’s existential phenomenology and philosophical anthropology.

Levinas and the overcoming of ontology towards a metaphysics of
transcendence

Levinas, like Ricoeur, directed phenomenology towards an overcoming of
essentialist conceptions of being and towards the Other. Levinas calls this the
overcoming of ontology towards metaphysics, his movement is a flight away from
the totality of Being towards embracing the infinity of the Other, as the Other
exerts a demand and responsibility upon being, indeed, the Other holds one hostage
and exerts an ethical demand upon one to be responsible to the Other, thus limiting
one’s freedom. Like Ricoeur Levinas critiques an ontology of ipseity, the Same, and
essence, directing phenomenology towards Otherness and a transcendence of Being
towards embracing the Other as the exteriority which defines and limits Being. As I
have mentioned in the previous section on Ricoeur, this flight towards Otherness is
a repetition of metaphysics in a Jewish rather than Greek sense according to
Derrida in “Violence and metaphysics’; Derrida seeks to trace the conditions of
possibility of phenomenology as the trace or differance between Jew and Greek,
presence and absence, everything and nothing. According to Derrida, God and

history is written in this play between presence and absence, transcendental and
15



HUMANICUS issue #4/5

empirical, it is differance which is the meta-condition determining presence rather
than what Ricoeur and Levinas embrace as an anti-essentialist and Other-directed
phenomenology. Levinas writes in a Jewish idiom with his ethics for the Other in
mind, with phrases such as ‘neighbour’ and the ‘infinity’ of the Other, as well as
‘care’ and ‘responsibility’; it is a Jewish ethics of care and compassion for the Other,
in Judaeo-Christian religious ethics of loving the neighbour as oneself that is being
elaborated by Levinas. Levinas a primarily concerned with moral agency as set out
by a Judaeo-Christian framework in raising the Other to absolute as a site of
transcendence and infinity. At the foundation of his concerns on ‘responsibility’ and
‘justice’ are a definition of an ethical relation to the Other which has the holocaust
in mind, Levinas’ ethics are defined in relation to the horrors of the holocaust and

are an imperative for an ethics which takes Jewish alterity as the ‘Other’ in account.

Totality and Infinity

In Totality and Infinity, levinas describes the fundamental unit of
phenomenology as the face of the Other. The face of the Other is naked and
destitute, thus exerting a strong demand on one towards responsibility for the
Other. Self is defined according to a countenance of the face of the Other, who
exerts a burden of responsibility upon one and a demand for transcendence of
Being and selthood towards the infinity of the Other, as the self becomes
circumscribed, defined and limited by this relation towards the Other. Levinas
contrasts the totality of the self and Being with the infinity of the Other, the other is
a site of transcendence as one goes beyond the bounds of ego to relate to the Other
in a transcendent ethical relation with alterity and difference. The Other as exterior
to Being exerts a demand and call upon one’s existence towards responsibility for

the Other. Reading from Levinas on the shift from ontology to metaphysics:

But theory understood as a respect for exteriority delineates another
structure essential for metaphysics. In its comprehension of being (or
ontology) it is concerned with critique. It discovers the dogmatism and the
naive arbitrariness of its spontaneity, and calls into question the freedom of

the exercise of ontology; it then seeks to exercise this freedom in such a way
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as to turn back at every moment to the origin of the arbitrary dogmatism of
this free exercise. This would lead to an infinite regression if this return
itself remained an ontological movement, an exercise of freedom, a theory.
Its critical intention then leads it beyond theory and ontology: critique does
not reduce the other to the same as does ontology, but calls into question
the exercise of the same. A calling into question of the same- which cannot
occur within the egoist spontaneity of the same- is brought about by the
other. We name this calling into question of my spontaneity by the presence
of the Other ethics. The strangeness of the Other, his irreducibility to the I,
to my thoughts and my possessions, is precisely accomplished as a calling
into question of my spontaneity, as ethics. Metaphysics, transcendence, the
welcoming of the other by the same, of the Other by me, is concretely
produced as the calling into question of the same by the other, that is, as the
ethics that accomplishes the critical essence of knowledge. And as critique

precedes dogmatism, metaphysics precedes ontology.’

Levinas argues that ontology reduces the Other to the same, and thus renounces
metaphysical desire. This metaphysical desire is the desire for transcendence of the
self towards the exteriority of the Other which exerts a limit on it and thus curtails
one’s freedom, because it exerts the burden of responsibility upon one. This
relation, a calling by the Other to responsibility upon the self — Levinas calls an
ethical relation. Levinas argues that this transcendence towards the infinity of the
Other in an ethical relation is a more accurate portrayal of existential circumstances
than the ipseity of ontology. Yet this reversal of the reduction of the Other to the
Same is but a repetition of metaphysics rather than a deviation from it. Levinas’
radical empiricism is no different from transcendental idealism because the
transcendental and empirical are the same, nothing separates the transcendental and
empirical, as argued in the Husserl chapters. The transcendental and empirical are
related in paradoxical identity in non-identity, sameness in difference, as nothing
separates the transcendental and empirical. The movement of the trace relates the

transcendental and the empirical in a paradoxical institution of a difference which is

7 Levinas, Emmaneul. Tofality and infinity : an essay on exteriority. The Hague ; Boston : M. Nijhoff
Publishers ; Hingham, MA : distribution for the U.S. and Canada, Kluwer Boston, 1979. 42-43
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a sameness. Transcendental and empirical are thus repetitions of the same through
iterability. The transcendental does not exist outside the empirical, nothing
separates the transcendental and empirical. As argued in the Husserl chapters, the

transcendental-empirical distinction is an illusion. Further Levinas argues:

The ‘egoism’ of ontology is maintained even when, denouncing Socratic
philosophy as already forgetful of Being and already on the way to the
notion of the ‘subject’ and technological power, Heidegger finds in
Presocratism thought as obedience to the truth of Being. This disobedience
would be accomplished in existing as builder and cultivator, effecting the
unity of the site which sustains space. In bringing together presence on the
carth under the firmament of the heavens, the waiting for the gods and the
company of mortals in the presence to the things- which is to build and to
cultivate- Heidegger, with the whole of Western history, takes the relation
with the Other as enacted in the destiny of sedentary peoples, the
possessors and builders of the earth. Possession is pre-eminently the form
in which the other becomes the same, by becoming mine. In denouncing
the sovereignty of the technological powers of man Heidegger exalts the
pre-technological powers of possession. His analyses do not start with the
thing-object, to be sure, but they bear the mark of the great landscapes to
which the things refer. Ontology becomes ontology of nature, impersonal
fecundity, faceless generous mother, matrix of particular beings,

inexhaustible matter for things.8

In the above passage, Levinas describes ontology as‘egoism’, an emphasis on ipseity,
and like Ricoeur, argues that ontology presupposes metaphysics. The self can only
be defined in relation to the Other, selfhood does not exist without the Other as an
interlocutor, Levinas describes the relationship with the Other as the ultimate
relation in Being. Levinas argues that comprehension of Being cannot dominate the
relationship with the Other, the Other is not subordinate to the ego but essential to
defining selfhood, indeed selthood is defined by an existential confrontation with

the Other as interlocutor. Levinas is concerned to reverse Heideggerean ontology

8 Ibid., 46-48
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which is an ontology of power with its emphasis on Being. Levinas argues that
ontology reduces the Other to the same, where this Other is an irreducible unit of
phenomenology which must be taken into account. As argued above, a reversal of
Heideggerean ontology presupposes the separation of the transcendental and
empirical, which is not possible, because these are related in a dynamic relation of
iterability and differance. The trace, which separates the transcendental and
empirical, paradoxically institutes this difference as sameness. The transcendental
and empirical are thus simultaneously identical and non-identical, distinguished by
nothing and thus the distinction translates into sameness. A reversal of
Heideggerean ontology thus repeats it rather than overcoming it in any sense.
Levinas describes Heideggerean ontology as an essence murderous of the
Other, ontology has occluded the Other with a violence of suppression, while
Levinas describes phenomenology as ethical and defined only in relation to this
irreducible Other. As Levinas argues, ontology presupposes metaphysics. Otherness
is the fundamental unit of ontology rather than the ego and the same, because a
phenomenology of egoism reduces the Other where this Other is an irreducible unit
of phenomenology because subjectivity is only defined in existential confrontation
with the Other as interlocutor. Levinas further defines his ethical phenomenology
in relation to Husserl and Heidegger’s phenomenology of subjectivity and egoism
when he reinforces his idea of phenomenology as intersubjectivity and an
engagement with the Other as that which defines subjectivity. The Other is the
horizon upon which Being and the self is defined. It is the limit of the self and the
fundamental phenomenological unit upon which the self is premised, as the Other
exerts a call upon one to responsibility and is an intetlocutor of one’s existence.
Levinas describes this as a veritable inversion objectifying cognition, the Other is
irreducible to cognition, and is the fundamental unit of ontology rather than
something reducible or subordinate to the ego as previously defined by Heidegger
and Husserl. This move to privilege Otherness is a radical empiricism that repeats
metaphysics rather than escaping it, as empirical is no different from the
transcendental, existing in a relation of iterability, and repetition with a difference;
rather than an ontological separation from each other. The empirical is not
separable from the transcendental as the a priori difference which separates the
transcendental and empirical translates into a difference which is nothing. Radical
empiricism thus repeats metaphysics rather than escaping from it. As discovered in
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the Husserl chapters, transcendental empirical difference is an illusion; truth is
neither transcendental nor empirical, but quasi-transcendental, the interval between
the transcendental and empirical that conditions the thinking and production of
both.

Otherwise than Being, or beyond essence
In Otherwise than Being, Levinas further defines his ethics of alterity and otherness:

The infinite orders to me the neighbour as a face, without being exposed to
me, and does so the more imperiously that proximity narrows. The order
has not been the cause of my response, nor even a question that would have
preceded it in a dialogue. I find the order in my response itself, which, as a
sign given to the neighbour, as a ‘here I am’, brings me out of invisibility,
out of the shadow in which my responsibility could have been evaded. This

saying belongs to the very glory of which it bears witness.”

Levinas describes the face of the other as the fundamental unit of phenomenology
which commands one into existence. It exerts an ethical demand upon one and calls
one to responsibility for the Other. Levinas describes it as a trace of a wandering
cause, inscribed in the self. According to Levinas thus, the relation to the Other is
not secondary but primary as it calls being into existence, it is a command to

respond with responsibility and an ethical relation. Further Levinas argues:

Consciousness is born as the presence of a third party. It is in the measure
that it proceeds from it that it is still disinterestedness. It is the entry of the
third party, a permanent entry, into the intimacy of the face to face. The
concern for justice, for the thematizing, the kerygmatic discourse bearing on
the said, from the bottom of the saying without the said, the saying as
contact, is the spirit in society. And it is because the third party does not

9 Levinas, Emnanuel. Otherwise than being : or, Beyond essence. Translated by Alphonso Lingis. Hague ;
Boston : M. Nijjhoff ; Hingham, MA. 150.
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come empirically to trouble proximity, but the face is both the neighbour
and the face of faces, visage and the visible, that, between the order of being
and of proximity the bond is unexceptional. Order, appearing,
phenomenality, being are produced in signification, in proximity, starting
with the third party. The apparition of a third party is the very origin of
appearing, that is, the very origin of an origin.

The foundation of consciousness is justice. Not that justice makes a pre-
existing meditation intervene. An event like meditation- synchronization,
comparison, thematization- is the work of justice, an entry of the diachrony
of proximity, of the signifyingness of saying into the synchrony of the said,

a ‘fundamental historicity’ in the sense of Merleau-Ponty."’

As Levinas argues, the Other calls the self into existence, consciousness is only born
as the presence of the third party. Phenomenology is an account of this third party
and the Other as the fundamental unit which calls the self into existence through
existential confrontation and a demand for responsibility. The Other is an infinity
which commands one out of solipsism into existence, selfhood does not exist in a
vacuum but in an ethical relation to the Other as a neighbour. Phenomenology is
thus an account of this ethical relation to the Other as justice. Subjectivity comes
with duties and responsibilities because of the ethical demand and burden that the
Other exerts upon one, the self does not exist desituated in a concept of a non-
reciprocal relationship with the Other but in a situated context of reciprocity and
existential as well as ethical relationship with the Other. Levinas’ existential
phenomenology is thus fundamentally concerned with ethics, justice and the burden
of responsibility that the Other exerts upon the self. As argued above, this radical
empiricism in the flight towards the Other repeats metaphysics as the empirical is
no different from the transcendental. The trace, which separates the transcendental
and empirical, translates into a difference which distinguishes nothing and separates
nothing. Transcendental and empirical are thus paradoxically identical in their non-
identity, and an empirical idealism thus is not a divergence from transcendental

idealism but a repetition of it. As argued previously in the Husserl chapters,

10 Ibid., 160-161
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transcendental-empirical difference is really an illusion as they are repetitions of the

same.

Violence and Metaphysics

Derrida argues that Heidegger’s ontotheology has been blind to the Other
in being a form of ‘egology’ and ‘egoism’ as Being is an anthropomorphic appeal to
subjectivity and humanism. Derrida argues that the thought of Being neutralizes the
Other as Being: “Ontology as first philosophy is a philosophy of power.” (TI, p.
36), a philosophy of the neutral, the tyranny of the state as an anonymous and
inhuman universality. "

On Derrida’s reading, Levinas’ethical metaphysics is an empiricism whose
basic unit is the face of the other person. Understood in this way, Levinasian
metaphysics is a ‘return to the things themselves *,a new philosophy undermines
phenomenology and ontology. However, the transgression of phenomenology and
ontology that is brought about by Levinas’s empirical metaphysics in fact
presupposes the very things that it seeks to transgress. Derrida claims that Levinas’s
overcoming of transcendental phenomenology presupposes that which it seeks to
overcome (It is difficult to see how...Levinas can separate himself from Husserl’)",

Derrida applies the same thinking with Levinas’s relation to Heidegger.
Although Derrida affirms Levinas’ need to depart from Heidegger’s thinking (In
question here is a need whose natural legitimacy we would be the last to contest™ ),
he claims that Levinasian ethico-metaphysical transcendence presupposes
fundamental ontological transcendence, and that “Levinas confirms Heidegger in
his purpose”"”. Levinas does not manage to transcend Heidegger as he sets out to
do. A philosophy of alterity is no different from ontology although it claims to
depart from it as ethical-metaphysical transcendence presupposes ontological

transcendence.

11 Derrida, Jacques. Writing and Difference._Trans. Alan Bass: The University of Chicago Press, 1978,
120
12 Ibid., 107-8
13 Ibid., 121
4 Ibid., 145
15 Thid., 142
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Derrida defines Levinas’ metaphysics as a Jewish metaphysics rather than a
Greek metaphysics which had privileged light and being, while Derrida argues that
metaphysics is actually the difference or differance between Jew and Greek,
presence and absence, everything and nothing. Phenomenology is enabled by the
quasi-transcendental, or the interval between transcendental and empirical, presence
and absence, as we have discussed in previous chapters, this difference is
paradoxically a sameness because it distinguished nothing and separates nothing.
Derrida thus demonstrates that Levinas’ phenomenology translates as a repetition
of metaphysics rather than an escape from it, not unlike Heidegger’s repetition in

his attempt to overcome metaphysics. Reading from Derrida:

This complicity between empiricism and metaphysics is in no way
surprising. By criticizing them, or rather by limiting them with one and the
same gesture, Kant and Husserl indeed had recognized their solidarity. It

calls for closer meditation. Schelling went quite far in this direction.'®

Derrida thus describes the relationship between empiricism and metaphysics as
complicity rather than inversion or negation as Levinas would have it. Derrida
describes the relation as an economy and solidarity rather than one of exclusion and
negation, so Levinas does not, in his radical empiricism, manage to escape

metaphysics. Further Derrida argues:

Are we Jews? Are we Greeks? We live in the difference between the Jew and
the Greek, which is perhaps the unity of what is called history. We live in
and of difference, that is, in hypocrisy, about which Levinas so profoundly
says that it is ‘not only a base contingent defect of man, but the underlying
rending of a world attached to both the philosophers and the prophets.’
(TLp. 24)"

Derrida thus argues that there is no difference between Levinas’ non-philosophy

and philosophy as there exists a complicity between the Jew and the Greek, truth is

16 Ibid., 190
17 Ibid., .190 -192
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to be situated between Jew and Greek, truth is neither Jew nor Greek metaphysics
but quasi-transcendental, or the difference and differance between Jew and Greek.
Jew and Greek thought are not negations but repetitions of each other, they are the
same and not negations or inversions of each other. Truth is quasi-transcendental
and the difference or differance between Jew and Greek rather than either strictly
Jew or Greek. Derrida would also demonstrate, as I have outlined above in the
section on Ricoeur, that Levinas’ turn to radical empiricism is a repetition of
metaphysics as the transcendental and the empirical are the same, the movement of
iterability relates the transcendental and empirical as repetitions of the same, rather
than ontologically separable phenomena.

In ‘Phenomenology, Ontology, Metaphysics’, Derrida argues that Levinas’
notion of metaphysics has been informed by a need to overcome the ‘egology’,
‘sameness’ and ‘being’ of ontology which has confined metaphysics to a totality and
interiority which is blind to the infinity and exteriority of the Other which exerts an
ethical demand on one towards transcendence, thus transforming metaphysics and
ontology into ethics through embracing the infinity of the Other. As Derrida
argues, desire permits itself to be appealed to the absolute exteriority of the other to
which it must remain infinitely inadequate.'® For Derrida, desire is excess and thus
cannot be confined to the solipsistic ontology of being, desire is always a flight to
transcend totality towards the infinity of the Other. This makes the metaphysics of
desire a metaphysics of infinite separation. The flight towards the Other is a
transcendence of the solipsism, ipseity and egology of the self, thus separating the
self from itself to embrace the Other in the ethical demand that the Other exerts on
One. As Derrida interprets this separation, this transcendence and infinite
separation from the self is not unhappy consciousness but opening and freedom. As
Derrida argues, the ego confines ontology to a metaphysics of the Same. On
Levinas’ interpretation, transcendence towards the Other, overcoming ontology of
ipseity and sameness towards the infinity of the Other is what truly constitutes
metaphysics by defining it as ethical. History has blinded the ego to the Other
according to Levinas by confining it to Sameness, solipsism and ipseity. Derrida
however makes the qualification that one accepts this expansion of ontology into

metaphysics of exteriority and ethics if one accepts Levinas’ equation of the ego and

18 Ibid., 115
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the Same. Were one to resist the idea that resistance to the same is not real but
intelligible as intelligible resistance, one would not follow Levinas on his arguments
about metaphysics being a prioritization of the Same and ipseity.

Derrida thus defines the confrontation with the absolutely Other as
something which exceeds the confines of the concept relationship as it is not a
representation, limitation nor a conceptual relation to the same. It is an encounter
which resists conceptualization, resistant to all categories, something which exceeds
the bounds of conceptualization or categorization or the notion of horizon, which
limits one to the horizon of the same and unity over heterogeneity. In a move
which anticipates Derrida’s own, Levinas locates the encounter in a future and
beyond that is present not in ontology, presence, ipseity or horizons but the trace,
present at the heart of experience. It is thus a non-presence which determines
presence, the trace of the Other in which one encounters its infinity and beyond
exists at the heart of presence as a non-presence or dislocation of presence rather
than something which can be determined within its horizon. The encounter of the
Other is an ethical relation which is religious, encompassing the religiosity of the
religious, not achieved by an intuition of a positive presence, but as a prayer
addressed to freedom or a commandment. The face of the Other is accusative, it
calls one out of indifference into an ethical relation of respect and responsibility,
into a non-violent relation of seeing and recognition for the Other as other and not
a subsumption under the conceptual category of the Same.

Levinas® restitution of metaphysics thus radicalizes and systematizes
previous reductions of phenomenology and ontology by opening up metphysics
towards seeing the Other as Other and infinite in its beyond, grasping the Other
not as a concept or totality which reduces it to the same but as a trace. This
confrontation is deeply religious and commands the self into a recognition for the
Other as an infinite beyond, irreducible to the self or sameness. This confrontation
with the Other frees metaphysics from the light of Being, or its Greek
conceptualization of metaphysics towards a Judaic conceptualization of metaphysics
which adopts the ethical relation towards the Other as the fundamental unit of
metaphysics. Yet Derrida will demonstrate that this Jewish variant on metaphysics
presupposes its Greek form because it assumes it as a point of departure,
radicalization, inversion and negation and thus does not free itself completely from

its metaphysical vocabulary. Derrida then goes on to interpret Heideggerean
25



HUMANICUS issue #4/5

ontology as an ‘egology’, which neutralizes the Other of Being into the same,
ontology is a philosophy of power which negates and refuses to accommodate the
existence of the Other. Heideggerean possibilities thus remain powers, oppressive
and possessive. Yet Levinas® alternative in rejecting idealism and subjectivity is
doomed to repeat it by negating Logos and thus paradoxically affirming the
structurality of structure in affirming logocentrism through his denunciations of a
center, the non-philosophy of Levinas remains logocentric as it affirms the non-
centre as centre and thus reinscribes the structurality of structure by deviating, and
hence simultaneously affirming the presence of a centre. Derrida eventually affirms
that both philosophy and non-philosophy end up being logocentric in affirming or
deviating from the presence or absence of a centre, and rather than choosing
between philosophy and non-philosophy truth is rather quasi-transcendental and
the differance between Jew and Greek, in which God and history are written and
inscribed, unfolding between presence and absence as the play which constitutes the
world. Derrida thus demonstrates the difference between Jew and Greek translates
paradoxically as a sameness, Jew and Greek are repetitions rather than deviations
and hence since this transcendental-empirical difference is an illusion, truth is the
diferrance between these two extremes.

The fundamental unit of Levinas’ metaphysics, the face, is a unit which
exceeds conceptualization and categorization as well. It is not a metaphor or a
figure, but a fundamental expression which calls one into existence through exerting
a command on one into responsibility and ethical obligation to the Other. This
Other is irreducible, not conceptualizable, calling one into existence and ethical
obligation through its expression as a command of one into existence in relation to
the Other. Derrida then proceeds to argue that a world which recognizes the face,
in which there is a true seeing and apprehension of the irreducibility of Other as
Other, there would be no wat. Yet the world as it exists is a2 world where there is no
longer a face as war clearly exists, yet the world without a face is also a world
without a cause for war as it is a wotld without the Other which one has a
confrontational relationship with. It follows that with, or without God, who
guarantees the existence of a face, there is war and thus God becomes implicated in
war. War supposes and excludes God because God should guarantee the face as
acknowledgement of the Other so no war would ensue, and yet clearly in this world

there is no acknowledgement of the face and thus an exclusion of God. Hence
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because war exists, war is the difference between the face and the finite world
without a face. The reality is that God exists in the play between this presence and
absence of a face, the world as it exists is a play between a world with a face and a
wortld without a face and hence war and peace erupt and exist simultaneously. God
exists as the play between the presence and absence of a face. God is thus the play,
and differance between the world with a face and the finite world without a face.
God exists in the play between presence and absence rather than as a strict presence
to the world as God is differance, written in the play between everything and
nothing, presence and absence, in which history unfolds. The face of God
disappears forever in showing itself because it is not meant to be countenanced as a
sacred and divine component of the transcendental beyond. The face is thus neither
the face of God nor the figure of man but their resemblance. The Other resembles
God but is not God, the Other is the resemblance between humanity and God.
Derrida argues that God is not infinitely Other as a positive infinity, but in a
relational sense, through differance. As Derrida sees it, the Other cannot be
infinitely Other except through finitude and mortality. Transcendental has to be
mediated through empirical in a relationship of iterability and differance. God is not
an either All or Nothing, Life and Death but named in the difference or differance
between these terms, God is inscribed in this difference which we term history.
Derrida then argues that Levinas is not a thinker of differance or the quasi-
transcendental but inversion of metaphysics or radical empiricism, which is a
negative theology that repeats metaphysics rather than departing in any meaningful
sense from it. Differing from Levinas, Derrida demonstrates that metaphysics is
economy rather than alterity. Metaphysics is the difference between Jew and Greek,
presence and absence, all or nothing, unfolding between these limits as history and
inscribed as God rather than a choice of either totality or infinity as Levinas would
have it. While Levinas would argue that presence is violence and the meaning of
finitude, Derrida asks why we should choose finitude and history or radical
empiricism over Greek metaphysics of light, power and oppression as Levinas has
defined the phenomenologies of Husserl and Heidegger. Derrida argues it is not a
matter of choosing between Greek conceptualizations of metaphysics or Jewish
conceptions of metaphysics but seeing truth as quasi-transcendental and the
differance between these two extremes. There exists complicity rather than
difference between philosophy and non-philosophy. Non-philosophy is really a
27
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repetition of philosophy and truth is rather not a choice between philosophy or
non-philosophy but the difference and differance between the two.

In his later commentary on Husserl in Rogres, Derrida affirms two principles
that his critique of Hussetl’s phenomenology from Speech and Phenomena and
Introduction to Origin of Geometry had outlined. Firstly, Derrida had argued for the
impossibility of pure Presence due to the necessity of temporalization. The two
evils of rationalism named by Husserl in his Crises of the European Sciences,
irrationalism and objectivist naivete, nonetheless are bound to the myth of reason as
a certain presence. In Rogues, as Derrida has argued previously in Speech and
Phenomena, the present is produced only by altering and dissimulating itself. Presence
has to be temporalized and made simultaneous with non-presences in the forms of
past and future in order to be communicated, the transcendental has to be repeated
with a difference and relayed through differance in order to be communicated, and
hence pure Presence as Husserl posits as the solution to grounding the sciences in
an Absolute Present of transcendental idealism is a myth. Derrida argues that
because Husserl has identified the two fallacies of treason, irrationalism and
objectivist naivete, it is not a crises that cannot be overcome. Derrida would argue
that Husserl has located the aporia of phenomenology, in reifying itself into two
extremes of irrationalism and objectivism, truth is to be located as quasi-
transcendental and the difference between these two extremes rather than a return
to privilege presence and transcendental idealism as Husserl does. Derrida thus
affirms at the end of his career that Husserl had discovered the fundamental aporia
of phenomenology- that the two extremes of rationalistic fallacy- irrationalism and
objectivist naivete were dead ends and the solution to overcoming fallacy was
acknowledging impasse, paradox and the quasi-transcendental. Derrida argues that
the crises is resolvable by acknowledging it is not a matter of choosing one extreme

over the other but acknowledging paradox and aporia as truth. To cite Derrida,

“If this crisis remains ambiguous, if this double critique calls into question a
certain rationalism and a certain irrationalism, the only possible conclusion
is that the crisis can be overcome. It is not an irreversible failure. The failure
of which we are speaking, if it indeed fails or goes aground (the event of an
accidental running aground or the event of an intentional grounding, linked,

therefore, to some freedom or transcendental evil), fails only in appearance
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and indicates only an apparent failure of rationalism. An apparent failure of
rationalism- that is precisely Husserl’s conclusion. If it is going to inspire a
call to save the honor of reason (Husserl wants no such rescue) but to
endure a heroism of reason, which, I think you will grant me, is not too far

9519
away.

Reason can thus be saved by acknowledging the failure of reason is only apparent, it
is resolvable by acknowledging aporia rather than commiting to transcendental evil
or freedom. Truth is quasi-transcendental, neither materialist or transcendental, but
the space between that conditions the thinking of both.

The second principle that Derrida affirms is that incalculability and history
is intrinsic to an axiom rather than separable from it. Transcendental has to be
mediated through history and the empirical, and hence contingency, incalculability
is inseparable from the transcendental axiom as the transcendental axiom has to be
realized through the relative and the contingent, or the empirical. Incalculability and
undecidability are thus intrinsic to transcendental axioms rather than separable from
them as Husserl performs through his reduction. Hence closer to the end of his
career, Derrida has not fundamentally changed his critique of Husser]l as he
reiterates the two principles upon which he has found Husserlian phenomenology
caught in an aporia- the necessity of temporalization of the presence which makes
pure presence and transcendental idealism impossible, and the necessity of
incalculability and undecidability to the realization of transcendental axioms.
Derrida’s argument about Husserl has not changed essentially- it concerns the
necessity of acknowledging differance and iterability as the condition of possibility
for phenomenology- presence has to be mediated by non-presence, and axioms
have to be mediated through contingency and undecidability through history and
the empirical. Derrida’s contribution to phenomenology thus has been the
acknowledgement of the quasi-transcendental and differance which are essential to
determining presence as meta-conditions. Derrida does not critique presence but
examines the conditions of possibility in which presence and logocentrism are made

possible — which he names as differance, iterability and the quasi-transcendental;

19 Derrida, Jacques. Rogues: two essays on reason. Translated by Pascale Ann Brault and Michael Naas.
Stanford, California. Stanford University Press, 2005. 130.
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which he has developed throughout his career as we see an affirmation of the same
principles in which he uses to critique Husserl at the beginning and end of his
career. Derrida’s concern has been to discover temporalization as necessary to the
establishing of presence as well as to affirm that iterability and hence incalculability
is necessary to determining transcendental axioms and presence. Over a vast career
hence, Derrida has been concerned to save phenomenology from its aporias and
contradictions rather than to destroy or invert phenomenology as critics have
alleged by discovering the meta-conditions of phenomenology- differance, the
quasi-transcendental, and iterability.

In this section I have examined Levinas’ turn to an ethical phenomenology
in his call to take the Other into account in his phenomenology as the Other exerts
an ethical demand for responsibility for one. I then examined how Derrida does not
think Levinas manages to escape metaphysics but repeats it as a Jewish variation of
the Greek metaphysics as radical empiricism or non-philosophy. Derrida’s
contribution to phenomenology, as discussed in earlier chapters, is the discovery of
the quasi-transcendental or differance which enables phenomenology rather than
privileging either Jew or Greek philosophy because philosophy is neither but
situated between these intervals as differance.

In this paper I have examined Ricoeur and Levinas’ turn to an ethical
phenomenology in their emphasis on intersubjectivity and integrating the Other
into phenomenology. Derrida would argue however that this overcoming of ipseity
and being and essence as a form of non-philosophy repeats metaphysics as a Jewish
variant and inscribes metaphysics negatively and thus does not manage to escape
metaphysics. Derrida’s quasi-transcendental, the difference between philosophy and
non-philosophy, or the difference between Jew and Greek, is then shown to be the
grounding conditionality of philosophy and phenomenology as differance. Derrida
thus performs a meta-phenomenology rather than a reversed phenomenology or a
negative phenomenology as Riceour and Levinas had done. As I have argued in this
paper, the difference between the transcendental and empirical is paradoxically a
non-difference, or a sameness. The impossibility of the distinction between the
transcendental and empirical is its own possibility as these are separated by
differance, an interval which is a nothingness and hence, transcendental and
empirical are the same. This demonstration of the similarity between transcendental

and empirical democratizes phenomenology as radical empiricisms such as Ricoeur
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and Levinas’ are shown to repeat metaphysics rather than escaping from it, or
overcoming it, as an empirical idealism is not distinct from a transcendental
idealism, but a repetition of it. Transcendental-empirical distinction is an illusion.
The transcendental and empirical are simultaneously identical and non-identical as
the distinction translates into a sameness, paradoxically, difference translates into
non-difference and thus transcendental-empirical difference is an illusion. Derrida
has thus democratized phenomenology in showing radical empirical empiricisms
such as Levinas’ and Ricoeur’s are the same and repetitions of metaphysics rather
than deviations or subversions of it. As transcendental-empirical difference is an
illusion, truth is then shown to be neither transcendental nor empirical; but quasi-
transcendental, the interval between the transcendental and empirical which
conditions the thinking of both. It is the aporia between the transcendental and
empirical which enables the thinking of both as transcendental is nothing outside
the empirical through iterability and differance.
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The Mission Of The Apostle Paul: The Beginning Of Christianity In
Macedonia

Dragan Zajkovski

Abstract: The begginings of christianity in Macedonia was in the middle of 1
century. It’s dedicated with the Apostle Paul’s missionary. New Testament scripts
announced that Paul was the first christian missionary who, in the 50’s of the first
century, came to Macedonia, preaching. For three times he was in Macedonia
converting in christianity large number of macedonian population. Lidia was the
first woman in Macedonia that accepted christian belief. In the next period of time
Paul’s mission had a big success into the every Macedonian cities where he was.
Thanksfull his mission, christian municipies were madden in several macedonian
cities: Philipi, Thessaloniki and Beroia.Those are, however, the first christian
municipies in Europe, which, in short period of time, grew into the powerfull

communities respectfull not only in Macedonia, but much more far.

Macedonia by its geographical position, in the ancient period had a very
important strategic position in the Balkans. Through its territory passed important
communication links which linked the countries of the Eastern Mediterranean and
Asia Minor with the countries of the Adriatic, South and Central Europe. In this
context, above all one, we should mention the Via Egnatia, which was one of the
most important roads of the Roman state, which in a large part passed through the
Macedonian territory. Macedonia, geographically, culturally and in every other
respect, played an important role as a bridge between Apennine Peninsula and Asia
Minor. Therefore, in general, should not surprise that the first beginnings of
Christianity on European soil is exactly in Macedonia.

The spread of Christianity in the territory of Macedonia began early, in mid
of First Century and it is closely linked to the missionary activity of the Apostle
Paul. Namely, to preach and spread Christianity, not only among Hebrews, but also
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among pagans, Paul took three missionary journeys visiting several cities in Asia
Minor, Macedonia and Greece.”

First visit to Macedonia, the Apostle Paul realized during his second
missionary journey.21 Traveling into the interior of Asia Minor, on the road
visiting Christian communities established during his first trip,22 Apostle arrived in
the city of Alexandria Troas” where he met the future evangelist Luke. According

»2 whose author is

to the New Testament text titled as “Acts of the Holy Apostles
considered Evangelist and Apostle Luke, in Alexandria Troas, Paul received a
revelation that should go and preach in Macedonia.” If we exempt mythic elements
characteristic of the biblical texts, I believe that this whole episode points to the
supposition that the Apostle Paul in Alexandria Troas from the Hebrew merchants
there had occasion to meet more specifically the fact that in several Macedonian
towns have more Hebrew Communities - financially powerful and politically
influential - among whose members there and maybe a number of Christian

converts.” Therefore, the Apostle, from Asia Minor decided to head on European

20 Aets: 20 — 21; According Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 263 — c. 339) not only the Apostle Paul but also
the Apostle Andrew preached Christianity in the Balkan peninsula, without specifying which places
from the Balkans ate those. (EUSEBIUS, Historia Ecclesiastia, 111, 1, 1) But this information is found
only in Euzebius and is not verified in any other source. So I think that should be qualified as
unfathered and inaccurate.

2l Second missionary journey of the Apostle Paul, F. K. Lukman (LUKMAN, Franc Kvaser,
Kristusovi pricevalei - Martyres Christi, Celje, 1983) dates in 51 - 52, P. Malicki MAAMLKH, ITersp ..,
Hemopua na xpucmusickama yepxsa — nupsu nepuod om ocrosasaremo tia yepreama 00 nmrepocecniéono i npu
Kowemanmuna Beauxn [34 — 31], Tom wopsu, Coduma, 1994.) in 51-54/55 yeats., Celestin Tomic
(TOMIC, Celestin, Savao Pavao, vrijeme, Zivot i djelo apostola Pavia, Zagreb 1982) at 49 to 53, and W.
Harrington (HARRINGTON, Wilfrid J., Uwed # Novi zavjet, Zagreb, 1983), U. Schnelle
(SCHNELLE, Udo, Apostle Panl: His Life and Theology) and ].D.G. Dunn (DUNN, James D.G., The
Theology of Panl the Apostle) in 49-52.

22 Acordind P. Malicki MAANLIKY, ITersp M., Op.cit., 43) First missionary journey of the Apostle
Paul dates in 45/46 — latest in 51, acording W. Hatrington (HARRINGTON, Wilfrid J, Op. ez, 76)
in 45 — 49, acording Celestin Tomic (T OMIC, Celestin, Op. ct., 54) in 46 - 49, and U. Schnelle
(SCHNELLE, Udo, Op. ¢t., 81) and ].D.G. Dunn (DUNN, James D.G., Op. cit, 65) it dates in 49-
52.

23 Alexandria of Troas was situated about 25 km. south of Troy.

2 Acts: 16,9 — 10.

25 ‘It visio per noctem Panlo ostensa est: vir Macedo quidam erat stans et deprecans enm et dicens: *“ Transiens in
Macedoniam, adinva nos! . Ut autem visum vidit, statim quaesivimus proficisci in Macedoniam, certi facti quia
vocasset nos Deus evangelizare eis.” (Acts: 16, 9 — 10)

26 Since the first Apostolic Council, approximately 49, the Christian teaching was preached and
spread mostly among Hebrews. Hence, in the period before the arrival of the Apostle Paul in
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soil, in Macedonia, assuming that there will be a success in the preaching of
Christianity among Hebrew communities in the Macedonian cities.

As reported autor of “Acts of the Holy Apostles”, immediately after this
Providence, the Apostle Paul with his associates Silas, Timothy and Luke, from the
Troas moved to Macedonia.”” Reaching first on port Neapolis™ they left to the
Macedonian city of Philippi. Starting from this fact, history science, rightfully claim
that Macedonia is the first European country visited by the Apostle Paul and also
the first European country where the Christianity spread.

What has caused controversy is the question about the accurate dating of
the first missionary trip of the Apostle Paul in Macedonia. So that, the eatliest
dating is in years 49 to 50, or the end of the 49.”” Approximate dating also gives the
Greek historian Apostolos E. Vakalopulos® who believes that Paul first visited
Macedonia in the year 50. In contrast, George Pop - Atanasov’' says: ‘“wissionary
Journey of Paul in Macedonia started in 51. and completed in 54, which during those years the
apostle visited Macedonian and some Greek cities, where also were established Christian church
communities.”’

Despite the polemics about the dating, New Testament texts™
unambiguously point to the conclusion that during his stay in Philippi,33 Paul had
significant success in the preaching of Christianity. Since the early days of his arrival

in the city, the Apostle, with his sermons, has managed to reverse in the faith of

Macedonia, just among the Hebrew population in the Macedonian cities should be sought first
Christians.

27 Acts: 16, 11.

28 In the ancient city of Neapolis, or modern Kavala, in the place where, according to Biblical
tradition, the Apostle Paul first set foot on European soil there is a church dedicated to Saint
Nicholas. On the marble floor in the church there is a circle which marks the exact spot where,
according to the Acts of the Apostles, the apostle Paul step down from the ship arriving in
Macedonian and European soil.

2 STENDAHL, Krister, Paul Among Jews and Gentiles and Other Essays, Augsburg, 1977, 57 — 58;
History of the Macedonian pegple, vol. 1, 2000, 213.

30 VACALOPOULOS, Apostolos E., A History of Thessaloniki, Institute for Balkans Studies,
Tessalonike 1963, 17.

31 TIOIT — ATAHACOB, Toptu, Butajama sa Maxedonuja u Maredonyume, Cxorije 1995, 105.

32 Acts: 16: 12 — 40; Philippians: 1 — 4.

33 Ancient city of Philippi was located about 15 to 17 km. distance from Neapolis. The city was
founded by the Macedonian king Philip II in 356 B.C. and soon after it became the center of the
cultural, religious and commercial activity in the region.
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Christ many residents of Philippi.™* In this context it is important to note that the
first sermons were held outside of the city nearby river where the locals have a
tradition to come out of prayer.”” If we know the fact that one of the most
important cults in the religion of the ancient Macedonians was the cult of the river
where sacrificion usually was madden™ can likely be assumed that the first hearers
of sermons of the Apostle Paul was above ancient Macedonians which their
religious practices were customary to leave the city to pray and offered sacrifices to
the River.

According to biblical tradition, the first, who had accepted Christianity in
the territory of Macedonia, was a woman named Lydia in Philippi a dealer in purple
cloths from the city of Thyatira — Asia Minor’s Macedonian colony.”” She along
with her entire family was baptised and offered them accommodation of the
Apostle and his associates.™ Among other Macedonians, citizens of Philippi, who
have accepted Christ's teaching, primarily as a result of the sermons of Paul, was a
slave girl who had a spirit of divination and brought her owners much gain by
fortune-telling.

Great success in the preaching of Christianity among the inhabitants of
Philippi could not remain unnoticed by the local Roman magistrates. Officials
encouraged by fanatic pagan believers and also fearing for their own interests
ordered to be arrested Paul and his assistant Silas. But the very next day they were
released thanks to the fact that Paul was a Roman citizen and hence enjoyed certain
privileges in any arrests and investigations.

In the context of their short stay in the local jail an interesting fact
contained in the Acts of the Holy Apostles which says that during the same time,

Paul and Silas, managed to baptised not only prisoners but also guard who was in

3 Celestine Tomic think that in the city of Philippi was small Hebrew community. (TOMIC,
Celestine, Op. cit., 244). But this assumption can not be confirmed either by written or on the basis
of archaeological sources. Furthermore it is unlikely to be assumed that if in the city really existed a
small number of Hebrew community that the author of Acts of the Holy Apostles will forget to say
about it.

35 Acts: 16, 13.

36 Herodotus reported ancient Macedonians worshiped rivers as Gods and they often made sacrifices
to the River The Savior. (HERODOTUS, VIII, 138)

37 Ancient city of Thyatira (present Akhisar) was a Macedonian colony founded in 290 B.C. by
Seleucus I Nicator (312 — 281) (STRABO, X111, 4)

38 Aets: 16,11 —15.

35



HUMANICUS issue #4/5

charge to keep them. He even called them to come to his house where all family
members were baptised and accepted Christ's teachings.”

From all this, contained in the Acts of the Holy Apostles, conclusion is that
the Christian faith, for a relatively short period, was adopted by a significant
number of ancient Macedonians, citizens of Philippi. The city had a Christian
municipality - the first in Europe - founded by the Apostle Paul himself. The
Epistle to the Philippians announced that it had established usual ecclesiastical
hierarchy headed by the bishop.” Evidence for the existence of a bishop in Philippi
is an argument in favor of the thesis that the Philippi’s church municipality had a
significant number of members. One of the characteristics of the Christian Church
in the 2nd and the 3rd century is that only in cities with large Christian community
had bishops, which actually was the case with the community in Philippi.

New Testament texts with certainty confirm that Epaphroditus was the first
bishop of the Philippi’s christian church municipality. His name, in the Epistle of
Paul to the Philippians, explicitly referred to as bishop of Philippi, in the context of
his visit to the Apostle who was send into exile in Rome, where he waited for a
trial.*' In the Epistle to the Philippians, Paul, among others, thanks for their zeal in
the faith and the support and assistance given to him.* After analyzing this part of
the Epistle to the Philippians can be assumed that when they understood the
Apostle Paul's exil in Rome, Philippians immediately sent his bishop Epaphroditus
visit to Rome sending an appropriate material assistance to the Apostle.43

After staying and preaching in Philippi, the Apostle Paul, Silas and Timothy
left for Thessalonika, where was a great Hebrew community and where he again
successfully preached the Christian doctrine. On the way to Thessaloniki, they
visited the cities of Amphipolis and Apollor]ia.44 Although no specific data source,
however, can be assumed that when visiting these cities, Paul held sermons in

which probably baptised unknown number of believers.

39 Acts: 16, 16 — 40.

40 Philippians: 1, 1.

M Philippians: 2, 25 — 30; 4, 18. It can be assumed that the Apostle Paul used the visit of Epaphroditus
to sent his letter to the church community in Philippi.

42 Philippians: 4, 14 — 23.

43 Philippians: 4, 16.

# Ancient city Apollonia which visited Paul with his associates was in Macedonia on the road Via
Egnatia between Amphipolis and Thessaloniki. In antiquity several cities had carried the name
Apollonia of which most famous was a Greek colony of Apollonia in Illyria (modern Fier, Albania).
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Arriving in Thessaloniki, the Apostle, first, he started his sermons between
local Hebrews, which were many, and thus constitute a strong community in the
city. However, Paul does not limit the sermon only in the local Hebrew
community, but rather, according to its well established practice, he converted to
Christianity many other, non Hebrews, ancient Macedonian population, residents
of Thessaloniki and the surrounding area.”* Apostle Paul familiar with the situation
in the Hebrew community in Thessaloniki realized that Hebrews will not easyly
accept the Christian teaching, and he concentrated his missionary activity to the
autochthonous Macedonian population. For a short time in the Christian ranks
have entered many of the Macedonians, laying the foundations of a way of
Thessaloniki Christian community. In organizational terms, Church of Thessaloniki
from the beginning, was very well-established, so that became the template for all
the Christian communities in Macedonia and Achaia.”’

Faced with huge popularity of 'new' learning and successful missionary work
of Paul among the local population, some orthodox Hebrews started strong action
directed against members of the newly formed Christian community in
Thessalonica. They in front of the local Roman government began to amount to a
series of lies and slanders not only against Paul and Silas, but against all those who
accepted Christianity. Precisely because of this great pressure from the Hebrew
community in Thessalonica, Paul, Silas and Timothy were forced to leave town and
go to Beroia.” These events around the departure of Paul and his associates from
Thessaloniki to Beroia can be dated in early 51.

As reported historical sources in Beroia and Thessaloniki, there were strong
Hebrew community. Similarly as in Thessalonica, Paul’s and Silas first sermons were
held in the local synagogue in Beroia. But now, with the difference that were nobler

received by local Hebrews. Besides members of the Hebrew community,

# Since the first years after its founding in 316 B.C. in Thessaloniki settled first traders from Hebrew
origin. (VACALOPOULOS, Apostolos E., Op. «t, 9) This small early Hebrew community over
time, developed and grew reaching the peak of its economic power in the Roman period, when
Thessaloniki became the main crossroad between Asia Minor and Rome.

46 Acts: 17,4; 1 Thessalonians: 1, 9.

471 Thessalonians: 1, 7 — 8. In this context are words of Tertallianus who wrote: ,,... Proxima est tibi
Achaia, habes Corinthum. Si non longe es a Macedonia, habes Philippos, Thessalonike; si potes in Asiam tendere,
habes Ephesum; si - antem Italiae adiaces , habes Romam unde nobis quoque anctoritas praesto est .
(TERTULLIANUS, De Praescriptione Haereticorum, XXXVI, 2)

48 Aets: 17,5 - 10.
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Christianity, was received overwhelmingly by local Macedonians from Beroia and
surrounding areas.” For success in preaching of Christianity in Beroia soon
understood the authorities in Thessaloniki. Particularly upset by this continued
success of the Apostle Paul, and now we can say non - stopping spread of
Christianity in this part of Macedonia, Hebrew priests with their power and
reputation constantly pushing the local government to take concrete action directed
against Paul and his closest associates. Faced with such strong pressure, and
probably fearing for their personal safety after set of healthy fundamentals newly
Christian communities, the Apostle Paul left Macedonia, referring to Greece. Soon
after his associates Timothy and Silas left in Greece, t00.”

According to data contained in the Acts of the Holy Apostles, Apostle Paul,
during his third missionary journey51 twice, again, visited Macedonia. These two
recent visits to Macedonia are dated between 56 and 58 A.D.” and during which
the Apostle, together with its associates and Timothy and Erastus™ visited Christian
communities in Philippi, Thessaloniki and Beroia, where it can be assumed, existed
a strong Christian community. Indeed, and the motive for his second stay in
Macedonia should be sought in his desire to visit earlier established Christian
communities in Macedonia, in order personally to ensure how they operate and to
give them instructions and advice to continue to cope with everyday problems.”
With this purpose should be understood his two letters addressed to the Christian

49 Aets: 17,11 = 12.

50 Aets: 17,13 —15.

51 'The Third missionary journey of the Apostle Paul, F. K. Lukman (LUKMAN, Franc Kvaser,
Kristusovi pricevalei - Martyres Christi, Celje, 1983) dates in 53 — 58 , P. Malicki (MAAMLIKL, ersp M.,
Hemopus na xpucmusnckama yepréa — nvpsu nepuod om ocHoéasanento Ha yspreama 00 mrepocecinsono it npu
Kornemanmuna Beauxu (34 — 313), tom wepsu, Codus, 1994.) in 55/56 — 58/59, acordind Celestin
Tomic (T OMIC, Celestin, Savao Pavao, vrijeme, Zivot i djelo apostola Pavla, Zagreb 1982) at 53 - 59, and
W. Harrington (HARRINGTON, Wilfrid J., Uwod u# Novi zavjef, Zagreb, 1983), U. Schnelle
(SHENELLE, Udo, Apostle Paul: His Life and Theology) and J.D.G. Dunn (DUNN, James D.G., The
Theology of Paul the Apostle) in 53 - 57.

52 Acordind The History of Macedonian people, vol. 1, p.214 the second journey of the Apostle Paul in
Macedonia is dated in 56. On the oposite Celestin Tomic and Georgi Pop Atanasov thinks that it
must be dated in 57, and the third one in 58 (TOMIC, Celestin, Op.cit., 94; ITOIT — ATAHACOB,
I'eopru, Op.cit., 123)

53 Aets: 19, 22.

5 During his third jorney to Macedonia, the Apostle Paul was accompanied by: “Sopater Pyrrhi
Beroeensis, Thessalonicensium vero Atistarchus et Secundus et Gaius Derbeus et Timotheus, Asiani
vero Tychicus et Trophimus”. (Aezs: 20, 4)
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municipality of Thessaloniki and the Epistle addressed to Christians in Philippi.
Given that the Apostle Paul felt the need to write letters to the Christians in
Thessaloniki and Philippi may likely to assume that Christian communities in the
Macedonian cities in the relatively short time had grown into large and powerful
Christian community, with well-known reputation, not only in Macedonia, but also
beyond.”

Existence of strong Christian church communities in Thessalonica, Philippi
and Beroia, primarily due to the mission of the Apostle Paul, constitute the basis for
the rapid spread of Christianity in other parts of ancient Macedonia. New
Testament texts,” patristic literature,”’ archeological findings and artifacts, as well as
the lives of Christian martyrs, referring to the assumption that, starting from the
second half of the First century, in several Macedonian towns began to exist in

Christian communities.

55 As New Testament texts reports church communities in Macedonia had been able to send certain
contribution for the the municipality of Jerusalem. (Romans: 15, 26; 1 Corinthians: 16, 1 — 2; 2
Corinthians: 8,1 - 2)
56 Actus Apostolornm;, Epistula ad Philippenses; Epistula 1 & II ad Thessalonicenses; Epistula ad Romanos;
Epistula I & 11 ad Corinthios.
5T POLYCARP, Epistola ad Phillippenses, 111, C; X1, A (Patrologiae cursus completus, series Graecae,
ed. Migne, tomus V, Paris 1894)
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Multikulturalizam: u potrazi za pojmom

Dzemal Sokolovi¢

Abstract: Interes za multikulturalizmom se hipertrofirano javlja u dobu
nacionalizma. Clanak polazi od hipoteze da su kultura i drustvo dva medusobno
uslovljena fenomena. Pretpostavka multikulturalizma je otvorenost kulture uopce,
pa prema tome i svake posebne kulture. Sve su kulture otvorene, ali u vrlo
razlicitom stepenu, pa je stoga moguce govoriti i o zatvorenosti kultura. Autor
predlaze da se otvorenost-zatvorenost kulture posmatra u sljede¢im oblicima:
difuzija kulturnih elemenata, kontakt kultura 1 multikulturalizam, s jedne strane, 1
homogenost, ksenofobi¢nost i represivnost kultura, s druge strane. Clanak nudi i
sjiede¢u  tipologiju  multikulturalizama: — marginalni, intra-multikulturalizam,
stratifikacijski, minoritetski 1 amalgamski multikulturalizam. Iako teorijski

orijentiran, slanak je posebno fokusiran na iskustvo Balkana i Bosne.

Key words: multiculturalism, openness/ closure of cultures, typology of multiculturalism

Uvod

Nema nikakve sumnje da su se interes i potreba za multikulturalizmom, ma $ta pod
tom maglovitom sintagmom podrazumjevali, hipertrofirano pojavili u nasem
vremenu, vremenu nacionalizma.(1) Ono §to nije sasvim izvjesno jeste pitanje da li
su se ti interes 1 potreba javili zato §to multikulturalizam danas postaje dominantan
ili zato Sto odstupa pred euforijom nacionalizma. Ako izmedu nacionalizma, kao
oblika drustvenog grupiranja modernog vremena, i multikulturalizma postoji ikakva
veza, onda multikulturalizam definitivno nije samo kulturni nego i socijalni
fenomen. Drustvo kao takvo - kao i svaka pojedina¢na socijalna pojava - ima se
posmatrati 1 kao rezultat kulturnog razvitka covijeka. I kultura kao takva, jednako
kao i svaki pojedinacni kulturni fenomen, ima se takodjer posmatrati kao plod
socijalnog razvoja covjeka. Fenomeni drustvo i kultura nisu entiteti, odvojeni i

neovisni. Upravo zato, polazna metodoloska tacka ovog istrazivanja ¢e biti da su
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drustvo 1 kultura medusobno povezani, uslovljeni i odredeni. Ono $to moze biti
predmet rasprave jeste priroda njithovog odnosa, tj. u kojoj mjeri kultura odreduje
drustvo 1 vice versa, a posebno §ta stoji u osnovi 1 jednog i drugog, determinirajudi 1
njthov medusobni odnos.

Prije nekoliko godina, na jednoj konferenciji u Bergenu, nakon predavanja o
nacionalizmu, za koji sam tvrdio da postaje dominantnom odlikom naseg doba,
jedna slusateljka mi se suprotstavila tvrdedi da je, upravo obrnuto, multikulturalizam
ono §to karakterizira nase vrijeme. Na pitanje gdje ona vidi multikulturalizam rekla

2

je: “U Bergenu! Ovdje zive ljudi iz 180 etnickih grupa.” Argument je bio
impresivan. U Bosni, o kojoj se obicno govorilo kao paradigmi multikulturalnog
drustva, u vremenu nacionalizma, a nakon dugog perioda uzajamne tolerancije,
respekta, pa i uzivanja u drugima i drugacijima, nije bilo moguée uspostaviti
ravnotezu i toleranciju izmedu samo tri etnicke grupe. Kako je to onda uspjelo u
jednom gradu, ili jednom drustvu, koje je zbir ljudi iz 180 narodnih grupa? Znaci li
to da su stoljeca zajednickog zivota tri razlicita naroda, tri kulture i tri religije u
Bosni, bila samo privid multikulturalizma koji je nestao ¢im su se otvorili procesi
nacionalistickog grupiranja, a da je bergenski model koegzistencije 180 razlicitih
naroda, kultura i vjera, zapocet prije samo nekoliko decenija, dokaz odsustva
nacionalizma? Ovim pitanjem u stvari zelim da potrazim rjeSenje za osnovnu
teorijsku dilemu konceptualiziranja ovog pojma: da li je multikulturalizam zbir dvie,
tri ili # kultura, ili je multikulturalizam nesto vise od puke sume, pa ma kolika ona
bila? Ako bi multikulturalizam bio samo zbir vise kultura onda bi moja bergenska
oponentica bila u pravu. Moje istrazivanje pojma multikulturalizma, medutim,
polazi od sasvim drugacije hipoteze. Multikulturalizam podrazumjeva kulturni

pluralizam ali je nesto vise od pukog zbira vise kultura.

1. Ambivalentni karakter multikulturalizma

Najjednostavnija ~ percepcija  multikulturalizma  jeste ona koja  pojmu
multikulturalizma pristupa kao kulturi u pluralu. Da bismo razumjeli $ta je kultura u
pluralu, tj. multikulturalizam ve¢ na nivou percepcije, moramo obezbijediti i
pretpostavke. U ovom slucaju premise pojma multikulturalizam, koje treba tek

odrediti, jesu: 1. pojam kulture, i 2. pojam jedne kulture, jer je kultura u singularu uslov
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da se shvati i ultura u pluraln, bez obzira da li se taj plural sastojao od zbira tri ili 180
razli¢itih pojedina¢nih kultura. Medutim, upravo ove premise najcesce nedostaju.

Lakoc¢a kojom se danas upotrebljava pojam multikulturalizma proizlazi iz
toga §to se pojmovi koji ga sacinjavaju naprosto podrazumievaju. Sta je to jedna
kultura, koja je to kriticha masa kulturnih elemenata neophodna da bi se moglo
govoriti o jednoj kulturi distinktivnoj od drugih, koji je(su) to kriterij(i) — etnicki,
nacionalni, regionalni, politicki, religijski, socijalni itd. — koji definira(ju) jednu
kulturu, gdje su granice koje je odvajaju od drugih pojedinacnih kultura i na kojima
stupa u odnos s drugacijim kulturama i, najzad, kada taj odnos s drugim kulturama
poprima karakter fenomena zvanog multikulturalizam? S druge strane, postoje
desetine, neki tvrde cak stotine definicija kulture, pa ipak pitanje Sta je kultura ostaje
1 dalje otvoreno. Oba ova pitanja ce ostati neodgovorena za neko vrijeme i na ovom
mjestu. Citaocima naprosto prepustam da imaju na umu pojmove i kulture i jedne
kulture, za koje se podrazumjeva da ih ve¢ imaju, ma kakvi oni bili.

U dosadasnjim akademskim 1 neakademskim (politickim, ideoloskim,
zurnalistickim itd.) diskusijama o multikulturalizmu mogu se prepoznati dvije
tendencije: jedna koja podrazumjeva da je multikulturalizam nesto samo po sebi
pozitivno i kao takvo neupitno, i drugu koja ga a priori odbacuje podrazumjevajuci
da je nesto negativno i Stetno. U oba slucaja multikulturalizam se uzima kao nesto
samo po sebi razumljivo. Potrebe za njegovim pojmovnim definiranjem uopée
nema. Ovako ambivalentna percepcija multikulturalizma, od njegovog glorificiranja
do satanizacije, u stvari je posljedica ambivalentnog karaktera multikulturalizma kao
takvog. Multikulturalizam naime nije niti nesto negativno ali ni pozitivno per se. Da li
¢e jedno multikulturalno stanje biti pozitivno ili negativno sa stanovista drustva
zavisi od tog drustva, a ne od multikulturalizma samog. Otuda dolazi i ambivalentan
stav prema Balkanu: s jedne strane, kao paradigmi multikulturalizma ali i, s druge,
kao paradigmi nacionalizma nastalom, izazvanom i hranjenom na tlu
multikulturalizma.

Evropa, Zapad, Svijet su opsjednuti misionarskom zadacom da nauce
Balkan pravom, odrzivom multikulturalizmu. I povrsni poznavalac Balkana, cak i
prije ¢itanja "Imagening the Balkans", zna da je Balkan svojim iskustvom i
dostignuc¢ima u koegzistenciji razli¢itih kultura, vjera, naroda, pa i ¢itavih civilizacija,
obogatio multikulturalnu istoriju covjecanstva. Da li neuspjesi medunarodne

zajednice u “restauraciji’ multikulturalizma balkanskih drustava proizlaze iz
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skorojevickog stanja u kome je ucenik (Svijet) postao ucitelj, ocito nedovoljno
uspjesan, ili se radi o tome da su usenici (Balkan) zaista beznadezno losi? Radi i se,
dakle, o tome da Balkan jo§ treba uciti od Svijeta lekciju koja se zove
multikulturalizam, ili je Svijet, ipak, imao jo$ da nauci od Balkana?

Slucaj Bosne, barem u skorije vrijeme, je posebno indikativan. Na ovom
primjeru se najpregnantnije potvrdilo gdje moze dovesti misionarska namjera
Zapada da mehanicki presadi multikulturalno iskustvo iz jedne nacionalno unitarne
sredine, u jednu multietnicku, religijski pluralisticku, kulturno kompozitnu sredinu
kakav je Balkan. (2) Suocena s vlastitim permanentnim neuspjesima da “restaurira”
multietnicko drustvo u Bosni, medunarodna zajednica je sama morala priznati da
jedina sfera koja je pocela funkcionirati multietnicki jeste ona koja je izvan njene
kontrole — mafija. “Arizona road”, mjesto saradnje Bosnjaka, Hrvata i Srba,
funkcionira u neposrednoj blizini americkog garnizona i bez americkog blagoslova,
na istom principu kao 1, recimo, Wall Street — interesu u gotovom.

Zapadne percepcije multikulturalizma su se sudarale sa bosanskim
(balkanskim) realitetom multikulturalizma ¢ak i u toku najzes¢ih borbi triju
zaracenih strana. Uvjeren da se tamo vodi vjerski, etnicki ili ¢ak rat civilizacija,
stranac je ostajao zbunjen pred kontroverznom stvarnoséu. Kada su u Mostaru
1993. zaratili katolicki Hrvati i muslimanski Bosnjaci, a topovi pravoslavnih Srba za
trenutak utihnuli, jedan bosnjacki oficir, u stanju ocajne nestasice artiljerijske
podrske, poziva svog bivSeg prijatelja srpskog artiljerca da mu pomogne. Ovaj
pristaje, uz upozorenje da ¢e ga pola sata artiljerijske podrske po hrvatskim
polozajima stajati 50 njemackih maraka. Nakon $to je 30 minuta proslo, a artiljerijski
plotuni preko muslimanskih glava nisu prestajali, Bosnjak je nazvao svog srpskog
kolegu i rekao da on ne moze vise platiti, ovaj mu je odgovorio: “Ovo je na moj
rasun. Kuca cCasti...”

Oni koji sukob u Bosni, da bi zadovoljili zahtjeve svojih predstava i
predrasuda, nazivaju sukobom civilizacijski veoma distinktivnih, ocito ne znaju
mnogo o civilizacijskom multikulturalizmu. Kako neko ko dolazi iz kulture, nacije ili
civilizacije, u kojoj je naucen da se plasi drugacijih prije nego ih je i vidio, mrzi ih
¢ak 1 kada ih ne poznaje, i ubija najradije sa distance, da shvati da se na Balkanu,
tom multikulturnom kazanu, ljudi ne mrze ni kada se ubijaju, ne boje ih se ni kada
ih mrze, a tolerisu, respektiraju, pa ¢ak i uzivaju u njihovoj distinktivnosti, i kada ih
se boje.
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2. Otvorenost-zatvorenost kultura

Pretpostavka bilo kakvog diskursa o multikulturalizmu jeste premisa da je
kultura kao takva, a to znaci i svaka pojedinacna kultura, bez obzira na kriterij njene
posebnosti, koji je odvaja od drugih kultura, otvorena za druge pojedinacne kulture.
Na c¢emu zasnivamo ovu apriornu tvrdnju objasnit ¢emo na drugom mjestu. Pa
ipak, pitanje da li su i koliko kulture otvorene ili zatvorene ima smisla. Odgovor na
ovo pitanje zavisi da li ga dajemo sa optimistickog ili pesimistickog stanovista.

Ne postoje apsolutno zatvorene kulture. Kulturna autarhija je istorijska
devijacija; kulturne robinzonijade su sporadicna pojava. Zato s pravom mozemo
reéi da je otvorenost svojstvo kulture kao takve. Kulturni autarhizam ne proizlazi iz
kulture nego iz okolnosti u kojima se kultura nalazi. Ipak, mora se priznati, kulture
su otvorene u veoma razli¢itom stepenu. Zato se 1 o zatvorenosti kultura moze i
mora govoriti, ali u sasvim relativhom smislu. Zavisno od toga kakvim ocima
posmatramo, kulture su ili zatvorene ili otvorene. Ovo podsjeca neodoljivo na pricu
o ¢adi do pola napunjenoj vodom. Za pesimistu ona je poluprazna, za optimistu
cada je napola puna. Ista kultura je, dakle, u jednoj percepciji zatvorena, a u drugoj
otvorena. Mlada generacija je, recimo, uvijek gladna kulturnih elemenata koji dolaze
iz drugih kultura; u oc¢ima starijih, novotarije koje dolaze iz drugih kultura radije se
percipiraju kao opasnost za vlastitu kulturu i zahtjeva zastita od negativnih uticaja
izvana. Razmotrimo ukratko fenomen otvorenosti-zatvorenosti kultura s oba

stanovista.

a) Stepeni otvorenosti kultura

Prvo ¢emo otvorenost-zatvorenost kultura istraziti s optimistickog
stanovista, dakle sa stanovista koje kulture percipira kao otvorene. Objektivno,
otvorenost kultura se pokazuje u razlicitom szepenn. Neke kulture su otvorene manje,
druge vise. Stepen otvorenosti kultura odreduje, u stvari, 1 stadije otvorenosti,
odnosno zatvorenosti kultura. Predlazemo da otvorenost kultura posmatramo u tri

osnovna stadija:
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1. Difuzgja kulturnib elemenata iz jedne kulture u druge je pocetni oblik otvorenost;
2. Kontakt kultura (bilo u konfliktnom ili progimajucem obliku) je sljedeéi, obuhvatni 1
vidi stepen otvorenosti-zatvorenosti kultura jednih prema drugima; i najzad,

3. Multikeulturalizam je najvisi stepen otvorenosti jedne kulture drugima.

Razmotrimo svaki od ova tri nivoa ili stadija u razvitku otvorenosti pojedinacnih ili

posebnih kultura.

1. Difuzija kulturnih elemenata - Govoriti o difuziji elemenata kulture, dakle
"putovanju" pojedinih elemenata iz jedne u drugu kulturu, podrazumjeva da je veé
izvrSena izvjesna diverzifikacija na pojedinacne kulture. Osnova te diverzifikacije
moze biti razlicita: socijalna (plemenska, etnicka kultura, itd), religijska (politeisticka,
monoteisticka kultura, itd.), politicka (atenska, spartanska kultura, itd), ideoloska
(burzoaska, proleterska kultura, itd.), regionalna (balkanska, evropska, zapadna
kultura, itd.), itd. U svakoj od ovih pojedina¢nih kultura koriste se elementi koji su
difuzijom stigli iz neke druge, susjedne ili veoma udaljene kulture. Ljudi ¢esto nisu
svijesni porijekla kulturnih elemenata koje upotrebljavaju ili prakticiraju u vlastitoj
kulturi. Cesto se ti elementi sviesno prisvajaju i smatraju autohtono vlastitim. Ono
sto se posebno zanemaruje i ¢ak svjesno ne priznaje jeste broj kulturnih elemenata
koji nisu autohtono nasi, nego poticu iz drugih kultura. Stavise, posebno se u nekim
slucajevima nastoji prikriti kultura porijekla tih elemenata. U periodima razlicitih
nacionalizama, Sovinizama ili rasizama svjesno se potiskuje recimo semitsko ili
islamsko 1ili africko porijeklo nekog elementa kulture duboko prihvacenog i
ukorijenjenog u vlastitoj. U periodu islamofobije, koja karakterizira savremeno
stanje evropske 1 americke kulturne svijesti, posebno se potiskuje arapsko porijeklo
velikog broja kulturnih elemenata kojima je islamska civilizacija zaduzila Evropljane
1 covjecanstvo.

Smatra se, medutim, da se upravo najrazvijenije savremene kulture sastoje
od velikog broja elemenata koji potic¢u iz drugih kultura. Kulturna antropologija
cijeni da tek svaki hiljaditi kulturni elemenat potice iz nase vlastite kulture i nase
generacije, dok preostalih 999 promila kulturnih elemenata dolaze difuzijom iz
drugih kultura ili potice od generacija koje su Zivjele prije nas. Pa ipak, i pored toga,
mi nase kulture zovemo ili zapadnom, ili evropskom, ili britanskom, ili engleskom,
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ili ¢ak viktorijanskom, itd.
Ono sto karakterizira difuziju kulturnih elemenata jeste da se specificni

identitet kultura u odnosu ne gubi bez obzira na broj elemenata koji dolaze iz
drugih kultura.

2. Kontakt kultura - Visi stadij u razvoju otvorenosti kultura jeste kontakt kultura.
Pored difuzije velikog broja elemenata kulture iz jedne u drugu pojedinac¢nu kulturu,
istorija je zabiljezila i slucajeve u kojima su citave kulture dolazile u medusobni
dodir. Takvi slucajevi su bili posljedica ili velikih migracija ¢itavih kulturnih ili
etnickih grupa, ili pak posljedica ratova ili velikih ekonomskih migracija. Dok kod
difuzije imamo migraciju elemenata kulture, dotle kod kontakta kultura se radi o
migraciji ¢itavih socijalnih grupa koje su nosile sa sobom svoje kulture u cjelini.
Kontakti kultura u kojima su se susretale velike socijalne grupe mogli su se
dogoditi na dva nacina: 1. Kontakt kultura moze biti konfliktualan, kao $to se
dogodilo u mnogo slucajeva tokom istorije. Konflikti nisu donosili samo razaranje 1
unistavanje drugih kultura nego su vtlo cesto rezultirali visokim stepenom
akulturacije. 2. Kontakti kultura, pogotovo u slucaju velikih seoba naroda, ali 1
savremenih politickih ili ekonomskih migracija, mogu imati i prozimajuci karakter.
Kao i kod difuzije kulturnih elemenata, tako se ni u slucaju kontakta kultura
ne gubi specifi¢ni identitet kultura u odnosu. Bez obzira na veliki stepen akulturacije
pojedinacne kulture u kontaktu zadrzavaju svoje specificne identitete. Po tome su
difuzija kulturnih elemenata i kontakt kultura, bez obzira na kvantitativnu razliku u

stepenu mijesanja dvije ili vise kultura, kvalitativno isti oblici otvorenosti.

3. Multikulturalizam je navisi stepen otvorenosti kultura. Kao takav,
multikulturalizam prevazilazi difuziju kulturnih elemenata i kontakt kultura ne samo
u kvantitativnom nego i u kvalitativnom smislu. Sa multikulturalizmom dolazi nesto
novo. Ono s§to multikulturalizam odvaja od prethodna dva stepena otvorenosti
kulture 1 ¢ini njegovu esenciju jeste sljedece. Kao $to smo rekli, kod difuzije kulturnih
clemenata ili kontakta kultura se ne gubi specifi¢ni identitet kultura u odnosu.
Specificnost kulturnih identiteta se ne gubi ni u slu¢aju multikulturalizma, on ostaje,
ali nastaje 1 novi, zajednicki identitet dviju ili vise kultura; multikulturalizam je,
prema tome, proces nastajanja dvostrukog ili cak multipliciranog kulturnog identiteta.(3)
Potrebno je, dakle, podcrtati i upozoriti da multikulturalizam nije proces niti
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brisanja jednog identiteta i prihvatanje drugog, niti pak nastajanje novog identiteta
po cijenu odricanja od prethodnih. Asimilacija kao supsumiranje jedne kulture
drugom 1 u krajnjem brisanje jednog identiteta drugim je proces suprotan
multikulturalizmu. Multikulturalizam takoder nije ni integracija, tj. takav odnos
kultura u kome se zadrzava specificni identitet kultura u kontaktu, ali i uspostavlja
odnos izrazite dominacije jedne kulture u odnosu na drugu.(4) Multikulturalizam je
naprosto proces nastajanja novog, zajednickog, opceg kulturnog identiteta, uz
potpuno zadrzavanje posebnih ili pojedinacnih identiteta. Zato se i postavlja koliko
teorijsko, ali 1 sasvim pragmaticno pitanje: gdje se zbiva proces multikulturalizma - u

Bergenu ili Bosni, u Skandinaviji ili na Balkanu?

b) Stepeni zatvorenosti kultura

Fenomen otvorenosti-zatvorenosti kultura se, kao sto smo rekli, moze
posmatrati i sa pesimistickog stanovista. U tom smislu, pitanje koje nas zanima jeste
u kakvom odnosu stoje otvorenost kulture, u svim njenim stepenima, ukljucujuci i
multikulturalizam, sa stepenima zatvorenosti kulture. Posmatrana s pesimistickog
stanoviSta otvorenost se pojavljuje kao zatvorenost i ispoljava u razlicitim
stepenima, odnosno stadijima.

Predlazemo da zatvorenost kultura razmotrimo kroz tri sljedeca stepena ili

stadija:

1. Homogenost, odnosno kobezivnost kultura;
2. Ksenofobitnost, i najzad,

3. Represivnost/ agresivnost kultura

Svaki od ovih stepena zatvornosti kultura ima svoj kontrapunkt u
odgovarajuéim stepenima otvorenosti kultura. Tako su homogene, odnosno
kohezivne kulture jedine sposobne za multikulturalizam, ksenofobi¢nost se
pojavljuje u slucaju kontakta kultura, dok je najvisi stepen zatvorenosti kultura, koji
se ispoljava kao represivnost/agresivnost, sposoban tek za difuziju pojedinih

kulturnih elemenata iz drugih kultura.
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1. Homogenost/kohezivnost kultura - Zvuéi logicno” da su homogene (gté.
homoios - jednak, isti, slican; grc. gemos — rod, vrsta) kulture manje otvorene prema
drugima i obrnuto. Iz svakodnevnog govora se nekriticki preuzima da su vrlo
zatvorene kulture homogene. Medjutim, ¢ini se da stvarnost Cesto nadilazi logiku.
Otvorenost jedne kulture, naime, nije u obrnuto proporcionalnom odnosu prema
njenoj homogenosti. Homogene i kohezivne kulture mogu biti veoma otvorene.
Homogene ili kohezivne (lat. cohaerere — biti svezan, prijanjati) kulture su vrlo
receptivne za kulturne elemente koji dolaze iz drugih kultura; one su sklone i
kontaktima s drugim kulturama kao takvim; i najzad, kao vrhunac ove alogi¢nosti
¢ini se da su upravo homogene i kohezivne kulture sposobne za multikulturalizam.
Homogene kulture su, naime, samouvjerene, bez straha da ¢e u kontaktu s drugima
izgubiti svoj identitet i tek kao takve imaju sposobnost da izgrade zajednicki,

multikulturni identitet bez opasnosti za svoj vlastiti.

2. Ksenofobiéne (grc. xeénos — stranac; gre. fobeomai — bojim se) kulture mogu,
takoder, biti otvorene prema drugim kulturama. Otvorenost prema stranom, tudem
1 nepoznatom cesto je rado prihvacena nuznost, iako i nedobrodosla opasnost za
vlastiti identitet. Ovo se, naravno, odnosi na receptivhost pojedinih kulturnih
elemenata koji dolaze iz drugih kultura, pa i na globalni kontakt s njima.
Ksenofobi¢ne kulture, medutim, nikada nisu u stanju izgraditi identitet koji bi
dijelile s drugima i uporedo s vlastitim. Njihov strah od drugih sprecava ih da svoju
otvorenost, manje ili viSe potisnutu, pretvore u istinski multikulturalizam. Kod
ksenofobicnih kultura uocljiv je ne samo strah od drugih nego prije svega strah od
vlastite otvorenosti. Na primjer, briga za omladinu, kao najotvoreniji socijalni sloj,
pretvara se u strah od vlastite omladine; briga za njenu buducnost pretvara se u
strah od njene sadasnjosti. Vrhunac te bojaznosti je u stvari strah da ne budu
zigosane kao zatvorene, zbog cega njihova otvorenost ima cesto hipokritski
karakter. Ksenofobicne a otvorene kulture pod otvoreno$éu najcesée
podrazumijevaju misionarski odnos prema drugim kulturama. Otvorenost u
njthovoj percepciji je jednosmjerna. Druge treba uciti kako se koristi topla voda,
druge treba uciti demokratiji itd. Misionarski otvorene kulture su ili otvoreno
misionarske, u slucajevima kada implementiraju svoje kulturne obrasce u drugim
kulturama, ili hipokritski otvorene u slucaju kada primaju strance u svoju vlastitu

kulturu. Asimilaciju drugith negiraju, ali je najradije oznacavaju eufemizmom
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integracija.(5) Efekat otvorenosti, medjutim, moze biti obrnut. Ksenofobi¢ne
kulture su, naime, manje homogene i manje kohezivne i stoga vise izlozene 1 ranjive
u odnosu na “superiornije” kulture. Ovakve kulture su, i pored svih mjera, “Zrtva”

nezeljenog i nepredvidivog procesa multikulturalizacije u vlastitoj sredini.

3. Represivnost/agresivnost kultura - Kulture nisu samo homogene i
ksenofobicne nego se katkada razviju u represivne — kako u odnosu prema drugima
tako i, autorepresivne, u odnosu prema samima sebi — puritativne kulture. Kulturni
puritanizam nije samo oblik autorepresivnosti jedne kulture, nego je i logi¢na
posljedica represivnosti u odnosu na druge kulture. Represivne kulture su najcesce
posljedica svoje ksenofobic¢nosti. Nedovoljno homogene 1 samopouzdane,
ksenofobi¢ne kulture ili postaju agresivno otvorene ili se radije opredjeljuju za
zatvaranje ¢ak i po cijenu odricanja od mogucnosti da se utice na druge. Ni
represivne kulture, medjutim, ne mogu biti oznacene kao zatvorene. Ali
(auto)represivne kulture su u stanju da se samo ograniceno otvore prema drugima.
Nijithov kulturni puritanizam nikada nece prihvatiti multiplicirani identitet, ali
izbjegavaju 1 kulturni kontakt. One i kao takve, represivne, jo¢ uvijek mogu biti
otvorene za selektivnu recepciju pojedinih kulturnih elemenata; one cesto znaju i da
uzivaju u egzoticnosti drugih, i uporedjivanju s njima, ali samo kao jos jednom
dokazu njihove vlastite samodovoljnosti, inkompatibilnosti s drugima, superiornosti
ili, najradije, ovisnosti drugih. Represivne kulture pretendiraju da izgledaju otvorene,
one svoj strah od stranog nastoje prikriti svojom agresivnoscu, a najcesée odsustvo
vlastite homogenosti i kohezivnosti pretvaraju u otvorenu autorepresivnost prema
svemu §to ne zadovoljava kriterije njihovog kulturnog puritanizma. Ove kulture
najcesce svoj “superiorni” odnos prema drugima ne Zele ni prikriti asimilacijom i
najradije se opredjeljuju za ostre civilizacijske, kulturne, vjerske ili nacionalne
granice koje ce nas drzati na distanci. Endogamija represivnih kultura nuzno vodi u
autorepresivnost i introvertiranu agresivnost. Najveca opasnost za njthov identitet
ne dolazi od drugih, nego njihovog straha od drugih — multikulturalizma iznad

svega.
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3. TIPOVI MULTIKULTURALIZMA

Postoji vise tipova ili oblika u kojima se multikulturalizam, to stanje vie od jedne i

stanje viSe od zbira dvije ili viSe kultura, ukratko stanje multipliciranog kulturnog

identiteta, ispoljava. Mogu¢i tipovi multikulturalizma su sljedeci:

Marginalni multifkulturalizam (nastao na granici dvije kulture ili na tackama dodira
pojedinih socijalnih grupa s drugim kulturama);

Intra-multikulturalizam (nastao dubokim podjelama unutar jedne homogene i
cesto ksenofobicne kulture, katkada nakon strasne netrpeljivosti i agresivnosti);
Slojeviti ~ (stratificirani) 11 sub-multikulturalizam (nastao dubokim socijanim
raslojavanjem unutar jedne kulture, ali u kome se zadrzava hijerarhijski odnos
izmedu sub-kultura);

Minoritetski - multifulturalizam (0 kome dvije ili, cesce, vise kultura stoje u
medusobnom manifestno vecinsko-manjinskom i, dakle, neravnopravnom
odnosu, ali u kome samo manjinske grupe poprimaju multikulturno stanje
dvostrukog identiteta, dok vecinska ili dominantna kulturna grupa zadrzava
iskljucivo svoj identitet i nastoji da integrira i asimilira manjinske);

Amalgamski (i balkanski 11 bosanski) multikulturalizam (a kome dvije ili vise
kultura amalgamiraju svoje identitete u jedan zajednicki, ali zadrzavaju i razvijaju

vlastite distinktivne identitete)

Tipovi multikulturalizma mogu da se oznace i stepenima u razvitku ili istorijskim

fazama multikulturalizma. Ali, to nikako ne podrazumjeva da su ti stepeni ili faze

medusobno visi ili nizi. To ¢e re¢i da multikulturalizam, tj. sposobnost usvajanja

multipliciranog kulturnog identiteta, uopce ne treba smatrati visSim u odnosu na

kulturni purizam. Isto tako, bilo bi pogresno reé¢i da su samo pojedini tipovi

multikulturalizma karakteristicni za odredene kulture. Jedno drustvo ili jedna kultura

moze istovremeno da egzistira kroz razlic¢ite tipove odnosa prema drugim

kulturama, ili razlicite tipove multikulturalizma.
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1. Marginalni multikulturalizam - Pod marginalnim multikulturalizmom
podrazumjevamo onu vrstu otvorenosti kultura jednih prema drugima koja se zbiva
na njihovim kulturnim, tj. socijalnim granicama. To zna¢i da se marginalni
multikulturalizam dogada na periferiji ali i u samom sredistu jedne kulture.
Globalizacija je ucinila marginalni multikulturalizam gotovo univerzalnim. Granice,
kako geo-politicke tako 1 socijalne, jo$ uvijek postoje - nastojeéi odrzati homogenitet
kultura - ali se i prekorac¢uju. Stapanje s drugim kulturama dogadja se, medutim,
najprije na marginama. Katkada geo-politickim ali ¢esto i socijalnim. Na geo-
politickoj, obicno drfavngj granici jedne kulture dogada se nezaustavljivi kontakt s
drugim kulturama koji katkada ima za posljedicu dvostruki kulturni identitet s obe
strane granice. Kulturni centar moze biti veoma homogen, ¢ak ksenofobican prema
susjednoj kulturi, pa i represivan prema vlastitoj ukoliko ova pokaze isuvise
naklonosti prema susjedima, ali se na margini unato¢ tome dogada proces
multikulturnog stapanja. Na margini druge vrste, socjjalngj, na kojoj pojedini socijalni
slojevi ili starosne grupe pokazuju vise naklonosti prema strancima i njihovim
kulturama, takoder se dogadja nesto $to nije samo ko-egzistencija dvije kulture.
Neki socijalni slojevi, u inace otvorenim ali homogenim kulturama vise su ”ranjivi”
na strane kulture 1 manje “imuni” na uticaje izvana. Cak i kada nisu izlozeni
otvorenoj represiji ili izopéavanju iz vlastite kulture oni, s jedne strane, doprinose
homogenizaciji vlastite kulture, a s druge izazivaju samoizolaciju. Neke starosne
grupe, ne samo mladi, mogu takoder biti nosioci marginalnog multikulturalizma.
Zbog toga te grupe, 1 socijalne i starosne, mogu postati marginalne u vlastitoj

kulturi. Ili ¢ak Zigosane.

2. Intra-multikulturalizam - Pod intra-multikulturalizmom podrazumjevamo
takvo stanje dvostrukog kulturnog identiteta koje nije nastalo iz kontakta dvije
distinktivne kulture, nego cijepanjem jedne jedinstvene kulture. Paradigmatican
primjer ovog tipa multikulturalizma je nekoliko evropskih krs¢anskih drustava koja
su preostala nakon sukoba unutar Katolicke crkve, 1 Reformacijom bila duboko
podijeljena na protestantsku i katolicku kulturnu grupu. Ta drustva su nastavila
egzistirati tolerantno kulturno distinktivna, ali i dijeliti zajednicki kulturni identitet.
Receno na drugi nacin, ovo isto bi moglo glasiti: da su ta drustva zadrzala zajednicki
krséanski/etnicki identitet ali i priznala duboku podjelu na protestantski i katolicki
identitet. Prema tome, ma koliko se ’nation-makers’ trudili da uspostave nacionalnu
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homogenost, razlika izmedu tih kultura ostaje osjetna.

U Bosni je intra-multikulturalna tendencija takoder prisutna ali na drugoj,
etnickoj osnovi. Nekada jedinstvena etnicka grupa, i njoj korespondentna kultura,
mada duboko podijeljena religijskim identitetima cak i prije dolaska islama,
podijeljena je tek u drugoj polovini XIX vijeka i na nacionalnoj osnovi, dogradenoj
na ve¢ postojecu religijsku distinktivnost. Ma koliko se nacionalisti medu njima
trudili da dokazu i1 pothrane medusobnu distinktivnost, 1 ma koliko njihove
nacionalne kulture bile uistinu divergentne, Bosanci, tj. i Bosnjaci 1 Srbi i Hrvati, dijele
jo§ uvijek 1 zajednicki emiiki kulturni identitet. Neki medu njima, cesto vrlo
ckstremni, otkriju to tek kada odu u Hrvatsku, Srbiju ili, ¢ak, Tursku, i shvate da su
novi domacini distinktivniji od njihovih starih bos$njackih, hrvatskih, odnosno
stpskih komsija. Kao $to je Reformacija proizvela kulturnu bifurkaciju unutar
krcanstva, tako se u Bosni dogodila nacionalna trifurkacija iz nekada zajednickog i
jedinstvenog etnickog korijena.

Intra-multikulturalizam je, upravo zbog svog zajednickog porijekla, cesto
nezeljen 1 kao takav izvor uzajamnih predrasuda, zigosanja, tenzija i sukoba. Ono
$to ga ¢ini izvorom tenzija i konflikata nije velika distinktivnost izmedu zajednickog
1 posebnih identiteta, nego upravo njihova bliskost. Posebni nacionalni identiteti
koji se trude da budu §to distinktivniji medjusobno, neprestano su podsjecani

zajednickim identitetom da im to ipak ne polazi tako lako za rukom.

3. Slojeviti/stratifikacijski ili sub-multikulturalizam - Kao i u prethodnom
slucaju tako 1 kod slojevitog ili sub-multikulturalizma se radi o jednoj jedinstvenoj
kulturi kao zajednickom izvoru nastanka dva ili vise sub-kulturalnih identiteta. U
jednoj subkulturalno podijeljenoj kulturi ljudi dijele kako specifi¢ni sub-kulturalni
tako 1 zajednicki kulturni identitet. Ono s$to razlikuje intra-multikulturalizam od sub-
multikulturalizma jeste to $to se u drugom slucaju radi o identitetima koji su
medusobno subordinirani, §to se za intra-multikulturalizam ne moze reéi i cak
izbjegava redi, ili pak kaze ali sa o¢itom predrasudom. Iako se moze postaviti pitanje
adekvatnosti termina multikulturalizam, s obzirom da se radi o sub-kulturama, ipak
je moguce naci opravdane razloge. Sub-kulture mogu biti distinktivnije medusobno
nego u odnosu na sasvim posebne kulture. Kastinski podijeljena drustva su svakako
najdrasti¢niji slucaj ovakvog multikulturalizma. Sva klasna drustva su takoder sub-
multikulturalna. U mnogim sluc¢ajevima sub-multikulturalne su cak pojedine
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socijalne klase.

Najtipicniji je, ipak, slucaj odnosa izmedu ruralnih i urbanih sub-kultura u
izvjesnim drustvima. Podjela na grad i selo je jedna od najstarijih i najtrajnijih
socijalno-kulturnih podjela. Ostre razlike koje su se talozile stoljeéima nije mogao
izbrisati samo jedan novi socijalno-ekonomski sistem. Nije to uspjelo ni kapitalizmu
ni socijalizmu. U nekim kulturama, zahvaljujuéi specificnom egalitaristickom
socijalnom nasljedu, ova sub-kulturalna podjela nije tako ostra i stoga nema karakter
multikulturalizma. Medutim, u drustvima koja su imala specificnu proslost i duboke
socijalne podjele, podjela na grad i selo ima uistinu sub-kulturni karakter. Jazovi koji
ih razdvajaju su katkada tako duboki da su nerazumljivi i neprihvatljivi za ljude iz
drugih kultura, posebno onih gdje taj jaz nije tako ostar 1 razlika izmedu sub-kultura
nije tako uocljiva.

Pred dubokom podjelom izmedu ruralne i urbane sub-kulture zbunio se u
Bosni i sam nacionalizam. U trenutku kada su se etnicke grupe, u strahu jedna od
druge, nacionalno homogenizirale, shvatile su u jednom ¢asu da oni drugi i nisu bili
tako distinktivni koliko su im se tudim ucinili vlastiti “seljaci” ili pak “gradani”.
Tako se dogadalo jo$ u toku rata da su u nekoliko gradova pod srpskom kontrolom
Stbi trazili da im se vrate “njthovi Muslimani”, u nemoguénosti da se
homogeniziraju s vrlo distinktivnim “vlastitim seljacima”. Na bosnjackoj strani su se
u nekim mjestima urbani Bosnjaci nakon rata poceli identificirati s “bracom bilo
koje vjere i ideologije” samo da bi se distancirali od sve dominantnijih sunarodnjaka
sa sela. U Capljini, gradu koji je postao “Cisto” hrvatski nakon genocida nad
Bosnjacima, jedan je Hrvat morao tokom rata provesti godinu dana u hrvatskom
logoru (dvostruko duze od Bosnjaka), zato sto se suprotstavljao izgonu Muslimana
iz grada i tvrdio za svoje sunarodnike da tjeraju “one koji su im civilizaciju i kulturu
donijeli”.

Sub-multikulturalizmu je svojstven odnos subordinacije izmedu pojedinih
sub-kultura, ali je neupitno, bez obzira na osnovu (etnicku, vjersku ili socijalnu)
subkulturalnosti, postojanje zajednickog identiteta. Dvostruki kulturni identitet, bez
obzira na subordinaciju medju sub-kulturama, je svojstven svima i dakle
univerzalan. U sluc¢aju multikulturalizma koji nastaje na osnovi podjele na urbanu 1
ruralnu sub-kulturu to znaci da nisu samo seljaci ti koji, zadrzavajuci svoju ruralnu
kulturu, uspostavljaju i zajednicku, nego su to 1 gradjani. U slucaju Bosne, ¢ija je
urbana kultura dozivjela barem tri soka u posljednjih sto godina, gotovo da je
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urbana kultura potpuno nestala i asimilirana od sela. Bosna je danas puna anegdota
o ponasanju ljudi sa sela u gradu. To je skoro jedino jos preostalo od gradskog

duha. A nekada su se u Bosni pricale anegdote o ponasanju ljudi iz grada u selu.

4. Minoritetski multikulturalizam - Pod minoritetskim multikulturalizmom
podrazumijevamo takav oblik odnosa dvije ili, ¢esée, vise kultura koje stoje u
medusobnom vecinsko-manjinskom i, dakle, neravnopravnom odnosu, u kome
samo manjinske grupe poprimaju multikulturno stanje dvostrukog identiteta, dok
vecinska ili dominantna kulturna grupa zadrzava iskljucivo svoj identitet i nastoji da
integrira i asimilira manjinske. Ovakav tip multikulturalizma nije fenomen novijeg
datuma ali je u posljednjih nekoliko decenija postao obiljezje razvijenih industrijskih
drustava Zapada. Moze se govoriti o dva podtipa minoritetskog multikulturalizma.
U prvom, manjine su starosjedelacke, bilo da su tu dosle kada i dominantna grupa,
bilo da su zatecene. U drugom slucaju, radi se o manjinama sa distinktivnim
kulturama koje su pristigle u novije vrijeme bilo kao rezultat ekonomske ili politicke
migracije. U oba slucaja novi zajednicki kulturni identitet grade iskljuc¢ivo manjine i
dvostruki kulturni identitet je svojstven samo njima.

Dominantna kultura domaéina moze biti receptivha za mnoge kulturne
elemente iz manjinske kulture; kultura vecine je ¢ak otvorena za kontakt s kulturom
manjine u cjelini. Ali, nikada dominantna kultura vecine nece prihvatiti da dijeli
zajednicki kulturni identitet s manjinama. Tolerancija je ocita, respekt se ukazuje,
cak uziva u pojedinim kulturnim elementima. Ali, nista od ovoga se ne moze nazvati
multikulturalizmom. Ovaj postoji samo na jednoj strani i zato 1 nosi atribut
minoritetni. Bosnjacke izbjeglice u Skandinaviji, kao 1 u drugim zemljama, 1 kao 1
druge useljenicke grupe, su bili odusevljeni norveskim raspolozenjem za bosansku
kuhinju. Svi su htjeli jesti bosansku pitu, burek posebno, ali ne znam da je i jedna
Norvezanka naucila razvijati jufku i sterati burek! S druge strane, mnoge Bosnjakinje
su ve¢ odavno odustale od pravljenja bosanske (turske) kafe i navikle se na bljutavu,
tanku, bezlicnu kafu iz automata, za koju se ne moze reéi ni da je norveska, jer je
globalna. Obiljezavanje “muslimanskog Bozi¢a” postala je uobicajena navika medu
Turcima u Njemackoj, na primjer.(6) Najve¢i broj Norvezana ili Nijemaca,
medutim, i ne zna sta je Bajram.

Minoritetni multikulturalizam je u stvari ili proces asimilacije/integracije
manjinskih kultura u dominantnu ili pak proces nastajanja novih sub-kultura i kao
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takav nuzno vodi hijerarhizaciji medu kulturama. Ono §to razlikuje minoritetni od
subkulturalizma jeste to §to kod minoritetnog multikulturalizma nedostaje
zajednicka osnova. Stoga minoritetni multikulturalizam ima malo izgleda da se
razvije u bilo koji drugi tip. Minoritetni multikulturalizam, u uslovima represivne
nacionalizacije, koja se eufemisticki zove naturalizacija, ima malo izgleda da bude

odrziv.

5. Amalgamski (ili balkanski ili bosanski) multikulturalizam - Proces
amalgamacije je, inace, dobivanje zlata i srebra ekstrakcijom iz njihovih rudaca s
pomocu topljenja u zivi. U procesu amalgamskog tipa multikulturalizma radi se o
nec¢emu slicnom ali, kao i kod zlata i srebra (sjetimo se samo mita o kralju Midasul),

ne treba izgubiti iz vida ni ambivalentni karakter multikulturalizma.

a) Amalgamacija najboljeg - Pod amalgamskim multikulturalizmom, dakle,
podrazumjevamo proces nastajanja dvostrukog ili multipliciranog kulturnog
identiteta u kome se u novorazvijenom, zajednickom identitetu izdvajaju najbolje
crte posebnih identiteta. Drugim rijeccima, ono $to je najbolje u kulturama drugih se
prihvata i amalgamira s najboljim u vlastitoj kulturi, kao preferentnim za druge.
Nazivamo ga i balkanskim ili bosanskim (atribut jugoslovenski je takoder bio mogu¢
u vrijeme kada je Jugoslavija postojala u svom autenticnom i autohtonom obliku) iz
jednostavnog razloga. Buduéi da na Balkanu, kao 1 u Bosni kao samo jednom uzem
milijeu, ne postoji socijalna grupa koja ima apsolutnu vecinu, zbog cega niko nije ni
u manjini — za razliku od vecine drugih multikulturalnih sredina - rezultat tog
procesa je, naravno, ne samo potpuno novi, nego i, ocekivati je, visi kulturni
identitet.

Naravno, nejasno je i svakako upitno cta je to vici kulturni identitet. Na to
pitanje nije lako odgovoriti. Mozda nemoguce. Ali ¢ak i ako je tako to ne znaci da
odredena gradacija ne postoji. Ona se mora priznati ¢ak 1 po cijenu da ju je
nemoguce precizno definirati. Pouzdano se moze re¢i da u svakom kulturnom
identitetu postoje preferirani, dakle visi i nizi elementi; jednako, postoje i preferirani
1 manje preferirani, pa i nepozeljni kulturni identiteti. Smatramo da na Balkanu,
zbog pomenutog specifi¢nog spleta okolnosti, postoji ta naklonost prema drugima i
cak preferiranje zajednickog. Nigdje kao na Balkanu multikulturalizam nije tako
uocljiv. Nigdje kao tu se ne toleriraju drugi, ne respektiraju drugaciji i, najzad, nigdje
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se ne zna uzivati u tudem kao na Balkanu. S obzirom na kvalitativhu razliku
novonastalog zajednickog identiteta u odnosu na svaki posebni to 1 nije neobi¢no. U
periodima kulturne otvorenosti amalgamski multikulturalizam je paradigmatican,
najvisi i moze se reci najpozeljniji tip multikulturalizma.

Ipak se, s pravom i neizbjezno, odmah postavlja pitanje: ako je
multikulturalizam tu dostigao tako visok stepen, zasto su onda tenzije medu
razlicitim identitetima na Balkanu, u Jugoslaviji, a posebno u Bosni, intenzivnije —
do mrznje, a sukobi ostriji — do okrutnosti? Da li su to tenzije i sukobi izmedju
veoma distinktivnih, $to je eksplicitno u ideji o sukobu civilizacija (7), ili se radi o
tenzijama i sukobima izmedu veoma bliskih, srodnih identiteta? I najzad, ako se u
ovom slucaju radi o tenzijama i sukobima izmedu posebnih (kulturnih, etnickih,
vjerskih itd.) identiteta 1 zajednickog (bosanskog, jugoslovenskog ili balkanskog), ili
zbog zajednickog identiteta, onda se nuzno postavlja pitanje odgovornosti
multikulturalizma samog i njegovog raison d étre.

Istrazivaci najradije, i bez grize savijesti, te tenzije i sukobe, sve do
posljednjeg u Bosni, nazivaju etnickim, vjerskim ili civilizacijskim. (8) Produbljenija
analiza, medutim, uvijek moze dokazati da se ni jedan od tih sukoba ne moze
oznaditi ni jednim od ovih atributa. (9) Stavise, ni jedan se sukob kao takav ne moze
definirati ni jednim od ovih atributa. Cak i kada bi jedni naspram drugih stajali svih
8.527.800 Srba i 4.633.300 Hrvata, koliko ih je bilo u Jugoslaviji prema posljednjem
popisu stanovnistva iz 1991. godine, to ne bi bio dovoljan indikator da se njihov
sukob nazove etnickim. Tenzije na Balkanu nisu religijske, iako religijske granice —
izmedu islama 1 hri§¢anstva, ili katolicanstva 1 pravoslavlja — idu posred poluostrva;
socijalni jazovi, koji na Balkanu postoje kao 1 u drugim dijelovima svijeta, uopcée
nisu najdublji medju etnickim grupama, mada nigdje kao ovdje ne postoji takva
koncentracija velikog broja naroda na tako malom prostoru; najmanje tacno i
najpovrsnije je sukobe na Balkanu nazivati civilizacijskim, unatoc cinjenici da je
Balkan istovremeno i istorijska metropola nekih od najznacajnijih svjetskih
civilizacija 1 periferija na kojoj se susrecu druge. Pa ipak, tenzije i sukobi koji
potresaju Balkan su u osnovi kulturno utemeljeni.

Na Balkanu se, naime, i pored tako visoko dostignutog stepena
multikulturalizma, 1 pored dakle amalgamiranog zajednickog (dvostrukog, pa i
trostrukog u slucaju Bosne) kulturnog identiteta, periodi saradnje, harmonije i sloge
smjenjuju s neobicno iracionalnim vremenima u kojima se kidaju najprirodnije veze,
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u kojima haos postaje sistem, a duboki jazovi razdvajaju i najsrodnije. Dvadeseti
vijek je bio upravo vrijeme u kome je Balkan postao paradigma onoga sto je
suprotno multikulturalizmu. Stoga nije neobicno da je savremeni svijet pod
“Balkanom” usvojio sinonim suprotan toleranciji, jedinstvu 1 saradnji. Takva
predstava i predrasuda o Balkanu je razumljiva, ali nije tacna.(10) Jednako je,
medjutim, netac¢na i predstava i predrasuda o Balkanu kao idilichom, tolerantnom,
multikulturalnom stjecistu razlicitih naroda, religija, kultura. Cini se da je ispravno
jedino redi: tacne su obe pod uslovom da ukljucuju i onu drugu, sasvim suprotnu. I
tek pod tim uslovom mozemo reci da nisu ni predstave ni predrasude. Balkan je,
dakle, mjesto kako ksenofobije tako i1 ksenofilije, i nacionalne iskljucivosti i
multikulturalizma, krstaskih ratova i ekumenizma, genocida ili “etnickih ¢is¢enja” i -
etnickog promiskuiteta. Zato ga je tesko shvatiti — ¢ak 1 kada se prihvata.

Stolje¢a koja su prethodila dvadesetom bila su ono vrijeme u kome je
Balkan dostigao najvisi stepen u razvitku multikulturalizma i pokazao ¢ovjecanstvu
mogucnost ne samo ko-egzistencije izmedju distinktivnih kultura nego i mogucnost
dualnog identiteta, dakle moguénost ko-egzistencije izmedu posebnih kulturnih
identiteta, na jednoj, i zajednickog identiteta na drugoj strani. U Bosni su, na
primjer, pored posebnih etnickih ili religijskih identiteta — recimo, bosnjackog,
hrvatskog 1 srpskog, postojali i bosanski i jugoslovenski, dakle zajednicki identiteti.
Niko ne moze poreci da bosanski franjevei nisu dijelili 1 hrvatski i bosanski identitet
istovremeno.(11) Mora se takoder priznati da nigdje kao u Bosni nije jugoslovenski
identitet bio tako prihvacen u periodu druge Jugoslavije, unato¢ cinjenici da joj je
“Jugoslavija” onako okrutno kasnije uzvratila. I danas je Tito, kao simbol tog
jugoslovenstva, dio tog identiteta vise nego bilo gdje drugdje.(12) Slicno se moze
redi i za ranije periode, bilo onaj otomanski ili austro-ugarski. Fes je, na primjer, kao
jedan kulturni elemenat koji vodi porijeklo iz Maroka i nema nikakve veze ni sa
islamskom ni sa turskom kulturom, dospio do Bosne difuzijom kroz tadasnje
Otomansko carstvo, bio Zestoko odbijan od strane muslimana u Bosni, jer se
konzervativni Bosnjaci nisu htjeli odrec¢i turbana. Zatim je bio opée prihvacen -
nosili su ga i Srbi i Hrvati, ¢ak i katolicki svecenici(13), da bi danas Bosnjaci bili,
mozda, medu posljednjim muslimanima koji jo§ smatraju fes obiljezjem svoga
identiteta. Bosna uopée nije balkanski izuzetak; ona je samo paradigmatska za
Balkan. Ljudi iz razli¢itih kultura (ma sta pod jednom kulturom podrazumjevali),
vjera i etnickih grupa, su uvijek, pored svog posebnog bili otvoreni za druge, Sire i
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zajednicke identitete. Makedonski identitet nije samo specifican po svom
multikulturalnom porijeklu, nego i po svom multikulturalnom opredjeljenju. Pored,
razumljivo, promakedonski opredjeljenih Makedonaca medu njima je bilo
probugarski, prosrpski i cak proturski orijentiranih; ipak je medu Makedoncima
uvijek bilo onih multikulturalno opredjeljenih: opredjeljeni za Siri jugoslovenski i
balkanski identitet, nisu odustajali od svog vlastitog makedonskog identiteta.(14)
Otkuda ovo dvostruko, ambivalentno balkansko multikulturalno iskustvo?
Sta je to $to odreduje da se na Balkanu, u Jugoslaviji, Bosni smjenjuju periodi
otvorenosti prema drugim kulturama - do ksenofilije, s periodima u kojima se
pojedine kulture zatvaraju u sebe - do ksenofobicnosti i represivnosti? Zbog ¢ega
oni koji su dosegli multikulturalizam najviseg tipa, onaj u kome se zajednicki
identitet preferira u odnosu na vlastiti, posebni, u jednom trenutku, gotovo preko
nodi, pocinju, artificijelno i katkada karikaturalno, graditi posebne identitete samo da

bi se razlikovali od drugih?

b) Najgore — nusprodukt amalgamacije - Nigdje se kao tu, na Balkanu, ne moze
uociti tako jasno i druga strana ambivalentnosti multikulturalizma. Tacno je da se
nigdje kao tu ljudi nisu u tolikoj mjeri identificirali kroz zajednicku amalgamiranu
kulturu. Ali, nigdje kao na Balkanu ljudi nisu svjesni superiornosti zajednickog
identiteta. U periodima saradnje, harmonije i sloge, zajednicki identitet se preferira,
vlastiti distinktivni katkada potiskuje. Ideja jugoslovenstva je rodjena u svom
autenticnom obliku kod Hrvata; identifikacija sa srpstvom podijelila je crnogorski
narod na one koji su se odricali crnogorstva kao posebnog identiteta i one koji su se
odricali i jugoslovenstva samo da ne budu identificirani sa Srbima; Bosnjaci su se, u
vrijeme kada nisu mogli biti ni to $to jesu ni Jugosloveni, opredjeljivali i kao Srbi, i
kao Hrvati, pa i kao Slovenci i Crnogorci.(15) Pisac, i nobelovac, Ivo Andrié¢ je
svom hrvatskom, bosanskom i jugoslovenskom identitetu dodao 1 - srpski;
bosnjacki pisac Mesa Selimovi¢ se opredjeljivao kao Srbin; srpski pisac Mirko
Kovac je, ne mireci se sa srpskim nacionalizmom, oti§ao u — Hrvatsku. U Beogradu
je prije posljednjeg rata latinica dominirala u javnoj upotrebi nad cirilicom; bosnjacki
nacionalisti su u toku rata zazirali od ¢irilice i ekavice, mada je originalno bosansko
pismo — bosantica — takoder bilo dirilicno, a ekavskom varijantom bosanskog govori
se 1 u nekim dijelovima Bosne. Medu pristalicama beogradskog rezima, vijerovatno
identificiran s jugoslovenstvom, ostao je do kraja i poznati albanski glumac s
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Kosova Bekim Fehmiu(16); medu Srbima koji su se tokom bosanskog rata
prikljucili bosnjackoj strani, bilo je i Stba — ambasadora Jugoslavije. Neki su se
intelektualci medu bosanskim Hrvatima, ipak vratili u Bosnu nakon $to su u
Zagrebu ili Splitu shvatili da tamo ne spadaju; oni su sada medu najostrijim
kriticarima hrvatskog nacionalizma u Bosni itd. Ukratko, ¢ak i u najodsudnijim
trenucima za zajednicki identitet, najtragicnijim periodima multikulturalizma,
postojali su oni koji ga se nisu odricali. Upravo u periodima podjela i rascjepa
zajednicki amalgamirani identitet je pokazivao ne samo svoju odrzivost 1 imunitet
nego 1 superiornost.

Medutim, i u periodima cvjetanja multikulturalizma odnosi medu pojedinim
kulturama nisu bili bez tenzija. Za analitickog pesimistu uvijek je bilo moguce
detektirati potencijalne konflikte. Enigma balkanskog multikulturalizma bila je tako
zbunjujuca: za strance ali i za Bosance, Jugoslovene, Balkance.

Amalgamski multikulturalizam jeste produkt najboljeg iz posebnih kultura.
Ali $ta je sa onim sto je preostalo u svakoj od tih posebnih kultura? Da li su, naime,
svi sposobni da prihvate to zajednicko 1 bolje? Sta se dogadjalo sa onima koji nisu
mogli preko granice vlastite kulture? Ono $to preostaje od multikulturalizma, a
preostaje od svakog, ¢ak i amalgamiranog, jeste nacionalizam.(17) To je ona druga
strana ambivalentnosti multikulturalizma. Nesposoban da prihvati zajednicki
identitet, nacionalizam, u stvari, nije otvoren ni za identitet drugih kao takav.
Nacionalizam je u dvostrukom sukobu: s posebnim kulturama drugih i nastajué¢im
zajednickim identitetom. Sukob u Jugoslaviji nije bio samo sukob izmedu razlicitih
kulturnih identiteta, vrlo ili malo distinktivnih, svejedno, nego 1 sukob sa
zajednickim identitetom. To nije bio samo sukob izmedju srpskog i hrvatskog, na
primjer, nego i sa jugoslovenskim, sa obe strane. Nacionalizam je samo nastojao da
predstavi taj sukob kao sukob izmedu vtlo distinktivnih, izmedu onih koji su za
zajednicki identitet i onih koji su za posebne identitete. Hrvatskom nacionalisti nije
smetalo samo sve $to je stpsko nego i jugoslovenski identitet, dakle amplicite 1 svi
drugi posebni identiteti; ¢im je Hrvatska dobila nezavisnost do rascjepa je doslo 1
prema Slovencima, a da ne govorimo prema Bosnjacima. Srpskom nacionalisti
nikada nije bilo stalo do jugoslovenstva; on je uvijek mrzio hrvatski, kao i druge
identitete, zato $to ne priznaju srpski kao jugoslovenski identitet. Srpski nacionalist
je mrzio ne samo hrvatskog nacionalistu, koji je mrzio njega, nego i
projugoslovenskog Hrvata. Danas kada je
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hipokritskog jugoslovenstva, srpski nacionalizam pokazao svoje pravo lice, njemu
nije stalo ni do Crne Gore, preferirajuéi neadekvatnom imenu Jugoslavija
adekvatnije — Srbija. S druge strane, buduéi da hrvatsko-srpski, i bilo koji drugi,
nacionalista nije u stanju da se bori protiv zajednickog identiteta ni u jeziku ni u
kosarci, jer je superiornost ocita, njemu treba srpski, odnosno hrvatski nacionalista
da bi dokazao svoju superiornost.

Problem, dakle, nije u zajednickom identitetu nego u onome $to je preostalo
od posebnih identiteta nakon s$to je nastao zajednicki. Ali, to jo$ uvijek ne znaci da
je problem izvan multikulturalizma. Nacionalizam je, ipak, fenomen koji prati
proces multikulturalizma. (18) U periodima nacionalizma, tj. periodima u kojima
posebni (etnicki, vjerski, katkada regionalni) kulturni identiteti postaju zatvoreni, ta
svijest o superiornosti zajednickog identiteta u odnosu na uzi, nacionalni, ili vjerski
ili bilo koji drugi, koja je do jucer bila osnovom uzajamnog priblizavanja, postaje
sada uzrokom otpora prema svemu zajednickom, svemu tudem i ¢ak negiranja
vlastitog ukoliko je ono prihvaceno od drugih. Nacionalista uspostavlja granice,
kako stare koje su nekada bile izbrisane, tako 1 nove koje nikada nisu postojale. On
se plasi uporedivanja s drugima. Strah od zajednickog je strah od superiornog i
boljeg. Strah od boljeg i superiornijeg je samo dokaz vlastite inferiornosti i
mizernosti. Kulturne granice samo sluze da se uspostave politicke granice kako bi se
zadtitila nacionalna prosjecnost ili ¢ak proglasila genijalnoscu.(19) Nacionalisti se
posebno plase iceg zajednickog. Kompleks manje vrijednosti tjera ih da ga se rijese,
1 zato postaju agresivni prema tom visem i ulaze u sukob s njim. Nije Jugoslavija
nestala zbog toga sto su Srbi i Hrvati veoma distinktivni nego zato $to su i jedni i
drugi bili bolji dok su bili i Jugosloveni, i za sebe i za druge. Jugoslovenstvo nije
nestalo ni zato $to su srpstvo i hrvatstvo bili potisnuti, nego je jugoslovenstvo
smetalo srpskim i hrvatskim nacionalistima zato sto je u njemu ucestvovalo i
bosnjastvo, i slovenstvo, i crnogorstvo, i makedonstvo, i albanstvo itd., i tek kao
takvo bilo bolje. I samo dotle dok su u jugoslovenskom identitetu ucestvovali
mnogi ono je bilo superiorno. U trenutku kada se srpstvo pocelo izdavati za
jugoslovenstvo ono niti je bilo jugoslovenstvo ni superiorno. Isto vrijedi i za
bosanski ili balkanski multikulturalni identitet.

Karakteristican je slucaj Bosne jos jednom. Predrasude, ili namjerno
isfabricirane predstave, o “drevnoj mrznji” (20), ali i one o “prirodnom saveznistvu”
pojedinih etnickih grupa, otpadaju vec kada se pogleda kada su i pod kojim

60



HUMANICUS issue #4/5

uslovima Bosnjaci, Hrvati 1 Srbi u Bosni bili u sukobu ili pak saveznistvu. Za
vrijeme Turske, u kojoj su muslimanski Bosnjaci bili povlasteni, pravoslavni Srbi i
katolicki Hrvati su biti saveznici; za vrijeme Austro-Ugarske, prihvacenoj od
katolickih Hrvata u Bosni, antiaustrijsku 1 cak protursku alijansu su pravili Bosnjaci 1
Srbi(l), koji su ¢ak preferirali sultanov suverenitet keiserovom, a za vrijeme prve
Jugoslavije, koja je svakako bila (malkice!) naklonjena pravoslavnim Srbima, doslo je
do priblizavanja Bosnjaka 1 Hrvata. I to je, u stvari, istina - recena ukratko - o
“drevnoj” mrznji 1 “prirodnom” saveznistvu. Ona se izbjegava medu “zapadnim
liderima u njihovim javnim komentarima o Bosanskom ratu” vec i zbog toga §to
ona ukazuje i na izvore — kako mrznje tako i savezniStava medju balkanskim
narodima.(21) Na mjesto mrznje doslo je “bratstvo-jedinstvo” u vrijeme Drugog
svjetskog rata i Druge Jugoslavije; “prirodno saveznistvo” raspalo se kao balon od
sapunice u sukobu Hrvata i Bosnjaka ratne 1993, jednako kao §to su se raspadala i
ranija savezni$tva. Mrznje 1 saveznistva u Bosni, Jugoslaviji i na Balkanu nisu ni
vjecna ni prirodna. Ni njihovi uzroci nisu ni vjecni ni prirodni. Zato su i pomirenja
opet moguca, 1 samo su ona vjecna i prirodna. Doduse, za pomirenje su ovoga puta
potrebni istina 1 kazna. Ovog puta nema ni Partije ni Tita. I danas bi Tito, nakon
svega $to se dogodilo tokom posljednjeg rata, vjerovatno, rekao: “Dajte mi vlast (tj.
Partiju) 1 TV 1 napravit ¢u “bratstvo-jedinstvo” za Sest mjeseci!” Ili bi, mozda, ipak,
kao na onom sarajevskom ratnom grafitu, u kome ga je neki Sarajlija ocajnicki
pozivao u pomo¢: “Tito, vrati se!” — umoran i od Bosne i Jugoslavije i Balkana,
radije rekao: “Nisam lud!” Nema nade da ¢e se Tito, Partija ili “bratstvo-jedinstvo”
viSe ikada vratiti. Vaznije je nadati se da Amerikanci budu dovoljno ludi da tamo

(ovdje) ostanu sto duze.
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Bricokue TexHOAOrMY M HAayKa
Aearoanmsa M.A.

Annotation
In the given essay, the specificity of interaction of science and high technologies is
given in more detail, having all the time in mind that the contemporary socium

cannot identify itself properly without what we know as ‘high tech’.

Key words: HI-TECH, social topology, technoscience, society, science.

CeroAHs COBpeMEHHBIII conuyMm He mpeAcraBasger ceba Oes Hi-Tech.
Msydenne 1 aHAAN3 9THX TEXHOAOTHI € Ka’KABIM TOAOM C OAHOM CTOPOHBI, TpEOyeT
OYEHb CEPbE3HBIX (PHHAHCOBBIX BAOKEHHH, 4 C APYIOH CTOpPOHBI, VYEHBIX H
IPO(ECCHOHAAOB, CO3AAIOIINX M BHEAPAIOIIUX HX IIPAKTHYCCKH BO Bce Ceprr
JKU3HEACATEABHOCTH ~ OOIIECTBA.  AKIYaABHOCTb  AAHHOIO  HCCACAOBAHHSA
3aKAIOYACTCA B TOM, 9YTO B (PHAOCO(CKON AHTEpAaType IIOKA AaHHAd TeMma
IIPAKTHYECKH HE MCCACAOBAHA, HAYHMHAA C aHAAH3a ACOUHHIIMH «BBICOKHE
TEXHOAOTUM» W 3aKAHYUBAA METOAOAOIMEH MX WMCCACAOBAHUA U OIIEHKU
IIOCAGACTBHH ~ AAA  YEAOBEYECTBA HX IPUCYICTBUA M BO3ACHCTBUA  Ha
OHMOAOTUYECKHE, MATEPHAABHBIE U aKCHOAOTHYECKHE €€ cocTaBAfiformue. B AaHHOM
CTaTbE HAMU IIPEAAATAETCHA IIOMCK BO3MOMKHBIX METOAOAOTHYECKHX OCHOBAHHH
HICCACAOBAHHA BBICOKIX TEXHOAOTHUI B paMKax (PHAOCO(UH HAYKH U TEXHUKIL.

AeduHunusa BEICOKIE TEXHOAOTHH ITOKA €Ille HEAOCTATOYHO OCMBICACHA U
onpeaeAeHa. B Harrem cAygae, MBI ITOA BBICOKUMH TEXHOAOTHAMU OYAEM IIOHHMATD
crennUIECKy O Pa3sHOBHAHOCTD TEXHOAOIUM, OTPACACH IIPOMBIIIAEHHOCTH H
U3ACAUIA, KOTOPBIC [TOAYIHAN HA3BAHUE «HAYKOCMKIIX)» UAHM
«spicokoTexHOAOTHYHBIX»  (high technology). Bo-mepBeix, B AammHOM cAydae,
TEXHOAOTHSA - COBOKYIIHOCTh METOAOB H IIPHEMOB, HCIIOAB3YEMBIX HA BCEX ITAIIAX

IIPOEKTUPOBAHHUA M IIPOM3BOACTBA KOHKPETHOIO BHAA M3AEAHH (Bermned). Bo-
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BTOPBIX, HAYKOEMKHMH.|  TEXHOAOTHAMH  fBASFOTCA  TAKHE  TEXHOAOIHUH,
BKAIOUarorue B ceba obbembl VP, mpeBbmmmaroriue cpeaHee 3HAYEHHE 3TOIO
IIOKA32TEAA TEXHOAOTHMII B OIIPEACACHHOH OOAACTH SKOHOMHKH. B-Tperpnx,
IIPOAYKIIEH BBICOKUX TEXHOAOTHH SBASFOTCH H3ACAHSA (BEIIHM) B CEOECCTOMMOCTH
HAH B AOOaBACHHOI CTOMMOCTH KOTOPHIX 3aTpaTsl Ha VIP BeIIIe, uem B cpeAHEM ITO
H3ACAHAM OTPACAEH AAHHOH cdephl 9KOHOMHKH. EcTecTBEHHO BOZHHKAET BOIIPOC:
Kakne orpacAn Ipou3BOACTBA MOKHO IO ITPaBy Ha3BaTh HaykoeMKHMH. Tak B 90-e
roapr XX Beka OpraHmsanus 3KOHOMHYECKOIO COTPYAHHYECTBA M Pa3BHTHA
(ODCP), KyAa BXOAAT BCe, IIEPEAOBBIE IIPOMBIIITACHHO PA3BUTHIE CTPAHEI BHIACAHAA
BCEIrO dYETBIPE OTPACAM BBICOKHX TeXHOoAormi: 1) aspokocmmdeckasd, 2)
IIPOU3BOACTBO KOMIIBIOTEPOB U KOHTOPCKOIO OOOPYAOBaHHA, 3) IIPOH3BOACTBO
9AEKTPOHHBIX CPEACTB KOMMYHUKAIUI 1 4) dhapMarieBTU9IecKas IPOMBIIIIACHHOCTb.
Mex Tem, B TO BpeMA PSA HOBBIX HAYKOEMKHX OTPACAEH (IIPOM3BOACTBO HOBBIX
MaTEPHAAOB, BBICOKOTOYHOIO OpY/KHfA, OHOIPOAYKIIMA U Ap.) HE IIOIAAHd B
IIEPEYEHD B CBA3U C TEM, YTO HA TOT MOMEHT B KAACCHYECKUX KAACCH(DHKATOPAX MM
HE BBIACAACTCH OTACABHOU PYOPHKH, 2 CTATUCTUYECKHE AAHHBIE HAKAIIAUBAIOTCA U
IIYOAHKYFOTCA C YIETOM yKa3aHHBIX KAaccudukaTopos. B cdepe yeayr k Hi —Tech
OTHOCAT IATH OTPACACH: COBPEMEHHBIE BHABI CBA3H, (DUHAHCOBBIC YCAYIH,
o0OpasoBaHHe, 3APABOOXPAHEHHE U TAK HA3BIBAEMbIE OM3HEC-YCAYTH, KOTOPBIE
BKAIOYAIOT ~ Pa3paOOTKy IIPOrpaMMHOrO obecredenus, koHrTpaktaeie P,
KOHCYABTATUBHBIC, MApPKETHHIOBBIE U IIPOYHE YCAYTH, HCIOAB3YEMBIE IIPU
OpraHH3aINH U BeACHHH OmsHeca. Poccuiicknii Haykosea A. V. Pakutos oOparmaer
BHHMAHHUE HA, TO, YTO COCTaBASIOIIUMH AIOOBIX TEXHOAOTHIH OYAyT OOA3aTEABHO
nadopmarua u 3HaHUA. «KOAB CKOPO pedp HAET O COBPEMEHHBIX, OCOOEHHO
BBICOKHX TEXHOAOTHAX, MBI HMEEM ACAO C HaydHbIMU 3HaHUAMH. OHH MOTyT
COCTAaBAATH OCHOBY VIIPAaBA€HYECKUX ITPOLIEAYP, ITOCAEAOBATEABHOCTEH U Ka4eCTBa
OIIEPAIIMI II0 H3IOTOBACHHUIO apPTE(PAKTOB HAU YCAYT, ABAAOINNXCA KOHEUHBIM
PE3YABTATOM TEXHOAOrHYeCcKOM Irerroukn. CoOBpeMeHHbIE TEXHOAOTUN U3HAYAABHO
CO3AAFOTCA HA HAYYHOH OCHOBE, 2 KOTHHTHBHBI KOMITOHEHT IIPUBHOCHTCA B HHX

3 BbICOKOpaSBI/ITbIX HAay49IHBIX AMCIIUIIAMH. B CAyYdac KC BBICOKHX TeXHOAOFI/IfI,

HaykoemKkocTs — 9TO IIOKAa32T€Ab, OTPAKAIOIIHL CTCHCHDb CBA3SH TEXHOAOIMH C HAYYHBIME
nccacpoBanuamu  u  paspaborkamu  (VIP). Haykoemkocts orpacAm OOBYHO H3MeEpAETCA Kak
orrorrenue 3arpar Ha VIP k oO6bemy cObITa, AHOO ITO IIOKA3ATEAIO OTHOIIEHHA K O0beMy COBITA
YHCACHHOCTH YYIEHBIX, HEJKEHEPOB M TEXHIKOB, 3aHATHIX B OTPACAM.
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€CAH H3MEPATH BEC TOIO MAHM HHOIO KOMIIOHEHTA B TEXHOAOIMYECKOH CHCTEME
(pUHAHCOBBIME 3aTPATAMH, HAYYHAS COCTABAAIOINAA SABAACTCA OAHOHM H3 CAMBIX
AOPOTHX HAH AQKE MAKCUMAABHO AOPOTOCTOSAIIHX. TaKuM 0Opa3oM, COBpEMEHHBIE
HAy9HBIC 3HAHHA BCE YAIlC OKa3BIBAIOTCH HCTOYHHKOM CO3AAHHS HOBBIX
TEXHOAOIHH. Bmecre ¢ TeM COBpeMEHHbBIE TEXHOAOIMU CTaBAT IIEPEA HAYKOM
KOMITACKC 3aAaY, HE pPCEIIACMBIX HA VPOBHE TPAAUIHOHHBIX 3HAHHOH. OTO
dopMupyer 3aAa9HOE IIOAE, HAU IPOCTPAHCTBO, HAYKH... OHO COCTOUT B TOM, ITO
IIPOUCXOANT OOOIOAHBIH IIPOLIECC: OBICTPas TEXHOAOTH3AIMSA HAYK, BKAIOYAs HAYKN
COIMAABHO-TYMAHHUTAPHBIC, U BMecTe € TeM 'oOHayumBamme" TexHoAornit (1, ¢
135).

B coBpemeHHOM coImyMe IIPOCAEKHBACTCA BO3PACTAHHE POAU HAyKH B
BHAY VBCANYCHHA HAYKOCMKOCTH COBPEMEHHBIX TEXHOAOIUH, 9YTO ACAACT
HEOOXOAUMBIM H3YYE€HHE MEXAaHH3MOB B3aHMOCBA3H HAyIHBIX HCCACAOBAHUI C
PasBUTHEM TEXHUKH U TexHOAOrHiA. OcobO OTMETHM, 9TO CaMa HAyKa IICPC/KUBACT
CepbE3HbIE TPAHCOPMAIIHH: U3MEHACTCA OPraHU3AINA HAYKH, MOAMMUIIUPYIOTCA
CIIOCOOBI M METOABI IIOAYYCHHUSA HAYIHOIO 3HAHUSA, MCHAIOTCH B3aHMMOOTHOIIICHISA
HAYKH 1 OOIECTBA. DTO IPHUBEAO K TOMY, 94TO B KOHIIE XX BEKa PAA 3aIIAAHBIX
HAYKOBEAOB, A@XKE 3aTOBOPHAO O TOM, 9TO OYPHOE Pa3BUTHE BBICOKHX TEXHOAOIMH
MOKET IIPUBECTH K «KOHIIy HayKm». BosbMmeMm, AAfl IIpuMepa BbICTyIAcHHA K.
XopraH, 0 TOM 9TO, «HAYKa AAACKA OT TOTO, 9TOOBI B HEH BCEe OBIAO MCTHHHO, OHA
IIpEBpAIACTCA B 930TepUYecKoe U (PPAKIINOHHOE IIPEAIIPUATHE, KOTOPOE HE AACT
AOTHMYECKH YBA3AHHOTO B3TAfIAA HA PEAABHOCTB. DTa TCHACHIINA IIPOCACKIBACTCA B
kuure oA HaszsauueM “‘Komerr mayku?” (The End of Science?), kotopas BrkArogaer
AOKAQABI, IIPEACTABACHHBIC Ha HAYIHOM KOHMepeHnnH, cocrosabiueiica B 1989 r. B
Koaaeaxe I'ycraBa Apoapdyca B mrrate Munnecora. «Bce Goabmre m Goabime
CO3AAETCH BIICYATACHIUE, YTO HAYKA KAK CAMHAS, BCCOXBATBIBAIOIIAA I OOBCKTUBHASA
dopma  OOIIECTBEHHOIO CO3HAHHUA 3aKOHYHAA CBOE  CYIIECTBOBAHHEY,
VIBEPIKAAIOT PEAAKTOPBI 9TOro m3AaHuA. HekoTopsie 0003peBaTeAH OIACaroTCH,
YTO HAPACTAIOINUN CKEITUIIN3M HAPAAY C YBEANYHBAFOIIUMUCH PACXOAAMH Ha
HAy9YHBIC HCCACAOBAHIA MOKET OCTAHOBUTD €€ IPOrpeccuBHOE passurue. Hu oann
U3 9THUX CIEHAPHEB HE OCTABAACT OOABIIHMX HAACKA Ha OYAyIllce HAYKH — IIO
KpaliHEH Mepe HAYKH B €€ CAMOM BBICOKOM IIOHHMAHHH, T.C. TOH, KOTOPAf CAYIKHT
ITO3HAHUIO IIPUPOABL AHOO Bepa H I[EACCOOOPAZHOCTH CAYKCHUA 3TOH IICAH

HCYe3aeT M3-3a TOIO, YTO YYEHBIE YOEKAEHBI, OYATO OHH YK€ IIOAVYHAHU BCE
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OKOHYATEABHBIE OTBETBI, AHOO CaMa HayKa CBEPTBIBACTCA II0A AABACHHEM
IIOAUTHYECKUX U 9KOHOMHYECKUX CHA (2, ¢.0-7). Bcrromunm, T.Kyna, kotopsrii ere
B 00-¢ roapr XX Beka ITOAAraA, YTO HAYKA B BBICIICH CTEICHU CYOBCKTHBHA,
IIPOAOAKASA TU MACH AMEPHKAHCKUAN ydeHBIIT BHAbUEK «yIIOAOOAAET HAC IIEIIIKAM
Ha IIaxXMaTHOI Aocke. Harrma rrepBefimas 3apada 3akArOdaeTca B TOM, YTOOBI
OIIPEACAUTD 3aKOHBI 9TOH HIPHL. Kak TOABKO MBI y3HAEM O3TH 3aKOHBI, CMOKEM
IIPEBPATHTBCA M3 IIEIIeK B UIPOKOB. B HEKOTOpOM cMbICAE 3TOT mpoIecc yxe
HAYAACA: CHCTEMBI HCKYCCTBEHHOIO HMHTEAAEKTA, I'€HHAl WHKEHEpUA H APYyIHe
TEXHOAOTHH — 9TO HAIIX IIEPBBIE ITArd K TOMY, YTOOBI cTarh urpokamu. ¥ ecan
IIAXMATBl (PAKTHYECKH HMEIOT OECKOHEYHOE YHMCAO BAPHUAHTOB HIPHI, TO 3aKOHEBI
IIPUPOABI HaBepHAKa Takue xe. Hayka mosromy 6ecemeprran(2).

CeroAHsi BBICOKHE TEXHOAOTHU OOABIIE HE IIPOCTO BOIPOC OOBEKTOB B
PYKax AFOACH; 3TO CTAAO OYEHb CAOKHOM CHCTEMOH, B KOTOPYIO HaIlId
KQ/KAOAHEBHBEIC JKHU3HH SBASFOTCA BAOKEHHBIMH. B Harme Bpemf MOXKHO
KOHCTAHTHUPOBATh (DAKT, UYTO HAyKA M TEXHHKA OIIATH PAa3sBUBAIOTCA ITAPAAAEABHO.
Muoraa MBI CTAaAKHBaeMCS C TEM, YTO COBPEMEHHAA TEXHHKA CaMa CIIOCOOHA
PasBUBATBCA M OBITH HE3aBUCHMON OT Hayku. B muHOBarmmonnom oOmectse XXI
BEKa MBI BCE YaIlle BCTpedaeMcs ¢ PaKTaMU U IIPUMEPAMH «OTEXHHYECHHON HAYKI».
B arom cAydae OOABINMHCTBO HAyYHBIX Pa3spabOTOK IIOAYHMHEHO KOPIIOPATHBHBIM
3aIIpocaM OmM3HECa. DOABIIMHCTBO BBICOKHMX TEXHOAOTHH H3TOTABAMBACTCH IIOA
32Ka3 IIPOU3BOAUTEAEH TOM MAM MHOM IPOAYKIIUH.

B ocmoBe crparermueckoil MOAEGAM HMHHOBAIIMOHHOIO PAa3BHTHA ACHKAT
paspaboTku Hi-Tech TEXHOAOTHIA, ITPOM3BOACTBO Ha UxX OCHOBE
BBICOKOTEXHOAOTMYHBIX TOBAPOB H YCAYT, BBIXOA C HHMH HA MHPOBBIE PBIHKH U
PasBEPTHIBAHUE MEKAYHAPOAHON WHTEIPAIIMH B HAYYHO-IIPOH3BOACTBEHHOIT
cepe. Obaapanne Hi-Tech B ycAoBuAX ra0OAABHON 3KOHOMHUKH CTAHOBHUTCH HE
TOABKO (PAaKTOPOM yCTOMYMBOIO Ppa3BUTHA, HO M TIapaHTOM ODecIedeHus
HAIIMOHAABHOI O€30I1aCHOCTH, OTPAKEHHBIM B IIEPEYHE KPUTUYIECKUX TEXHOAOTHH,
OTIPEAEASFOIIHIX IIPHOPUTETH HHHOBAIIMOHHO-TEXHOAOTHYECKOTO PA3BUTHA.

B coBpemeHHBIX YCAOBHAX KU3HEHHBIH IHKA BBEICOKOTEXHOAOIMYHOIO ITPOAYKTA
3aMETHO  COKpaTHACA. IlosToMy OOABINMHCTBO — IPEAUPHATHI  IIOCTOSHHO
HAXOAATCA B IIOMCKE HOBBIX Pa3pabOTOK M ITOCTOSHHBIX BHEAPEHHI H BBIITYCKOM
HOBHHOK ITPOAYKIHH. ['AaBHAdA 3apada  KOMIIAHHE CBOAHTCA K BBIOOPY HY/KHBIX

TEXHOAOITHMU M3 MHOMKECTBA HPCAAaraCMbIX HOBHHOK. Tax BApTyp ITHIIICT?
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«BeICOKHE TEXHOAOIMH, €CAM 3aHHMAThCA HMH Ha CaMOM BBICOKOM YPOBHE,
3aHATHE HE AAS poOkux. [lo cyTm, HMCKyCCTBO HIPBI 32 CTOAHKAMH 'Ka3WHO
TEXHOAOTHH' MMEET OTHOIICHHE IIPEKAE BCEro K IcmxoAoruu. Hcre u Apyrme
BayKHBIE (DAKTOPHI - KBAAHDUKAIINA B TEXHHYECKOW OOAACTH, HAAMYHE KAIIUTAAQ,
BOAA K IIOOEAE M MYKECTBO, - HO HU OAMH H3 HUX HE SABAACTCA OIIPEACAAFOINIIM.
Kak, mpaBuAO, HarpaABl 3A€Ch AOCTAIOTCA HIPOKAM, CIIOCOOHBIM PaHBIIE APYTHX
PACIIO3HATH B OKPY/KAIOIIEM TEXHOAOTMYECKOM TYMaHE XapaKTe€p HOBBIX HIP U
IIOCTUTHYTH HX CMBICA. ['AaBHas cmaa l'efitca - He B 3HAHHH TEXHOAOIMH, a B
MACTEPCTBE  IIPEABHACHHA, B  YMEHHH  Pa3AHYATB  00pa3  OYEPEAHOI
mHoroo0eraromeii urps» (3, ¢. 174). Kak mumer b.FOaun, «ra mosepxuoctn Bcé
BpPOAE OBI OCTAETCA IO-CTAPOMY: IIPOBO3IAAIIAETCA, YTO HAyKA — 3TO BEAYIIAS
CHAQ TEXHOAOTHYECKOTO IIPOTPECCA, KOTOPBIH, B CBOIO OYECPEAb, HCIIOAB3YET €€
asoctmxennda. Ha stom dore mpobyxKaaeTcs OCO3HAHUE TOTO, YTO TaK HA3BIBAEMAS
IIPUKAAAHAA HAYKA 3QHHMACTCA TEMH IIPOOACMAMH, KOTOPBIE AHKTYIOTCS MMEHHO
PasBUTHEM TEXHOAOTHH, HPHIEM M II0 KOAHYECTBEHHBIM MACIITa0aM, U IIO
pUHAHCOBOMY M HMHOMY OOECIIEYCHHIO, M IIO COLMAABHOMY IIPH3HAHHIO TAKAsd
"obOcAykuBaroras'"  Hayka — CraHOBHTCA  omnpeacasromeil.lleapro  HaydHOI
ACATEABHOCTH OKA3BIBACTCA HE ITOAYICHIE 3HAHUA, TAK HAM HHAYCE IIPETCHAYIOIIETO
Ha HCTUHHOCTB, a, HoAydeHue 3¢deKra, KOTOPBIH MOKET OBITh BOIIAOIIEH B
ITOAB3YIOIIYIOCA CIIPOCOM T€XHOAOTHION (4, c. 589).

B cBA3u ¢ BbIIIIE ITEPEUNCACHHBIM, B PAMKaX B3aUMOOTHOINEHHUI HAyKH U
BBICOKHX TEXHOAOTHH BBIPaOATBHIBAIOTCA OCOOOTO poaa orHomneHus. [lo
yIBEpKACHHIO ~ Xabepmaca HHCTUTYT HAYKH C  CAMOIO  HAa4aAa  CBOErO
dopMupoBaHHA B CBOEM OCHOBHOM KapKACE ACP/KHTCH HA TOCIIOACTBE HaA
IIPUPOAOH M TOCIIOACTBE HaA YEAOBEKOM, KOTOPBIE B EAHHCTBE COCTABAAIOT
VHUKAABHBI ~ HCTOPHYECKHH  IIPOEKT, O KOTOPOM  BIIEPBHIE  AOCTATOYHO
ocHoBaTeAbHO 3asBaseT O.bokomn.

OOmmectBO  yiKe — cef¥ac, AOCTATOYHO, HACTOMYMBO  3afBAACT O
HEOOXOAUMOW PEBOAIOIMOHHU3AIMH 9THX B3aUMOOTHOINEHHI, a 3HAYUT O
¢dopMHPOBAHNN HOBOIO IIPOEKTA HAYKH. ODTOT HOBBIH IIPOCKT IIPEAIIOAAracT
HAAIYHE COBEPIIEHHO HOBOM TEXHHKH. ... KOIAA paliMoHaAbHas popMa HayKd U
TEXHHKH, T.€. BOIIAOIICHHAA B CHCTCMAaX IICACHAIIPABACHHOTO  ACHCTBHA
PAIlMOHAABHOCTD, PACIIUPACTCA AO JKHU3HEHHOH (POPMBEI, AO «HUCTOPHYECKOM

TOTAABHOCTI» ;Ku3HeHHOTO Mupa» (5, ¢. 63). Hanpumep, Xabepmac BbiaeAsdeT ABa
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YPOBHS PAIlMOHAABHOCTH: IIepBasd, DOAce HHU3KAf, KOTAA IIPOUCXOAUT AAAIITAIIUSA Ha
IIPOM3BOACTBEHHOM YPOBHE, U BTOpPasdA, OOAEE BBICOKAA, TAC HADAFOAAETCA AABACHHE
ma mHayky. Ao XIX Beka IIporeccl pasBUTHA HAYKH M TEXHUKH HE OBIAK
B3aUMOCBfI3aHBl M IIAU IIAPAAACABHO. [lofiBA€HHE «OHAYYEHHON TEXHHKID
xapaktepHo AAf XIX Bexka. VIMeHHO C 3TOro IepmoAa «...TEXHHKA H Hayka
CTAHOBATCA IIEPBOCTEIICHHON IIPOU3BOAUTEABHOM cHAOI» (5, ¢.88). Haro 3amernrts,
YTO HACH, BBIABHHYTBIE B 3TOH paboTe, yKe HE CTOAb AaKTYAABHBI, TaK Kak
COBpEMEHHASl HayKa, AABHO H3y9a€T M HCCACAYET ABACHHSA, KOTOPBIE YacTO
HEAOCTYIIHBI ~AAA IIOHHMAHHS OOBIBATEAf, HE BKAIOYCHHOIO B IIPOIIECC
«IIPOU3BOACTBA» HAYIHBIX (DAKTOB.

B ocHoBe Hay4HOI paIlMOHAABHOCTH C TOYKH 3peHHA (PEHOMEHOAOTHH
3aA0KEH HAEAA ITO3HAHMA BEIIU B OOBEKTUBHOI IIPUPOAE, T.€. TAKOH, KAKOW OHA
ectb «cama 110 cebe». OCMBICACHHE COIMAABHOH PEAABHOCTH YEAOBEKOM 3aBHCHT
OT AKCHOAOTHYECKHX VCTAHOBOK 3aAOKEHHBIX B €r0  MHPOBOCIPHUATHE,
MHPOIIOHHMAHHE H  MHpOBO33peHme. OTCIOAd  «OOBEKTHBHOE»  «ECTB» U
CYOBETHBHOE «AOAKEH» 3aA0KEHO B IIPHPOAEC HYEAOBEKA. ODTO KaK OBl ABE
AMAAEKTHYECKHE CTOPOHEI, XOAUCTCKOTO OCBOEHHA MUPA Y€ AOBEKOM.

Tak BBICOKHE TEXHOAOTHU fIBASIOTCA OOAEE  KOMITACKCTHBIMH B
KOMITOPATHBHOM aHAAM3€ C TpaAuImOHHbIMU TexHukamu. Oamako Hi-Tech
IrOPa3sA0 CHABHEE 3aBHCAT OT OTKPBITUH U AOCTHZKEHHH B HAyKH, YeM
TPAAUIIIOHHEIE. Harrpumep, «HACBIITICHUC) coryma IIPOAYKTAMH
I/IH(i)OpMaLII/IOHHI)IX TCXHOAOFHI}‘I H€H36C}KHO HPI/IBOAI/IT K UX «CAHUAHUEO» C MI/IpOM
BEIIICH.

B 3akAroueHHs MOKHO CKa3aTh, 9YTO B IIPEACAAX AAHHOH PabOTHI HAM YAAAOCH

CAEAATH CACAYIOIITHE BBIBOABL:

1. Hi-Tech— oco0ad Pa3HOBHAHOCTD TEXHOAOIHH, oTpacAeit
IIPOMBIIIIAEHHOCTH M H3ACAHIH, KOTOPBIE  IIOAVYHAH  Ha3BaHUE
«HAYKOEMKHX»  HAH  «BbICOKOTexHOAOTHYHBIX»  (high  technology).
HaykoeMKOCTb TIOKA3aTEAEM, OTPAKAFOIINUM CTEIIEHb TEXHOAOTHUU CBA3H C
HAYYHBIMA ~HCCACAOBaHHAMU u  paspadorkamu (MP). Haykoemkocts
OTpPacAH OOBIYHO H3MepsercA Kak OTHOIneHme 3arpaT Ha VP k ob0bemy
cOBITa, MAH IIO ITOKa3aTEAIO OTHOIIEHHUA K OOBEMY COBITA UHCACHHOCTH

YICHBIX, I/IH}KCHCPOB M TEXHUKOB, 3AaHATHIX B OTpaCAI/I.
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2. Bplcokme TEXHOAOTHH IIOCTABUAHM IIEPEA HAYKOH 32AaYM, KOTOPBIE ViKe
HEBO3MOJKHO PEIIUTh B PAMKAX TPAAUIIMOHHOM HayKH, (DAKTHYECKH 3TO
IIPUBEAO K CKAGABIBAHHIO ITOAA HAYKH, OCOOEHHOCTH KOTOPOIO B TOM, YTO
IIPOUCXOAUT «OOHAYIHUBAHNE TEXHOAOTHID

3. Cyrp HayIHOI ACATEABHOCTH CBOAUTCA HE K IIOAYICHHIO HAYYHBIX 3HAHUI,
IIPETEHAYIOINNX Ha HCTHHHOCTb, 4 B IIOAYYEHHE HaydHOIo sddexra,
KOTOPBIH MOKET OBITh BOIIAOIIEH B 3aBHCHUMOCTH OT CIIPOCA Ha PBIHKE
BBICOKHUX TEXHOAOTHI

4. Ocobeunocrs Hi-Tech B TOM, 9YTO0 OHM OYeHb CHABHO 3aBHCAT OT
OTKPBITUH U AOCTHKEHHI B HAyKE, YEM TPAAUITUOHHBIE TEXHOAOTHI.
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The Exodus saga
Petar Gruji¢

Abstract: The narrative of Hebrew exodus from Egypt is the central point of Old
Testament in many respects. It is this episode, according to the traditional
interpretation of Bible, which forged the Jewish nation and bestowed to Israelite a
new monotheistic religion, transmitted by Moses. We consider some of the relevant
aspects of the story, such as the historical veracity of the narrative, possible
interpretations of the biblical text from within (exegesis) and allegorical reading of
the Holy Scriptures. A number of alleged miracles described in Bible are discussed
and recent interpretations via natural causes are presented. We dedicate some space
to the very personality of Moses, as the most recent studies have been able to infer,
as well as to the latest archaecological and anthropological research. Finally we
discuss the contemporary political situation in the Middle East and its various

repercussions on the interpretation of the biblical narrative.
Keywords: Exodus, religion, Moses, archaeology, miracles, allegory.
1. Prologue

That Bible is a remarkable piece of literary work has been generally
acknowledged, both by believers and non-believes. In the western world its
extraordinary status has been testified by the very title, for the Bible is a
transliteration of the original Greek name Ta Biblia (T BifAia) meaning The Books.
The plural refers to the original collections of various papyrus scrolls, which were
used as sacred scriptures to be bound at various times into a single piece of book in
the modern sense. That the common name book has been raised to The Book,
testifies the unique meaning which this particular book has acquired in the West.
Likewise, some common terms, like exodus (1 ¢€odog - exit), diaspora (from
dwxomeipw — to scatter) etc have acquired special, unique significance when referring

to Bible and have become Exodus, Diaspora etc, when referring to the Hebrew
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mythology and history.” But the plural in the title is justified not only on the
historical but on the textual grounds too. The content of Bible appears multi-
layered, multi-genre, and multi-purpose, to such an extent that it turns out to be an
encyclopedia (of Jews) rather than a standard literary work. The most frequently
translated book in the wotld” contains so much material of various kind and
historiographic value that it has provoked an enormous literary, religious, historical,
anthropological and other sorts of examinations, that even numbering them would
require a library of books and papers. The very terminology concerning
investigations and interpretations of bible or parts of it acquires specific meaning,
too. Examination (c€éyeotq) appears as a term almost exclusively in the form
Exegesis, referring automatically to Bible.

What is now designated as the Old Testament (Jewish Bible) was initially
written for Jews exclusively. By translating it into Greek (Septuagint) and especially
with the appearance of the Christian movement, the Old Testament have been
exposed to critical reading and scrutinized analysis. This change of the intellectual
environment has resulted in undesirable examinations by those to whom the biblical
narrative was not originally dedicated. This dichotomy of the tribal versus universal
domain has proved nuisance to Jewish believers, but it was the price of making local
believes universal religion.

Generally, all exegeses of Bible may be divided into two categories: ( i)
rational examinations (external approach) and (i) religious studies (internal
approach). The former may be termed scientific, the latter scholarly study. As the
case with the relationship between the science and religion is generally, these two
approaches have nothing in common, belonging to two essentially distinct sectors
of human mental structures and activities, without a common section. Never-the-
less in this article we shall make use of both approaches, treating the subject of the
biblical narrative as the case study. In doing this we intend to expose both the
present-day knowledge on this episode from the Old Covenant and the

methodological difference between the external and internal approaches.

57 So much that it has entered Microsoft software, as my Microsoft Word warns me whenever I write
diaspora instead of Diaspora.

%0 Since these translations have been mainly commissioned by the Christian societies, like the Biblical
society, this fact can not be taken as the sign of its popularity, even not of the significance relative to
the other literary or other works.
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Both approaches have their specific internal diversities in treating the subject.
The internal studies (Exegesis) split into two distinct categories concerning the
question how to interpret the biblical text: (i) literary or as (ii) allegorical message.
Rational studies, on the other hand, cope with the problem of the material evidence
concerning the biblical assertions about historical events and personalities. Both
approaches appear time-dependent, depending on the historical instance at which
the study is carried out. The real historical development in science and technology
provides better and more complete inference into our past in general (but see, e.g.
[1]), what surely influences the biblical studies. In the case of the rational approach
new material evidence improves the analysis, whereas the internal approaches tend
to adjust their interpretations to the new empirical and methodological evidences
and advances, so as to provide better impression concerning the veracity of the
narrative. In the latter case, the case in point are numerous attempts to explain
various miracles described in Bible by rational, scientific means and generally natural
causes. Though at first sight this should corroborate alleged veracity of the
narrative, these attempts appear counterproductive, as we shall see in the particular
instances later on. Any attempt to introduce rational means into the irrational
realms must be destructive to the latter, by the very difference of nature of the
subjects. Miracles, as supernatural phenomena, are quintessence of every religion
and explaining them out results inevitably in wiping out the religious core of the

narrative.
2. Exegesis and epistemology

Decoding non-historical narratives is like reading detective stories. Exegesis
of Bible, like other exegeses, employs a number of general methodological rules,
helpful in disentangling possible from impossible, probable from improbable. In
weighting a veracity of particular assertions, one must enquire as to the possible
motives for inventing particular instance, like political, ideological and other
eventual rationale. Another useful tool is the check if the particular construct
belongs to the category of mythologaeme. If it turns out to be the case, it casts
serious doubts concerning the veracity of the narrative. The case in point is Exodus,
as even a causal reading of Bible testifies. As already noted by Freud, the very story
about Moses birth and eatly life turns out to be a mythologaeme [2].
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The most impressive episodes described in the Old Testament® are those
alternations of esodus (V) éc0do¢/eicodog - entrance) and exodus (1] €odog — exit).
The series begins with Abraham’s exodus from Mesopotamia [3], at Yahweh’s
suggestion (lech lecha), his esodos into Egypt and exodus from it, Joseph’s (forced)
esodos into Pharaoh’s land and the subsequent exodus under Moses (Exodus) etc.
Many of the later numbers of the events in the series were forced moves, including
exiles and deportations, to be continued up to the modern times, from Hitlet’s
Third Reich to the moves linked with the new Jewish state of Israel. The reasons
for this Jewish mobility may be searched in their ancestral nomadic life, as well as in
their racial/religious exclusivity.

Since the Exodus has been considered by Jews as instrumental for forging
Jewish nation and Jewish religion too, the proper interpretation of the veracity of
the biblical narrative and the meaning of the message of the story, appears of
utmost importance. As we shall see later on the implications of the various
interpretations for the modern history, in particular for the existence and nature of

the State of Israel, can not be overestimated.
3. Exodus - between myth and history

As the entire Bible, Old and New Covenant alike, appears a mixture of
historical events and non-historical inventions, and the case with the second book
of the Pentateuch, ascribed to Moses, is no exception. The real question often
posed before the exegetes is if there is some real historical core inside the mythic
construct, the question posed whenever one reads any myth. Many events
described in Bible are interpreted either as allegorical records of (pre)historical
events or social states. Thus the famous Abraham’s attempt to sacrifice his only
son Jacob has been interpreted as referring to the passage from human to animal

sacrifices.”” In the following we shall consider the narrative from a number of

¢ The term Old (New) Covenant appears more appropriate and we shall often use it instead the
standard one - Old (New) Testament.

02 Of course, this is not a unique interpretation and one may well paraphrase Hoffding by
saying that interpretations come and go and Bible remains.
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possible aspects, without pretending to be neither exhaustive nor scrutinizing. We
first outline the biblical narrative.

Jacob’s son, Joseph, was sold by his brothers to Egyptians and brought as a
slave to Pharaoh’s land. He ménages to ascend to a high position at the Pharaoh’s
court, thanks to his wit and a lucky prophesy. Afterwards his brothers arrive to
Egypt and they settle down there, being forgiven and accepted by their influential
brother. Their families become prosperous, they multiply and after a number of
generations appear so numerous that Pharaoh starts fearing for his state in the
presence of alien (sub) population. The latter feel suppressed and exploited and
Moses, after a two-year sojourn among Medians at Sinai, has been instructed by
Yahweh to plead Pharaoh to let Moses’ people leave the country. After Pharaoh’s
many refusals, Moses leads his kinsmen across Red Sea, with the help of Yahweh
and miraculously escapes the chase of Pharaoh. He then receives instructions from
Yahweh, including 15 Commandments, and the prospects of the Promised Land.
After many controversies with the people over the leadership etc, and after 40 years
of wandering around in the (Sinai) desert, Moses brings the People® to the river
Jordan and dies. He disappears into the mountain Nebo, leaving no trace of his

grave, without entering the Promised Land, leaving this exploit to his aide Joshua.
3.1. Fairy tales and mythologemae

Out of all books of the Pentateuch the second one surely resembles the most
a fairy tales, common to all people folklore on the globe. In particular, the first part,
the sojourn in Egypt appears extraordinary nave and full with numerous miracles
[3]. Neither of the latter turn out original or unique concerning the people folklore
and we shall enumerate some of these miracles and comment briefly the most
prominent ones in the next subsection. Here we consider some of the particular
instances which do not belong to miracles and which do not appeal to the

supernatural causes.

3.1.1. Joseph’s case

63 Note the use of capital initials from now on.
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It appears a frequent case in the fairly tales folklore that somebody of a
modest social origin rises from a humble to the highest position by miraculous
(though not supernatural) luck. This is what one might call the serendipity
mythologema. Usually the plot consists of a young man competing for the hand of
princess. The case of Oedipus, more precisely that episode of his encounter with
Sphinx and the subsequent marriage with the queen [4], belongs to the same
mythologema. Even more interesting and intriguing case is that of Joseph ben
Mathias, alias Joseph Flavius, whose life story resembles so much of that of biblical
Joseph ben Jacob, that one can hardly believe to be authentical one. The more so in
view that the only evidence of the story comes from the very Joseph Flavius [5]. It
contains all necessary biblical motives: (i) initial  captivity, (ii) prosperous
prophesies, (iii) adoption by the adversary side and (iv) a prosperous position within
the powerful state.

Though not belonging to the exact category of these mythologemae, many
instance in the New Testament remind us to this “remake phenomena”. They are
usually prefixed by the “micro-exegesis” in the form: so that the [Old Testament]
prophecy is fulfilled. In fact some modern exegetes point to some Old Testament
episodes as the announcements of Jesus Christ as the Messiah. As we shall see later
on, these and similar instances make the New Testament almost nothing more but a
remake of the Old Covenant. (The case in point is the slaughter of the newly born
Hebrews at the Pharaoh’s command present in many fairy tales. It will be repeated
in the case of Herod the Great and the birth of Jesus from Nazareth.*)

The “miraculous” escape of the infant Moses from sharing the fate of the
other Hebrew babies was less miraculous, if one looks at the mythology of other
nations, including the folklore. The case in point is that of Oedipus, though
formally an opposite case: he was the son of a king, adopted by a shepherd (to rise
again to the highest position of a king and then to fall down to the bottom of the
Greek ethos). In fact Greek mythology offers even better illustration of this
mythologema: The very Zeus had to suffer by his birth Oedipus’ fate [4], except for
the very end, when he was overthrown not by the common ethos, but by an alien

god (Yahweh).

64 What has resulted in an “unfortunate” error in estimating the exact year of Jesus’ birth.
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That the alleged miracles before Hebrews escape from Egypt belongs more
to the fairly tales category than to an elaborated mythology one encounters with
Greeks, for example, is illustrated by the lack of coherency and compatibility with
the overall biblical ideology, which will be shaped ultimately as a profound
monotheistic faith. Pharaoh dreams 7 fat and 7 meager caws,” what Joseph
interprets as a warning. Warning by whom? A god from the Egyptian Pantheon?
One might be tempted to point towards Yahweh, as playing a game with Egyptians
and Hebrews, but it would be hardly acceptable. The following instance
corroborates another interpretation. It concerns the competition between Moses
and Magicians, whom Pharaoh orders to counterattack the Moses’ miraculous
abilities to make snakes at will. Here we witness competition between a god (God)
and another supernatural power (magic one). That the latter does not appear to be
of divine nature should emphasize the august nature of the Hebrew protector, as
opposite to the profane power of the Magicians. This point testifies that the
rationale behind the story was not that of Yahweh playing a puppet play, but
appears one of the rival adversaries of supernatural powers belonging to (other)
nations, “nations” in the later parlance of the Holy Scriptures (beathens). These
instances testify that at the time such episodes were construed the henotheism was

still present among Hebrews.
3.1.2. To save the phenomena

Many attempts have been made to explain the seemingly supernatural or
improbable events described in Bible. Usually natural laws are invoked so as to
convince the skeptics or nonbelievers in the veracity of the biblical narratives. The
most interesting and intriguing case is that of nonbelievers with scientific
background who try to put the miracles under the cap of a scientific or at least
rational cover. In both cases one wonders what the rationale of these attempts is.
From the standpoint of religious exegetes reducing the miraculous events to the
natural causes results in an unintentional puling the carpet under the religious

content of the holy books. Religion resides on the miracles, supernatural, otherwise

% Note the magic number 7 (as well as 12 and 40) which appears abundantly in faitly tales and Bible.
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the faith becomes redundant and all what remains is the rational, natural, that is

common and profane. Truly religious believer would never fall into this trap.

The case of nonbelievers” appears more interesting to us here, since they
invoke scientific methodology and scrutiny, in explaining the miracles as possible
and probable. The only mystery which remains to explain is the probability that a
large number of possible, but rare or improbable events, arrange conveniently into a
series described in Bible [6]. Thus the miraculous reduces to the improbable, pure
chance. We know after the rise of Quantum mechanics that everything at the micro-
level may be explained by the probability, but at the common level coincidences are
rare. Miracles which repeat are no longer miracles. Of course, many phenomena
observed in laboratory are considered miraculous or mysterious, like the famous
double-slit experiment in physics, but this refers more to our inability to
comprehend the subtle natural effects than to supernatural agencies. In fact,
referring to possible but improbable makes the existence of supernatural beings,

and thus of divine one, redundant.

Miracles in the Exodus narrative are numerous indeed, and we shall not
dwell on them, except a few, for the sake of illustration. All those miracles may be
divided into three groups, according to the place and time ascribed to them: (i)

Egyptian, (ii) Sinaian and (iii) Palestinian.
(1) Egyptian miracles

We mentioned before one of them, those performed by Moses (with
Yahweh’s help) and by Pharaoh’s Magicians. Then come those famous 10 plagues,
inflicted on Egypt by Yahweh in order to convince Pharaoh’s to grant Moses’
demands and let Hebrews leave the country. (Why God himself did not ”convince”
the Pharaoh will become clear later, when the allotting of the hereditary priesthood
to a particular tribe - that of Moses’ Levities - would be on agenda.). Out of 10
plagues the most spectacular appears the 9™ one, that of darkness. Two principal

% T avoid intentionally the term atheist, since it presupposes the notion of #heist, which can not be a
primitive construct. (otherwise a famous “ontological proof” of the existence of God would be
assumed, albeit implicitly).
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explanations of the sudden disappearance of the daylight have been offered. One is

a trivial one, as an effect of kbamsin (wind of the desert) [3], not uncommon in

Egypt, followed by darkness. The other interpretation appears much bolder, by
invoking celestial phenomena. According to an author this extraordinary event
refers to the Sun eclipse, which took place in Egypt in 1335 BC [3]. It explains,
accordingly, why the narrow region in Delta, inhabited by Hebrews, was spared of
the darkness. Accidentally, this dating should provide the time of Exodus. The
problem is that traditionally dating puts the Exodus during the reign of Ramses 11
(1279-1213 BC).

(Incidentally, if there is any historical truth in the Biblical narrative, this
extraordinary event coincided approximately with another remarkable happening
across the eastern Mediterranean, that of Trojan war (1184 BC). Both events
happened to be recorded in writing at about the same time, 7" c. BC [7], and both
played remarkable roles in the history of Israelites and Greeks, respectively. In both
narratives gods interfere with the human affairs, but while Greeks did not take it
seriously [8], Hebrews did.)

The most spectacular miracle has been, of course, that of “crossing” Red
Sea. Many possible explanations have been offered to ”save the phenomenon”. We
mention a few of them. One of them is not in fact an explanation of the alleged
event, but rather linguistic interpretation of the relevant text in Bible. It refers to the
similarity of terms “sea” and “reed” in Hebrew. Thus crossing the sea has been read
as passing through reed field, what appears considerably less dangerous and more
acceptable. But if one reads Bible literary, she must invoke considerable amount of
natural forces so as to provide a reasonable explanation. One attempt has relied on
the power of the wind in the area [6], which would blow away the shore water for a
limited time, so as to allow Yahweh’s people to pass by the solid soil. With a
convenient bottom configuration arrangement could be made even that water
remains on both sides of the escapees, thus putting solid confidence in the Bible
narrative. A less spectacular model has been made by calling for the ordinary tide
effect. When the water withdraws Hebrews pass by the dry soil, and the naive and
stupid Pharaoh runs flatly into the deadly trap. In fact, talking about probability
(theory) one might envisage the case of all water molecules arrange according the
Biblical requirements by themselves, what is not prohibited by the atomic theory of
matter. (Interestingly, a similar episode was experienced by Alexander, leading his
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army between mount Climax and Pamphilian Sea, as quoted also by Josephus [9]
2.16.5.)

(iz) Desert wandering

Miracles during the 40 years wandering in Sinai appear in abundance too.
We quote some of them (see, e.g. [6] for a more detailed description and
interpretation).

On the occasion of an acute thirst of Hebrews under the hot sun of the
Sinai desert, Yahweh says to Moses to strike a rock and the water will flow to
extinguish the thirst. Moses does it and the water flows out of the rock. One of the
explanations has been that the miracle was not a miracle at all and that there are
porous rocks in deserts, covered with an impervious crust, preventing rainwater to
evaporate from inside. With a strong blow Moses might have opened the rock to
supply his people with necessary potable water. This appears a reasonable
explanation, were it not for the quantitative estimate. According to Bible, there were
about 600.000. people to drink, what would require not a rock, but an ilk of Rocky
Mountains.

The Bible provides also a guide to Hebrews on their way to the Mount Sinai,
in the form of a pillar, which took the shape of a cloud by day and, conveniently, of
fire during the night, so that Israelites were able to move day and night toward their
goal. Such pillars are regularly supplied, according to some exegetes, by volcanoes.
Colin Humphries identifies the necessary volcano with the very Mount Sinai [6].

The famous episode with manna has been explained in a number of ways. In
the Bible it was a staff sent by Yahweh to feed the Israelites in a sandwich form.
First there was morning dew, then manna over that and again the dew. The
etymology of the term appears uncertain. According to some authors, it referred to
some staff Israelites ate in Egypt, called man. On the other hand the same name was
given by Arabs to “a sweet, sticky, honey-like juice, exuding in heavy drops in May
and June, from a shrub found in the Sinai peninsula” [3]. The modern explanation

has been that manna refers to lichen, which appears endemic in some Middle-East

67 The attentive reder will recognize this mythologema in the case of the famous Star of Bethlehem,
which guided the Mages towards the place where Jesus was born.
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countries. Accordingly, these lichens were lifted by the wind into air and then
dropped down near the Israelite camp. The miraculous aspect appears again
concerning the quantitative side of the Yahweh’s bread offered to Israelites. (The
famous New Testament miracle of Jesus feeding the crowd of 5.000 with three
fishes comes to mind immediately).

Finally, we mention the sound of trumpet coming down from Mount Sinai,
according to Bible. An explanation has been offered in the form of volcano effect
[6]. Namely, it is been observed that gases from the volcano interior may pass
through the cracks of the hot eruptive surrounding, producing a blast similar to
trumpet sound. According to the Roman historian Dio Cassius, as noted by
Humphreys [6], the very Vesuvius used to produce such a sound during its famous
eruption in 79 AD. (Which god announced thus his presence in that particular

instance was not specified, but one may comfortably take him for Hephaestus.)
(i7i) Palestinian miracles

We mention first the miracle of Moses death, which should be dubbed pre-
Palestinian, since Israeli lawgiver died at the threshold of the Promised Land,
disappearing first into unknown part of the mountain Nebo. That he was able to
describe his own death in the Fifth Moses’ book of the Pentateuch appears
miraculous exploit indeed. But the most grandiose miracle surely was the stopping
the Sun travel across the sky, at the Joshua’s demand, so that he be given the time
to beat his Palestinian enemy. If the Red Sea crossing was of a geological
significance, the standing still of Sun must be surely considered of a cosmological
dimension. But before we enter the speculative sphere, let us first comment how the
ancient scribe(s) arrive at the idea of manipulating the celestial objects.

That the Ancients subsctibed to the evident Geocentric Cosmos is a
surprise by no means and Israelites were no exception on the matter.” To stop a
disk of the size of Moon was not considered an impossible task for the God, who
created Sun for the benefit of mankind anyway. That the effect of this intervention
would be perceived by other people on Earth and thus recorded did not bother the

8 See, however, L. Lititzis and A. Coucouzeli, |. Astronom. History and Heritage, 11/1 (2008) 39-49.
for the account of the Heliocentric model of the planetary system in the ancient Hellada.
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Bible authors, proving once again that this episode belongs to the realm of fairy
tails. Had the biblical authors known that the Sun was infinitely more massive than
Earth and that the apparent motion of the celestial sphere was due to the rotation
of Earth around her own axis, they surely would not venture to stop the Sun, even
for the sake of such an extraordinary purpose. This instance illustrates well the risk
of relying on the apparent phenomena from one side and on the scientific
knowledge on the other. Science makes mistakes,” thanks Zeus, and direct
empirical evidence may be delusive, as astronomers found for their misfortune.
Physically, to stop the Sun would reduce to stop Earth revolving around her axis,
what would have been noticed by other creatures on Earth even in a more direct
and disastrous way than just by observing Sun standstill on the Sky. But that
referring to the scientific interpretation of the celestial phenomena may be even
more risky testifies the famous case of Galileo, who attempted to defend
Copernicus’ heliocentric model by reinterpreting the biblical text [10]. Galileo most
probably referred to Ptolemaic Premium Mobile, the outmost sphere which spins
all other spheres, better to say interpreted Joshua’s demand to stop it, what have
resulted in stopping all other celestial spheres, including Farth. That would prolong
the day, as requested. Galileo was aware of the rotation of Sun and felt that the
Sun’s motion was somehow linked with the planetary dynamics. The later provided,
albeit in an implicit manner, another indication that the Sun was the central player
in the planetary system. No doubt it was this venture into biblical exegesis which

made Catholic Church furious about the old astronometr.
3.2 The history

We now pass to the rational sphere and examine the available evidence of the
alleged biblical event. What the historical facts have to say about Exodus. The
answer is short — almost nothing. This fact does not invalidate the core of the
biblical narrative, which states that at some time a group of people, to be later called
Israelites, moved from Egypt into the Palestine. The history simple can not provide

evidence for this assertion.

6 That’s how it evolves.
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3.2.1 Historical evidence

Is the whole story a fairly tale, the myth or a reminiscence, albeit in a distorted
form, of a real event? We notice first that not only the name of Pharaoh was never
mentioned in the narrative, but even the time of the event can not be placed onto
the historical time axis with better precision than 3 centuries. The suggestion that it
was Ramses II who reigned the Egypt at the time contradicts two hard facts: (i)
Ramses II was one of the most experienced and capable pharaoh in the entire
Egyptian history. (if) He certainly did not perish under the waves of Red Sea. As for
his successor, Meremptah, two points must be made here: (1) It was during his rule
that Hebrew name was mentioned in a written form (albeit in a somewhat different
form), for the first time in history, (ii) No written or other record of the event was
made, in otherwise highly civilized and bureaucratic state.

One millennium after the alleged event, an Egyptian priest and scholar,
Manethon, wrote the history of Egypt, after the request of the Ptolemy I. He did
mention a variant of the Exodus, but it was so much politically charged, that it can
be hardly taken as an impartial account According to Manethon, those Hebrews
were not a nation, or people in the modern sense, but Egyptians suffering from
leprosies, whom Pharaoh banished from his country for the prophylactic reasons.
In order to appreciate this kind of explanation one has to account for the tension
existing in Alexandria at the Manethon’s time between Jews from one side and
Egyptians and Greeks from the other. The latter looked down Jewish claims for
their antiquity and the superiority of their lawgiver Moses over his counterparts in
other nations in a derisory manner [11]. The tension took on a serious form
around the beginning of Common Era, that Greek and Jewish delegations went to
Rome (39/40 AD) to settle the dispute before the Emperor Caligula [9], with the
latter delegation lead by Philo Judaeus and Greek by Flavius’ archenemy

grammarian Apion.
3.2.2 Archaeological research

Since the newly established state of Israel has been controlling the Palestine
soil, the latter has become the object of extensive archeological investigations,

unprecedented in history. The entire region has become virtually an archeological
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site and almost every square meter has been examined [7], [12]. The reasons for
these activities appear the same as those motives for reestablishing Jewish state. In a
sense, the entire Zionist story may be put under the heading of “syndrome of

13

eternal return “ in Eliade’s sense [13]. Extensive investigations of the Sinai
peninsular have not revealed a presence of a population of 600.000 Israelites (or of
even a substantially smaller number), in the period o Recent Bronze age, where the
alleged exodus was situated by the Biblical authors. We notice here that numerous
findings in the area were excavated which belong to the previous or posterior
periods. In particular, the town Cades-Barnea mentioned in Bible has been
identified, but as a place founded in VII BC. It was here, according to Bible, that
Israelites spent 38 years out of the 40 years of wandering in the Sinai desert.
Generally, many places from the Exodus narrative have been identified, but
belonging to much later periods, mainly in VII c. BC, when, under the Josiah (639-
609) the main body of the Holy Scriptures, have been composed.

Equally, biblical nations Moabites, Edomites and Ammonites, at the time
ascribed to Exodus, were nomadic groups, who established small kingdoms much
later, again around VII c. BC. The extensive public works, carried out under
pharaohs Psammetic I (664-610) and Neko II (610-595) BC found presumably their
place in the narrative of Exodus, under the heading of “slavery works”.

That the situation present at the time of writing down (or the oral tradition)
is usually pushed back into remote past is no surprise to scholars dealing with the
prehistory. It happened to Homer too, who describes royal palaces that have never
existed during the Trojan War, but have been excavated in many places in Greece,
dating from Homer’s time (c. VIII BC), so-called megarons [14]. Though known
under the same name, they differed in the architectonic structure, just as the

Romanic and gothic cathedrals differ in many respects.

3.3 Hypotheses

In the absence of hard historical records, many hypothetical solutions of the
Exodus riddle have been offered. We mention here two of the most interesting (or

intriguing) suggestions.

3.3.1. Freud’s reconstruction
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In his last testimonial book [2] farther of the psychoanalysis made an
elaborate and mostly suggestive reconstruction of the possible events which might
have lied behind the biblical narrative. According to him Moses was a high priest of
the recently established Akhenaton’s monotheistic religion. After the death of the
Pharaoh, who regarded himself earthly representative of the unique god (the God)
Aton, who manifested himself via the Sun, the new revolutionary religion perished
and Moses escapes the revenge of the clergy by fleeing into Sinai desert, leading
with him those who still adhered to the rebellious pharaoh’s new faith. Further
narrative follows rather closely New Testament plot, mutatis mutandis, in the
“remembering the future” sense. Moses was stoned by disobeying, rebellious
followers. This ritual murder resulted in a tremendous collective trauma of
Israelites, that as a mean of repentance they subsequently prescribed to themselves
so much restrictive and strict religious rules, unprecedented in previous history. As
is well known Freud was very reluctant concerning religion, describing it as obsessive
neurosis, and the exegesis he proposed was aimed at relieving Jews from their
religious chains. In a sense he put the whole nation on his psychiatric coach. The
thesis that Moses was not a Jew but Egyptian was aimed at the Jewish racial
exclusivity, with obvious motivation. The general ideological background of the
claim was an attempt to divorce Jewishness from Mosaic religion, more precisely
from a religion as such. This will be the standing of many European members of
the Jewish population, y compris Albert Einstein.

The Egyptian origin of the Hebrew lawgiver has been indicated by a
number of instances found in the biblical narrative, as the case is with Moses
complaining to Yahweh for his ’hard tongue” while trying to avoid negotiations
with Pharaoh.”” Another instance, though much less conclusive, is Moses’ arguing
for abolition of circumcision among his followers, the custom obviously brought

along from Egypt.

3.3.2. Historic Moses

70 The claim that this handicap was related to Moses’ two-year absence from his people, during the
stay with Medians [3], does not appear convincing,.
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The entire narrative of Exodus revolves around the personality of Moses.
Not only he appears the key player, but by resolving his true identity one may hope
to solve the Exodus riddle too. The historical person who resembles the most the
biblical Jewish leader was the Egyptian chancellor Beya [15]. He was of Asiatic
origin (whose Egyptian name contains the suffix Moses) and after the death of Sethi
IT and with the pharaoh’s widow Taousert bring on the throne Siptah, son of Sethi
IT and a princes Canaanite. The child dies soon and Taousert ascends herself on the
throne. This stirs a violent opposition from the conservative party , lead by another
pretender Sethnakht. The civil war ensues and Beya and Taousert organize a
Canaanite army, probably constituted from Shosous and Habirous.”" They plunder
the treasures of their adversaries, what might correspond to famous Jewish
acquisition of golden and silver staff from their Egyptian neighbours, described in
Bible [3] (see, also [11] on that point).

But Sethnakht defeated Canaanites in 1186 BC and the latter fled towards
East and were never caught. The problem with linking Beya with Moses is that
Israel was already established in Palestine before Beya arrived. This, however, does
not preclude the arrival of a group from Egypt, bringing some new customs and
concepts, including that of a unique god, Yahweh. The custom of circumcision
might have been imported by the same occasion. That an attempt to abolish the
ritual was ascribed to Moses should not surprise us, for the authority of the
lawgiver was presumably used for imposing rules, though he probably never played

the role ascribed to him, or even ever existed.
4. Exodus as allegory

In XIIT c. AD Dante described his extraordinary journey though the Hell,
Purgatory and finally Paradise [16]. Dante was a historical person and all people he
met there were known to history, except devils and angels. Yet nobody took his
narrative seriously. Why? In the absence of any empirical evidence, his
contemporaries, as well as the posterior generations, conceived the narrative as an
allegory, describing the gradual purification of the human soul, ascending from the

lowest (Hell) to the most august (Paradise) levels.

7 Most probably these semi-nomads Asiatic were the ancestors of the Hebrews.
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We have seen that neither of interpretations discussed above fits the Exodus
narrative. The question arises then why this Biblical episode was written at all. But if
one adopts the allegorical interpretation, as the red thread passing through the
labyrinth of personalities, realistic or fictive, data, places, events (possible and/or
improbable), through the narrative going from the spiritual depths to the fairy tale
level, the entire ideology lying behind the perplexing content becomes
understandable. In fact, the entire myth appears a metaphor for emergence,
purification and finally awarding of Israelites by Yahweh. The story turns out even
more elaborate than one might imagine at the first reading. Not only it is Yahweh
who leads and protects his chosen people, it is the very Israelite god (the God) who
has emerged from the narrative. Thus Exodus fulfils all requirements for an almost
axiomatic, self-sufficient (religious) system.

The division, parallel to Dante’s one, appears clear. The Hell is played by
Egypt, where Israelites were forced to mix with Egyptians, as impure race. The
initial episode of fleeing from Egypt was thus the first stage of purification, as a
birth of ethically perfect and ethnically pure nation. The passage through Red Sea
makes this allegory even more conspicuous, even banal: splitting the sea appears a
metaphor for passing from the womb through vagina into the real, unfriendly
wotld. This episode appears a remake of the banishment from Eden. Sinai
wandering was obviously the Purgatory, where the suffering was a severe test for
Israelite obedience before the newly acquainted, albeit indirectly, God. The
collective suffering was devised to tempt the Israelites and ensure they have adopted
the new religion. The span of 40 years of wandering before entering the Promised
Land (Canaan) was not chosen by chance. After two generations, nobody born in
the land of slavery (Egypt) was supposed to give birth of Israelite child, who will be
thus cut off from an “impure nation”.”” The entire Sinai episode resembles much
the rite of initiation, as practised by many esoteric societies [17].

(The Red Sea passage might as well be interpreted as a metaphorical
purification by water, as indicated by the Yom Kippur ritual washing. The final

stage of the ritual would be crossing Jordan river, while passing to the Promised

72 The logic tesembles much the Gnostic ideology, though the latter was pushed to its utmost
extremes.
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Land. Jordan water was particularly convenient for this kind of ritual, as the New
Testament authors found too.)

Moses’ encounter with Yahweh on the Sinai Mountain appears another
allegorical mythologema, which helps the authors to transfer their ideas to the
readership or audience, as stemming from divine or other august sources. Greek
poetry, both oral and written was full of Muses, whom the authors invoked for
inspiration, but the later might well be considered as the primary source of
information on the subject. When Parmenides refers to a goddess as the teacher of
the true nature of the world [18], he relies much on the archetypal aspects of the
minds of his contemporaries, what should have ensured a proper response of his
readers.

Moses was conceived as a counterpart of Greek Homer. His experience
with divine presence will be repeated many times on various occasions in the Near-
East and European history, as the case with Mahomet illustrates. Sinai-wandering
temptation will be paralleled by Jesus’ encounter with Devil in desert, with the
difference that it happened after the Holy Spirit descended onto him, while in the
Sinai-wandering episode it was a prerequisite to entering the Promised Land, an

Earthly equivalent of Eden.
5. Exegesis and meta-Exegesis

As a scrutinised analysis of the Bible reveals that many parts of the Old
Testament were composed in the periods of difficult time for the Hebrew nation,
when its very existence was felt endangered. Usually, it refers to the periods of
enslavements or immediately after returning home after exiles [7], [12]. The
principal part was written during Josiah’s reign, when the crypto-polytheism was
gaining power in Judea and the Israel on the north was going to lose its exclusively
racial substrate [12]. The story about Chosen people and strict obedience to the
tribal god Yahweh was contrived as a countermeasure to the danger of dissolution
of the Hebrew nation. But the Exodus narrative brought into the story an
inadvertent new inconvenient element. It raised the question of the Jews in
Palestine as an autochthonous population. In view of the current political situation
with the state of Israel the question puts a considerable burden on the Jewish claims

on the Palestine territory. Hence, the modern Exegesis from the side of Jewish
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scholars, both from Israel and otherwise, must be subjected to additional
examination, to ensure that non-scientific motivations do not intetfere with the
pure rational or historical exegesis. This meta-exegesis should be practised
whenever historical claims may be used in favour of the current political needs or
claims. In fact, such meta-exegeses have been practised extensively in connection
with much contemporary political turmoil, as the case of the current Balkan affairs
shows.

But besides the Zionist ideology, the reinterpretation of the Biblical narrative
of Exodus bears much more profound implications concerning the very essence of
the Judaism. Discarding the veracity of the narrative, one inevitably renounces the
historicity of the biblical Moses, better to say his role of the lawgiver. But since the
latter has been relied on his alleged connection with Yahweh, Jewish god (the God),
it implies renouncing the Torah, the Law, the Jewish religion. This move has not
appeared unique to denying Exodus, but has been present in a number of attempts
in modern time to disentangle Judaism from the biblical religion in general. More
generally, from the religion as such and to retain the racial core of the Hebrews as
the essence of the nation. This line of emancipation of the Jews from the religious
will be noticed, mutatis mutandss, watching some of the most prominent Jews in the
last couple of centuries. We mention here Karl Marx, Sigmund Freund and Albert
Einstein, who all discarded the biblical tradition, on different grounds, of course, as
far as its religious content and intention have been regarded. Marx argued that
Jewish religion was alien to their mentality and cultural background, whereas Freud
stressed that Yahweh was alien to their nation. Finally Einstein maintained that
religion in general, and Biblical one in particular, was alien to common sense and
rational thinking. Thus, “Jewishness” has been redefined as a purely biological
entity, independent from any cultural, historical or other conditions. The rationale
for this emancipation can be analysed within the post-Renaissance Europe, but it
would go beyond the scope of this article. In an ironical sense, it appears, according
to these European intellectuals, that Hebrews appear a “Chosen People” indeed,
but not as a bearers of God’s message, but as a tool of emancipation of mankind
from the religious bounds. A remarkable turn of a ”World mission” indeed. In a
sense this emancipation from the Religion may be considered as another aspect of

the meta-Exodus.
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6. Epilogue

Creation of a myth has its history, as the interpretation of the narrative has
too. In the case of Biblical narratives, which usually mix fictions with historical
reality, one encounters an additional aspect of the exegesis — the actual political use
of the canonised myths. Here we meet the syndrome of the historisation of
mythology, what is often paralleled by mythologization of history. The saga of
exodus represents an example par excellence of both aspects of interpretation of
religious messages, what sometimes amount to doing detective job. Apart from the
archacological (lack) of evidence, no further records or information are to be
expected concerning this particular part of the Bible.

We do not pretend to be either definite or exhaustive on the subject, but
offer a number of plausible interpretations of this central narrative of the Holy
Scriptures. We have found two principal points to be made: the political motivation
for inventing the story in the time of Josiah (historization of the myth), as noticed
by other authors [12] and current political needs to stress the nonhistoricity of the
invention (demythologization of the history [12]). Finally, we offer an interpretation
which goes beyond historiography, the allegorical interpretation, which fits well the
general aspects of any religious teaching concerned with ethos, as the fundamental
organizing force of the society.
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