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The paper analyzes Kohlberg’s levels of moral development from the
theory of mental models. It assumes the theory of mental models and tries
to check whether or not Kohlberg’s theory can be accepted at once. The
theory of mental models proposes that reasoning is reviewing semantic
conjunctions of possibilities compatible with the information available. So,
the present paper is intended to identify conjunctions of possibilities
corresponding to each level of development in Kohlberg’'s theory. The
result is that the theory of mental models casts doubts on Kohlberg’s
framework. Beyond some doubts already indicated in the literature, one of
those this paper presents is, that the conjunctions of possibilities do not
have to be as complex as Kohlberg’s theses seem to imply. The conclusions
that can be attributed to each moral level can be inferred with very simple
conjunctions of possibilities.
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Introduction

Kohlberg (1981) presented a theory about moral development. That theory
has received criticisms from different perspectives. For example, it has seen
claimed that Kohlberg’s approach has social and cultural biases (e.g.,
Gilligan 1982). The present paper will be focused on the problems
Kohlberg’s theory can have from the cognitive point of view. The theory of
mental models (e.g., Johnson-Laird & Ragni 2019) will be assumed here. So,
it will be supposed that human beings reason analyzing ‘conjunctions of
possibilities’ (see also, e.g., Khemlani, Hinterecker, & Johnson-Laird 2017).
Following the theory of mental models, the conjunctions of possibilities
necessary to make the inferences Kohlberg links to the highest level of
moral development do not have to be complex. However, as shown below,
an important point to consider is that, if Kohlberg's framework were
correct, that level would require more difficult conjunctions of possibilities.

Kohlberg's theory provides that human beings should pass through three
development levels (each of them having two phases): preconventional,
conventional, and postconventional. On the other hand, the theory of
mental models states that, whenever they reason, people deal with
possibilities, which can be deemed as semantic possibilities because they
are iconic possibilities related to meaning (see also, e.g., Johnson-Laird
2010). The review of those possibilities allows reaching conclusions (see
also, e.g., Khemlani, Byrne, & Johnson-Laird 2018). This paper tries to argue
that, if Kohlberg’s morality levels and the theory of mental models were
right at the same time, that would imply that, as individuals pass from a
level to the next one, they would have to consider more difficult semantic
conjunctions of possibilities demanding increased intellectual abilities.
This means that the postconventional level would require more advanced
mental abilities than the other levels would. Nevertheless, what the present
paper will attempt to explain is that, if Kohlberg’s theses are ignored and
the theory of mental models is taken by itself, the conclusions expected in
the postconventional level can be inferred by means of simpler semantic
conjunctions of possibilities, and hence simpler intellectual abilities.

To present that argumentation, first, the paper will remind what the three
levels Kohlberg proposes are. Second, what the semantic conjunctions of
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possibilities are within the theory of mental models will be described. The
last section will show that, if the theory of mental models is admitted,
Kohlberg’s moral reasoning theory leads to think that postconventional
individuals have to be able to address harder conjunctions of possibilities.
Accordingly, those individuals would need more developed mental abilities
than other individuals would. Nevertheless, if the theory of mental models
is accepted without Kohlberg’s theory, the conjunctions of possibilities and
the mental abilities do not have to be that sophisticated. This last point will
be also discussed.

Kohlberg'’s theory of morality

According to Kohlberg, a moral development should be observed
throughout life. People can gradually move forward to three levels.
Although Kohlberg assigns two phases to each level, this section will follow
accounts such as that of Waldmann, Nagel, and Wiegmann (2012), in which
only the two phases of the second level are distinguished. That will be
enough to make the point of the argumentation below.

The first level is the preconventional level. In it, the reason for moral
judgments is fear to punishment. The second one is the conventional level.
In its first phase, what is important is family values. Nonetheless, in its
second phase, social order seems to be more relevant. The last level is the
postconventional one. In this level, laws are justified by virtue of essential
rights.

The application of all of this can be checked by means of examples.
Kohlberg (1981) resorted to dilemmas. A well-known Kohlberg’s dilemma
is ‘Heinz dilemma’ (see also, e.g, Waldmann et al. 2012). Here, a
hypothetical norm against a fundamental right will be used. It can be
supposed that L; is a law violating a basic right. Yet, L, is mandatory in
country C. Based on Kohlberg’s moral development theory, people at the
preconventional level living in C will comply with L1 because of their fear
to punishment. If those people pass to the first phase in the conventional
level, they might think that L, is not a suitable law, since it appears to be
incompatible with the values a family needs to have for an existence with
love. But this can be relativized if the individuals move forward to the
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second phase in the conventional level. If the need for order in all the
societies is taken into account, the best thing to do might be to follow all the
laws in every society, including L; in C. Finally, if they come to the
postconventional level, this last position may be objected. They might
consider L1 to be a bad norm because it is inconsistent with a human being’s
essential right.

In a schematic presentation, this can be expressed as follows:

-Preconventional level: citizens of C abide by Li because of fear of
punishment.

-Conventional level (first phase): citizens of C think that L1 is not the most
appropriate law if family values are taken into account.

-Conventional level (second phase): citizens of C tend to fulfill L; because
that is necessary for social order.

-Postconventional level: citizens of C object L; because it is a law against
one of the people’s fundamental rights.

What this implies from the theory of mental models will be explained
below. Before, the next section is devoted to the concept of semantic
conjunction of possibilities in the theory of mental models.

Reasoning and possible scenarios

Following the theory of mental models, people reason from the possible
scenarios that can be true if the available information is also true (see also,
e.g., Johnson-Laird, Quelhas, & Rasga 2021). An easy way to see this is
taking the conditional as an example (see also, e.g., Lopez-Astorga & Torres-
Bravo 2020). Given (1),

(1) If these citizens live in C, they have to comply with its laws

According to the theory of mental models, the first possible scenario that
can be thought is that in which these citizens live in C and, therefore, these
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citizens have to comply with the laws in C. That scenario can be represented
by means of (2).

(2) O(Le A Fis)

In (2), ‘0’ represents possibility, ‘L.’ indicates that these citizens live in C, ‘A’
denotes conjunction, and ‘Fis" stands for the need for the citizens living in C
to fulfill its laws. Although ‘0’ means possibility, as in papers such as that of
Lépez-Astorga (2022), it is not the operator of possibility as understood in
modal logic. Possible scenarios such as (2) are not possible worlds with the
characteristics they have in modal logic. If (2) were a possible world of that
kind, it would be as a state-description in Carnap (1947). It would have to
include much more conjuncts. In a state-description, all the well-formed
atomic formulae in classical logic (or their negations) can be found. But the
theory of mental models is a reasoning theory. It just proposes that, given
a statement such has (1), what is thought is a situation such as that
described in (2), that is, a possibility with only two conjuncts. This is
because the capacity of working memory has narrow limits (to support this
idea, the proponents of the theory of mental models often resort to the
work by Partee 1979; see, e.g., Johnson-Laird & Ragni 2019).

However, people’s mental effort can be greater (see also, e.g., Goodwin &
Johnson-Laird 2018). Individuals can note that, in addition to (2),
possibilities (3) and (4) can be linked to (1).

(3) O(=Le A Fs)
(4) O(ﬁLc A —|FLS)

In (3) and (4), ‘—’ refers to denial. So, (3) describes a situation in which
these citizens do not live in C but they have to comply with the laws in C
(e.g., because they are travelers in transit in C). On the other hand, (4)
shows a scenario in which neither these citizens live in C nor they have to
comply with its laws. Possibilities such as (3) and (4) are called
‘presuppositions’ in the theory of mental models. The reason for this is that
(3) and (4) are true whether or not (1) is the case (e.g., Johnson-Laird &
Ragni 2019).
6
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By deeming (2), (3), and (4) as possibilities corresponding to (1), one might
think that the theory of mental models is akin to classical logic. (2), (3), and
(4) seem to be the rows in the truth table for the conditional in classical
logic making a sentence such as (1) true. This is not correct for several
reasons. As far as the present paper is concerned, the most relevant reason
is that the connection between (2), (3), and (4) is not by means of
disjunction (at least, it is not by means of disjunction in the latest version
of the theory), but by means of conjunction. The set of (2), (3), and (4) is a
conjunction of possibilities (which, as indicated, is semantic) associated to
(1) (e.g., Khemlani et al. 2018). A way that conjunction of possibilities can
be expressed is (5).

Accordingly, (2), (3), and (4) need to be true at once. This is different from
what truth tables require in classical logic. In the latter logic, only one of the
combinations can hold at the same time (e.g., Johnson-Laird & Ragni 2019).

An example with disjunction can be illustrative too. Given a disjunction
such as (6),

(6) Either these citizens do not live in C or they have to comply with its
laws

The first possibilities that could be thought without effort are (3), (7), and
(8) (see also, e.g., Quelhas, Rasga, & Johnson-Laird 2019).

(7) O(=Le)
(8) O(Fus)

Further effort could help people note that (7) and (8) are incomplete. In (7)
the conjunct —Fis is missing. Likewise, in (8) the conjunct L¢ has to be.
Thereby, further effort could help individuals note that the true form of (7)
is (4), and the true form of (8) is (2) (see also, e.g., Byrne & Johnson-Laird
2020).
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Linking (3), (4), and (2) to (6) cand lead to think, again, that relations
between the theory of mental models and classical logic exist. However, as
in the case of the conditional and for the same reasons, it is not possible to
speak about truth tables. The connections between the possibilities are
conjunctive, not disjunctive (e.g., Johnson-Laird & Ragni 2019; Khemlani et
al. 2018).

Many more ideas the theory of mental models supports could be
commented on. Nevertheless, what has been said suffices to present the
argumentation in the next section.

Kohlberg’s moral levels and semantic conjunctions of possibilities

Ifall of this is applied to Kohlberg’s morality theory, the moral development
process in the case of the example of C and L; can be explained in the
following way.

Individuals at the preconventional level should consider a conjunction of
possibilities such as (9).

(9) O(Fm A\ —|P) A 0(—|FL1 AN P)

In (9), ‘Fi1’ refers to fulfill L; and ‘P’ means to be punished. People at this
level should prefer the first possibility in (9), that is, the possibility in which
L, is fulfilled and a punishment is not received.

To represent the conjunctions of possibilities corresponding to the other
levels, two points need to be taken into account. First, according to
Kohlberg, the development process strictly follows the order of the levels.
None of the levels can be ignored or passed over. Second, following
Kohlberg too, each level includes the previous level, and the abilities and
knowledge linked to that previous level (see also, e.g., Zhang & Zhao 2017).
Paying attention to this, the first phase in the conventional level should
include one more element in each of its possibilities. That new element has
to indicate whether or not there is coherence with the values of a family
living in love and peace. The possibilities would be:
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(10) O(FLi A =P A =V) AQ(=FL1 APA V)

The possibilities in (10) present one more conjunct. ‘V’ represents the fact
that the behavior is consistent with family values. In this case, a trend to the
second possibility can be expected. This is because, in that possibility, L1 is
not followed, and the reason is that, although one can be punished, L1 is not
compatible with family values.

In the second phase of the conventional level, the possibilities are even
more complex. If individuals have to consider society at large, another
conjunct is necessary.

(11) O(FLi A =P A=V A S) A O(—FL1 APAV A S)

What ‘S’ means in (11) is that social order is kept and society at large
benefits. Therefore, the preferred possibility in this phase should be the
first one. That possibility shows a scenario in which L1 is complied with,
there is no punishment, and, although the action can oppose to family
values, it helps society exist.

Lastly, the postconventional level leads to the maximum complexity degree.
Now, each possibility must have five conjuncts. (12) expresses that.

(12) O(Fi A=P A=V ASA—=R) AO(—=FL1 APAVA =S AR)

The preference in (12) should be towards the second possibility. ‘R’ is in it.
‘R’ denotes respect for people’s essential rights. Thus, to choose the second
possibility in (12) is to choose a situation in which L is not fulfilled and a
punishment can be received for that reason. Nonetheless, that does not
matter: while the action is not good for social order, beyond the fact that
family values do not seem to be coherent with L1, the law violates a people’s
basic right.

Based on this account, each higher level requires a greater intellectual

ability. However, if Kohlberg’s framework is ignored, the theory of mental
models reveals that the possibilities necessary to come to the conclusions
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in each level can be simpler. Possibilities in (9) to (12) are not logical
formulae, but possible scenarios people consider when thinking. Hence,
those possible scenarios do not need to be built as indicated above. Besides,
if Kohlberg’s proposal is not admitted, it is not required that each level
contains what has been acquired in the previous one. In this way, for
example, it can be thought that the step from the preconventional level to
the first phase of the conventional level is not the step from (9) to (10), but
from (9) to (13).

(13) O(Fm AN —|V) AN 0(—|FL1 AN V)

The tendency would be towards the second possibility in (13). The reason
would continue to be the importance of family values. Nevertheless, the
transformation of (10) into (13) is important. The step from (9) to (10)
consists of adding a datum in each possibility. Instead, the step from (9) to
(13) is to replace a datum with another datum. Accordingly, greater
reasoning abilities are not needed. (9) and (13) has the same structure. The
difference between them is just their semantic content.

Thus, the step from the first phase to the second phase in the conventional
level would not be the step from (10) to (11) either, but the step from (13)
to (14).

(14) O(Fu AN S) A\ 0(—|FL1 A\ —|S)
In (14) only the fulfilment of L1 and social order play a role. So, the structure
of the possibilities continues to be the same, and no additional effort is
needed. The possibility preferred would be the first one now. But, again,
what has been done is just to replace a conjunct with another one in each

possibility.

Finally, to come to the postconventional level would not be to move from
(11) to (12), but from (14) to (15).

(15) O(FL1 A —R) A O(—Fi1 A R)
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Once again, further effort is not necessary. Beyond the fact that the trend
would be towards the second possibility, only two conjuncts in each
possibility would be considered as well: whether or not L; is followed and
whether or not essential rights are respected.

Based on the theses of the theory of mental models, this alternative process
appears to be more appropriate. Nonetheless, it causes problems for
Kohlberg’'s moral level theory. On the one hand, as shown, (15) does not
imply a greater intellectual ability. Its structure is not different from that of
(9). The modifications are only semantic modifications. On the other hand,
the process does not need to be progressive from (9) to (13), from (13) to
(14), and from (14) to (15). One might think that individuals could directly
go from (9) to (14), or even to (15). These two points cause Kohlberg'’s
moral development idea to weaken.

In addition, this allows thinking about a problem that Kohlberg already saw
in the theory and tried to solve: the problem of the regression from high
levels to lower levels (see also, e.g., Vitz 1994; Zhang & Zhao 2017). [t would
be possible to come back from (15) to (14), or even to (13) or (9).

Perhaps it is not coincidental that Kohlberg (1981) to a large extent
considered Piaget’s (1932) work (e.g., Waldmann et al. 2012). It is known
that logic was important for Piaget. Nonetheless, current cognitive
approaches such as the theory of mental models try to move away from
classical logic. In any case, the theory of mental models shows a relevant
weakness in Kohlberg’s framework: to come to the conclusions Kohlberg
attributes to the postconventional level, more developed reasoning
abilities are not required. Reasoning abilities do not appear to be the key
component to explain the transformation of possibilities such as those in
(9) into possibilities such as those in (15). Accordingly, that key component
is the component that needs to be identified.

Conclusions
The acceptance of the theory of mental models seems to imply a challenge

for Kohlberg’s theory. Therefore, maybe it is interesting to check to what
extent the mental processes this paper has associated to the theory of
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mental models can be compatible with other contemporary theories about
morality.

If the idea that moral development is the development of abilities to come
to semantic conjunctions of possibilities such as (12) is rejected, from the
theory of mental models, the work to do is to better clarify how (9), (13),
(14), and (15) are built. Likewise, it is also important to account for how it
is possible to go from one of these semantic conjunctions of possibilities to
another one, in any direction.

On the other hand, it should not be forgotten that, for example, (12) and
(15) allow in-between instances. Intermediate conjunctions of possibilities
can be considered. Those intermediate conjunctions of possibilities can
have less conjuncts in their possibilities than (12). At the same time, they
can include more conjuncts in their possibilities than (15). One of the cases
that could be thought in this way is as follows: the conjuncts in (15) are
taken into account and, at once, the relation to family values is not ignored.
This would enable to get semantic conjunctions of possibilities such as (16).

(16) O(FLi A=V A—=R)AO(—=FLi AVAR)

Perhaps all of this should be explained from some of the current morality
theories that are to be found in the literature. The argumentation above is
probably consistent with one or some of those theories. An analysis of that
kind could help check whether or not the contemporary morality theories
can dialogue with approaches such as that of the theory of mental models.
So, it would also allow verifying to what extent the theory of mental models
can be coherent with theories raised from different perspectives.

Note

The present paper derives from a Spanish lecture at the 13t Principia
International Symposium, Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina. From
August 14th to 17th, 2023. Florianopolis, Santa Catarina (Brazil).
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DREAMING OF CONIUNCTIO:
GAMBINI'S READING OF BRAZILIAN CULTURAL
COMPLEX

AleS Vrbata

Universidade Estadual de Feira de Santana, Brasil

VRBATA, A.: Dreaming of Coniunctio: Gambini’s reading of
Brazilian cultural complex
Philosophica Critica, vol. 10, 2024, no. 1, ISSN 1339-8970, pp.15-46.

In the Brazilian history of ideas there has been a tradition of searching for
the "essence" or the “soul” of Brasilidade since at least the 19th century. In
the last several decades, however, attempts have arisen to move beyond
such historical, political, sociological, anthropological or interdisciplinary
concepts and take advantage of a more profound and more extensive
Jungian perspective. Based independently on concepts leading to the
recently formulated idea of cultural complex (Singer-Kimbles), Roberto
Gambini had already in 1981 proposed a Jungian reading of Brazilian
reality. His works make use not only of Jung’s thesis of the collective
unconscious and mythopoetic and archetypal quality of psyche, but
especially of projection and shadow. Gambini not only anticipated the
concept of cultural complex in Brazil, but also initiated the contemporary
current of studies in related areas. This paper can serve as a
contextualization of such a development within the (Brazilian) Jungian
tradition and as a critical survey of Gambini’s views.

Keywords: Gambini - Brazil - ancestral psyche - cultural complex - history
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Ales Vrbata

On the visible level, we say that we are people
composed of various individuals, that these
individuals get unified in one cauldron. Thus,
there is an image of a soup made of different
ingredients where all merge. But
underneath, on the invisible level, the
contrary is true. We are fractioned and
divided by extremely high walls.
(Dias-Gambini 1999, 72).1

Cultural Complex, Mythless West and Drilling an Artesian Well

According to C. G. Jung the primary phenomenon of psyche is an image.
Epistemologically speaking there is not anything prior to a psychic image.
This principle was followed by the first generation of Jung’s orthodox
disciples (Erich Neumann, Marie-Louise von Franz, Edward Edinger) and
remained crucial for a Hillmanian rendering of Jung’s psychology as well.
Thus, man is viewed as an “imagemaker” and the (archetypal) image left his
many centuries undervalued epistemological status. For Jung, image is of
epistemologically fundamental importance: "every psychic process is an
image and an 'imaging'" (1953, vol.11:544, par. 889); "the psyche consists
essentially of images" (vol. 8:325, par.618); "we live immediately only in
the world of images" (vol. 8:328, par.624); "the world itself exists only so
far as we are able to produce an image of it" (vol.11, 479, par. 766). Image
got an extremely important status especially in Hillmanian
archetypal/imaginal psychology with its slogan “stick to the image.”

Practitioners of archetypal psychology became focused on the psychic
image in its various forms, convinced that the image is the most immediate

1 No plano visivel, dizemos que somos um povo de diferentes, que se juntam num
mesmo caldeirdo. Entdo é a imagem da sopa feita de varios ingredientes, onde se
mistura tudo. Por baixo, no plano invisivel, é o contrario disso. Somos um povo
fracionado e dividido por muros altissimos.
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channel through which the ego communicates with what it perceives as
"inner" or "outer" reality. Hillman declared that "first fantasy then reality”
(1975, 23). Later, Michael Vannoy Adams rejected Sigmund Freud'’s "reality
principle" and replaced it with the "fantasy principle". This focus on image
transformed the perspective employed in the Jungian tradition to view
psyche.

Inspired by Jung's diagram of psyche (1926), Singer and Kimbles
(Cultural Complex, 2004) introduced studies of cultural complexes. For
them, such a concept was necessary because of "collapse of the binary
world view of conflicting superpowers” and accelerated globalization.
Already in early 1990s globalized world was producing "an endless parade
of ethnic, racial, religious, gender, national and regional factions" with "long
simmering feuds bubbling over" (2004, 1). In early 1990s some thinkers
envisioned a dawn of a new era where USA were going to establish eternal
“liberal-democratic order” (Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the
Last Man, 1992). But there were also those who were concerned with such
a paradigmatic shift. Samuel Huntington, for example, in his famous “Clash
of Civilizations and the Remaking the World Order” (1996) warned against
new cultural wars. When “Cultural Complex” (2004) appeared in
bookshops, Huntington published article “Hispanic Challenge” in Foreign
affairs (2004) concerned about growing Hispanic population in the United
States and its implications for American society, culture, and politics.
Huntington’s vision was not completely erroneous. In 1990s there was a
long war in Yugoslavia motivated cultural and religious background all of
its regions. In 1995 there was a second referendum about independent
Quebec and, of course, in 1991 USSR got disintegrated which led to
complete change in geopolitical landscape of Eurasia.

Singer, Kimbles as well as worldwide Jungian community were aware of
such a paradigmatic shift and decided to work on book covering
psychological landscape of multiple regions all over the world. Cultural
Complex was a tangible proof of world-wide status of Jungian psychology
and interconnectedness of national associations. The new concept was also
an opportunity to take a critical distance from C.G. Jung. The authors
emphasized that the theory was based on Jung’s quite dated theory of
complexes which, however, had never been "systematically applied to the
life of groups and to what Jung and his followers have been fond of calling
the 'collective' (2004, 2). Singer and Kimbles’ innovative stand seeks to
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constitute a "new addition" to Jung's thought; nevertheless, the book is
introduced by a critical stance toward the founding father, as "Jung went
straight to the archetypal level of the psyche - often quite compellingly (...)
leaving the social, economic, and political level of (...) psychological
experience [and] opened himself up to profound misunderstanding and
misinterpretation” (2004, 2). In spite of its essential link to Jung, the school
of cultural complex deviates from him in many respects, the most
important of which is its attention to groups and collectivities:

[A] substantial part of Jung’s genius was his sensitivity to the perils
of the individual’s falling into the grips of collective life. (...) Jung had
such a dread of the individual and group psyche falling into
possession by collective and archetypal forces [and that is why]
collective life more often than not has fallen into the Jungian
shadow [which] has done a great disservice to the tradition of
analytical psychology. [There was] an unacknowledged tendency to
set the individual up against or in opposition to the life of the group.
There is something in the tension between the individual and the
group that is wholesome and natural, but the Jungian tradition has
magnified that tension (..). We may even begin to become more
aware of the positive value of living in the collective. We may also
begin to get better at differentiating cultural complexes from
individual complexes (Singer, Kimbles, 2004, 4).

In fact, the Jungian tradition developed well beyond Jung's original
concepts already before 1990s. It was with Joseph Henderson and his
Cultural Attitudes in Psychological Perspective (1984) and with Roberto
Gambini when analytical psychology started to be applied to large social
groups. Neither Henderson nor Gambini used term “cultural complex”, but
but already entered the field of that concept. In 1990s it was Michael
Vannoy Adams in his various publications (The Multicultural Imagination,
1996) and then Thomas Singer’s Vision Thing (2000) who further explored
the terrain. Collective psychology explored by these authors got close to
what is known as national identity or national character, with sometimes
both categories intertwined within a given cultural relation. At the same
time, they emphasized importance of cultural complex for both individuals
and groups: both can be easily caught up in a cultural complex.
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Cultural complex concept seems to be fertile field of cross-cultural
research. This year exactly twenty years since the ground-breaking The

Cultural Complex by Singer and Thomas was released, and there is still
much to learn and investigate. In 2015 editors Catherine Crowther and Jan
Wiener released volume entitled Jungian Analysts Working Across Cultures,
in 2020 Thomas Singer published Cultural Complexes and the Soul of
America, this year 2024 it was Sulanga Sengupta who released his book
Animus, Psyche and Culture (A Jungian Revision) in Routledge. Some of new
contributions (Murray Stein, Valentina Zampieri) on this field began
question universal status of some Jungian concepts (individuation) as a
consequence of increasingly globalized psychotherapy.

What is a cultural complex? It represents energetically charged and
emotionally colored nodal points within psyches that escape the control of
the (collective, healthy) ego and can bring about a wide range of reactions,
i.e. behaviour and attitudes of a compulsive, repetitive, irrational,
stereotyped, destructive or prejudicial nature. Such group complexes have
to do with trauma, discrimination, feelings of oppression and inferiority
experienced especially in relation to some "offending groups". As Thomas
Singer observes: "group complexes litter the psychic landscapes and are as
easily detonated as the literal land mines that scatter the globe and
threaten life - especially young life - everywhere” (2004, 7).

Other characteristics of the cultural complexes are 1) resistance to efforts
at consciousness (complex remains, for the most part, unconscious); 2)
figuration as a storehouse of accumulated past experiences self-affirming
ancestral "truths" and memories; 3) used in an unconscious and
involuntary way (complexes are autonomous in their production of
simplistic points of view, and that is why, in reality, they use the members
of particular culture); 4) made of archetypal cores, e.g. ones expressing
typically human views and attitudes rooted in primordial images/ideas; 5)
generalizations out of traumatic events that took place a long time ago
(centuries or even millennia).
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Another important fact is that a particular cultural complex affects not
only one or more groups, but also individuals since "every individual swims
in a multi-leveled collective psyche that moves from the depth of the
unconscious to the consciousness and back again over many generations”
(Singer 2012, 7).

The theory of the cultural complex makes use of mythology as well. It is
because myth-(like) images symbolically describe the landscape of the
collective psyche. It was already Freud who notices relation between the
myth and psyche. For Freud, the Oedipus myth was the pre-eminent
universal cultural allegory. In his letter to Wilhelm Fliess, Freud wrote:

Can you imagine what 'endopsychic myths' are? The latest
product of my mental labor. The dim inner perception of one’s
own psychic apparatus stimulates thought illusions, which of
course are projected onto the outside and, characteristically, into
the future and the beyond. Immortality, retribution, the entire
beyond are all reflections of our psychic internal [world].
Mechugge? Psycho-mythology (Adams 2010, 20, n.6).

In contrast to Freud, Jung viewed the unconscious psyche as a repository
of universal mythology. For him mythology is "the matrix of a mythopoetic
imagination which has vanished from our rational age", which "is present
everywhere", but "both tabooed and dreaded" (Jung 1963, 188). Jung’s
disciple and critic Hillman extrapolates: "Mythology is a psychology of
antiquity. Psychology is a mythology of modernity" (Adams 2010, 90).

If the mythopoetic psyche and its mythic images constitute the most
authentic speech of human psyche, one that reaches beyond scientific and
religious language, then Jung - following Nietzsche’s thesis about the death
of the God? - diagnoses modern man’s condition as a mythlessness. As
Christopher Hauke has put it recently: "Jung emphasized how on the one
hand, modern consciousness has evolved in a specialized way thus enabling
the greatest manipulation of the world humans have even seen. On the
other hand, however, neglect of the unconscious has resulted in greatlosses
to humanity in the way that the creative potential of the psyche is, at best,

2 A notion put forth not only by Nietzsche, also authors like T.S. Eliot, W.B. Yeats,
W. Stevens and M. Arnold.
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ignored in favor of an assumption that progress may be achieved through
the application of conscious rationality alone" (2006, 54-73).

For Edinger,
(-..) human society cannot long survive unless its members are
psychologically contained within a central living myth. (...) To the
ultimate questions of human existence it provides answers which
satisfy the most developed and discriminating members of the
society. (...) It is evident to thoughtful people that Western society
no longer has a viable, functioning myth (1977, 23).

The school of the cultural complex cannot neglect collectively shared
ancient myths, e.g. the containers of collectively shared imagery which
nourish soul of a given community. Myths constitute the matrix of a
particular culture and its fundamental archetypal images. As Ronald
Schenk puts it:

Myth has to do not only with those patterns that are not seen or
spoken but with the way in which they are seen and spoken. Myth
is the very structure through which we comprehend, speak, and
act. Myth is always already lived prior to any cognizance or
consciousness, and therefore always informing that particular
cognizance or consciousness, thus never really 'known’, let alone
'changed’ or 'created’ anew (2012, 238).

An absence of living cultural myth in Europe and in the West in general
was diagnosed by Jung. This lack was also one of the reasons why Jung
considered the western psyche sick and suffering. That is why he voyaged
to "primitive" cultures in Africa and New Mexico. The absence of myth was
also one of the most discussed issues in Eranos Tagung, in which Paul van
Buren and Stanley Romaine Hopper introduced an interdisciplinary field of
theopoetics because "the clue to theologia today is poetry and the poets”
(Miller 2015, 157). In other words, for these theorists, myths can no longer
be located in theology, philosophy, science or literature, but only in poetry.
Inspired by Joseph Campbell’s ethnological and anthropological research,
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Hopper did not deviate from Jung’s ideas: "In an age of disbelief, in which
the range of disbelief is radical, the gods or rationalistic detachment are
quite as much in abeyance as the gods of conventional religion and
metaphysics" (Hopper in Miller 2015, 157).

In the following section the focus will be placed on Brazilian analyst
Roberto Gambini and the way he reads Brazilian reality. He is convinced
that "official imagery" (official mythology) is largely ideologized and thus
distorted and buried under tons of (false) fantasies (toneladas de [falsas]
fantasias) where “our origins dwell” (repousam nossas origens). Gambini
believes that under this artificial tint (produced by the colonization project)
there is a black box of Brazilian unconscious (caixa preta do inconsciente
brasileiro). For him, Brazilian collective unconscious (archetypal imagery)
remains buried and without any channeling to the conscious life of
contemporary Brazilians. For him, conscious life of contemporary
Brazilians is totally disconnected with the deeper levels of their country
and continent. Gambini attempts to look inside “black box” (caixa preta) or
to drill an artesian well (perfurar um pogo artesiano) (1999, 18) to see the
unacknowledged and emotionally charged imagery of the denied depths of
the Brazilian collective unconscious.

Re-Imaging Brazil?

History is a series of images, tales, geographies, figures, lessons. It’s not so
much fact. (Hillman 1983, 80).

[ propose to focus on those animic constituents that came to replace the
ancestral soul after its negation from 1500 onwards. [...] My main
hypothesis was that these religious men carried at the back of their minds
a certain image of Indians, basically a negative one, which corresponded
to their shadow and was projected on to them from the very beginning.
This image determined all their actions (Gambini 1998, 153).

Since the 19t century a significant part of history of ideas in Brazil has
been concerned with a search for national identity. This search had a
distinctively multi- or inter-disciplinary nature. Whereas in the 19th
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century Brazilian historians Francisco Adolfo de Varnhagen or Capistrano
de Abreu produced Eurocentric reading of Brazilian history, in the 20t
century search for true national identity started with tireless intensity:
different authors like Paulo Prado, Gilberto Freyre, Sergio Buarque de
Holanda, Plinio Salgado, Caio Prado Junior were attempting to established
the fundamentals of modern Brazilian history.3 Since then, there are has
been attempts to define Brasilidade as something distinct from European
or North-American culture. With the redemocratization (beginning in
1985, so-called 5th Republic) there has been a visible effort to incorporate
Afro-Brazilian and Indigenous elements of definition to Brazil or
Brasilidade. In recent years, there has been a growing recognition of the
importance of indigenous culture and African history in the curriculum to
promote diversity, combat racism, and provide a more comprehensive
understanding of Brazil's cultural heritage. Legislation such as the National
Curriculum Guidelines for Ethnic-Racial Relations and for Teaching Afro-
Brazilian and Indigenous History and Culture, which was introduced in
2004, has played a significant role in promoting the inclusion of these
topics in the educational system. In contrast to 19t century social sciences,
politics and education that emphasized Eurocentric perspective, today we
can observe an intense search for authentic Brasilidade. But such a search
challenges centuries-old established “truths”. Perhaps it would be
appropriate not to forget, that during all the 20th-century Brazil, there were
always cultural wars. Only in 1988 Brazil adopted the most democratic
constitution in its history so that voices of all the minorities could be heard.
In spite of that Brazil continues divided, and one can say that in Brazil there
is a cultural warfare or at least a tension.

In the 1980s it was Roberto Gambini, who - until then unprecedentedly
- began to apply Jung’s concepts to Brazilian society long before the
concept of cultural unconscious was conceived. Gambini’s dissertation
thesis at the C.G. Jung Institut (Indian Mirror, Zurich 1981) did not devote
so much attention to contemporary Brazilian society as such, but to the
official imagery surrounding the vast and nebulous "discovery" of the

3 In these concepts of “soul” is almost as frequent as the concept of “race”. These is
astrong moralist tone and tendency to define a psychology of various racial groups.
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effects of the first decades of colonization and the influence that related
imagery had on the well-being of the Brazilian soul.

Gambini not only attempts to find the "Brazilian soul" via revelation of
unacknowledged or unconscious history, myths, imagery, stereotypes
along with a recovered sense of Brazilian femininity and masculinity, but at
the same time wants to change the view of today’s Brazilians on their own
history and to reject what he calls "official imagery". Following quotes
illustrate Gambini’'s perspective that contradicts the long-time received
and institutionalized official imagery. Gambini’s vision ignites spark of
imagination when searching authentic nature of deeper levels of Brazilian
psychic life. That is why he stresses necessity to introduce a project of the
"re-imagination"” and "psychologization" of history. He believes that in this
way the ensouling of psychic life of Brazilians is possible:

To relate to the soul one needs soul, to talk to imaginal one needs
images. It will take long, too long. (...) what we can do is to work
critically upon consciousness, showing it new possibilities,
revisioning and rethinking our categories and our pseudo-
mythology. The way Brazilian history is taught is stupidly anti-
psychological, and untrue in many respects. It is high time
children learn that the country was not discovered but invaded;
that this was not no one's land, it had owners who allowed
newcomers to enter, supposing they were saviors who had come
to bring whatever was lacking. (...) The kind pedagogy that was
practiced in those times consisted in taking an Indian boy and
telling him, (...): 'Forget who you are, be ashamed of yourself and
of your original sin, leave behind all that you possess, look at me
and strive to be like me." This same proposition is still alive
between, because we are still ruled by models developed abroad,
especially models of thought. (...) All these facts have to be revised
and reinterpreted from a new perspective, so that we can find the
track along which the soul became lost" (1998, 154-156).

And elsewhere:

There is a prejudice against psychic life and there is a prejudice
against psychologization of history. It is not scientific to make
fantasies. But look at the trap: all our history is built on fantasies,
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from the very beginning. The very word discovery is incorrect. [...].
The question is the institutionalization of a certain fantasy which

serves certain domination system. I rise up against: 1) all the
official fantasies; 2) who denies that it is a fantasy and says that
other fantasies are a pure delusion. And thus, [ say: that’s enough!
[ defend a liberation of fantasy, liberation with images concerning
our history and all of us (1998, 18).4

In his original dissertation thesis Gambini worked with empirical material
consisting of "circa 200 letters written by the Jesuits between 1549 and
1963, in which they portray the new land and its native inhabitants and
report how these were handled” (2000, 35). What is relevant for Gambini’s
intended project of the "psychologization of history" is that "they [Jesuit
letters] have never been examined from a psychological point of view, as if
such an approach would have nothing relevant to offer to the
understanding of a highly complex human interaction that is at the very
root of Brazilian society” (2000, 35). These ideas are at the root of
Gambini’s idea that Brazilians should turn their eyes to the distant founding
imagery of the 16th century: "[...] my proposition is to exercise what I would
call psychologizing History: use imagination and empathy as a resource to
deconstruct all and any scene or vision erected the conqueror's
historiographic officialdom" (2000, 165).

Even though in Brazil Gambini does not seem to have followers, in the
wider world context situation it is different. Historiography itself went
through certain changes tending toward psychohistory, a trend into which
fell Freud, Jung, Erickson, and Collingwood but also Jung's admirer Arnold

4 [H]4 um preconceito contra a vida psiquica e hd& um preconceito contra a
psiquizagdo da histéria. Ndo é cientifico fazer fantasias. Mas olha s6 a arapuca: a
nossa historia é toda elaborada em cima de fantasias, desde o comeco. A palavra
descobrimento é incorreta. [...] A questdo € a oficializacdo de determinada fantasia
que interessa a certo sistema de dominagdo. Eu me insurjo contra: 1) as fantasias
oficiais; 2) quem nega que aquilo é uma fantasia e diz que as outras sao puro delirio.
Entdo eu digo: chega disso! Defendo a libertagcdo da fantasia, a libertagdo com
imagens que dizem respeito a nossa histéria e nés todos.
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J. Toynbee, who was probably the first interpreter of history who began
taking the unconscious into consideration:

As an historian, [ can speak only for myself, to my mind, Jung has
added a new dimension to history by opening up, for historians,
an entry through which they can explore the subconscious depths
of psyche. And he has, I believe, done more for history than that.
The subconscious is a subterranean river from which the springs
of all conscious activities draw their waters. The subconscious is
thus the avenue to a comprehensive to a comprehensive study of
human nature and human affairs (1956, 193).

Similarly, Erich Neumann whose efforts to introduce psychohistory is
obvious in these lines:

The old interpretation of history as a straight line, leading from
prehistory through antiquity and the Middle Ages to modern
times, is no longer accepted. It has given way to a historical
consciousness that looks upon the various coexistent and
successive cultures as individualities and not as links in a
continuous chain. The view makes it possible to do justice to the
individual character of each culture, but it is also a symptom of the
decline of the ordering principle that had hitherto enabled
European, Christian mankind to regard itself as the culmination
and climax of human development (1974, 89).

[tis not surprising that Gambini follows the same direction. In accordance
with quote above, Gambini believes that history is no more than history of
consciousness. Of course, it does not mean one cannot search for origins of
events in depths of the collective unconscious:

Soul and culture are two sides of the same coin. (...) We can no
longer understand history as separate from psyche as if it were
not ruled by myth and mentalities, or as if mentalities were not
shaped by concrete conditions of life. If both reflect each other,
they are but two forms of the same substance (2003, xii).
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Thus, it is visible that there is a line within Jungian tradition which
Gambini is following: a link between soul (both individual and collective),
culture, place and ancestry. This thesis is one of the fundaments of the
Jungian way of looking at history:

Psyche dos not live in the air, it lives in the body and in the soil.
There is a deep relation between the soil, nature and psyche. It is
necessary to enter in contact with those contents slumbering
within each of us, because if not, we will not get there. It’s time to
make a psychological revision of Brazilian history. These are no
more necessary, neither economic nor political. These were
already written. It is necessary to get to know symbols of our
history. (..) It is necessary perceive our symbols in their
appropriate psychological texture. It is necessary to rescue what
was lost collectively. It is necessary to bring on the stage
psychological dimension that should not be missing (1998, 92).5

The next chapter is an elaboration of this already mentioned idea and
constitutes a necessary introduction to a further explanation of Gambini’s
thought.

COMPLEMENTARITY: ARCHETYPAL NORTH AND SOUTH

Pressure of the shadow created the South hemisphere full of the sin. The
very shadow claimed its own territory. All the genocidal impulses,

5 A psique ndo vive no ar, ela vive num corpo e ela existe no solo. Hi uma relagao
profunda entre solo, natureza e psique. E preciso entrar em contato com esses
conteddos que estao adormecidos dentro de cada um de nds, sendo a gente nao
chega 4. Estéd na hora fazer de uma revisdo psicolégica da histéria do Brasil. Ndo
precisa mais ser econdmica ou politica, essas ja foram feitas. E preciso comecar a
conhecer os simbolos da nossa histéria. (..) E preciso que nossos simbolos
comecem a ser percebidos em sua devida tessitura psicolégica. E preciso fazer um
trabalho de resgate coletivo do que foi perdido. Trazer para a cena uma dimensao
psicoldgica que nao pode estar ausente
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activities of rapers, plunderers ... how could this be experienced in the
European Catholic World? (Dias-Gambini 1998,52) 6

Before diving deeper into Gambini’s concept I find useful examining the
idea of archetypal North and South as it is found in Brazilian analyst
Gustavo Barcellos, in Anglo-American historian Ruth Meyer or in Jung. In
his conception of 16th-century Brazil Gambini views psychological
landscape of South Atlantic as a sort of “psychic valve” or projection screen
of shadowy parts of European psyche of that time. To delve deeper into
this question, I find very important to mention other concepts or ideas that
emphasize Psyche-Geography connection. In increasingly globalized and
multicultural world, connection between Psyche and Geography open
many unsettling questions especially for therapist working in multicultural
climate (in places where the colonial past is very present).

Jung’s perspective was inconsistent with the trends of his time. Defending
Psychologie mit Seele against Psychologie ohne Seele, a position which was
also linked with his conviction about the mythlessness of the West, Jung was
deeply convinced about sickness of European souls caused by modernizing
processes. Such a profound conviction constituted the philosophical basis
of his journeys to Africa. Speaking about the Catholic Portuguese’s
obsession with "a certain image of Indians, basically a negative one, which
corresponded to their [own] shadow" (Gambini 1999, 153) Gambini
reminds us Jung’s intention to leave behind the white European psyche to
become closer to and familiarized with its unconscious "black African
psyche".

Introducing "multicultural unconscious" as one of modern fields of
Jungian study, Adams says that "it is impossible for us to understand 'Black
Africa in the White Psyche: Jung’s Contribution to Multiculturalism'
[Adams's lecture series] unless and until we understand 'White Europe in
Jung's White Psyche'. The one simply cannot be understood without the
other" (Adams 2004,149). Whereas Jung’s archetypal South was Africa, for
Portuguese 16th-century navigators it was also South America. While

6 A pressdo da sombra é que criou o hemisfério sul cheio de pecado. A prépria
sombra reivindicou um territério préprio. Todos os impulsos genocidas, a agdo dos
estupradores, dos saqueadores...como isso podia ser vivido no mundo catdlico
europeu?
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traveling to Africa, Jung’s psychic bags were packed with his own place, in
the case of the Portuguese mariners heading to Brazil it was the imagery of
paradise. In both cases it was a European psyche heading southwards.

Referring to Una Chaudhuri’s concept of Geopathology’, Adams reminds
us that "Jung suffered from geopathology [...]. He felt that Europe was sick
- or, more specifically, that the soul of Europeans was sick — and he himself
felt sick in Europe" (2004,149). When at 80 years, old Jung recalled his
feeling of displacement - both geographical and psychological - he related
how he "had often wished to be able for once to see the European from
outside, his image reflected back at him by an altogether foreign milieu"
(Jung 1963, 238). For Jung Africa was a mirror that reflected the
unconscious of white European. It seems that Adams would apply to Jung
in Africa the concept of a "black complex" of a Caucasian (1996, 120-141).
Jung wanted to be "outside”, did not want to be "imprisoned in the cultural
consciousness of the white man" (1963, 247). Jung did not only want to be
"outside" Europe. His ambition was not only to relativize cultural
consciousness and subjectivity of the white man, but also to attempt an
escape from what he considered "theopathology”, e.g. religious illness of
Europe. As he himself declared "I understand Europe, our greatest
problem, only when I see where I as a European do not fit into the world"
(Jung 1963, 247). It seems clear that Jung wanted to be displaced
geographically and psychologically, i.e. he wanted to move and live
“outside” European subjectivity and the European pathology and to
experience the collective European (African/Southern) unconsciousness in
Africa.

In his second trip to Central Africa (1925-1926) question “what is going
to happen to Jung the psychologist in the wilds of Africa?" haunted him.
Later he confessed that this question "touched every possible spot in my
own psychology" and - as Adams says - activated his European complex of
Geopathology.

For Jung it was inevitable to touch upon the question of a psychological
"change of skin color". His writings indicate the conviction that whites

7 In Chaudhuri's book Staging the Place: The Geography of Modern Drama, she
defines this term as "the idea of ill placement". In this sense Geopathology is illness
of place.
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living in Black Africa risk "going black”, which is the same as "going
primitive" or losing the white ego identity. Jung himself believed that all
these reactions represented his fear of the unconscious. Africa was a
representation of European unconscious. But why? Africans, as all people,
have a unique soul or psyche, which consists not only of images but is also
historically layered. Still, whereas the European "modern” psyche consists
of layer upon layer, the African "primitive" psyche is not as multi-layered.
The deeper one descends, the deeper layers which are reached, so that in
the deepest layers of the European psyche the "primitive" can also be
found. These unconscious depths elicit both fear and fascination in the
"modern” European. For the white European, coming to Africa means a
confrontation with his own unconscious, provoking deep-seeded nostalgia
and fear at the same time. Having considered himself superior because of a
putative rationality, the European coming to Africa in Jung’s time was not
able to realize that this rationality was "won at the expense of his vitality,
and that the primitive part of his personality is consequently condemned
to a more or less underground [e.g. unconscious] existence" (1963, 245).

Is there any possibility for compromise? This question touches Gambini’s
belief that coniunctio of Brazilian black (and indian) and white is possible.
Jung asked whether a white European living in Africa is capable of avoiding
going black, e.g. exposing the primitive and at the same time descending
into deeper layers of the unconscious? Jung believed there is such a
possibility: "If we were to relive it [barbarian state of consciousness]
naively, it would constitute a relapse to barbarism. Therefore, we prefer to
forget it. But should it appear to us again in the form of a conflict, then we
should keep it in our consciousness and test the two possibilities against
each other [..]" (1963, 246).8

Speaking about his experience in black Africa and about the European
primitive vital unconscious Jung spoke about the archetypal South, a figure
which was in Europe associated with Mediterranean (Meyer 2007, 62-64).
Jung calls Africa the image of the unconscious in light of Michael Maier’s
alchemical text Symbola Aureae Mensae Duodecium Nationum (1617), in
which the author's "mystic peregrination” leads him to Europe, America
and Africa (in this order). Jung's reaction is that Africa is "the darkest and
the most unconscious"” continent (CW14, 210, par. 276). Following Jung's
comment to Maier, the trek very much resembles Gambini's description of

8 As Adams himself asserts, Jung refuted this thesis (Adams 2004, 164).
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the imagery of the Jesuits regarding 16th-century Brazil. Both are inhabited
by devilish creatures: Pans dwelt there, as well as satyrs, dog-headed
baboons, and half-men, "besides innumerable species of wild animals."
According to certain modern views, this could hardly be improved upon as
a description of the unconscious (CW14, 211, par. 277).

Adams observes that such a description relates archetypal imagery
stemming from deeper levels of European unconscious and perhaps the
modern "superiority complex", as Jung's description, even though written
in the 1950s is "geopathologically symptomatic of the white European
imagination from the seventeenth century to the twentieth century [...]"
which means that "Africa is not (...) the unconscious. It is a place - a psycho-
geographical Rorschach, an inkblot onto which Europeans displace, or
project, their own unconscious" (2004, 158).

Almost the same observation can be found in Gambini or other Brazilian
Jungians like Barcellos and Boechat. The idea of the archetypal South as a
projection screen for European or North-American unconscious fantasies
is present also in Jung and Hillman. Adams extends this thesis to Africa as
well as to South Americana. According to Gustavo Barcellos,

Archetypal psychology has brought back this metaphor - in
particular, 'south’ - to make a major theoretical move. This move
has to do with the turning of the West-East axis into North-South
axis, which for Jungian psychology meant that we no longer had to
go East to go deep. This 'south’ was meant to be essentially the
Mediterranean culture - from Greek myths and religion to
Renaissance civilization, philosophy, and modes of living:
imaginal sources that brought sensual as well as tragic
perspectives to psychology and to psychotherapy (2012, 18-19).

Even though the roots of Jungian tradition lie in Europe and the perspective
of this tradition will be always more or less Eurocentric, its worldwide
expansion relativizes such Eurocentrism. Incidents and ideas from the very
beginning of the 21st century reminds us that Eurocentrism should detach
from the tradition that dictates equality between archetypal South and the
Mediterranean. Europeans must voyage beyond the equator. At the same
time, Jung says something similar to Gambini: whereas Gambini calls for
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the re-imagining of Brazil and Brazilian history, Barcellos calls for re-
imagining of the south:

My point here is that now, beyond Mediterranean culture, this
archetypal 'south' can be re-imagined. Brazilian South-American
syncretic polytheistic culture shines and, in itself, continues to
offer a challenge for psychology regarding 'south' as a cultural,
ethnic, and imaginal location, a region of the soul, beyond what it
has already acknowledged as 'south' (2012, 19)

As already indicated, there is a sense of polarity and complementarity
between the North and the South. This polarity appears in Jung, Hillman,
Adams as well as in Gambini. When Gambini says,

The New World is an enormous psychic escape valve for the
European shadow (1998:52) or “we have to put our history in the
context of a global psychology” (...) we are psychic complementary
part. There was a necessity of such an eruption of the shadow (53-
54) or "(...) we were already born as scapegoats of the history that
is not ours. We were born to compensate the other (1999, 55).°

he speaks about Europe-Brazil or, perhaps better, North-South not only in
archetypal but in historical complementarity as well.

Reading Brazilian Jungians, we can observe that imagery of the South is
defined and derived by that of the North. For example, Mont'Alverne
Chaves and Araujo articulate how
"Brazilian soul is 'tiger striped’, 'mestizo’, 'polytheist’, and that is why it is
the only soul that speaks in plural” when trying to define "guiding myths of
brazilian mythical imagery" (2014, 43).10 Their insights focus on the Myth

9 0 Novo mundo é uma grande valvula de escape psiquica para a sombra da
Europa" (1998:52) or "temos que colocar a nossa histéria no contexto de uma
psicologia global (..) nés somos complementares psiquicos. Havia necessidade
para a erupgdo da sombra” (53-54) or "(...) ja nascemos como bodes expiatérios de
uma histdria que ndo é nossa. Nascemos para compensar o outro.

10 "alma brasileira é 'tigrada’, 'mestica’, 'politeista’, e como tal, é uma alma que se diz
antes no plural” when defining "mitos diretores do imagindrio mitico brasileiro”
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of the Golden Age (Hesiod) and the myth of Prometheus, i.e. European
myths which are explored through many pages of their article. Moreover,
they add Brazilian mythologeme of homo novus (mitologema do homo novus

brasileiro) (61), which is also a product of European, e.g. northern
imagination. A specifically 19th-century Brazilian doctrine or ideology of
whitening (branqueamento) points in the same direction, a course which
seeks to impose the color of white skin as the only - progressively - skin
color of Brazilian. Brazil is the southern country par excellence, i.e. one
whose compensatory functions regarding the North are clearly perceptible.
In other words, the principle of the return of the repressed is readily
apparent: the repressed European shadow becomes visible.

In the next section I am going to talk about the European shadow as it was
cast on Brazil, compensatory shadowy images which are not just archetypal
but also historical. The majority of these them were present already among
16th-century Portuguese mariners and monks, but continue to play a
significant role in the Northerner's imagination:

We all know those dark projections that landed below the Equator
(the Equator, that abstract line of the spirit that does not really
equate anything): tropical-south as irrational, sexually free,
Dionysian, pagan, perverse, archetypally mother-bound due to
extravagant and extraordinary appeal of nature and climate,
instinctive, irresponsible, lazy, cannibalistic. Are these projections
still in operation? (...) My question would then be: at the verge of a
new psychological era, will psychology have the courage ('courage'
here because I mentioned 'fear') to go 'souther’, further south, to
continue imagining its fundamental imaginal direction and so leave
for a moment its focus on Greek Gods and Goddesses, its
polarization of soul into a mono or poly experience of itself, its
Mediterranean landscape and modes of thinking (...)? (Barcellos
2012, 25).
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ENACTING THE WORLD WITHOUT SIN: THE PHALLIC ADVENTURE
AND THE EMPTY FEMININE

The inquisitors were visibly the perverts voyeurs, those who suffered
from repressed obsessions (Dias-Gambini 1998, 172).11

(...) the individuating process invariably starts off by patient's becoming
conscious of their shadow, which is experienced first as the inferior
personality made up of everything that does not fit with conscious
demands. (...) Apart from personal shadow there is also the collective
shadow (...). A further aspect is that of archetypal shadow (...) (Casement
2006, 96)

The drama enacted on the Brazilian coast at the beginning of the 16th
century was an archetypal spectacle. The epochal meeting of Indian
ancestral "soul” and the northern Catholic white and European soul led by
the vision of the great project of evangelization was a gigantic psychological
clash full of massive projections. The already mentioned question
regarding the psychological (co)existence of whites - like Jung or
Schweitzer - in the black African soul as well as the modus vivendi between
the Black African and White European is present in this context. As
Gambini says:

Now, the scene we evoke in the 16th Century involved not only an
impact of conquest, but a gigantic confrontation between
consciousness and the unconscious, between rationality and non-
rationality. (...) The Brazilian soul is therefore born from a crossed
projection. As we saw, the Portuguese projection had two aspects:
the perception of the coast of Bahia, as the Paradise on Earth, and
of the Indians as children of the Devil and the very incarnation of
Evil (2000, 165-166).

11 Os inquisitores eram visivelmente os perversos voyeuristas, eles é que tinham
obsessdes reprimidas.
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These events abound in symbolism: first let’s consider the psyche of the
white "discoverers". In European Christians there was an image of a
prelapsarian Paradise that presupposed the absence of sin in Indians; one
dogmatic thesis of the highest of Christian authorities, Pope Alexander V],
declared there was no sin South of the Equator. What was sin in Europe was
tolerable below the Equator. These monumental images whose source was
in the European soul were projected onto (naked) Brazilian men and
women. And vice versa: the Indians projected their mythological imagery
onto the Europeans. 12

What is projection? First let's emphasize that "projection” or
"transference" is not an exclusively Jungian term and had existed even
before first Jung's theories were formulated. Secondly, the source of
projection is always in the unconscious, e.g. it is not an intentional process
and humans have a very limited means to control it, especially when large
masses of people are concerned (collective projection). Thirdly, what is
projected is usually what is called a "shadow". Daryl Sharp proposes
certain definitions by Jung as the most eloquent:

Projection means the expulsion of a subjective content into an
object; it is the opposite of introjection. Accordingly, it is a process
of dissimilation, by which a subjective content becomes alienated
from the subject and is, so to speak, embodied in the object. The
subject gets rid of painful, incompatible contents by projecting
them (Sharp, 1991, 62).

Through projection one can create a series of imaginary relationships that
often have little or nothing to do with the outside world.

On a collective level, it [projection] gives rise to war, scapegoating
and confrontations between political parties. Projection that takes
place in the context of a therapeutic relationship is called

12 Their Tupi-Guarani mythology predicted the appearance, from the sea, of a new
man who would show them the way to the land without evil, a reason, by the way,
for long and interminable migrations over all this vast territory. Therefore, when
the conquerors landed, the Indian imagination had already deified the arrival of
the bearer of good news (Gambini:2000, 166).
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transference or countertransference, depending on whether the
analysand or the analyst is the one projecting (62-63).

What is that which is projected? In the Jungian tradition it is usually called
a "shadow” through which projection is activated. In our case a shadow, a
hidden or unacknowledged part of the psyche, is a collective shadow
because makes part of collective psyche. When the shadow is activated "it
is charged with affect and takes on an autonomous life of its own beyond
the ego's control (..). As a clinician, one encounters a variety of shadow
phenomena which include envy, aggression, greed, laziness and jealousy"”
(Ann Casement, 2006, 94). In an ideal case, the shadow is progressively
assimilated and initiates what Jung calls "individuation".11

Gambini's interpretation has its starting point in the idea of the shadowy
Other, a European shadow cast on indigenous populations and later on
African black populations, who made up the major part of the Brazilian
population and who were in turn enslaved or exterminated. But for
Gambini such dynamics only constitute the continuation of European
dynamics:

After the conquest of Ceuta, 1415, the Europeans got rid of the
Other, of the one different from them, ousting to Moors, just like
the Crusades re-conquered Jerusalem from Turks. Catholic
Europe rid itself from pagans, the Moors, the Jews, from all that on
the outside was strange and uncontrollable. (...) But precisely
when Europe puts the exterior Other aside, the interior Other will
turn up in front of his eyes, in the Americas, as an uncomfortable
and undecipherable mirror (2000, 162).

So, the European shadow moved westward and southward, a
psychologico-historical movement that Gambini interprets in the context
of Jung's late work Adion (1999, 153). This is what can be considered the

1 Individuation is a term used to indicate a person’s potential for full psychological
development.
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starting point of his "psychologization of history". So, the "shadow" cast on
the South American continent including Brazil was a European and Judeo-
Christian shadow. It is this shadow that initiated the epochal cross-cultural
meeting and determined the collective psychology of South Americans.

The next section of this article follows Gambini’s psychological reading of
Brazilian reality based on these theses: 1) two subsequent soul-negations
(that of the indigenous and the African soul), 2) an unbalanced relation
between the masculine and the feminine, and, finally, 3) the birth of an
enormous contingent of nobodies (ninguéns). Through all these processes
the projection of the European Catholic shadow played the decisive role.

Even though local females were initially viewed as attractive and
seductive, in the end the feminine principle was devalued or "emptied"
because local women could not become identified with European Catholic
values and therefore were used only as sexual objects or mothers in the
narrow biological sense:

Portuguese men landed here with a Paradise fantasy in their
heads: attractive naked women, totally different from the self-
contained and repressed women left behind, fooling around in a
generous natural environment in which everything was permitted
and nothing punished as sinful. (...) But this dreamland, (...), was
for the exclusive enjoyment of white men and never of the Indians.
(...) An absolutely masculine and phallic historic endeavor (...).
The Portuguese brought with themselves no anima, but a fantasy
that was bound to remain unintegrated. (..) If the Portuguese
anima had been present, the relationship that was established
between the sexes would have been different and instead of a
mere mating for reproduction a psychic fusion might have
occurred. What in fact took place (...) was only biological, genetical
- but not psychological - miscegenation (Gambini:1999, 156).

The Indian woman

(-...) gets reduced just to her biological function because on the
psychological level she cannot be a mother. Why? Because she
cannot integrate her child in her ancestry (...). She is a mother, mas
what she carries as a tradition does not count. (...) she cannot exert
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her psychological motherhood fully. (...) There is no protagonism.
Na indigenous woman, the first wife, is no more a protagonist
neither in history nor in her own life. She will act as uterus, as an
arm, as a lap (...)"(Dias-Gambini 1999, 42-43).13

Thus, the deficit of the femininity indicates the empty feminine (feminino
esvaziado), a depreciated femininity, and in succeeding generations it leads
to psychological one-sidedness:

One-sidedness starts. This lack of the feminine forms deficient
character. Deficient in what sense? (...) I think that notion of self-
value starts with our mother’s love. (...) I do not use word lack, |
say “unconsciousness of his or her own value” because a person
can have his or her own value, but he or she is not aware of it. I
think that values as compassion, affability, feelings, patience,
malleability and capacity to forgive result from feminine principle.
() A mother brings her chill up as well as his or her living
conditions. Her place is a place of her child. Without her, a child
does not know who he or she is, does not know his or her value,
where is his or her place. Brazilian boy, son of Portuguese father
and Tupinamba mother did not have a place in 16t-century court,
it was a pariah, a result of an accident (Dias-Gambini 1998, 31-
32).14

13 (...) ficara reduzida apenas a sua funcdo biolégica, porque, psiquicamente, ela ndo
pode ser mae. Por qué? Porque ela ndo pode integrar o filho na sua ancestralidade
(..)- Ela é miae, mas aquilo que carrega como tradigdo nio conta. (...) ela ndo pode
exercer a plena maternidade psiquica. (...) Ndo ha protagonismo. A india, primeira
mulher, ndo é mais sujeito da histéria, nem da prépria vida. Ela vai entrar como um
ventre, como um brago, como um colo (...)."

14 [Clomega uma unilateralidade. Essa falta do feminino forma um carater manco.
Manco do qué? (...) Acho que a nogdo do valor proprio comeca com o amor da mée.
(-..) Nem uso a palavra caréncia, uso a expressao 'inconsciéncia do proprio valor’,
porque a pessoa pode até té-lo, mas ndo tem consciéncia. Acho que valores como
compaixdo, afabilidade, sentimento, paciéncia, maleabilidade e capacidade de
perdoar vém do principio feminino. (...) A mae cria o lugar e as condic¢des de vida.
0 lugar dela é o lugar do filho. Sem ela, ele ndo sabe quem é, nem o que vale, nem
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This one-sidedness is likely an aspect that still weighs upon Brazilian
collective psychology. The role of women is strong in families, whereas
their role outside the home is quite insignificant. Mapping the genealogy of
father archetype and its various social expressions, Zoja says about
northeastern Brazil:

In the poorer parts of Recife, the most frequent form of family
takes can be described as matrifocal. 'Matrifocality' refers to
family circumstances in which the father is not necessarily absent,
but where in any case he is not a decisive factor. The relationship
between mother and daughter is very strong, whereas the
relationship between father and son is quite weak (...) (225).

Gambini labels the masculine pole as "pathogenic” or "phallic™:

The naval squadrons of Vespucci, Columbus, Cortez, Pizzaro or
Cabral carried no women on the board. They were phallic
adventures, in this and in the complementary sense of being
exclusively ruled by the phallic principle of penetrating the
unknown (2000, 166-167).

For Anastacio de Paula, who echoes the previous Zoja quote, in the
psychology of a major part of Brazilian men one can find traces of the Puer
Aeternus psychology which - among many other indicators - is noted for
its adolescent sensibility and provisional lifestyle. Again, the reason for
such male social behavior is the usually absent father:

When separated from senex, puer lacks order, reflection and limits
that are necessary for one to love destiny and be guided by it
towards the creation itself. Distance from senex means distance
from the spiritual father, who offers meaning and order, and is
replaced by the mother: magic replaces logos. Puer, as Hillman
states, needs to be acknowledged by his father as so to enable

qual é o seu lugar. Um menino brasileiro, filho de pai portugués e mae tupinamba,
ndo tinha lugar na corte quinhentista, era um paria, um fruto do acaso.
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paternity in himself. This can be clearly seen in the Brazilian
reality. The absence of father (...) (2008:171-172).

In addition to unbalance between two contrasexual poles there was
another phenomenon and that is denial of non-European elements in
nascent Brazilian society:

Two civilizations meet, they join, but one of them denies the other
one.. For me, this is a sign of origin. Indigenous people are the
object of the first denial. But soon afterwards there is a second
denial, which is a denial of the black. (...). The black contingent as
well as the indigenous one cannot express themselves, their
expression is incomplete for the moment (Dias-Gambini: 1998, 63-
65).15

The resulting situation was unfortunate:

Identification with a mother figure was therefore impossible, as it
was with a father [..]. Who is this New World man, with no
parental mirror to look at, with no society to be part of? In the
words of the anthropologist Darcy Ribeiro [...] he is nobody [...] the
collective soul born from the contact between two different
traditions is but an anonymous nobody's soul someone who,
unaware of his origins and lacking roots on both sides, is
overburdened by an existentialist load (...) this growing
amorphous human mass was to be joined by the sad contingent of
African slaves, likewise uprooted from their original context and
intermixed between themselves so that cultural differences would
be levelled (Gambini, 1998, 158).

15 Duas civilizagdes se encontram, se juntam, mas uma nega a outra. Isso para mim
¢ a marca da origem. Os indios sdo o objeto da primeira negacdo. Mas logo em
seguida vem a segunda, que é a negacdo do negro. (..) O contingente negro, como
o indigena, ndo pdde se expressar ainda, sua expressao é incompleta.
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Elsewhere Gambini emphasizes: "Our hybrid nation is the child of non-
mother and of a pathogenic father, because authorized by religion itself, in
whose name the force and violence of conquest was used to free its shadow
without punishment." (Gambini, 2000, 171).

CONCLUSION: NO TRANSFORMATION IN THE PARADISE

One does not become enlightened by imagining figures of light, but by
making the darkness conscious (Jung, 1967,265)

We suffer, as a people, from a great problem: a myth of origin is lacking in
our psyche. We are ashamed of our remote past, always regarded as a
black hole, a mist, vague image (Gambini, 1999, 150)

What I consider a utopian element in Gambini’s work is his vision of natural
cross-cultural and psychological/archetypal melting or - in terms of
alchemy - coniunctio oppositorum. An alchemical synthesis embracing both
the conscious and unconscious dimension of all those who came to inhabit
Brazil and Latin America and who were already settled there before 1500:

My utopia, using an alchemist parallel, is that of extraction of the
quintessence. The Brazilian genetic breeding stock is perhaps the
richest worldwide, which guarantees future and mutation. The
genes are all intertwined, we are already united. The problem is
in our mental posture. It will not be the Constitution that will solve
it, nor anti-discriminating bills or promoters of social solidarity
laws! The possible change will only come from a heightening of
our collective conscience, through which new symbols will
emerge that will help us to assign new meanings to the concepts
of difference, mixture, fusion and inter-penetration (2000,178).

Gambini envisages a utopian image or idea of perfect fusion, equality and
melting, not only on the physical- but also on the soul-level. Even though he
speaks of a "new synthesis" as an ideal product of the 16th-century (New
World Man), such a possibility was thwarted. Yet behind such an ideal
image there is another fantasy-image lurking: the image of prelapsarian
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paradise where there is no conflict, no hardship and no suffering. Is this a
typically western nostalgic and regressive longing for Paradise?

There was a mythical time in which the masculine and feminine
principles were balanced and in harmony, but from a certain point
onwards the latter could not expand and evolve because nothing
new could be integrated. Our ancestral soul is just like this head.
It lost its body, which would correspond to the materialization of
a new synthesis after two opposing poles began to interact. As the
old body is buried, a new one is sought but no living connection is
possible. It is not the same here as with the alchemical figure of
the androgyne, (...) (1999, 162).

Is such an image Gambini’'s personal transformation-fantasy? Is such a
dream a regressive fantasy? Does he believe in a hypothetical coniunctio
oppositorum, an ideal of cross-cultural melting pot where not only bodies
but also psychological depths of totally different cultures would melt
together and would give birth to a third entity? Psychology itself admits
possibility of such transformations. In such a case, however both sides have
to acknowledge their shadow-parts as active participants:

Transformation within a relationship can only begin with an
acknowledgement that we are unconsciously projecting on to the
other person, thereby distorting the other's reality and our own.
Through the process of projection, we tend to diminish or enhance
the identity of others by presuming that we actually know the
nature and motivation of their interaction with us. (...) through
projections, we 'know' only fragments of truth (...) Therefore, the
more we can withdraw projections and recognize the reality of the
other person, the more each person is empowered and the
relationship between the two people is enhanced (Schwartz-
Salant, 1998,3).

As can be seen, Gambini's analysis identifies shadowy elements in Brazilian
psyche. In this respect he anticipated the recent concept of the cultural
complex. Nevertheless, there is a lot to criticize.
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In addition to the ideal of a total psychical blend - which I find partly
regressive - there is another element that I view in a critical light:
Gambini's too exact and clear-cut line between the good and the evil along
with an insufficient differentiation between archetypal images (femininity,
masculinity etc.) and social reality. People are mythopoetic beings who
tend to transform history into mythic images of the good-evil struggle.
Reality, however, is much more complex. For Jung the issue of good and evil
is a numinous and archetypal one transcending purely social and
psychological reality, but even if we remain in the realm of social reality, it
seems to be far removed from a clear-cut black-and-white concept. And
moreover, Jung's notes concerning good and evil contain passages in which
he rejects clear-cut definitions simply because: "good and evil are in
themselves principles, and we must bear in mind that a principle exists long
before us and extends far beyond us" (Jung 1960, 91).

Gambini's work has entered the numinous and unconscious dimension of
Brazilian and world history. Introducing Jungian concepts to the study of
history and to cultural studies offers a new and revolutionary perspective,
yet this in turn produces an extremely complex series of multiple and
sometimes mutually contradictory meanings. Gambini's longed-for,
psychically completely-blended "new man" of Brazil remains a supreme
and typically Brazilian image, yet one from which spatio-temporal and
historical reality is far removed.
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The contribution aims at religious humanism and its place in the
philosophy of Nikolai A. Berdyaev. In this regard, it presents short research
into the position of the man to emphasize the motives, such as person,
spirit, freedom, creation, God, Christianity, history, and eschatology in
Berdyaev’s philosophical thinking. The author points out the specific form
of Berdyaev’s religious humanism and the core function of freedom in the
relationship between man and God. The whole context of the presented
contribution accents Berdyaev’s view on the position of man in the world.
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Creativity

1. Na uvod o charaktere Berdajevovej filozofii v nadviznosti na
problém cloveka

Problém ¢loveka je vo filozofii Nikolaja A. Berd'ajeva dstrednou témou. Na
jej pozadi avo vztahu knej vykresluje takmer vsetky klticové motivy
svojho diela. Sam Berdajev nazval svoju filozofiu privlastkom
antropocentrickd. Vyjadril tym sdvztaznost svojho myslenia i centralny
bod jeho filozofického odkazu. Berd'ajev bol existencidlnym filozofom. Pri
definovani Cloveka zdoéraznoval Specifikum subjektivnej, teda vnatorne;j
stranky zivota Cloveka. Videl v nej priznaky mravnej hodnoty cloveka,
ktoru potvrdzuje osobnost jednotlivca. V tejto suvislosti je jeho filozofia
fenomenoldgiou duchovného Zivota ¢loveka. Okrem toho sa Berd'ajev snazil
najst zdroj tejto mravnej hodnoty, duchovnosti a slobody v ¢loveku. Nasiel
ho v Bohu. To znamena, Ze zdrojom l'udskosti je sam Boh. Berd'ajevov zapas
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o ludskost je tak priznacne vyrazny, Ze ho moZno oznacit
terminom antropodicea.

No doba, v ktorej Berd'ajev Zil a tvoril, nemala rovnaky zaujem o I'udskost.
0 charaktere svetovych udalosti pocas svojho zivota hovoril: ,,Pokdsal som
sa hladat l'udskost v najneludskejSej dobe“ (Berdajev 2005, 178).
Berd'ajev nebol filozofom utiahnutym, nedbajici na dobovy vyvoj
svetovych udalosti. Zamer svojej filozofie neustdle konfrontoval
s charakterom paralelnych udalosti vo svetovom diani. Pri ¢itani jeho diel
preto neprekvapi zvlast dominantny politicky prvok jeho myslenia. Bol
presvedceny, Ze dobové historické a politické prejavy neludskosti su
pri¢inou vyustenej krizy humanizmu, ktord ma svoj skorsi pévod uz vo
filozofickom vyvoji. Podla neho doterajSie chapanie humanizmu
nenastolilo problém Cloveka spravne.

Berd'ajev sa napriec celou svojou filozofiou snaZi identifikovat miesto
Cloveka vo svete, ktoré mu nalezi vd'aka moralnej vahe, ktort so sebou
prindSsa na tento svet. Problém cloveka je problémom ludskosti, tzn.
problémom a moZnostou kvalitativnej (moralnej) zmeny svetovej danosti.
Avsak c¢lovek az prili§ Casto zaziva vo svete presny opak. Celkom neskryto
a pévodne c¢lovek zakasa vo svete zlo. ,NajvacSmi ma trapilo zlo v Zivote
sveta a cloveka“ (Berd'ajev 2005, 129), tvrdi. Je to tragickost cloveka vo
svete. Ba Co viac, tragickym je nielen jeho vztah k svetu, ¢lovek sam je
tragickou bytostou. Vo svojom vnutri je ambivalentnou az vyslovene
paradoxnou, rozpornou bytostou. Rovnako ako dokaze demonStrovat
svoju vysku, zaroven rovnako dokaZze svedcCit v prospech svojej
prizemnosti. Clovek je teda bytostou mnohoetdZovou, t. j. skryva v sebe
viacero urovni. Je bytostou prirodnou, spolocenskou, ale najma duchovnou.
Prave duchovnost ¢loveka ma v Berd'ajevovom diele klicovy vyznam.
Stava sa tou uroviiou Cloveka, ktorej skimaniu a popisu venuje celi svoju
tvorbu. Orientdcia na duchovnost' ¢loveka kladie zretel na vnutorny zivot
jednotlivca. Cloveka odhal'uje ako subjekt. V subjektivite sa ¢lovek stava
vd'aka duchu slobodnym a moralne vysSim.

V nasledujuicich 6smych kapitolach sa budeme venovat motivom, ktoré sa
periodicky a cyklicky opakuju v Berdajevovom mysleni aktoré su
neodmyslitel'ne spité s problémom cloveka. Problém osobnosti odhal'uje
v personalistickom definovani ¢loveka moralnu vahu jednotlivca. Otazka
ducha dava do pozornosti vniitornt hibku ¢loveka. Z tej prameni schopnost
pozdvihnut sa k Bozej 'udskosti. Kapitola o slobode ukazuje cloveka ako
pritomnost’ slobody v tomto svete, priCom praktickej stranke uplatnenia
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slobody je venovana samostatnd kapitola o tvorbe. Vyjasnit problém
Berd'ajevovho chapania ¢loveka a zaroveii podat vyklad predchadzajtcich
motivov by nebolo mozné bez subezného vypracovania motivov
Boha, krestanstva a dejin, ktorym je taktieZ venovana samostatna kapitola.
Poslednym motivom predloZeného prispevku je eschatologickd perspektiva
v nadvaznosti na otazku ¢loveka.

2. Clovek a osobnost’

Personalizmus ako filozoficky smer je neodmyslitel'ne spaty s kategdriou
l'udskej osobnosti. Osobnost’ jednotlivca nas privadza pred konkrétnost,
individualnost aautondémnost kazdej l'udskej bytosti. Okrem tychto
znakov vSak Berdajev zdoraziiuje prvok univerzdlnosti, spristupneny
kazdej l'udskej osobnosti v jej vnitornom Zzivote. Ten robi z osobnosti
Cloveka jednu velkd zahadu. Poukazuje na skutocnost, Ze osobnost je
duchovnou kategdriou. Prvok univerzalnosti sa vSak odkryva individualne
osobnou formou. To so sebou nesie isté Specifikd. Aké? Predovsetkym to,
Ze Clovek je akoby ,priese¢nikom dvoch svetov“, alebo akoby v iiom boli
obsiahnuté ,dve prirodzenosti“, jedna l'udska a druhd Bozska. ,Ludska
osobnost' je bytostou teoandrickou” (Berd'ajev 1997, 38), zdoraziuje. Je to
zakladné vychodisko, zktorého nasledne vyplyvaju dalSie Specifika.
Osobnost vyjadruje boj sveta aBoha, suboj nutnosti so slobodou.
»,0sobnost nie je podobna nicomu inému na tomto svete, s nicim nemoZze
byt porovnavana akonfrontovand. Ak vstupuje do sveta, jedinec¢na
a neopakovatel'n3, jeho chod je preruseny a prindteny k zmene, hoci by to
bolo tazko postrehnutelné zvonka. Nepretrzity, staly vyvoj sveta je pre
osobnost prili§ uzky, prave preto neméze byt momentom ¢i elementom
svetovej evolucie. Jej existencia predpokladd pretrzitost, diskontinuitu
anemodze byt podrobena Ziadnej vonkaj$ej determindcii. Clovek, ako ho
pozna biolégia a spolocenské vedy, ako bytost prirodna a spolocenska je
produktom sveta a procesov, ktoré v iom prebiehaju. Ale ako osobnost nie
je dietatom sveta, je iného pdévodu. Prave to zneho ¢ini hadanku”
(Berd'ajev 1997, 20). Osobnost nema pévod v tomto svete. Neutvara sa
cestou determindcie, ktorou sa inak utvara tento svet. Osobnost ma p6vod
v duchu, a preto sa utvara v slobode. Je otvorena nekonecnu, v désledku
¢oho sa vnej spaja ,univerzum nekonetného aindividudlne zvlastne.
Osobnost ¢loveka prinasa do tohto sveta slobodu. Prichod slobody do
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sveta, kde inak vladne deterministickd nevyhnutnost, predpoklada
konflikt. V tejto stvislosti hovori Nikolaj Berd'ajevov o konflikte osobnosti

so svetovou harméniou. Pocitovanie vlastnej osobnosti upozoriuje
jednotlivca na tragicky vztah k svetu. Do popredia konfliktu vystupuje
revolu¢nost’ osobnosti. Osobnost sa nemieni poddat svetu
a prostrednictvom revolucnosti pristupuje Kk demonstracii slobody.
Osobnost je preto aktivnym odporom, veducim k vitazstvu slobody nad
svetovym determinizmom. Je to vitazstvo nad socidlnou aj prirodnou
nevyhnutnostou. Osobnost nie je hotovou danostou a permanentnou
vymoZitelnostou, ale je idedlom cloveka, o ktory sa treba pravidelne
a aktivne usilovat.

Osobnost’ je axiologickou kategoériou. Pokial hovorime o osobnosti,
vynikd moralna stranka Ccloveka. ,Doéstojnost cloveka je danad jeho
osobnostou“ (Berdajev 1997, 24), tvrdi Berd'ajev. Vyvodzuje zaroven aj
moralny zaver o osobnosti v téze, podl'a ktorej je ,[o]sobnost’ prvotnejsia
nez bytie“ (Berd'ajev 1997, 62). Bytie ako mySlienkovy konstrukt ¢loveka,
teda objektivizacia socialnej a prirodnej nevyhnutnosti ma druhotny
vyznam. Prvotny vyznam ma osobnost. Slobodu nemozno vyvodit z bytia,
ale jedine z osobnosti. V tejto suvislosti plati pre kazdd jednu osobnost, Ze
je uCelom samym osebe. Berdajev zavrsuje konflikt svetovej harmoénie
moralnou prevahou osobnosti: ,[...] jedine¢na osobnost ajej osud ma
vacsiu hodnotu, nez usporiadanie sveta, harmonia celku, abstraktné bytie*
(Berd’'ajev 1997, 66). Neopakovatel'nost jedine¢nej a konkrétnej osobnosti
¢loveka spolu s 'udskou schopnostou pocitovat utrpenie, radost’ a slobodu
stoja vysSie neZ neudrzatel'nost akéhokol'vek vSeobecného, abstraktného
aneosobného harmonického konstruktu l'udstva. ,Svetova harmonia je
falo$na a zotrocujuca idea, od ktorej je treba sa oslobodit' v mene I'udske;j
osobnosti“ (Berd'ajev 1997, 72), konstatuje.

3. Clovek a duch

Osobnost je duchovne-dusevne-telesnd. Duch ma v osobnosti rozhodujuce
miesto, pretoZe profiluje telo i dusu tym, Ze im dava formu. Ale Co je duch
samotny? V prvom rade treba povedat, Ze ducha nie je mozné v plnosti
a uplnosti definovat. Je tomu tak z niekol'’kych dovodov. Predovsetkym je
spojeny s vnutornym zivotom jednotlivého ¢loveka ako subjektu. Berd'ajev
to vyslovuje nasledovne: ,Duch je realita, ktora sa odhaluje
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v existencidlnom subjekte a jeho pomocou, realita, ktora vychadza zvnitra
anie zvonka, z objektivizovaného sveta“ (Berdajev 2006, 14). Duch je
vyhradne subjektivny; je subjektom a subjektivitou. ,V striktnom zmysle
slova mozno hovorit len o osobnom a subjektivnom duchu“ (Berdajev
2006, 39), dodava. O objektivnom duchu tvrdi, Ze nejestvuje. Preco?
PretoZe duch negeneralizuje, duch individualizuje! Duch je konkrétny,
osobny a subjektivny, a navySe oslobodzuje. To preto je vzdy inym vo
vysledku, hoci zdroj ma stale rovnaky.

Duch je nie¢im, ¢o povznasa ¢loveka nad prirodnu a spoloc¢ensku stranku
tohto sveta. Duch zd6vodiiuje moralnu kvalitu Cloveka. Ma axiologicky
charakter. V tejto suvislosti duchovny princip vo vnutri ¢loveka zjavuje
jednotlivcovi nesmiernu hibku. Jej sledovanim ¢lovek poznava moralnu
vysku. Duch je aristokraticky, tak ako neraz hovoril Berdajev. Cloveka
zuSl'achtuje a povySuje. Vlastne, je to jeho dosledok, pretoZe jeho
poOsobenie prindsa kvalitativnu zmenu svetovej danosti, tvoriva energiu,
ktora pretvara svet. Aristokraticka stranka povysuje osobnost jednotlivca
nad dejiny a prirodu. Jednotlivec musi prijat svojho ducha jeho aktivnym
uskuto¢nenim. Duch v ¢loveku teda nie je pasivnym, ale aktivnym faktorom.
Dokonca az tak aktivnym, Ze moZzno hovorit o revolu¢nosti osobnosti, za
ktori méZe duch aktord je protikladom vpomere k pasivnemu
a konzervativnemu  determinizmu  vonkajSieho  sveta. = Aktivne
uskutocnenie ducha ¢lovekom znamena preryvanost, pretrzitost vo vztahu
k vonkajSiemu svetu. Nie je zarukou kontinualnosti, ale diskontinuity; to
znamena, ze prinasa burlivy prelom do inak pokojnej nepretrzitosti chodu
svetovych udalosti. Skratka, duch nie je evoluc¢ny, ale revolucny. Objavuje sa
vo vnutri jednotlivca a nahle Ziada o svoje uskutocnenie vo vonkajSom
svete, presnejSie povedané, Ziada o prelom slobodou v deterministickom
chode vonkajSieho sveta. Len v tom sa odkryva moralna vdha osobnosti
jednotlivého cloveka.

Duch sa navyse stava expanzivnym. Chce obsiahnut, a teda zduchovniet
vSetky oblasti I'udského Zivota. Neexistuje oblast Zivota, v ktorej by sa
nemohol prejavit. Inymi slovami, neexistuje oblast, z ktorej by bola l'udska
osobnost vylicena. Ale zo vSetkého najviac netreba zabudnut najma na to,
Ze duch je slobodou. Berd'ajev to pripomina svojim vyjadrenim: ,Zakladnou
vlastnost'ou ducha je sloboda“ (Berd'ajev 2003, 29), alebo konkrétnejsie to
vyjadruje slovami: ,Duch je vSade avo vSetkom poOsobi, ale ako sila
presvetl'ujica, pretvarajica, oslobodzujica, a nie donucujica“ (Berdajev
2003, 36). Skratka, duch vnasa do vsetkého zmysel.
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Aby Berd'ajev mohol hovorit o prelome ducha do sveta, musel objasnit ako
duch zdévodiiuje prichod ,iného“ do tohto sveta. V nadvaznosti na to
Berdajev uvadza transcendenciu ducha. Teda duch napiiia osobnost
jednotlivca nadosobnym univerzalnym obsahom, ktory v nom nachadza
svoju individudlne osobni podobu. Transcendencia prostrednictvom
ducha otvara a sprostredkuava c¢loveku sféru nekonecného, ktoré sa mu
ukazuje ako vysSie v pomere k imanentnej konecnosti a uzavretosti sveta.
Transcendencia je v podstate duchovnou skiisenostou jednotlivca. Je to
prechod k transsubjektivite. K zdroju ducha. Je to vedomost c¢loveka
o hlbinnej realite, vedomost o risi ducha. Ta je protikladna k profannej
realite tohto sveta, krisi cisarovej. Netreba zabudat, Ze duch je redlnym
inac nez je redlnym svet, teda dejiny a priroda. Realita ducha je badatelna
jedine zvnutra, zatial' Co svet je postrehnutelny zvonka. Prave oba tieto
svety, resp. ri$e sa stretavaju v ¢loveku. Clovek je totizto ich prienikom.
Berdajev dokonca dochadza ktomu, Ze prave takto nastolené
antropologické vychodisko ukazuje na (nie vSak dokazuje) jestvovanie
Boha.! Duch tak patri k osobitej realite (zdroj ducha), ktorej p6sobenie vo
vnutri jednotlivca nadobtida individualne osobnu formu (désledok ducha),
¢im vytvara prvorealitu subjektu.

Berd'ajev sice odmieta jestvovanie objektivneho ducha, ale hovori
o objektivizovanom duchu. A prave v tom spociva cela tragika ducha. Duch
sa totizto modze odcudzit sebe samému, ¢im straca vsetky svoje
predpoklady avymozitelnosti, ktoré sme uviedli vySSie. Deje sa tak,
paradoxne, prostrednictvom aktivity cloveka, teda v procese objektivizdcie.
Berd'ajev viilom vyjadruje ako duch prechddza zosebe vlastnej
individualne osobnej formy, ktorou je subjektivita subjektu, do svojho
protikladu, tzn. do objektivity objektu. Duch prechodom z vnutornej sféry
jednotlivca do vonkajsej sféry sveta chladne a straca jemu vlastné znaky.
Rovnako ako sa zo subjektivity stava objektivita, sa meni aj aktivita
na pasivitu, revolucnost na konzervativnost, dynamizmus na stagnaciu,
a sloboda na nevyhnutnost. Vyjadrenie procesu objektivizacie je jednou

1V tejto suvislosti sa vyjadruje: ,[... ] ¢lovek je bytost’ patriaca k dvom svetom a nie
je mozné vtesnat ho do tohto prirodného sveta nevyhnutnosti, lebo sa
transcenduje ako bytost empiricky dana, a prejavuje slobodu, ktori nemozno
vyvodit ztohto sveta. To nedokazuje, leZ ukazuje jestvovanie Boha, kedZe
v €loveku odhal'uje duchovny princip.” Pozri (Berd'ajev 2003, 24-25).
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znajcennejSich  mySlienok v Berdajevovom  diele. = Do6sledkom
objektivizacie je otroctvo Cloveka.

4. Clovek a sloboda

,Duch je sloboda“ (Berd’ajev 2009a, 165), tvrdi Berdajev. Dalej bol
presvedceny, Ze skimanim slobody d6jdeme k duchu. Prave duch v ¢loveku
je tym, ¢o umoZiiuje ¢loveku byt naozaj slobodnym. Berd'ajevova filozofia
slobody nie je filozofiou slobodnej vole. Koncept slobodnej voéle ako
vychodisko definovania slobody odmieta. Sloboda nie je ani volbou,
naopak, ,[o]slobodenie nastava, ked’ som vol'bu vykonal a vydal sa tvorivou
cestou” (Berd'ajev 2005, 42). Rovnako nestotoziiuje slobodu s akymsi
prirodzenym stavom cloveka. A nespravne je podla neho aj vysvetlenie
slobody ako slobodnej l'ahostajnosti. Povod slobody nemoZno chapat
racionalisticky, naturalisticky alebo naturalisticko-metafyzicky. Sloboda
nie je racionalistickym konStruktom, prirodnou skuto¢nostou a ani
metafyzickym poznatkom. Pévod slobody je duchovny, a sloboda ako taka
je duchovnou a nabozenskou kategériou.

Sloboda je uizko spéta s vnititornym duchovnym Zivotom ¢loveka. Slobodu
mozno jedine pocitit' a preZit. V tej chvili poznavam ducha vo svojom vnutri.
V tej chvili viem, akym smerom sa ma formovat moja osobnost. Berd'ajev
tvrdi: ,Existuje Kklasicka definicia slobody, ktora zostava spravnou, hoci
nevystihuje tajomstvo slobody. Sloboda znamena urc¢enie zvnutra, z hlbin
a je v protiklade voci kazdému urceniu zvonka, ktoré predstavuje nutnost™,
pri¢om dalej pokracuje, ,[s]ebauréenie zvnitra znamena urc¢enie z hibky
ducha, duchovnou silou, nie silou vonkajsej prirody ani mojej vlastne;j
prirodzenosti. Ak som slobodny, potom nie som uréeny ni¢im zvonkuy,
z prirody, ktora je pre mna cudzou, a dokonca ani nie z mojej vlastnej
prirodzenosti, pretoZe som urceny zvnutra vlastnym duchovnym Zivotom,
vlastnou energiou ducha, nachadzam sa teda vo svojom vlastnom, rodnom
svete ducha“ (Berd'ajev 2009a, 171).

Sloboda nie je vyjadritelna raciondlne - racionalne vyjadrenie slobodu
rusi -, preto nie je ani statickd. Naopak suvisi s nevyjadritelnym, avsak
pozndvatel'nym tajomstvom. Sloboda je vel'mi dynamickd a prindSa novost.
Je Gzko spata s tvorivou aktivitou ¢loveka, Comu sa venujeme v nasledujucej
kapitole. Sloboda na rozdiel od bytia je nepodmienend a nezakorenend.
Vyrasta z ,,nicoho“, a teda opiera sa o nebytie a nicotu. V tejto suvislosti
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clovek dokaze, takpovediac, tvorbou z nicoho prindsat novost na tento
svet.

NavySe sloboda nie je lahka, je Cimsi tragickym v Zivote cloveka.
Tragickost' slobody je velmi doleZitym prvkom v Berd'ajevovom mysleni.
Sloboda cloveka nie je ul'ahcenim jeho Zivota, je tazka a predpoklada odpor
a vzburu. To preto sa jedine slobodna osobnost jednotlivca prejavuje
revolucne. Takyto Clovek odmietne konformizmus otroctva spoloc¢nosti,
dejin i prirody arozhodne sa mu vzdorovat napriek vedomosti, Ze ide
o burliv(, naro¢nud a nekonformn cestu Zivotom. V extrémnych pripadoch
az do takej miery, Ze slobodny jednotlivec sa méZe citit osamotenym.

Berd'ajev rozvija tragickost slobody v Zivote ¢loveka na pozadi tradic¢ne;j
Dostojevského tematiky. Tvrdi: ,To, ¢o sa nazyvalo Dostojevského
Jkrutost’, je uzko spaté sjeho vztahom kslobode. Bol kruty, pretoZe
nechcel zbavit' ¢loveka bremena slobody*, a d’alej pokracuje, ,Clovek za¢ina
tym, Ze vyhlasuje svoju slobodnu vzburu, je odhodlany znasSat vsetko
utrpenie a Sialenstvo, len aby pocitil slobodu. A zaroven tym hlada
poslednd, medznu slobodu“ (Berd'ajev 2000a, 44). A teda, kam azZ mozno
zajst, aby sloboda ¢loveka bola eSte stale slobodou, alebo eSte inak, aky je
vztah slobody k dobru azlu? Sloboda je svojbytnd, a preto ju nemozno
stotoznovat s dobrom absoldtne. Jednoducho, nemozno cloveka prinutit
k dobru, pretoze potom sa z dobra stava zlo. V tomto vztahu je sice dobro,
ale chyba sloboda. Clovek prestava byt slobodnym v dobre a zadina byt
nutenym v dobre. V tejto suvislosti je slobodné dobro jedinou cestou
slobody, av$ak sloboda dobra predpoklada aj slobodu zla, v tom je cela
tragika. Sloboda k dobru je stale eSte slobodou, ale sloboda k zlu ju uz
podpiera. Tuto tragicka dialektiku odhal'uje Berd'ajev u Dostojevského
a nechava sa fou inSpirovat pri vysvetleni slobody cloveka.

V bezprostredne predchadzajicich riadkoch sme hovorili otom, Ze
vnutorny zivot Cloveka je v otdzke slobody postaveny pred dramatickost
a tragickost existencie jednotlivca. V tejto suvislosti Berdajev odmieta
chapanie slobody ako prava cloveka, ktoré tak ¢asto zdoraznovali liberalj,
pretoze v slobode videli ul'ahcenie Zivota pred hrozbou obmedzovania so
strany Statu a spoloc¢nosti. Postoj jednotlivca k vlastnej slobode a slobode
ostatnych osobnosti sa preto musi stat jeho povinnostou. ,Sloboda
osobnosti je povinnostou, splnenym poslanim, realizaciou BoZej idei
v ¢loveku, odpoved na Boziu vyzvu“ (Berdajev 1997, 41). Sloboda ako
povinnost je motiv, ku ktorému sa Berd'ajev vracia na viacerych miestach
svojich diel. Reaguje na politicki snahu zakotvit ludski slobodu
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v politickych a pravnych deklaracidch asvojou kritikou upozoriiuje, Ze
takéto deklaracie nemézu byt len deklarovanim prav ¢loveka a obcana,
pretoZe su Cisto formalne. Naopak kazda budica podobna deklaracia musi
byt aj deklardciou povinnosti ¢loveka a obCana. Prava povaha slobody tak
podla Berd'ajeva nespociva v autondmii; to znamena, sloboda nie je len
mojim osobnym pravom a vol'nostou mojej osoby, ktorej sa raz mézem
vzdat' a inokedy sa k nej navonok prihlasim, naopak, sloboda je teonomia.
Je to moja povolanost voci BoZej vyzve, adresovanej Bohom mne
i ostatnym osobnostiam. To znamen3, objavit a vidiet' v sebe i ostatnych
moralnu vysku, ktora je prejavom BoZej vyzvy ,bud slobodnym ¢lovekom.“
s2Ludské prava predpokladaju povinnost tieto prava ctit. Pri realizacii
I'udskych prav tak nie st najdélezitejSie vlastné pravne naroky, ale ucta
k pravam iného, ctit si ich v kaZdom l'udskom obraze. Je to teda povinnost
Cloveka kcloveku acloveka kBohu“ (Berdajev 2004a, 86).2 Vyznam
konceptu slobody ako povinnosti umociiuje tym, Ze poziadavka ,bud
slobodnym ¢lovekom* a chapat ostatné osobnosti ako slobodné vedie cez
Boha. D4 sa povedat, Ze je to BoZie o¢akavanie. Takéto BoZie o¢akavanie
zaroven vyjadruje vSeobecny zmysel I'udského bytia a zmysel existencie
kazdej osobnosti. Clovek je teda Bohom povolany k slobode. Av$ak Boh k
napliiovaniu tejto vyzvy nepristupuje nasilne as donudtenim. Nenuti
Cloveka byt slobodnym za kazdi cenu. Naopak kslobode ¢loveka
pristupuje s milosrdnym reSpektom voci ¢loveku (bliZsie sa tomuto motivu
venujeme v kapitole o Cloveku a krestanstve). Z pohl'adu jednotlivého
Cloveka sa uvedomenie svojej najvy$Sej povolanosti ,byt slobodnym®
vyjavuje v aktivacii l'udskej schopnosti tvorit.

5. Clovek a tvorba

V texte Berd'ajevovych diel je v ramci problematiky ¢loveka mimoriadne
napadna a neoddelitel'ne suvisla nadvaznost Styroch motivov. Suvislost
motivov osobnosti, ducha a slobody ma svoje praktické vyustenie v
problematike tvorby.

Tvorba hra vyznamnu ulohu v postaveni Cloveka vo svete. Tvorba je
zmyslom l'udského bytia, ale najma zmyslom existencie kazdého jednotlivého
Cloveka. Tvorivy ¢lovek je slobodnym ¢lovekom. Boh o¢akava od ¢loveka

2 Takisto d'alej pozri napr. (Berdajev 2003, 77) a taktiez (Berdajev 1997, 41 a
nasl.).
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tvorivii odpoved. Clovek ma na zemi tvorivé poslanie. Boh svet stvoril,
avsak ¢lovek ho méze d'alej pretvarat svojou tvorivou silou. NavySe tvorba
je uzko spita so slobodou. Tvorba je emandcia slobody. Dokonca aZ do takej
miery, Ze Berd'ajev hovori o ,tvorbe z nicoho“. TakZe by sa dalo povedat,
Ze zmyslom l'udského bytia a existencie kazdého jednotlivého cloveka
je byt slobodnym a tvorivym. Je to takpovediac pozitivne vyjadreny
zavizok c¢loveka voc¢i Bohu a zdroveri ocakdvanie Boha od cloveka.
Mozno ist eSte hlbSie a tvrdit, Ze zmysel existencie ¢loveka sa nachadza
v Bohu. Napriklad, Berd'ajev hovori o ,vedomi zavazku voc¢i Bohu byt
slobodnou bytostou“ (Berd'ajev 2003, 77) alebo zdo6raziuje, Ze ,[t]vorba je
odpoved’ou na volanie Boha“ (Berd’ajev 2005, 174). Tvorba je aktivnym
prejavom slobody, naopak pasivita ¢loveka prinasa jeho otroctvo.

Tvorba cloveka sice oslobodzuje, avSak vysledok tvorby nikdy nie je
totoZny so zdmerom a aktom tvorby. Teda vysledok tvorby sa na nich
nepodoba. Existuje medzi nimi tragicky vztah. ,Tvorba predstavuje vzlet,
vitazstvo nad tiaZzou tohto predmetného sveta, nad determinizmom,
vysledok tvorby uz znamena tiahnutie dolu, klesanie. Tvorivy €in, tvorivy
oheni patri do riSe subjektivity, vysledok tvorby vSak patri do riSe
objektivity” (Berd'ajev 1997, 102). V tvorbe teda nejde o dokonalost' tak,
ako sa o to pokusal klasicizmus. V tejto suvislosti mal romantizmus pravdu,
ked’ hovoril o nedostato¢nosti vysledku tvorby. Slovom, vo vysledku tvorby
sa nevyCerpava subjektivita tvorcu. Vysledok tvorby vznikol
objektivizaciou, teda je objektom a sucastou vonkajSieho sveta. Preto
zmyslom tvorby nie je jej vysledok. Namiesto toho tvorba zdoraziuje
schopnost osobnosti Cloveka vzdorovat otroctvu svetu a objektivizacii
i panujicej svetovej nutnosti. Zmyslom tvorby je neustdla premena sveta.
Clovek sa takto podiela na vytvarani kulttry a civilizacie. Avsak takato
tvorba je symbolickd, pretoze nemeni samu podstatu determinizmu
a objektivizmu sveta. Skuto¢nd, a teda realistickd tvorba vedie ku koncu
deterministického a objektivistického sveta aotvara svet slobody.
Samozrejme, takéto nastolenie tvorby ma svoje vyustenie v metafyzickej
stranke veci, v Kktorej sa pomocou tvorby aktivuje v nej zakotveny
eschatologicky moment, ktory vyvadza ¢loveka z moci dejin a prirody, teda
z determinizmu, nutnosti a objektivizacie tohto sveta smerom k slobode.
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6. Clovek a Boh

Otazky osobnosti, ducha, slobody a tvorby su v Berd'ajevovom diele tizko
prepojené s otazkou Boha. Hovorili sme dokonca o zmysle I'udského bytia
a existencie jednotlivca, ktorym je sloboda a tvorba. Oba tieto zmysly st
zjednotené Bohom, pretoZe st samym ocakavanim Boha, ktoré adresuje
Cloveku. Koniec koncov Berdajev otvorene hovori: ,Boh je zmyslom
I'udskej existencie“ (Berd'ajev 1997, 72).

V tejto suvislosti hl'ada Berd'ajev odpoved’ na otazku: Aky je Boh? Aky je
v skutocnosti Jeho vztah k ¢loveku? Je snad’ Boh vladnuci pan a ¢lovek len
jeho podriadenym otrokom, alebo je ich vztah uvolneny a vyplneny
slobodou? Na prvu otazku odpoveda odmietnutim antropomorfizdcie Boha.
Poukazuje pritom na skuto¢nost, Ze ,[¢]lovek tvori Boha podla obrazu
svojho a vklada do Boha zo svojej povahy to najlepSie, ale zarovei aj to
najhorsie” (Berd'ajev 1997, 67). Na druhej strane takisto odmieta, aby
vztah Boha a ¢loveka bol definovany socidlnymi kateg6riami moci, BoZieho
panovania a I'udského podriad’ovania sa. Svoje odmietnutie sociomorfizdcie
vztahu Boha a ¢loveka odovodiiuje nasledovne: ,Boh nevlddne Ziadnou
mocou, nema vo6lu kmoci, nepotrebuje otrocké uctievanie nejakého
nevol'nika. Boh je sloboda, je osloboditel'om, a nie PAnom*“ (Berd'ajev 1997,
68). Tento Berdajevov postoj je osobitnym typom ,mystického
anarchizmu®, ktory vysvetluje slovami: ,Aj teraz som mystickym
anarchistom vzmysle, Ze Boh je pre mna predovsetkym sloboda
avysloboditel' zo zajatia sveta, Bozie kralovstvo je riSou slobody
a bezvladia“ (Berd'ajev 2005, 121-122).

Avsak skutocny kontakta clovek s Bohom je stykom dvoch subjektov, dvoch
osobnosti. Boh je rovnako ako ¢lovek subjektom disponujicim existenciou.
Boh teda podl'a Berd'ajeva nie je vecou abstraktného myslenia. Nemozno
na neho vztahovat racionalne myslenie, atakisto nemoZno vytvorit
ontologiu Boha. Boh nie je bytim a ani esenciou. Boh je existencia, subjekt,
duch a osobnost. Preto Boh nie je nijakym neosobnym alebo vSeobecnym
vonkaj$im principom anie je ani statickou a sebestacnou bytostou, ¢i
dokonca prozretel'nostou. Naopak ,Clovek ma potrebu Boha a Boh ma
potrebu cloveka“ (Berd'ajev 2003, 26), tvrdi. Preto vztah ¢cloveka s Bohom
je vzdjomnym i vnutornym a realizuje sa v duchu a slobodne. Pretoze ide
o stretnutie dvoch osobnosti, moZno hovorit o dramatickom, teda
dynamickom priebehu tohto vzajomného stretnutia. Takyto vztah je
jedine¢nym, a preto ho nemozno pojmovo vyjadrit vSeobecne pristupnou
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cestou. Ide oduchovni skiusenost Cloveka, ktora je jedinecna
a postihnutel'na len v jeho vnutri.

Vzajomnost ¢loveka a Boha usti v Berd'ajevovom poznani o ludskosti
Boha a BozZskom v ¢loveku. K tomu vSak dodava: ,Paradox je v tom, Ze vysSia
l'udskost je bozska, a zaroven je to odhodlanie ¢loveka v I'udskosti. [...] bolo
by mozné povedat, Ze Boh je I'udsky a ¢lovek nel'udsky“ (Berd'ajev 2003,
26). Ludskost je pre Berd'ajeva predovSetkym moralne vyssia, teda Bozia
kvalita. Cloveku so vietkymi jeho rozpormi je vlastna skér nel'udskost. To,
Ze sa v Cloveku objavuje 'udskost’ je odhalenim vyssieho v ¢lovekuy, je to
odhalenie BoZieho obrazu v ¢loveku.3 Ludskost nie je automatickym
prejavom cloveka. Prejav I'udskosti je vy$Sim, teda duchovnym prvkom
v ¢loveku. Je to duchovné vypitie sa ¢loveka. Clovek preto nemoZe byt
uzavrety v sebe samom a ani nemozno Ziadat' sebesta¢nost’ ¢loveka. Clovek
vZzdy musi transcendovat k niecomu vys$Siemu. V tejto suvislosti hovori
Berd'ajev o teoandrizme, t. j. o nevyhnutnom vyjadreni BoZského prvku
v Cloveku. Tato myslienka je aj jadrom jeho ndboZenského humanizmu.*
Berd'ajev vSak dava vSetkym predstavenym uvahdm ramec v idei
bohoclovecenskej l'udskosti.

7. Clovek a krestanstvo

Berd'ajev bol presvedceny, Ze krestanstvo vnieslo do dejin filozofického
myslenia osobitny pohl'ad na cloveka, ktory dovtedy nebolo mozné najst
ani v antickom Grécku ¢i Rime. Na margo toho sa vyjadruje: ,Cesta slobody
je cestou nového Cloveka krestanskej epochy. Anticky Clovek ani Clovek
starovekého vychodu ju nepoznali, boli stale sptutany nutnostou, prirodou,
vydani napospas osudu. Tuto slobodu, prvi a poslednu slobodu, dalo
¢loveku jedine krestanstvo“ (Berd'ajev 20004, 47). Tento moment by vSak
nebol natol'ko dolezitym, ak by neprinasal dolezité désledky pre ¢loveka.
Dokonca tvrdi, Ze krestanstvo je antropocentrické. Sustred’uje sa na
Cloveka a v tomto zmysle je aj personalizmom. Krestanstvo prinasa pravdu,
ktorou ¢loveka oslobodzuje. Ako tomu mozZno rozumiet'...

Dobre zndme evanjelijné ,,Poznajte pravdu a pravda Vas oslobodi“ podla
Berd’ajeva hovori o inom neZ o dogmatickom chapani pravdy. Pravda sa

3 K tomu pozri (Berd'ajev 1997, 70).
4 Tato myslienku vyjadruje vel'mi struc¢ne slovami: ,Viera v ¢loveka, v l'udskost' je
vierou v Boha, a nevyZaduje mat ildzie o ¢loveku” (Berd'ajev 2005, 176).
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obvykle chape ako nieco, ¢o je treba napriek vSetkému uznat’ a podriadit sa
jej. IsteZe, takéto chapanie pravdy podporuje jej nasilné vynucovanie bez
potreby d’alsich kritérii. V tom spociva bezohl'adnost pravdy. Avsak pravda
v suvislosti s krestanstvom po6sobi uplne inak; jej ulohou je cloveka
oslobodit, a nie podriad'ovat si ho silou. Cloveka ma zohl'adtiovat a chapat,
anie byt vo¢i nemu bezohl'adna. Pokial ide o krestanstvo tu moZno hovorit
o celkom inej pravde. Berd'ajev pise: ,Pre krestanstvo je pravda aj Cesta
a Zivot. Nielen poskytuje slobodu, ale sa aj zjavuje v slobode. Pravda
potrebuje slobodu. Krestanstvo ako prvé skutoCne utvrdzuje slobodu
ducha. Pravda o slobode bola specatena krvou mucenikov. Krestanstvo je
naboZenstvom ukrizovanej pravdy. UkriZovana pravda nentiti, je obratena
k slobode. Abolo zradou krestanstva, ked Kkrestanskd pravdu chceli
zavadzat pod natlakom“ (Berd'ajev 2003, 78). Pravda nemoéZe od ¢loveka
ocakavat, ze bude slobodny, nemoéze slobodu ¢loveku nanttit’. Clovek ¢asto
uteka pred slobodou. Clovek sa vyhyba nepohode arads$ej uprednostni
pohodlnost pred tragickou cestou slobody. Na druhej strane ¢lovek nazyva
slobodou to, ¢o slobodou v skuto¢nosti nie je. Takudto ,slobodu“ potom
ziada od Boha. Ale prava povaha slobody nespociva v tom, Ze Clovek Cosi
ziada od Boha, ale v tom, ¢o Ziada od ¢loveka Boh. ,Sloboda nemoZze byt
vysledkom donttenia, aj keby to bolo BoZie donttenie” (Berd'ajev 2009a,
177), tvrdi.

Krestanstvo podl'a Berd'ajeva upozoriiuje na skuto¢nost, Ze Boh nenuti
Cloveka, aby sa stal slobodnym. Naopak Boh sice na ¢loveka kladie svoje
ocCakavanie, aby sa stal slobodnym, avsSak ¢loveka chape a zohl'adiuje,
a preto je vo¢i nemu milosrdnym. Neziada slobodu len od ¢loveka, On sam
pristupuje k ¢loveku slobodne. V tejto suvislosti dodava: ,Zdroj slobody
Cloveka sa nachadza v Bohu, avSak nie v Bohu Otcu, ale v Bohu Synu. Syn
totiz nie je Boh, ale aj ¢lovek, absolutny ¢lovek, duchovny clovek, odveky
Clovek” (Berd'ajev 2009a, 189). Berd'ajev sa snazi vyjadrit, Ze prichodom
Krista dochadza ksplynutiu slobody a milosrdenstva. Aby sme plne
pochopili, o Com tu Berd'ajev hovori, musime si pripomenut, Ze rozliSuje
dve zakladné slobody (prvotna a posledna sloboda), ku ktorym pridava
tretiu slobodu, zvestovanu v krestanstve. Prvotna sloboda je vychodiskom
a cestou. Sloboda sa tu prejavuje ako schopnost cloveka, ktora mu
sprostredkuje nekone¢né mnoZstvo potencionalne realizovatel'nych
moznosti, z ktorych si niektoré zvoli a nasledne ich realizuje. V prvotne;j
slobode ako takej sa nenachadza Ziadna garancia, Ze sa clovek vyda
spravnou Zivotnou cestou. Skratka, rovnako si mozno zvolit dobro ako aj
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zlo so vSetkymi ich nasledkami. Preto je tu pritomné vel'ké riziko, Ze takato
sloboda privedie ¢loveka zlym smerom a ¢lovek skonéi v otroctve nutnosti.
Je to prirodzené, pretoZe prvotna sloboda nema v sebe zabudované Ziadne
kritérium, ktoré orientuje jednotlivca smerom k oslobodeniu. MozZnost
vol'by nie je nicim obmedzena. Takato sloboda ma v sebe skor anarchistické
Crty. Druhd, posledna sloboda predstavuje koniec putovania a ciel. Je
hodnotou, pravdou a dobrom, ktoré orientuje na seba kazdé I'udské usilie.
Skuto¢nym odhalenim tejto slobody je, Ze v dosledkoch pdsobi ako nutnost
a Cloveka vhana do stavu otroctva. Tato sloboda ma v sebe autoritarske
Crty. Druha sloboda orientuje Zivot jednotlivca, ale zaroven odmieta jeho
moznost slobodnej volby, ato vmene predstavenych hodnét, pravd
a dobier. Na tomto vychodisku sa zakladali, napriklad, teokracie a sovietsky
komunizmus. Odhalenim oboch slobod Berd'ajev dochadza k zaveru, Ze
v nich posobi zvlaStna dialektika, ktora ich premiefia v pravy opak. Tym
padom, namiesto dosahovania slibenej slobody sa dosahuje pdvodne
skryté otroctvo. V socidlnych dosledkoch vedie prvotna sloboda ku
konfliktu a rozpadu, zatial' ¢o druha sloboda vedie k prehnanej a nasilnej
ochote podriadit vSetko vyty¢enému socidlnemu poriadku, ato aj za
akukol'vek cenu. Tymito vysvetleniami odhal'uje Berd'ajev uskutoc¢iiovanie
slobody v doterajSom svetovom diani: ,Tragédia svetovych dejin je
tragédiou slobody, vznika zjej vnuatornej dialektiky, zjej schopnosti
premenit sa na svoj vlastny protiklad“ (Berd'ajev 20093, 186).

Avsak Berdajev hovori aj o tretej podobe slobody. Ta je podla neho
rieSenim predstaveného problému. Je obsiahnutd v krestanstve
a vychodisko nachadza v milosrdenstve. ,Kristova milost vlieva svetlo do
slobody zvnutra bez nasilia a vonkajSieho donucovania. Kristova pravda,
ktora nas oslobodi, nie je voci nikomu nasilnd aani nikoho nenti,
nepodoba sa pravdam tohto sveta, ktoré svet nasilne organizuji a ¢loveka
zbavujd slobody ducha. Kristovo svetlo prenika iracionalnou temnotou
slobody bez toho, aby ju obmedzovalo zvonka. Milost' Kristova znamena
prekonanie zlej slobody a dobrej nutnosti. Tajomstvom krestanstva ako
nabozenstva, v ktorom sa zjavuje bohoclovecenstvo, je predovSetkym
tajomstvom slobody” (Berd'ajev 2009a, 187). Teda krestanstvo sa snazi
pol'udstit Bozskost slobody, je chapavou a milosrdnou poziadavkou
Bozieho ocakavania, aby bol ¢lovek slobodnou bytostou. Vysledkom je
zhicenie slobody ¢loveka so slobodou Boha. To potvrdzuje vztah Boha
a ¢loveka ako vztah dvoch osobnosti v slobode ducha.
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8. Clovek a dejiny

Hovorili sme o zmysle cloveka. AKky je vSak zmysel tohto sveta, a zvlast jeho
dejin? Pokial hovorime o svete, Berdajev vnima jeho nezmyselnost
a absurdnost. ,Ak si na okamih predstavite sebestatnost sveta, napr.
sebestacnost pohybujicej sa hmoty ako prazakladu, budete ohromeni
nepochopitel'nostou, nezmyselnostou, tmou, nerealizovatelnostou takého
sveta v mysleni“ (Berd’ajev 2003, 25), pise. Co viak dejiny? Dejiny podla
neho nemaju urcity a jednotiaci zmysel, zahrnuty v nich samych, a tym by
vytycoval ucel ich nevyhnutného smerovania. Hovori o chapani dejin ,len
ako nejakého vonkajSieho zretazenia fenoménov, nemajicich Ziadnu
jednotiacu rovinu ani vnitorny zmysel. Je to vonkajsi empiricky svet, nizsia
skutoCnost, nizsi poriadok, ktory je treba prekonat’ [...]“ (Berd'ajev 1995,
31). Preto jedinym zmyslom vztahu cloveka a dejin je ich prekondvanie,
odpoveda Berdajev. AvSak takto eSte nie je kompletne vyjadreny vztah
Cloveka a dejin, pretoZe prekondvat treba vzidy smerom k nieCcomu. Do
tohto vztahu musi prenikndt duch, ktory orientuje Cloveka v dejinach,
v opacnom pripade hrozi, Ze dejiny nemilosrdne strhnu ¢loveka a odcudzia
samu. Preto Berd'ajev d’alej pokracuje v uvadzanej myslienke: ,[...] ktorého
sa treba zbavit' [dejin ako niZSieho poriadku] preto, aby sme sa dostali
k metafyzickej pravde, k vy$§iemu duchovnému svetu, v ktorom vladne
skuto¢na duchovnost® (Berdajev 1995, 31-32). V dejinach samych tak
nemozno realizovat im vlastny jednotiaci zmysel. Zmysel dejin tak nemoze
byt obsiahnuty v ich vnutri. Zmysel dejin nemoZzno najst v dejinnom case.
Tento zmysel lezi za hranicami ¢asu dejinného, v eschatologickej
perspektive. Berd'ajev preto pripomina, Ze zmysel dejin moZno naplnit len
za ich hranicami, hranice vSak treba vzdy prekonavat.

Na inom mieste iného diela hovori o dejindch nasledovne: ,Dejiny
prebiehajii s nami a v nas, a my ich mbzeme uchopit’ v hibke ducha. Ale na
druhej strane v dejinach prebieha odcudzenie nasSej prirodzenosti a ducha.
Histéria sa pre nas stava osudom, pdsobi ako cudzia a nel'itostnd sila,
v ktorej nie je nasa sloboda.“, pricom, ,[d]ejiny nechci poznat l'udsku
osobnost. Nasa l'udska duchovnost sa stavia, proti dejindm, ona nas chrani
pred mocou dejin, voci ¢loveku nel'itostnou a krutou“ (Berd'ajev 2006, 46-
47). Ako si mozno vSimnut na predchadzajicom tvrdeni, problémom dejin
je nielen to, Ze nemaju inherentny jednotiaci zmysel, ale najma to, ze sa
v nich ¢lovek odcudzuje sebe samému, tzn. Ze v nich nemozno realizovat
Cloveka v plnosti a Uplnosti. Dejiny sa ¢loveku stavaju jeho odcudzenym
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osudom, ktory jednotlivca moéze strhnat a determinovat podobu jeho
Zivota. Problematickou je v tejto suvislosti najma skutocnost, Ze dejiny su
l'udskym dielom, avS§ak momentom ich vytvorenia si Ziji akoby vlastnym
Zivotom, tzn. v désledkoch posobia neosobne a nel'udsky. Inymi slovami, na
jednej strane tu mame Cloveka a subjektivneho ducha, na druhej strane tu
mame dejiny, v ktorych subjektivny duch prechadza zo subjektivnej,
intimnej a vnutornej sféry jednotlivca do objektivnej, verejnej a vonkajsej
sféry dejin. Je to prechod z riSe slobody do riSe nevyhnutnosti, ktory méze
jedine znamenat, Ze z revolu¢ného sa stava konzervativne, dynamika sa
meni na statiku, otvoreny pristup ktranscendentnosti sa uzatvara
vimanentnosti. P6vodna horlivost ducha so vSetkymi znakmi, ktoré k
nemu patria - a ktoré sme uvadzali v kapitole o vztahu cloveka a ducha -
chladne a jeho znaky sa premieniaju v procese objektivizdcie do dejin. Takto
objektivizovany duch posobi spitne z dejin na jednotlivca a podriad’uje si
ho mocou, ktorou ho dejiny vybavuju. Prienik ducha do dejin so sebou nesie
nebezpelenstvo otroctva historizmu, v ktorom ,[¢]lovek je pripraveny
uctievat' dejinnd nutnost, dejinny osud a vidiet viiom Bozie konanie“
(Berd'ajev 1997, 204). Berd'ajev tymto vysvetluje ako vznika a pdsobi moc
dejin. Moralna degradacia cloveka hrozi vtedy, ak jednotlivec podl'ahne
tejto moci. Tym, Ze zabudne na seba a vnitornu hibku ducha sa vel'mi 'ahko
dostava do otroctva dejin. Takyto clovek sa uZ neprejavuje slobodne,
pretoZe je strhnuty deterministickym vyrom dejinnej nutnosti. Treba si
vSak uvedomit, Ze vySka Cloveka nespociva v ochote podriadovat sa
dejindm, ale preryvano, pretrzito im vzdorovat navratom k povodnosti
a hibke ducha vo svojom vnitri. Len takto sa moZe prejavit revolu¢nost
osobnosti, ktora vzdoruje dejinam, a len takto ¢lovek demonstruje svoju
moralnu vysku.

Berd'ajev reaguje aj na problém doterajsSieho I'udského tusilia uskutocnit
humanizmus v dejinach. VS§imol si pritom, Ze snaha o humannu a l'udsku
(teda dokonald) spolocnost konc¢i humannou katastrofou. To, ¢o malo
povodne potvrdit Cloveka, sa kon¢i jeho velkym popretim. Inymi slovami,
to, o malo byt humadanne, sa v skuto¢nosti meni na antihumanne. Tuto
mySlienku pomentuva terminom vnitornd existencidlna dialektika
humanizmu. Pripomina ju vo viacerych svojich dielach, avsak v knihe Ruska
idea o nej pise: ,[...] v dosledku urcitej vnutornej existencialnej dialektiky
sa humanizmus stdva antihumanizmom a sebautvrdenie c¢loveka vedie
k popretiu cloveka. Kone¢nym bodom tejto dialektiky sa v Rusku stal
komunizmus. Aj on mal humanitarne zdroje - chcel bojovat za
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vyslobodenie cloveka zotroctva. Ale nakoniec sa socidlny kolektiv,
v ktorom malo déjst k oslobodeniu ¢loveka od vykoristovania a natlaku,
stava zotrocovatel'om I'udskej osobnosti“ (Berd'ajev 2002, 90).

Svetové udalosti prvej polovice dvadsiateho storocia v Berd'ajevovi budili
obavy obuddcnost humanity. ,Svet preZiva nebezpecfenstvo
dehumanizacie I'udského Zivota, dehumanizacia samého cloveka. Sama
existencia Cloveka sa ocita v nebezpecenstve zo strany vSetkych procesov
prebiehajicich vo svete. Odporovat tomuto nebezpecenstvu médze len
duchovne pevny Clovek” (Berdajev 2004c, 195). Podl'a neho sa v tomto
obdobi ,[d]emaskuje aodhaluje podstata humanizmu, ktory predtym
vyzeral tak neSkodne a usl'achtilo. Ak nie je Boha, potom nie je ani ¢cloveka
- to je objav naSej doby“ (Berdajev 2004b, 25). Sekularizovany
humanizmus azneho vyvstavajuca zdanlivo neutrdlna humanisticka
kultdra, zdoraznuje svojbytnost a sebestacnost cloveka. ,Takto
dospievame k uplnej prazdnote“, odpoveda Berdajev a zaroven dodava:
,Clovek je pozbaveny akéhokolvek obsahu, nema sa uZ kc¢omu
pozdvihnut“ (Berd'ajev 2004b, 25). Uvedené tvrdenia tvoria jadro jeho
kritiky - kritika, z ktorej vychaddza pri formulacii nabozenského
humanizmu - humanizmu. Obvinuje ho z vnitornej prazdnoty. V podstate
takyto humanizmus nerieSi ni¢ konkrétne v prospech Cloveka, iba ho
svojou abstraktnostou, ktora v skutocnosti znamena prazdnotu, popiera.
Tuato chybu identifikuje Berd'ajev uz v samotnych korenoch novovekého
humanizmu. Najva¢$i nedostatok preto vidi vrenesanénom obrate
k prirode aantike. Takyto obrat dal sice priechod slobode a tvorivej
I'udskej schopnosti, avSak ¢loveka zdoraznil iba ako prirodnu bytost, ¢im
nenadviazal na stredoveky akcent na cloveka ako bytost duchovnu. To
malo za nasledok, paradoxne, obmedzenie slobody a tvorivej l'udskej
Cinnosti. Vramci nej sa teda nezdoéraznil vnutorny prvok duchovnosti
vnutorného zivota ¢loveka, ale ¢loveka ,vzdialil vnitornému zmyslu Zivota,
jeho BoZskému zaloZeniu, najhlbsim zakladom l'udskej prirodzenosti. Ze by
bol ¢lovek stvoreny na obraz Bozi, Ze by sa v lom zracila Bozska bytost,
humanizmus popiera“ (Berd'ajev 1995, 102-103). Humanizmus sa sice
snazi pozdvihnut Cloveka, ale na druhej strane je jeho obmedzenie sa na
prirodnu existenciu Cloveka nespravne, pretoze cloveku upiera jeho
skutoCne vysSiu, duchovnt, nebesku, Bozskud podstatu. V tejto suvislosti
humanizmus chapal ¢loveka jedine ako bytost pozemsku. V tejto suvislosti
zastaval poziciu, podl'a ktorej sa existencia cloveka vycCerpava jeho
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pozemskou existenciou. Berdajev zaroven pripomina, Ze Kkritériu
pozemskosti chyba akakolvek vySka. Obmedzenie c¢loveka uroviiou
vyhradne pozemského kritéria uz nema kam inde cloveka posunuit do
vysKky. Je priznacné svojou plochostou. Novoveky humanizmus, v ktorom
sa utvrdil takyto Clovek dopadol tak, ,Ze sebaistota Cloveka bez Boha,
sebaistota c¢loveka, ktory prestal pocitovat svoje spojenie s vysSou,
Bozskou a absolitnou podstatou, s vy$$im zdrojom svojho Zivota, viedla ku
skaze Cloveka. Humanizmus Uplne vyvratil samotné zaklady, na ktorych
spocivala krestanska duchovnost, ktora ¢loveka povznasala a podl'a ktorej
bol ¢lovek stvoreny na obraz BoZi, ako BoZie dieta, ako bytost, ktoru si Boh
vyvolil za svojho syna“ (Berd'ajev 1995, 103). ZavisSenie tohto humanizmu
mozno badat na filozofickom odkaze Friedricha Nietzscheho a Karla Marxa.
»Tito dvaja l'udia, ktori sa nikde ani vjednom bode nezhoduju, ktori sa
moZu jedine vzajomne odpudzovat, uzatvarajui humanizmus a otvaraju
etapu antihumanizmu“ (Berdajev 1995, 113). Nietzsche nachadza
vychodisko v nadc¢loveku aindividualizme, zatial ¢o Marx, povodne
motivovany  humdnnym  motivom  azhnuseny  kapitalistickou
dehumanizaciou c¢loveka, nachadza vychodisko v proletarskej mase
a kolektivizme. Zhrnutim Berd'ajev konstatuje: ,Vidime skuto¢ny vysledok
celého vyvoja humanizmu - humanizmus prechadza v antihumanizmus“
(Berdajev 1995, 113). Celkom opacnym prikladom je podla neho
Dostojevskij, ktory tito krizu humanizmu identifikoval a odmietal moznost
existencie ¢loveka bez Boha.

Na inom mieste zase stru¢ne zhrrnuje dialektiku humanizmu slovami:
sUtvrdenie sebestanosti sa prevracia na negaciu cloveka, vedie
k rozloZeniu principu cisto 'udského na princip, ktory si robi naroky stat
sa viac ako c¢lovekom (,nadclovek), a na princip, ktory je nesporne pod
uroviiou ¢loveka“ (Berd'ajev 2005, 176). Nesporny nedostatok humanizmu
nevidi v tom, Ze by prili§ zdéraziioval cloveka, Ze by ho viedol po ceste
Clovekobozstva, ako sa Casto tvrdilo v ruskom naboZenskom mysleni, ale
vtom, Ze nedostatoCne, neuplne presadzoval cloveka, Ze nemohol
garantovat nezavislost c¢loveka na tomto svete askryval vsebe
nebezpecenstvo zotrocenia ¢loveka spolo¢nostou a prirodou. Cloveka viak
takyto humanizmus zasadzoval do ramca tohto sveta, teda prirody
a l'udskych dejin, nad ktorymi sa uz nebolo kam pozdvihnut. Berd'ajev ako
vychodisko tohto stavu predklada ndbozensky humanizmus, opierajici sa
o myslienku bohoclovecenskej l'udskosti, ktora prekonava plochost
pozemskosti bohoclovecenskou moralnou vyskou.
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Berd'ajevovo dielo Novy stredovek je pisomnym vyjadrenim nadeje, Ze
novovek konéi asnim aj jeho ploché chapanie c¢loveka. Na miesto
novovekého myslenia, ktoré sa uz podl'a neho vycerpalo prichadza obrat
k stredoveku anajmid obrat kvyzdvihnutiu duchovného prvku =z
vnutra ¢loveka. Skratka, zaCne sa celkom nova epocha myslenia a s fiou aj
prichod nového cloveka v dejinach. Pre uvedenie na spravnu mieru vSak
prichod tejto novej epochy realisticky oddaluje vo svojej filozofickej
autobiografii s ndzvom Sebapoznanie.

9. Clovek a eschatologicka perspektiva alebo ovzniku nového
¢loveka

,Dejiny vidim v eschatologickej perspektive” (Berdajev 2005, 237), tvrdil
osebe Berdajev. Co v$ak moZno rozumiet pod eschatologickou
perspektivou a ako sa v nej odhal'uje problém ¢loveka? Hovorili sme o tom,
Ze skutocne slobodny ¢lovek musi prejavit svoju vzburu voci tomuto svetu.
Clovek prekonava osudovii determinovanost’ len individudlnou vzburou
smerom Kk slobode. Teda vysSie poloZené otazky predostieraju problém,
nakolko je mozné duchovné oslobodenie ¢loveka v dejindch. Berdajev
predstavuje duchovny princip v ¢loveku ako na svete nezavisly a svetom
nedeterminovany. To vSak neznamend, Ze by sa snad duch nemohol
realizovat’ vtomto svete. Duch v ¢loveku nie je osobnym utekom pred
realitou tohto sveta. Uskutoc¢nit’ duch vo svete je mozné. A tym je osobny
boj, buri¢stvo a revolicia osobnosti v ¢loveku. Berd’ajev hovori: ,Duchovné
oslobodenie je boj“ (Berdajev 1997, 198). Boj, ktorym sa vzdoruje
determinizmu nutnosti slobodou. Vysledkom takéhoto boja nie je Ziadny
abstraktny stav, ale, naopak, stav konkrétnosti. To znamen3, stav, v ktorom
konkrétne aslobodne vynikd osobnost kaZdého jednotlivého cloveka.
»,Duchovné oslobodenie ¢loveka znamena realizaciu osobnosti v ¢loveku”
(Berd'ajev 1997, 198). Dosahuje sa tym celistvost’ v cloveku. Na druhej
strane treba upozornit, Ze stav duchovného oslobodenia ¢loveka nie je
ziadnou vymozenostou, ktord sa da raz a navzdy dosiahnut. Naopak je
permanentnym bojom. Perpetualne vyjavuje v c¢loveku poziadavku
uskutoc¢nit' slobodu. V tom spociva narocnost, tragickost' a ,nepohodlnost*
slobody. Clovek sa musi povzniest k vy3sej poziadavke ducha. Berdajev
preto tvrdi, Ze ,[k]Jonecné oslobodenie je mozné iba spojenim ducha

S Pozri blizsie (Berd'ajev 2005, 177).
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ludského sduchom Bozim“ (Berdajev 1997, 198). Uvedené vsak
neznamend, Ze sloboda l'udstva je odkazana jedine na osobné vzbury
osobnosti v dejinach tohto sveta. Berd'ajev hovori o prekonavani dejinnosti
(a tym aj pozemskosti) eschatologickou perspektivou. Cloveku je vlastna aj
ina Uroven neZ len ta pozemska (dejinna a prirodna). Touto droviiou je
duchovnost, ktora umoZziiuje c¢loveku prechod zriSe nutnosti do riSe
slobody.

Eschatologicka perspektiva je dolezita z toho dévodu, Ze v nej dochadza
k prepojeniu ducha a dejin. Toto prepojenie dejin a ducha je prekonavanim
dejin k duchu, konfrontacia zmyslu a dejin. Duch a zmysel nie sd vonkajsie
a objektivne kategorie, inak by mohli byt inherentnou sucastou sveta, tzn.
dejin a prirody. Su to kategorie vnitorné a subjektivne. Inymi slovami, ich
zdrojom nie je ¢as dejinny, ale ¢as existencialny. U¢elom prieniku ducha
a zmyslu do dejin je sloboda. Vysledkom eschatologickej perspektivy dejin,
je uskutocnenie slobody, ¢o je zaroven koncom deterministickej dejinnej
nutnosti. V udalosti konca dejin prestava plynat dejinny ¢as a k slovu sa
dostava Cas existencidlny. Nekone¢ny a deterministicky chod dejin je
ukoncéeny prelomom do vecnosti a slobody Casu existencidlneho. Takéto
eschatologické vytstenie dejin nie je pasivnym cakanim, ale je aktivnou
cinnostou ¢loveka. Eschatoldgia teda nie je cloveku sidend z vnutra dejin,
ale Clovek sa k nej moZe, takpovediac, prepracovat svojou aktivne tvorivou
¢innostou. Takato ¢innost je revoliciou ducha a vitazstvom ducha. Tak ako
duch je stretom cloveka a Boha, tak aj tvoriva aktivita smerom ku koncu
dejin je spolocnym dielom Ccloveka a Boha. ,Revolu¢né apokalyptické
vedomie je aktivne a tvorivo zamerané na realizaciu I'udskej osobnosti a na
spolocnost’ spojenud s osobnostnym principom* (Berd’ajev 1997, 211). Je
zarukou oslobodenia zotroctva moci objektivizacie. Takato podoba
eschatolodgie vedie k ,vitazstvu existencidlneho ¢asu nad ¢asom dejinnym,
tvorivou subjektivitou nad objektivizaciou, osobnosti nad univerzalnou
vSeobecnostou, spolocnosti existencidlnej nad spolo¢nostou objektov*
(Berd'ajev 1997, 211). Je to koniec objektivizacie a prechod do subjektivnej
sféry slobody. Berd'ajev to spaja s krestanskym motivom prichodom konca
sveta a hovori, Ze vtomto stave, ,kedy clovek vykona to, k ¢omu je
povolany, az vtedy sa uskutoc¢ni druhy prichod Krista, az vtedy bude nové
nebo a nova zem, vtedy nastane kral'ovstvo nebeské” (Berd'ajev 1997, 214).
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10. Na zaver opit o obhajobe ¢loveka a jeho ospravedlneni

Berd'ajevova filozofia je vel'mi cennym a origindlnym zdrojom myslienok
vo filozofii. Protojerej Alexander Men velmi spravne odhaluje hibku
mudrosti a neskuto¢ne inSpirativny naboj Berdajevovych myslienok
slovami: ,Niekedy sa mi zdalo, Ze zjednej Berdajevovej vety moZno
skonstruovat celé dielo, tol'’ko je tam zakédovanej mudrosti“ (Meii 2005,
132). Na druhej strane sa pri dékladnom Ccitani jeho diel stretneme
s osobnou angaZovanostou tohto myslitel'a a osobitym patosom, ktorym
obhajuje I'udskost. V kaZdom pripade plati, Ze to nie je na Skodu veci.
Citanie jeho diel tak nie je len stretom s myslienkovym odkazom autora, ale
najma stretom s osobnostou Nikolaja Alexandrovica Berdajeva, ktorej
integralnou sucastou je I'udskost ako vlastnost. V tomto zmysle sa stava
Citanie jeho diel intelektualnou i duchovnou fascinaciou.

V Berdajevovej filozofii je teodicea rieSena vuzkej korelacii s
antropodiceou. Zdovodnenie tohto javu mozno najst v motive slobody,
ktory ich vzajomné stmeluje. Berdajevova filozofia prindSa pomerne
odvaznu myslienku, pretoze hovori, Ze od ¢loveka zavisi nie len jeho osud,
ale aj osud Boha. To podstatne zvySuje poziciu ¢loveka, avSak ukladd mu
nepredstaviteln vdhu zodpovednosti. Ak niet Boha, potom niet ani
¢loveka. Ak by aj bolo Boha a nebol by ¢lovek, ¢im v skuto¢nosti by bol Boh?
Myslim, Ze tam kdesi sa zacina rieSenie teodicejného a antropodicejného
problému. LepSie povedané, problém teodicejny a antropodicejny
vzajomne od seba zavisia a splyvaju do takej miery, Ze ich v Berd'ajevovom
myslienkovom systéme nie je celkom mozZné jednoznacne rozlisit.
Obhajobou Boha zaroven ospravedliuje cloveka, obhajobou cloveka
dochadza k ospravedlneniu Boha. Jeho postoj je vtomto ohlade opat
bohoclovecenskym.
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This article focuses on Rorty’s critique of Heidegger’s philosophy. The
problem which Rorty finds with Heidegger can be reduced to one basic
criticism, which has two main sides. In Rorty’s view Heidegger can not
really differentiate between Being and beings in the way that he wants and
thus can give no sense to the word Being other than the old metaphysical
one. If Rorty’s critique is relevant we could see throught some arguments
in this study.
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Problém Heidegger a metafyzika (bliZsie pozri Lesko 2015) je vel'mi zloZity
a doteraz je predmetom nepreberného mnozstva interpretacnych pokusov.
Skutocnost, ze americky novopragmatista a filozof Richard Rorty tendujtci
viac kanalytickej filozofii sa nakoniec obratil aj k Heideggerovi (Rorty
1991), aby sa zahibil do $tidia jeho diel a nakoniec predstavil zaujimavy
filozoficky pohl'ad na ucenie nemeckého filozofa, zatial nevzbudila v nasej
literatdre afilozofii vyraznejSiu teoretickii pozornost. Som vSak
presvedCend, Ze prave pohlad amerického novopragmatistu ponuka
vyznamné Kritické momenty reflexie Heideggerovho myslenia.

Rorty zaradzuje medzi najvyznamnejSich filozofov minulého storocia,
popri dvoch zvu¢nych menach akymi boli Dewey a Wittgenstein, aj Martina
Heideggera. Hlavna zmena, na ktord Rorty sdm upozornuje vo svojom
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vyvine po napisani prace Filozofia a zrkadlo prirody, (Rorty 1979; Rorty
2001) spocivala v nadobudnuti vacSieho reSpektu voc¢i neskorému
Heideggerovi. Zacal uvaZovat o Heideggerovi ako o niekom, kto skvelo
uchopil historické tendencie, ktoré ho priviedli k uvazovaniu aké mal
Nietzsche (blizSie pozri Lesko 2016, 2151; Hruska 351-368) a ako on sam
uvazoval o pragmatizme. Rorty vyslovuje pomerne sebaidentifikujicu
myslienku: ,Vo svojich pracach sa pokiiSam zmieSat’ trochu z Heideggera,
trochu z Wittgensteina a mnohé z Deweyho. PoktiSam sa spojit
Heideggerovu kritiku filozofickej tradicie, Wittgensteinovu filozoficku
tradiciu a Deweyho darvinizmus“ (Rorty 2006, 10). A prave na to trochu z
Heideggera chcem v tejto chvili upriamit pozornost. O aki Rortyho kritiku
Heideggera vlastne ide, ked’ Rorty pomerne casto mnohé z Heideggera
obdivuje aprijima? Napriek tomu sa vjeho diele dad najst aj rad
opravnenych kritickych pripomienok na Heideggerovu adresu.

Problémy, ktoré Rorty nachadza u Heideggera, sa daju vtejto chvili
zredukovat' na jednu zakladnu kritiku, ktora sa ststred’uje na dva zakladné
momenty. Podla Rortyho nazoru Heidegger v skuto¢nosti nedokaze
rozliSovat’ medzi bytim a jestvujicnom (bliZSie pozri pouZivanie terminu
jestvujiicno; LeSko 2013, 238-241) tak, ako by si prial, a na zaklade toho
nemdZe pojmu bytie prisudit iny, nez stary metafyzicky zmysel. To
znamena, Ze bytie a ontologicka diferencia st metafyzickymi pozostatkami,
poslednou vyprchavajicou pritomnostou platdnskeho rozliSenia medzi
skuto¢nym svetom a svetom zdania. To vSak m6éZeme naznacit dvojako. Na
jednej strane moéze mat Rorty pocit, Ze Heidegger nedokaze skutocne
rozliSovat medzi filozofiou, ktora ako sa obaja zhodovali, skoncila
myslenim v Specificky heideggerovskom zmysle, a na druhej strane, Rorty
tvrdi, Ze nie je mozné odliSit ontické stavanie sa od ontologického. To
znamena3, ze rozne epochy bytia, ktoré Heidegger rozlisuje su pre Rortyho
neadekvatne.

V zaujem zodpovedného postoja voCi Rortyho kritike Heideggera je
nevyhnutné uvazovat o primeranosti oboch jej ¢asti. Je mozné odlisit bytie
ajestvujucno tak, aby sme pocitali sepochami bytia, ktoré nie su
jednoducho redukovatel'né na obycajné dejinné obdobia? Ak nie, mali by
sme dovod prijat Rortyho kritiku ontologickej diferencie, atym aj
naslednej Heideggerovej formulacie, pokial ide o bytie. Ak sa da na tomto
rozdiele trvat, potom sa bude musiet upustit od jednej Casti Rortyho
kritiky Heideggera. Je mozné rozlisit medzi predmetom Heideggerovho
myslenia a filozofickym myslenim tak, aby sa zachovalo toto myslenie
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vzhl'adom na koniec filozofie? Ak nie, potom Heideggerovo myslenie je len
d’alsim pokusom udrZat pri Zivote skrachovanu tradiciu. Ak sa da toto
rozliSenie zachovat, potom aj druha cast’ Rortyho kritiky straca zmysel.

Rorty je presvedCeny, Ze Heidegger prepadd dileme ohladom dejin
a dejinnosti bytia. Bud' je bytie radikalne iné a odliSné od jestvujlcna, a teda
vtom pripade predstavuje stary platénsky skutocny svet, ktory je
nepripustne neurcity, abstraktny a chyba mu obsah a dejinna urcenost,
alebo, aby dejinné stavanie sa bytim dostalo urcitost, dejiny bytia sa daju
vidiet jedine ako vyslovene zavislé na dejinach jestvujicna. Ak by
Heidegger prijal prvu alternativu, potom by sa vyslovil za ,prili§ prazdne
a formalne, hoci casto citovo nabité a mysticky naboZenské myslenie
absolutnej jednoty” (Rorty 1976, 297). Ak by Heidegger pripustil, Ze na
dejiny bytia sa mame pozerat v ramci dejin jestvujliicna, potom by tiez videl,
ze filozofia (alebo Heideggerova vlastna alternativa myslenie) ako
disciplina, alebo dokonca ako samostatna aktivita, je zastarald. To
znamend, Ze jeho pozornost venovana bytiu by bola nahradena
pozornostou venovanou jestvujicnu. Rorty sa domnieva, Ze Heidegger
chce oboje. Ak to pripustime, tak musime zastavat nazor, Ze Heidegger nam
poskytuje dejiny bytia tak, Ze sa len uchyl'uje k obycajnym dejinam
narodov, l'udi aich vztahu kjestvujicnam, aby dal svojim ontologickym
dejindm konkrétnost a urcitost. Na to, aby sme mohli vyhlasit takuto
kritiku Heideggera za relevantni a zmysluplnd, nevyhnutne sa musime
pokusit’ o lepSie pochopenie toho, co ma Heidegger na mysli pod pojmom
bytia a ako sa ho snazi odlisit od jestvujucna.

Pojem Bytie a alétheia Heidegger pouziva v dvoch réznych vyznamoch.
Bytie ako bytie jestvujicna, a teda bytie v prvom zmysle sa tyka toho, ¢o
kazdé konkrétne jestvujicno zahina jednoducho a jedine do tej miery, ze
vObec je a metafyzika predstavuje tu oblast, ktora skiima bytie v tomto
zmysle. Metafyzika je disciplinou, ktora sa zaobera bytim, ktoré stale viac
zaCina vnimat v zmysle zakladu jestvujicna. Metafyzika tak prichadza k
pohl'adu na bytie v tomto prvom zmysle ako na to, €o je najvSeobecnejsie,
to, o kazdé jestvujicno vlastni tym, Ze je, a ako na to, ¢o poskytuje zaklad
pre vSetky takéto jestvujucna. Ako je pri Heideggerovi evidentné,
metafyzika vnima bytie jestvujiicna z vychadzajucej jednoty vSeobecnosti,
cez vSetko rovnako platné, ako aj z odévodnujicej jednoty vSeobecnosti,
teda najvyssieho nad vSetkym. Takyto pohl'ad na bytie ako na ¢iry akt, ako
na absolutny pojem, alebo ako na grécky pojem v zmysle pritomnosti
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pritomnenia, podla Heideggera smeruju a prehovarajia k tomu prvému,
k zmyslu bytia.

Otazka bytia sa tieZ tyka pravdy bytia (alétheia), ktora poskytuje moZnost
akejkol'vek odpovede na otazku bytia v tom pravom zmysle slova.
Abstraktne je pravda bytia myslena ako otvorenost alebo svetlina, ktora
umoZziiuje bytiu ako pritomneniu objavit sa a prejavit seba samé.
Heidegger, zacinajtlic pracou Bytie a ¢as, pokracujic az do vel'mi neskorého
obdobia svojej Kkariéry, interpretuje pravdu pomocou svojrazneho
etymologického prekladu gréckeho slova alétheia.!

Povodna motivacia pre Heideggerovu interpretaciu pravdy je dost jasna.
Aby pravda existovala v ktoromkolvek z tradi¢nych zmyslov, ako
korespondencia alebo koherencia, musia existovat dokazy. To znamena, Ze
objekt, ktorého sa tyka pravdiva vypoved, musi byt manifestny, musi sa
preukazat, musi byt odkryty. Ale to, Ze bytie, ktoré je odhalené, sa da
odkryt, zalezi na moznosti takéhoto odkrytia. V Byti a case tito moznost
poskytuje jestvujucno, ktorého bytie spociva v byti-vo-svete, a je nim pobyt
(Heidegger 2008, 73-80).

Ked Heidegger neskor hovori o pravde ako o neskrytosti, hovori o analogii
s bytim-odkryvajicim z Bytia a casu, bez subjektivistickej zaujatosti toho
druhého. To znamen3, Ze pravda je to, co umoznuje jestvujicnu ukazat sa,
a to tym, Ze mu poskytne priestor pre ukazovanie sa. ,Alétheia, neskrytost
myslend ako svetlina, poskytuje skoér moznost pravdy. Lebo pravda
samotna moéze rovnako ako bytie a myslenie byt tym, ¢im je, len v Zivle
svetliny” (Heidegger 2006, 33). CiZe alétheia ako otvorenost poskytuje len
to, ¢o je zazivané a myslené, nie to, ¢im je ako také. To zostava zahalené.
Tato zahalenost a skrytost, ktora je podstatna pre pravdu, je primarne
nevyhnutnou ne-pritomnostou (v zmysle nebytia v pritomnosti)
otvorenosti, ktord umozinuje jestvujicnu byt pritomnym. Iba sekundarne
je to perspektivna skrytost, ktora pochadza z jestvujicna samotného.

Po roku 1964 sa Heidegger vzdava prekladu slova alétheia ako pravdy,
avSak bez toho, aby sa vzdal predmetu, ktory myslel pod alétheiou. Tento
predmet, svetlina alebo otvorenost, v ktorom sa mézu objavit jestvujicna
aj bytie, zostdva primdrnym objektom Heideggerovho myslenia. V
prednaske Cas a bytie (1962) skiima extaticki ¢asovost, ktora je zmyslom
bytia pobytu v Byti a ¢ase a chape ju ako casopriestor. Heidegger chape

1 Alétheia etymologicky predstavuje zapor od Iéthe, teda to, ¢o je ne-skryté,
odkryté.
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pritomnost ako to, ¢o sa tyka l'udskej bytosti. Pritomnenie pre neho
znamena neustale prebyvanie, ktoré sa pribliZuje k ¢loveku, dosahuje ho,
natahuje sa za nim. Pritomnenie chapané ako to, Co trva v zaujme, zahrna
viac nez pritomnost chapanu v beZznom zmysle slova. Nevyhnutne tieZ
zahffia nepritomnost’ toho, ¢o bolo a toho, ¢o k ndm prichadza. To, o je
minulost a buddcnost je pre Heideggera rovnako pritomné, ale iba v tom
zmysle, Ze sa o to zaujimame, ale nie v zmysle, Ze je to v casovom teraz.
Pritomnost minulosti a budicnosti je presne taka, nakol'’ko s nepritomné
v terajsku, t.j. boli a prichadzaju. Co sa viak tyka nepritomnosti, je rovnako
neustala. PredovSetkym je vela toho, ¢o uZ nie je pritomnenie tak, ako
pozname byt pritomny v zmysle pritomnosti. Dokonca aj to, ¢o uz nie je
pritomné sa bezprostredne spritomnuje vo svojej nepritomnosti -
v podobe toho, ¢o bolo a stéle sa nas tyka.

Pravda bytia a dejiny filozofie

Rortyho kritika smeruje k predpokladanej prazdnote Heideggerovho
myslenia o byti bez jestvujicna. Rorty je presvedceny, Ze Heidegger sa snazi
prekonat’ tito prazdnotu prave tym, Ze sa uchyl'uje k dejinam jestvujtcna.
Ale podoba, do ktorej sa tak bezné dejiny dostavaju je odcudzenou podobou
dejin filozofie. ,Ak by sa (Heidegger - dopl. K. M.) drzal vlastného
vyhlasenia, Ze by sme mali 'zanechat vSetko prekonavanie a ponechat
metafyziku jej samej', nemal by ¢o povedat, kam poukazovat. Cela sila
Heideggerovho myslenia spociva v jeho popise dejin filozofie“ (Rorty 1976,
302-303). Aj v tomto pripade sa ukazuje, Ze pre Rortyho su dejiny filozofie
vel'mi dolezité, napriek tomu, Ze ktejto problematike nevydal Ziadne
ucelené dielo, a dékazom toho je, Ze si prave tento problém vsSima aj
u Heideggera. Podl'a Rortyho, pre Heideggera vyvstava obsah dejin bytia
z dejin filozofie. Rortyho Heidegger teda nevyhnutne zastava nazor, Ze
metafyzika bola vzdy o byti, a Ze jeho vlastné myslenie je zviazané s touto
tradiciou. ,Jedina vec, ktora ho spaja s tradiciou je jeho tvrdenie, Ze tradicia,
hoci neustale odbocovala k jestvujicnam, sa v podstate cely ¢as zaujimala
o bytie - a v skutocnosti tvorila dejiny bytia“ (Rorty 1976, 303). Ale ak je
Heideggerovo myslenie naozaj odlisné od tradicie, ako nie raz sam tvrdi,
potom zastava zvlastny nazor, Ze jeho myslenie je v podstate pokracovanim
rovnakého myslenia ako metafyzika, hoci zarovern v tejto tradicii vyslovene
vSetko odmieta. Tato kritika ma preto tri kroky. Po prvé, bytie bez
jestvujucna je prazdny pojem. Po druhé, tato prazdnota je prekonana
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uvazovanim o dejinach filozofie. A to nasledne stavia Heideggera do
absurdnej pozicie, v ktorej je jeho myslenie tplne odlisné od tradicie, ale
zarovenl je pokracovanim tradicie, ¢im je v zasade rovnakou vecou ako
tradicia. Heidegger potrebuje tradiciu, aby identifikoval predmet svojho
myslenia, ale potom jej sa otaca chrbtom a popiera, Ze by ndm tradicia nieco
o tejto veci hovorila.

Podl'a Rortyho je Heidegger pomerne neschopny urcit pravdu bytia bez
toho, aby sa uchylil k svojej verzii dejin filozofie. Ked'Ze Heidegger odmieta
predchadzajlcu tradiciu a povaZuje ju za nedostato¢nu, dostava sa znova
na poziciu identifikovania predmetu svojho myslenia cez ontologiu
a zaroven vSak popiera, Ze ontologia mdze v tejto veci povedat cokolvek
pozitivne.

Hoci nemoézeme Heideggerovu pravdu bytia vZiadnom zmysle
stotoZniovat s Kantovou vecou osebe, predsa sa zd4, Ze medzi nimi existuje
urcitd formalna analdgia. Z pravdy bytia sa neda urobit’ objekt skiisenosti,
a to hlavne kvéli tomu, Ze objektom skisenosti vobec nie je. Skér sa mysli
ako skryty priestor, v ktorom objekty mézu byt. Ale ak pravda bytia nemdoze
byt nikdy objektom skusenosti, ako sa da na niu poukazat? Neda sa priamo
urcit, neda sa odlisit od niec¢oho iného a rovnako sa neda definovat’ v ramci
nejakého jestvujicna. Kanta spominam hlavne v stvislosti s naznacenim
transcendentalneho postupu pri urcéeni pravdy bytia. Hoci Heidegger vel'mi
Casto pouZziva jazyk, ktory znie transcendentalne, dokonca aj vo svojich
neskorych pracach, vyslovne vylucuje moznost povazovat pravdu bytia len
za potrebnt podmienku pre moZnost skisenosti, nakol'ko by to bolo prilis
subjektivistické. Napriek tomu vSak Heidegger vel'mi ¢asto pouziva kvazi
transcendentilne argumenty, aby identifikoval miesto aulohu pravdy
bytia.

Heideggerovi je jasné, Ze neexistuje ziaden priamy pristup k pravde bytia,
ziadne odkrytie pravdy bytia tak, ako je to pri jestvujucne. Heidegger svoj
kvazi  transcendentdlny  pristup nahrddza. Zakladom  tohto
transcendentalneho pristupu nie je vSak skisenost, ale bytie. Ako sa vSak
ma bytie samé urcit a charakterizovat? Zda sa, Ze sme spat pri Rortyho
probléme. Ak sa da pravda bytia identifikovat a urcit len v byti a cez neho,
potom bytie samé nadm musi byt k dispozicii. Ale bytie ako pritomnenie nie
je. Bytie nie je tam vonku, aby sa dalo nan pozerat. Odkial teda Heidegger
berie urcenie bytia ako pritomnenia? Heidegger v prednaske Cas a bytie
naznacuje dve odpovede, z ktorych jedna je nezahalené vyjadrenie Rortyho
tvrdenia, Ze Heidegger moéze urcit bytie len z pozicie mimo tradicie
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ontolégie. Heidegger to vysvetluje takto: ,Kde vSak berieme pravo
charakterizovat bytie ako pritomnenie? Otazka prichadza prili$ neskoro.
PretoZe zastavanie tohto zmyslu bytia bolo rozhodnuté uz davno, bez toho,
aby sme k tomu prispeli, alebo sa o to snad’ zasluzili. Charakterizovanim
bytia ako pritomnenia sme preto viazani. Svoju zavdznost ma tato
charakteristika od samého zaciatku odkrytia bytia ako niecoho, o om je
mozné hovorit, t. j. ¢o je mozné mysliet. Od pociatku zadpadného myslenia
u Grékov je celé hovorenie o ,byti“ a 0 ,je“ urcujtce pre chapanie bytia ako
pritomnenia, a teda je pre myslenie zavazné. To plati aj o mysleni, ktoré
vedie najmodernejSiu techniku a priemysel, samozrejme uz len v istom
zmysle. Potom, ¢o moderna technika rozsirila svoju vladu na celt Zem,
kruzia okolo nasej planéty nielen sputniky a ich potomkovia, ale tiez bytie
- ako pritomnenie v zmysle spocitatelného mnoZstva zasob - Coskoro, bez
rozdielu, oslovia vSetkych obyvatel'ov Zeme bez toho, aby o tom obyvatelia
jej mimoeurodpskych casti vlastne vedeli, alebo dokonca o povode tohto
urcenia bytia vediet mohli a vediet chceli“ (Heidegger 2023, 16).

Heidegger je presvedceny, Ze bytie uZ bolo charakterizované ako
pritomnenie, a Ze sa tak stalo na pociatku zapadnej filozofickej tradicie.
Zdalo by sa teda, Ze Rorty ma pravdu ohl'adom prvych dvoch krokov svojej
argumentacie. Hoci Heidegger sa primarne nezaobera bytim, ale skoér
pravdou bytia, charakteristika pravdy bytia zaleZi od urcenia bytia samého.
Okrem fenomenologickej argumentacie rozvinutej v Byti a ¢ase a nasledne
zvacsa v neskorej faze ignorovanej Heideggerom, nie je Ziaden spésob ako
urcit bytie okrem urcéenia skrze idajne uz dokazané uréenie dané tradiciou.
Rorty sa tak zjavne nemyli vo svojich dvahach, ze bytie je prdzdny pojem,
ktory dostdva obsah jedine v dejindch filozofie a skrze ne.

Treti krok v Rortyho argumenticii je realizovany prostrednictvom
porovnania Heideggerovej zavislosti na tradicii, ale zarovenl s jeho
odmietanim tejto tradicie. Musime si v§ak uvedomit, Ze Heidegger nikde vo
svojej filozofii neodmieta tradiciu zapadného myslenia ako nespravnu, ale
ako ho pozname, pracuje s nou vel'mi svojsky a prisposobuje si ju svojej
vlastnej potrebe, a to odpovedi na svoju vlastnu a jedint otazku, a to otazku
bytia. Pre Heideggera je tradicia nedostatotnd, pretoze nikdy nemysli
pravdu bytia. T4 nevyhnutne zostava pre metafyziku skryta... ,pravda bytia
ako svetlina sama zostava metafyzike skrytd. Tato skrytost vsak nie je
nedostatkom metafyziky, ale fiou samou upierany a predsa udrZiavany
poklad jej vlastného bohatstva“ (Heidegger 2000, 23). Ontologicka tradicia
sa podl'a Heideggera nemyli ohl'adom jej neustaleho rozmysl'ania o byti ako

75



Koniec metafyziky - Heidegger verzus Rorty

o pritomneni. Je nedostatotna a neuplna v tom, Ze sa jej nedari mysliet
svetlinu alebo pravdu bytia, v ktorej méZu byt pritomné jestvujlicna aj
pritomnenie bytia.

Z Heideggerovho odmietnutia tradicie vyvstavaju dva kl'iCové zavery. Po
prvé, skutocnost, Ze Heidegger odmieta metafyziku a zdoéraznuje, Ze
metafyzika sa myli oh'adom charakteristiky bytia. Zda sa, Ze ide prave o
opak. Nie je dokonca pre nas ani mozné vzdat sa obsahu bytia ako
pritomnenia, nevyhnutne Zijeme v ramci neho. Nemo6Zeme uz viac stavat’
na metafyzike nie preto, Ze sa myli, ale skor preto, Ze skoncila a pokracovala
v technike a pozitivnych vedach. Po druhé, Heideggerovo myslenie nemysli
presne tua isti vec, ktord myslela metafyzika. Rorty sa v tomto bode myli.
Heideggerovo myslenie sa od metafyziky odliSuje presne v tom, Ze sa
nezaujima o bytie samé, ale zaujima sa o pravdu bytia. Jeho vyrok, ktory
vyzyva k tomu, aby sme metafyziku ponechali jej samej, musime vnimat
a chapat’ presne v tomto zmysle. Heidegger by zaiste suihlasil s Rortym, ze
vlastny koniec filozofie je v prirodnych a spolocenskych vedach a v
praktickej, technickej ¢innosti. Ale vo filozofii zostava nieCo nemyslené,
svetlina a pritomnenie, v ktorej sa uskutoCniuje filozofia, pravda bytia
(Heidegger 2006, 39).

Naznacenie povahy Heideggerovho odmietnutia metafyziky vSak eSte
nerieSi problém medzi nim a Rortym. Je potrebny este jeden krok naviac.
UZ sme videli, Ze existuje moment, v ktorom Heidegger nemo6Zze ponechat’
metafyziku sebe samej. Hoci neurcuje priamo predmet svojho myslenia
prostrednictvom charakteristiky bytia v dejinach filozofie, Rorty ma
pravdu, ked' si mysli, Zze Heidegger predsa len potrebuje tradiciu, aby
identifikoval tento predmet. Len cez opidtovné premyslenie tradicie ako
postupného zjavenia bytia ako pritomnenia predsa len umoziuje polozit
tuto otazku. Ale zjavenie bytia ako pritomnenie medzi Heideggerom a
tradiciou nie je otvorené voci kritike, ktort Rorty vzniesol. Nie je ni¢ cudné,
protirecivé, ani nemozné na odmietnuti ontolégie ako neuplnej, pretoze
nemysli pravdu bytia, ktora je nevyhnutna pre svoju vlastni moznost, a na
naslednom urceni pravdy bytia prostrednictvom skimania mozZnosti
ontologickej tradicie. Naopak, toto je metdda, ktora je relevantnd pre tato
ulohu.
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Pravda bytia a epochy bytia

Rortyho kritika Heideggera oh'adom moZnosti myslenia na konci filozofie
sa tyka vztahu medzi Heideggerovym popisom bytia, dejin bytia a
obycajnych dejin. Heideggerov popis bytia je, pravda, pokial ide o jeho
urcenia, zavisly od jeho chdpani dejin bytia. Rorty tvrdji, Ze tieto dejiny bytia
sa daju redukovat na dejiny v zvycajnom zmysle. PrinajlepSom su to dejiny
idei, ktoré samé osebe parazituji na spoloCenskych, politickych a
ekonomickych dejinach narodov. A naopak, prinajhorSom su prazdne.

V Rortyho kritike Heideggera o dejinach bytia existuju dve odliSné, hoci
navzajom suvisiace tvrdenia. V drvivej vacSine svojich diel Rorty tvrdi, Ze
Heideggerove dejiny bytia je nutné vidiet jednoducho ako verziu dejin
filozofie. ,Heideggerov pocit vulgarnosti doby... je najsilnejsi vtedy, ked’ sa
trivializuju dejiny metafyziky. Lebo tieto dejiny st dejinami bytia“ (Rorty
1976, 299). V tomto ohlade su dejiny bytia aj konStituované, aj
manifestované v dielach vel'kych filozofov. Ako také st obycajné dejiny
vnimané ako sekundarne voc¢i metafyzickym dejinam - nejaké obdobie je
charakterizované ako netspech alebo tspech v ramci jeho schopnosti
uskutocnit’ myslenie jeho filozofov. Na druhej strane Rorty tiez tvrdi, Ze
dejiny bytia sa musia vidiet v ramci dejin, epoch, kulttr, atd'. a Cerpat z nich
svoj obsah. ,Ak by Heidegger neprepojil dejiny bytia s dejinami l'udi a
narodov prostrednictvom takych vyrazov ako >>vztah naroda k bytiu<<, a
tym neprepojil dejiny filozofie s obyCajnymi dejinami, mohol by povedat
len to, ¢o povedal Kierkegaard,” a to, Ze ,jeho dejiny bytia by boli prazdne“
(Rorty 1976, 296). Tieto tvrdenia si samozrejme neprotirecia. Skor
spolocCne tvoria jedno tvrdenie ohl'adom Heideggerovych dejin bytia. Podl'a
Rortyho vidi Heidegger dejiny bytia ako dejiny filozofie. Ale tieZ podl'a neho
po Marxovi a Deweym samotné dejiny filozofie pozostavaju zo sledu
svetonazorov (Weltanschauung), ktoré su zase urcené v obycajnych
dejinach a prostrednictvom nich. Rorty zdéraznuje tie pasaze z Heideggera,
ktoré spajaju dejiny bytia s oby¢ajnymi dejinami, pretozZe pre Rortyho su
koniec-koncov dejiny filozofie urc¢ené prave prostrednictvom tohto odkazu.

V Rortyho kritike Heideggerovho chapania dejin bytia teda existuji dva
vztahy, o ktoré ide - vzt'ah medzi dejinami bytia a dejinami filozofie a vztah
medzi dejinami filozofie a obyCajnymi dejinami. UZ sme videli, Ze existuje
zmysel, v ktorom dejiny metafyziky st dejinami bytia u Heideggera. R6zne
metafyzické urcenia bytia ako pritomnenia predsa len tvoria niecCo ako
dejiny bytia. ,Rozvoj plnosti premien bytia najprv posobi ako dejiny bytia“
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(Heidegger 2023, 17). Metafyzické systémy jednotlivych filozofov eSte
nepredstavuju samotné epochy bytia, ktoré tvoria dejiny Dbytia
u Heideggera. On sa totiZ pokudsSa odliSovat epochy? bytia od jednotlivych
stadif dejin bytia, od metafyzickych systémov, ktoré predstavuju akési
indikatory objavenia obsahu tychto dejin.

Aby sme sa vSak vratili k hlavnému problému, ako ovplyviuje epochalna
povaha Heideggerovych dejin bytia vztah medzi dejinami a dejinami
filozofie? Dejiny bytia su zjavne zavislé na Heideggerovom Kkritickom
opatovnom premysleni dejin filozofie, ale iba negativnym sposobom.
Skuto¢ny obsah, ktory Heidegger dava svojim dejinam bytia, je na jednej
strane uréeny prostrednictvom skutoného obsahu dejin filozofie, ale na
druhej strane je od neho vyrazne odliSny. Objavuje sa prostrednictvom
tradicie v tom, ze vyhladava to, ¢o je zabudnuté kazdym konkrétnym
okamihom v dejinach filozofie, ale o je preii zarovei potrebné. Od obsahu
tradicie sa odliSuje tym, Ze Ziadne konkrétne Stadium tradicie, alebo
dokonca tradicia brana ako celok, nemysli to, o ¢o ide v dejinach bytia. Lebo
to, o ¢o ide v dejinach bytia, nie je bytie, ale pravda bytia. Dejiny bytia
zahfnaju napriklad dejiny spdsobov, akymi funguje casovost, ale su
vynechané, musia byt vynechané v ontologii. Ale ak toto plati, potom je
jasné, Ze dejiny bytia sa nedaju jednoducho zredukovat na dejiny
metafyziky. Potom Rortyho tvrdenie, Ze dejiny metafyziky st dejinami
bytia, je jednoducho nepravdivé. Ako platilo ohl'adom vztahu myslenia a
filozofie, Rorty si pomylil priznana zavislost Heideggera na tradicii s
(nepravdivym) tvrdenim, Ze predmet Heideggerovho myslenia musi byt
identicky s obsahom tradicie.

Ak vSak Heidegger nezastava nazor, Ze dejiny bytia sa daji zredukovat' na
dejiny metafyziky, ako by sme mali chapat’ vztah medzi dejinami bytia
a dejinami? Skuto¢ny obsah dejin bytia m6Zeme najst len prostrednictvom
toho, Ze sa zameriame na skuto¢ny obsah filozofického myslenia. Ani to
vSak eSte nenaznacuje suvislost, o ktord ndm ide. KedZe dejiny filozofie
a dejiny bytia su korelativne a dejiny filozofie a dejiny ako také su tiez
korelativne, musi existovat nejaka korelacia medzi dejinami a dejinami
bytia. Takato korelacia by nam umoZnila naplno uplatnit kritiku
Heideggera v tom pripade, ak by ndm znemoznila odlisit bytie, resp. pravdu
bytia od jestvujicna. To znamend, ze ak by dejiny bytia boli funkciou

2 Heidegger pouZiva vyraz epocha vo vyzname $tadia dejin bytia. Aj tento pojem ma
v Heideggerovom mysleni $pecificky vyznam, ktory je vyrazne odliSny od jeho
beZného vyznamu.
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obycajnych dejin a obycajné dejiny by neboli recipro¢ne funkciou bytia,
potom by pravda bytia bola tieZ jednoduchou funkciou skuto¢nych dejin
jestvujucna. Za takychto podmienok by skdmanie dejin bytia,
v Heideggerovom zmysle, bolo len odcudzenym S$tiidiom obycajnych dejin
jestvujicna. Bytie apravda bytia by neboli radikdlne odlisné od
jestvujucna, boli by len abstraktnymi a odcudzenymi sp6sobmi, akymi sme
sa dostali do kontaktu s jestvujicnom.

Rorty takto formulovany zaver prijima, pretoZe uvazuje o dejinach bytia
ako o identickych s dejinami metafyziky a o dejinach metafyziky uvazuje
ako o dejinach. Musime vSak mat na zreteli, ako uz bolo spomenuté, Ze pre
Heideggera dejiny bytia a dejiny metafyziky nepredstavuju to isté. V tom
pripade by bolo moZné prijat Rortyho argument az vtedy, ak by dokazal, ze
dejiny bytia su vysledkom dejin metafyziky.

Zaver

Vztah medzi dejinami bytia a dejinami metafyziky Rorty nedokazuje a sam
Heidegger by ho poprel. Ani pravda bytia, hoci pre Heideggera je
objavitel'na v dejindch metafyziky a prostrednictvom nich, nie je dejinami
metafyziky. Rovnako dejiny bytia, hoci koreluji s obyc¢ajnymi dejinami,
nemusia byt pre Heideggera jednoducho vysledkom obycajnych dejin. Tak
ako to bolo v prvom pripade, ked Rorty nedokazal jasne identifikovat
rozdiel medzi bytim a pravdou bytia v Heideggerovom mysleni, tak ani
v tomto druhom pripade Rorty neuspeje. Ak sa toto rozliSenie ignoruje,
potom dejiny bytia sa daju stotoznit' s dejinami metafyziky. Ak by to bolo
tak, Rortyho kritika by bola spravna a padna... Ale ked’Ze dejiny bytia nie st
jednoducho novou verziou dejin metafyziky, Rortyho kritika musi byt
v zavere zamietnuta.

Prispevok je sucastou rieSenia grantovej ulohy APVV-20-0583 Mozné svety
a modality: sucasné filozofické pristupy.
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The dominant feature of the European spiritual tradition is the conviction
of a clear distinction between truth and falsehood. This (Platonic)
differentiation is a condition for the path to grasping and understanding
the meaning of the world, which thus has the opportunity to reveal itself
(to be grasped and understood) in its entirety. The distinction between
truth and falsehood also has its (practical) consequence - morality, which
arises and draws from the variability of practical attitudes, but through
reflection with the Platonic differentiation, it postulates the opposition of
values - and through this movement, it becomes metaphysics. The
prerequisite for fulfilling such an ambition, according to Nietzsche, is the
ability of metaphysics to theoretically ground the meaning of the world.
According to him, our entire spiritual tradition is built upon this rationally
formed ambition.

Keywords: metaphysics - tradition — Nietzsche - platonism - destructions
of metaphysics
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Na avod

Na svete je viac modiel ako skutocnosti, piSe v roku 1888 Friedrich Nietzsche
v predhovore k svojej praci Sumrak modiel. Vyjadruje tak nespokojnost
s (nielen) vtedajSimi podobami l'udského Zivota, ale hlavne so sp6sobom
nasho (po)rozumenia svetu a sebe samym. Nietzscheho diagndza sa chce
dostat’ (naj)dalej - k samotnému zakladu a orientacii nasej duchovne;j
tradicie. T4 podla neho tvoria platonizmus! a - jeho l'udovd podoba -
krestanstvo (Nietzsche 1998, s. 8).2

Dominantnym znakom eurdpskej duchovnej tradicie je presvedcenie o
jednoznacnom rozliSeni medzi pravdivym a nepravdivym. Tato (platonska)
diferencia3 je podmienkou cesty k uchopeniu a pochopeniu zmyslu sveta,
ktory ma takto moznost ukazat sa (byt uchopeny a pochopeny) vo svojej
celkovosti. Diferencia medzi pravdivym anepravdivym ma aj svoj
(prakticky) désledok - moralku# (Nietzsche 2002, 16-40), ktora vychadza
a Cerpa z variability praktickych postojov, ale cez premyslenie platonskou
diferenciou postuluje protikladnost hodnét - a tymto pohybom sa stane
metafyzikou. Predpokladom pre naplnenie takejto ambicie je podla
Nietzscheho schopnost’ metafyziky teoreticky fundovat zmysel sveta. Na
tejto ambicii je podl'a neho vybudovana celd nasSa duchovna tradicia.

Ak by sme sa teda pokusili o celkovil charakteristiku Nietzscheho
filozofie, m6Zeme skonstatovat, Ze ide o kritiku moralky. Kritika moralky
predpoklada kritiku metafyziky, teda kritiku naSho sposobu myslenia,
nasSho sposobu rozumenia svetu asebe samému. Je zrejmé, Ze takto
formulovana kritika bude mat potom ovel'a hlbsi a rozsiahlejsi narok, nez

1 Prijatie platonskeho myslenia ako jedného z fundamentov eurdpskej tradicie
Nietzsche oznacuje ako platonizmus; nim je nasledne infikované celé eurdpske
myslenie.

2V praci Mimo dobro a zlo Nietzsche napiSe: ,Krestanstvo je platonizmom pre 'ud.”
Krestanstvo podl'a Nietzscheho z platonizmu vychadza a implantuje ho do svojich
programovych téz.

3 Nietzsche v tejto suvislosti pracuje s terminom dialektika. Ako sa neskor ukaze,
platonsky pochopena dialektika bude mat svoj zaciatok v sokratovskom dialogu.

4 U Nietzscheho bude mat moralka Specificky status - pojde o diferenciu medzi
moralkou panskou a moralkou otrockou.
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len narok eticky, resp. mravny. ZaviSenim takto koncipovanej kritiky bude
nihilacia platonskeho (teda metafyzického) (po)rozumenia ¢loveku.

Aby sme porozumeli Nietzscheho kritike metafyziky, pokdsime sa najskor
o narys pozadia, z ktorého Nietzsche uchopuje problém metafyziky, aby ju
nasledne personifikoval s Platonom. Vtakto koncipovanom poli sa
pokusime odhalit zmysel Nietzscheho deStrukcie metafyziky ako
desStrukcie moralneho (seba)porozumenia Cloveku. Vysledkom takto
koncipovane;j deStrukcie  bude  nihilizmus ako nevyhnutnost
(re)formulovania odpovedi na otazky zmyslu Zivota ¢loveka.

Dvojznacnost zjavovania skutoc¢nosti - svet ako esteticky fenomén -
Zijeme vo svete predstav, ktoré vo svojej usporiadanej a prehl'adnej
suvislosti poskytujd pocit bezpecia (apolénske). Vo svete javov vladne
principium individuationis, apolénsky princip. To je dévod a zaklad
vzajomného oddelovania vSetkého existujuceho; takymto spdésobom sa
ndm ukazuju jednotlivé veci, stavaju sa zjavnymi. Stretnutie so
skuto¢nostou ale znamena stretnutie s nezvladnutou skrytostou. Hlbsie
lezi svet ako opojenie prejavujici sa ako extaticky stav, v ktorom padaja
vSetky hranice medzi jednotlivymi sticnami. Clovek vystupuje sim zo seba
a splyva so vSetkym v jedno. Takto sa nam ukazuje svet oslobodeny z put
individuacie, svet, v ktorom sa javy nezjavuju vo svojej izolovanosti
a nevytvaraju tak poriadok veci. Svet je jedinym herakleitovskym prudom,
nerozliSenym Zivotom, jednotou Zivota a smrti, vzniku a zaniku. V tomto
zmysle mézeme skutocnost nazvat utrpenim (dionyzovské).

Ukazuje sa, Ze apolonska zjavnost, ktora je a ostava zdanim, sa stretnutim
so skutocnostou, ktord zjavnou nie je, nutne trha. Spojenie oboch
protikladnych Zivlov sa pre porozumenie skutocnosti (svetu) ako celku
stava nevyhnutnym acez toto nevyhnutné spojenie sa ndm ukazuje
vzajomna odkazanost oboch Zivlov na seba. Dionyzovska tendencia prijima
apoléonsku zjavnost jasnych obrysov ako vyraz svojej uchopitelnosti.
Nezvladnutel'nd skutocnost (dionyzovské) sa tak vdaka principium
individuationis (apoldnske), ktoré je jej cudzie, stava zjavnym. Tato
vzajomna odkazanost potom naznacuje, Ze kazdy ztychto Zzivlov je
bytostne dvojznacny.

Tvorivo-umelecké vyjadrenie je tak pre tragické rozumenie svetu nutné,
pretoZe ide o sposob ako sa vztahovat ktragickému svetu ako celku.
Umenie nie je doplnkom, resp. ozdobou Zivota, ale jeho stredom - iba ako
esteticky fenomén moze byt svet ospravedlneny, pretoZe umelec recipujuci
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svet esteticky (tragicky) nemoZe anechce rozpor, ktory nahliadol v
samom srdci sveta prekonat. Clovek je takto konfrontovany
s dvojznacnostou a z toho rezultujicou (ne)uchopitel'nostou® celku sveta.

Sokratov problém alebo o rozume ako metafyzike reci - ak Nietzsche
naznacil fundamentdlnu nutnost tvorivo-umeleckého pristupu ku
skuto¢nosti pomocou zrodenia gréckej tragédies, vo svojej prvotine (Zrod
tragédie z ducha hudby) opisuje aj jej smrt. Vini z nej Euripida, pre nasu
tému je ale vyznamnejSie, Ze za jeho podnecovatela oznacuje Sokrata.

Sokrates sa tak pre Nietzscheho stdva zosobnenim radikalne iného,
nového myslienkového principu: netragického, neumeleckého videnia
sveta. Pokial tragické videnie konfrontovalo ¢loveka s dvojznacnostou (cez
vedomie neodelitelnosti avzajomnosti apolénskeho a dionyzovského)
aztoho rezultujicou (ne)uchopitelnostou sveta, Sokrates vystapi
s poziadavkou nového, jednoznacného delenia: pravé sStastie, skutocna
cnost, Zivotna zdatnost, budu suvisiet s vedenim, budu spaté s vysledkom
poznania. Sokrates preto uvadza na scénu rozumnost’.

Rozum sa podl'a Nietzscheho stava vo filozofii zodpovednym za zakliatie
(znehybnenie) skutoc¢nosti, ktora je dianim, do pojmovych mamii. Veci sa
v uchopeni prostrednictvom rozumu zbavuju historického ponimania,
ktoré nas uci, ze ,Co je, nebude, ¢o bude, nie je..“ (Nietzsche 1993,
33). Definovanie skutoc¢nosti ako diania sa (v zmyslovom uchopeni) méze
stat’ rovnako jednostrannostou, ktord si Nietzsche uvedomuje. Takto
vymedzeny typ (historickosti) ponimania ndm sprostredkivaju zmysly.
Rozum sa stdva nastrojom falSovania svedectva zmyslov, ktoré nam
ukazuju dianie, zanikanie, zmenu. Rozum falzifikuje svedectvo zmyslov tak,
ze ho nebude akceptovat (zmysly nas klamd) astane sa tak
jednostrannostou. Nebezpecenstvo, ktoré z tejto jednostrannosti rozumu
vyplynie, charakterizuje Nietzsche ako zamenu poslednych veci s prvymi —
»»Najvyssie pojmy*, to jest najvSeobecnejSie, najprazdnejsSie pojmy,

5 Vyraz ,neuchopitel'nost” piSem ako (ne)uchopitel'nost zdmerne. Vo svetle Zrodu
tragédie z ducha hudby ndm vedomie neodelitelnosti a vzajomnosti apolénskeho
a dionyzovského naznaCuje nemozZnost rozumiet svetu (uchopit svet) vjeho
celkovosti z izolovanosti ktorejkol'vek z tychto dvoch perspektiv.

6 Vo svojom ranom obdobi sa Nietzsche snaZi pomocou umenia najst cestu
k tragickému, predmetafyzickému rozumeniu starym Grékom.
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posledny dym vyparujicej sa skutoc¢nosti, kladu [sa - D. H.] na zaciatok ako
zaciatok” (Nietzsche 1993, 34).

Rozum nakoniec Nietzsche charakterizuje ako metafyziku reci (Nietzsche
1993, 35). Metafyzika sa ndm v tejto jednostrannosti ukazuje ako moznost’
znehybnenia skutocnosti (ktord nam vo forme diania sprostredkuvaja
zmysly) do pojmov pomocou rozumu. (Ne)uchopitel'na skuto¢nost (svet),
sa prostrednictvom rozumu stava uchopitel'nym, a v tomto zmysle sa stava
zrozumitel'nym. Umenie teda uz nemé6ze byt kI'i¢om ku svetu.

Zakladnou a vrcholnou l'udskou aktivitou sa stava poznanie, idedlom
Cloveka sa stava teoreticky Clovek, ktorého charakterizuje sokratovska
rovnica: rozum = cnost’ = stastie. Utrpenie tak moZe byt odstranené, svet
opraveny. Ak zmyslom kultury, z ktorej povstala grécka tragédia bola
konfrontdcia ¢loveka s dvojznacnostou a (ne)uchopitelnostou celku sveta,
pre tradiciu zaloZenu Sokratom bude priznacnad snaha vyhnut sa tejto
konfrontacii.

V tradicii zaloZenej Sokratom potom plati, Ze odpoved’ou na prakticku
otazku: Co ma ¢lovek robit, aby sa mohol stal §tastnymi?, sa stane
teoretickd odpoved’, ktora bude mat’ (po absolvovani dialekticky? ponatej
cesty poznania) ambiciu stat sa (pravdivym) vedenim. Tymto zakladnym
omylom sa podl'a Nietzscheho za¢ne nasa metafyzicka tradicia.

Metafyzika bude teda rezultovat zo skutocnosti, Ze clovek pre
porozumenie samému sebe a pre porozumenie svojmu konaniu, potrebuje
relativne stabilné a spol'ahlivé prostredie, predpokladom ktorého st trvalé
a identické utvary. To je princip, na ktory upozornuje sokratovska tradicia
- aby sme mohli dosiahnut Stastie, musime vediet, ¢o je to Stastie. Ako
cestu veducu k vedeniu Sokrates postuluje dialég. Veri, Ze dialektika (ktoru
chape ako umenie rozliSovat) prezentovana v dialégu je cestou
hl'adania spravnej odpovede.

Sokratovské hl'adanie ale eSte nespravi rozhodujuci (platonsky) krok -
prichddza k mozno paradoxnému zaveru: Viem, Ze neviem. Sokrates si
uvedomuje nezodpovedatelnost otazky Co je to? (napr. spravodlivost ako
takd). Napriek tomu, ato si velmi presne vSimne Nietzsche, Sokrates
zaklada metafyzicku tradiciu v tom zmysle, Ze jeho dialektika pod rdaskom

7 Dialektiku Nietzsche kritizuje v platonskom porozumeni, t. j. ako vzostupny
pohyb myslenia, ktoré vedie k pochopeniu pravdy bytia. Platonsky pochopena
dialektika ma sice svoj zaciatok v sokratovskom dialégu, ako sa ale ukaze, Platon
»Skryti“ ambiciu sokratovskej dialektiky odvazne domysli.
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hl'adania spravnej odpovede (napriek zdanlivej nemoZznosti vediet), cez
formulaciu otazky Co je to?, skryva ambiciu stat' sa vedenim, a cez vedenie
stat’ sa pravym (pravdivym) poznanim.

Tuto (skrytt) metafyzicki ambiciu sokratovsky kladenej otazky domysli
jeho Ziak Platon.

Platonov problém alebo metafyzika ako zrozumitel'nost’ sveta - cestu
od (navonok) praktického rozmeru Sokratovej otazky, bude platonska
metafyzika rieSit uz v teoretickej (metafyzickej) odpovedi (bliZSie pozri
Suvak 2003 a Suvak 2002). Nietzsche to explikuje cez naivitu Platonovho
objavu ¢istého ducha. Tato naivita znamen4, e cez Sokratovu otazku Co je
to? sa Platon dostava k odpovedi, Ze ide o vec samu (o vec ako takd) (Suvak
2003, 200). Takto Platon zjavuje to, o sa v Sokratovej otazke skryva ako jej
vnutorna logika.

Tuto skrytt ambiciu sokratovskej otazky Platon predstavi ako objavenie
a postulovanie sveta idei, ako sveta pravého a skuto¢ného. Pravy svet, tento
osobitny svet, na scénu uvadzaju priznacné predpoklady. Ak chce ¢lovek
rozumiet, musi rozliSovat. Poznanie ma ambiciu stat sa vedenim
(rozumnostou), ktoré je opakom mienenia (zmyslovosti). OdliSenie
pravého (rozumového) sveta od sveta zdanlivého (zmyslového) sa deje na
zaklade poznania. Tento proces potom predstavuje rozhodujicu tlohu
¢loveka, dokonca jeho povinnost.

K takto definovanému pravému a skutotnému svetu sa podl'a Platona
dostavame cez svet javov, ktory je neuchopitelny. SkutoCny svet
predstavuje uchopitelnost (v zmysle pochopitel'nosti) sveta javov.
Chapanie (uchopovanie) tu prebieha ako charakteristicky sp6sob vedenia.
Premisou je odliSitelnost’ toho, comu v istom zmysle uz rozumieme, od
toho, ¢omu nerozumieme. Platon aneskdér cela tradicia platonizmu,
vychadza z radikdlnej opozicie sveta pochopitelného (avtomto zmysle
sveta podstatného, skutocného a pravého) na strane jednej, a na druhej
strane sveta javov a zdani, ktory ma byt cez tento pravy svet osvetleny
avtomto zmysle sa ma stat pochopitelnym. Prvy svet charakterizuje
naozajstna hibka, spol'ahlivy zaklad; tento svet je pevny a hlavne bezpe¢ny.
Druhy svet reprezentuje iba povrch a preto nie je dolezity. Je neisty
a nespol’ahlivy, podlieha metamorf6zam. Aby tento svet ¢lovek pochopil,
musi v sebe pestovat rozum ako spdsobilost’ skutocného porozumenia.
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Platonizmus takto oCividne konstituuju dva charakteristické predpoklady.
Ukazuje sa vilom diferencia (rozliSovanie) pravého (skuto¢ného) sveta
asveta zdania aklamu. Tato diferencia je v platonskom ponati
metafyzickym vykonom objavend, nie zavedena. Z tejto diferencie je potom
zrejmé, Ze pravy svet je poznatelny atoto poznanie predstavuje
rozhodujicu tlohu a moznost, ktora je vlastna ¢loveku.

Metafyzika prostrednictvom platonizmu vnima svet vo svojej jednote a
harmdnii. Akceptuje ho ako dokonaly poriadok vedenia, z ktorého rezultuje
moznost poznania dobra, pravdy a krasy.

Na pozadi chodu a rozvijania filozofie v jej tradicnom chapani a
prevadzkovani odhal'uje Nietzsche sklon vladnut a rozhodovat; tendenciu
nachadzat zakony a vymedzit zavazné principy, zakladajice prehl'adnost
a priehladnost. Co je alfou a omegou celého tohoto pristupu?
Zrozumitel'nost sveta a miesta ¢loveka v fiom. Tradi¢nu filozofiu do akcie
uvadza uzkost pred neistym, mnohozna¢nym, premenlivym, a preto
zdoraznuje a vyzdvihuje ich protiklad - totiZ jednoduché. Fascinuje ju
vSetko, ¢o zostava stéle rovnaké, Co je isté a spol'ahlivé, ¢o sa da vypocitat.
Chce vsSetkému rozumiet. VSetko pochopit. Platon pontka model
skutoc¢nosti, kde je vSetko logicky usporiadané.

Zmysel Nietzscheho destrukcie metafyziky alebo o smrti Boha - snaha
o inStalovanie pevného mravného poriadku do nasho sveta nam ukazuje na
existenciu poznatelnej mravnej perspektivy. Tento moment od zakladu
skresl'uje bytostnd povahu sveta, ktory, ako Nietzsche naznacil,
nestelesnuje rozumnost. Svet pre vSetky Casy, naopak, predstavuje chaos a
musime mat odvahu priznat si, Ze svet, v ktorom Zijeme, boZsku povahu
nevykazuje. Sklon projektovat’ do 'udského sveta svoje predstavy a ciele,
nas zvadza definovat svet ako potvrdenie l'udskych iluzii. Prave tento
moment Cloveka oslabuje a znemoznuje mu, aby identifikoval prilezitost
ku skutocnej tvorbe.

V Nietzscheho chapani Dionyzov princip (tvorba, umenie, tragicky pristup
k svetu), odporuje principu krestanskému (Boh, rozumnost, dvojaka
realita). Nietzschemu teda pdjde o odstranenie symbolu naboZenstva - o
odstranenie Boha - ,tym [sme - D. H.] sa dostali k ... izasnému pojmu ,boh“.
To posledné, najrozplizlejSie, najprazdnejsie sa kladie ako prvé, ako pric¢ina
o sebe, ako ens realissimum...“ (Nietzsche 1993, 34). V tejto suvislosti
Nietzsche piSe o zamene poslednych veci s prvymi - ,, ,najvyssie pojmy*,
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tzn. tie najvSeobecnejsie, najprazdnejSie pojmy, posledny dym vyparujuicej
sareality, [kladu sa - D. H.] na pociatok ako pociatok” (Nietzsche 1993, 34).

Definitivny rozchod s krestanskym Bohom nie je iba otazkou popretia
samotného krestanstva, ale bude znamenat novy horizont myslenia v
Zivote Cloveka. Nietzsche chce postulovat nevinu nastavania, t. j. urobit’
krok od krestanského Boha k Dionyzovi. To znamend prijat Zivot ako
pohyb a cas, s rodenim zZivota prijat aj jeho zanik, chapat ho nie ako vol'y,
ktora konci, ale ako vecné (seba)presahovanie vole. To ale vyzaduje, aby
zakladnym nastrojom vstupu do toku nastavania, nebolo pojmové, logické
poznanie, ktoré sluzi na fixadciu a zastavenie pohybu Zivota. Tomuto
poznavaniu ako poznaniu priznavame hodnotu sliZiacu, sekundarnu.

,Co vnas chce vlastne ,kpravde“?“ (Nietzsche 1998, 9) - pyta sa
Nietzsche. ,Dajme tomu, Ze chceme pravdu: preco nie radsej nepravdu?
A neistotu? Dokonca nevedomost?“ (Nietzsche 1998, 9) Primarnym
postojom cloveka bude postoj tragicky, muzicky, postoj inSpiracie. Péjde o
fluktuaciu vo vnutri stavby bytia. Rozdelenie 'ndského sveta na dva svety -
vyhlasenie jedného za pravy a druhého za zdanlivy - ma pri¢inu v oblasti
rozumu. Rozum sa rozhoduje sam pre seba a nie pre Zivotny instinkt.

Tato formulacia vSak nema zaklad v samotnom rozume, ale prave v
inStinkte, v inStinkte Zivota. Ten nechce volit sdm seba, nechce svoje
vlastné rozhodovanie o hodnotach, nechce svoj rast a vzostup.

Novému mysleniu po6jde nielen o celkom ind podobu, ale tiez o
postulovanie Uplne novych vychodisk. Nepojde o kladenie novych hodnot,
pojde o novy spdsob kladenia hodnét. P6jde o novy spdsob existencidlnej
zakotvenosti Cloveka, o jeho novy postoj k sebe samému, aj o jeho novy
postoj k vlastnému mysleniu.

Celé starocia Zil (do)terajsi clovek starymi hodnotami a ony mu urcovali
miesto vo svete. S padom tychto hodnét sa straca bezpecnost' a istota, a to
ako v pomere k vonkajSiemu svetu, tak aj v pomere k mysleniu ako
nieComu, ¢o bytostne patri k svetu vnitornému.

Ten, kto ako prvy vyslovuje myslienku smrti Boha, myslienku jeho konca
- a tym samozrejme aj konca starych hodnét, je vrah. Okrem toho, ak
vezmeme do uvahy vladnuci tradicionalizmus, je tiez pomditencom.
(Moralny) priaznivci krestanského Boha nechapu, Ze s Bohom krestanstva
umiera aj cely moralny vyklad sveta a Ze bolest, ktora smrt Boha
doprevadza, nevyplynie z ndslednej nemoznosti ocenit klady a zapory
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zZivota. Tato bolest je zakotvena v tom, Ze tento svet smrtou Boha ostava
bez taziska a absentuje tak jeho zmysel a ciel.

Samotnu skuto¢nost padu moralneho vykladu vSak Nietzsche tematizuje
dvojako. Na jednej strane smrt Boha ma konzekvencie pre krestansku
tradiciu v zmysle jej primatu moralky. ,Krestanstvo je ststava, uvazeny a
celkovy nazor na veci. Ak z neho vylomime hlavny pojem, vieru v boha,
roztrieStime tym aj celok: nezostane ndm uZ ni¢ nutné v prstoch.
Krestanstvo predpokladd, Ze Clovek nevie a vediet nemozZe, Co je pre neho
dobré, ¢o zlé: veri v boha, ktory samojediny to vie. Krestanska moralka je
rozkaz; jej povod je transcendentny, je mimo vSetkej kritiky, akéhokol'vek
prava na kritiku: pravdu ma len vtedy, ak je pravdou boh, - s vierou v boha
stoji a pada“ (Nietzsche 1993, 57-58).

Moralny vyklad pada sucasne s vykladom naboZenskym. Fink v tejto
suvislosti piSe: ,Tym, Ze Nietzsche proklamoval smrt Boha, akoby sa
celkom zameral na Cloveka, na jeho doposial' neodhalené potencie, sklada
hymnus na neho a na jeho tvorivy elan. Tato analégia cloveka... robi... obrat
od metafyziky, ktora loveka podriad'uje hierarchickému usporiadaniu veci
a urcuje jeho status vztahom k vyssej, bozskej podstate. Od tejto chvile sa
Clovek vracia k sebe samému, stava sa absolitnom* (Fink 1960, 158-159).
Ako sa d'alej ukaze, tato situacia nebude platit pre vSetkych. To je jedna
rovina.

O druhej rovine smrti Boha pise Nietzsche v suvislosti s tymi, ktori v Boha
neveria. Cim menej st poboZni, tym viac sa zubami - nechtami in§tinktivne
drzia moralnych hodnoteni. ,Zbavili sa krestanského boha a teraz sa
domnievaji, Ze tym viac musia upevnit krestanski moralku... Ak si ..
skutocne myslia, Ze sami od seba, ,intuitivne” vedia, Co je dobré a zlé, teda
ak sa domnievaji, Ze krestanstvo uz nie je potrebné mat ako nutnu
garanciu moralky, potom je to tieZ iba désledok nadvlady krestanského
hodnotenia a vyraz sily a hibky tohto panstva...“ (Nietzsche 1993, 57-58).

Podstatnym momentom tematizacie smrti Boha je samotny termin smrt.
Krestansky Boh podla Nietzscheho nezomrel. Bol zabity. Koniec
dvojtisicrotného odcudzenia ¢loveka je teda 'udskym ¢inom. Okamih jeho
zaniku sa stava dobou najvysSieho zufalstva, zaroven vsak aj najvyssej
nadeje. Stava sa okamihom, kedy sa o cloveku rozhodne, respektive
okamihom, kedy sa ¢lovek o sebe rozhodne sam.

Prave pomateny clovek hlasa smrt Boha - chce tym vyburcovat k vol'be,
k rozhodnutiu. ,Nepoculi ste 0 onom pomdtenom cloveku, ktory pocas
jasného dopoludnia rozsvietil lampas, bezal na trh a bez prestania
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vykrikoval: ,H'adam Boha! Hl'adam Boha!“... ,Kam sa podel Boh? vykrikol,
ja vam to poviem! My sme ho zabili, - vy a ja! My vSetci sme jeho vrahovia!
.. Boh je mftvy! Boh zostane mftvy! A my sme ho zabili! ... Nie je na nas
velkost tohto ¢inu prilis vel'ka? Nemusime sa sami stat bohmi, len aby sme
jej boli hodni? .. Tu sa poméatenec odmléal a vzhliadol opat na svojich
posluchacov: aj oni mlcali a hl'adeli na neho s ddivom. Nakoniec hodil svoj
lampas o zem, takZe sa roztriestil a zhasol. ,Prichddzam prilis skoro,
povedal potom, eSte nenastal moj Cas. Tato nesmierna udalost je eSte na
ceste a putuje, eSte neprenikla k usiam I'udi. Blesk a hrom potrebuju ¢as,
svetlo hviezd potrebuje ¢as, skutky potrebuju €as aj potom, ¢o st vykonané,
aby boli videné a pocuté. Tento skutok je pre nich eSte stale vzdialenejsi nez
najvzdialenejSie sihvezdie - a predsa je to ich skutok!“ (Nietzsche 1992,
123-125). Ohlasovatel’ smrti Boha je pomateny z hl'adiska krestanskej
moralky; ako ohlasovatel je prvy (oznamuje nieco, o com doposial’ nikto
»nepocul” - nikto si to doposial neuvedomoval, nikdy o tom neuvaZoval
preto (ako d'alej ukaze Nietzsche), lebo o tom uvaZovat nechcel. Pomatenec
teda prichadza predcasne.

Toto vyjadrenie situacie, podla Nietzcheho, bude znamenat koniec
sebauspokojovania z moznosti zachovania niboZenstva (ako garanta
moralky) bez Zivého Boha. Myslienku smrti Boha je preto nutné hlasat
prave 'ud’'om, ktor{ uZ v Boha neveria. Pométenec ju nakoniec hlasa hlavne
neveriacim, lebo ,..tam prave stalo vela z tych, ktori v Boha neverili...“
(Nietzsche 1992, 123).

Nietzscheho primarnym zdmerom teda nebude postulovat zmenu od
viery k neviere. Ak vnimame myslienku smrti Boha ako stcast Nietzscheho
kritiky moralky, je pochopitelné, preco poméitenec adresuje svoju spravu
prave l'ud'om, ktori uz v Boha neveria. G. Vattimo vo svojej praci After
Christianity vtejto suvislosti upozoriiuje, Ze ,..pokial si filozofia
uvedomila... Ze Boh je mftvy.. ateda nemdzeme sistotou uchopit
fundament vSetkych veci, potom uz filozoficky ateizmus nie je nevyhnutny.
Iba absolutna filozofia méze povazovat za nutné dokazovat nespravnost
naboZenskej skisenosti...“ (Vattimo 2002, 5).

Naplno prezit smrt Boha, znamena predovsetkym, od tohto momentu
vidiet doterajSie dejiny myslenia ako dejiny omylu. Pre Nietzscheho totiz
Boh neznamena iba ndbozensku moc, projekciu l'udskych bytostnych sil do
idedlu. Boh je pre Nietzscheho ontologicko-moralistickou koncepciou
I'udského Zivota, je vyvrcholenim celej platonskej tendencie eur6pskeho
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myslenia, vulgdrnou formou metafyziky. Nietzscheho antikrestanstvo je
prevrateny platonizmus, ktorému ide o nové hodnotenie doterajsieho
vyvoja myslenia, o nové hodnotenie metafyziky, o novy vyklad a pristup k
bytiu vSetkého jestvujiceho.

Nihilizmus alebo o (praktickom) nepochopeni poslednych T'udi -
smrtou Boha pada najvyssia autorita a s nou padaju aj vSetky doterajsie
hodnoty, ktoré sa o nu opierali. Po strate skuto¢ného zivota po smrti, v
Zivote Cloveka absentuje aj zakotvenie v pozemskom svete. Svet ostava bez
taziska. Tisicro¢ny pohyb myslenia sa ukazuje ako nihilisticky v zmysle,
v ktorom ostal 'udsky svet bez hodnoty Zivota a smrti.

Krest'an na tomto svete nemal domov, bol iba ptitnikom za ve¢nostou, za
vecnym Zivotom. Po smrti Boha ¢lovek nie je doma ani v tomto zmyslovom
svete. Po strate skuto¢ného Zivota po smrti, v Zivote cloveka absentuje aj
zakotvenie v pozemskom svete. Svet ostava bez taziska. Tisicrocny pohyb
myslenia sa ukaze ako nihilisticky v tom zmysle, v ktorom ostal I'udsky svet
bez hodnoty Zivota a smrti. G. Marcel v tejto suvislosti konstatuje, Ze ¢lovek
sa prestava porovnavat s Bohom, ktory je (bol) jeho pé6vodcom a v tomto
zmysle sa Clovek stava sam sebe otazkou bez odpovedi (porov. Marcel
2003,92 an.).

Nietzscheho nihilizmus je nihilizmom hodn6t. Deleuze v tejto stvislosti
pise - ,Slovo nihil vo vyraze nihilizmus neznamend ne-bytie, ale
predovsetkym ur¢itt hodnotu nicoty. Zivot dostdva hodnotu nicoty v tej
miere, v akej je popierany a znevaZovany. Znevazovanie vzdy predpoklada
fikciu... Zivot ako celok sa teda stdva neredlnym.. Hodnoty nadradené
Zivotu nie su oddelené od svojich ucinkov: od znevaZovania Zivota
a negacie tohto sveta“ (Deleuze 2004, 255).

Zaciatkom procesu, v ktorom zo Zivota vyprchali vSetky doterajSie
hodnoty, vSetok ciel'a zmysel, je smrt' Boha. Po smrti Boha zac¢ina (a ostava)
otazka nihilizmu, ktord je odozvou na stav, ktory po tejto udalosti
bezprostredne nastal. ,Co znamena nihilizmus? - Ze sa najvyssie hodnoty
odhodnocuju. Chyba ciel, chyba odpoved na Preco!“ (Kroner 1930, 10).
Najdenie (docasného) zmyslu vo svete, bolo iba doésledkom urcitej
interpretacie sveta clovekom. ,My sami sme si vybasnili priciny,
naslednost, vzajomnost, relativitu, nutnost, ¢islo, zakony, slobodu, dovody,
ucel...“ (Nietzsche 1998, 26).
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Vtejto situacii ,pride cas Ccloveka, ktory si zasluhuje najvacsie
pohfdanie...“ (Nietzsche 1995b, 13) piSe Nietzsche v Zarathustrovi, pretoZe
»--Sam sebou uz nevie pohrdat“ (Nietzsche 1995b, 13).

Je to situacia ,..posledného cloveka“ (Nietzsche 1995b, 13). Situicia,
v ktorej Zarathustra davu zvestuje nadcloveka ako opak posledného
Cloveka a, podobne ako pred nim pomatenec zvestujlci na trhu v Radostnej
vede smrt' Boha, pred davom neobstoji.

Prekonat Cloveka, ked’ vieme Co je to Stastie? — pytaju sa Zarathustru ti,
ktorym boli predstaveni posledni 'udia, ktori ,,...vynasli Stastie“ (Nietzsche
1995b, 14).

Ti isti (posledni) I'udia predtym v Radostnej vede nepochopili situdciu
vyplyvajucu zo smrti Boha, ato napriek tomu, Ze ide oich ¢in! V tejto
situacii sa teda dobre bavia - ,Snad’ sa [Boh - D. H.] nestratil? ... Co sa
zabehol ako dieta? .. Alebo sa schoval? Boji sa nas? OdiSiel na lod?
Vystahoval sa?“ (Nietzsche 1992, 123-124).

Smrt Boha totiZz pre nich znamena zmiznutie tyranského otca, ktorého
mravné naroky im len stazovali Zivot. Nechapu, Ze bremeno (mravnych)
narokov prechadza na nich. Ten isty prechod narokov v Zarathustrom
zvestovanom nadcloveku sa stane predmetom nepochopenia davu v jeho
kriku -, ,Daj ndm toho posledného ¢loveka, 6 Zarathustra“ ... ,urob nds
tymi poslednymi I'ud'mi! A nad¢loveka ti darujeme!” (Nietzsche 1995b, 14)
»,0dchod“ Boha v Radostnej vede chapu (posledni) l'udia ako zbavenie
zavazkov a povinnosti. Moralne apely a imperativy stratili transcendentny
zaklad. Vsetko je relativne a vSetko je dovolené.

U poslednych l'udi (ako v Radostnej vede, tak aj v Zarathustrovi) zjavne
vitazi tizba po slasti. Poslednému cloveku pdjde uZ len o kvantitu -
o maximalizaciu dizky Zivota a akumulovanie o najvac¢ieho objemu slasti.
Spolo¢nost  poslednych T'udi tak bude masou atomizovanych
a konformnych individualistov, ktorych jedinou starostou bude
predlZzovanie Zivota a hromadenie statkov.

Krestansky Boh, je ale iba najvy$Sou podobou pravého sveta,
dvojsvetovej koncepcie platonizmu. Preto nihilizmus v dejinnom ¢ase, i vo
vtedajSej eurdpskej situdcii, prekracuje hranice krestanstva. Historicky
siaha d'aleko za krestanstvo, az k Platonovi. Najdenie (do¢asného) zmyslu
vo svete, bolo teda iba dosledkom urcitej interpretacie sveta ¢lovekom.

Zaklad nihilistického myslenia netkvie len v samom fenoméne dvoch
svetov - ten je vyrazom dekadencie, ipadku Zivota. Nietzsche oznacuje
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nihilizmom aj usilie o negaciu Zivota, znehodnotenie existencie - ,Boh
formulou pre kazdé hanobenie ,tohto sveta“, pre kazdu loZ o ,onom svete"!
V bohu zboZtené Ni¢, svatorecend vol'a k Nicomul!...“ (Nietzsche 1995a, 38)
Krestanstvo urobilo ¢loveka hodnym opovrhnutia a z toho Cerpalo silu pre
svoju d’alSiu existenciu.

Prave z tohto dévodu bude Nietzsche nihilizmus spajat' s duchom odplaty.
Nihilizmus sa tak vjeho mysleni nebude redukovat na psychologické
urcenia auz vObec nie na historické udalosti ¢i ideologické prudy. Aj
Heidegger zdoraznuje prave tieto aspekty Nietzscheho chapania nihilizmu
- ,Nihilizmus hybe dejinami na spdsob sotva poznatelného zakladného
procesu v udele zapadnych narodov. Preto nihilizmus nie je len jednym
dejinnym javom medzi inymi, ani duchovnym pridom, ktory sa... v ramci
zapadnych dejin vyskytuje mimo iného po boku inych prudov...“ (Heidegger
1997, 201). Duch odplaty sa stava principom, na ktorom je zaloZena nasa
psycholégia. Resentiment nevychadza zpsycholdgie, ale celd nasa
psycholégia je na resentimente zaloZena a prameni z neho. Ako je mozné,
Ze dekadentnd mordalka slabych a bezmocnych mohla takd dlht dobu
triumfovat nad silnym Zivotom?

Ked’ Nietzsche ukazuje, Ze krestanstvo je plné resentimentu, neznamena
to, Ze nihilizmus sa stane historickou udalostou. Z nihilizmu sa skor stava
zmysel dejin. Tento zmysel naSiel v platonizme a neskér v krestanstve svoj
najadekvatnejsi prejav. Ked' teda Nietzsche kritizuje platonsku metafyziku,
ukazuje nihilizmus ako jej predpoklad. Znehodnocovanie (nihilacia) Zivota
sa v metafyzickom mysleni uskutociiuje v mene nadzmyslového sveta.

V tejto suvislosti Nietzsche piSe, Ze Boha zabili nielen ti, ktori v neho
neveria, ale, zdanlivo paradoxne, aj ti, ktori vneho veria. Vattimo to
interpretuje tak, Ze veriaci, ktori sa z Bozieho prikazu naucili neklamat,
nakoniec pochopili, Ze aj sdm Boh (ako metafyzicky konStrukt) je
zbytoénym klamstvom. Ak Nietzsche vyhlasuje, Ze Boh je mfrtvy,
neznamena to, Ze Boh neexistuje, pretoze tvrdit, Ze Boh neexistuje (tak, ako
to robia posledni l'udia) implikuje opat metafyzicki tézu o Struktdre
spolo¢nosti (doésledky, ktoré si posledni l'udia odmietaju uvedomit)
(Vattimo 2002, 29 a tiez Rorty-Vattimo 2007, 67).

Posledni ludia totiZ neporozumeli dolezitej mozZnosti Nietzscheho
posolstva - ako upozorniuje G. Vattimo - prave preto, lebo Boha uz
nemoOzeme povazovat za posledny zaklad vsetkych veci, za absolutnu
metafyzicku Struktiru, je opdt mozné v neho verit! Samozrejme, podotyka
Vattimo, uz to nie je Boh, ktorého sme poznali v ramci myslenia metafyziky.
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Bude to biblicky Boh, Boh Pisma, ten, ktorého absolutistickd metafyzika
neznicila (porov. Vattimo 2002, 29). Ale to nebude ni¢ pre poslednych l'udi.

Porozumiet takto vymedzenej situacii bude znamenat pamatat’ na to, Ze
kazda interpretacia je poukazom na optiku, perspektivu, v ramci ktorej sa
realizuje. Rozhodujuca situacia l'udstva spociva v tom, Ze si vedome, zo
slobody nihilizmu ako vedenia o neboZskom pévode hodno6t, mbéZe samo
postulovat vlastné hodnoty. Fink v tejto suvislosti piSe -, Tym, Ze Nietzsche
proklamoval smrt Boha, ako by sa celkom zameral na Cloveka, na jeho
doposial’ neodhalené potencie, skladd hymnus na neho a na jeho tvorivy
elan“ (Fink 1960, 158-159).

Zaver

Nietzsche skumal metafyzické tedrie po stranke ich genézy, resp.
genealdgie. Chcel ukazat, ako metafyzické pojmy a stidy vznikli, aké motivy
si za nimi, akym potrebaAm vychadzaji v ustrety ana akych
nedorozumeniach spocivaju. Prave tento aspekt Nietzscheho sposobu
premyslania, resp. kritiky akcentuje Deleuzova praca. Nietzsche bol
presvedceny, Ze metafyzické predpoklady sa stanu vratkymi v okamihuy,
ked sa ukaze, ze motivy, ktoré su ich zakladom, vychadzaju z pudov
a instinktov, a maju teda iracionalny raz. Je ale zrejmé, Ze odhalenie pé6vodu
metafyzickych predstav nebude to isté, ako ich vyvratenie. Heidegger sa
v tejto suvislosti domnieva, Ze metafyzika by bola celkom prekonana az
v situdcii, ked' nebudeme odmietat’ len urcité (metafyzické) odpovede, ale
zmenime spdsob pytania.

Nietzsche sa ale od metafyzickej tradicie odliSuje prave sposobom
kladenia otazky a samozrejme odpovedou. Nietzsche neocakava, ze by sme
sa prostrednictvom filozofického myslenia mohli vztahovat k samotnému
bytiu. Bytie sa tak v Nietzscheho chapani ukazuje vo svojich udalostiach
(diani). Na rozdiel od traditnej metafyziky je teda prave v Nietzscheho
mysleni dovedena zabudnutost bytia do dosledkov - popretie absoltitneho
zdkladu dynamizuje skuto¢nost. RozliSovanie pravého anepravého sa
odohrava vzdy vo svete, je teda vzdy pohyblivé, ale vzdy opodstatnené.

Byt v zhode so svojou epochou (dejinnou situaciou) znamena nechat
prehovorit udalost - ta udalost, ktort Nietzsche nazyva nihilizmom,
a ktora pre Heideggera predstavuje koniec metafyziky. Sticasné vyjadrenie
takto popisanej situacie vidi Vattimo v hermeneutike. Hermeneutiku
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nevnima ako filozofiu, ale ako vyjadrenie samotnej historickej existencie
v obdobi konca metafyziky.

V situacii konca tradi¢nej metafyziky, upozortuje Vattimo, Nietzsche, ale
rovnako Heidegger neprehovaraju len z pozicii moderného procesu
rozpadu metarozpravania, ale a predovSetkym z pozicii biblickej tradicie.
Nie je absurdné sa domnievat, mysli si Vattimo, Ze smrt Boha, ktorud ohlasil
Nietzsche, je v mnohych ohl'adoch smrtou Krista na krizi, tak ako o tom
rozpravaju evanjelid. Podl'a Diltheyho je progresivny rozklad metafyziky
(ktory z jeho pohl'adu kulminuje v Kantovi (samozrejme bude pritomny aj
v Nietzscheho nihilizme a Heideggerovom konci metafyziky) umoZneny
prave prichodom krestanstva. Vtejto suvislosti len podotykam, ze
u Heideggera bude tato situacia vyjadrena presne tak, ako to v interpretacii
Heideggerovej filozofie piSe v praci Pozvanie k Heideggerovi F. Novosad -
s1de vlastne oto spytat sa, do akej miery ,metafyzika“ patri k I'udskej
prirodzenosti a do akej miery bola zalezitostou nasej volby“ (Novosad
1995, 149).

Vattimo sa z tohto faktu snaZi naznacit, Ze hermeneutickd pozicia (v
najradikalnejSej forme inSpirovana Nietzscheho vyrokom o neexistecii
faktov, a vZdy len interpreticii) je rozvedenim a vyzretim krestanského
posolstva. Vztah medzi dejinami krestanstva a hermeneutikou tak nebude
vymedzeny aredukovany len na uvaZovanie o interpretacii biblickych
textov (ako sa to aj dnes casto predstavuje), ale stane sa zakladom pre
konstituovanie postmoderného nihilizmu ako vyjadrenia skuto¢nej pravdy
krestanstva.

V rdmci vztahov napatia medzi ndboZenskou pravdou a pravdou vedy to
potom bude znamenat sustredenie na ,duchovnu* stranku Pisma. Ak ma
cirkev ziskat schopnost viest dial6g v slobodnom a bratskom duchu nielen
sostatnymi naboZenskymi denominaciami avelkymi svetovymi
naboZenstvami (ekumenicky rozmer), ale tieZ so sekularnou spolo¢nostou,
bude nevyhnutné povazovat posolstvo Evanjelia za princip, ktory rusi
akékol'vek naroky na objektivitu. Postmetafyzicka filozofia inSpirovana
prave Nietzscheho kritikou platonskej metafyziky nas okrem iného vo
svojom hermeneutickom rozmere uci ¢itat' otdzku sv. apoStola Pavla -
,Smrt, kde je Tvoje vitazstvo? ako extrémne odmietnutie platonskeho
principu dvojsvetovej skutoc¢nosti - a to je krok ,za“ interpretaciu sv. Pavla
tak, ako ho vidi Nietzsche v Antikristovi. Tento krok ,za“ resp. ,mimo"
Nietzscheho interpretaciu ndm umoznuje urobit’ sim Nietzsche.
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Postmetafyzicka filozofia v krestanskom rozmere moOZe znamenat
naplnenie biblickej vyzvy na oslobodenie sa od modiel. Krestanska pravda
ako koniec metarozpravania teda sama rozvracia (metafyzick) koncepciu
pravdy. Pravdy pisma nie je potrebné v priebehu ¢asu demytologizovat
(ako to eSte stale castokrat v duchu moderny robime), pretoZe to nie su
Ziadne logické ani metafyzické tvrdenia. Pravdy Pisma sa pravdami
praktickymi - st to pravdy krestanskej Idsky.

Takéto pravdy filozofia zjavne naformulovat nedokaze, pojmové urcenia
ktoré pouziva (Nietzscheho pojmové mumie) nakoniec vZdy podliehaju
poZiadavke zrozumitel'nosti, a prave preto nemo6zu adekvatnym spésobom
zachytit to, Co je skryté. Zmiznutie a zjavenie nie su ziadne alternativy,
ktoré by mohli nastat. Zmiznutie samo je spésobom prichodu. Bohovia
prichddzaju tym, Ze unikaju. Zmiznutie je prichodom vtedy, ked je
preZivané ako zmiznutie. Nepdjde teda o ofakavanie nejakého budiceho
zjavenia Boha, ale oto, prezivat ho vstrate bohov a prezivat vinom
neustale pritomnu budicnost bozského.

Krestanské zjavenie sa sa stava presvedCivym v bode, v ktorom si
uvedomime, pripomina Vattimo, Ze naSa historicka existencia by bez neho
nedavala zmysel. V tomto zmysle je, domnievam sa, potrebné explicitne
prijat’ svoje krestanstvo v situdcii, ktord nie je metafyzicka, ale vidy
historickd a konkrétna. Vo svete, kde je Boh (metafyziky) mitvy, kde sa
zrutili vSetky metarozpravania nam jedinut Sancu, aby sme prezili ako l'udia,
poskytuje krestanské prikazanie lasky.

Prispevokje sucastou rieSenia grantovej tlohy APVV-20-0583 MozZné svety
a modality: sucasné filozofické pristupy.
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Notacie
Takag, P.: Zizek a ti druhi. Ideoldgia v postideologickej dobe. KoSice:
Horska Lucerna 2023, 116 s.

Monografia Petra Takdfa predstavuje filozofickd interpretaciu diela
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zafarbenych vyznamoch a prepaja svoje teoretické analyzy s aktudlnym
socialnym a politickym kontextom.
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