CONTEXT / KOHTEKCT 15

Review for Comparative Literature and Cultural Research
CnucaHue 32 KOMIAPATHBHA KHHKEBHOCT M KYJITYPOJIOUIKO HCTPAKyBame



Editorial Board / Penakuuja
Liedeke Plate (The Netherlands) / JIuaeke ILlnate (Xonauauja)
Marusa Pusnik (Slovenia) / Mapyma ITymnunk (CoBenuja)
Zlatko Kramarié (Croatia) / 3natko Kpamapuk (XpBarcka)
Zvonko Taneski (Slovakia) / 3Bonko Tanecku (CroBauka)
Aleksandar Prokopiev (Macedonia) / Asiekcanaap IlpoxonueB (Makenonuja)

Editor — in — Chief/ 'maBeH u oAroBopeH ypeaHuK
Sonja Stojmenska-Elzeser (Macedonia) / Coma Ctojmencka-Enzecep (Makenonuja)

Ministry of Culture
of the Republic of Macedonia

This issue is supported by Ministry of Culture of Republic of Macedonia / U3nanuero e
o0jaBeHO co MaTepHjaTHA MOAPIIKAa HA MHHHCTEPCTBOTO 32 KYJTYypa Ha
Penyb0suka Makenonuja

ISSN 1857- 7377



INSTITUTE OF MACEDONIAN LITERATURE
HNHCTUTYT 3A MAKEJJOHCKA JIMTEPATYPA

CONTEXT / KOHTEKCT 15

Review for Comparative Literature and Cultural Research
Cnucanue 3a KOMIAPATHBHA KHHKEBHOCT M KYJITYPOJIOIIKO HCTPAKyBaH€

Skopje — Ckomje
2017



CONTEXT 1is an international review and publishes contributions in English and in
Macedonian. All submissions are peer reviewed.

Manuscripts and editorial correspondence should be addressed to:

Institute of Macedonian Literature
Grigor Prlicev 5, p.0.b.455

1000 Skopje

Republic of Macedonia

KOHTEKCT e mefyHapoHO ClMCaHWE W 00jaByBa MPUJIO3UM HA AHTJIMCKU M Ha MaKEJIOHCKH
jasuk. CuTe TEKCTOBH CE pelieH3upaar.

Pakonucure u peaaknucCKaTa NpeircKa CC yraryBa Ha CJICAHATaA aJpeca:

WNHcTUTYT 32 MaKkeOHCKA TUTEpaTypa
yi. ,,I'purop IIpaudes® Op. 5, m.pax 455
1000 Ckomje

Peny6iinka Makenonuja



CONTENTS / COAPKUHA

Jlopera T'eoprueBcka-JakoBiaeBa / Loreta Georgievska-Jakovleva : MOHYMEHTAJI-
HOCT U UMAEHTUTET: MAKEJIOHCKUTE KVJITYPHU TIOJIMTUKU (2006-2016) /
Monumentality and Identity: Macedonian Cultural Politics (2006-2016).........cccccecvveeecreeennnennee. 7

Marusa Pu$nik / Mapyma ymuauk : COMMUNICATION, LANGUAGE AND POWER:
REPRODUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY AS AN IMAGINED COMMUNITY / KomyHuka-
1IMja, ja3UK U MOK: PENpOIyIIUpPamhe Ha XPUCTHJAHCTBOTO KAKO 3aMHUCIICHA 3aCHUIIA. ............. 31

Tarjana MusboBcka / Tatjana Miljovska : COHOT HA VYTOIIMJATA — HAJEX,
BETCTBO OJf PEAJIHOCTA WJIN PEAJIU3AIIMIA HA HNCKOHCKHUOT
CTPEMEX / The Dream of Utopia - Hope, Escape from Reality or a Realization of the
UTHMALE SEEIVINZ...tteiiieiiieeiieeiie ettt et ettt et e et e e st e s beesteeesbeeseeenseenseeesseenseesnseenseesnseanseennsas 61

Zvonko Taneski / 3Bonko Taneckm : COMPARATIVE LITERARY STUDIES IN
SLOVAKIA — STATUS AND PERSPECTIVES / KamxeBnara kommapatuctuka Bo CioBadka
— CTATYC U TICPCTICKTHBH . ..c..uvveeeutreerutreenuseeenuseesnuseessseesseeesnsseesnseeessseeessseesnsseesssseesnsseessseeessseennns 79

Pagomup Ilonosckm / Radomir Popovski : [IOCTXYMAHU3MOT, TPAHCXYMAHU3-
MOT, (BUO)TEXHOJIOTMUTE U JAJAUCTUYKOTO HACJIEJJCTBO / Posthumanism,
Transhumanism, (Bio)Technologies and Dadaistic Legacy..........cccceeuverieriienieeniieeieeieeee, 89

Martina Lukacova / MapTuna JlykauoBa : THE CATEGORY OF ENVIRONMENT IN
THE NOVELS BY ITALO SVEVO / Kareropujara cpeduna BO pomanutTe Ha HTano

I'mopua ®occen / Gloria Fossen : TEJIECHUOT TAHII HA AHA XAJIIIPUH / The
Corporeal Dance of Anna Halprin..........ooooviieiiiiiiiiiicccceece et 115



Dejan Jontes / lejan Joutec : DECONSTRUCTING JOURNALISTIC AUTHORITY:
A CULTURAL APPROACH / [lekoHCTpyupame€ Ha HOBUHApCKHOT aBTOPUTET:
KYJTYPOJIOTTKH TIPHICTAIL. ... vveeeeeuerreeesnnrreessnneseesssnsseeessnnsseesssnssseesesnsseeesssssseessssssseesenssseesssnnsseens 129

CaaBuo KoBuiocku / Slavcho Koviloski : YPBAHU3SAIIMJIATA 1 MAKEJOHCKATA
JKEHA BO XIX BEK / The Urbanisation and the Macedonian Woman in XIX Century....... 143

Auekcanapa Kysman / Aleksandra Kuzman : OXPU/JI, BEJIEC, BUTOJIA N1 CKOIIJE
KAKO HEHTPU HA YAJITUCKATA MY3UUKA KVJITYPA / Ohrid, Veles, Bitola and
Skopje as Centers of Chalgia Music Culture.............cccceeriiiiiieniieiiieieeieeseeee e 155

Haranuja Opauk / Natalija Orli¢ : [IPEBEAYBABETO, ETUKATA 1 YOBEKOBUTE
ITPABA BO CBETJIMHATA HA A3UJIHUTE IIOCTAIIKW / Translation, Ethics and
Human Rights in Lihght of the Asylum Procedures..........c..ccoouvieiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeee e 173



Marus$a Pus$nik

31

27:81

Original scientific paper/H36open nayuen mpyo

COMMUNICATION, LANGUAGE AND POWER:
REPRODUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY AS AN IMAGINED
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Introduction — text in context

Language is one of the basic
mechanisms, which manages social reality
and produces and maintains relations of
power in the society. In the context of
linguistics the questions of the relationship
between language and power (texts in
discourse) are marginalized. Nevertheless,
few linguists and philosophers devote
special attention to the relationship between
language and power and to the questions,
how power is established and reproduced
through language in everyday interactions
between social actors. As Freire (1987)
maintains, every reading of the word is

reading of the world, because people
become subjects in the moment, when the
power is excersised. Power is maintained
through language and it is always a matter
of sign systems and
(Foucault, 1991). Moreover, power produ-
ces social knowledge and also social sub-
jects.

Religions, like Christianity, gain their
believers through circulation and maintai-
ning of power by their specific sign systems,
their own languages. Power with the help of
language enters the micro pores of social
life and this is the moment, when people are
transformed into believers, faithful subjects
or in the subjects of Christian dogma. In the

communication
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language, which is becoming an ideologial
speech, specific systems of truth are
established, which dictate believers, what to
do and how to think, which advise them,
prohibit them different things etc. Basic
argumentative line in Christian speech is
based on the idea that people posess their
souls and bodies, but are not their owners.
Creator of their souls and bodies is God and
that is why people do not have the right to
manage themselves. In this article I try to
analyze how it is possible to create the
perception that God is a sovereign ruler of
the people on the Earth in the process of
communication through language and how it
is possible to transform something that is
ephemeral and socially agreed into natural
law, which seems as self evident and taken-
for-granted by believers. My purpose is to
review the linguistic theories of relationship
between language and power to show how
language can reproduce ideology or
dogmatic doctrine of the Christian Church.
In the context of the post-structuralist and
constructivist paradigm I analyze texts of
the well known Slovenian theologian Ivan
Stuhec, which were published as speeches,
interviews or his own writings in the 1990s
in the Slovenin Christian press or in the
right-wing press. Furthermore, I argue that

these texts, which seem as self evident by
Christian believers, are very political and
demagogical. It is precisely their political,
ideological nature that I try to deconstruct
with the help of the textual and discourse
analysis.

The language of power — the power of
language

The emergence of linguistic analysis of
the relationship between language and
power is tightly connected to the (post)struc-
turalist and (neo)Marxist theories. Modern
linguistic analyzes dedicate the greatest
emphasis in the exploration of the language
system precisely to its use in the particular
speech or written situation and put special
emphasis on the analysis of texts as political
texts that promote specific meanings. The
foundations of such an approach can be
found in structuralism and in semiotic
approaches, whose emergence can be
associated with the linguist Ferdinand de
Saussure. Saussure (1977: 74, 139) argues
that language is independent of the indivi-
dual and only such language — language as a
system — can be a subject of a specific
analysis. He (Saussure, 1977: 73) distingui-
shes language into la langue, the social part



of language, and la parole, the individual
act of communication. The first mentioned
concerns the language system as rules, co-
des, conventions, and the second focuses on
the implementation of the language system.
Modern linguists, who deal with the analysis
of the relationship between language and
power, criticize Saussure’s insistence on la
langue and stress the role of the individual,
the individual speech act and socio-
historical context. According to such theore-
tical presuppositions, language is not a
closed system, limited only to its formal
elements, but it is constantly changing and
therefore an open system (Hall, 1997: 35).
They maintain that the world is constructed
through sign systems, and because it is
known from Saussure on, that language is
the most commonly used system of signs,
which carries meanings, they see language
as a form of social action, through which the
world and social reality is being constructed
(Halliday, 1979: 3-10). Although we can
find the elements, which draw attention to
the constructive power of language already
in structuralism (cf. Saussure, 1977: 75), the
most important step is done by post-
structuralists, who put the individual,
structured and created in language, in the
center of their studies when they claim that
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language produces individuals into subjects
(e.g. Foucault, 1991).

At the beginning of the previous
century Marxist thought inspired also litera-
ry theoretician Mikhail Bakhtin (due to the
then political situation he published his
works also under the pseudonyms Volo-
Sinov and Medvedev)' and he began to
study the ideological elements in the
language. Under the pseudonym VoloSinov
he made a significant break in the study of
language, when he proposed, that when
studying the language we always need to
consider its placement in space and time,
and we also need to take into account the
socio-economic impacts. In addition to
contextuality, his theory also sees language
as a process and not as a system (VoloSinov,
1998). Bakhtin (1980), in this regard, also
talks about the importance of the intertwi-
nement of signs and ideology, because each
word as a sign is an ideological pheno-
menon, and that is why language as the
basis of human communication allows the
(re)production of ideology.

Post-structuralist semiotician Feruccio
Rossi-Landi (1981: 159-169) talks about a

" There is still a speculation, whether this was one
and the same person, because Bakhtin never publicly
confirmed that he published his works under these
pseudonyms.
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direct dependence of ideology and language,
while ideology of a certain historical period
is incorporated in the language — and we can
study it with the investigation of language
strategies — and with the help of language it
is transformed into “false thought™ which is
understood by individuals as truth and as
objective reality.” In this context it is
necessary to mention also the contribution
of semiotician Roland Barthes, which
transfers Saussure's model of a sign,
consisting of signifier and signified, to a
wider level (when he explores different sign
systems, e.g. advertisements, fashion, sports
performance, etc.), where he connects sign
with certain cultural concepts, meanings.
According to Barthes, this is the level of
myths, ideologies and at this level specific
meanings are created at a broader scope than

% The development of the analysis of the relationship
between language and power is increased also with
the help of Anglo-American pragmatist theories, such
as Searle’s and Austin’s theory of speech acts, which
presupposes that language is a form of action and that
when we perform communication we actually
perform speech acts, and language is a means to
carry out such acts (Searle, 1974: 16). Critics of this
approach argue that pragmatist theoreticians do not
take into account that individuals are socialized into
social conventions and that is why they do not use
language for strategic planning to achieve certain
goals or intentions, but they use language because
they simply follow the language.

the descriptive level, which is already
presented by Saussure (Barthes, 1993: 114-
117). These meanings are always the result
of socio-historical circumstances, therefore,
myths or ideologies are expressed only at
the level of the functioning of the system of
signs.

Another important theoretician of this
topic, is the sociologist Pierre Bourdieu.
When examining the relationship between
language and power, Bourdieu (1994: 48-
49) points to the importance of education,
when he argues that it is exactly the
education, which spreads and strengthens
the standard language in society, through the
use of which individuals become subjects of
specific collective community. Thus, it is
language practices that subordinate indivi-
duals to certain collective consciousness so
that they imagine themselves as part of
specific national, religious, ethnic, racial,
etc. community. Language, therefore, should
not be seen only as a means of commu-
nication, but also as a medium of power.
According to Bourdieu (1994: 37-38), struc-
turalist analyses are completely 'internal' in
the sense that they focus solely on the
internal structure of the text or collection of
texts and, thus, neglect the socio-historical
circumstances of production and reception



of these texts. Ideology is, therefore, not
characteristic of language-sign systems by
itself, but ideology is reflected only in the
use of this language in a specific socio-
historical context, when an individual thro-
ugh the use of language constructs him/her-
self as subject and, thus, places him/herself
within the sphere of power.

On the basis of such theoretical
discussions about the relationship between
language and power there emerged studies
that investigate language as a social process
and as a major actor in the establishment of
relations of power in the society. Text in
context becomes a subject of research of
these studies.’ In Europe, Teun A. van Dijk
(1972) is among the first who starts to talk
about linguistic aspect of discourse analysis.
With his doctoral thesis he established pure
text linguistics, ie. the study of the relation-
ships between sentences. In the development
of these studies Van Dijk draws on the then
strong Czech linguistic school (e.g. Franti-
Sek Danes), whose representatives built
foundations of text linguistics already before
Van Dijk. However, the novelty of his
approach lies in the fact that he argues that

3 There exist different names for the discipline, which
studies texts, for instance, text linguistics, (critical)
discourse analysis, textology, macrostylistics, grama-
tics of text.
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texts should be regarded as political texts.
Proponents and practitioners of discourse
analysis,4 therefore, rather propose a more
convenient description, that is discourse
analysis, while each study of text is study of
text in discourse (van Dijk, 1997; Fairclo-
ugh, 1995). In this manner they introduce
critical discourse analysis. Beaugrande and
Dressler (1992: 23, 28) — according to van
Dijk (1997: 33) their work Introduction to
text linguistics represents a turning point in
the development of discourse studies — in
1981 refer to the analysis of discourse, but
they consider it synonymous with conversa-
tion analysis. Later, in 1997, Beaugrande
(1997: 36-37) already uses the term discour-
se analysis in the sense as defined by Van
Dijk and Norman Fairclough, two theoreti-
cians, practitioners and originators of critical
discourse analysis. Beaugrande (1997: 36-
37) notes that the science of language
should be reconnected with the discourse, he
is critical of the older studies of linguistics —
especially of structuralists — when he
maintains that they study language as a
closed system.

* Such as, for example, Teun A. van Dijk, Norman
Fairclough, Paul Thibault, Gunther Kress, Theo van
Leeuwen, Ruth Wodak etc.
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Ideology in the language of Christianity —
power mechanisms in language

With the example of specific texts,
which were produced in the context of
Christian doctrine, I would like to present
how the Christian dogma is reproduced in
the language. With this example I would
like to analyze the relationship between
power mechanisms and language practices.
Religion as imagined community (cf.
Anderson, 1990) is not created and mainta-
ined by a few individuals of the Catholic
clergy, who would forcibly from 'top-down'
allowing the existence of this community,
but it is maintained from ‘bottom-up’, at the
level of individuals, who continually imple-
ment many practices, put them into langu-
age. Such as for instance continuos imple-
mentation of specific Christian practices
(baptism, communion, confirmation, confe-
ssion etc.) and repeated expresion of Christi-
an prayers — Qur Father, who art in heaven,
hallowed be Thy name: Thy kingdom come:
Thy will be done in earth, as it is in
heaven... In the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit etc. Power is
exercised at the level of individuals, when
through utterances and listening to the
seemingly 'innocent' and ideology-free

prayers, mass and communion songs,
Sunday sermons, statements of church
clergy, etc., which are highly political texts,
their consciousness is being ideologized and
when they become subjects of the Catholic
imagined community. Thus, the ruling
subjects (God or church clergy) as well as
those governed subjects (faithful Christians)
are created only in the field of power
through sign systems — through language
(cf. Foucault, 1991: 10). For instance, when
saying, Glory be to the Father, and to the
Son and to the Holy Spirit. As it was in the
beginning, is now and ever shall be, world
without end. Amen. (prayers from the Holy
Rosary), these individuals become believing
subjects and construct the Kingdom of God,
which regulates social reality — manages
bodies, regulates gender relations, sets rules
regarding sexual practices, regarding abor-
tion, homosexuality etc.

For this purpose, I analyze texts of Ivan
Stuhec, Slovenian theologian and philoso-
pher of morality, professor of moral theolo-
gy at the Faculty of Theology in Ljubljana,
who was also the secretary of the Synod in
1999-2000 and who is among the most
important public protagonists of Christian
doctrine in Slovenia. I analyze his texts,
which were published as speeches, inter-



views or his own writings in the 1990s in
the Slovenian Christian press or in the right-
wing press. In his texts I try to discover how
through a variety of strategies ideology in
language is being created. It should be noted
that also the speech protagonist in such a
case only becomes the subject trough the
implementation of a number of practices,
through practicing sign systems and he is
not a pre-given Subject. The continuous
involvement in cycling of the power at the
micro level, for example, at the level of
language functioning, transforms him into a
ruling (but against God into a governed)
subject. All believers as subjects, irrespec-
tive of their position in the hierarchy of the
Church, so only with their concrete material
life signs in the life the words of the prayer:
'Amen — so be it!" (Althusser 2000: 106).

In such an analysis, according to some
authors (van Dijk, 1997; Ivas, 1988;
Beaugrande and Dressler, 1992) we should
first focus on the semantic level of the
language. It is very important to examine
topics in the texts as this not only suggests
what information is the most important in
the text, but it also determines the most
important information in the world. In this
respect, it is important to analyze macro-
structure, as defined by van Dijk, ie. the
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global statement about the content of the full
text, while each text is based on one main
idea, which gradually develops and is split
in more detailed ideas (van Dijk, 1991: 71-
117; cf.. Beaugrande and Dressler, 1992:
65-83). By analyzing the semantic level,
therefore, we can show how the level of
language forms the social reality, which
topics define and govern the daily lives of
people — in my analyzed case, the Christian
believers. The analysis of macrostructre of
Stuhec’s texts shows that the most important
topics in his texts are the lack of values in
modern consumer society, the corrupt youth,
which is not religious anymore, the
relationship between man and woman as in
nature anchored relationship, abortion as
murder, and the Church as the victim. These
themes can be linked to Barthes' (1993: 117-
120) concept of dennotation and conno-
tation. On the connotative level constructed
meanings are created as symbolic acts that
are associated with the ideology or with
myths. Stuhec’s texts, therefore, consist of
signs, which on the descriptive level, on the
level of dennotation communicate some
basic meanings (e.g. value, abortion, family,
etc.), but which are on the level of
connotation put within the broader system of
power mechanisms (e.g. the Christian
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dogma) and, thus, obtain cultural signi-
ficance. All these topics, therefore, represent
myths or ideologies, because through them
at the level of meta-language the feelings of
Christianity are created and Christianity is
constructed as an imagined community.

Dishonor of fundamental human values —
no more for home, Emperor and religion

In most of the analyzed Stuhec’s texts
we can observe the struggle of traditional-
conservative values against current modern
values, which are, as he says, on the one
hand still strongly influenced by communist
ideas, and on the other hand, by capitalist
commodification of society. Stuhec through
different language or argumentative strate-
gies determine three fundamental values
(family, God and the nation) that the modern
society lacks. Citing the cases of corruption
and with the use of the strategy of
generalization he constructs the social
situation without values, when arguing that
corruption is becoming a "normal phenome-
non, at which no one has a bad conscience.
Anyone who is not corrupted, is stupid and
unsuccessful, he does not climb high and he
cannot create anything" (1993a: 67). This is
a typical demagogic tactic, because first he

builds the image of corrupt society, in a way
that he involves reader in such a situation, as
he/she feels like actually participating in it,
because it's just "a normal phenomenon,"
when he says that in this society we are all
corrupted and that we no longer even notice
this. Through the use of the first person
plural, ie. we, the readers might feel
personally affected, they might be
permeated with the feelings of guilty and so
they follow his words, what is right, because
precisely with the use of pronoun we the
speaker constructs the image that he is not
part of it. Through the use of emotionally
loaded words, some also commonly used in
the Christian ceremony (salvation, commu-
nion, religion, etc.) and through short cut
sentences, in many cases even without
verbs, which function forcefully and very
realistically, Stuhec creates traditional (pat-
riarchal) family as a fundamental cell for the
possibility of the existence of an ethical
society: "Family is at the very beginning of
human society. /.../ Family will also be the
key of the future human communion. /.../
The future of the Slovenian nation lies in the
reconstruction of the family. That is filled
with love. And faith in Love" (1993a: 67). It
is also important how certain words are
written, because ideological elements in the



language can be also found at the level of
morphology and phonology, like intonation,
accents, pronunciation and visual side of the
written words. Stuhec writes the words of
love and salvation with capital letters and in
this manner he grants them the status of
truth, these words, therefore, stands out in
the text and around them the image of the
family is built. Furthermore, he refers also
to the nation, which he presents as a
fundamental value based on the family
(1993a). The reference to "the Slovenian
nation" 1is an important argumentative
strategy because it can directly name, call,
scold, praise people/readers so that each of
them can feel personally addressed. They
feel obliged to act, even if only with the
agreement and approval of his statements,
what transforms them into religious and at
the same time into national subjects, when
they believe that they act well for the sake
of Christianity as well as of Slovenianess.
According to Stuhec, culprits for the
decline of fundamental values in a consumer
society are among others also media, which
have the power to manipulate people. He
describes media as ideological in the hands
of political authorities (1994: 133-134). His
reference to the ideological nature of media
subsequently takes away ideological charac-
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ter of Christianity while readers get a feeling
that he speaks from the ideology-free and
neutral position, if he is capable of judging
the ideology of others. Therefore, he
completely separates "us — the representa-
tives of the Church" from the media. On the
other hand, at the same time he calls the
Church to use media more often, so that
media, as he implicitly recognizes, could
help the Church in the proliferation of
degraded values: "The Pope’s visit, I hope,
strengthened us in the belief that in the
modern world it is not possible to distribute
Christ’s belief without the media "(1997b:
37-38). He conceals the appetites of the
Church in the media with the Pope's words,
when he characterizes him as “a media
pope”, in order to justify the need for a link
between the media and the Church: "Janez
Pavel II., who will for sure be written in
history as a media pope, is clearly aware of
modern information media"(1993b: 9).
Stuhec’s statements lead to a peculiar
absurd, because first he condemns the media
as the manipulators, and marks them as the
ones in the hands of the leading political
factions - liberals. But on the other hand, he
calls the Church to better exploit the media
in its mission of strengthening of funda-
mental values. To illustrate, when liberals
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use the media to communicate their ideas,
this is marked as sacrilegious, but when the
Church does the same thing, this is marked
as God's work. He creates such meanings
through the strategy of continuous referen-
ces to the Pope and to the God as infallible
authorities (when using the words Pope and
God he often uses such adjectives which
describe and thus exacerbate their good
deeds) what gives his statements a special
status, since the readers do no doubt about
the correctness of his statements.

In tracing the ideological elements in
the language it is, therefore, important to
study the used vocabulary because the
words often express a value judgment. It is
important to analyze the process of nomina-
tion because the nomination offers the
ideology to conquer the language. Ivas notes
that those who accept the convention of
these names and learn them, they also accept
through them "the community values and
are becoming followers of the tradition"
(Ivas, 1988: 54-57). Stuhec in his texts often
uses specific set of words that can be
regularly heard at a mass ceremony and
sermons (God, Church, spirituality, commu-
nion, Christ, pastoral, announcement, faith,
salvation, Christianity, in spirit, sense, face
of God), but Stuhec uses them even when he

discusses completely ordinary, mundane
things. Through the dogmatic words readers
can depict an image, that it is urgent need to
act, because the text offers them a feeling of
deficit values and deficit faith in God and
family in the modern world.

Stuhec continually depicts the left
political power — liberal fraction and compa-
res it with the Communists, he talks about
the communist regime and he speaks in the
context of media manipulation of the truth.
In such a context he uses different names —
"totalitarian system, the existing oligarchy, a
one-party dictatorship, Slovenian oligarchy,
Slovenian Left" (1997b: 38; 1993b: 10;
1998: 3, 1999: 3; 1999a: 19). In this manner
readers unconsiously make the switch and
compare the political power in Slovenia
with the Communists, which Stuhec calls
"one kind or another manipulators in the
Slovenian media space" or even "one of the
most obscure personalities of Slovenian
politics" (1997b: 38). In this respect, there is
a notable use of the word obscure, since
Stuhec with the use of this word in the eyes
of the readers places these people on the
opposite side of pure and unsullied idea of
Christianity, when he attributes to them
some kind of obscurantism and something
satanic, something that takes place in the



world of dark forces. In the eyes of readers
he builds an image of political authorities
who are greedy for power and who are
prone to communism, for example, through
the use of words and phrases — actively
involved in the operation of the one-party
dictatorship, the participation of the former
rule, people from the former political sets,
the cult of Tito, the Communists use all
means to ascend to power and to stay there
(1992b: 22). He also offers a brief overview
of the development of communism in
Slovenia, even though at the explicit level
he does not associate it with liberals, but he
does this on the implicit level. Used words
like Stalin, Marxism, communism, looking
into the past etc. connect readers with
Stuhec’s statements that “the Slovenian
liberal public /.../ succeeded in times of
great political changes to stop deeper reform
process, which the Slovenian society should
necessary to experience” (1993a: 67). On
the implicit level Stuhec attributes to liberals
the negative characteristics and connects
them with Stalinism, even with Nazism and
the Mafia (1993a). This puts them at the
opposite side of the Church, which, as he
says, fights for democratic-ethic society.
The strategy of setting the Church against
negative actions and properties of someone
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else (liberal political authorities) makes it
even more righteous as if the author would
explicitly and directly describe its positive
qualities and deeds. Thus, he places the
Church in a position of humility, what
allows readers to easily idenitfy with it,
because in the texts it appears as non-
dogmatic and as ripped off.

I also analyze how Stuhec manages the
situation, ie. how he manages the others/
readers when he, for example, promises
something, commands, threatens in order to
establish these values as natural. In this
regard, his calling is very important, despite
the fact that this call may already be seen as
an automatism, with which Stuhec introdu-
ces the topic, like, for instance, “allow me
/.. listen /.. so” (1997b: 38). Stuhec
establishes his authority and image of the
natural giveness of the fundamental values
as essential for human survival in a way that
he introduces a number of arguments with
calls-arguments, like for instance, “It is true
/... the fact that /.../ it is clear /.../ you
know very well /.../ this is true /.../ probably
today it is necessary to confess /.../ so it is
perfectly understandable /.../ it is quite clear
/.../ to this important fact /.../ as has long
been known /.../ this actually shows /.../ as it
is known” (1992: 22; 1997b: 38; 1993b: 10;
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1997a: 45; 1992b: 22; 1999¢: 3; 1995: 179;
1992a: 12; Stuhec in Krzan, 1995: 55, 56).
These phrases are important strategies
which allows him to refer to some
knowledge, which is generally known, or to
some people’s experience and in this way he
constructs important confidence because
readers take what he says as proven, true
and they do not even doubt about that. But
there is also an apparent contradiction, since
Stuhec constantly calls for help some gene-
ral knowledge of readers but at the same
time he attaches them some ‘problematic’
characteristics (they are corrupted, faithless,
etc.).

Youth with satanic deities

Through the language Stuhec builds the
image of corrupt youth without any values
and illustrates this as an alarming situation.
He writes about the music concert of the
band Metallica in Ljubljana that “twenty-
thousand crowd of young and middle-aged
protesters may bow to their divinity”
(19990b: 3). Through the method of naming,
protesters, Stuhec  constructs
situation in which young people find
themselves and who invent their own
deities. Further he argues that this is mainly

anarchic

due to the fact because the younger
generation “on the one hand is totally
alienated from the world of religion and on
the other hand they can not avoid it” (1999b:
3). Dogma of Christian doctrine is not
reflected in Stuhec’s claiming that young
people and all people for its existence need
some faith. However, when examining the
ideological elements in the language it is
necessary to discover what is said on the
implicit level, what is hidden in the text.
Christian dogma is evident exactly on that
level, when Stuhec speaks about the
necessity of the existence of the Catholic
religion and thus evaluates the Christian
deity as the only correct and moral,
Christian doctrine as an absolute truth and
belief in this doctrine as natural human
need. In this manner he says about the
concert: “That this would have anything in
common with that in Church on Sunday, it
is more unlikely” (1999b: 3). He places
Church ceremony above all else and asses
everything in its perspective. It is meaning-
ful how he uses the conditional sentences,
when he stresses through its use that this
would probably never happen and that this
is only a probability. While the use of the
indicative sentence, for instance, That this
have anything in common, would say that
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basis of such images can easily identify with
the descriptions of Christian practices as the
only correct and, therefore, they see other
practices, mentioned by Stuhec (/istening to
the deafening electric guitars and drums,
Jjumping at the concerts, youth with bottles
in their hands, etc.) as unnatural and even as
“satanic” (1999b: 3).

“By all these it is not my intention to
judge the youth,” maintains Stuhec and
precisely the strategy of denial of his own
intolerance, like for instance, all the young
people are not so much spoiled, but still... is
the one that places the Church and the
Christian doctrine in the eyes of the readers
to the place of objectivity, from where one
can judge legitimately. I emphasize that it is
not a question of whether it is right that
young people drink, that are crazy at the
concerts, that they adore and worship rock
or heavy metal singers — and such meanings
are offered in Stuhec’s texts as preffered
meanings and he argues that these are
fundamental problems with today’s youth —,
but the question which is important it is who
will posses the leading position in construc-
ting the truth in society or hegemonic
position in the interpretation of what is good
and what is not good, who to worship etc.
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However, this is hidden in the text and
readers cannot see it, therefore, precisely in
this hiddeness lies the Christian dogma.
With the use of emotionally charged words
and phrases, such as when he says that at the
concerts there is a “satanic atmosphere,”
that the dominant force in the society
“creates world of values, which prefers as its
symbol shrunken fist with straighten
forefinger and little finger than the Cross,”
what by the readers creates feelings of fear
of such events. Through the process of
naming and word choice (Satan, ruler of
darkness, etc.) he builds meanings that
terrify readers. This image is additionaly
strengthened by referring to a Slovenian
psychologist Janez Kokalj, which is
addressed with the social role of the
psychologist, what gives him special respect
and grants him the status of the autho-
rity/expert. Credibility of Stuhec’s state-
ments about the corrupt youth, which honors
Satan, is thus further strengthened: “If you
listen to such music for a few hours every
day, then the specific thoughts occurs,
thoughts about killing and torture” (1999b:
3). In his texts also the strategy of
apologizing is used, when he says that due
to the alarming situation the Church already
begun to establish fundamental values,
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because it is the only one that has access to
the moral order, from which the youth is
totally alienated. However, as he argues,
many agents in the society tries to constant-
ly prevent its role. Furthermore, similar is
also his statement, “all of us, who have
anything to do with the school, can very
well feel the consequences of such
‘education’ /.../ we have stories about axes
and knives and we will also have stories
about guns or even worse.” It is meaning-
fully that the word education is written in
quotes, which not only exposes the word,
but in contemporary society it also gives it a
negative connotation and calls it into
question.

Important ideological elements in the
language are also questions, with which
Stuhec directs readers and forces them that
they cooperate with him when reading the
text — that they think, respond, agree, oppose
etc. Especially important are those questions
that do not require a response, but have
more the character of a criticism or a threat
—e.g. “How do you think you can talk with
a young man on the train, which has a
walkman on his ears?” Stuhec arouses
indignation in the readers so that they can
create an image of the corrupted and lost
youth, because young people in such

situations “lose themselves and their
consciousness, because they are sunken in
the world of rhythm or image” (1993b: 10).
He attributes a lack of ambition to the
younger generations what stems from the
lack of communication and he is very
persuasive in his text due to the use of
emotionally-charged words, such as “young
people today simply do not have the true
eros for changing things /.../” (Stuhec in
Stefani¢ 1999: 3). He outlines such an image
that readers can connect this with some
basic human sense, with a sensual love,
which Stuhec offers in the Christian Church
as he says, whose natural mission is spiritual
love of teachers to their pupils — believers.
The use of such arguments indicates to the
readers that church schools — because the
Church has the right to establish schools of
any discipline, degree and nature, as Stuhec
maintains — are better than the state, secular
schools because the latter “in order to
educate in disorder” produce “irresponsible
youth” (1997: 47). What is meaningful is the
use of performative verbs, since performa-
tive serves to the execution of an act that
would be difficult to enforce in another way
(Searle, 1974: 21-25). The use of impera-
tives, which are obviously performatives,
has in Stuhec’s texts clear ideological
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decide! /.../ Select in a way that you may
live in fullness” (1997: 48). Imperatives
allow readers that they see this as a
possibility of free choice, but on the
ideological level they act as commands-
calls, which call and interpelate readers on
specific situations, and because they feel
personally spoken to, the dogma of the
Church is blurred and in this way the
Church is fighting to obtain and consolidate
hegemonic position in the society.

The church is not to blame — religious
imagined community

Stuhec in his texts often uses the
strategy of picturing the Church as a victim.
He notes that many (liberals) criticize the
Church how expensive it is: “You see, what
they are like: they do one thing and they say
another, they waste our money and they
would like to have returned a half of
Slovenia in nature, they rape us with their
religious feelings and at the expense of the
state budget they play their own masses and
the saints” (1999c: 3). Precisely the strategy
that he does not deny these complaints
directly, but that he exposes them in the
most crude form, causes that he banalizes
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them effectively what masks the dogma of
the Church. In some way he justifies the
actions and demands of the Church, and
displays them as natural. He also excuses
negative actions and characteristics of the
Church, when he shifts the blame on the
people so that they feel personally
responsible: “But because the Church are
also the people, it is normally that in it also
some things take place that are not always a
joy to the Church and are not in accordance
with its religion /.../ everywhere there are
people with our own abilities and
weaknesses” (1997b: 37-38).

An important strategy of depicting the
Church as a victim and, thus, also of
condoning its actions is also the direct turn
to Jesus Christ: “Dear Jesus, I am writing
You a letter somehow two thousand years
later, when You were born to this world”
(1999a: 19). Strategies of personification,
direct addressing, writing of you with the
capital letter revive Jesus, and thus also
revive the dogma, which is invisible to the
believers. In the text Stuhec uses personal
pronoun you and possessive pronoun your
twentysix-times. He writes them with a
capital letter, which grants Jesus the autho-
rity and the place of truth. As an important
ideological mechanism works also the use of
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the imperative: “See, I write this letter to
You from Slovenia /.../ See, you respect the
laws from when you were a little boy /.../
Now, please, explain to me /.../.” Through
these strategies Stuhec calls Jesus as a man,
as a human who is here right now, with
whom he speaks directly. Stuhec also
justifies the Church as Jesus’ direct succe-
ssor and through comparison with Jesus he
constructs the Church as a victim and as a
martyr: “But one of the things that bothers
us in this country is in some way also You.
If I am more precise, not so much You, as
what is left after You and what we call the
Church. /.../ What can you do bad from
those Bethlehem’s crib, whom you can
threaten from Mary's lap /.../ You see, today
the Church in the country from which I
write to You, is in the same position.” With
the use of the indeterminate form in some
way also You he suggests to the readers that
the 'problem' concerns Jesus, if not directly
then at least indirectly. Furthermore, at the
level of the language he builds an idea of the
Church as the successor of Jesus, “what is
left after You.” The phrase left after
somebody might represent a material or
spiritual legacy of someone, and usually it is
used in conjunction with children, succe-
ssors (e.g., tree children were left after him).

The use of words and phrases with the
emotional charge (crib, lap) and the referen-
ce to the relationship between parents and
their children allows that the comparison
between Jesus and the Church in the eyes of
the readers becomes something natural.
They see the Church as a victim, because
the Church as well as Jesus with his harm-
less army of “Bethlehem shepherds who
hold in their hands shepherd's rods" has no
"army not the police, does have its share in
any of the banks, but in comparison with
others it is negligible small” (1999a: 19).
Stuhec pictures the Church as harmless and
modest, which has some money, but the use
of the pronoun adjective in any of the banks
indicates that it has some money, but the
number is small. The vagueness of the Bank
designates as well its irrelevance. He also
illustrates this with the relationship of ad-
verb and adjective negligible small, what is
in the light of Jesus’ goodness overlooked
by the readers.

The next important strategy, through
which the Christian dogma is constructed in
the texts, is attributing of words to the
interlocutor, that it seems like Jesus is
talking to Stuhec: “Now, You would say,
stop whining, I already told you for the time
of my life that people will oppose you and
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between relatives.” The text becomes even
more legitimate, since readers have a feeling
that Jesus himself is addressing them.
Stuhec shows the image of the threatened
Church, which the society opposes (“is its
enemy”). On the basis of such preferential
meaning readers can explain to themselves
“why the Slovenian Left fears /.../ why the
rulers are afraid of the Holy power, the
agreement, the Church, religious education,
and everything that would smell of Thy
name!” Stuhec subtly masks the Christian
dogma and justifies the engagement of the
Church in the state politics, its shares in the
banks, its demands for the return of the
property, religious education in schools etc.
through a strategy of showing the Church as
a victim in a way that readers see in this
only Jesus' sacrifice.

Through the language Stuhec shows
respect to the readers, when he directly
addresses them with certain social roles, for
example, most often as Christians or Slove-
nian Christians (1993b: 9; 1997b: 38). In
this way, he directly speaks to them, like,
hey, you, which allows him to address each
individual reader, that everybody feels like
he/she is personally addressed, what puts
each reader in the community of believing
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subjects. Language strategies of such direct
address allow for addressing of ideological
subjects and according to Pecheaux (1979)
precisely the call hey! is an example of
religious-police call, which calls the indivi-
dual to be responsible — to a duty or to a
morality. Stuhec turns to the readers also in
a way of constructing imagined religious
community: “We, Christians often feel
embrassed /.../ we, Slovenian Christians are
taxpayers /.../” (1993b: 9; 1997b: 38).

When readers are reading the text they
are called and interpelated as subjects of this
community, they know exactly that they are
part of the “common reality”, or as KoroSec
(1992: 103) says, a “common communica-
tive circle” is constructed or “communicati-
ve agreement” between readers and Stuhec.
Such language strategies also establish
feelings of being here and right now and a
contact between interlocutors (cf. Korosec,
1992: 104), where each of them is aware of
the many other readers that they are here
and now (that they read this text, pray, etc.),
but they cannot see each other, they cannot
hear each other, they never meet — and yet
each of them has an image in his/her mind
of a connectedness into the community
(Anderson, 1990: 17). On the level of the
language, according to KoroSec (1992: 103,
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112), specific words can create a common
communicative circle, such as personal
pronouns,d verb forms for the first and
second person plural and relational
adjectives. Through the language generated
communicative agreement Stuhec streng-
thens this religious imagined community,
which is not imagined only by religion but
also by nationality, when he stresses
Slovenianness and Christianity: “A Slove-
nian Christian does not have his own
example in the saints, what is manifested as
a weakness in the Slovenian conscience”
(Stuhec in Stefani¢, 1999: 3). Stuhec creates
Slovenianness on the basis of Christianity
and he presents Christianity as a pan-
Slovenian feature, so the processes of
imagining  the and national
community are closely intertwined.

religious

Abortion as a battlefield after the war

In Stuhec’s texts one can also observe
the construction of moral order and the rules
of the Christian church, when he shapes the
image of ‘natural state of affairs’, that life is
sacred and that no living force should
interfere in the flow of life. Individuals who
act according to these texts confirm and
reproduce the existing moral order and agree

that the legislation on the freedom of choice
on childbirth is perverted, while it denies the
God's sake. At the level of vocabulary the
battle for the meanings takes place and
within a Christian dogma embryos become
children, unborn human beings, and those
who are related to abortion become murde-
rers of children, destroyers of life, and
abortion itself is designated as murder, war
crime. On this level specific meanings are
created which govern social reality in a way
that they domesticate such views on
abortion that they become a part of common
sense.

Stuhec uses the arguments that discredit
different perspective of abortion and apolo-
gizes the view of Christian doctrine: “The
issue of abortion and all the debates around
it, which are often controversial and highly
ideological-political, cannot be understood
if they are not confronted with fundamental
questions of anthropology. From the pers-
pective of the Catholic anthropology /.../”
(1995:177). When Stuhec characterizes all
debates about abortion, as well as scientific
debates, as ideological and uses negative
sentences cannot be understood, he even
reinforces their ideology and builds an
image of himself as an objective sovereign.
In this way Catholic anthropology, which is



able to go beyond politics and ideology, as
he presents it, acquires the status of
scientific character. In his texts he enume-
rates some of the findings of biology and
medicine on the developing of the fetus, but
“this different knowledge should be nece-
ssary installed into a whole, which might be
represented by a theological anthropology”
(1995:182). He shows this as totally normal,
with the use of the adverb necessary he
shows his wish or even a command, that
Christian doctrine should be placed over all
other sciences, what in the eyes of the
readers grants him the status of authority
when speaking about the abortion. Through
argumentative strategies he shows that each
embryo comes "from their parents. Theolo-
gically said — from God" (1995: 178). Each
embryo is therefore a person, a life, because
“/.../ God loves a person, regardless of
his/her condition or the phase of his/her
personal development.” He often uses the
phrases theologically speaking or from the
theological perspective and these phrases
signalize and create the objective view of
Christianity, to which also the status of
scientificity is ascribed. Objectivity and
scientism of theological anthropology is
justified in his texts also by reference to the
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'big names and traditions', for example, fo
the Greek tradition, to Boethius, to Kant etc.

Referring to the emotions of readers
when he shows in the texts God loves
“every form of life,” allows him to raise
human compassion. He calls to the duty all
readers — parents when he claims that the
embryo is a human from the phase of
conception, because “already in the male
semen and in the female egg /.../ there is
life” (1995: 178-179). Through such argu-
mentation he invites readers to feel guilty
already if they think of an option of
abortion, when he argues that life was
donated to them (“by God”), so they do not
have the right to take away life. He refers to
their intimate world (men's semen, women’s
eggs) and he represents himself not only as
an educator of their spirituality, but also as
an educator of their physicality. And this is
the essence of Christian dogma, because
power always operates at the level of the
body (cf. Foucault, 1991), it cultivates the
body when believers carry out certain
practices — don’t do abortions, don’t use
protection during sex, etc. Therefore, Stuhec
not only educates people in their spirituality,
but through language practices in
accordance with Christian dogma disciplines
also their bodies.
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Such ideological language is subjected
also to assessment, evaluation, what is
reflected in the use of a variety of figurative
language, for example, hyperbola, meta-
phors, highly pathetic speech, comparisons,
etc. Stuhec compares abortion to the form of
“the most rough violence, such as war,” and
he offers numbers that even more legitimize
his arguments against abortion, because
“each year fifty or even more percent of
conceived life is aborted” (1992a:10).
Adjectives and detailed descriptions enable
readers to depict images of the victims of
abortion, which are like “the bloody and
blown corpses on the Croatian battlefields.”
With the associations on images from war
battlefields, which readers can often see in
the media, he tries to incite sympathy. And
he pictures advocates of abortion as war
criminals, when he compares doctors with
“gloomy generals,” and he says about the
environment where abortion is implemen-
ted, that this is “not a muddy field or a
blown up building, but the sterilized area of
high technology.” He arouses readers’
indignation, who easily identify with moral
order of Christianity when they are faced
with the images of “corpses from the
battlefields” when he talks abut the abortion.
On that basis, he builds the image of

Christianity, which has “in his doctrine
extremely high respect for human life.”
Christian dogma is masked also by the
use of pronouns and verb forms for the first
person plural: “While we, Christians look at
life with the help of donated mind, with
which we think /.../” (1992a: 10). In this
way he strengthens the readers’ sense of
belonging to this religious community, as he
presents them as those who speak in his
texts. With reffering to donated mind he
even intensifies this desire, while he rises
the community of Christians above the rest
with the use of phrases while we, Christians
look. He exempts them as special, superior
and rational beings. But on the other hand,
he creates a community of advocates of
abortion and signfies them as “masters of
the created world,” but “this separation from
the umbilical cord, from the source of life
has consequences: arrogance, wandering
over time and space and the search for the
schisms instead of communion” (1992a: 11).
He demonizes defenders of abortion and
precisely through the use of words sepa-
ration from the umbilical cord, whereby the
word umbilical cord is used metaphorically
to describe God, he targets on readers’
emotions, while their relationship with God



is compared to the relationship between
mothers and children.

Stuhec argues that this will (the right to
abortion) was imposed on people, and in this
manner he says that the Church is bene-
volent and accepts all these who are connec-
ted in some way or another with abortion: ““/

./ where man encounters an ethical
problem (a doctor in the case of abortion) he
resorts to the laws, with which he justifies
his ethically questionable action” (1993a:
68). Through different argumentative strate-
gies he convinces readers that defenders of
abortion are victims of the laws, which are
decided by the corrupt liberal government
that does not have a sense of dignity, as he
argues. The texts are dogmatic precisely in
the way that they enable Christian doctrine
to occupy the hegemonic position in the
interpretation of the role of human in the
management of his/her body (they are
strictly against abortion).

Natural mission — a man and a woman,
He created

According to Christian dogma Stuhec
establishes a relationship between a man and
a woman as anchored in nature and given by
God. The Church appears as the one who

51

fights for the equality of women in society.
He presents this as a general ethical prin-
ciple of the Christian doctrine: “Not about a
woman and a man we rather need to talk
about a human” (Stuhec in Krzan, 1995:
54). It is significant that first he builds a
clear idea of the Church as a tolerant, which
supports the equality of women in society,
but on the other hand, through a variety of
argumentative strategies he determines the
role of women and men in society as
naturally given. He posits patriarchal family
as a fundamental cell in the society and
motherhood as a natural category and not as
a socially constructed category. “Women
who love being women are a great gift for
the society. Women who are continually
transforming from one appearance to
another, are mostly important marketing
factor.” Stuhec builds an image as it is being
a woman is something natural, and with the
use of the word gift, which in the everyday
use connotes something positive, shows that
being a woman and performing all the roles
which are prescribed to her in the society,
means something good. But at the level of
language he grants negative connotation to
all those who are resisting these prescribed
roles, and argues that they are commodified
(marketing factor) and describes them as
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those who are “in the lowest pit of human
humanity” (Stuhec in Krzan, 1995: 56). He
describes the role of men and women as
taken for granted: "A woman is by her
nature inclined towards the tendency to
sacrifice herself, to give herself to others, to
burn for her descendants, for her loving
ones. We, men are different in this respect.
Consequently, we rapidly change interper-
sonal relationships into governing, into
power. A man subordinates the world with
the help of public power, but a woman
through her internal attachment, through
emotional conquest” (Stuhec in KrZan,
1995: 56-57). The selection of words and
phrases enables that these described features
appear as natural qualities of men and
women, for instance, a woman is by her
nature inclined. When Stuhec describes the
role of men, he uses verb forms for the first
person plural, we are, we change, so he puts
himself in a community of men, who have
power in their hands, as he says. Through
language strategies Stuhec attributes power
to himself and justifies it as naturally given.
But a woman is constructed as the one that
is inherently more emotional and gentle, and
therefore she is more capable to take care
for the children and husband. As Stuhec
says, due to her being trapped in a world of

emotions she is even more unstable, fragile
and vulnerable than men, hence she needs
his protection, who operates with authority
and power in the society and, thus, he has a
greater capacity to act in public life. Not
only that through language strategies family
and privacy are constructed as a natural
place for women, and public sphere as a
natural place for men, but in this way,
through language practices also bodies are
being disciplined and relations of power
between men and women are being
established, ie. what ‘by nature’ must do
women and what men. The boundary
between a man and a woman is through
language constructed as naturally given and
therefore impassable.

He marks as heretical all those views on
the role of a woman in society — how to be a
woman and what a woman can do — which
are not in accordance with the Christian
laws, but through the use of strategies of
reversal and justification of the Church he
successfully masks this in the text. He
mentions the topic of sexual freedom and
with the reference to some theoreticians and
theoretical schools, which in the eyes of the
readers grants him the status of legitimacy
and scientificness, he justifies the Church:
"If Freud identified sexual frustrations,



which were religiously motivated, then too
many psychoanalysts today recognize
frustrations that are motivated by uncons-
trained lived sexuality” (Stuhec in KrZan,
1995: 55).

In his texts the Church is illustrated as
the one which is despite some “negative
actions and characteristics” still the most
ethical and fair to women. “Whoever does
not want to see and recognize that we cannot
help him.” Precisely through such subjective
judgment told in a short sentence, but which
is in the context presented as an objective
vision, Stuhec directly addresses readers.
The judgment sounds as a threat (we cannot
help him) and in that way he threatens to all
those who disagree with Christian doctrine.
It is significant that he does not mention
them directly (he uses the relative pronoun
whoever, referring to the person in general),
but it is clear from the context that these are
those people who allow sexual freedom,
abortion, the liberation of women from the
role of caretakers of the family, then
“prostitution women,” “constantly naked
people in the public” and "ideologies /.../
defended by some our women represen-
tatives.” Through such a judgment-threat-
conviction and through the use of the word
ideologies to describe all those who are
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opposing the Christian doctrine, Stuhec
creates the Church as the one that is not
ideological and that brings the truth.

In this perspective, he also justifies the
policy of the Church regarding the employ-
ment of women as priests, when he says that
this is “still of secondary importance.” He
stresses that the most important is the
spirituality (“we have male and female
saints, men and women orders”), and the
Church does not discriminate women in this
perspective, as he argues, the spirituality is
more important than materiality (e.g. con-
crete jobs and services). On the level of
language Stuhec puts the issue of women as
priestess in a second perspective and says
that the Church appears to be fair regarding
these questions. With the help of the
strategy of citing personal experience and a
concrete example he even further
strenghtens this image: "I remember a
madam who was a high official in the
secretariat for the Laity at the Vatican. The
lady spoke a few languages and was fully
sovereign among high ecclesiastical hierar-
chy.” At the same time he justifies the
Church as a tolerant, which advocates
women's equality, and constructs a woman
as the one that occupies a secondary posi-
tion in the society. With the use of words,
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madam, lady, he attributes reputation to this
woman, he honors her with the use of the
adjective high official, sovereign, and the
high ecclesiastical hierarchy he builds the
image of the importance of this woman.
Through such language strategies he covers
the Christian dogma that women should
occupy jobs such as secretaries, maids (what
he masks with the high official, she speaks a
few languages) and should serve to men
leaders (what he masks with the fully
sovereign among high ecclesiastical hierar-
chy). He excuses the doctrine of the Church
that a woman cannot be a priestess with a
reference to ““/.../ the fact that among the
twelve apostles, there were no women. /.../
that Christ’s will, his selection, the Church
is obliged to take seriously.” The use of the
word fact indicates that this is generally
known and natural, what is even further
legitimized by the use of adverb and verb is
obliged to take seriously. Readers do not see
dogma in this, therefore, they are not
capable to recognize that priests may not be
even the Italians, Spaniards, Slovenians nor
uncircumcised men etc.,, if we follow
Stuhec’s argumentation of the direct
connection between the apostles and priests.

Christian perception of women as
secondary in the society is also reflected in

Stuhec’s use of addressing men and women,
as he mainly uses only masculine forms, but
feminine forms are usually omitted (e.g. the
use of male form for Christians, catechists,
teachers, educators, citizens, students, profe-
ssors, voters, Slovenians, candidates for Pre-
sident, lay theologians) (1997b: 38; 1994:
133-134; 1993a: 67; 1997a: 47; 1998: 3;
1992b: 22; 1995: 178; 1992a: 10). This is
illustrated not only by the dominant
discourse in society, which through the
power mechanisms in the language also
introduces women that they nominate them-
selves with masculine forms gender, altho-
ugh the Slovenian language consistently
allows for the possibility of application of
masculine and feminine forms. However,
this illustratively shows of the cultural-
historically rooted attitude of the Christian
church to the position of women in society.

Conclusion: ideological mechanisms in
language

The analyses of Stuhec’s texts show
how the texts function in a broader socio-
historical context and how certain ideologies
are reproduced in the language. This proves
that also the Christian Church is a historical
institution that struggles for meanings in the



society and, thus, fights to win the
hegemonic position in order to gain power
in the society and to play a leading role in
the interpretation of the world. The Church
contrsucts reality through language as any
other institution, the Church establishes
rules and moral order, and shows them as
natural and everlasting. But other views that
are not in accordance with its lessons, it
constructs as inappropriate or even as
Satanic.’

The power in society 1is, thus,
established through language. The possi-
bility of the existence of the Christian dog-
ma is actually allowed by human inability to
direclty comprehend the world, while hu-

> For example, such is the TV news published in the
TV show Vas kraj on the Slovenian national TV
broadcasting service TV SLO1 on 22 January 2001.
The news presented two conflicting views regarding
the condom machine in a rural Slovenian village
Radenci. The local priest according to the the
Christian doctrine, which opposes the ‘artificial'
methods of birth control, said: “Whether I go or this
machine goes /.../ the devil himself brought this
appliance.” It is meaningful how he chooses the
words, he does not even pronounces the words
condom or condom machine, but he pejoratively
designates it the appliance. He marks these acts as a
violation of moral order of the Church, therefore, the
use of condom machines is a satanic act. In the
context of his speech, all who are against this order,
such as also the headmistress of this school, for
instance, who claimed that the condom machine will
certainly remain there, are labeled as Satanists.
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man learn about the world precisely through
language. Christian dogma teaches humans
what and how it is appropriate to think,
speak, behave, etc. The Christian power,
thus, constantly circulates and disciplines
bodies and minds of believers. Ironically,
the circulation of the Christian dogma may
be the most illustratively described with
Stuhec’s words, who in search of mecha-
nisms how “the ideological leftist-commu-
nist regime in Slovenia” is reproduced,
remarks: “A man can influence another
fellow human being in a way that he even
does not notice and realize this” (Stuhec,
1992: 10). I argue that Stuhec in his texts
uses the same language machanisms, that
were used by “the ideological spokesman of
the totalitarian regime”, as he critizes so
often. The analysis of Stuhec’s texts shows
that the Church, its rules and moral order are
socio-historical institutions, which have
been constructed through language at a
given historical moment and in a specific
socio-cultural context by humans. In this
respect, apotheosis of their naturalness,
given-for-grantedness and eternity vanishes.

Stuhec in his texts reproduces the
ideology and myths, on which the Christian
doctrine is based (that humans, especially
young people, live in a lack of fundamental
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values; that the Church is a martyr and a
victim; that abortion is murder; that the roles
of men and women are naturally given). He
conceals this with a number of language and
argumentative strategies. Therefore, as an
important ideological element in language
appears already the choice of words or the
process
synonyms, antonyms, comparisons, meta-
phors, the use of modal verbs, personal
pronouns we and you, the relations between
sentences, the structure of the text and
macrostructure, such as also the use of
different argumentative strategies, for
instance, the polarization of the ‘we’ and

of nomination, the use of

'they', generalizations, positive self-presen-
tations, etc. With all of these mentioned
language and argumentative strategies we
can express value judgments, we can
classify, exclude, include, separate and
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Mapyma [Tymauk

KomyHnukamnuja, jazux u MoK:
penpoaynupame Ha XPUCTHjaHCTBOTO KAKO 3aMHUCJIeHA 3aeTHUIA

(Pe3ume)

Bo 0BOj Tpynm ce AmMCKyTHpa KOMIUIEKCHHOT OJHOC IMOMEly ja3MKOT KaKO CHCTEM Ha
3HAIM/3Haueka U MOKTAa. To0j] MOKaXXyBa KakKO MOKTa C€ pEmpoayldpa IMPeKy jasuKOT BO
nporecoT Ha KoMmyHukanwja. [IpucramyBajku of MO3MIMKM HA TOCTCTPYKTYPaTHUCTHUKHUTE
TEOpUH, aBTOpKaTa T'M aHAJIM3Hpa TEKCTOBUTE HA CIIOBEHEUYKHOT XPHUCTHJaHCKH Teoyior VBaH
[tyxer on neBeJeCeTTHTE TOAWHH HAa JIBAECETTUOT BEK M OTKPHMBAa KaKO XPHUCTHjaHCKaTa
JI0TMa C€ PEeNnpoaAyLpa HU3 Ja3UKOT U Pa3IMYHUTE apTyMEHTALUCKHU CTpaTeruu. ABTOpKaTa ce
o0uayBa J1a T JAEMHUTOJIOTH3UPA BOOOMUACHUTE 3HAUYCHA — CUCTEMH Ha 3HACHE WM MHUTOBH
Bp3 KOW € 0a3upaHO XPHUCTHJaHCTBOTO, BO UYWU PaMKH CYOJeKTHTE c€ TOjaByBaaT CaMoO CO
uaeonoruzupana ceect. Cropen Toa, (comujanHara) peanHocT Ha Karommukara mpkBa ce
KOHCTpyHpa AMCKYpP3UBHO, MPEKYy TEKCTOBU, a He € mpupojHa karteropuja. CrenctBeHo,
3aenuuiiata Ha Karonmnukata 1pKkBa W HAa XPUCTHjaHCTBOTO € TIOBEKE pe3yaTar Ha
KOMYHUKaI#ja, OJHOCHO mpedepupame Ha OJpPEACHH 3HAUYCHa BO Ja3UKOT, OTKOJIKY boxja
kpearja. Criopes Toa, XpUCTHJaHCTBOTO C€ KOHCTPYHpa Kako €JCH BUJ 3aMUCJICHA 3aeTHUIIA.
ABTOpKaTa cMeTa JieKa IpKBaTa € MCTOPHUCKAa MHCTUTYIHja, KOoja ce OOpH 3a 3Hademara BO
OTIIITECTBOTO U c€ OOMAyBa Ja 3a3eMe XEreMOHHCKA MO3HUIIH]ja, 3a 1a 100ue BOJeUKa yJIora BO
TOJIKYBAaHE€TO Ha CBETOT.

Kiyyau 300poBM: JHCKypC, TEKCT, HIEOJIOTHja, MEXaHHW3aM Ha MOK, CYyOjeKT, ja3uK,
XPHUCTHjaHCTBO, I[PKBa
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Tarjana MuboBcKa
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Review article / Ilpeeneden nayuen mpyo

COHOT HA YTOIIMJATA - HAJIEXK, BETCTBO O]
PEAJTHOCTA UJIKA PEAJIN3ALINJA HA HCKOHCKHOT
CTPEMEX

Kuayunu 36opoBu: Yromnuja, Kak ®pecko, mpoekror Benepa, Ayposwi, Llpu AypoOunao

,,Cenax, nocmou nenoznama Haenacena Eonocm koja né npunydyea nocmenemo o0a ce
cmpemume KOH HeKoja popma Ha XapMOHUjd, HA 3AeMHOCH, YCO2NACY8Albe HA HeXAPMOHUjama,
mewko Odocmuenueo  eduncmeo. Ho, eouncmeeno IIPEKY EBOJIVIIUJATA HA
OIVIO)KEHUTE MOKH na xocmuukama Bucmuna 6o nac u na Peannocma 6o koja mue ce
€0HO Cce BO3MOJNCHU XAPMOHUjama u eOUHCMBOmo KOH KOou cmpemume 3a 0a ouoam
peanusupanHu OUHAMUYHO, 60 CeKoja KlemKa Ha Hawiemo Oumue, 60 YeIOmMO He2080
camouspasyeare, a He cAMO 60 HeCcO8puleHU O00UOU, HeYelOCHU KOHCMPYKYUU, CeKOo2aul
NPOMEHIUBU anpoKcuMayuu...

pu Aypobunno

,,Hue cme den 00 06oj ceem, a moj uma ouajua nompeba 0a ce Hanpasu Hewmo ceaa 3a yciogume
60 KOU JIYI'emo dHcuseam u yMupaam u 0a ce uzbeche coyujanta u exoaowka kamacmpoga... Axo
decem OmMCMO 00 HACENEHUemo UMAa C8eCeH emuyKu Mno2ned 3d JHCUBOMOm U 0ejcmeysd
ycoenaceno, maa npomeHa ke oOude nosaxcHa 00 Koja Oulno npomena wmo Ou ja Hanpasuid
enacma.

[Tutep Cunrep
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BoBeanu corJieanou

Bo cmucanuero 3a Bu3yenHa yMETHOCT
lonemomo cmaxkno, Koe TO U3/aBalle
My3ejoT Ha coBpemeHna ymeTHocT Bo Ckorje,
Tema 3a 6poj 11, uraky, nps Bo 2000 roxuHa,
oeme [lImo oOewe ymemunocma na XX eex?
I'maBHata ypennunuka Ha crimcanueTo, Coma
AbaymeBa, TO TOCTaBU TMpPAIIAKETO AN
Tpeba Jla M ce Kake 300ryM Ha YTOIHjaTa,
OuIejku JTUBEeHeTo ,,HA He-OHTOJIOIIKOTO
H To oI3ele Ha YMETHOCTA COHOT Ha
YTOI[I/IjaTa“.l He Oeme Toa Hampa3Ha
3arpHKEHOCT, OWIEJKHM TOM-apToOT, OJHOCHO
MOMyJIapHaTa YMETHOCT, KaKO €CTeTHKa Ha
CETUJTHOTO, OaHaJIHOTO |
ujeoJioTHjaTa Ha KOHCYMEpPH3MOT, Koja ce

MPU3EMHOTO,

BOCTOJIMYM BO €paTa Ha TMOCTMOJCPHH3MOT,
packmHaa co MeTapu3MKaTa W JIyXOBHUTE
acrupali Ha MOJEpHaTa epa IITO TO
UMILTAIIPAIIE , JIOTHIHUOT Kpaj* Ha COHOT 3a
yromujata. Emonmjara Bo Gojara Ha Mapk
Potko (Mark Rothko) ce cmeramie 3a HemTo
,,HaJIMUHATO®, HEMOTPEOHO 3a YOBEKOT Ha
HOBOTO BpeME€ W TMOKpaj Toa mmTo PoTKO
CaMHOT Ce M3jacHyBaIlle JIeKa HETOBUTE CIIMKU
BOOITIITO HE Ce METapH3HKa TYKY OP2aHCKO

' Coma AGaymesa, ,36orym ma yrommjara?“

lonemomo cmaxkio  — cnucavue 3a 6uU3YeIHA
ymemnocm, Cxorje, My3ej Ha coBpeMeHa yMETHOCT,
2000, 6.

npucycmeo. MHOT'Y OUTHU YOBEUKH Tpaliama
Ce MCTpa)KyBaa BO T.H. BUCOK MOOEPHU3AM HA
BbyjOpIIKAaTa JIMKOBHA CIIEHA: Tarata |
pazocTa, ekcTa3ara U Tparenujara, BO3BHUIIIE-
HOTO M Oonkara. Cemnak, BO HOBaTa HM€0J0-
rMja Ha TOMyJapHaTa KyJiaTypa Hemalle MecTo
3a HCTpa)KyBame Ha YyBCTBAaTa U OOUTE KaKO
nenu camu 3a cede. CaMOZ0BOIHOCTA U YIITE
MOBEKe BO3BUINIEHATA MHCHja HA JIMKOBHATA
YMETHOCT yIITE eJHall ce ocropuja. CimyeH
npoliec Ha ryOeme Ha aBTOHOMHjaTa ce CIy4u
CO pycKaTa aBaHTap[a Kora BO MEpPHOIOT O
1921 po 1922 romuna TeopeTHUYapHUTE Ha
KOHCTPYKTUBU3MOT H YMETHHLIN
»hopMmara, ja3MKOT M TOBOPOT Ha JIMKOBHATA

HEKOU

YMETHOCT TH IpucrnocoOunja Ha OapamaTa Ha
HOBOTO COLMO-TIOJIUTUYKO omcpy)KyBaH,e“z,
KOMYHUCTHUYKOTO  ommrectBo. [lom-apror
JIMKOBHATa YMETHOCT ja CTaBMU BO CIIy»0a Ha
MOTPOIIYBaYKOTO ~ ommrecTBo. Mcropujara
(Ha yMETHOCTa) Ce TTIOBTOPYBA.

Opn nmpyra ctpaHa, mpuaoOuBKaTa U 100-
para cTpaHa Ha IOCTMOJEPHU3MOT C€ BO

PEBOJITOT HIPOTUB cojiemume npuKasHu, Kako

»»KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKO-IIPOU3BOIHA Tapagurma,
Bo Slobodan Mijuskovi¢, Od samodovoljnosti do
smrti slikarstva — Umetnicke teorije (i prakse) ruske
avangarde, (Elektronsko izdanje autora), Beograd,
Geopoetika, 1998.
<https://monoskop.org/images/e/el/Mijuskovic_Slob
odan_Od_samodovoljnosti_do_smrt_slikarstva.pdf >



ITO ce: Bepbara BO MPOTpecoT, MPOCBETHU-
TEJICTBOTO MJIM CIIACEHHETO, XepojcKara
UCTOpUja HA OpraHCKaTa HalWja WIH, NaK,
MpoJIETapHjaToT, 11a U BepdaTa BO MOHETap-
HUOT cuUcTeM. Tue MeraHapainvu BeKke ce
JO’)KMBYBAaT KakO MPOBUJHU KOHLENTH CO
KOM MHCTUTYIIMUTE Ha BJIacTa ja HAMETHY-
BaaT CBOjaTa MOK, KakO HMHCTPYMEHTH 3a
MaHMITyJIalfja ¥ 3a peaju3alyja Ha cBojara
uneosoruja u nemaroruja! Tokmy 3aToa
IOCTMO/JIepHaTa cocTojoa e 6opda Ha Mau-
T€ BUCTHHH, Ha 0€30pOJHUTE MaJIl HAPATUBH
CO TOJNIEMHTE HAPATHBHL."

Jlomara cTpana, mak, Ha BJIaJ€eHETO Ha
MaJIUT€ HAapaTUBH BO MOCTMOJAEPHU3MOT €
IITO WHAYIMpPA W WHUIMPA €JHO ILTUTKO,
JEKEPHO MU HEKPUTUYKO IOCTOEHE - ,,CE
NOMUHYBa®“, KOE€ ja 3acuilyBa KpHu3aTa BO
nepuenmujara. Koncymepusmor He Oemie
HaBpeMe c(haTeH Kako HOBa HAEOJIOTHja CO
KOja Cc€ ChmpoBeayBa yIITe monepduana
manumynamnuja! Cero Toa Bojemie KOH
nedernsaMm W jAenpecuja U 1morpeda on
3ampaiiaHocT 3a KpajoT Ha yronujaTta. Cera,
Ha 1o4eToKOT Ha XXI Bek, KIIaTHOTO ce€
Bpaka CO CIpPOTHMBHA aMIUIMTYyJa 3a Ja ce
pPEBUTATIM3UpPA TOBTOPHO JyXOBHOTO, OTHU

3 an-®pancoa Jluorap, [Hocmmodepna cocmojéa,
Ckomje, A30yku, 2007.
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XX BeK, UCTO TakKa, € BEK IITO JOHECE M
CYIITUHCKM TPOMEHH BO CBETOTJIEJOT, TO
nonece Hoesuom noened kou ceem0m4,
OJIHOCHO TO JOOJMXHU COHOT 3a YTOIHjaTa
JI0 CTBapHOCTa!

I. IlITo e YTonujara?

Bo wucro Bpeme kora ce mnocraByBaa
npamramaTa Jaiy ce HaONIMKyBa KpajoT Ha
yTONHjaTa, BeKe ce rpajzea YTONUCKH MPOeK-
ta! Bo WHauja, Bo OimM3uHaTa Ha TPajgoT
[Tongmaepu, Mupa Andaca (Mirra Alfassa)
ja MHUIApa peanu3aijaTa Ha BH3WOHEPC-
Kara rpagdoa — AypoBmi (Auroville). OBoj
rpaja, KOj ylmITe BO CBOjaTa MHAyrypanuja
6eme nogapxkan on YHECKO, na 28 ¢es-
pyapu 2018 roguHa ke ro ciaBu Ieiece-
TTHOT POJCHJIEH, a JIEHEC MMa OKOJy JIBE
WIjaJil ¥ TETCTOTUHU KUTEIH O] IeIeCeTH-
Ha HallUU U CC YIITE C€ CMETa 3a YTOMHCKH.
Bo cinuna cynrtporcka kinMa, HO Ha JApY-
rata crpaHa Ha 3emjata, Ha Dnopuaa, BO
Benyc ce rpageme npoektotr Benepa (Ve-
nus project), eKCIIEpUMEHTAJIEH IIEHTap 3a
UCTpaXyBamke M IJIaHMpame Ha (yTypuc-
THYKa BHM3HMja 3a CJeJHaTa eTama Ha

* 3a oBa mumyBaB BO ,,JlyXOBHOTO BO aNCTPAaKTHO-
OecrpeqMeTHOTO cimkapcTBO Ha XX m XXI Bek —
IIpunor kon Hosuor moriem Ha cBer™, 2016/17
(neoOjaBeHa craruja)
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couyjanHata esonyuuja. COHOT 3a yTOIu-
jaTa HEe MOXKE J1a ympe, 3aToa IITO MOoTpara-
Ta KOH HJEIOT € JIa00OKO BTHUCHAT CTpe-
MeX BO 4yoBekoT. Henmu e manky u MoHH-
JKYBaukKM M Jerpajvipadykyl YOBEKOT Ja ce
OCJIOBYBa CO ,,KOHCYMEHT'‘, OJJHOCHO Ja C€
cBenyBa Ha Taa pyHkiuja? — npamnryBa JKak
O®pecko (Jacque Fresco), aBropor Ha
npoekToT Benepa. Ke ce 3amparrame 301ITo
M TI0 TOJIEMOTO ,,3aJI0BOJICTBO Ha MacHTe™,
MIOKPaj U300MIICTBOTO M BHCOKAaTa €CTETU3a-
1[ja BO CUTE€ CErMEHTH Ha Pa3BUEHUTE OIIIII-
TECTBA, COBPEMEHHOT YOBEK M IIOHAaTaMy
3amara BO Jy1a00oku MopasiHu kpusu? Jlamum
Toa € mocienudua Ha (aKTOT Jeka BO
(OCTaTOKOT OJ) CBETOT BIJIAJ€aT JUCXAPMO-
HUja, CUPOMAIITHja U OeCroLITeIHa EKCILIO-
atauvja (Ha Jiyfe W TPUPOJHHU pecypcu)?
Jlanmu 3aToa IITO HaMETHYBamke MOK O]
NOo3MIIMja Ha (PU3UYKA CHJIA € CC YIITE 3aKOH
Ha oBaa rianera!? 3aToa IITO POIICTBOTO HE
€ UCKopeHeTo u Bo 0BOj XXI Bek?!

U noxkpaj moa wmo unousuoyu Hu3
ucmopujama umaa npeoyoHCeHO  PA3HU
uoeantu coyujarnu ypeoyearna — o0 Ila-
moHosama penyonuxka 0o mooepHama Ymo-
nuja, HUeOHa UHOYCMpPUCKa Hayuja He 0000-
puna niaum 3a ypeoyearwe Koj Ke eu YHan-
peoysa dcueomume Ha JLyremo, HUmy nax

u32paouna HaBUCMUHA YUBUIUSUPAHA HAYU-
ja. Osa ne e mewixo da ce pazbepe Koza Ke
ce pasenedaam NPUHYUnNume KOu 2u 800am
Hajeonemuom Opoj coyujarHu  cucmemu.
Bnaounume npunyunu ce 3acmosaam 6p3
CONCMBEHUWMBO U 6P3 aKyMylayuja Ha
boecamcmeo, Mok u noceo (...) Hexonxy cme-
au obuou 3a 006eduHyearbe Ha CEemom
nponaouaa ouodejku audepume Ha O08UdICe-
Fama Hemaa 8UCMUHCKO pazouparse 3a cu-
aume Kou ja obaukysaam coyujarHama
esonyyuja. HMunouxamueno (3abenexcumen-
HO), mue mpazaa KOH peuenuja 60 pamKume
Ha MOHEmapHuom Ccucmem, HUKO2aul He
charkajru Oexa npupoOHume pecypcu, He
napume, ce OHa OUMHOMO B0 YyMeerbemo,
3Haeremo u CnHOCOOHOCMA HA COYUjATHUOM
cucmem da 2u 00poicu ceoume ayre.’

MoneTtapHHOT cHCTeM Tpeba J1a ce
IPOMEHH M BEpPOJaTHO TyKa € KIy4OT Ha
pemeHrero Ha cure npobdaemu. Ho, xako na
ce npomenun? Cnopen Xak dpecko, nocera
HHU3 MCTOpHjaTa Ha YOBELUTBOTO CaMo ToJie-
MH KaTacTpodu, BOjHH, IN1aJ, CMUICMUU U
NPy HECpeKW TH 3IpYXKyBaye Iyrero, ja
Oyzerne COMMAAapHOCTAa BO HUB, 3a€THHYKATA

> Jacque Fresko, The best that money can’t buy:
beyond politics, poverty & war, 3™ ed., Venus FL,
Global Cyber — Visions, 2008, 26.



HEBOJja r'm oOeAMHyBaja BO XyMaHOCT. 3a
JKaJl, TP EBEHTyaJlHa CJelHa TrojemMa
karactpoda, mMoxkebu ke Ouae momHa 3a
o0eMHyBalkbe€ Ha YOBELITBOTO, OTHU TOA
MOkeOu ke Ouge M KpajoT Ha TulaHeTarta!
, | BOUTE UJeu ce yromujal“ My 3abenexy-
Baar Ha JKak ®pecko. A TOj UM oaroBapa
JileKa HETOBUTE WJEU HE C€ YTONHja, TYKY,
HAIIPOTUB, TPUMEHETa TEXHOJOTHja BO
ciyx0a Ha MpHpoJaTa U UYOBEKOT, €KOHO-
mMHja Oa3upaHa Bp3 pecypcd, a HE Bp3
MOHETapHHOT cucteM. Bo corjmacHoct co
MOCTyJIaTUTE Ha OuoeTHKaTa, HETrOBUTE
UJIeH Ce 3aKJIeTBa 32 BEPHOCT KOH IJIaHEeTaTa
3emja.

TepMHHOT ymonuja 3a IpB MaT € yIoT-
peben Bo maneunara 1516 roguHa of muca-
tenot Tomac Mop (Thomas More) Bo monu-
TUYKO-PMI030(pCKUOT poMaH Ymonuja, BO
KOj Ce ONMIIYBa M3MHCICHA HJealHa 3ael-
HUI]A Ha €JEeH OCTPOB BO ATIAHTCKHUOT
OkeaH, KakO HEKaKoB paj Ha 3emjara. [Iuca-
TEJIOT TO MUCKOBAJI OBOj 300p O TPUKOTO Oy
(ae) u Tomoc (MecTto). 300poT BO OyKBajeH
NpeBOJ 3HAYMW HE-MECTO, MECTO IITO He
noctou. Ho, Toa MecTo Moxke ma craHe
TOKMY OBaa IUIaHETa, aKO YOBEKOT ja
npeoOpa3u cBojaTra MpHUPOJA, 3HAYM, aKO
OTKpHE BO Hea MOPUHU EHEPruH U TO0COo-
dbuctunupanu yoaBuHu. Toraii, BO corjac-
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HOCT CO HEroBaTa BHaTpeIIHa rnpeobpasda, u
TUTaHeTaTa Ke ce Meplumnupa Ha Apyr HaduH,
OuIejku ako BUTAJIOT M JYXOBHOTO HHTEp-
dbepupaar B0 mopuHO paMHHINTE, OBA MECTO
— TUTaHeTaTa 3eMja Ke ce JIOKMBYBa Kako
ajleropvja 3a pajoT, Kako INTO 3a Hea ce
n3paszyBaar cydumure.

II. YeTnpu cTaTyCcH HA ;KUBOTOT

YoBeKOT € CJIOoKEeHO OuTHe M 3aroa
pEIICHNeT0 Ha HErOBHTE MpoOJIeMH €
KOMIUIEKCHO. JIyfeTo Kako €BOJYTMBHHU
OuTHja TM TOMUHYBaaT (ha3uTe Ha €BOYIH]a
Ha JKMBHOT CBET Ha 3emjaTta: oJf IPHUMOp-
JHjaJIeH MpaK, TPEeKy MpPelaTOPCKH OIHOCH,
JI0 CBECHU OUTHja co 3aeMHa copaboTKa, 3a Ja
Cce OCTBapaT Ha Kpaj KaKo TCUXUYKH -
nyxoBHH Outhja. KiydHHOT MOMEHT Ha
npeoOpa3ba Ha mpupojaTra Ha YOBEKOT ce
cIydyyBa Kora rmoTrpebara 3a MeryceOHO
TONTambe, HArOHOT 3a TOCENyBame, HaMeT-
HyBame (HU3MUKa CHIa M MOK, KOM YecTO
3acTpaHyBaaT /10 HEHACUTHOCT M aTYHOCT BO
roJIeMHU pa3MepH, ce HaJIMUHYBA U CE€ TPaHC-
¢dopmupa Bo copaboTka, COUYyBCTBO, €MIIa-
THja, JbYOOB — IIPEMHH O BTOPHOT KOH Tpe-
THOT M TO0TOa BO YETBPTHOT CTaTyC Ha
KHUBOTOT.
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Tpemuom cmamyc e cocmojoa 6o koja
HuUe ce u30UcHy8ame npoepecusHo, HaOMUHy-
8ajKU ja oumrxama 3a HCUBOM CO 3AeMHO
npo2oimysarbe U ONCMAHOK HA HAjCUIHUmMe
60 maa Oopba;, omu uma ywme noseke u
noeeKe oncmMaHoxK co 3aemMHa NoMow u cebe-
ycospuLysare co meryceoHo npucnocooy-
sare, pasmena u gysuja.’

[IpeMUHOT BO MOBHUCOK CTAaTyC Ha KHU-
BOT € €BOJIYTUBEH IpOIleC KOj HE MOXKeE Jia
ce compe. baBHO ce 0/1BUBa BO YOBEIITBOTO,
HO He Moke na 3ampe. [Ipeobpaszbara cexo-
ram € HY>KHO TpojHa (BO (PU3WYKOTO TEJO,
BUTAJIOT W YyMOT), HO TpeoOpazdata BO
¢u3mukoTo Teno (mMarepujara), a BO opra-
HU3MOT BO KJIETKaTa, € TEMEJOT 32 HOBOTO
TKHBO. BuUTamor He MoXe aa JIOCTUTHE
(GIIyHIHOCT U CBEXHMHA, a YMOT YUCTOTa 6e3
oBaa rpeobpazoa!

III. IIpeodpa3ba Ha ¢(U3MYKO HHMBO, BO
KJIeTKaTra — 0a3a 3a nmpeoOpa3zda Ha yMOT
U BUTAJIOT

Butannocra Ha kieTkaTta Tro IpaBu
opranu3MoT BuUTalieH. KiieTkata € ocHOBHa
OpraHCKa €JIMHUIIA CO WHTErpajeH >KUBOT,

% Sri Aurobindo, The Life Divine, Pondicherry, Sri
Aurobindo Ashram Press, 2005.

KOja TIOKpaj CIOKEHHUTE (YHKIUU IITO TH
U3BpPILYBa BO MPOIECOT HA METa0OIM3MOT,
Kako W TpU MHTO3aTa, UMa VIITe eJHa,
npyra, TOMalKy HCTpakeHa cTpaHa. Taa
MOMaJIKy HCTpakK€Ha IMpHpOoJa € TICHXOJIO-
rujata Ha KJETKaTa Koja C€ TOTBPAYyBa
NPeKy HEj3MHUTE PEaKIUu KOH HETaTHBHU
WIM TIO3UTUBHU TICUXOJIOMIKA COCTOjOH,
eMoIuu M BiMjaHuja. [lcuxuukuor crpec,
Oonecta Ha COBPEMEHHOT YOBEK BIIHjae
KpajHO JECTPYKTUBHO BpP3 CTPYKTypara Ha
KjaeTkara. Toj BO Jen O CeKyHaaTa To
VHUIITYBa IIEIMOT apCceHAT Ha XEMHUCKHU
€JIEMEHTH KOj TO COAPXH KJIEeTKara, MoTpe-
OCH 3a W3BpIIYyBamke HAa HEJ3UHUTE (DYHK-
nuu. Taa MOMeHTalHA XaBapuja, cO IPYTH
300pOBH, OIITETEHUOT HMYHHUTET, pE3yIl-
THpa CO IojaBa Ha pa3HHu Oosnectu. ObOpat-
HOTO — paJoCcTa, MHPOT, XapMOHH]aTa,
JbyOOBTa, TO CTUMYJIUpPAAT CaMOOOHOBY-
BambETO HA KIIETKATa, CO HITO CE MOTBPAYBa
BUCTHHATA 3a IICUXOJIOIIKATE OCOOMHH Ha
KJIeTKaTa. 3a mpeoOpazbata U yyo0omo BO
KJIeTKaTa cBexoun Mupa Andaca.’

7 Satprem Nandanam, Wutepsjy co Mupa Andaca:
Mother’s Agenda — Vol. VI (1965), Paris, Institute
Recherches Evolutives, 1977 < http://
www.marrabliss.com/uploads/1/7/7/9/17790039/agen
da.pdf>



[TaHTICUXUYKUOT M XOJIUCTUYKU CBETO-
TJIe/, 3alITUTaTa, 3a4yBYBambeTO M Herara
Ha OWOIMBEP3UTETOT BOAAT KOH YHampe-
yBalke Ha KBAJIUTETOT HA JKMBOTHATA
CpeluHa, HAa CaMUOT HUBOT, KaKO U KOH
yHampeayBame Ha OJHOCHUTE Mery JyreTo.
Toa e eneH BUA MPOCBETIYBambE, TOCTUTHY-
Bamkb€ EKOJIOIIKA MYAPOCT, IITO CE OIJIeAyBa
BO CBEXHMHATAa U JWHAMHYHOCTA HA EJIaH-
BUTAJIOT, a KaKo 0a3a 'M MMa OpraHCKOTO U
caMOOOHOBYBAH-ETO HAa TKUBOTO.

OrdprameTo HA AaHTPOMOIICHTPU3MOT U
JIEKapTOBCKO-HYTHOBCKMOT MEXaHUIUCTHY-
KM CBETOTJIE]] U NMpHr(akameTo Ha OPraHCKO-
XOJIUCTHYKATa MapagurMa ce BO OCHOBaTa
Ha IOCTYJIaTUTE Ha jajabokaTa eKoJoruja,
€HBUPOHMEHTAIHATA €TUKA WK OMoeTHKaTa
u OnopemuHM3MOT. buodemuHM3IMOT Ce
3aJ0KyBa 3a [PHUHLMIIUTE Ha HOBarTa
,»CBETCKa paemokpatuja‘“ (BammaBa IlluBa,
Vandava Shiva) ,,koja BKJIydyBa €IHAKBO
BpE/IHYBal€ HA CUTE BUIOBH (YOBEUKH H
HEYOBEYKH), HA Jyfe U KYITYpH, 3a4yBY-
Balkb¢ Ha KYITYPHHOT M OHOJOIIKO/€KO-
JIOLIKUOT JUBEP3UTET W 3a4yByBamke Ha
nokanHaTta exoHommja“.® MopanHnTe KBa-
JUTETH Kako TPHXKa, 3aCTHUILTBO, COpa-

Dragana Popovi¢, “Rod i ekologija”, Bo L
Malojevi¢ & S. Markov (ur.), Uvod u rodne teorije,
Novi Sad, Mediteran Publishing, 2001, 443.
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0oTka, 1oBepOa, COMUAAPHOCT, PpACTEK,
NOJUTake, HETyBame, 3allTUTa, 3aKpHia,
Hera, ro TKaaT HOBOTO TKMBO Ha TEKCTypaTa
BO OJHOCHUTE INTO IOOMBaar c€ IOroJIEMO
3gauemse. Camara IUCHUIUINHA O0J1aboka
eKoo2uja BO TeopHjaTa ja BOBEIE HOPBEIII-
knotT pmrozod Apue Hec (Arne Naess) koj
¢uno3opckoTo HW3BOPUINTE TO HAjIE BO
¢unozodujara Ha CrimHO3a. 3HAYAJHO JEIIO
CO KO€ ce TIOBp3yBa Jy1adokara eKoJoruja co
Ooymu3amot € Deep Ecology (1985) Ha aBTO-
pute bun Jlesan (Bill Devall) u Ilopu
Cecnonc (George Sessions), nemo BO Koe
,»CC TPOMOBHpa IIO3HATAaTa XHUIOTE3a 3a
3emjaTa Kako ypaMHOTEKEH KUB OpraHu3aM
BO KOj YOBEUYKMTE OWTHja MOXaT Ja ce
camMopealn3upaaT U caMoCIO3HaaT caMo BO
MPOIECUTEe Ha HACHTU(UKALHUjA CO 'IPYTH-

b

TC I OAPYTUTC HYf‘e, JKHUBOTHHUTEC, CKOCHUCTC-

mure® .’

IV. CouyBcTBO, eMnaTuja u Jby00B

® Dragana Popovi¢, “Rod i ekologija”, op. cit.,444.
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[NPEOGPA3BA

Bo wukonorpadujatra Ha aBTOpKara Ha
OBHE pEIOBH, JBE OOM O3HauyBaaT |
cuMOoyiM3upaaT €BOJYyTUBHA TpaHchopma-
1Mja Ha ,MaTepujaieH rwian”. OBaa cUHTAr-
Ma C€ CTaBa BO HABOJHHUIM, OUACJKU TOj
IUTAaH HaBHCTHWHA € TOJIeMa MHUCTEpUja 3a
YMETHHUIIUTE UCTO KaKO IITO € W 3a Hayd-
Hunure Gusnuapu. Kojky mTo € KOHKpeT-
Ha, TOJKYy € U allCTpaKTHa KaTeropwja.
[Tormpenn3HO € ako ce Kaxke JeKa Toa € OHa
HAj3ryCHATO HUBO, aHAJOTHO Ha r'ycTa 1macra
U TEKCTYpa BO €/IHA CIIMKA W CTPYKTypaTa
Ha aToMuTe 3a ¢usndapure. E, Tyka, Bo Taa
3rycHaTa CTpyKTypa Ha HemTara e 6aszara 3a
Tparcopmarnuja. bopaoro (KoH BHIHA) €
00ja Ha COYYBCTBOTO, €EMIaTHjaTa U J00pHU-
HaTa, 37aTHaTa € 0oja Ha MyxapocTa, 0o-
»KecTBEeHaTa JbyOOB M TOIUTMHATA.

OBue 0o MoTCeTyBaaT Ha MPHIyIICHA
CBETJIMHA Ha MaJl TUIaMEeH Of KaHIWJIO TOK-
Paj MKOHA M Ha TOIUIMHATA LITO 3payH BO TO]
amOueHT. MHory ApeBHU O0H ce, Kako /1a ce

camuTe OOM Ha MOJIUTBATa MU MaHTpara. bu
pekie neka ce boute Ha byna u Hcyc, nsete
Haj3HAYajHU TyXOBHHU JINYHOCTH 32 MIOHOBA-
Ta WCTOpWja Ha 4oBemTBOTO. Mcture THE
nBe OOM OMHUHUpaaT BO CIHMKHTE Ha XO-
JaHACKUOT ciukap PemOpanT Ban Peun!

Ha ta6mnara mro ro o3Hauysa [{enTapor
3a WHIUCKA KyATypa BO TPajoT AYpOBHI,
nateM, Tpax mro e mnocsereH Ha Illpu
Aypobunno (Sri Aurobindo), ce mpemno3Ha-
BaaT MCTUTE JABE OOM: 37aTHA U TEMHOID-
BEHa-00p/10, KaKO BO OHa Moe Jeno Ilpeod-
pazba. llpsenara 0o0ja, Kako 3rycHara |
MHOTY JpeBHa, J0OMBa TEMHAa HHjaHCA —
O6opno. 3marHara 00ja, UCTO Taka, € 3ryc-
HaTa 10 macTta. buaejku a0 rycThHara Ha
MCKOHCKAaTa I[PBEHA Ce MOCTaByBa 3TyCHATa
35aTHa, ce gy3mupa co Hea u ja mpeobpa3ysa,
ro mpeobpa3yBa TOj IUIaH BO CYNTHJICH Ma-
TepUjaieH, 1 00paTHO, 3TYCHATHOT IJIaH BO
6opao 60ja mMpeMUHYyBa BO 371aTO, CYBO.




['maBHara cTaHuWIa Ha JTyXOBHUOT MaT,
npeoOpas3bara, TOJIEMO npekpuiysare W
npecmpykmypuparbe, WMEHO, KaKo IITO
JKEJIE3HUYKUOT PAOOTHUK TU MPHUIBUKYBA
HNIMHUTE Ha MPYIHTE 3a Ja Ce IMPEeHaco4u
JBUKEHETO Ha BO3OBUTE, 3HAUU CYIITHHCKO
[IPEHACOYyBak€ Ha CHJIUTE Ha JKeHaTa U
MaXOT, KO€ C€ CIydyBa KOra THE TH
npudakaaT Kako XHBOTEH CTaB U IOCTa-
BEHOCT KOH CBETOT COYYBCTBOTO, €MIIATH-
jaTta u JbyOOBTA.

bu pekne oexa moa e camama cpaic Ha
0yOusmMom u Ha U3860PHOMO XPUCMUJAHCHI-
60. JlyxoBHHTE TMYHOCTH Kako byna u Mcyc
ollaMHa Tpacupaa maT 3a TPEMHUH BO
MOBUCOK cTaTyc!

PeBuranuzamuja Ha  u380pHama
0yX08HOCmM C€ CTaBa BO COBPEMEH KOH-
TekcT. Taa 3HaYM HaJAMUHYBame Ha
3a01ygaTa OKOJy MOKTAa Ha JaXHUTE
aBTOPUTETH BO KOPHUCT HA MoKma Ha
INCUXUYKU-TYXOBHOTO OWTHE, MOK IITO
TUBKO TH  TpPUJIBUXKYBa  HeITaTa

onHartpe!
V. IllpeoGpa3da Ha ymMOT
Tpeba na ce mpenusupa er3akTeH ja3uk

3aCHOBaH Bp3 Haykara, 3a Ja ce pasOupame
CHTe CO Hero, mnpemiokyBa @pecko BO
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CBOjaTa BH3Mja 3a TOAOOPO OIIITECTBO,
Ounejku, criopen Hero, TyreTo He ce pa3du-
paat mopaay JBOCMUCIICHOCTA Ha ja3MKOT Ha
COBpEMEHHMOT 4YoBeK. Ho, jasukoT co koj ce
CITy’)kKM YOBEKOT JICHEC € TaKOB, 3aToa IINTO
HETOBHOT YM € J1ja0OJIMYeH W MpadeH U He
pasnmauyBa jacHO. 3a Ja pasjadyBa jacHo,
yMoT Tpeba ma ce mpocBeriu! OOHUYHHOT
(HEempOCBETIICH) YM Haj4ecTO € BO COjy3 CO
MOHUCKATa Mpupoja Ha 4oBekoT. Kora ce BO
JOCITyX CO TIOBUCOKaTa mpupojaa, Hagymor u
Wnryniujara'®  cramysaar 1nobap MHCTpY-
MEHT.

Yosexom e ocpanuuen 60 ceojama
ceecm 00 ymom u Oypu U 00 HOCMOJHUOM
oncez unu pasmep HA YMOM. WMO e Noo
YyMOm, CYOMEHMANHO Ul MEeHMAIHO, HO He
60 Once2om HA He208amMa CKAld, 8eOHAUL 3d
He2o u32neoa Hec8ecHo Ul HejacHo 00 ye-
JIOCHOMO HeC8eCHO,; MO e Ha0 He20 3d He2o
€ CYnepceecHo U moj peuucu ce cmpemu od
20 BUOU KAKO UCHPA3HEm NpoCcmop 00
ceecHocm, HeKoj euo ceemaocho Hesnaerve.
Hcmo xaxko oma wmo e oepanuueno Ha
00peoder Oujanazon Ha 38yyu uiu 60u u oHa
Wmo e Hao uiu noo maa cKaia e 3a He2o
HeCIYWIUBO U He8UONUBO, UL bapem Hepas-

1% Ce mucnu na Overmind v Intuition — kateropuu
on TepmuHOorujata Ha Lllpu AypoOunno.
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oupau6o, ucmo e u co He206ama CKauad Ha
MeHmanHa ceecm, Ha 08ama Kpaja ocpauu-
YyeHa 00 Hekanayumem wimo 2o 0benexrcysa

11
Hezoeuont 2Oper u Q0IeH TUMUM.

3a pazmuka ox Kak Dpecko, koj e
yOe/ieH Jieka pa3BUBAKETO HAa HayKara ke To
JIOBE/IC YOBCUKHOT yM JIO TOBHUCOK CTaTyc,
JyXOBHHUTE JIMYHOCTH CMETaaT JieKa CIICIH-
(UYHM TEXHHWKH, METOJAM Y METOJOJIOTHH CE
HCONXOJIHH 332 HETOBHOT MHTETPAIICH Pa3Boj.
Konremruianijara u Mmeauranyjata ce HH-
TPOCTIEKTHBHUA TEXHUKH CO KOM HYOBEKOT CE
HYPHYBa BO OTICETOT Ha MOTCBECTa M HATCBEC-
Ta, 32 J]a YBUIU KaKBU CE COIPKUHU UMa BO
cebe, a ce COOUYM CO HMB M Ja TH IIpeodpasi,
WJIM Jia C€ BO3BMIIK BO HUB, [1a TaKa KOHEYHO
Jia 70jA€ JI0 JaCHO pasjadyBame Ha OWTHOTO
ol HeOMTHOTO. PaznmauyBame Ha OMTHOTO OJ1
HCOUTHOTO € KapaKTepUCTUKA Ha 3PaBHOT
pa3yM WM MPOCBETICHUOT YM, OTHOCHO YMOT
BO JIOCITyX CO TICHXHUYKHU-TyXOBHOTO OUTHE.

VI. ®unure mnpeneBama Ha OouTe HA
YyyBCTBaTa — npeodpa3da Ha BUTAJIOT

Opx aromuTe BO HEOpraHcKara Mmpupoja,
JI0 CTIOXKCHHUTE COCMHECHHU]a BO KICTKHTE Ha
YOBEKOT, TBOPCUKHUOT KHBOT CE€ OTKPHBA U

"' Sri Aurobindo, Op.cit.

TE€4e CO IOMOLI Ha >KUBOTHHUOT HMILYJIC
(élan vital) 3a ma ce BIee BO OKEaHOT Ha
MOBUCOKUTE JIYXOBHM Tpouecd. YoBeKoT
caMo Tpeba na ce ociao0oau Off OrpaHHu-
YyyBamaTa Ha XHUBOTOT, KOM CE CBOjCTBEHU
3a HEroBUTE MPBU JBa CTaTyca: BO MPBUOT
CTaTyC — WHEPTHOCTA, JIA00OKHMOT COH (Ha
KaMEHOT), BO BTOPHOT CTaTyC — FOJITAYKUTE
HaroHn (KUBOTMHCKH), KOM HHM CO3/JaBaar
WTy31ja Ha ,,HEKaIaIl[UTET, *Keynoa 1 CMpT“lz,
3Ha4M, Ja ce OCI000JM O] PEUUAMBUTE HA
CBOjaTa MOHKUCKA MPUPO/IA.

WNuTterpannara npeodpa3zda HEKOHW Jyre
ja MoYHyBaaT MPEeKy MEIUTATUBHU TEXHUKH,
IpYT'H CO pa3BOj Ha HWHTENEKTOT MpeKy
HaykaTa, TpeTH co pabora Ha (QHUMUKO
HUBO. Hekon HajromeMo BHMMaHUE OOpHY-
BaaT Ha BUTAJIOT, HETOBOTO OAPIKYBAmE BO
nobpa ¢opma Kako CYHIITHHCKH MPETyCIOB
3a 100po 37paBje — U MEHTAIHO, U (PU3UUKO,
U TMCUXUYKO. YOBEKOT BO MOCIETHUTE
HEKOJIKY BeKa 0€3MUJIOCHO IO YHUIITYBAIIE
COTICTBEHHUOT BUTAJI, CO HEKOHTpOJMpaHaTa
ceda Ha IIIyMH, CO 3arajlyBame Ha MOpHbaTa
U OKEaHUTE, CO YHUIITYBamE Ha LENU €KO-
cucremn.”” Taka ja m3ryGu CBE)KMHATA Ha
BUTAJIHATA Koja TH

eHepruja XpaHu

'2.Sri Aurobindo, Op.cit., 200-209. (Chapter XX —
“Death, Desire and Incapacity™).

13 Rachel Carson, Silent Spring, Greenwich, Conn.,
Crest Book/Fawcett Publications, Inc., 1962.



(U3UYKOTO TEIO M yMOT, IO 3aAylId H
CHIDKM KBQJIUTETOT Ha XUBOT. Kako ormop
Ha Taa HEKOHTPOJIMPAaHA YOBEYKA JECTPYK-
1IMja, C€ pa3BHja CHJIHH CKOJIONIKH JIBHKE-
Ba, a OMOETUKATa CTaHa HajHAINpeHA HayKa
KOH KpajoT Ha MHUHATHOT M TMOYETOKOT Ha
OBOJ BEK.

Ho, Tyka cranyBa 300p 3a efneH
MOCYINITHJIEH BUTAJ, KOj € BO KOpelaiuja co
NCUXUYKH-TyXoBHOTO Outne. Cropen Illpu
AypoOuHI0, TpUTE Tela Ha YOBEKOT —
(GU3NYKOTO TEJIO0, BUTAJIOT U MEHTAJIOT, MOC-
TOjaT Kako TOTEHIMjal BO MOo(uH O0OJHK,
OIHOCHO Tpeba Ja ce eKkcTpaxupaar Ha
cyntuieH miaH. Co KyiaTHBalUja Ha CyIl-
TUJIHATa TPUPOJIA, YOBEKOT ja BOOOJIMUYBa
,HoBaTa BH3HMja“ Kako XHBOT Ha nIaHe-
mama 3emja. 3emjama € COBPIIEH €KOCHC-
TeM, KaJie IITO YOBEKOT MMa IIaHCca Ja To
U3rpad CBOJOT CBET KaKO XapMOHHUYEH
JKUBOT, OWJCjKM Taa COAPXKU C¢ IITO €
NOTpeOHO 3a YOBEKOT Jla C€ HCIIOJIHU Ha
€HEepPreTCKO-BUTAIHO HUBO, IIITO TIOHATaMy €
OCHOBa 3a TpajJemhe Ha XapMOHHMja Ha
nyxoBHO HuBO. [Inmanerata 3emja umu [Ipu-
ponara niu ['ea, Kako IITO HEKOM HAYYHHIIN
MIUTyBaaT Ja ja Hapeyar, € He3aMEHJIMBA,
€/IeH BUCTUHCKH JKUB OpraHu3aM, a YOBEKOT
€ JieNl of] TOj opranu3aM. Taa e »KUB OpraHu-
3aM co 06e30poj TajHH, KOU MOCTENEHO K& My
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Ce pa3oTKpHBaaT BO eroxara IITO joara.
Kora T0j rosem opraHuzam He € 31paB, H
YOBEKOT HE € 3[[paB U MMa MaJIKy IIaHCU Ja
T'O U3rPaJN CBOJOT CBET BP3 3/IPaBH TEMEIH.

JKuBOTOT Kako XapMOHHWja MapajeiHa
CO OBOj €KOCHCTEM € YMETHOCT, HCTO KaKO
mto, crnopen caukapoT [lon Cezan, Ymem-
Hocma e xapmouuja napaneina co Ilpupo-
Ooama, OUJEJKU Taka BO HEro Ha 4YyaeceH
HauMH UHTEep(depupaaT BUTAIHATA U TyXOB-
HaTa TUMEH3H]ja.

VII. lanu e Hy’>KHA HOBA M1€0JI0THja WIH
oyneme?

Criopesr €eHBUPOHMEHTAJIMCTUYKHUTE Te-
OpHUH, YOBEKOT ce 00Opa3yBa MOJ BJIMjaHUE
Ha okonuHaTa. Bo wm3rpagba Ha Heromara
JUYHOCT, TEHUTE HEMaaT TOJKY TOJeMO
BJIMjaHUE, KOJKY HITO MMa KyJITypaTa Koja
JIOMHUHHpPA BO OMILTECTBOTO BO KOE € POJIEH.
o nekane ce npudatiueu oBue Teopur. He
e npudaTIuBO CBEIyBAaHETO HA YOBEKOT Ha
tabula rasa, HemTO KaKo OJAHKO IJI0YKA, HA
KOja OKOJNMHATa TM BTHUCHYBa CBOUTE
Bredatouu. Cropen exHa apyra JeQHUHU-
I1ja, YOBEKOT €, Ipej ce, JyXOBHO OHTHE,
wii 0apeM MMa MOTEHIMjaj Ja ce pa3Bue
KaKo MCUXWYKHU-TyXOBHO Outme. Toj, ceka-
KO, € W MpUPOAHO OuTHe, Ma KiIyyHaTa
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IIpOMEHa IITO Tpeba Ja ce 0OCTBApU BO HETO
Tpeba 1a ce ciaydd Hpeky npeodOpazba Ha
pEIUANBHUTE HA HETOBATa MMOHUCKA MIPUPOJIA.
AKo ommTecTBOTO 00e30eayBa TOBOJIHH
COIIMjaJTHU YCJIOBH, TOA TO 3a0p3yBa Mpoiie-
COT ¥ MHOTY TIOMara 3a JBH)XEHE BO J100pa
Hacoka. Ho, 4oBEKOT He € caMo TPUPOITHO
OutHe, HHTY, TaK, CaMO OIIITECTBEHO!
Manunynamnyjata OCTaHyBa M TIOHAaTaMy
CEeKoTaIll Kora My ce HaMETHYBa KakBa OHIIO
UJIC0JIOTHja, Makap Taa Ouja Hajao0poHa-
MepHaTa W OJ TpHUIOOMBKAa Ha CHTE.
YoekoT Tpeba nma ce pa3dyau, camMuOT aa
J0jae 0 THE BPEOHOCTH, CaMUOT Ja
pasnadu mTo € OWTHO, IMITO € HEOWUTHO.
Cekoja uaeosa0ruja Kaj Hero MpUPOTHO IPBO
Oyau oTmop, OWMIEjKH YOBEKOT € MCTO Taka
ciobonHo OutHe, co cimoboaHa Bojdja 1A
oJuTydyBa 3a cebe. EBe mro pekon Kpumina-
MYpPTH, KOj OMJI IIpOrjiaceH 3a WHKapHaluja
Ha CBETCKMOT YyuuTen Mawntpeja byna
(Maitreya Buddha), otkako Bo 1929 roauna
pemmiI J1a ja pacmylTd CBOjaTa OpraHu3a-
uja Pedom na seezoama:

»Tepoam oexa Bucmunama e 3zemja 6e3
nameku u He Modice 0a H ce npujoe (...) co
NOMOWL HA KAK8U OUNLO Penucull Uil Cexmi...
Bucmunama, 6uoejku e 6ezepanuuna (...) He
Modice HU 0a ce Op2anu3upa, Humy ou mpe-

bano O0a ce npaeu Hekakea Op2aHU3AYUja
Koja bu 2u 6oodena u 2oHena nyremo no HeKoj
noceben nam... Ha nyremo um e nompedno
oa ce pazbyoam, He 0a 00buU8aam UHCMpPYK-
L;uu...“14

VIII. CamocBecT

YosexoT Tpeda 1a ce pa3dyau u 1a ja
OTKpHE CBOjaTa BHUCTHMHCKA MPHUPOJAA: O]
eIHa CTpaHa, Jla ce BpaTH Ha HMCKOHCKaTa
YUCTOTA HA MPUPOJHOTO OUTHE (BHTAIIOT),
Ol Ipyra CTpaHa, Jla TO pa3BHe TOTCHIIN-
JaJIoT Kako MCUXWYKHU-TyXOBHO OWTHE W Jia
TH pa3BHE CIIOCOOHOCTUTE HAa YMOT, 3a Ja
HampeayBa yIUTE I[OBeke, Mpex ce, co
MOMOIII Ha HayKaTa M TEXHOJIOTH]jaTa, KOU Ke
Oumar craBeHH BO CiIyx0a Ha IEIOTO
YOBEIITBO U €KOJIOTHjaTa.

IIpeoussuxom co Koj ce coouysaam
cume KYIMypu 60 06aa MeXHOLOWKa epd,
HeKoU nogeke, a HEKOU NOMAIKY, e 0d ce
o0be30edu HenpeueHa mpaH3uyuja KoH Ho8uU-
OM HAYUM HA pA3MUCTY8arbe 3a cebecu, 3d
AHCUBOMHAMA CPEOUHA U 3a YNPABYBAILEMO
co uogeuxkume pabomu.

' Krisnamurti, Neophodnost promene, Novi Sad,
Knjizevna zajednica Novog Sada, 1986, 3-4.



Ceea cume nayuu umaam o068pcka 0a
ce 8KIYYam 60 30pyiceH Nomgam Ha niaHu-
parve Ha 2n0OANHO HUBO 34 HOBU ANMEPHA-
MueU, CO HA2NACOK HA KApaKmepom Ha Ha-
wemo coyujanno ypeoysare. Toa e nawa-
ma eOuHCmeeHa onyuja, axKo caxkame o0da
uzbecneme nad HA YUSUIUSUPAHUONM CEEM.
Axo uogewimeomo caka 0a UCKYCU 3deMeH
npocnepumem, C8EMCKUOM NPUcCman oo
pecypcume e eceHyujaeH.

3aeono co nosuom npucman KoM yoge-
KOmM U epudicama 3a OKOIUHAmd, 3a 0a ce
ocmeapu cemo 08d, Mopa 0a ce 80CMAaHO8U
u memooonozuja. 3a 0a ce nocmucHam ogue
yenu, MOHEMApPHUOmM Ccucmem mopa od
egonyupa 60 ceemcka eKoHomuja, basupana
8p3 pecypcu. A 3a 0a ce kopucmam pecyp-
cume eKOHOMUYHO U eghukacHo, mpebdba 0a
ce npumeHu KubepHemusupana u Komnjyme-
pusupana mexuoaio2uja, co yei oa ce ooes-
0Oeou noBUCOK HCUBOMEH CMAHOAPO HA cume
ayre. Co unmenueeHmna u Xymana npumeHa
Ha Haykama u mexumoiocujama, Hue Ke
Modiceme Oa ja Hacoyume u O0OIUKYBAME
Hawiama UOHUHA KOH 3a4y8)8arbemo Hda
oHcusomHama cpeouHa u cebecu 3a cieo-

15
Hume cenepayuu.

'3 Jacque Fresko, Op.cit., 27.
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3a Ttaa wnen, Kak ®pecko mnoHaramy
npeyiara a ce u3paboTH  HaUpT-IUIaH,
npudaTIvB 3a CUTE HALUUU Ha TJI00ATHO
HUBO, KO] K€ C€ 3aCHOBa BpP3 OOHOBJIMBHUTE
KalalMTeTH U PECYpCUTE Ha IUIaHeTara, Bp3
BUCTMHCKHUTE TOTpeOM Ha CUTE JKUTEIU
€/IHaKBO U BP3 TEXHOJIOTHjaTa U HayKaTa BO
ciy)k0a Ha 4OBEKOT M IutaHeTara. OcTaHyBa
camo ymre OoraramuTte na ce ybemar BO
ciimeHT3Mor Ha JKak ®pecko u m00po-
BOJIHO JIa C€ OTKaXkaT OJ CBOUTE MOCEIH U
6orarcTBal!?!

N cekako, 3a cero Toa Ja ce OCTBapH,
noTpeOHa ¢ camocBecT. CHuTe maTuiiTa HE
BOJAT [JO Taa KIy4Ha KaTeropuja —
camoceecm. CamocBecta U nobOpara Boija
ce €IMHUIM BO HOBOTO OMNILITECTBO, 32 Ja
Ooune peanHo wusrpammmBo. OTTamy, BO
MHTErpajHaTa jora €JHaKBO ce paboTH Ha
nogo0pyBambe Ha TPH HHBOA, A 3aToa Taa
poMeHa € uHTerpanHa. BeymHoct, Tpeba
Jla ce CIly4d rojema, paJuKajlHa IpOMeHa
BO YOBEKOT, CO Toa IUTO K€ CE€ CMEHaT
LIEHTPUTE OKOJIYy KOU TpaBUTHUpaaT MU ce
OJIBUBAAT CUTE HETOBH aKTUBHOCTH. T0j of
ero-rieHTpupano (ego-centered) cymrecTso,
Tpeba Ja cTaHe IEHTPUpPaH BO CPIETO
(heart-centered). IloBTOpHO YOBEKOT ce
Bpaka Ha eMOIMjaTa, YyBCTBOTO, KOE MaTeM
ro otrdypiu, NPETHOYUTAjKH TO  3aJ0-
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BosicTBOTO. HO, HEMa HMIITO JOLIO U BO
3a/10BOJICTBOTO, C€ J0JIeKa YOBEKOT HE €
MOJAHUK Ha TMOHUCKUTE CTPACTH, OJHOCHO
c¢ J0JeKa U 33J0BOJICTBOTO HE T'O W3JUTHE
Ha nocoductuuupano HuBo. Toram co
MHOTY MaJIKy HeliTa ke Ouje 3a/10BOJIEH U
cpekeH. ETe ro pelieHneTo Ha CUTe HErOBU
npobaemu!

IX. V¥Yronmjara
Ayposui u Benyc

CTaHyBa CTBapHOCT:

., Ayposun ce cmpemu 0a cmamne ynusep-
3anen 2pao Kade wmo Jiyremo (madxcume u
JIceHume) 00 cume 3eMju Modtcam 0a Hcuge-
am 60 Y0608 U MUp U NPoOcPecUsHa Xapmo-
HUja omaoe cume 6epouUcnogeou, NOJUMUKY

u Hayuonannocmu. Llen na Ayposun e oa ce

¢

peanuzupa eOuHcmeo Ha 408eumeomo. *
Mupa Andaca
www. auroville.org

Benyc npoexr:

, Axo nasucmuna caxame oa cmasume
Kpaj Ha Hawume aKmyeaiHu MeryHapoOHUu u
coyujannu npodemu, Hue Mopa e8eHmyaiHo
da eu npoziracume 3emjama u cume Hej3UHU
pecypcu Kako 3ae0HUYKO HAC1e0Ccmeo Hd

cume yre Ha ceemom. *
Kax ®dpecko

I'panemeTo MOCTOBM Mely pa3HHM yTO-
MWU 32 J]a He 03HauyBaaT THE MOBEKE camo
3aMUCJICHU MCCTa WJIM COHUIITA TYKY Ja CC
mpeoOpasar BO CTBAPHOCT € pealiHa M HYKHa
pabota. 3aeAHUYKO HAa CUTE YTOIHCKH BH-
3UM € HCKPEHHOT CTPEMEeX KOH IIOKBa-
JUTETEH XUBOT M MOApa30upa BrpaayBambe



OTPOMHO KOJIMUYECTBO J10Opa BoJja W IMO3U-
TUBHA C€HEpPruja BO TPOEKT KOj Ke ce
YCOBpIIYBa M HAJOMONHYBa 10 (y3uja BO
MOBHCOKO PaMHHUIIITE.

YMETHUIITE MOXKaT Ha Taa BU3Hja Aa U
Ja1aT KUBOT — BP3HO TKUBO. bunejku, na He
3a00paBUMe, BU3UUTE TUKTUPAHU O] TEXHO-
JIoTHjaTa M HayKaTa MOXaT Ja Ouaar momai-
Ky TEXHOKpPATCKH, a U TMpeMHOTry (yTypHcC-
TUYKH 33 HEYH] BKYC, aKO MOKPa] €TUUKHUTE
noTpeOu He TH 337]0BOJTyBaaT M €CTETCKUTE.

Illto My mnpeocTaHyBa Ha YOBEKOT
nenec? Criopen Bu3MjaTa Ha aBCTPATUCKUOT
o6uoernuap Ilutep Cunrep (Peter Singer),
ayfero Tpeba nga ce 3ApyXaT M Ha
MOYETOKOT, aKo OapeM JeceT OTCTO O]
HACEJIEHUETO UMa CBECEH €THYKH IOTIIeH 3a
KMBOTOT M JI€jCTBYBa YCOIJIACEHO, TOa Ke
Ouge rojeMa cuWia INTO Ke BIHjae BpP3
,MokaumuTe . Cekako, He Tpeba ma ce
JIejCTBYBa CO HCTH METOAM KaKBU IITO
MOJI3yBaaT THE BO CBOETO BIAJICCHE, TYKY
NPOTPECUBHO Ja C€ JOBEAAT 10 3/PaBHOT
pasy™m, 3Ha4yW, caMHTe€ Jia ja YBHUJAT
HY)KHOCTa OJf TIPOMEHH, Ta Ja J0jaaT 0
JIOTHYKHOT 3aKJIY4OK JIeKa CHCTEMOT Tpeba
na ce TpaHchopmupa 3a NpuaoOMBKAa Ha
cure. Toa e Beke HOBO IBUKEH-E€ BO CBETOT:
rpafaHuTe TpPEKy IUPEKTHAa JIeMOKpaTHja
0apaar TMOTIOJNIHA TPAHCIAPEHTHOCT BO

75

BJIQJICCHETO Ha Koja Omio BiacT. Tue HU3
CBOJOT AaKTUBU3aM CTaHyBaaT KOHCTPYK-
TUBEH (akTop, KOj BIMjae Ja ce CIydu
npoMeHa. CeKkako, IMOCTOU OIACHOCT U THE
JBKCHa Jla C€ W3MAHMITYJIMpaaT U 3JI0Y-
noTpedar oj ,,MOKHHUIIUTE®, aKO HCTOBpE-
MEHO HE Ce HampelIyBa BO TPaJCHETO Ha
CaMOCBECTA.

3aK/Iy4HH corJieou

['maBHa npuUIOOMBKAa Ha TOCTMOAEP-
HU3MOT € IITO Oelmie OBO3MOXEHO 1a ce
CIIyIIHE TJAacoT Ha OOWYHHMOT YoBek. Ha
,OOMYHHUTE Jyre, TparaHKH | TparaHH,
CEKaKo, TMPEIBOJCHHU OJf CBOjaTa WHTEIH-
TeHIIMja, UM MPETCTOM Ja ce u3bopaTr 3a
no3uIjaTa ol Koja Ke MOoXar Ja TH
MOJIeIMpaaT cBojaTa CyJqOWHA, UIHUHATA HA
CBETOT M Ha 3eMjaTa. YMeTHHKOT [lozed
bojc (Joseph Beuys) Bo 1972 roauna, 3a
usnoxoara /Joxymenmu 5 Bo Kacen, 3anan-
Ha [‘epmaHuja, OCHOBA ,,IOJUTHYKO OUPO™
Ha OpraHuszamnujara 3a IUPEKTHA JEMOKpa-
THja. YMETHHUKHOT nieppopmanc Peghepen-
oym 3a oupexmua Oemokpamuja Oelie TpB
CUMOOJIMYKHM YEKOp Ha OpraHU3WpaHa WHU-
[[MjaTUBa TparaHuTe TUPEKTHO J1a 3aBlajear
NPEKy 3[pYKyBambe CIIOpe] HUBHUTE TIOTPE-
0u, a HE MPEeKy MaPTHHUTE, OJHOCHO CHUCTE-
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mute Ha Bracta. [lozed bojc ce 3amoxy-
BAIlIC 32 PaJMKATHO MPOLIMPYBakHE HA YMET-
HOCTa BO OIIITCCTBCHUOT KHUBOT, Ha TOj
HAUWH IITO YMETHHUKOT K€ TH WHCIHpHpa
ayreTo, ke ja Oyau HUBHATa KPEaTUBHOCT.

Cnopeo Hezosume 300po6u, coyujaiHa-
ma CKyInmypa u cCOyujanHama apxumex-
mypa nomnoniHo Ke ce ogopmam Koza U
NOCNIeOHUOM Y0B8eK KOj dcugee Ha 3emjama
Ke cmawne yMemHuK, éajap uiu apxumexm Ha
onwmecmeenuom opeanuszam. Co moa Ke ce
ocmeapu ymonujama Ha aKkyuoHama ymem-
nocm na guykcycom u xenenuncom. Ke
Hacmawne 0eMOKpaAmcKo ONumecmeo 3acHo-
8aHo 6p3 oupexmua demokpamuja. Taxeuom
HOUM HA PeBONYYUOHEPHA YMEMHOC MOJCe
0a cmaue noaUmuyKy NPOOYKmMuGeH u 0a ce
ocmeapu co nocpeocmeo HAa CeKoj UCmo-
pucku wosek. Cekoj uogex e c10000eH
VMEemHUK Koj yuu 0a eu oopedyeéa Hogume
cmeneHu Ha MomanHomo YMemHUYKO 0eo
Ha UOHOMO ONWMeECMEeHo Yempojcmeo .'°

JleHec cMe cBeOIM Ha epUKacCHOCTA Ha
COIIMjAJTHUTE MPEXKH, MPEKY KOU MOXKE Jia Ce
OpraHW3UpaaT MACOBHHU MPOTECTH 3a Yac, a
CO TIOMOII Ha MPEKHTE HAa HOBHHCKHUTE

16 Misko Suvakovi¢, Konceptualna umetnost, Novi
Sad, Muzej savremene umetnosti Vojvodine

areHIu ¥ HenpouTaOWIHKM OpraHU3aluu
kKako mTo ¢ Buxunuxc (Wi