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Abstrakt: Pravda, poznanie, mýtus. Zastavenie nad niektorými Masarykovými 

tézami. 

Text vychádza z niektorých myšlienok o náboženstve prezentovaných 

v Masarykových Amerických prednáškach. Skúma, či teologické predstavy sú 
nemenné alebo ich možno dejinne modifikovať. Masaryk považuje teológiu za 

mytológiu, ktorá je v rozpore s vedou. Vo svetle súčasného poznania sú teologické 

predstavy označované za nerelavantné. Text chce ukázať, že teológia sa nemá snažiť 

obhajovať svoje predstavy ako objektívne pravdy a ako relevantnú ontologickú 
teóriu. Spor viera a veda je umelý, lebo oba fenomény predstavujú zásadne odlišný 

prístup k skúmaniu a vysvetľovaniu sveta. Riešením by mohlo byť priznanie, že 

teológia je mytológia a zároveň návrat k mýtom a ich symbolizmu ako k inému, ale 
v súčasnosti stále platnému obrazu sveta najmä v jeho dôležitosti pre život ľudí. 

 

Kľúčové slová: pravda, mýtus, symbol, náboženstvo, poznávanie, veda 

 

Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk was not a theologian and he did not consider himself one. However, 

religious thoughts form an integral part of his views and literary work. He dealt with the religious 

questions in all his works, whatever the theme was.  

The topic of this article is some of Masaryk’s debates about religion presented mostly in 

American Lectures (Americké prednášky)
1
. This work is not very well known, but we chose it for its 

inspirational thoughts and theses that we plan to discuss, for they provide interesting impulses for 

further contemplation in present times. Only a small fragment of Masaryk’s religious views was 

selected for this paper. A significant part will be devoted also to other thinkers and their opinions 

relevant to the topic: Truth, Knowledge and Myth.   

For T. G. Masaryk religion is practise. Religion shall be certitude, not just a simple belief and 

shall respect rationality at the same time.
2
 Masaryk doesn’t want to live religion as a myth. He wants 

to set it free from theology that he considers as mythology. Masaryk “asks for non-revelational, non-

theological and non-clerical religion that would be higher and more ethical for its veracity.”
3
 “Clerical 

theology is just clerical interpretation of religion, not religion itself,”
4
 he tries to demonstrate. 

                                                
1 American Lectures were published in the year 1907 in Chicago and second edition in 1929 in Prague. It is 

composed of eight lectures held on 22nd – 27th of September 1907 in Boston at International Congress of 

Religious Liberals. 
2 Vis DOKULIL, M. Masaryk a náboženství, p. 79. 
3 GAŽÍK, P. S. Š. Osuský a T. G. Masaryk o pomere viery a náboženstva, p. 12. 
4 NEUDORFLOVÁ, M. T. G. Masaryk – politický myslitel, p. 173. 
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Masaryk does not consider Jesus to be the founder of Christian church.
5
 The church has been 

founded by Paul.
6
 As stated by Rudolf Bultmann in the introduction to his Theology of the New 

Testament, historical Jesus is the premise but not the historical constituent of the Christian faith 

genesis.
7
 Czech religious studies scholar Otakar Funda implies that Jesus did not establish Christianity, 

nor the Christian church. Christianity can be considered existent from the moment, when first people 

confessing Jesus Christ’s resurrection, emerged.  The above mentioned opinions demonstrate the fact 

that Masaryk cannot be viewed as an “ideal Christian” from the perspective of the church doctrine. Let 

us analyze some of his theses. 

 

“Theology... refuses evolution, its truth is proclaimed as absolute.”
8
 

This Masaryk’s reality-matching thesis means double-edged sword for theological mind. It’s 

understandable that the doctrine has to be somehow anchored, stabilized, it has to determine what is 

right and what is wrong. Theological anarchy is probably not really desirable in the church. On the 

other hand, that doesn’t mean that theological views cannot be changed as time goes by. Even the 

present form of Christian doctrine has not been created at one time and one place. It was assembled 

during a long period, underwent a lot of struggles and settled up different or even opposite notions. 

However, pluralism of theological thought does not mean the loss of church strength. It means, in the 

words of Professor Karol Nandrásky, “spirit’s life creativity”. “... In the first centuries of Christianity, 

there was not one theology, there was a spectrum of theologies, which were regarded as equivalent and 

despite the differences, they complemented each other, they rectified each other in their interactions, 

and as variations they represented spirit’s life creativity.”
9
 

Catholic Church makes the affirmation about itself that the same has been taught at every time 

and every place, but we know that this is simply not true. Lutheran tenet ecclesia semper reformanda 

means as well, that theological notions can also be changed and reformed. The assertion that 

Christians have believed the exact same thing at all times might hardly prevail.
10

 Nandrásky calls for a 

                                                
5 As an example of Lutheran view on foundation of the church and  the person of Jesus persona we may quote: 

“The foundations of the church were laid by Jesus Christ Himself...,” however “he did not establish the church as 

an organization in the legal sense of the word... The day of the foundation or establishment of the church is 

generally assumed  the day of Descent of the Holy Spirit...” KLÁTIK, M. Základy dogmatiky, p. 104. 
6 Vis MASARYK, T. G. American Lectures, p. 46. Perhaps Friedrich Nietzsche can be named as the most frantic 

opponent of Apostle Paul as the one who had given the form to the Christianity, which historically prevailed. 

Well known is the statement “deus qualem Paulus creavit, dei negatio.” NIETZSCHE, F. Antikrist, p. 73. 
7 Bultmann as well radically enounces Jesus had not established any church: “Still he did not found an order or 

a sect, far less a “Church,” nor did he expect that everyone should or could forsake house and family.” 
BULTMANN, R. Theology of the New Testament, p. 10. 
8 MASARYK, T. G. American Lectures, p. 48. 
9 NANDRÁSKY, K. Ježiš a súčasnosť, p. 31. 
10 “... it cannot be said that Christians have always believed same thing and they do not even do so in the present 

time.” Funda says and he adds “history of dogma is the evidence of a constantly open scene of ever new 

interpretation of Christian belief.” FUNDA, O. A. Ježíš a mýtus o Kristu, p. 326 and 315. 
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change of the paradigm
11

 in theology
12

 as well. First and foremost, there is the need to replace the old 

paradigm theology, where static perception of reality dominates and exchange it for the processual 

one, according to Nandrásky.
13

 This new, postmodern paradigm means that none of the cultural stages 

can be taken as final and can be identified as absolute and unchangeable truth.
14

 Masaryk’s request is 

the same in this case. Even the religion is accommodated to history: “... as the science is evolving, the 

philosophy is evolving, the art is evolving, so the religion is evolving too.”
15

 

The view of the philosopher Michel Foucault can serve as a good example of postmodern 

perception of truth. Foucault and Nandrásky share the considerable influence by Friedrich Nietzsche. 

Foucault identifies himself with Nietzsche’s critique of metaphysics and its belief in undisputed value 

of truth. Similarly, Nietzsche’s doubts about science being able to attain the objective truth are close to 

his. According to Nietzsche, these are just illusions and in reality there are only interpretations: “What 

is truth? A moving army of metaphors, anthropomorphisms, in short a summa of human relationships 

that ... after long and repeated use, a people considers them as solid, canonical, and unavoidable. 

Truths are illusions whose illusionary nature has been forgotten, metaphors that have been used up and 

have lost their imprint...”
16

 

Knowledge is conditioned historically. In this context, Foucault talks about the regime of truth. 

Each society has its own regime and politics of truth. It encompasses the discourse types that work and 

are taken as true ones, mechanisms which are able to differentiate true statements and false ones.
17

 

Foucault’s term epistémé means something similar as Kuhn’s paradigm, in this case; it is a field, 

where the knowledge of the particular time can take place. This field is limited by unique historical 

configurations that can incorporate: the predominating problem that the knowledge is applied to, 

methods of examination of the problem and the system of relations between each of the disciplines and 

                                                
11 The term “paradigm” was made known by the science philosopher Thomas Kuhn, who defines paradigm as: 

“universally recognized scientific achievements that for a time provide model problems and solutions to 

a community of practitioners.” KUHN, T. S. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, p. viii. For Kuhn, the 

problem of science is the problem of intersubjective consensus of scientists, who coincide on the issue they are 

going to examine and how they are going to do so. The Paradigm can be referred to as the way scientists look at 

the world. 
12 Another outstanding theologian in this area, who demands the change of paradigm in theology, is Professor 

Jakub S. Trojan.  He agrees with Nandrásky particularly on the refusal of Jesus´ execution as vicarious sacrifice 

and God’s participation at this act. See mostly books Ježíšův příběh – výzva pro nás and Kontrasty a alternativy. 

Even the Róbert Adamec´ interview with prof. Trojan in Tvorba n. 3/2006 p. 23-26 is interesting. Trojan, 

Nandrásky, Funda and Masaryk as well agree that Paul interpreted of the meaning of Jesus’ death in accordance 

to the historical conditions. See i.e. MASARYK, T. G. Americké přednášky, p. 29. 
13 “God is nothing static. He never “is”, but He always happens.” For Nandrásky, God is “the creative force of 

exhaustless possibilities” and “the enormous Will to create”. NANDRÁSKY, K. Ježiš a súčasnosť, p. 377 and p. 

379. Christianity adopted the image of god from Greek mythology and philosophy, but that doesn’t fit in the 

image of Hebrew religious mind.  God can “put down his old skin”, not like Aristotelian unmoved mover. Even 

Masaryk verbalized God as the eternal force and in the same time the inability of definite epistemological 
assumption of God: “What exactly He is, I have to say, I don’t know, but anybody does not know what that 

eternal force is.” MASARYK. T. G. Americké přednášky, p. 64. 
14 See NANDRÁSKY, K. Ježiš a súčasnosť, s. 33. 
15 MASARYK, T. G. Americké přednášky, p. 59. 
16 NIETZSCHE, F. O pravdě a lži ve smyslu nikoli morálním, p. 14. 
17 See BURAJ, I. Foucault a moc, p. 40. 
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fields of knowledge as well. According to Nandrásky, even the theological notions are conditioned 

historically and it is possible or even required to change them, “our perception of truth must be 

historical.”
18

 It was expressed the same way by Nietzsche, who influenced Foucault and Nandrásky 

considerably, as was previously mentioned. According to Pavel Kouba’s statement, “according to 

Nietzsche, searching for the absolute truth or the present that would generally defy further 

interpretation, is replaced by interpreting; however, Nietzsche understands interpretation as creative 

searching for the truth of our situation and of the particular moment.”
19

 Nandrásky expresses the same 

as follows: It is necessary to create the truth.
20

  

Why are Nandrásky’s notions being rejected by contemporary Slovak Lutheran theology? We 

address this question with the aid of Foucault’s inaugural lecture at Collège de France, where he talks 

about several inner procedural discourse controls, processes of exclusions, where the true one is 

separated from untrue, acceptable from unacceptable, permitted from prohibited, normal from insane. 

One of these procedures is discipline organization. “Within its own limits, each discipline recognises 

true and false propositions.”
21

 The proposition needs to fulfill certain specific requirements to belong 

to a set of some discipline. It must be placed “in the truth”
22

, for us to judge if it is true or false. It is 

possible to declare the truth only within a definite discourse and its rules. Discipline is the principle of 

the discourse production control. Simply said, the theology of Nandrásky is placed out of the Lutheran 

theology discipline, because it does not respect its actual valid discourse that is the rules (teaching) of 

Lutheran dogmatics.
23

 

 

The Christian theology was developed from mythology... Theology is just improved 

mythology.
24

 

This Masaryk’s statement includes huge field of motives for knowledge in the field of religion 

science, theology, philosophy (epistemology, including philosophy of science)… Masaryk did express 

it with negative connotation as he considered mythological knowledge obsolete, in conflict with 

philosophy and scientific knowledge and as being maintained only in churches. The problem of 

contemporary human being is the battle in his/her soul that originates from the conflict between 

scientific knowledge and notions proposed by church. Masaryk evaluates this conceptual situation as a 

                                                
18 NANDRÁSKY, K. Ježiš a súčasnosť, p. 367. 
19 KOUBA, P. Nietzsche dnes, p. 282. 
20 See NANDRÁSKY, K. Ježiš a súčasnosť, p. 368. 
21 FOUCAULT, M. The Order of Discours, p. 60. 
22 See FOUCAULT, M. The Order of Discours, p. 60-61. 
23 On the other hand, human being must count with the consequences of exclusion if not respecting legal 
discourse and not following “the rules of discourse police” (Foucault). According to Paul Feyerabend, “delegates 

of each profession have the natural right to demand on those wanting the profession to acquire certain education, 

maybe even acceptance of certain ideology.” In connection to religious reforms: “... the one, who does not want 

today’s Catholicism, should abandon it and become protestant or atheist and should not spoil it by absurd 

reforms.” FEYERABEND, P. Rozprava proti metodě, p. 418. 
24 MASARYK, T. G. Americké přednášky, p. 42. 
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cultural half-heartedness. There is no conflict between the science and religion, but the science and 

philosophy is in the conflict with positive theology, he explains. 

There is the battle of two opinions – the old finalized one and the new and not finalized yet. 

That means we understand modern scientific opinions and we agree with them. However, the problem 

lies in our inability to let go the old theological notions that contradict the modern views. This is the 

half- heartedness that brings up the moral relativism, skepticism, and pessimism, losing the meaning of 

life or even life disgust.
25

 

We would like to consider following opinions or hypothesis in this case: 

1. Theology, church teaching is mythology. They just pronounce it the absolute truth. 

2. Mythological cognition is obsolete. The right, truthful cognition is scientific. 

Masaryk does not repudiate religion in any case. He just refuses the religion that is 

revelational, mythological and in clear contrast to science and philosophy. He believes in personal God 

as well as in immortality of the soul.
26

 Religion is indispensable for life and it cannot be replaced by 

science in any case.
27

 He differentiates the religion needed by a human and the theology as the product 

of churches. 

In ancient Greece, the accumulation of knowledge and philosophy development led to the 

devaluation of myth and in this way the differentiation of mythic and philosophic (scientific) view of 

the world occurs. Similar process happens in Europe in modern age. In the ancient Greece, there 

mythic and philosophical views existed along each other and each could have been considered relevant 

view of the world. However such a parallel does not repeat in the modern times Europe. Specifically, 

just the scientific view of the world is considered relevant and the mythic, religious interpretation and 

the view of the world are for the most of the population on the level of fairytale. Church reacted in two 

ways. It either tried to prove no contradiction of science and belief, where some of the attempts seem 

absurd and pathetic;
28

 or the objects of belief are secret so it is up to people to believe them somehow 

in the sense of credo quia absurdum. In this context, there is also no sense in various “proofs” of 

God’s existence. Masaryk is unambiguously against proving of God and Bible and he does not even 

try to do so in the end.
29

 

                                                
25

 See MASARYK, T. G. O škole a vzdělání, p. 105. 
26 Platon was Masaryk’s favorite philosopher. His influence in the immortality of human soul question can be 

seen in Masaryk’s work. Even Christian notion of soul immortality is based in Platonism. 
27 “Can science and philosophy replace religion? That is the important question. I answer: It cannot. Religion 

cannot be replaced by any science or philosophy. What science should replace religion? Chemistry in example, 

Botanics, Mineralogy should replace religion?  Some specialist who studies, for instance, some bug his whole 

life, should replace religion? That should replace religion? No. Can Technology, Engineering replace religion? 

No. Philosophy gives complete opinion about the world, theoretical world commentary, although, human is 
finding something else in religion…  Religion is lived, felt interaction of each individuum to that we called God, 

or whole world. Religion is not theory, but praxis.” MASARYK, T. G. Americké přednášky, p. 61-62. 
28 Such as meaningless analogies like, the world is three dimensional and there are three particles (protons, 

neutron and electrons) in the atoms refers to the existence of The Trinity and creation of the world in its image, 

and so on. 
29 See KLÁTIK, M. Základy dogmatiky, p. 24. 
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In present times, scientific view of the world is labeled as rational and religious as irrational. 

Theology often tries to adapt to rationality and prove that its statements are not in conflict with it, as 

the rational is considered relevant way of cognition. It is necessary to realize now that “rationality is 

not the whole truth about human and human life.”
30

 

The problem of contemporary theologies is the fact that the original mythic concepts were 

transformed into understanding them as an objective reality in the churches, as the objective reality 

they can’t conform to contemporary science. Churches do not want to return to their understanding of 

these concepts as myths, because of the dismissible value of myths in present cognition and view of 

the world. They hold onto their concepts as objective realities, but this attitude excludes them from 

actual valid epistemological discourse. Professor Funda understands it similarly: “Misfortune of most 

of the religions is that they do not want to remain a myth and a poem, but they demand to be a 

consistent world view concept, to be a relevant ontological theory.”
31

 

The solution could be acceptance that theology is mythology and in the same time return to 

myths and their symbolism as a relevant world view in present times, mainly for its importance for 

human lives. Present scientific (rational) discourse tries to exclude everything that does not fit in its 

conception.
32

 Therefore, the aim of many philosophical methodological debates is an ambition of 

finding unique correct method. If a specific methodological conception becomes the criterion of 

meaningfulness, then it will be possible to refuse everything that does not fit in it. It can be called the 

praxis of excluding.
33

 The relevancy will not be judged by benefit for human life, but by legitimate 

rules of general rationality theories. This process of excluding can be observed since the 18
th
 century, 

when the enlightened reason begun to play an important role. Foucault has pointed out this fact in his 

examination: “The common language does not exist” he claims: “Dialogue had ended with the 18
th

 

century.” He continues: “Exactly, the age of enlightenment… represents the time when the discussion 

between insanity
34

 and reason is changed radically.”
35

 

If something is excluded, it does not mean it stops existing. Despite scientism - the effort of 

science to claim its unique knowledge relevancy and world explanation, many people still see meaning 

in religion. For example, they search for other forms of healing, than the scientific medicine offers, or 

the so called scientific view of the world does not conform to them in other way.
36

 The relevancy of a 

                                                
30 FUNDA, O. A. Ježíš a mýtus o Kristu, p. 330. 
31 FUNDA, O. A. Ježíš a mýtus o Kristu, p. 333. 
32 Paul Tillich claims about the exclusion of religion as irrationality: “the banishment of religion into the 

nonrational corner of subjective emotions in order to have the realms of thought and action free from religious 

interference was an easy way of escaping the conflicts between religious tradition and modern thought. But this 

was a death sentence against religion...” TILLICH, P. Systematic theology, p. 15. 
33 See JANČIGA, R. Falzifikacionizmus a filozofická reflexia vedy, p. 41. 
34 Foucault examines the history of mental disorders in this case; even though we could label the religion 

collective neurosis according to positivists. 
35 FOUCAULT, M. Dějiny šílenství, p. 6-7. 
36 American philosopher Richard Rorty comments the rising rate of religiosity in United States in one of his last 

interviews, while he doesn’t have an explanation. See his interview with Gianni Vattimo. RORTY, R. – 

VATTIMO, G. – ZABALA, S. Budoucnost náboženství. Praha: Karolinum, 2007. 
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criterion is judged by the fact, if it has its scientific status or not. The scientific approach has been 

previously defined in the method that is used, and so the conclusions of various examinations are not 

judged by their importance in the given field of knowledge, but rather by an abstract methodological 

concept. The consequences are, as said by Konrad Lorenz: “only what can be rationally grasped or 

even what can be proved in a scientific way constitutes the solid knowledge of mankind.”
37

 

Giving up any kind of soul nourishment for the sake of objective rationalistic science and 

excluding everything that does not fit in such a science brings the emptiness of existence, well known 

phenomenon of the 20
th

 century. The idea of one and only source of knowledge and truth through 

objective scientific cognition, based on rationally substantiated method, excludes all of the valuable 

means and traditions that people created not only to survive but also to live. Where people have seen 

purpose and proof of miracles in the world, rationalism sees just natural phenomena, no longer 

magical and sense-giving to human life, but cold and fully in control of immanent physical world laws. 

The sacred texts of ancient cultures are being read as fables and are not taken seriously. However, rich 

testimonies and experiences included in these texts are forgotten. It is ignored that, said by the words 

of Paul Feyerabend: “Bible is vastly richer in lessons for humanity than anything that might ever come 

out of the sciences.”
38

 

One of the victims of results of rationalization is disruption of lives of indigenous people in 

other parts of the world. Western rationalism had taken these people’s original traditions and world 

imaginings at first pronouncing them primitive and later disrupted the offered compensation as well. 

At first the culture, which was built up by these civilizations and served their needs, was disrupted, 

later the Christianity which was meant to play the role of alternative culture was challenged as well. 

Current state of these cultures is the result: in many cases frustration and alcoholism. 

“However, we never left the magical world, we just persuaded ourselves, that we are different, 

rather to say Different and Extraordinary”
39

 political scientist Roman Jančiga alleges. Our world, lost 

its magic and its myth by science, is trying to find the new meaning and new importance. 

Well known philosopher of science Paul Feyerabend was supporter of the view that there 

cannot be just a single method valid in the science. If there is only single method valid and if only the 

knowledge obtained by this method is declared relevant, then science becomes ideology.
40

 Reality 

                                                
37 LORENZ, K. Die Acht Todsünden der Zivilisierten Menschheit. Munich, 1984 p. 70, cited according to 

FEYERABEND, P. Against method, p. 131. 
38 FEYERABEND, P. Against method, p. 131. 
39 JANČIGA, R. Falzifikacionizmus a filozofická reflexia vedy, p. 44. 
40 “Science which claims it does posses unique and the only useful method and results, is ideology...” 

FEYERABEND, P. Rozprava proti metodě, p. 418. Feyerabend continues further in this case; this kind of 

ideologized science must be excluded from of state and mostly out of education. Similarly, Masaryk tried to 
exclude the religion out of schools. He considered catechism, dogmatism and church teaching as religion that is 

in conflict with science. There should have been religion in the form of godliness and virtue in schools. See 

MASARYK, T. G. O škole a vzdělání, p. 103-105. Feyerabend and Masaryk have similar view on science 

education and religion education – they want to get rid of their ideological coat. If we teach religion in the sense 

of  “the one and only pure religion” and science as the only correct source of knowledge, then this attitude will 

be ideological and shall be excluded out of general education. According to Feyerabend: “Particular ideologies 
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supposed to be examined by science is always unknown in some way, and thus, as the political 

philosopher Eric Voegelin says: “relevant in science is whatever contributes to the success.”
41

 It is very 

similar to well-known Feyerabend’s requirement anything goes, anything is possible. Science is a 

specific way of examination of the world that human lives in. Nevertheless, it does not limit this world 

in any way. In other words, the limits of science are not the limits of being. 

Therefore, the fact that a certain type of statement is not scientific cannot be considered an 

attribute to disqualify it. The tendency to imprison being into the limits of science is nearly 

characteristic for scientism. The assertion, that a statement is non-scientific, is nearly synonymic to 

calling it meaningless or useless for human. We should realize that allegedly archaic traditions or 

religious interpretations are the result of a dialogue that lasted for centuries and allowed people to 

make an unknown world their home. To give up this heritage for the sake of pure science or reason 

would mean a definite end of the dialogue “human – surrounding world”, it would mean silence of 

being.  Fortunately, “the sciences do not have the last word in human matters, knowledge included.”
42

  

Myth still has its important place in the world and we can label it alive.  

As Mircea Eliade, religion scientist assures, myth is alive in that sense that “it provides models 

for human behavior and thus adding the importance and value to existence.”
43

 Mythological language 

is symbolic, and as such it should be understood.  

“Original language of religion is the symbolic language of myths and poetry.” As well as 

“Jesus didn’t speak as teachers of the law, but he spoke in parables.”
44

 Nandrásky tries to demonstrate 

that mythic utterances have their own relevance and what they are telling us needs to be understood in 

symbolic way and on the existential level. The Prophets of Israel can serve as an example. They can be 

called great poets - people, who were very close to God and they communicated His will to people of 

Israel. They didn’t express themselves as theologians, but were known for their allegoric language and 

metaphoric expressions.
45

 Nandrásky borrows the expression theopoetry from German theologian 

Dorothee Sölle that is supposed to enhance the connection with the original mission of theology,
46

 

where God speaks to people in metaphors. Poetic language is not taken literally. We are led to muse on 

the world and life through the beauty of its metaphors which are often able to depict the reality better 

than the literal language of rationality. 

“Nowadays, the matter is not the demythologization of gospels, but the dehistorization of 

symbols that gives back the texts their symbolic character.”
47

 Projects like Rudolf Bultmann’s 

                                                                                                                                                   
and abilities do not have place in general education… an autonomous citizen is not the one who is educated in 

some particular ideology..., but the one, who has learned to create his own opinion and then decided for what he 

believes is right.” FEYERABEND, P. Rozprava proti metodě, s. 418. 
41 VOEGELIN, E. The New Science of Politics, p. 4-5. 
42 FEYERABEND, P. Against method, p. 127. 
43 ELIADE, M. Mýtus a skutečnost, p. 8. 
44 NANDRÁSKY, K. Ježiš a súčasnosť, p. 127. 
45 See NANDRÁSKY, K. Ježiš a súčasnosť, p. 339. 
46 See NANDRÁSKY, K. Milan Rúfus – poeta sacer, p. 209. 
47 NANDRÁSKY, K. Ježiš a súčasnosť, p. 85. 
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demythologization or Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction mean that: „for all his good intentions can’t 

even tell a story.”
48

 So as present day children have lack of fairytales, present day world of adults also 

lacks fairytale (mythological) relation that shows that doing good, caring for others, and making the 

world a better place is meaningful.  

The problem mentioned above is that the dogmatism claims mythological concepts to be 

objective – that is why the conflict of science and belief rises up. That is however an artificial problem. 

”Myth is the way to give the meaning to the meaningless world,”
49

 a psychologist assures and it seems 

to be true. The mythic way of thinking should not be refused. It often says more about this world than 

scientific methods. Mythological texts are though supposed to be read through the symbolical lens, so 

the message will reach us in the present time as well.  

As it was said in introduction, Masaryk does not want to live his religion as a myth. According 

to him, religion must be in harmony with rationality. That means that Masaryk opposed the mythic to 

be transformed to objective in churches. It should be noticed that Masaryk lived in the time of 

positivistic enthusiasm about science and rationality.
50

 He was not realizing, too much rationality and 

the loss of myth lead to the loss of world’s meaning. His ambition was high morality in the personal 

life just as in political one. Human being has to look at life sub specie aeternitatis, hence finding the 

meanings of life that are being disclosed in symbols of ancient mythopoetic texts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
48 FEYERABEND, P. Against method, p. xiv. 
49 MAY, R. Túžba po mýtoch, p. 10. 
50 As a curiosity, even Masaryk did not take scientism and rationality in the absolute sense. The fact he visited a 

healer attests that, according to well-known Czech professor of medicine Jiří Heřt. See HEŘT, J. Alternativní 

medicína a léčitelství, p. 223. 
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