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.MeTadopata 3a cAHkata ¥ 3a pamkara co Koja neTo-
pHaTa Ha yMeTHOCTa Ce OnuLlyBa Kako MEeCTO Ha WAEHTUTET,
norogHa e u 3a pasbupare Ha nNpobaemMuTe WTO N OEHEC WUI-
paaT ynora Bo oBaa npobnemartuka. Ha TakaHapeuyeHaTa cBeT-
CKa YMeTHOCT, oBaa pamMka LWTO 6elle co3jajeHa 3a efHa
ogpefeHa KynTypa, HO He 1 3a cuTe Kyntypu, BeKe He i e no
Mepka..."1

Moarajkn of oBaa MeTadopa 3a TecHaTa pamKa Ha
ucTopujata Ha ymMeTHocTa 1 notpebarta Taa fa ce pesuaupa,
3a fa ro npoyvTta BO Hea W XEHCKWOT TBOpeL, CBOjOT WAEHTU-
TeT, MOXe fa ce pasrnefysa HoBata kHura Ha Cowa Abauu-
eBa, Koja e W MpB aHTOJMIOTNCKW Npernes MocBeTeH Ha XKeH-
ckaTta /IMKOBHa yMeTHOCT BO MakepgoHuja BO 20-0T BeK. KHu-
rata ce nojaBysa CO AelLleHuW nofouHa of npeuTe heMuHUC-
TUYKM MOMEMUKN, HE CamMO BO CBETOT, TYKY U Ha BankaHCKMoT
KYNTypeH npocTop, a Masky nofouHa v of SInKoBHaTta npo-
AyKumja Koja AMPEKTHO WM WHAMPEKTHO Ce 3aHuMmaBsa Cco cne-
LMPMYHMUTE TEMU Ha XXEHCKMOT YMETHUYKN n3pas. Mlako e npo-
6nematnyHa nogenbara Ha XeHCKa U Malwka YMeTHOCT, a
ywte nonpob6nematuyeH yYHUTapeH KOHLUeNT 3a XXEHCKOTO,
AbauneBa ce onpegenysa 3a BakBMOT npucTar, Co TeHAeHUMja
0BOj XPOHOJIOLWKK nperneq Aa ,MCrnonHW ofpefeHn MNpasHuHN
BO eAyKaTUBHUOT, MH(OPMALMUCKNOT, UCTOPUCKNOT AOMEH".
BakBaTa ambuuuvja BepojaTHO npousnerysa of, TemesnHarta rno-
3numnja Ha aBTOpKaTa feka (PeMUHUCTUYKOTO ABUXEHE He
LOnpeno HWUTy A0 nparot Ha MakefoHuja. Bo cdheparta Ha

Aleksandra Bubevska

ISBEING AWOMAN ENOUGH?
towards “Deep Breathing” by Sonja Abazieva,
Skopje: Scenpoint, 2001.

“The metaphor of the picture and the frame, where the
history of art is described as the place of identity, is also
applicable in understanding the problems which take part in this
particular topic, even today. As far as the, so called Worlds Art
is concerned, this frame, which was created for a certain culture,
but not for all cultures, is no longer suitable ..."1

The new book of Sonja Abadzieva, which is the first
antological review dedicated to the female visual art in Macedonia
in the 20th century, could be observed in relation with the
previously mentioned metaphor of the narrow frame of the History
of the art and the need for it to be revised, so that the female
artists could read their identity within its frames. This book
appears several decades after the feminist polemics had ended,
not only worldwide, but in the Balkan’s cultural space as well. It
is also coming little behind of the artistic production that is directly
or indirectly involved in working with the specific topics of the
female artistic expression. Although this division to female and
mail art is a problematical one, and the unitary concept of what
is female is even more problematical, Abadzieva decides to apply
this chronological approach, with the tendency to “fill in certain
voids that exist in to the educational, informatical and historical
domain”. This ambition probably comes from the basic position
of the author that the feminist movement haven't reached the
“front door” of Macedonian society yet. According to Abadzieva,
the sphere of the History of the visual arts in 20th century in
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ucTopujaTa Ha /IMKOBHOTO TBOpelWTBO BO 20-OT Bek, Mak, Taa
HeLOoNPEeHOoCT o4, KakoB 6uio pagnkanusam, cnopep Abayvesa,
ce ornefa u BO hakTOT [eka OCHOBHaTa TBOpeuka marpuua
Ha aBTOpKUTE BO MepvoaoT Ha MOAEPHU3MOT BO MakedoHuja
- € Mawkarta matpuua.

AHasnorvjata Ha cuTyaumjata Bo MakefoHuja co OHaa
BO NOBEeKeTO 3eMju, kafe ce o 80-Te roguHy Ha MUHATUOT
BEK 3a yMeTOoCTa Ha XeHuTe Baxkesie pas/iMyHu craHgapau,
3a AbalmeBa e rnojoBHa TOYKa 3a KOoHcTaTauujaTa feka ,,Kako
pe3ynTar Ha Toa, XEHCKOTO TBOPELITBO € MapruHannsvpaHo,
NnoTUEeHeTO, HECOOABETHO enabopupaHo u fenyMHO Baopu-
3upaHo“. Ho, co orneg Ha Toa WTO cTaHyBa 360p 3a npsa
cTyguja o4 BakOB BWA Kaj Hac, aBTopKaTa He npe3eHTupa
apryMeHTU 3a BakBaTa COCTOj6a KOHKpeTHO BO MakeaoHuja,
HUTY NakK HyAu CBOE KPWUTUYKO WM TEOPUCKO YMTaHe Ha OMLTo
npuaTeHnoT TEPMUH ,)KEHCKO NMMCMO“ (BO MOAHACMOBOT Ha
aHI/INCKN ja3nK NpeBefeHO Kako ,)KEeHCKM AucKypc®) wnm 6a-
peM Ha HEKOW HEroBU efleMeHTM Kako LUTO ce cybjeKTMBHOCTa
UNn HapatmBHocTa. KOHTeKkcTyanusupajku ja cuTyauymjata
BO /IMKOBHaTa KpuTuka, AbalveBa nonatHO KoHCTatMpa He-
[OBETHOCT Ha KpMTMYapCKO-UCTOPMYaAPCKMOT TUM BO Make-
JOHKa. He HaBneryBajkm BO MOJIEMUKA OLEHyBa fAeKa M3/10X-
6ute ,lMnogosa Boga“, 1997 r. n ocobeHo ,Hapumamm®, 1999 r.
[obune KpajHO HeraTvBHW KPUTUYKW OCBPTU Of, MalLKWTE KO-
nern, Kako pesyntaT Ha natpujaxaiHoOTO Mucnewe, dano-
LeHTpMYHaTa AoMuHaumja 1 OTCYCTBOTO Ha BoONja 1 xenba ga
Cce HaBfie3e BO UCKA3HOCTa Ha XEeHCKUTe ymeTHuuu. Mako
TOKMY OBaa cTyamja 6um 6una BUCTUHCKOTO MECTO 3a TeOPUCKU
OAroBOp M 0OMMUC/yBake Ha MaKeAOHCKUOT KOHTEKCT. Tpr-
HyBajKu of, KBaHTUTATMBHAaTa npemuca (UM nokpaj Aeknapupa-
HMOT MeToZ Ha (heHOMEeHONoWKa aHanM3a) pgeka Bo Make-
[OHKa, BO 20-0T Bek, 6pojkaTa Ha XXeHu YMEeTHWLUU u3HecyBa
- 200, AbayveBa, BO efHa ToTasHa nepcnekTusa rM pasrie-
[yBa TeMaTCKUTEe U COAPXUHCKWATE MpeoKynauum Ha make-
[OHCKUTE aBTOPKM, CNeuugUKUTE Ha NMKOBHUTE MeaUyMU ©
Apyrute ofapefHvLM Ha Make[OHCKOTO XEHCKO nucmo. Bo BToO-
puvOT Jen Ha KHurara, camute Hac/oBM Ha nornasjata: ,bennor
najak“, ,Mojata konmba - cpekeH npoctop“, ,CoHaM BO Tesno-
T0“, ,ABTOCKOMNUWja“, Jdonmp Ha kpuctasnot”, ,CnoMeHn BO Le-
nocpaH", ,,CoBpLUEHCTBO Ha jajueTto”, ,MpunutoMmyBare Ha Ta-
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Macedonia, is pure, untouched. This “virginity” or “purity” of
any radicalism, is also visible and can be proven by the fact that
the basic creative matrix of the female artists in Macedonia during
the period of the modernism -was in fact a masculine one.

The analogy of this situation in Macedonian female art
with the similar situation in other countries, where till the 80es,
the female art was treated differently than the masculine art; is
base for Abadzievas opinion that “as a result of this
circumstances, female art is marginalized, underestimated,
unsuitably elaborated and is valorized only partly”. However,
having in mind that this is the first study of this kind in Macedonia,
we can say that the author is not presenting any kind of
argumentation for this situation in Macedonian art, nor she offers
her own critical or theoretical readings of the widely excepted
term of women writing (in the subtitle this term is translated as
female discourse). Also the author had missed to analyze some
of its most typical elements such as the subjectivity or the
narration. Conceptualizing the situation with the Critique of the
visual arts, Abadzieva comes to the general wague opinion that
the Critique and History team in Macedonia is inadecuate, and
without entering in any cind of polemics with them, she only
mentiones that the exhibitions “Plod ova Voda”1997 and especially
“Narcizmi” 1999 were given negative reviews from the mail
colleagues as a result of their patriarchal way of thinking,
falocentric domination and the lack of their will and desire to
enter into the specific way of expression of the female artists.
By doing this the author missed the opportunity to focus on
something that this study could be ideally suitable for; she missed
the opportunity to focus on the theoretical answer to this kind of
criticism and on the chance of setting the Macedonian context
within. Abadzieva starts with the quantitative premise (although
the method of the phenomenological analysis is declared as the
method which is applied in the study) that in Macedonia, in the
20th century, the number of female artists equals 200, and from
there in a certain wide, total perspective, she observes the
thematical preoccupations of Macedonian female authors, the
specifics of the visual medias and other characteristics of womens
writing. In the second part of the book, the titles of the chapters
such as “The white spider”, “My cottage -happy space”, “Probes
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HaTtoc“, ,KpukoBu u wenotewa" u ,KeHa mawmHa", ce MeTa-
dopu 3a TMe ogpefHULM Ha XXeHCKOTO nucmo Cekoe of oBue
nornaseja COAPXW M KYCU TEOPUCKM Ha3Haku BO BWUA Ha na-
ToKasn 3a pasbupare Ha onuTaHute fgena OpgpefeH 6poj
aBTOPCKU UMUK Ce NOBTOpyBaaT BO pas3/inyHUTE nornasja
BO 3aBUCHOCT O TEMUTE Ha HUBHUTE fena. Taka Ha npumep,
Vckpa OumnTtpoBa e 3actaneHa BO CUTe o TemMaTCcKuTe Lue-
nvHKW. KHurata e onpemeHa co noseke og 90 npodyecroHasiHu
N amatepcku dotorpamm Ha genarta (HEKOM 0Of HUB ObjaBeHU
npes fa 6ugaTt BUAEHW BO KaTano3WTe 3a KOHKPETHWOTe Mnpo-
€eKTu), a BO NnereHgara Ha dpotorpadgumjata Ha cTpaHuuya 138
NnocToM MoJaToK KOj MOXe fda ro HaBefe uuTatesioT Ha nor-
pelweH 3akny4yok fgeka [AdumuTpoBa yyecTByBasa Ha bueHa-
neto BO BeHeumja 1999 roguHa; hakTUUKM Taa U3NoXysana
BO BeHeuuja 3a BpemeTpaeweTo Ha bueHaneTo, HO HaABOpP
o4 odhmumjasiHATE KOHKYpPEeHLUN.

Cotba AbalymeBa CO OBOj MOBEKEe KaTaslOWKW Mperneg
ja gujarHoctuympa peanHocTa Ha NOCTOEHETO Ha XXEHCKUOT
YMETHUYKM M3pa3 BO MaKe[OHCKOTO SIMKOBHO TBOPELITBO.
Ho, 3apagn MCKNy4YMTENHO LWIMPOKMOT PacnoH Ha uHTepnpe-
TauucKM BapujaHTWu, HedpyHAMpaHoCcTa Bp3 pesieBaHTHOCTa Ha
[enoTo unvM aBTOPCKMOT OMyC, OBaa KHWra, 3HavajHa Kako
NMpB YeKop BO Taa HacOKa, He 0AroBapa Ha MHOry of nocTa-
BEHMTE Mpallara 3a acnekTuTe Ha XXEHCKOTO MMCMO BO Ma-
KefoHCKaTa /IMKOBHAa YMeTHOCT Ha 20-0T BeK. Bo noLwimpok
TEOPUCKN KOHTEKCT OTBOpa M efHO CTapo npalliake BO CMue-
na Ha BeKe jennacumpaHata cMMeTpuyHa pas/jivka Mallko -
XEHCKOo, ocobeHo/M BO cthepata Ha KpeaTUBHOCTA.

HecnopHa e notpe6ara 3a NocTojaHOTO NpeBefyBake
M HOBO MCUMTYBake Ha MUCTopujata Ha MakefoHcKaTta SIMKoBHa
YMETHOCT LWITO 6K BKAYYW/I0 OGjeKTUBHO BpeAHyBakbe Ha [Ae-
nata Ha >XeHCKUTe yMeTHUUM, BnuuwyBare Ha MUCMOTO Ha
pasnukara, nNMCMoOTO Ha Apyrnot HacnpoTu AOMWHAHTHOTO
Malko nucmo. Ho, He 6e3 co3HaHue 3a edeKToT, Ha Koj npe-
aynpegysa v Llyout Batnep, a Toa e feka Kateropusauuvjara

in the body”, “Autoscopy”, “Touch of the Crystal", “Memories in
Cellophane”, “Perfection of the Egg”, “Taming of Thanatos”,
“Achtung! Cries and Whispers” and “Women and Machine”,
are representing methaphors for this specific significators of
the women writing. Each chapter consists from a short theoretical
introductions that can be seen as signs for understanding the
further described artistic peaces. A number of authors names
are mentioned in several chapters, according to the themes of
their artistic works... For example, Iskra Dimitrova is mentioned
in all of the thematically devided chapters. The book is equipped
with over 90 professional or amateur photography’s of the
artifacts (some of them published even before they could have
been seen in to the catalogues for their own projects), and in
the subtext of the photography on page 138, there is an
information that can lead the reader to believe that Dimitrova
actually took part in the official programs of the Biennale di
Venezia in 1999, where as she was only exhibiting in Venice in
the time of the duration of the Biennale, but out of the official
concurrencies.

Sonja Abadzieva, with this catalogical review, only makes
a diagnosis of the reality of the existence of female artistic
expression in Macedonian visual arts. But due to the extremely
wide aria of interpretations and the lack of basical method that
measures the real values of the artistic works or of the individual
opuses of the authors, this book, although an important step
towards mentioned direction of evaluation of the artifacts, still
fails to answer many of the questions about the aspects of the
women writing in the Macedonian visual art of 20th century.
Observed in a wider theoretical context, this book also rises one
old in somewhat declasse question regarding the symmetrical
differences between the female and the mail, especially in to the
sphere of their creativity.

The constant need for reevaluation and the new reading
of the History of the Macedonian Visual arts that will include in it
self an objective evaluation of the works of Macedonian female
artist is undisputable. This new reading and reevaluating could
also include the implementation of the writings of the difference,
the writings of the Other vis a vis the dominant mail writing. But
we can not do it if we are not avaire of the effect, that Judith



Ha CUTe XXEHW BO eAHa rpyna oafenieHa of MaxuTe, BCYLUHOCT
€ ornacHa v WTeTHa 3a PeMUHUCTUYKMOT MOBUK 3a HAKBOCT.
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1BentuHr, X. 1997. KpajoT Ha uctopujata Ha ymeTHOCTA.
Ckonje: Kyntypa.

identities! journal for politics, gender and culture, vol. I. no. 1, Summer 2001

Bathler is warning us of, that a simple categorization of all women
in one group which is separated from the man, is in it's essence
a dangerous and harmful one for the feministic cry for equality.

Translation: Tamara Bustrevska

NOTES

1Belting, H. 1997. Das Ende der Kunstgeschichte.



