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Enunzabera
[lenesa

I'paHuyHu KynTypu /
Kyntypu Ha MpaHuuara

[IpoMucyBameTo Ha UAEHTUTETOT cIiara BO €IUCTEMO-
JIOIIKUOT JJOMEH HA KyJTYPHUTE CTYIUU U PEJIATUBHO
Oe3omacHure, ,y100HU“ pediekcuu, mTO ja omndakaaT
MUuKpo-tioauiiukaitia Ha MoOKilia, OJJHOCHO, TEMHTE 3a
TEeJIECHOCTa, CEKCYaJTHOCTa, CEMEJCTBOTO, CTUJIOBUTE Ha
JKUBOT, 3HA€HHETO, TEXHOJIOTHjaTa u cj1. Of1 pyra cTpaHa,
ce MMO/IBJIEKYBa (PAKTOT JleKa U camaTa JIMTepaTypa Kako
YMETHOCT HpeTCTaByBa MapajurMaTHUeH IIPOCTOpP 3a
NPOBOKATUBHO apPTUKYJIMPAake TOKMY Ha OHUE aCIIEKTHU
KOHU TO 00eJie)XyBaaT JIMYHUOT UJ€HTUTET: aBTEHTUY-
HOCTa, YMHOKYBAaWhETO, KpU3aTa U OJIPEKYBAETO O]
UJEHTUTETOT.

Ho, na ce mumiyBa, na ce erabopupa mpariamwero (K,
KOHIIENTOT) Ha UIEHTUTETOT, IEHeC U OBJle, Ha bayikaHoT,
Bo MakeJloHHMja - TOoAa 3HAYM Jja ce NMPUJIOKHU U CBOja,
JINYHO ,MICTETOBUPAHA“ PEIUIMKA KOH JIOJITOTpajHaTa U
JIOJITOpPOYHA IPOBOKAIlMja, cO KOja CUTE HUe, HE caMO
»DETUOHAIHO®, TYKy U er3UCTeHINjaTHO, IIOCTOjaHO Ce
COOYyBaMe KaKO HETOBU JKUTEJU. A, CAMUOT IOBOJ, 32
apTHKyJalyja Ha Taa peIUINKa, CEeKaKo JieKa Bapupa
roMery eHU (aKaJleMCKH, TEOPUCKH, CHUMIIO3UYMCKHU
MOTHBHU, KAKOB IIITO € OBOj) WJIX JIDYTH MOTUBH (ITyJICH-
paykara JMHaAMHKa Ha UCTOPHjaTa, BeKe ro IpeHacouyBa
HaIlleTO BHUMaHUe KOH JTHEBHO COBJIAyBame/ IPUJIaro-
JlyBakhe Ha HAaCTAHATUTE IIPOMEHH U IOMECTyBarma Ha
OaJIKaHCKUTE UEHTUTETH).

Elizabeta
Seleva

Border Cultures /
Cultures at the Border

Contemplating about identity is part of the epistemologi-
cal domain of cultural studies and the fairly harmless,
“comfortable” reflections that cover the micro-politics of
power i.e. issues about the body, sexuality, family,
lifestyles, knowledge, technology etc. On the other hand,
it is pointed out that even literature as art represents a
paradigmatic area for provocative articulation of those
aspects denoting personal identity: authenticity, multi-
plication, identity crisis and denial.

To write about, or rather, to elaborate the issue (or the
concept) of identity, today and here, on the Balkans, in
Macedonia — means putting forward a personally “tat-
tooed” statement, a reply to the long-term provocation
that we, as residents, constantly face, not only “region-
ally” but also existentially. The very reason for making
such statement varies between these (academic, theoreti-
cal, symposium motives such as this one) or other mo-
tives (the pulsing dynamics of history diverts our atten-
tion to daily adjustment to the changes and relocation of
the Balkans’ identities).
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Cemnak, pparmeHTanyjara Ha UJIEHTUTETUTE, T.€. II0jaBaTa
U YMHO>KYBAaHETO Ha I'PAaHUYHU, BKPCTEHU, KOHIIEH-
TPUYHU, TIOBEKEKPATHU U/IEHTUTETHU € MHOTY IIOIIUPOKO
MU3pas3eH U IJI00aTHO 3acTaneH rmpobsiem. Toj e moceauna
Ha IPOIeCOT Ha lapiliukyaapu3ayuja, BO paMKHUTE Ha
coBpeMeHara (rsio6aHa) UCTOPHja, KOra MPOoIecUTe Ha
¢parmenranyja (pacuernyBame) ce ABMKAT (MeHyBaaT) co
TOJIKYy BPTOIJIaBa Op3WHA, IITO AYPH U HajaKTyeJIHUTE,
HAajCBEXKH, HajJOTBOPEHU TEOPUCKHU ITaTGopMu, HaMe-
HEeTU 32 HUBHOTO, Makap PaMKOBHO, X€PMEHEBTUYKO
pacrio3HaBame U PacTOJIKyBame - BO KpajHa JIMHH]A, Ce
MMOKa)KyBaaT HEMOKHU U, PEYHCH BO CTapT, 33/I0IHETH.
JluHaMuKaTa Ha CIIydyBarbaTa € CEKOjIHEBHA, HeIpes-
BU/IJINBA, HEYMOPHA, CyOBEP3UBHA, EHTPOIIUYHA - JIO TOj
CTEIEH, IIITO CAMHUOT KHBOT MHCTAHTHO ja BOCIIOCTABYBa
COIICTBEHATa, HEMUHOBHO edeMepHa, MpUBpeMeHa
»Teopuja“ Ha MUTOT, HA HACTAHOT, HAa UCKJIyIOKOT.

Cenak, 51a ce pediekTHpa 3a UJIEHTUTETOT, IEHEC U OB/IE,
TOA MPBEHCTBEHO 3HAUU, UAEHTUTETOT JIa CE TIOCTYIUpPA
Kako cliauuo-iliemMiiopanHa kaitiezopuja, Win, yIiTe
moAo0po, Kako MPoOJieM HA CHAIMO-TEMIIOpPaIHATA
MecToIoJi0k0a (JTokarmja), co orsies; Ha Koja I0jI0BHO
ce BOCIIOCTaByBa M(JIM) MHAUBUJIYUTHO ce pedJIeKTUpa
OKOJIY JUCKYPCOT Ha HJeHTUTeTOT. O/ aclmekT Ha
UJIEHTUTETOT, HA MaJIKy He € CeeZ[HO IIPalllambeTo: Kade 1
Ko2a zroara 10 YMHOT Ha HETOBOTO BOCIIOCTABYBAbE.

Kaxko Hajormra u 1ojaoBHa iebUHUIM]a 32 UIEHTUTETOT
01 Mo’KeJia 1a HU TIOCIIY>KU CJIeHATa: UAEHTUTETOT €
30Up HAa AUCTUHKTUBHU I[PTH, IIITO HE MPAaBaT PA3JIMNYHU
on apyrure. Co orJies; Ha TOA, KATeropyjaTa UAEHTUTET €
3aCHOBaHa BP3 JIM(pepeHITUjaTUCTUIYKUOT MOJIE] U Ce
TeMeJIH BP3 KOHIIENTOT Ha Pa3Aukailid, UCKIyIyBambeTO,
eJIMMUHAIIFja Ha ,,KOHKYPEHTHUTE“ CTPaHU. 3HAYH, MEHE
Me MMpaBW paclio3HaATJIWBa TOKMY (M camMo) MojaTa
MHAKBOCT I10 OZTHOC Ha HEKOT'O JIPYT, jaC CyM CETO OHA IIITO
HUeJIeH JpyT He € WX He OU MosKeJ1 1a Ouze, 1 oO6paTHO.

However, identity fragmentation i.e. the occurrence and
multiplication of bordering, overlapping, concentric, and
multifold identities is a widely expressed and globally
present problem. It is a result of the process of particu-
larization, as part of the modern (global) history when
fragmentation (splitting) processes are changing with diz-
zying speed so that even the most contemporary, the lat-
est, and the most open-minded theoretical platforms that
aim at giving framework and hermeneutic explanation of
identities — prove powerless and, practically, at the on-
set, out-of-date. The dynamics of events takes places at
daily basis; it is unpredictable, tireless, subversive, and
entropic to the extent that the very life creates instantly
its own, inevitably ephemeral, temporary “theory” of
moment, of event, of exception.

Nevertheless, to contemplate on identity, now and here,
means to postulate identity as a spatial-temporal cat-
egory, or, to be more precise, as a problem of spatial-tem-
poral location used as a starting point for establishing
and/or reflecting individually about the identity discourse.
With regard to the identity, it is not at all simple to pro-
vide an answer to the question where and when the act of
its creation happens.

The following definition could serve as most general and
basic: identity is a sum of all distinctive features that make
us different from others. Having this in mind, the iden-
tity category is based on the differential model and the
concept of difference, exclusion, and elimination of “ri-
val” sides. In other words, the very (and perhaps the only)
fact that I am different from somebody else makes me
distinguishable; I am everything that nobody else is or
could be and vice versa. The assumption about the Oth-
erness comprises my own negations. With regard to the
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IIpernocraBkara Ha J[Ipyrocra ru COAPKYU MOUTE COIICT-
BeHU Heranuu. [1o ofHOC HA IPYTHOT, MEHE Me O/IpeyBa
IIPBEHCTBEHO Heranujara/pasnukara. ludepennujanuc-
TUYKHOT MOJIeJl Ha TOJIKYBamke Ha UJEHTHUTETUTE,
MeryToa, ce 3aCHOBYBa Ha IPUKPUEHATa eJIMMUHAIH]a.
Cenak, KOHIIEMNIIHjaTa HA UJAEHTUTETOT KAKO Pa3JIuKa,
“Ma cepro3Ha (pasnHKa, 0c0OEHO BasKHA BO CIY4YajoT CO
KyJITYypUTe KaKBa IIITO € U HalllaTa: OBaa KOHIEMIHja ce
IMOKa)KyBa MHAN(EPEHTHA CIIpeMa OJHOCUTE HA MOKTa,
KOHU THU CBeJlyBa (a co Toa M T'M HEyTpaJIu3upa) camo Bp3
[I0JIETO HA KYJITYPHUTE PA3JIMKH U IMIAPEHOJIUKOCTU
(Harding, 1998:158). Kako nmocsiesiniia Ha Toa, aBTopede-
PEHIIUjaTHUOT KyJAT KOH pa3jukuTe (morparara mo
pasyinkaTa KaKo caMolles) TU IIpa3Hy, yOjakyBa U TU
JIETIOJINTU3HPA MPOOJIEMHUTE U KOHTEKCTUTE CO KOU Ce
coouyBaaT cTBapHUTE Jiyre. TOKMy OBaa CIIopHa JIeToIn-
TH3allfja Ha Pa3JINKUTE BO PAMKHUTE Ha JileHeC KOHjyH-
KTypHATa MMaroJjorvja Ha TPaHUIATa, € MpeAMeT Ha
OoCTpa oCy/a, UCKa)kaHa OJf CTpaHA HAa YMETHUKOT
I'mbepmo I'omes-Ilena (Guillermo Gomez-Pena). Tak-
BOTO, BO OCHOBA Pa3BOJIHETO Tparame 1o ,0Jyrarata“
(me3arpo3yBauka) pasJynKa, IIOMPBO HAJTUKYBa HA ,,BEUHO
YMeTHUUKO cacdapu” 1 BOajepCcKo OTKPUBAIbE Ha ,,BaJIKa-
HUTE PEeaTHOCTH", OTHOCHO, ITOBPIITHA ,XUOPUTHOCT 3a
U3HAjMyBame“, HEONMX0/IHA 3a (GYHKIIMOHHUPAETO HA
caMHTe Na3apHU MEXaHW3MU Ha MOHYZA U IOTPOIILY-
BauKa.

TonkyBajku ja OumHapHaTa flonapu3ayuja Ha UIAEHTH-
TeTHUTE, He Tpeba /1a ce 3a00paBH JleKa CAaMUOT U/IEHTUTET
€, BCYIITHOCT, ITOCJIeUIIa Ha MOKTa: apTHKyJIallhjaTa Ha
cebHOCTA, HO U CAMOTO BOCTOJIMUYBame Ha O€JIeroT
(mpyrocra), ©CTO KaKO U UCI[PTYBAIbETO HA TPAHUIATA U
pa3rpaHUYyBaETO O] APYTUTE - 6€37PyTo € ImoKa3aTesl
(nnu mokas) Ha MoKra. M Ha cBOeBHIHA IIOJATHKA HaA
npeaturerute. CeTo TOA MOXKE [a JOCEeTHE U HEKOU
MOEKCIUTUITUTHH (POPMHU Ha aPTUKYJIAllHja: BP3 IPUMEPOT
CO Ioc/IeTHUTE BOjHU Ha BasikaHOT, e/leH aHauTiyap ke

other, I am determined primarily by the negation/the dif-
ference. However, the differential model of identity in-
terpretation is based on concealed elimination. The no-
tion of identity as difference has a serious flaw, particu-
larly relevant to the culture issue, such as our culture: this
notion proves to be indifferent to the power relations,
which are minimalized (thus neutralized) to the sphere
of cultural differences and diversities (Harding, 1998:158).
The self-reference cult to differences (the search for dif-
ference as an end in itself) as a result, diminishes,
smoothes and depoliticizes the problems and contexts that
real people face with. It is this disputable depolitization
of differences within the frames of present-day conjunc-
ture imagology of border, which is a subject to harsh con-
demnation as expressed by the artist Guillermo Gomez-
Pena. Such, in its basis, watered down search for “moder-
ate” (risk-free) difference, looks like an “eternal artistic
safari” and voyeuristic disclosure of “dirty realities”, i.e.
superficial “hybridism to rent” necessary for the function-
ing of market mechanisms of supply and demand.

Interpreting the binary polarization of identities, one
must not forget that the very identity is actually a result
of power: articulation of one-self. However, the very es-
tablishing of the feature (the otherness), as well as mark-
ing the border and distinguishing from the others, is an
indicator (or proof) of power. It also indicates politics of
identities. All this may cover some more explicit forms of
articulation: using the example of the most recent wars
on the Balkans, a certain analyst concludes: “violence pro-
duces identity” (P. Liota, 2003:5). These devastating wars
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KOHCTaTHupa: ,HaCWICTBOTO ITpou3BeayBa uaenturer (I1.
JInora, 2003:5). TokMy BO paMKuTe Ha OBUE PAa30pHHU
BOjHH, Ce ITOKa’Ka /IeJIOTBOPHOCTA Ha €/THO, 3a HAC COceEMa
obecxpabpyBavyKko, PEIUIUBHO U, 110 CBOJOT KapakTep,
JTADBUHUCTUYKO IIPABUJIO, /IeKa HACUJICTBOTO 'O IIOTBP-
JyBa uieHTUTeTOT. CO OTJIe/] Ha Taa MOYEeTHA U CTPATEITKH
3alpTaHa pacipezenba Ha UIEHTUTETHUTE YJIOTH U
no3unuu, Xomu baba (Homi Bhabba), Bo Bpcka co
cybanTepHUTE KYJITYpH, IIOTCETYyBa JieKa 3a HUB HE €
Ba)KHO CaMO IIPAIIakbeTo: IIITO caKa, TYKY, YIIITe ITOBeKe,
U TpallalbeTo: IITO MOKe Jia Oujie TOKMY eJleH TaKoOB,
cyOaTepeH UJIEHTUTET?

Wako ciiefHUOT pparMeHT Ke 3By4YHd MPUJINYHO JlepeTrc-
TUYKUA U PE3UTHUPAHO, KHIKEBHATA XePMEHEBTUKA HA
TPAaHUYHUTE UJIEHTUTETH BO JEJI0TO ,,JIEpBUII ¥ CMPT" 07
Mema CeTMMOBUK, IO IIPETCTaBYBa KAKO HHAMKATHBEH
TOKMY NpuMepoT Ha BocHa, Bo kKoja Biazee TpajHa
nudysuja HA UAEHTUTETHUTE: ,A HUE He My IIpuIlaraMme
HUKOMY, CeKOjIaT MOKpaj HeKoja rpaHMIla, CeKOojuaT
npeaMeT Ha IeHKamwe. JKuBeeme momery CBETOBUTE,
romery HapOJIUTe, CEKOTall Ha pacIioyiarame, CEKOTalll
HEKOMY JIOJDKUME TI0 HellTo... [Ipe3acuTeHu o1 MOKTAa,
HecpeKkaTa ja MpecBpTeBMe BO JI0OJIECT U CTaHaBMe
6J1arOpOJIHU BO MPKOCOT KOH cUTe Apyru... Hue cme
HajrojeMara urpadyka Ha ucropujara. Ce cpamume o
CBOETO MOTEKJIO, C€ YyBCTByBaMe BHHOBHH 3aIITO
CTaHaBMe IIPOTHAHUIH .

Bo Bpcka co onpezenbara Ha UIEHTUTETUTE, HEOIIXO/THA
CTaHyBa pa3JiMKaTa IITO CeKaKo Tpeba /ja ce BOCIIOCTAaBU
Mery IMOJTUTHUKATa U KyJITyparta. IloJTuTHKaTa ce 3aCHOBa
Ha IPUHIIAIIOT Ha PENIPE3eHTATUBHY HU/IEHTUTETH U, KAKO
o/ipayje Ha KOMIIETUTUBHOTO, Taa 6e3/Ipyro mojipa3doupa
HaTnpeBap U 6opba moMery TaKBUTE Pelpe3eHTaTUBHU
UJIEHTUTETH - WU YPHEIU. Peripe3eHTaTHBEH UJIEHTUTET
€ OHOj, KOTa eINHKaTa ce 3eMa (1JIH, Ce CMeTa) caMo KaKo
MeilioHuMuja Ha KOJIeKTUBOT. Kako moctpa. Tokmy

proved the efficiency of the rule that violence acknowl-
edges identity; for us a very discouraging and recidivist
rule, at the same time Darwinistic in its nature. Having in
mind the starting and strategically determined distribu-
tion of identity roles and positions, and with regard to
the subaltern cultures, Homi Bhabba points out the rel-
evancy of both questions of what such subaltern identity
wants and, moreover, what it can be.

Although the following excerpt sounds rather defeatist and
reconciling, the literary hermeneutics of border identi-
ties in Mesa Selimovic’s “Death and The Dervish” repre-
sents the indicative example of Bosnia where a state of
permanent diffusion of identities governs: “Yet we belong
to noone, always beside the borderline, always a subject
to hard bargain. We live between worlds, among people,
always at disposal, always owing something to someone...
Overwhelmed by power, we turned misfortune to virtue
and became noble out of spite... We are history’s biggest
toy. We are ashamed of our origin, we feel guilty for be-
coming outcasts”.

With regard to identity definition, it is necessary to draw
the difference between politics and culture. Politics is
based on the principle of representative identities and, as
a competitive area, implies competition and struggle be-
tween such representative identities - or samples. A rep-
resentative identity is the one that entails the individual
only as a metonymy of the collective, as a model. This is
the case of Dubravka Ugresic — during her immigrant trav-
els in the USA when every speaker had to play the un-
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OHaKa, KaKo IITO ¥ ce ciyIuso Ha /lybpaBka Yrpemnuxk -
3a BpeMe Ha HEj3BNHUTE EMUTPAHTCKU maTyBamba 1o CA/Jl,
KOra ceKOj TOBOPHHUK MOPAJI /1a ja UIpa HEMOAHOCIHBO
peaylUpaHara yjora Ha erseMmiiap (07 egHa HECPEKHO
pacrypeHa ap:kasa). Tyka, HHAUBUAyaTa € BayKHa (MH,
ce BaKM) CaMO KaKO IPETCTAaBHHUK Ha €JHAa IOroJeMa
rpyna wiu 3aegHuna. I mpuroa, obBp3aHa Ha TaKOB
(koJyIeKTHBEH, a BOETHO U JIETUTUMEH) UJEHTHUTET. ,,CEKO]j
Mopa 7ia 6ujie HeKOj“ - TaKOB € JIEIUHUOT O/ITOBOP Ha
IaJITEPCKUTE CIAYy>KO0eHUIM, Kora mucaresnkara /.
Yrpemuk He MOKe J1a IPOHAjJie coosiBeTHA rpada 3a
BIUIIyBa€ Ha CBOjaTa (MHAKY, TOBEKEKpaTHA) HAIHO-
HaJTHA IIPUIIATHOCT BO MOHYieHuTe dhopmysapu. JleHec,
JIOMUHAHTHHOT MOJIeJI Ha Pelpe3eHTaTUBEH U/IEHTUTET
HajuyecTo, W MO0 MPaBUJIO, TO MPETCTaByBa €THUYKATA
rpyna. A, BO paMKHTe Ha eTHUYKUOT (€THO-HAIMOHAJI-
HUOT) UJIEHTUTEeT, cuopes; AHactacuja Kapakacuzny
(Anastasia Karakasidou), crarnysa 360p caMo 3a ,,pazmeH-
Ausu” udeHiliutlielliu: KOTa eJUHKUTE, KAKO PEIIPE3EHTH
Ha rpynara, ce CMeTaaT 32 HaYeJTHO Pa3MEeHJIUBH €/THA CO
JIpyra, a Co CaMOTO TOa, U - aHOHUMHH. [loTynHeTH HA
KOJIEKTUBHUOT UJIEHTUTET (WJIN, UMIIEPATUB).

[Toxpaj IpUHIUIIOT HA peNpe3eHTAaTUBHOCTA, KOTa
rOBOpUME 3a HaveJHaTa Pa3jIMKa Mery IMOUMAameTO Ha
HUJIEHTUTETOT BO MOJIUTUKATA U BO KyJITypara, Tpeba aa
ro uMame mpezBu (haKTOT JleKa BO MOJIUTHKATA, KAKO
HeCKpHeHa KOMIIeTUTUBHA cepa, [ pyruor, HauesHo, ce
cMeTa 3a puBaJl, COIIEPHUK, IPOTUBHUK, KOj Tpeba Ja ce
Iopasu U coBjajia (WIn Makap, IIOTHUCHE), BO UMe Ha
corcTBeHaTa 6s1arococrojoa. 3a pasjuka o1 Toa, KyJTy-
paTa e BUJ| MO3aHK; MECTO Ha COJKHBOT U CO3/]aBakhe HA
xubpuaHu uaeHtureru. Tamy, J[pyruoT ja Hema ysiorata
Ha HemnpujaTesicKka (IPOTUBHUYKA) 3aKaHa, TYKY yJoraTta
Ha er3UCTEHIMjaJTHO BayKeH U IIPO/TyKTUBEH COTOBOPHUK,
COjy3HUK, NIPEIU3BUK, TOJABIKHUK.

bearably reduced role of an example (from a state unhap-
pily divided). Here, the individual is important (or counts)
only as a representative of a larger group or community,
bound to this (collective and at the same time legitimate)
identity. “Every person must be somebody” — this was the
strict answer given by desk officers when D. Ugresic, the
author, was unable to find a suitable grid to fill in her
(multiple) national identity in the given forms. Today, as
arule, itis the ethnic community that embodies the domi-
nant model of representative identity. According to
Anastasia Karakasidou, within the frames of ethnic
(ethno-national) identity, one can discuss about “inter-
changeable” identities: when individuals, as representa-
tives of one group, regard themselves, in principle, as in-
terchangeable with another, thus becoming anonymous.
They are subordinate to the collective identity (or impera-
tive).

In addition to the principle of repesentativeness, when
we talk about the apparent difference between the
conceptualization of the identity in politics and in culture,
we need to bear in mind the fact that in politics, as evi-
dent competitive sphere, the Other is regarded as a rival,
an opponent, an adversary that should be defeated and
subjugated (at least suppressed), in the name of personal
prosperity. On the contrary, culture is perceived as a mo-
saic; a place for co-existence and creation of hybrid iden-
tities. There, the Other does not have the role of enemy
(opponent) threat, but a role of an existential and relevant
spokesperson, an ally, challenge and driving force.

127



128

Elizabeta Seleva Border Cultures / Cultures at the Border

OTramy, KyJITYyPHUOT HIEHTUTET BO HUKO) CJIydaj HE €,
HUTY OW MO’KeJT a Ouie MOHOJIUTEH, IIOTOYHO, CBEIEH
caMo Ha eJ{Ha O/ CBOUTE MHOT'YOPOjHH KOMIIOHEHTH (VTH
npunaziHoctu). HecBommBocTa Ha KyJITYPHUOT UJIEH-
TUTET, criopes; AMuH Masyd (Amin Malouf), umaneHTHO
MIpOU3JIETyBa O/ HETOBOTO IOjAOBHO M MMaHEHTHO
paciyiojyBame W BKPCTyBame IO JINHUjaTa Ha J[BETe
HEOJIMUHJIMBU OCKH: gepiliukanHailia (AujaxpoHUCKA,
MAaTHYHA OCKA Ha KJIaCHYHATA U HACJIe/[eHa HallMOHATHA
TpajuIfjaTa) U Xopu3oHiianHaiia (CHHXPOHHUCKA,
KOCMOIIOJINTCKA, OCKA HA COBpeMeHaTa MHOBAIWja).
OTTyKa, IIOKpaj BpcKaTa cO HAlMOHATHUTE (KYJITYypPHHU)
IIpeJIy, 32 CEKOTO O HAC € UCTO TOJIKY peJjieBaTHa U
HensbexHa M BpCKaTa co HamuTe (MHTEPKYJITYPHU)
COBPEMEHHITH.

Toa KOMIIO3UTHO CBOjCTBO HA KYJITYPHUOT UJIEHTUTET €
BOE/THO HajrosiemMaTa IIpeHOCT U HajrojieMaTa MpHI0-
OMBKa 3a HaIlIaTa JIeHellIHa pacipasa I0 pallameTo Ha
IPaHUYHUTE U/IEHUTETHU.

Co npyru 360poBH, KyJATYPHUOT UJIEHTHUTET, 110 ,,Jiedu-
HUIMja", € TPAHUYEH, TPDAH3UTEH, Mely-U/IEHTUTET: TOj €
IIOCTOjaHO BKJIEIITEH (WJIH, YIIITE TOA00PO, H3MECTYBAH)
BO ja3oT, pacueKopoT Mery fioiliekaoitio (eTepMu-
HHUPAHOCTA, O7] €/IHA CTPaHa) U Upoekiloill (acCIupaTUB-
HOCTa, OJT ipyra CTpaHa), IITO, BO OCHOBA, UM COO/IBET-
CTBYBa U Ha BPEMEHCKUTE AVWMEH3UH Ha MUHATOTO,
npe3eHTOT U GyTypoT (MUHAT, TEKOBEH, IPOEKTUPAH
uneHturer). UaeHturerot, cnopen »Kaun Mapu JlomeHak
(Jean Marie Domenaque), Tpeba /1a ce BOCIIprieMa 1 KaKo
BOKaIlfja, a He caMo - JleTepMuHanyja. IeHTUTETOT HE
e caMo (CTaTUYHO) MIpalllamke Ha 3a/a/IeHOCT, HacJIe/ie-
HOCT, IPUPOJTHOCT, BUCTUHHCTOCT - TYKy € HUCTO TOJIKY
(Mo>xebu U IToBeKe) mpaliame Ha U300PHOCT, MEHJIUBOCT,
pas3BojHOCT, AMHAMUYHOCT. [Ip06IeMOT Ha U/IEHTUTETOT,
3HaYW, HE Ce COCTOU caMO BO KOHCTaranujaTa (KOHCTa-
THUBHOCTA) HAa OHA IITO CMe, TYKYy, yIITE IIOBeKe, BO

Therefore, the cultural identity is not, nor it could be
monolithic i.e. reduced to one of its numerous compo-
nents (or affiliations). According to Amin Malouf, the in-
ability to reduce the scope of cultural identity arises im-
manently from its starting and inherent layer-division and
intercrossing on the two inevitable axes: vertical
(diachronic, primary, axis of classical, hereditary and na-
tional tradition) and horizontal (synchronic, cosmopoli-
tan, axis of modern innovation). For this reason, despite
the relation to our national (cultural) ancestors, every one
of us feels strongly about the inevitable relation to our
(intercultural) contemporaries.

This composite characteristic of cultural identity is the
biggest advantage and the biggest gain for this discourse
on the issue of border identities.

In other words, cultural identity is by definition border-
ing, transitive cross-identity: it is constantly jammed (or
rather distorted) in the gap, the straddle between the ori-
gin (determinacy, on one hand) and the projection (aspi-
ration, on the other) that is fundamentally in correlation
with the time dimensions of past, present and future (past,
current and projected identity). The identity, according
to Jean Marie Domenaque, should be also recognized as
a vocation, not only determination. The identity is not
merely a (static) issue of given right, heredity, naturality,
or truthfulness - but it is also (perhaps even more) a ques-
tion of choice, changeability, development and dynam-
ics. Hence, the problem of identity does not comprise in
the statement (constancy) of what we are, but, further
more, in the aspiration (conjunction) of what we want to
be. In this sense, we find entirely appropriate Sandra
Harding’s indication that the identity assumes dedication,
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acnupanyjara (KOHjyHKTUBHOCTA) Ha OHA IIITO CAaKaMe J1a
6uneme. Bo Taa cMucsia, HOTIIOTHO € COOABETHO YKAXKyBa-
weto Ha Canzpa Xapaudr (Sandra Harding), meka
UJIEHTUTETOT OAPa30Hpa U OCBETEHOCT, AKTUBHA IPIiKa
U aHTQXXMaH BO IOCTOjaHUOT HAIOP Ha cebe-mpeobsin-
KyBamweTo. VIIEeHTUTETOT € IpaKTHuKa, cMeta [lyaut
Batnep (Judith Butler). Bo uctruor ayx € HacO4eHO U
UHTYUTHUBHOTO pearupame Ha rnoerot Pagosan IlaBios-
ckH: Tpo0JIEMOT HE € caMO BO TOA /Ia UMaMe H/IEHTHUTET,
TYKy U BO TOQ, IITO IpaBUMe co U o7 Hero. [IoBTOpHO
cTaHyBa 300D 3a /IejCTBEHOCTA, KAKO OCHOBHA KOMITOHEHTA
Ha UZeHTUTETOT. MeryToa, cTaHyBa 300D U 3a e/IHa, JieHeC
10 MaJIKy 3aHEMapeHa KaTeropuja, Kako IITO € BPeJHOC-
Ta. Bo Bpcka co Toa, Tpeba /1a ce 3abesie’ku 1 UHTPUTAHT-
HUOT Mapa/IOKC Ha TPUIA/[HOCTA, HA KOTO HAKPATKO Cce
ocBpHyBa MuaH I'ypunHOB. Bo KOHTEKCTOT Ha cBojaTa
pacmpaBa 3a TEKOBHHUTE HAI[MOHAIHU IIPUCBOjyBama HA
zlenaTta oj OaJKaHCKUTE KYJITYPH, TO] PE3UTHUPAHO
3aKJIydyBa JleKa ,,[IPUIAJHOCTA CTaHA JTAJIEKy IOBaJKHA
0/1 BpeZTHOCTA Ha KyJATypHUTe 100pa“ (2003:156).

Kora roBopumMe 3a MMaHEHTHATa PacIOCIAHOCT Ha
HUJIEHTUTETOT Mel'y IIOTEKJIOTO U IIPOEKTOT, OTHOCHO Mery
MHHATOTO, CETallHOCTA ¥ UJHWHATA, WU 32 OCITUJIH-
PameTOo HAa UJIEHTUTETOT Mely KyJITypaTa U MOJIUTUKATA,
Ce OTBOPa IIPOCTOP BaKBaTa TUIIOJIOTH]ja HA UJIEHTUTETUTE
HAKPATKO /1a ce MIPUMEHU U BP3 IPUMepoT Ha Makesio-
HHja, BO JIeHEC aKTYeJIHUOT jaBeH JIUCKypPC BO U 3a Hea.
Bo Hamara suTepaTypa, Kako U BO IEPUOJUKATA, CE&
IOYEeCTO ce yIoTpebyBa CHHTarMara ,,[falfokoT Ha CBETOT"
- Koja pedepupa KOH HEKOTAIIl IEHTPATHOTO (KJIyIHO)
3Hayemwe MITO IO UMaJl 0BOj IIpocTop (HO, ¥ MOIIHPOKO,
BankanoT, omHOCHO, MenuTepaHoT) BO KyJITypHaTa
aHMMaluja, a [ypu ¥ caMoTo OIIMCMeHyBambe Ha EBpora.
Toa crojasnuimre pepeprpa KOH aCIEKTOT HA IOTEKJIOTO,
MHHATOTO M KyJitypaTta. Ho, 3a kaj, cuTe HUE CMe U
OTIIOBEKE CBECHU JIeKa, IIITO Ce OJJHECYBA JI0 AKTYEJTHUTE
MOJINTUYKU 30U HyBamka, JleHeC 0BOj IPOCTOP caMo

active care and engagement in the constant effort for re-
shaping oneself. Identity is practice, according to Judith
Butler. The intuitive reaction of the poet Radovan
Pavlovski is directed in a similar light: the problem is not
to simply have an identity but what to do with it and from
it. The emphasis is once again on the action, as a basic
component of identity. However, another question arises,
about a category, which is somewhat neglected in recent
times, such as value. With regard to this, we should point
out the intriguing paradox of belonging, elaborated briefly
by Milan Gjurcinov. In his discourse about the current
national arrogations of the works from Balkans cultures,
he concludes with resignation that “belonging has become
far more important than the value of cultural property”
(2003:156).

When we talk about the immanent distribution of iden-
tity between origin and projection i.e. past, present and
future, or about the oscillating of identity around culture
and politics, there is room for using this typology on the
Macedonian example in the current discourse in and about
Macedonia. In our literature and other publications, the
syntagm “naval of the world” is more often used referring
to something central and of fundamental meaning that
this region used to have (even wider, the Balkans, the
Mediterranean) in the cultural animation as well as the
very process of literacy in Europe. This viewpoint brings
to light the aspect of origin, past and culture. Unfortu-
nately, we are all aware that, as far as the current political
affairs are concerned, this region is part of Europe in geo-
graphical terms only. On the other hand, our common
agreed and declared political interest in future is to be-
come an equal part of political Europe. This standpoint
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reorpadcku criara Bo EBpomna. Oz ipyra cTpaHa, HAIlIuoOT
KOHCEH3YaJIHO JIeKJIapDUPAH IOJUTUYKU UHTEPEC BO
WJIHMHA € - /1a CTaHeMe PaMHOIIPaBeH JieJI O/l IIOJIUTUYKA
EBpoma. Toa crojanumrre, BCymHoCT, pedepupa KOH
acIeKTOT Ha UTHUHATA, IPOEKTUBHOCTA U IIOJIUTHKATA.
Ho, mo moTpeba, oBre BpeMeHCKH U THITOJIONIKHU JINMEH-
31UH, HEPETKO, KOMIIO3UTHO C€ MPEKJIONMyBaaT (Wi, ce
apryMeHTHpaarT) efHa IpeKy Apyra, WK cO MOMOII Ha

Apyra.

W neHTUTETOT, 3aBUCHO O] TOA HAa KOE PAMHHUIIITE U BO KOj
KOHTEKCT Ce alTUIFpa, UICTOBPEMEHO MO3Ke /1a busie (1a
IIpepacHe) BO U3BOP Ha HeJIaroza, 3abpaHa, IOTYNHYBAbE
u aakcuosHocrt. [Terap Kperes (Peter Krasztev), Bo gyxot
Ha jaubepasiHaTa MO3UIKMja HAa ofOupame (HaMecTo
IIOMUPYBame U alloJI0oTHja) Ha UeHTUTETOT, IPU3HAaBAa:
,HUKOTAIll He Y>KUBaB BO MHUCJATA 32 COICTBEHHUOT
unentutet”. Ho, TakoB 6wt npucranot u Ha Kadxka: Ha
[IpaIIakeTo, IITO UMa 3aeTHUYKO co EBpenre, T0j ke ro
JiaJie CJIETHUOT, TaPaI0KCAJIEH O/ITOBOP: ,,jac He 3HAM IIITO
“MaM 3aeJITHUYKO, HUTY co cebe camuoT.“ CaIudHO
pasmuciysa u enet [los Banepu (Paul Valery): unentu-
TETOT € KOITHEK U EHEePTHja, a He - 33/1a/IEHOCT U MaTepHja.

Cemnak, MpUKa3HUTE 32 IMOTEKJIOTO U PACIIPABUTE OKOJLY
UJIEHTUTETOT, jAKHAT TOKMY BO TaKBUTE HCTOPUCKHU
MeEpUOJU U TOJIpavja, KoTa CaMUOT HAEHTUTET 3arara,
WJIN, TIaK, € XPOHUYHO IOJJIOKEeH Ha efHA /11aboka,
CENIPOHUKHYBAYKa KPU3a, COMHEIK, OCIIOPYBAhe, IIPEHC-
nutyBamwe. OTTamy, HUTY caMaTa 0O0BP3aHOCT HA H/IEHTH-
TeT He € CJIyyajHa U MPOU3BOJIHA paboTa, TYKYy, MpayHa
npuBmieruja Ha notunHetute. Tepu Uraton (Terry
Eagleton) ykaxyBa /ieka TOkMy Tue (3a pas3juka Of
TOCIIOZIJapUTE) Ce IIOCTABEHH BO YJIOTaTa, OJTHOBO J]a TO
JIOKQKyBaaT CBOJOT JIETUTUMUTET Ipex apyrute. Toa
JlOKa’kyBame, Kako mrto cMmeta Xomu baba, BoegHO
o/ipa3bupa WIN ce TEMETU BP3 ,,IPEBOZIOT HA CBOjOT
HJIEHTUTET - Ha TPUGATINBUOT ja3UK Ha JIaJIeKy IOMOK-
HHOT, pepepenTeH JIpyr.

reflects the aspect of future, projection and politics. If
necessary, these time and typological dimensions are com-
positely overlapping (or discussed) one with the other or
with the help of the other.

The identity, depending on the perspective and the con-
text where it is applied, may at the same time be (or be-
come) a source of uneasiness, prohibition, subordination
and anxiety. Peter Krasztev, in line with the liberal posi-
tion for choice (instead of reconciliation and apology) of
identity, acknowledges: “I never enjoyed the thought of
my own identity”. Such was Kafka’s approach: asked what
he had in common with the Jews, he gave the following
contradictory answer: “I don’t even know what I have in
common with myself.” Paul Valery is of similar opinion:
identity is desire and energys; it is not something given or
substance.

Nevertheless, stories about origin and discussions about
identity grow stronger in such particular historical peri-
ods and regions when the identity itself falls into, or is
constantly subject to a profound all-perceptive crisis,
doubt, denial and scrutiny. Therefore, the very binding
characteristic of identity is not an accidental and arbitrary
incident but a dark privilege of the subordinate. Terry
Eaglelton points out that it is the subordinate (unlike their
masters) that are placed in a position to prove over and
over again their legitimacy before others. According to
Homi Bhabba, this recognizes or is based on the “transla-
tion” of one’s own identity to the acceptable language code
of the more dominant referential Other.
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ITokpaj ceto mpeTxoAHO HAOPOEHO, JYyI'e€TO KOUIITO
IIOTEKHYBAaT O] IeHEC BeKe MPTBUTE, HEIIOCTOEUYKH
Zp>KaBHU 3a€JTHUIY, CTAHyBaaT HE CaMO CBEJIOIIH, TYKY U
’KPTBHU Ha [TOCTOjaHO MPOMIINpabe, Of] €HA CTPAaHa, Ha
IIOJKEJTHU, UCTOPUCKU KOHJYHKTYPHH, OJIUTHYKU (VIH
UJIE0JIOIIKH ) 0OPEe/I0jAeHH U 0I00pEHH UAEHTUTETH (Ha
IIpuMep, UIEHTUTETOT Ha OOXKeMHa, ,3akaMmydirmpaHa“
JKPTBa - HITO ce ynoTpebyBa KakO BeIITO (PpUHTHPAHO,
PETOPUYKO aJIMOU U ,,[IOJIUTHIKH KOPEKTHO“ 00pasiio-
’)KeHUe Ha HAaCWJICTBOTO U BOjHaTa BO MakeJloHUja, BO
2001 roauHa. Tyka oxnu4HO ce riena anabokara
Kopejanuja Mery UJEHTHUTETOT, W OITUMAaJIHO
MPUCIIOCOOEHNOT Ha MOKTA, MAHUITYJIATUBEH JUCKYPC HA
omopTyHaTa uaeHTuduKanuja!

On npyra cTtpaHa, IOpajil Pa3HOBUIHU COITHO-TIOJIH-
THUYKHU U COIHO-UCTOPUCKU IPUUNHH, BO ,,[IOJIPYyMOT" Ha
HCTOpHjaTa ce ojjlaraaT cera Beke HEIOXKEeJTHUTE, ITPOo-
CKpubUpaHUTe, MPOXUOUPAHU UJIEHTUTETH (TaKOB €, Ha
IIpUMep, cera Beke MOTIOJHO BHUPTYEJU3UPAHUOT U
IIPOTOHET UJIEHTUTET ,, JYroCJI0BEH", KOj 10 HeoJlaMHa
onakarie He TOJIKYy Maj 6poj jsyre). Ha comuo-mosu-
TUYKATA Malla Ce O/[BUBA HEIIPEKWMHATO IIPOU3BO/ICTBO Ha
HOBH, U IIOCTOjaHO IIPe-OITHUIIyBakhe Ha CTAPUTE U/IEHTH-
TETH.

Otramy, Kako ocebHa KaTeropuja Tpeba s1a ce u3Bojat
U TH. cybaniliepHu udeHiliuilieiliu KOU UCTOBPEMEHO
HaceJlyBaaT HajMaJIKy J[Ba, 3TOpPa HA TOA M PUBAJICKHU
WUJIEHTUTETH - CO OTJIEZ] Ha CBOjOT paMaTUY€H BHATPEIIEH
packoJ1 Mery corcTBeHaTa (MOMEHTaTHA) TOTYUHETOCT U
JIUCKYPCOT Ha TOco/1apoT (pedepeHToT), Y1j UJIEHTUTET
BO U/ITHMHA OU cakaJsie Jja TO 3aMeHarT co CBOjoT. MneHTu-
TETOT, CO OIJIE/ HA [TIOTOPE PEYEHOTO, Ce HAO0la BO IIOCTOjaH
IIPOIIEeC Ha COTICTBEHA PeBajiopu3anyja v (pe)IpoayKIiyja.
Toj HUTY €, HUTY MOXKe /1a 6uze cebe-unentTuyeH. Co
36oposure Ha Kak Jlepuna (Jacques Derrida), koj 6mio
WJIEHTUTET € He3aMUCJIUB U HEBO3MOXKeH 0e3 ,,Kyailly-

Despite all this, people who originate from currently dead,
non-existing state communities not only that they become
witnesses but they also become victims to a constant pro-
filing, on the one hand of desired historically conjuncture
identities, as well as politically (or ideologically) welcome
and approved identities (for instance, the identity of the
so-called “camouflaged” victim, which is used as skillfully
invented rhetoric alibi and politically “correct” explana-
tion for the violence and the war in Macedonia in 2001.
Here, the strong correlation between identity and the
optimally adjusted to power manipulative discourse of
opportune identification is visibly evident!

On the other hand, due to various socio-political and
socio-historical reasons, the so-called unwanted banned
and prohibited identities are stored in history’s “base-
ment” (such is, for instance, the case of the completely
virtualized and banned identity of being “Yugoslavian”,
which not long ago was typical of quite a large number of
people). On the socio-political map there is a continuant
production of new identities, as well as constant re-de-
scription of old identities.

Hence, it is convenient to classify a separate category of
the so-called subaltern identities, which include at least
two rival identities — having in mind its dramatic internal
conflict between the individual (momentary) subordina-
tion and the master’s discourse (the referent), whose iden-
tity one strives to replace with his/her own identity.The
identity, taking things into consideration, is in a perma-
nent process of its own re-evaluation and reproduction.
It neither is, nor can it be self-identical. To quote Jacques
Derrida, any identity is unimaginable and impossible
without “the culture of the double genitive and the differ-
ence with regard to oneself” (2001:16). In other words,
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paitia Ha 080jJHUOTH 2eHUIliUE U Pa3IUKaTa BO OHOC HA
cebecn“(2001:16). Win, ,,KyJITYPHUOT HUJEHTUTET HE €
HJIEHTUYEeH Ha caMHuoT cebecu” (2001:58). 3aToa, yiire
Ha IIOYETOKOT yKa)KaBMe U IOZ[BJIEKOBME JieKa TPaHuY-
HOCTa (TPaH3UTOPHOCTA) € CYIITECTBEHA OJJIMKA Ha
HJIEHTUTETOT BOOIIIIITO.

Ho, xora cranyBa 300p 3a KyJTypH KOU ce CMeTaaT 3a
eKJIATAHTHU TPAaHUYHH KYJITYPH, OBaa OJIJINKA JIOTTOJTHU-
TEJTHO Ce 3aCUJIyBa U Ce HCIIPEIIETyBa CO UJIMOCUH-
KpasujaTa U ersucTeHIMjaJIHaTa J[paMaTHKa Ha peruo-
HAJIHUOT U TPAHUYHHUOT KYJITYPEeH KOHTEKCT, BO KOj
OTICTOjyBaaT TaKBUTe KyATypH. EfieH o7 HajBIIeUaTIMBUTE
Y HajIIOTPECHU IIPUMEPH 32 JIBOJIOMHOCT Ha UJIEHTUTETOT,
KaKoO ¥ 32 JIO)KUBOTHA >KUTOCAHOCT OJi TPAHUIATA, BO
pamkuTe Ha EBpona, mpercraByBa TOKMY IPHUMEPOT CO
oeranmure ox Erejcka Makenmonwuja. ,I'panumnara Bo
€TejCKUOT KUBOT UMa ITOCeOHO 3HAUEHE, CBOj CAMOCTOEH
’)KUBOT... 300pOT rpaHUIla 3HAUeIlle HajHAIIPeJ, CEKOTalll:
rpanunara co I'prija. Taa ro coap:kerie BomeOHOTO U
Yy/IeCHOTO, HO KICTOBPEMEHO 3aCTPAIIYBAYKO 3HAUEHHE U
mo0uBallle pa3Mepu Ha ToJeMO YyJAOBHIITE, CTUXH]A,
crpaoTeH u HenperseneH sun“ (bapuuesa-Koibe,
1999:95). XepMeHeBTHKaTa Ha OerajcTBOTO U TYIHMHCT-
BOTO € MOIIHe pacyioeHa. Toa e, mpen ce, coctojoa Ha
HeMarbe (MJIF OTCYCTBO) Ha U300pP, a I0TOA U COCTOjOa Koja
He € BPEMEHCKH OTpaHHYeHa, eJHOKPATHA, TYKY € -
TpajHa, MO’KUBOTHA. EKc-maTpujanujaTa moBjaeKyBa
MOBeKe PE30BH U IIOTPECHU: TYOEHhe Ha jJa3UKOT, KOHTUHYH-
TETOT, MPETJIEJHOCTA; MPEKUHYBakhe HA CEMEJHUOT
HUIEHTHUTET, a, HA KPajoT, ¥ YYBCTBO Ha abjeKTHOCT
(menarosia, cpam, 0JIOMBHOCT) TI0 OTHOC HA COTICTBEHATa
ersucTeHIMjaJIHa TpayMa U HeBosja. He camo egHO-
KpaTHO, BO CAMHOT MOMEHT Ha IIPOTOHCTBOTO U Oeras-
CTBOTO, TYKY U TPajHO, BO CBOjaTa HEOJMUHJINBA PACIIOJIO-
BEHOCT Mery JiBaTa CBETa, PacIiocJaHu o/ 00eTe cTpaHu
Ha rpaHuIaTa, Erejiiure ke ja 10:K1BeaT BP3 COIICTBEHATA
KO’Ka er3suCTeHIINjaJTHATa TETOBAXKA U IIEKOJTHHOT PACKOJI

“cultural identity is not identical to itself” (2001:58).
Therefore, as we underlined at the beginning, being bor-
dering (transitional) is not a crucial identity feature at all.

However, talking of cultures regarded as apparent bor-
der cultures, this characteristic is additionally enhanced
and intertwines with the idiosyncrasy and the existential
dramatics of the regional and cultural context where these
cultures continue to exist. One of the most impressive and
distressing example of such double habitation of identity,
as well as a lifelong labeling from the border, within Eu-
rope is the example with the refugees from Aegean
Macedonia. “The border in the life of people from the
Aegean region has special meaning; its own individual
existence... The word border has always had the meaning
of the border with Greece. It entailed the magical and
miraculous, and at the same time frightening meaning
thus getting the proportions of an enormous monster,
destructive natural powers, a dreadful and vast wall”
(Bardzieva-Kolbe, 1999:95). The hermeneutics of fleeing
and alienation exists in several layers. It is above all a con-
dition of not having (or absence of) choice, and then a
condition that is not restricted in time frames of a single
use, but it is lifelong and permanent. Expatriation involves
many cuts and traumas: loss of language, of continuity,
of clarity; discontinuity of family identity, and ultimately
the feeling of abjectness (uneasiness, embarrassment,
repugnance) concerning one’s own existential trauma and
distress. The people from the Aegean region, not just once
i.e. at the moment of banishment and exile, but rather
permanently, due to its inevitable polarity between the
two worlds spread on both sides of the border, experi-
enced the existential tattoo and the infernal clash at the
Border in all its irrationality and intransitivity. They also
suffered the inexorable paradox of this, for now, unique




Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender and Culture, Vol. II, No. 1, Summer 2003

Ha 'panmmara BO ceTa Hej3WHA UPAIMOHATHOCT U
HempeozaHocT. Ke ro /j0:uBear yire ¥ HEyMOJTHBUOT
IapajioKc Ha 0Baa, 3acera yHUKaTHA €BPOIICKA rPaHUIIA:
sHajoaneuHuTe rpaHunu He Oea HENPHUCTANIHU 34
Erejiure... Hemocramaa 3a HUB e caMO OHaa IpaHUIA, Koja
UM e HajOJIucKa... 10 KOja MOJKellle J]a ce CTUTHE U ITelr”
(BapumeBa-Koibe, 1999:114). ObenexkaHa o cBojaTa
HayeJIHAa CEJIEKTUBHOCT U HEIPOIYCJIUBOCT, CAMO KOH
OecrioMoIIHaTa, JKUTOCAHA TPyla HAa CBOU IOPAHEIIHU
MIPUNAJHUIY, OBaa IPAHUIIA HAJl HUB PEAJIN3Upa JIBOEH
VYMHOK: €/THAIll KaKO 00jeKTUBHA TaJIEHOCT, a BTOP I1aT,
Kako UMarvHapHa 3ajiafieHoct. [lokpaj TexxuHaTa Ha
HEIIPOMEHJIUBHOT (ITOJIUTUYKHU) (PaKT, BP3 Hea ce IJIACTH
u paHTa3MaTCKUOT (IICUXOJIOIIKH) BUIIIOK HA BPEJITHOCTA:
IIITO CAMHOT, aBTOTEHO CE JIOSHUJIyBa U PacTe Kaj JIyreTo
KOM ce Haoraar oJi ,3abpaHeraTa“ cTpaHa Ha TPaHUIIATA,
MUHYBajKHU TO CBOjOT JKHBOT BO COCTOjOa HA ,,HEBUJTUBA
JIujacriopa’.

U1 BO 0BOj mpHMep ce pacro3HaBa 0Haa, caMoO HaBUAYM
MapajioOKCaIHa, HO 32 TPAHUYHUTE KYJITypH, CIeIu(pUIHA
ImojaBa: ABOCMHUCJIEHOCTA U lUipeoililiogapeHocilia co
udeniliuiliettiuitie. PazamereHu co ¢ppycTpUpPAUKHUTE, &, IT0
OZTHOC HA €THO-KYJITYPDHUTE 3a€THUIIU, HAJUECTO U
MIPOM3BOJIHO TOBJIEYEHUTE (MMOJMTUYKU) TPAHUIIH, BO
cdepaTa Ha IpPAaHUYHUTE KYJITYPHU HENPEKUHATO Ce
MIPEKUBYBA, 2 IOBPEMEHO U Ce YCIIOKHYBAa aHKCHO3HOCTA
Ha uieHTUTeTHUTe. TOKMY OB/IE M Ha J1eJ10 ce TOTBPAyBaaT
nporouHocTa (proTaHTHOCTA) U IPUBPEMEHOCTA KaKO
TeMeJIHU CBOjCTBAa HAa COBPEMEHUOT ueHTuTeT. Ho,
3a€JIHO CO TOa, Ce OJIBUBA U NMEPMAHEHTUOT CIIOP/
KOH(JIUKT Mery JIETUTUMHUTE UIEHTUTETU U CUOPHULLE
(octiopysaru) udenitiuitieitiu. He e pesiok ciiy4ajor, Kora,
TOKMY IOPaJH CBOjaTa AOJTOTpajHa U 0OjeKTHBHA
HCTOPHCKA 3aTPO3EHOCT - IOMAJINTE, JIOKAJTHU HalluU U
KYyJITYPH, HTHCTUHKTHUBHO Ce MPUKJIOHYBAaaT U WHKJIU-
HUpaaT KOH HJeHTUTEeTHaTa 3aKpuja Ha IOCUJIHUTE,
coceHU (MJIM PETHOHAJIHN) HAIIMU U KYJITYyPH.

European border: “The farthest borders were accessible
for the people from the Aegean region... The only border
that was unreachable was the nearest border, the one they
could get to on foot” (Bardzieva-Kolbe, 1999:114). With
its supposed selectivity and impenetrability only towards
this helpless marked group of former inhabitants, the
border has a double impact on this group of people: first,
as objectively given; second, as imaginarily given. In ad-
dition to the burden of the unalterable (political) fact, they
also face the phantasmal (psychological) surplus of val-
ues developing autogenously in people found on the “for-
bidden” side of the border, passing their lives in a state of
“invisible diaspora”.

This example recognizes the paradoxical yet typical oc-
currence for border cultures: the ambiguity and overbur-
den of identities. Divided by the frustrating borders, which
are usually arbitrary (political) concerning the ethno-cul-
tural communities, the anxiety of identities in the sphere
of border cultures is constantly re-experienced and at
times it even becomes more and more complicated. This
confirms the flow (flotation) and the temporality as basic
features of modern identity. However, along with this,
there is the permanent conflict between legitimate and
disputable (denied) identities. Frequently, due to long-
term and objective historical threat, the smaller nations
and cultures, incline instinctively towards the identity
protection of the stronger, neighbouring (or regional)
nations and cultures.
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On ngpyra cTtpaHa, ce MOCTaByBa 3a MeHe IMOCEOHO
WHTPUTAHTHOTO ITpaIliahe: KAKBU CE TOCIIEUIT MOXKE /1a
[IpeIN3BUKA HAIIIETO eBEHTYUTHO (HOBO?) cooOpasyBame
CO PETHOHATHUOT UJIEHTUTET, KAKBO IIITO IEHEC CE Hajlara
IIpeKy HOBONIpOou3BezieHaTa cuHTarma (3anazen)? Croper
MOETO MUCJIEEbe, BO BPCKA CO TOA MOKe Jia IIPOn3JIe3aT
GapeM /iBe UMILIUKAIVN:

a) nmpudakameTo Ha PETHOHATHUOT UJIEHTHUTET (cebe-
COIJIelyBameTOo U cebe-uaeHTrUKaIjaTa IpBeH-
CTBEHO HU3 IIpU3MaTa Ha HaMeTHATHOT (3amaj-
HO)OQITKAHCKH PaKypc - OM MOXKEJIO JIa UM IMPY>KH
HM3BECHA KOMIleH3allopHA Yyillexa BO 3aKpujiaTa Ha
[IOTOJIEMHUOT KOHIIEHTPUYEH H/IEHTUTET.

6) TOKMY Ha OfIEJTHUTE KYJITYPH, J7ITA00KO0 OJIpUeHN
O/l IeNeHNCKAaTa KPU3a U BOEHU pa3ypHyBama,
npudakameTo Ha PETHOHAJTHUOT HJAEHTUTET OU
MOJKeJIO J1a 3Ha4Ud U THUBKO, 00OP080.1HO cebe-
K0A0HU3Uparbe (CONICTBEHA UIIEHTUTETHA PETYKITHU-
ja), moJT HAMETHATHOT TUTYJIap Ha HOBOKOMIIOHHUPA-
HATa MOJINTUYKA PETOPUKA.

CeTto TOa, 011 CBOja CTpaHa, MOKPEHYBa YIIITE €HO Ba’KHO
Ipallame: 3a mojapusalujara Mery KyJITyPHUOT IeHTap
u nepudepujaTa u CIeCTBEHO, TaTOCOT Ha KyJITypHATa
rpanuiia. Boobnuaeno, bajkaHoT, KaKo pPeruoH, BO
IIeJIMHA ce cMeTa 3a nepudepuja Ha (EBPOIICKHUOT) COITAO-
MOJIUTUYKU U KyJATypeH neHrtap. Ho, He Tpeba na ce
3abopaBu, TOAa IIOBTOPHO € pe3yJITaT Ha eJIHa IIOHOBA
HCTOPUCKA KOHCTEJIallMja: IITO HacTaHyBa O] 16 BEK
HaBaMy, CO TIOMECTYBAhETO Ha KYJITYPHO-TIOJITUTUIKHOT
neHTtap oa MeauTepaHoT KOH ATJIaHTHUKOT. Toa e, Boe/THO,
OCHOBHATa NMPHUYMHA 32 BOCKPECHYBAIETO HA IOTOPE
CIIOMeHaTaTa, HOCTAaJITMYHa XEPMEHEBTHKA, 10 OJTHOC Ha
,IIAIIOKOT Ha CBETOT".

On the other hand, to me, another most intriguing ques-
tion arises: what consequences may our possible (new?)
correlation with the regional identity cause such that is
imposed today with the newly-invented syntagm (west-
ern)? In my opinion, regarding this issue, two implica-
tions emerge:

a) the acceptance of the regional identity (self-real-
ization and self-identification primarily through
the prism of the imposed (West)Balkan recourse)
might offer a certain compensatory comfort un-
der the protection of the larger concentric iden-
tity;

b) concerning the separate cultures deeply devas-
tated by a decade crisis and war destructions, the
acceptance of the regional identity might mean a
silent voluntary self-colonization (a personal
identity reduction) under the imposed titular of
the new political rhetorics.

All this assumes another relevant question: about the
polarization between the cultural center and the periph-
ery and as a result the pathos of the cultural border. As
usual, the Balkans, as a region, is regarded as the periph-
ery of the (European) socio-political and cultural center.
However, one must not forget that this is a result of the
newer historical constellation that took place in 16 cen-
tury onwards with the relocation of the cultural and po-
litical center from the Mediterranean to the Atlantic. This
is the main reason for the resurrection of the, aforemen-
tioned, nostalgic hermeneutics concerning the “naval of
the world”.
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[IITo ce oguecyBa 10 MakeioHMja, CIy9ajOT CTAHYBA YIIITE
IIOMHTEPECEH: BO e/1HA CBOja pycHOTa, BukTop ®puaman
(Victor Friedman) Hea TaBTOJIOIIKHU ja UMEHYBa KaKo
~nepudepuja Ha nepudepunte”. Ilpuroa, ce 3ema
IIPEJIBUJ] OCIIOPYBAKETO HAa HEJ3MHUOT UJIEHTUTET I10
IMOBeKe OCHOBH, KaKO U ITOCETAETO 10 Hea 0T CTPaHa Ha
HCTO TOJIKY nepudepHuTe HasKaHCKU cocenu. Bo
KOHTEKCTOT Ha HaIlllaTa pacIipaBa, CEeTO OBa, BCYIIHOCT,
UMILIAITHPA, /leKa U MakeJloOHHja € MPUMAJHUK Ha
KaTeropujaTa Ha rpaHUYHU KyIaTypu. Toa ce Kyatypu
oMery, in-between KyaTypy, TUMIHATHA X MAPTHHATHU

KYJITYpH.

Ho, Tounara KyJaTypHa ,Ji0Kanuja“ o3HadyBa caMo
IIOYETOK Ha €/IeH JIOJIT © MAaKOTPIIEH ITPOIIEC HA U/I€HTH-
TeTHa cebe-00paboTka u nmpepaboTKa, MO HEKOJIKY
OCHOBH.

3a MOYETOK € JIOBOJTHO /1A ce MOJIPIKYU e[HA TIONHAKBA,
flo3uiliueHa xepmeHesiliuka Ha epaHuyaitia (TOKMy OHaa,
IIITO, BO IyXOT Ha ctapuTe ['piiy, ja mpezaraaT Xajaerep
(Heidegger) nu Xomu baba): xora rpanunara noBeke He
Cce JI0KUBYBA U TOJIKYBA KaKO KJIETBA, 3aKaHA U HECUTYP-
HOCT, TYKy - KAKO MECTO Ha IIOYEeTOK, cpenba, HajaBa,
KOHTAaKT U KpeatuBHOCT. Hekora, camaTa mpezapacyzia
JleJlyBa MOCUJIHO U IO/IeJIOTBOPHO O/ KaKBa OUJIO
BU/IJIMBA U PETHO UCHPTaHa rpaHuiia. Hekoramr Bo Hac
€ Brpa/ieHa rpaHuUIIaTa, € IIpepacy/ia.

He momasiky MOKHA OJ TyfUTe € U HalllaTa COICTBEHA
Ipeapacyzia KoH caMute cebe, KOH COIICTBEHUOT ,[TAHTED
Ha UJIEHTUTETOT", Kora ce poOyBa Ha COTICTBEHOTO MHUHATO
U Ha cuTe QpyCTPaAllU CKOHIIEHTPUPAHU BO HETO. ToOKMy
OBaa IoryOHa Ipejipacy/ia e oBO/I 3a IPEBPEHYBAHETO
Ha PAaCHUOT UJIEHTHUTET, IIITO ro 3aroBapa u [loan Komjerg
(Joan Copjec), ynatyBajku ce BO €/lHa, COceMa HEOUEKY-
BaHa, MAKO 32 HaC, OB/Ie, 0COOEHO KOPHUCHA U MOTTUKHY-
Bauka Hacoka. Hacripotu o6ecxpabpyBauKOTO ITOBTOPY-

As for Macedonia, the case is even more interesting: in
his footnote, Victor Friedman designates it tautologically
as “the periphery of peripheries”. At the same time, the
denial of its identity is taken into consideration on more
bases, as well as the endeavors to attain it by other, just
as peripheral, Balkans neighbours. In this context, all this,
implies that Macedonia is a member of the category of
border cultures. These are in-between cultures; liminal
and marginal cultures.

However, the exact cultural “location” only denotes the
beginning of a long and suffering process of self-analysis
of identity on several bases.

For a start, it is sufficient to support a different positive
hermeneutics of border (the one bearing the spirit of an-
cient Greeks and suggested by Heidegger and Homi
Bhabba); when the border is not perceived and interpreted
as a curse, threat or insecurity, but as a fresh start, a place
for encounter, announcement, contact and creativity.
Sometimes, the very prejudice acts more powerfully and
with greater effects than any visible and realistically drawn
border. Sometimes, the border itself, formed within us, is
the prejudice.

Not less powerful than foreign prejudices is our own preju-
dice towards ourselves, our personal “panther of identity”,
when a person is a slave to his/her own past and all frus-
trations concentrated in it. It is this perilous prejudice
that is the cause for excessive valuation of racial identity,
advocated by Joan Kopjec, pointing to a completely un-
expected, yet for us, extremely useful and encouraging
direction. Rather than discouraging repetition and going
back to the collective traumas, Kopjec offers a different
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Balbe M HaBpakame KOH KOJIEKTUBHUTE TpayMu, Komjery
IpejiIara efHa MMOMHAKBa COJIyIHja: ,,0CI000/TyBakhe O/
POIICTBOTO KOH cebecHu U Hjeayn3anujata Ha He3aJ0-
BOJICTBOTO“(2002:). HamecTo 3aTBOPOT HA UCTOPUCKUTE
dpycrparuu 1 anosiorujata Ha }JKpTBaTa, Taa MPETIIOYUTA
»€POTHKA Ha TEJIOTO", 10 KOMHITU/IEHIINja, BIIUIIIAaHA U BO
CTUXOBUTE HA CAapPaeBCKUOT IOET W BOEH CTPA/IAJTHUK,
3unxan KibyuyaHUH ,IpaHHUIUTE HAa MOETO TeJo/ce
IPaHMIIM Ha MojaTa ap>KaBa‘“.

Ho, moxebu HajO6seckaBa meTadopa 3a epaHu4Haila
aHKCUO3HOCII ce TI0jaByBa BO IecHata ,Borderlands® na
I'nopuja Anzanya (Gloria Anzaldua). OBaa necHa u Ha
peTopuyYKH I1aH (COo CBOjaTa JBOja3UYHOCT) YBEPJIUBO ja
,O03aKOHYyBa“ TMMUHaTHATa (HUTY/HHUTY) cOCTOj0a, BO KOja
TPAaHUYHHUTE UIEHTUTETU Ce NMPUHYAEHU ITOCTOjaHO Ja
»)kuBeat. Mefy Ipyroro, BO CBOjOT UCTOUMEH €ecCej,
AHBanaya kaxysa: ,Ja ce buzme MekcukaHel], Toa He €
Ipaliame Ha YMOT U Ha /IP3KaBjaHCTBOTO, TYKYy COCTO0j6a
Ha aymaTta“. Jlanu oBa Tpenepeme Ha U/IEHTUTETOT
CYLITHUHCKHM ja 3acera U cocrojbara (gucrmepaujaTa) Ha
MaxkesoHenoT, ucTo Taka? JlOKOJKY JUMUHAJIHOCTA
(auTy-HUTY cocTojOaTa) ro MpeTCTaByBa ,,OHTOJIOIIKHUOT
daTym Ha camaTa rpaHuUIia - TOTalll, HABUCTUHA, OU OMIIO
IIPOMAIIIEHO Of] TPAHUYHHUTE KYJITYPH /Ia CE OUEKyBa THE
aBTOMATCKU JIa UM IOJJIETHAT (M cO TOa /Ja Ce OCHPO-
Mamiat cebecr) Ha apIIMHUTE Ha XOMOTEHU3UPAUYKUTE
KYJITypPHH UJEHTUTETH.

3aToa, HajHOBOTO (YCTaBHO) IOCETakbe IO IMMPEBJIACTa HA
IIEMEHCKUTE HaJl MHAUBUAYATHUTE (TparfaHCKu) IIpaBa
Y TIPUIIAJHOCTH Kaj HAc, 3a JKaJl, TIOBEeKe perpecupa KoH
MOJIEJIOT Ha 3ajajeH (HacjeJeH, HATypaJu3upaH,
€THUYKH, eKCKJIY3UBEH, 110 OJTHOC Ha JIPYTUOT, ITAaCUBHO
TOJIEPAHTEH) U/IEHTUTET, OTKOJIKY IIITO HHKJIUHUPA KOH
MOJIeJIOT Ha u300peH (CTeKHAT, U3BeIOEHO TTOTBPEH,
KOCMOITOJIUTCKH, TpafaHCKU, HHKJIY3UBEH, IT0 OJTHOC HA
JPYTHOT, aKTUBHO PECIIEKTUBEH) H/IEHTUTET.

solution: liberation from the slavery to oneself and the
idealization of discontent” (2002:). Instead of the prison
of historical frustrations and victim apology, she prefers
“body eroticism”, by coincidence, encountered in the verse
by Zilhad Kljucanin, a poet and war victim from Sarajevo,
“the borders of my body / are the borders of my state”.

However, perhaps the most impressive metaphor of bor-
der anxiety is to be found in “Borderlands” by Gloria
Anzaldua. This poem and rhetorical plan (with its bilin-
gualism) “legitimates” in a most convincing way the limi-
nal (neither/nor) condition in which the border identi-
ties are compelled to live constantly. Among other things,
in her essay with the same title, Anzaldua writes: “being a
Mexican is not a question of mind and citizenship, but a
state of the spirit”. Does this tremor of identity concerns
fundamentally the state (dispersion) of the Macedonians
as well? Provided that the liminality (neither/nor) condi-
tion represent the “ontological” fate of the border itself,
then, indeed, it would be inappropriate to expect from
border cultures to succumb instinctively (thus depriving
themselves) to the criteria imposed by the homogenizing
cultural identities.

Therefore, the latest (constitutional) attempt to overpower
the tribal over individual (civic) rights and affiliations in
our country, unfortunately, proves to be more regressing
towards the model of a given (hereditary, naturalizing,
ethnical, exclusive and, with regard to the other, passively
tolerant) identity rather than inclining toward a model of
chosen (attained, confirmed in practice, cosmopolitan,
citizen, inclusive and, with regard to the other, actively
respectable) identity.
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Mery-KysTypHaTa XuOpUn3aIja e noceOHO HarJaaceHo
U/IMOMATCKO CBOJCTBO O IPBOKJIACHA BajKHOCT 3a
rPAaHUYHUTE KYJITYpU, KOU, Oe3 pasyifmKa Ha O/i/IeJTHUTE
MIOJIUTUYKHU IEKPETH, HEMHHOBHO U JIOKUBOTHO OCTaHYy-
Baar ,,0Cy/leHu" eJlHU Ha JIpyTH. ToKkMy BO30YAIMBOTO U
HENPEJBUJIJINBO ,MUKCakhe“ U NMPEKJONyBame Mery
OJIIEJTHUTE UAEHTUTETHH IIEJIOCTH, BCYIITHOCT, U ja J1aBa
CyIICTaHIIaTa Ha HUBHATa 0COOeHa KyJITypHA BPETHOCT U
npezHOCT. BajiIkaHOT, IITO CUTE HUE OBJIE TO HAaCeIyBaMe,
€ e/[Ha TaKBa TPAaHUYHA KYyJITypa - II0YECTO IIPOKOJIHAT,
OTKOJIKY 0JIar0CJIOBEH, HO CeNakK, reorpadCKu, UCTOPUCKHU
U KYJITYPEH MOCT Mel'y UCTOKOT U 3aI1aJ[0T; MeI'y XpUCTH-
jaHcTBOTO M HicslaMoT; Mer'y EBpona u A3uja. MakeznoHuja,
HCTO TaKa, IPETCTaByBa TAKOB €JIeH MOCT, UJIH, IOTOYHO,
TaKBa eJlHa rPaHUYHA Kyatypa. KysnrypHaTa rpaHuna,
IIpu TOA, ja obesie’kyBa He caMo IO JOJIKMHATa Ha
HA/IBOPENTHUTE Pa3/iejIHU JUHUHU, TYKy HaBJIETYBa U
HaBHATpe, 110 JIOJDKWHATA HA Hej3UHATa Hajajraboka
KYJITypHa ,,CPIIeBUHA".

Co orsie Ha TOa, /ja ce Ha/ieBaMe JieKa COMHUYABOTO U,
Ha BbajikaHOT, HAajUeCTO COMHUTETHOTO MpebojyBame U
IIPEKPOjyBame Ha UJAEHTUTETUTE, KAKO U 3aMOPHOTO,
HEIPO/IyKTUBHO HaBpakame KOH KBa3U-IIpallamaTra Ha
IIPBEHCTBATa U IOTEKJIATa, BO UIHUHA, Cellak, Ke Ouze
IIPEBO3MOTHATO CO ITOMOIII HA BUTAJIHUOT U OXpabpy-
BaukKH nneppopMaTHB Ha TPAHIYHOCTA U TOBEKEKPATHUTE
KYJITYypHU T€HUTUBH.

Bubnuorpaduja

1. Anzaldua, Gloria (1998/9): “La Frontera/Borderlands”, in:
Literary Theory: an Anthology, (ed. by Julie Rifkin/
M.Ryan), Blackwell Publishers, Oxford

2. Bapuuesa, Kuna K. (1999): Ezejyu, Kynrypa, Ckorje

Cross-cultural hybridization is a particularly emphasized
idiomatic feature of first-rate importance for the border
cultures that, despite the independent political decrees,
remain “doomed” to each other inevitably and for an in-
definite period. It is this exciting and unpredictable “mix-
ing” and overlapping between separate identity unities
that, in fact, provides the substance for their specific cul-
tural value and privilege. The Balkans, that we all inhabit,
is such border culture — more often cursed than blessed,
yet a geographical, historical and cultural link between
East and West; Christianity and Islam; Europe and Asia.
Macedonia also represents such link, or to be more pre-
cise, such border culture. Not only that this cultural bor-
der marks the length of its external dividing lines, but it
also penetrates inside, along its most profound cultural
“core”.

All things considered, let us hope that in future this dis-
trustful and, on the Balkans, most doubtful re-calculat-
ing and re-shaping of identities, as well as the tiring and
unproductive going back to the quasi-issues regarding
primacy and origin, will be overcome with the help of the
vital and encouraging performance of bordering and mul-
tiple cultural genitives.

Translated by: Anastazija Kirkova
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