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Gil Anidjar is an Associate Professor of Compara-
tive Literature in the Department of Middle-East and 
Asian Languages and Cultures (MEALAC) at Colum-
bia University. Anidjar teaches several classes at Co-
lumbia, among them “Theories of Culture: Middle East 
and South Asia,” required for all majors in MEALAC, 
or “Theories and Methods in Middle-East and Asian 
Studies.” He is the author of Our Place in al-Andalus: 
Kabbalah, Philosophy, Literature in Arab Jewish Let-
ters (Stanford Universty Press, 2002) and the editor of 
Jacques Derrida’s Acts of Religion (Routledge, 2001). 
 

 
Is there a concept of the enemy? To what discursive 
sphere would it belong? Or, if there is no concept of the 
enemy, what are the factors that could have prevented 
its articulation? Following the reflections of Carl Schmitt 
and Jacques Derrida on the theologico-political, and 
reading canonical texts from the Western philosophical, 
political, and religious traditions, the author seeks to ac-
count for the absence of a history of the enemy.

Robert 
Ala|ozovski Koga razlikata  

}e stane zakon
Intervju so Gil Anixar

Robert 
Alagjozovski When the Difference  

Sediments in Law
Interview with Gil Anidjar

Gil Anixar e vonreden profesor po komparativ-
na literatura pri Katedrata za bliskoisto~ni i 
aziski jazici i kulturi (MEALAC) na univerzitetot 
Kolumbija. Anixar dr`i nekolku predmeti na Ko-
lumbija me|u koi: „Teorii na kulturite: Bliskiot 
istok i Ju`na Azija” zadol`itelen za site visoki 
godini na studii pri MEALAC, ili „Teorii i me-
todi vo bliskoisto~nite i aziski studii”. Avtor e 
na knigata Na{eto mesto vo Al-Andaluzija: Kaba-
la, Filosofija, literatura vo arapsko-evrejskite 
spisi (Our Place in al-Andalus: Kabbalah, Philosophy, 
Literature in Arab Jewish Letters. Stanford Universty 
Press, 2002) i urednik na knigata na @ak Derida, 
Religiozni dela (Jacques Derrida. Acts of Religion. 
Routledge, 2001).

Postoi li koncept na neprijatelot? Na kakov tip 
diskurs mu pripa|a? Ili, dokolku ne postoi koncept 
na neprijatelot, koi se faktorite {to go spre~ile 
negovoto sozdavawe? Sledej}i gi razmislite na 
Karl [mit (Carl Schmitt) i @ak Derida vo odnos na 
teolo{ko-politi~koto i ~itaj}i gi kanonskite teks-
tovi od zapadnite filosofski, politi~ki i reli-
giski tradicii, avtorot se obiduva da najde odgovor 
zo{to ne postoi istorija na neprijatelot.



16
The question of the enemy emerges in this book as con-
tingent on the way Europe has related to both Jew and 
Arab as concrete enemies. Moreover, the author pro-
vocatively argues that the Jew and the Arab constitute 
the condition of religion and politics. Among the many 
strengths of the book is the timeliness of its profound 
study of contemporary actuality: the volume provides a 
basis for a philosophical understanding of the forces at 
work that produced and kindled current conflicts in Eu-
rope, the U.S., and the Middle East. (Excerpt from back 
cover of the book The Jew, the Arab: A History of the 
Enemy. Stanford University Press, 2003).

Robert Alagjozovski: Your book, The Jew, the Arab: 
A History of the Enemy, has been translated into Ser-
bian quite quickly after being published into English 
(according the standards of this region). Yet as your 
presence upon its promotion is again not a regional 
standard and this interview comes before the book has 
become widely known to the readership, what are the 
main theses you elaborate in it?

Gil Anidjar: What I wanted to say in my book is quite 
banal, really. It is that the old principle, the old mecha-
nism “divide et impera” rules the world today as it did in 
the ancient times, and it does so in so many cases. The 
example that interests me is the case of a division, a sep-
aration, and the alleged “eternal enmity” between Arabs 
and Jews. I should say that I am often asked why I write 
about Jews and Arabs and my answer is that I do not. 
Rather, I write about those who are invested in divid-
ing them, in saying they are divided, in saying they are 
enemies. In the case of Jews and Arabs, as in many so-
called ethnic and religious “conflicts,” one of the presup-

Pra{aweto na neprijatelot vo ovaa kniga se posta-
vuva istovremeno so odnosot na Evropa kon Arapite 
i Evreite kako konkretni neprijateli. U{te pove}e, 
avtorot, na provokativen na~in, tvrdi deka Evrei-
not i Arapinot se preduslov za pojava na religisko-
to i politi~koto. Me|u ostanatite, u{te edna silna 
strana na ovaa kniga e bezvremenosta na nejzinoto 
dlaboko istra`uvawe na sovremenosta: taa dava os-
nova za edno filosofsko razbirawe na silite koi 
gi sozdavaat i rakovodat so tekovnite konflikti vo 
Evropa, vo SAD i na Bliskiot Istok. (Izvadok od 
zadnata korica na knigata Evreinot, Arapinot: 
Istorija na neprijatelot (The Jew, the Arab: A His-
tory of the Enemy. Stanford University Press, 2003).

Robert Ala|ozovski: Za ovde{ni uslovi, va{ata 
kniga Evreinot, Arapinot: Istorija na neprijate-
lot be{e brzo prevedena na srpski, po objavuvawe-
to na angliski. Imaj}i predvid deka i va{eto 
prisustvo na ovaa promocija ne e praktika {to 
e voobi~aena pri promociite na knigi, taka {to 
i ova intervju go pravime pred knigata da stane 
po{iroko dostapna do ~itatelite, }e sakate li 
da ni ka`ete koi se glavnite tezi vo knigata?

Gil Anixar: Ona {to go ka`uvam vo knigata e 
op{to poznato, a toa e deka drevniot princip, 
drevniot mehanizam, „podeli i vladej” upravuva 
so svetot isto kako i vo drevnite vremiwa, i toa 
vo tolku mnogu primeri. No slu~ajot vrz koj{to 
jas sum fokusiran e podelbata, pretpostavenoto 
„ve~no neprijatelstvo” pome|u Evreite i Arapite. 
^esto me pra{uvaat zo{to pi{uvam za Evreite i 
Arpite, a jas im velam deka voop{to ne pi{uvam za 
niv, jas pi{uvam za onie {to vlo`uvaat vo nivnata 
podelba, za onie koi velat deka Evreite i Arapite 
se podeleni, deka se neprijateli. Kako i vo dru-

Robert Alagjozovski When the Difference Sediments in Law Interview with Gil Anidjar
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positions operates precisely by the use of the term “con-
flict,” as if there were two sides fighting. One then asks: 
Should they fight or should they not fight? Do they have 
any reasons to fight? The fact that is often forgotten, ac-
tually almost always forgotten, is whether there is a third 
side that has enabled, maintained, rendered possible the 
continuation of the so-called conflict. So one of the ques-
tions that interests me is who is it that has been invested 
for such a long time in describing the distinction be-
tween Arabs and Jews in terms of religion, theology and 
politics, in terms of religion and race, or ethnicity? Who 
is it that has defined the terms according to which these 
two are separated and according to which they cannot be 
united in all kinds of way? One of the interesting things 
between Jews and Arabs is that over the course of differ-
ent periods the term “Arab” came to refer to ethnicity, 
while the term “Jew” came to signify a religion. That is 
the way things have usually been understood. But there 
are periods where this has been the reverse: today, for 
example, when one is speaking in the context of Israel, 
Palestine, and also in Europe, one thinks more readily of 
“Muslims.” So what we would have now is religion as the 
dividing line. On the other side of this line, we would have 
a secular or political identity. Jews, because they have 
become Zionists, are now marked as a political collective 
and not as a religious one (we know the clichés about the 
only democracy in the Middle East, with Zionism being 
defined as political movement, whereas the Palestinians 
– now with the excuse of the opposition to Hamas – are 
not recognized as a legitimate political movement, they 
are said to be just crazy fanatics, terrorists, people who 
are mad about God). And then, the final question is who 
benefits from the conflict? On the one hand there is the 
definition of terms, how is the difference made, and on 
the other who benefits from the situation. In any conflict 
it seems to me that the lesson to be learned is: do not 
look at what appears to be the image of the enemy but 

gite t.n. etni~ki i religiski „konflikti”, edna od 
pretpostavkite i slu~ajot na Evreite i Arapite da 
se nare~e „konflikt” e da se identifikuvaat dve 
strani koi se tepaat me|usebe. Pa, taka, se postavu-
vaat pra{awa dali treba da vojuvaat ili ne, koi se 
pri~inite za konfliktot, a faktot koj ~esto se zabo-
rava, vsu{nost, sekoga{ se zaborava, e koja e tretata 
strana koja go dozvoluva, go odr`uva, go ovozmo`uva 
traeweto na t.n. konflikt. Poa|aj}i od ova, zna~i, 
mene me interesira pra{aweto koj e toj {to tolku 
dolgo investira vo razlikata me|u Arapite i Evre-
ite, opi{uvaj}i ja od aspekt na religija, na teologi-
ja i politika, ili na religija i rasa t.e. etnicitet? 
Koj e toj {to gi propi{uva uslovite spored koi ovie 
dva naroda se razdeleni i ne mo`at da stanat edno vo 
koj bilo pogled? Potoa, edna od interesnite raboti 
vo odnos na Evreite i Arapite e deka vo razli~ni 
periodi, vpro~em, povtorno kako i vo pove}eto 
vakvi slu~ai, so poimot Arap se ozna~uva etni~ka 
pripadnost, dodeka so poimot Evrein religiska. 
Ova e naj~esta situacija. No, postojat i periodi koga 
se slu~uvalo tokmu sprotivnoto: da re~eme denes, 
koga }e se re~e Arapin, vo Izrael, vo Palestina, no 
i vo Evropa, naj~esto se misli na musliman. Zna~i, 
denes religijata e ona {to n$ deli. Na religijata 
pak, & go protivstavuvame sekularizmot ili, pak, 
politi~kiot identitet. Evreite, otkako stanaa 
cionisti, se smetaat za politi~ki faktor, a ne za 
religiozen (vrz baza na prikaskata za edinstvenata 
demokratija na Bliskiot Istok, zna~i cionizmot se 
smeta za politi~ko dvi`ewe, dodeka Palestincite, 
so isklu~ok na opozicijata na Hamas, ne se smetaat za 
politi~ko dvi`ewe, tie se samo ludi fanatici, tero-
risti, lu|e zbudaleni po Boga). I na kraj, poslednoto 
pra{awe so koe se zanimavam e koj ima korist od 
konfliktot. Od edna strana, se postavuva pra{aweto 
kako se postaveni rabotite, kako se pravi razlikata, 
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think instead of who benefits from the enmity. Clearly, if 
there is a war, the two sides are going to loose no matter 
what. And just to add so that there is no lack of clarity, to 
my mind, and this is what I try to show in my book, the 
responsibility lies in colonialism, in European colonial-
ism, and even more in European Christendom, which is 
increasingly revealed as western Christendom, including 
both Europe, the European community, and the Unit-
ed States. There seems to me the determining will that 
maintains the conflict rather than resolve it, in spite of 
appearances.

When I heard that my book was going to be translated 
into Serbian, I was not only grateful but also surprised. 
My friends, who know me and read me, often ask me to 
translate what I say into English! I know that the transla-
tors are excellent translators, but I am sorry for I know 
I have produced too many difficulties in my prose and 
for that I apologize. I have another friend who tells me I 
should never write; he is not even in favour of translating 
anything from me. He thinks I should simply speak. He 
tells me that when I speak I make some sense but when I 
write I make no sense. That’s in case readers start read-
ing the book: I apologize to them in advance. 

a od druga strana, koj ima polza od seto ova. Ona {to 
treba da se izvle~e kako pouka od sekoj konflikt e 
da ne se fokusira vnimanieto vrz ona {to izgleda 
kako pojavnost na neprijatelot, tuku vrz toa koj ima 
korist od celata situacija. Se razbira deka pri se-
koja vojna i dvete strani se gubitnici, bez ogled na 
s$. I samo da dodadam, za da bide potpolno jasno: za 
mene, i jas toa go doka`uvam vo knigata, vinata le`i 
vo kolonijalizmot, imeno, vo evropskiot koloni-
jalizam, ili poto~no vo evropskoto hristijanstvo, 
koe{to denes prerasnuva vo zapadno hristijanstvo, 
vo koe spa|aat i SAD i Evropa, t.e. Evropskata Uni-
ja, i tie, spored mene, se klu~nite faktori {to go 
odr`uvaat konfliktot namesto da go re{at, i pokraj 
toa {to, navidum, go pravat sprotivnoto.

Koga doznav deka mojata kniga }e se preveduva, ne 
samo {to bev blagodaren, tuku bev i iznenaden. 
^estopati prijatelite koi znaat kako pi{uvam i 
koi{to me ~itaat, baraat da im go prevedam ona {to 
go ka`uvam. Ne se somnevam deka moite preveduva~i 
odli~no si ja znaat svojata rabota, no jas znam da ja 
napravam svojata proza ne~itliva i poradi toa im 
se izvinuvam. Eden drug prijatel, pak, mi veli deka 
voop{to ne treba da pi{uvam; toj smeta deka duri 
ni sopstvenoto preveduvawe nema da gi razjasni 
rabotite. Toj smeta deka jas treba samo da dr`am pre-
davawa. Deka koga zboruvam, toa i ima nekoja smis-
la, no koga pi{uvam nema nikakva. Ete, vo slu~aj 
~itatelite da po~nat da ja ~itaat knigata, odnapred 
im se izvinuvam.

Robert Alagjozovski When the Difference Sediments in Law Interview with Gil Anidjar
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R. A: In your book you say the concept of Enemy has 
not been clearly defined. How is that possible? After all 
the atrocities, throughout the centuries. Was that inten-
tional?

G. A.: As a philosophical problem, the massive absence 
of the metaphysical question par excellence regarding 
the enemy is, I think, absolutely fascinating. What is a 
friend? What is a true friend? These are the questions 
that philosophy begins with: philosophia thinks of itself 
as love and friendship. It does not concern itself with 
what the enemy is. The problem is that the enemy was 
always divided. The enemy, if you will, is constituted 
by religion and politics, and the historical weight of the 
question is entirely burdened with and constituted by the 
Jew and the Arab in Europe. Therefore, to the extent that 
an absence of a definition can be shown to be operative, 
it is a structuring absence. The absence of that question 
of the enemy can, in fact, be shown to structure the rap-
port to the enemy in the West, the rapport of the West 
to itself, as well, finally, as the relation between religion 
and politics.

R. A.: You use the term “theological-political”: is that in 
connection with both Christian and Islamic, as well as 
some Buddhist, traditions to install a theocratic state?

G. A.: No, not at all. The phrase is rather meant to sig-
nal a singular, if complex and varied, Western configura-
tion regarding the way divisions are massively made that 
separate the human from the divine, the sacred from the 
profane, the holy and the eschatological from the secu-
lar, and so forth, all terms that are produced at the same 
time that they are distinguished. At the most basic level, 

R. A.: Vo va{ata kniga velite deka poimot ne-
prijatel ne bil nikoga{ jasno definiran. Kako e 
mo`no toa, po site neprijatelstva vo tekot na 
celata istorija? Mo`ebi toa e namerno taka?

G. A.: Zabele`itelnoto otsustvo na pra{aweto na 
neprijatelot, koe e metafizi~ko pra{awe par excel-
lence, od filosofska gledna to~ka e apsolutno fas-
cinantno. Obi~no filosofijata po~nuva so pra{a-
wata: [to e prijatel ili {to e vistinski prijatel? 
Filosofijata se misli sebesi vo poimite na qubovta 
i prijatelstvoto. Taa ne se zamoruva so pra{aweto 
na neprijatelot. Vo odnos na problemot {to e moj 
predmet na istra`uvawe, neprijatelot se konsti-
tuira preku religijata i politikata, a istoriskata 
te`ina na pra{aweto e celosno optovarena, pa duri 
i konstituirana preku Evreinot i Arapinot vo Ev-
ropa. Zna~i, vo slu~ajot koga otsustvoto se javuva 
kako dejstvenost, toa e strukturira~ko otsustvo. 
Otsustvoto na pra{aweto na neprijatelot, vsu{nost, 
go strukturira razbiraweto na neprijatelot na Za-
pad, razbiraweto na Zapadot vo odnos na sebesi, i na 
kraj, i odnosot pome|u religijata i politikata.

R. A.: Go upotrebuvate poimot “teolo{ko-poli-
ti~ko”. Dali e toa povrzano so hristijanskata 
i muslimanskata, no isto taka i so odredena 
budisti~ka tradicija da se vospostavi teokrat-
ska dr`ava?

G. A.: Ne, nikako. Sintagmata treba da uka`e na 
unikatnata, iako slo`ena i raznovidna zapadna sos-
tojba vo odnos na podelbite koi nagolemo se pravat 
za da se razdvoi bo`joto od ~ove~koto, svetoto od 
profanoto, bo`estvenoto i eshatolo{koto od seku-
larnoto i taka natamu, site termini koi se sozdavaat 
za da se napravi razlikata. Vo najosnovnata smisla, 
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the phrase is also a lever, a way of interrogating, at least, 
the claim that secularization has occurred (or even that 
it should occur), to question the possibility of separat-
ing anything categorically, and most urgently, religion 
from politics. My own interest in writing the book was 
precisely to come to some understanding regarding the 
relation of religion to politics, on the actual possibility 
or impossibility of distinguishing between them. The 
question is: how do you define this or that difference? 
How did it come about that some people can assert, “I 
am on the side of politics” and someone else can respond 
by saying, “I am on the side of religion”? How did that 
difference even establish itself? How did people come to 
identify with it in the peculiar way they do today? And 
why do we believe in this difference? I have been trying 
to understand why the theologico-political is the site of 
difference. Everything can be a site of difference. But 
why is this particular site currently invested?

R. A.: You claim that secularization is another form of 
preserving Christianity. But the idea of secularization 
has been the subject of a long and bloody battle within 
Christianity itself?

G. A.: The West claimed to have lost religion, that secu-
larism became triumphant. But, Europe is after all the 
very site of the theologico-political. In other words, 
Europe itself has not, has absolutely not worked out 
or worked through the difference it has inherited from 
its past, the difference, assuming that there should be 
one, between theology and politics, because secular-
ized Christianity is still Christianity, however translated 
(Schmitt), metaphorized (Blumenberg) or perverted 
(Löwith). The only tradition that has found itself secu-
larized, that has reinvented or simply transformed itself 
as secular, is Western Christianity, so whatever changes 

frazata e isto taka i alatka, na~in kako da se preis-
pita tvrdeweto deka sekularizacijata navistina se 
slu~ila (ili deka trebalo da se slu~i), da ja preis-
pita mo`nosta dali koe bilo odvojuvawe e voop{to 
mo`no i, vo slu~ajov najbitno, na religiskoto od 
politi~koto. So knigata se obidov da razberam ka-
kov e odnosot pome|u religijata i politikata, dali 
postoi kakva bilo mo`nost da se napravi razlika 
me|u niv. Se postavuva pra{aweto kako se definira 
ovaa ili onaa razlika. Kako stana mo`no nekoi lu|e 
da velat „jas pripa|am na politikata”, a drugi pak 
da tvrdat deka tie se „lu|e na religijata”? Kako edna 
takva razlika voop{to mo`e{e da se vospostavi? 
Kako voop{to mo`at lu|eto da se identifikuvaat 
na na~inot na koj go pravat toa deneska? I zo{to 
veruvame vo ovaa razlika? Se obiduvav da razberam 
zo{to teolo{ko-politi~koto e mesto na razlika. S$ 
mo`e da bide mesto na razlika; no zo{to tokmu vo 
ovaa razlika se investira?

R. A.: Tvrdite deka sekularizacijata e druga for-
ma na za~uvuvawe na hristijanstvoto. No idejata 
na sekularizacijata bila podlo`ena na dolga i 
krvava bitka tokmu so samoto hristijanstvo?!

G. A.: Zapadot tvrdi deka ja zagubil religijata, deka 
sekularizacijata pobedila. No, Evropa, sepak, e 
centar na teolo{ko-politi~koto. So drugi zborovi, 
Evropa apsolutno se nema oslobodeno od ili niz raz-
likata koja{to ja nasledi od minatoto, razlikata 
koja gi razdvojuva teologijata i politikata, zatoa 
{to sekuliziranoto hristijanstvo e s$ u{te hristi-
janstvo, bez razlika kolku e toa prevedeno ([mit), 
metaforizirano (Blumbenberg (Blumbenberg)) ili  
izvitopereno (Levit (Löwith)). Edinstvenata tradi-
cija koja {to se smeta za sekularizirana, koja {to 
se preotkri ili ednostavno se transformira sebesi 

Robert Alagjozovski When the Difference Sediments in Law Interview with Gil Anidjar
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Christianity has undergone in the last 300 years are still 
changes that Christianity has undergone as a cultural 
unit (however porous and problematic and invested in 
claiming its own “purity” that unit might be). Christian-
ity has changed radically, yet it is Christianity that has 
changed, and afterwards it is still going to call itself or 
function as Christianity. So one could say that everything 
is exactly the same, and yet just a little different, to quote 
Walter Benjamin. Secularization is just Christianity by 
another name. But a different Christianity, of course.

R. A.: In your book, you quote and then add to the bril-
liant analysis by Mahmood Mamdani of all the confu-
sions provoked by the different uses of the notions of 
ethnicity and nationality. This is also a great problem 
in this region.

G. A.: This is a very important issue, as I was telling you. 
In the media, in Israeli political discourse, in discussions 
about institutions, on Israeli ID cards, everywhere prac-
tically, “Jew” and “Arab” are the terms that persist. When 
people theorize that the “conflict” is theological – it is a 
clash of religions – they will still use the terms “Jew” and 
“Arab” (rather than Jew and Muslim). 

If they see it is a political problem – as a matter of com-
peting nationalisms – they will still employ the same 
terminology (even if some try to be more “accurate” 
and speak then of Israelis and Palestinians). Some peo-
ple then are trying to be rigorous. But the issue exceeds 

vo sekularna e zapadnoto hristijanstvo, taka {to 
bez razlika na toa kakvi promeni pretrpelo hris-
tijanstvoto vo poslednite 300 godini, toa se s$ 
u{te promeni koi {to mu se slu~uvaa na hristi-
janstvoto kako edna kulturna celina (bez razlika 
kolku porozna i problemati~na i iznasilena vo in-
sistiraweto na svojata „devstvenost” e taa celina). 
Hristijanstvoto se promeni radikalno, no sepak, 
tokmu hristijanstvoto e ona {to se promeni i, na 
krajot na krai{tata, toa i ponatamu }e se vika ili 
}e funkcionira kako hristijanstvo. Taka {to, bi 
mo`elo da se ka`e deka s$ e potpolno isto, ama mal-
ku porazli~no, {to bi rekol Valter Benjamin (Wal-
ter Benjamin). Sekularizmot e hristijanstvo so drugo 
ime. No razli~no hristijanstvo, se razbira.

R. A.: Vo va{ata kniga go citirate, a potoa se na-
dovrzuvate na brilijantnata analiza na Mahmud 
Mamdani (Mahmood Mamdani) za site nedorazbi-
rawa koi gi predizvikuvaat razli~nite upotrebi 
na poimite na etni~ka i nacionalna pripadnost. 
Ova e golem problem i za regionot.

G. A.: Ova e mnogu bitno pra{awe, kako {to rekov. 
Vo mediumite, vo izraelskiot politi~ki diskurs, 
vo debatata okolu instituciite, na li~nite karti vo 
Izrael, bukvalno nasekade, se odr`uvaat terminite 
„Evrein” i „Arapin”. Koga lu|eto teoretiziraat deka 
„konfliktot” e teolo{ki – deka e sudir na religiite 
– tie s$ u{te gi upotrebuvaat terminite „Evrein” i 
„Arapin” (a ne Evrein i musliman).

Duri i koga smetaat deka stanuva zbor za politi~ki 
problem – predizvikan od natprevaruva~ki naciona-
lizmi – tie pak }e ja upotrebat istata terminolo-
gija (i pokraj toa {to nekoi sakaat da poka`at deka 
se vo „tek”, pa zboruvaat za Izraelci i Palestinci). 
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rigor, of course, as well as the speaker’s intentions, and 
for the most part, the terms that persist are “Jew” and 
“Arab.” 

Now, it might all be the effect of a certain confusion. There 
has been a lot of slippage between the different terms 
used in Western languages to refer to Muslims (Saracens, 
Agarenes, Turks, Mohammedans, Arabs). There is thus 
a broad range of terms that appear in the discourse of 
Europe, that do not necessarily have a changing referent, 
or referential range. At some level, though, I would want 
to say that the terms really do not have a referent; they 
are first of all, self-referential. These are ways for Europe 
to speak to itself, trying to think itself and to think itself 
without that which it names as the Arabs, the Turks, the 
Saracens, and so forth. 

Israel claims to be a secular state and yet it inscribes “na-
tionality” in the law and distinguishes it from “citizen-
ship.” There are many categories on Israeli identity cards, 
and one of them is “Jew,” for example, and the other is 
“Arab,” and there are others, which include “Circassian” 
and “Druze.” So some of the categories are ethnic, while 
some are religious. It gets really complicated. There are 
Arabs who are not Muslim, and there are Muslims who 
are not Arab, so the terms are not symmetric. So the fact 
that “Arab” would claim itself in such a dominant non-
religious way makes me consider it mostly, dominantly, 
at this point, as an ethnic marker, whereas “Jew” remains 
determined by a certain theology.

But we know the general mechanism: if you say this is 
one group, Hutu, and this is another group, Tutsi, then it 

Nekoi lu|e se obiduvaat duri i da bidat strogi vo 
namerite. No, vo odnos na ovoj problem ne pomaga 
nitu strogosta nitu namerite na govornikot, zatoa 
{to termini koi se vlezeni vo naj{iroka upotreba 
se „Evrein” i „Arapin”.

Se razbira, bi mo`elo da se ka`e deka seto ova e plod 
na izvesna konfuzija. Ima mnogu preklopuvawa me|u 
razli~nite termini so koi zapadnite jazici gi 
ozna~uvaat muslimanite (Saraceni, Agareni, Turci, 
Muhamedanci, Arapi). Zna~i se javuva eden {irok 
spektar na termini {to se koristat vo diskursot na 
Evropa, koi nu`no nemaat promenliv referent ili 
referecijalen opseg. Iako ona {to jas go tvrdam e 
deka, na izvesno nivo, terminite navistina nemaat 
referent; tie se, pred s$, samoreferentni. Preku 
niv Evropa se obiduva da zboruva samata za sebe, da 
se misli sebesi i da se misli sebesi bez ona {to go 
narekuva Arapi, Turci, Saraceni i taka natamu.

Izrael tvrdi deka e sekularna dr`ava i pokraj 
na~inot na koj{to go upotrebuva zborot „nacional-
nost” – razlikuvaj}i go od „dr`avjanstvo”. Postojat 
mnogu kategorii na izraelskite li~ni karti, edna 
od niv e Evrein, a drugi kategorii, se, na primer, 
^erkezi i Druzi. Zna~i, nekoi od kategoriite se 
etni~ki, dodeka nekoi se religiski. Stanuva navis-
tina komplicirano. Postojat Arapi koi{to ne se 
muslimani i muslimani koi{to ne se Arapi, taka 
{to terminite ne se simetri~ni. Taka {to, faktot 
deka „Arapinot” }e se imenuva sebesi na eden takov, 
dominantno nereligiski na~in, me tera da go raz-
beram toa vo najgolema mera, prete`no, kako etni~ki 
marker, dodeka „Evreinot” ostanuva odreden preku 
izvesna teologija.

No, op{tiot mehanizam ni e poznat: ako re~e{ ova 
e edna grupa, Hutu, a ova e druga grupa, Tutsi, toga{ 
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is not only enough to say that this is the Hutu, this is the 
Tutsi, but what you need to say is this is ethnicity, this 
is race. These are almost Caucasian-like Africans who 
came from the North, and these are ethnicity, these are 
pure Africans who have always lived in Africa. And the 
distinction multiplies and you add layers and you sedi-
ment it in law and you set different laws, different rights. 
These are tribal laws and these are European laws. Al-
though there are distinctions within the European laws, 
there are white people and there are Tutsi people. And 
here, there are white people, but they are somewhere 
else and then there are different Hutu communities that 
have different tribal laws. All this is morally upsetting, 
but that’s colonialism for you. You make differences be-
tween people who live in the same place and you say: you 
are from different places and you have different laws and 
you sediment the distinction between them and, at the 
end, when you, the colonizer, leave, they kill each other. 
That’s perverse. 

R. A.: What is interesting for us in Macedonia, but also 
in the whole region of ex-Yugoslavia, regarding your 
book is how the experience, the lessons learnt from 
the Middle-East conflict, refers also to our situation 
of conflicting sides, but also how our story, from local 
becomes global and the possibilities to read it through 
your theory of enemy, benefiting third side, etc.

G. A.: I would not want to say too much on this, but I 
guess there are certain parallels to be drawn from the 
situation described in my book and the circumstances 
ongoing here in the Balkans. It is obvious that not only 
Europe has a role in it but the US also. It is obvious that 
there are differences between people, between men and 
women, there are differences in sexual orientation there 

ne e dovolno da se re~e deka ova se Hutu, a ova se 
Tutsite, tuku ona {to treba da se re~e e deka ova e 
etni~ka grupa, a ovie se rasa. Ovie se re~isi bela 
rasa, nebare Afrikanci {to do{le od sever, a ovie 
se etni~ka grupa, ovie se ~isti Afrikanci, koi ot-
sekoga{ `iveele vo Afrika. I taka, razlikata se 
umno`uva, & se dodavaat sloevi, toa se zacvrstuva vo 
zakon, pa veli{ razli~en zakon razli~en ar{in. 
Ova se plemenski zakoni, a ova se evropski zakoni. 
I pokraj toa {to postojat razliki i vo evropskite 
zakoni, postojat belci i postojat Tutsi. I ovde, pos-
tojat belci, no tie se nekade na drugo mesto, a potoa 
tuka se razli~nite Hutu zaednici koi{to imaat 
razli~ni plemenski zakoni. Ova voznemiruva od 
eti~ki aspekt, no takov e kolonijalizmot. Se pravat 
razliki pome|u lu|eto {to `iveat na ist prostor i 
se veli: vie ste od razli~ni mesta i imate razli~ni 
zakoni i ja cementirate taa razlika pome|u niv. I 
koga eden den vie, kolonizatorite, }e si otidete, tie 
}e se ispotepaat me|u sebe. Toa e perverzija. 

R. A.: Ona {to za nas vo Makedonija, no i vo re-
gionot na celata porane{na Jugoslavija, e in-
teresno vo va{ata kniga, e kako iskustvoto od 
bliskoisto~niot konflikt mo`e da referira na 
na{ata situacija na strani zame{ani vo kon-
flikt, no isto taka i kako na{ata prikazna od 
lokalna stanuva globalna i mo`nostite da se 
pro~ita preku va{ata teorija na neprijatelot, 
na tretata strana {to dobiva i sl.

G. A.: Ne bi sakal mnogu da zboruvam okolu ova, no 
pretpostavuvam deka odredeni paraleli postojat 
vo odnos na situacijata {to jas ja opi{av vo mo-
jata kniga i rabotite {to se slu~uvaat ovde, na Bal-
kanot. O~igledno e deka ne samo Evropa, ami i SAD 
tuka igraat nekakva uloga. O~igledno e deka posto-
jat razliki me|u lu|eto, me|u ma`ite i `enite, deka 
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are differences in languages, there are all kinds of dif-
ferences, and there are also differences between any 
two individuals. The question is whether between dif-
ferences, states, communities should legislate, whether 
they should built walls, whether they should construct 
all kinds of divisions, that not only acknowledge dif-
ferences, but in fact make differences into walls. Now, 
clearly, between Arabs and Jews the fact that there is a 
difference is not obvious. If you are Jewish you cannot 
be Muslim, and on the other hand if you are Jewish you 
should be able to be Arab, if being Jewish means belong-
ing to a religion. And if it is an ethnicity, then you should 
be able to be Jewish and Muslim. But that doesn’t seem 
to be a possibility. The question then is what is the dif-
ference that produces the wall. I don’t think this is some-
thing people themselves do by themselves. What needs 
to happen is laws, state, institutions, that sediment the 
difference and say the only way to deal is to erect a wall, 
whether the wall is made of cement, of water, or simply 
a metaphoric wall.

R. A.: Why have you decided to evoke the notion of 
“Semites” and, in that regard, the politics of anti-
semitism as apophatic unity of the Arabs and the Jews? 
Can this be part of the Middle-East solution? And why 
are you so critical towards the European part in the 
Middle-East conflict? You say European Christianity is 
responsible for the conflict?

G. A.: There was one chapter I was considering writing 
for the book, but did not include in the end and I am fin-
ishing it now. As a way of marking my debt to Mahmood 
Mamdani (following his discussion of the “Hamitic Hy-
pothesis”), I called my paper “The Semitic Hypothesis.” 

postojat razliki vo seksualnata orientacija, deka 
postojat razliki vo jazicite, postojat site mo`ni 
razliki i se razbira deka postojat razliki me|u 
dve indvidui. Pra{aweto e dali dr`avite, zaedni-
cite, treba da vmetnuvaat zakoni pome|u razlikite, 
dali treba da gradat yidovi, dali treba da gi kon-
struiraat site vidovi podelbi so koi ne samo {to 
se utvrduvaat razlikite, tuku i se pretvoraat vo yi-
dovi. Vo odnos na Evreite i Arapite razlikata ne e 
o~igledna, ne mo`e da se vidi. No, ako si Evrein, ne 
mo`e{ da bide{ musliman, i od druga strana, ako 
si Evrein bi trebalo da mo`e{ da bide{ i Arapin, 
dokolku evrejstvoto se odnesuva samo na religijata. 
A dokolku se odnesuva na etni~koto, toga{ bi treba-
lo da mo`e{ da bide{ Evrein i musliman. No, toa 
ne e taka. Pra{aweto e koja e razlikata {to go soz-
dava yidot. Ne veruvam deka e toa ne{to {to lu|eto 
si go pravat edni na drugi, onaka. Za toa se potrebni 
zakoni, dr`ava, institucii koi ja zacvrstuvaat raz-
likata i koi{to velat deka edinstven na~in da se 
spravime so razlikata e da podigneme yid, bez raz-
lika dali toj yid }e bide od cement, od voda ili ed-
nostavno metafori~en yid.

R. A.: Zo{to re{ivte da se povikate na poimot 
na Semitite i vo taa smisla na politikata na 
antisemitizmot kako apofati~ko edinstvo 
na Arapite i Evreite? Dali ova mo`e da bide 
del od re{enieto za Bliskiot Istok? I zo{to 
ste tolku kriti~en kon evropskoto u~estvo vo 
bliskoisto~niot konflikt? Velite evropskoto 
hristijanstvo e odgovorno za konfliktot?

G. A.: Imav edno poglavje {to sakav da bide del od 
mojata kniga, no na krajot re{iv da ne go vklu~am, a 
koe go zavr{uvam sega. Sakaj}i da mu se oddol`am na 
Mahmud Mamdani (na linijata na negovata diskusija 
za „Hamitskata hipoteza”), esejot go narekov „Semit-
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The paper examines the invention of the Semites and 
more importantly, their disappearance. There are no 
more Semites today in the sense that “Semites” is a term 
which, when it was invented, functioned so as to indi-
cate an almost absolute identity between Jew and Arab, 
so that whatever is said about one could equally be said 
about the other. 

This, again, has everything to do with Europe. The nine-
teenth century is the only period where Europe thinks 
of itself as secular, really secular, as having won over 
religion (of course not in all quarters of Europe, but cer-
tainly in intellectual, political, and cultural discourse). It 
is also the only moment where the theologico-political 
appears no longer to constitute a problem. And it is the 
only moment where whatever one says about the Jew, 
can be said about the Arab, and vice versa. There was 
apparently nothing at stake in abolishing the difference 
between them. It is an absolutely fabulous (if also hor-
rendous) and, I think, essential moment to understand. 
But interestingly enough, it is less about religion and 
politics – although that is also very much there – than 
about religion and race. I think the nineteenth century 
and the invention of the Semites is particularly impor-
tant, however, because what happens with the Semites 
is the strange invention of the race said to have invented 
religion. 

At that moment, then, race and religion become two dis-
tinct categories that are at the same time collapsed in 
the figure of the Semites. What is absolutely fascinating, 
and Edward Said describes this quite evocatively, is the 
way in which the Jew “bifurcated,” the way in which the 
animus was transferred from the Jew and the Arab to 

skata hipoteza”. Tekstot go istra`uva izmisluvaweto 
na Semitite i u{te pova`no, nivnoto is~eznuvawe. 
Denes ve}e ne postojat Semiti vo zna~eweto spored 
koe „Semitite” kako poim, vo vremeto koga be{e 
iskovan, zna~e{e potpolna identi~nost pome|u Ara-
pite i Evreite, taka {to, {to i da se re~e za ednite, 
mo`e{e slobodno da se odnesuva i na drugite.

Seto ova e, povtorno, povrzano so Evropa. Devet-
naesettiot vek e edinstveniot period koga Evropa 
za sebe misli kako za sekularna, vistinski seku-
larna, kako pobedni~ka nad religijata (se razbira 
ne vo site delovi na Evropa, tuku vo intelektual-
niot, politi~kiot i kulturniot diskurs). Toa e, is-
tovremeno i edinstveniot moment koga teolo{ko-
politi~koto ve}e ne pretstavuva problem. Toa e 
edinstveniot moment koga {to i da se ka`e za Evrei-
not, mo`e da se odnesuva i na Arapinot, i obratno. 
Se ~ine{e deka nema nikakvi skrieni nameri vo 
ukinuvaweto na razlikata me|u niv. Mislam deka 
toa e veli~enstven (no isto taka i zastra{uva~ki) i, 
mi se ~ini, su{tinski moment {to treba da se raz-
bere. No ona {to e interesno e toa {to ne stanuva 
zbor za religija i politika – iako vo golema mera 
i toa e prisutno – tuku deka pove}e se odnesuva na 
religijata i rasata. Mislam deka devetnaesettiot 
vek i izmisluvaweto na Semitite se osobeno va`ni, 
bidej}i vo odnos na Semitite se slu~uva eden ~uden 
fenomen: vo namerata da se izmisli religijata, se 
izmisluva rasata.

I taka, vo toj moment, rasata i religijata stanu-
vaat dve razli~ni kategorii koi se pretopuvaat vo 
poimot na Semitite. Ona {to osobeno fascinira, a 
Edvard Said (Edward Said) mnogu re~ito go opi{uva, 
e na~inot na koj Evreinot se „razdvoi”, na~inot na 
koj  neprijatelstvoto se prefrli od Evreinot i Ara-
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the Arab alone. Thus the Jews stopped being Semites. 
After World War II, all kinds of complicated things hap-
pened between race and religion around the Jews. Most 
of all, race becomes a word that cannot speak its name 
when one speaks about the Jews (and some account has 
to be given of that), whereas the last Semites and the 
only Semites become the Arabs. So they are a race, and 
the Jews are a religion. Or if you want, even vice versa. 
Better yet, the Arabs have become the race that is still 
attached to its religion, whereas the Jews have in fact be-
come akin to Western Christians, and therefore are no 
longer marked, neither by race nor by religion. 

So this is what interests me, at least, the way in which the 
difference between race and religion is articulated, the 
way it is deployed. And the way in which the history of 
its becoming has become invisible, actually is the history 
of the Semites. It is probably not its only history, but it 
is one that is crucial in terms of the West. Why did this 
notion of “Semites” all but disappear? Why is it that what 
one can say about the Jew can no longer be said about 
the Arab? What is the dissymmetry, when there used to 
be so much symmetry, if only for a short century? There 
are lingering effects of course: the fact that Jews and Ar-
abs are seen as brothers or cousins, as equally fanatic or 
bent on destruction. But dissymmetry is now the govern-
ing rule of understanding Jews and Arabs. And I want 
to underscore, once again, the place of Europe in these 
shifts. You tell me where is the IMF where is the World 
Bank, who sits on the United Nations security council, 
you tell me how much money European cows gets, and 
how much water, and you tell me how much an African 
one gets. And you tell me who makes that decision. Now 
the world is not that complicated and I know we all know 
that. And yet we still seem to think that it is just we our-
selves here having a “local” conflict. And then we have to 

pinot, samo na Arapinot. Taka, Evreite prestanaa 
da bidat Semiti. Po Vtorata svetska vojna, kaj Evre-
ite, vo odnos na religijata i rasata se slu~ija mnogu 
komplicirani raboti. Najzabele`itelno e toa {to 
rasata stana zbor {to ne smee da se izgovori koga se 
zboruva za Evreite (i toa treba da se naglasi), dode-
ka Arapite stanaa poslednite i edinstvenite Semi-
ti. Zna~i tie se rasa, a Evreite se religija. Ili, 
ako sakate, duri i obratno. U{te poto~no, Arapite 
stanaa rasa koja{to s$ u{te se dr`i do svojata reli-
gija, dodeka Evreite stanaa istorodni so zapadnite 
hristijani, taka {to pove}e ne se obele`ani nitu po 
rasa, nitu po religija.

Zna~i toa e ona {to me interesira, vo najmala raka, 
na~inot na koj se pravi razlikata pome|u rasata i 
religijata, na~inot na koj taa razlika se koristi. I 
na~inot na koj istorijata na nejzinoto nastanuvawe 
stana nevidliva e, vsu{nost, istorija na Semitite. 
Verojatno toa ne e nejzinata edinstvena istorija, no 
tokmu taa istorija e klu~na za Zapadot. Zo{to poimot 
na „Semitite” nikako ne mo`e{e da is~ezne? Zo{to 
odedna{ ona {to va`i za Evreinot prestana da va`i 
i za Arapinot? Kakva e taa nesimetri~nost {to za 
tolku kratko vreme uspea da ja zameni simetrijata? 
Postojat i dopolnitelni efekti, se razbira: faktot 
{to na Arapite i na Evreite se gleda kako na bra}a 
ili kako na rodnini, podednakvo fanati~ni ili 
nakloneti kon destrukcija. No, nesimetri~nosta 
sega e vladeja~koto pravilo vo razbiraweto na Evre-
ite i Arapite. I bi sakal, povtorno, da ja naglasam 
ulogata na Evropa vo site ovie promeni. Taka {to, 
ka`ete mi vie, kade se nao|aat MMF i Svetskata ban-
ka, koj sedi vo Sovetot za bezbednost na Obedinetite 
Nacii, ka`ete mi kolku pari dobiva edna evropska 
krava, i kolku voda, a kolku afrikanskata. I ka`ete 
mi koj gi nosi tie odluki. Se razbira deka svetot ne 
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learn from human rights programmes about a conflict 
resolution.

R. A.: What is the genealogy, the source of the impos-
sibility of being both the Jew and the Arab? Is this con-
struction from the West or this is something else? Is this 
also a limitation to forming a fluid identity?

G. A.: I don’t think it is a matter of fluid identity. If I am 
saying I am an Arab Jew I am forming a very stable iden-
tity. And I am not looking for recognition. It is not a de-
mand for love from anyone. I can say I am an Arab Jew, 
of course, but the only problem is that it means nothing 
because it is not about what I choose to call myself. In 
the book I start answering this question in the terms of 
theology and philosophy. Today I would elaborate fur-
ther. In the work I have done after the book, I started to 
address the questions in terms of law and science. Just 
to take that same, quick example again: in the state of 
Israel, which claims not to be a racist state, there is a 
distinction that is inscribed on the identity cards, that 
citizens have something which is citizenship and other 
which is nationality. There are two ways of translating 
the Hebrew word for nationality. Under citizenship the 
word is the same for everybody, it is Israeli. Under na-
tionality (or ethnicity), there are two main categories 
(there are many more) but the two main categories are 
“Jew” and “Arab.” What matters is that, by force of law, 
you cannot be both Jew and Arab. Law forbids it. It sim-
ply does not have that possibility. Now it is the state that 
starts addressing the matter in that way and distributing 
not only citizenship but rights in terms of taxes, in terms 
of military service, public services. Making the distinc-
tion between Jews and Arabs, this is not only for closing 

e tolku kompliciran i site nie toa go znaeme. I s$ 
u{te ni se ~ini deka samo nie ovde si imame „loka-
len” konflikt. I deka treba da u~ime od programite 
za ~ovekovi prava kako se razre{uvaat konflikti.

R. A.: Koja e genealogijata, izvorot na nevozmo`-
nosta da se bide Evrein i Arapin vo isto vreme? 
Dali e toa konstrukcija nametnata od Zapad ili 
ne? Dali e toa ograni~uvawe vo odnos na fluidni-
ot identitet?

G. A.: Ne mislam deka stanuva zbor za fluiden iden-
titet. Ako re~am deka sum arapski Evrein, sozdavam 
mnogu cvrst identitet. I ne baram priznanie. Toa ne 
e izjava na qubov kon nikogo. Se razbira deka mo`am 
da ka`am deka sum arapski Evrein, no problemot e vo 
toa {to toa ne zna~i ni{to, zatoa {to problemot ne 
e vo toa {to jas odbiram da ka`am. Vo knigata po~nav 
da davam odgovor na ova pra{awe od aspekt na teo-
logijata i filosofijata. Denes prodol`uvam pona-
tamu. Vo tekstovite {to gi sozdadov po objavuvaweto 
na knigata, po~nav da go razgleduvam pra{aweto od 
aspekt na pravoto i naukata. Da go iskoristam, za 
kratko, povtorno istiot primer: vo dr`avata Izrael, 
koja {to tvrdi deka ne e rasisti~ka dr`ava, postoi 
razlika koja {to e vpi{ana vo li~nite karti, deka 
gra|anite imaat ne{to {to se vika dr`avjanstvo i 
ne{to {to se vika nacionalnost. Evrejskiot zbor za 
nacionalnost se preveduva na dva na~ina. Vo odnos 
na dr`avjanstvoto zborot va`i podednakvo za site, 
toa e izraelsko. Pod nacionalnost (ili etni~ka 
pripadnost) postojat dve glavni kategorii (iako gi 
ima pove}e), Evrein i Arapin. Ona {to e va`no da se 
ka`e e deka, spored slovoto na zakonot, ti ne mo`e{ 
istovremeno da bide{ i Arapin i Evrein. Zakonot 
go zabranuva toa. Ednostavno ne ja propi{uva taa 
mo`nost. Zna~i sega dr`avata po~nuva da se poveduva 
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certain identities. It is also racist. It is about producing 
the distinction as it allocates rights by different shad-
ing between the communities, which may or may not be 
different. It is not for me to decide whether you are the 
same or you are different. Rather, the question is what 
is the state doing in giving different rights and different 
privileges to different groups, groups which it defines 
at the very same time. And just to add one more thing. 
The mistake not to make is to think that the inequality 
is simply between the Jew and the Arab. As the result 
of inequality someone else, someone else, who may be 
Jew or Arab, although in the case of Israel it is always 
the Jewish minority, who benefits. The question is not 
whether minorities are protected, I have nothing against 
that, and it should be in the laws, but who benefits from 
making the distinction in a particular way and allocating 
rights in a different way.

R. A.: And when do you think this situation will end? 
Will it ever end? Together with the interest which lies 
behind it?

G. A.: Unfortunately I am not a prophet. I cannot help 
but believing that things could change very quickly. But I 
am not completely convinced by my own hope as long as 
– let me put this very simply – in the case of Israel and 
Palestine, or in the case in France, two minorities are be-
ing played against each other, namely Jews and Muslims, 
as long as the state is about killing its citizens. It is about 
making citizens in the form of death rather than in the 

od ova i gi preraspredeluva ne samo dr`avjanstvoto 
tuku i pravata vo smisla na danoci, voena obvrska, 
javni slu`bi. Praveweto razlika pome|u Evre-
ite i Arapite ne slu`i samo za zaokru`uvawe na 
odreden identitet. Toa e i rasisti~ka razlika. 
Toa e sozdavawe podelba onaka kako {to se raspre-
deluvaat pravata vo zavisnost od razli~nite ni-
jansi na zaednicite, koi mo`e, no i ne mora da se 
razlikuvaat me|u sebe. Se razbira, ne sum jas toj {to 
treba da re{i dali me|u vas ima ili nema razlika. 
Pra{awe e zo{to dr`avata im dava razli~ni prava 
i razli~ni privilegii na razli~ni grupi, grupi 
koi{to vo isto vreme se obiduva i da gi definira. 
I da dodadam samo u{te edna rabota. Ne treba da se 
napravi gre{kata da se pomisli deka neednakvosta 
se odnesuva samo na Evreinot i Arapinot. Kako re-
zultat na neednakvosta, nekoj drug, zna~i nekoj drug, 
koj mo`ebi ne e Arapin ili Evrein, ima korist od 
situacijata, iako vo slu~ajot na Izrael evrejskoto 
malcinstvo sekoga{ dobiva. Pra{aweto ne e dali 
da se za{titat malcinstvata, jas nemam ni{to pro-
tiv toa, i toa treba da bide ozakoneto, pra{aweto e 
koj ima korist od praveweto razlika i koj rasprede-
luva prava na razli~en na~in.

R. A.: I koga }e zavr{i seto ova? Dali nekoga{ 
voop{to }e zavr{i? Zaedno so interesot {to 
stoi zad nego?

G. A.: Za `al, jas ne sum prorok. Mo`am samo da se 
nadevam deka rabotite brzo }e se smenat. No, ne sum 
mnogu ubeden vo mojata nade` s$ dodeka – najprosto 
ka`ano – kako vo slu~ajot na Palestina i Izrael, 
ili kako vo slu~ajot na Francija, dve malcinstva 
se pottiknuvaat edno protiv drugo, Evreite i mus-
limanite, i s$ dodeka dr`avata ima namera da gi 
ubiva svoite gra|ani. Zna~i, dr`avata gi sozdava 
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form of life. So whether the solution is one state solution, 
which is what I believe, yes, but it has to be state very 
different than it is now, a state that would finally be dedi-
cated to its citizens rather than against them. But just to 
be clear, as long as the US does not want peace and Eu-
rope does not want peace in Jerusalem (and think why 
is it that in Jerusalem they do not want peace between 
Jews and Muslims, I wonder whether there might be a 
particular reason, but aside from other economic inter-
ests), as long as the U.S. and Europe as well do not want 
a peace, there simply won’t be peace. The moment they 
decide, truly decide, that there should be peace, there 
will be peace, in the way they know how to make peace.

R. A.: Is this division between Jews and Arabs main-
tained so that the Wall shouldn’t be torn down and they 
should unite against the third, the external enemy?

G. A.: In this case as in many others I think that the real 
enemy should be identified. So whether there is going to 
be war between the Jews and Arabs against the Chris-
tianized West, no, I don’t think there is anybody inter-
ested in that. If the US and Europe decide to cease not 
only intervening but in stopping to rearrange the world 
everywhere, then we could perhaps start to see what will 
happen. I don’t think that the first thing that two enemies 
who have been made into enemies would want to do is to 
start a new war. The whole tale about Islamic war on the 
west is simply fiction.

gra|anite vo forma na smrt namesto vo forma na 
`ivot. Zna~i, dokolku re{enieto e edna dr`ava za 
site, za {to jas se zalagam, toa mora da e dr`ava koja 
}e bide poinakva od postojnata, dr`ava koja{to }e 
bide vo slu`ba na svoite gra|ani, a ne protiv niv. 
No da bidam jasen, s$ dodeka SAD ne sakaat mir, a 
Evropa ne saka mir vo Erusalim (a vie setete se dali 
postoi pri~ina zo{to tie ne sakaat mir me|u Evre-
ite i muslimanite vo Erusalim, pri~ina {to ne e 
od ekonomska priroda), s$ dodeka SAD i Evropa ne 
sakat mir, }e nema mir. Vo momentot koga }e odlu~at, 
koga navistina }e odlu~at, toga{ }e ima mir, sepak, 
mir na na~in na koj{to tie go pravat.

R. A.: Zna~i, dali podelbata me|u Evreite i Ara-
pite se odr`uva za yidot da ne se urne i tie da ne se 
obedinat protiv tret, nadvore{en neprijatel?

G. A.: I vo ovoj slu~aj, kako i vo mnogu drugi, mislam 
deka treba da se osoznae vistinskiot neprijatel. Ako 
pra{uvate dali }e se povede vojna pome|u Evreite i 
Arapite, od edna strana, i hristijanskiot Zapad, od 
druga, mislam deka ne postoi interes za toa. Samo 
dokolku SAD i Evropa prestanat da se me{aat i da se 
obiduvaat da go preuredat svetot nasekade, mo`ebi i 
}e po~nat da se slu~uvaat nekakvi promeni. Ne veru-
vam deka prvoto ne{to koe{to dvajca neprijateli 
koi bile prisileni na neprijatelstvo }e sakaat da 
go napravat e da otpo~nat nova vojna. Celata prika-
zna za islamskata vojna protiv Zapadot e ~ista iz-
mislica.
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R. A.: You and your Department at Columbia Univer-
sity have been subjected to severe criticism, especially 
after 9/11. So, who is your enemy and do you feel en-
dangered?

G. A.: No I think that the mistake not to make, which I 
think is very important, is that, although, maybe profes-
sionally, we might be at some risk, I think that danger is 
nothing compared to the state of the world. In America 
we live very comfortable lives, and even if Columbia does 
not give me tenure, to me or to my much more vulner-
able Palestinian colleague (something which would be 
a big scandal), I don’t think it means that we are aban-
doned. We are not under bombs, we are not to be killed, 
and our lives are not in danger. And I want to register 
that I am in fact in a much more privileged position than 
my Palestinian colleague, who is in a very difficult situ-
ation, if only because I have an American passport and 
he doesn’t. So there are distinctions to be made here too. 
But as professors, who are coming up for tenure, I don’t 
think we are in danger in the true sense of the word. We 
are under attack, that is not in question, but we need to 
put things into perspective, if you are going to take an 
oppositional position, surely, you are going to make en-
emies. And the enemies, in fact, are, those who are in 
power. So we need to take it seriously but I cannot expect 
people who I disagree with to protect me. I don’t want to 
be protected; I just want to continue saying what I say. If 
I were not able to say it at Columbia I would say it some-
where else. In fact I am not that worried. So I don’t think 
it is danger, but I think it is troubling. I think it says a 
lot about American democracy, I think it says a lot about 
American racism, it says a lot about the way in which 
America is supporting Israel and the Zionist agenda, and 
I think it is part of a campaign to make people like my 
colleagues and myself shut up, but we are not shutting 
up.

R. A.: Vie i va{ata katedra bevte izlo`eni na 
ostri kritiki, osobeno po napadite od 11-ti sep-
temvri. Koj e va{iot neprijatel i dali se ~uvst-
vuvate zagrozeni?

G. A.: Ne, jas mislam deka gre{kata koja{to ne 
smee da se napravi, i toa e mnogu zna~ajno, e deka 
i pokraj toa {to nie profesionalno mo`ebi i sme 
izlo`eni na nekakov rizik, smetam deka taa zakana 
ne e ni{to vo sporedba so sostojbite vo svetot. Vo 
Amerika nie si `iveeme mnogu udoben `ivot, taka 
{to duri i Kolumbija da ne mi dade dogovor, ili na 
mojot kolega Palestinec, a toa bi bil golem skan-
dal, ne zna~i deka sme ostaveni na cedilo. Nas ne n$ 
bombardiraat, ne sme vo smrtna opasnost, `ivotite 
ne ni se zagrozeni. Bi sakal da naglasam i deka jas 
sum vo u{te poprivilegirana polo`ba od mojot pale-
stinski kolega, koj e vo mnogu pote{ka situacija, 
zatoa {to jas imam amerikanski paso{, a toj nema. 
Zatoa, duri i pri ova treba da se napravi razlika. 
No kako profesori koi treba da dobijat dogovor, 
nie ne sme vo opasnost. Nie sme napadnati, za toa ne 
stanuva zbor, no treba da gi pogledneme rabotite vo 
perspektiva, ako zazema{ opoziciski stav, se raz-
bira, }e si stekne{ neprijateli. A neprijatelite se, 
vsu{nost, onie {to se na vlast. Taka {to treba seri-
ozno da si ja sfatime situacijata, no jas ne mo`am da 
o~ekuvam deka treba da me {titat lu|eto so koi{to 
ne se soglasuvam. Jas i ne sakam da me za{tituvaat, jas 
samo sakam da si prodol`am da go ka`uvam ona {to 
go ka`uvam. Ako ne sum vo mo`nost toa da go ka`am 
na Kolumbija, }e go ka`am drugade. Vsu{nost, i ne 
sum mnogu zagri`en, zatoa {to jas sum privilegi-
ran. Zna~i, ne smetam deka stanuva zbor za opasnost, 
tuku za pritisok. Mislam deka toa zboruva mnogu za 
amerikanskata demokratija, za amerikanskiot ra-
sizam, ka`uva mnogu za na~inot na koj Amerika go 
poddr`uva Izrael i cionisti~kata agenda i mis-
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R. A.: So what do you think about local resistance that 
exists in Israel; not all Israelis are in favour of Ameri-
can and Israeli politics in the region?

G. A.: I mean I respect that, some of my friends are 
there; I think it is very important to support them and to 
keep talking about it. To the extent that there is a public 
sphere one needs to talk about that. But it seems to me 
that, fundamentally, in the political struggle you need 
to walk from both sides, but solidarity does not mean 
to me saying: you know, Israel is complicated and we 
have to support the resistance that exists inside it. For 
the most part, Israel is a racist state, and for the most 
part, as much as it pains me to say that, the majority of 
Israelis, the Israeli institutions, the Israeli laws are rac-
ist. I wish it weren’t that way, even if they do not admit 
it, it is the way it is – in terms of their political choices, in 
terms of their privilege and their not making noise that 
they are privileged and their actions in oppressing Pal-
estinians. So I wish I could say I know you are a good 
person. You know, many Germans were in fact good 
persons – many people think the Germans were bad – I 
don’t think even Hitler was bad, Hitler thought he was 
doing the right thing, and that’s the problem. It is when 
you think that you are doing good, doing the right thing, 
then it becomes a problem. I mean not necessarily, of 
course, but sometimes you can do the worst thing in the 
name of the right thing. So yes, there are Israelis who 
are opposing the state in its policy against Palestinians, 
and they should continue and we should support them, 
but that’s not the reason not to criticize the state as state, 
not to criticize Israel as a nation, insofar as the major-

lam deka stanuva zbor za kampawa za zamol~uvawe 
na lu|eto kako mene i mojot kolega, no nie nema da 
zamol~ime.

R. A.: A {to mislite za lokalniot otpor {to 
postoi vo Izrael, znaeme deka ne se site Izrael-
ci poddr`uva~i na amerikanskata i izraelskata 
politika vo regionot?

G. A.: Imam po~it kon toa, nekoi od moite pri-
jateli se tamu, mislam deka e mnogu va`no da im 
se dade poddr{ka i da se zboruva za nivnata borba. 
S$ duri postoi javnost tamu, treba da se zboruva za 
toa. Su{tinski, pri politi~kata borba treba da 
se zemaat predvid i dvete strani, no spored mene, 
solidarnosta ne zna~i da se re~e: znaete, vo Izrael 
rabotite se zamrseni i treba da go poddr`uvame ot-
porot koj postoi odnatre. Vo najgolem del, Izrael 
e rasisti~ka dr`ava, i vo najgolem del, kolku i da 
mi e ma~no da go ka`am toa, mnozinstvoto Izrael-
ci, izraelskite institucii, izraelskite zakoni se 
rasisti~ki. Bi sakal da ne e taka, i pokraj toa {to tie 
ne go priznavaat toa, no taka e - vo pogled na nivniot 
politi~ki izbor, vo pogled na nivnite privilegii, 
kako i so ogled na faktot deka ne se bunat poradi 
svojata privilegirana pozicija i nivnite dejstvija 
naso~eni kon ugnetuvawe na Palestincite. Zna~i jas 
bi sakal da ka`am deka ti si dobra li~nost. Znaete, 
mnogu Germanci bea dobri lu|e – mnogumina smetaat 
deka Germancite bea lo{i – jas ne mislam nitu deka 
Hitler be{e lo{ ~ovek, Hitler misle{e deka posta-
puva pravilno i vo toa e problemot. Problemot se 
javuva koga misli{ deka pravi{ dobro, deka posta-
puva{ pravilno. Se razbira ne nu`no, no nekoga{ 
najlo{ite ne{ta se pravat vo imeto na dobrite 
nameri. Taka {to, da, postojat Izraelci koi{to se 
protivstavuvaat na dr`avata i politikata kon Pale-
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ity of the people are supporting the state. Otherwise, you 
come up constantly saying it is becoming more and more 
complicated and you do not say anything, you do not do 
anything.

R. A.: You are often blamed for abandoning your peda-
gogic and dispassionate scientific position in favour of 
the political and activist one. How do you react to that 
and how do you see the American campus today. Is 1968 
possible today in America?
 

G. A.: I wish it were. The distinction between academics 
and politics is a political distinction. It serves a political 
purpose. So I don’t accept it. My scholarship is rigorous. 
I know what it means to be a scholar; I do the best that 
I can in terms of my scholarship. That does not mean I 
don’t make mistakes, but that does not mean that it has 
no political meaning. Always. Even when I am saying I 
am only asking questions scholarly, and not politically, 
that is political statement. It functions within a political 
context. It also says I am not dealing with politics, which 
means I let the politics of the day go and function the 
way they do and I don’t comment or intervene. That’s 
a political choice. So you recognize that the distinction 
is not hermetic. And if I, as an academic and a scholar, 
would like to take a political position and do research in 
a way which recognizes that the distinction is in fact a 
political distinction, then I need to make a stand. And I 
am making a stand no matter what I say. So I am simply 
making it clear and exclusive. And rather than say I am 
only doing the scholarly thing, not intervening into the 
political sphere so that politicians can do what they want, 

stincite, i tie treba da prodol`at i nie treba da gi 
poddr`uvame, no toa ne e pri~ina da ne ja kritiku-
vame dr`avata kako dr`ava, da ne go kritikuvame 
Izrael kako nacija, s$ dodeka mnozinstvoto lu|e ja 
poddr`uvaat dr`avata. Vo sprotivno, postojano }e 
se pravda{ deka situacijata stanuva s$ pokomplek-
sna, taka {to te{ko ti e da ka`e{ {to bilo ili da 
napravi{ {to bilo.

R. A.: ^estopati ve obvinuvaat za napu{tawe na 
va{ata pedago{ka i obestrastena nau~na pozici-
ja za smetka na va{iot politi~ki i aktivisti~ki 
anga`man. Kako reagirate na ova i {to mislite 
za amerikanskiot kamp denes? Dali 1968 e mo`na 
vo Amerika denes?

G. A.: Kamo sre}a da be{e. Razlikata pome|u naukata 
i politikata e politi~ka razlika. Taa ima odrede-
na politi~ka funkcija. Taka {to, jas ne ja prifa}am 
takvata pozicija. Mojata profesura e stroga. Jas znam 
{to zna~i da se bide profesor i pravam s$ najdobro 
{to mo`am vo pogled na mojata profesura. Toa ne 
zna~i deka ne pravam gre{ki, no toa ne zna~i i deka 
ne postoi politi~ka zadnina. Sekoga{. Duri i koga 
velam deka ne{tata me interesirat od nau~na gledna 
to~ka, a ne od politi~ka, toa e politi~ki stav. Toj 
postoi vo daden politi~ki kontekst. Toa, isto taka, 
zna~i deka jas ne se zanimavam so politika, odnos-
no deka im dozvoluvam na drugi da se zanimavaat so 
nea i jas ne komentiram i ne im se me{am vo rabo-
tite. Toa e politi~ki izbor. Taka {to priznava{ 
deka razlikata ne e hermeti~na. I dokolku jas, kako 
profesor i nau~nik, sakam da zazemam politi~ki 
stav i pravam istra`uvawe na na~in koj{to prizna-
va deka razlikata e vsu{nost politi~ka razlika, 
toga{ treba da zazemam stav. I zazemam stav bez 
ogled na toa {to velam. Zna~i go pravam toa ~isto 
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I simply say, as a scholar, here is my scholarly perspec-
tive so that I can participate more actively in the political 
debate. And that’s what I do. If they criticize me, they 
criticize me. I don’t expect the critics always to under-
stand or to agree with me, since their political opinion 
is predicated upon the distinction between the scholarly 
and the political. That’s their political opinion. My politi-
cal and scholarly opinion is that the distinction between 
the scholarly and the political is not hermetic.

i nedvosmisleno. I toa e podobro otkolku da re~am: 
mene me interesira samo nau~nata pozicija, jas ne 
se me{am vo politikata, taka {to politikata mo`e 
da pravi {to saka. Jas velam: kako nau~nik, ova e 
mojata nau~ni~ka perspektiva i so toa mo`am poak-
tivno da u~estvuvam vo politi~kata debata. I toa 
go pravam. Ako me kritikuvaat zaradi toa, neka me 
kritikuvaat. Ne o~ekuvam moite kriti~ari sekoga{ 
da me razbiraat ili da se soglasat so mene, bidej}i 
nivnoto politi~ko mislewe e predusloveno so raz-
likata pome|u nau~noto i politi~koto. Toa e nivno 
politi~ko mislewe. Mojot politi~ki i nau~en stav 
e deka razlikata me|u nau~noto i politi~koto ne e 
hermeti~na.

Prevod od angliski jazik: Robert Ala|ozovski


