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Voved

Koga na 1 maj 2004 godina Slovenija stana ~lenka na 
EU, kolektivnite ~uvstva bea na granicata na nekakva 
ekstati~na sostojba. Obemnata kampawa {to zapo~na 
vo tekot na procesot na pristapuvawe kulminira{e 
posledniot mesec so fazata na odbrojuvawe. Na sa-
miot den i okolu nego, razni politi~ki govornici, 
sve{tenici, lu|e od reklamniot zanaet, u~iteli, 
yvezdi i kulturni rabotnici zboruvaa so ist re~nik, 
gi recikliraa istite sintagmi, se natprevaruvaa 
koj pove}e }e pridonese kon „evrocentri~noto ludi-
lo”.  Kako slika i prilika na dejstvoto na masovnata 
psihologija, sebepoimaweto na Slovenija kako nova 
~lenka na EU go pretvori procesot na pristapuvawe, 
kako {to re~e eden nau~nik, vo simptom na evroza: 
umstvena sostojba {to potsetuva na frojdovski slu~aj 
(Velikonja, 2005: 11). Hiperboli~noto ~uvstvo be{e 
sostojba {to gi krepe{e i o`ivuva{e mitolo{kite 
narativi za evropskata priroda na slovene~kite 
kultura, istorija i identitet, koi navodno soz-
revale potisnati srede nametnatiot so`ivot so 
drugite nacii vo socijalisti~ka Jugoslavija.1 
Za~lenuvaweto vo EU vnese edno novo zaokru`uvawe 
vo diskursot za mnoguvekovniot son za suverena 
dr`ava, {to se artikulira u{te pred raspadot na 

Introduction 
       
When, on 1st of May 2004, Slovenia joined EU, collective 
feelings bordered on the ecstatic. A massive campaign 
which was set up during the joining process, culminat-
ed in the count down stage of the last month. On and 
around that day, political speakers, priests, advertisers, 
educators, celebrities and cultural workers endorsed the 
same language, recycled same syntagms, competed to 
contribute most to “Eurocentric madness.” Exemplary 
of the working of mass psychology, self-identification of 
Slovenia as a new EU member turned, as one scholar put 
it, the joining process into a symptom of Eurosis: a men-
tal state resembling the Freudian case (Velikonja, 2005: 
11). The hyperbolic sentiment was state sponsored and 
revived mythological narratives of the “Europeaness” of 
Slovene culture, history and identity, allegedly nestling 
repressed under the forced co-habitation with other na-
tions in socialist Yugoslavia.1 Becoming an EU member 
gave the discourse of a centuries long dream for a sov-
ereign state, which was articulated prior to break-up of 
Yugoslavia in 1991, a novel closure: now it was not only a 
political form of the nation-state which we longed for; it 
was important that we were recognized as the European 
state. Ignorant of the paradox that despite “returning to 
a home which we have never left” (Velikonja, 22) politi-
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Jugoslavija vo 1991 godina: sega ve}e ne stanuva{e 
zbor samo za politi~kiot oblik na nacionalnata 
dr`ava po koja tolku kopneevme; sega be{e va`no da 
né priznaat kako evropska dr`ava. Nesvesna za para-
doksot deka i pokraj toa {to „se vra}avme vo domot 
{to nikoga{ ne sme go napu{tile” (Velikonja, 22) 
politi~kite i intelektualnite eliti so site sili 
se trudea da doka`at deka Slovenija mu pripa|a 
na evropskoto semejstvo „poradi na{ata kultura i 
na{ata istoriska tradicija” (ibid.), zemjata sepak 
trgna na pate{estvie na koe politi~ki }e doka`uva 
deka e dostojna, a svojata evropska pripadnost }e ja 
poka`uva na kulturno ramni{te.

Bidej}i Evropa be{e vostoli~ena kako vrednost po 
sebe, kako merilo za kulturata i civiliziranosta, 
so {to evroskepticizmot se diskreditira{e kako 
antiprogresiven i {teten za blagosostojbata na 
dr`avata, proektot za sozdavawe na slovene~ki ev-
roidentitet vo golema merka gi li{i od potrebniot 
osvrt pra{awata za toa {to vsu{nost pretstavuva{e 
taa zamislena zaednica na Evropa i {to vsu{nost 
taa zna~e{e za samite Slovenci i za samite Ev-
ropejci. Ne be{e neo~ekuvano toa {to sostojbata „sé 
u{te ne Evropa” (Kumar, 1996; Kuzmanić, 2001), koja 
gi traumatizira{e politi~kite partii na obete 
strani od politi~kiot spektar vo tekot na deve-
desettite godini, si go smeni mestoto so pozata na 
kulturna superiornost, {to naj~esto se zazema{e ne 
samo kon Balkanot, tuku i zagri`uva~ki pove}e kon 
vnatre{nite „tu|inci”: Romite, muslimanite, dose-
lenicite od porane{na Jugoslavija. Kako rezultat 
na toa, usledi edna kratka istorija na preobrazba od 
edna miroqubiva i liberalna kon sé ponetrpeliva i 
sé povoinstvena kolektivna uriva~ka struktura {to 
denes preovladuva vo postsocijalisti~kiot krajo-
lik na zemjata i koja, da bide rabotata ironi~na, 

cal and intellectual elites labored to prove that Slovenia 
belonged in the European family “by virtue of our culture 
and historical tradition” (ibid.), the country set out on a 
journey to prove its worthiness politically while exhibit-
ing its European belonging culturally. 

 
Because Europe was posited as a value in itself, a mea-
sure of culture and civilization whereby Euroscepticism 
was discredited as anti-progressive and harming the 
welfare of the state, the project of Slovene Euro-identity 
formation left issues of what this imagined community 
of Europe was or meant to both Europeans and Slovenes 
largely unaddressed. Not unexpectedly, the state of “not 
yet Europe” (Kumar, 1996; Kuzmanić, 2001) which trau-
matized political parties on both sides of the political 
spectrum during the 1990s, exchanged floors with the 
pose of cultural superiority, most often exhibited toward 
the Balkans, but also alarmingly more towards interior 
“strangers”: Roma, Muslims, ex- Yugoslav immigrants, 
etc. Consequently, a brief history of transformation from 
a peaceful and liberal state to an increasingly intolerant 
and militant collective structure of felling which perme-
ates the country’s post-socialist landscape at the present 
followed and, ironically, has been catered to by the “Euro-
pean discourse.” The passing of the law which turned the 
independent national public broadcasting service into 
a state controlled apparatus with the task of enhancing 
patriotic feelings, a sorrowful, state sponsored symbolic 
and legal violence against the Roma minority, denying 
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ja prihranuva toj „evropskiot diskurs”. Donesu-
vaweto na zakonot {to od nezavisnata nacionalna 
radiodifuzna ku}a napravi aparat pod dr`avna 
kontrola zadol`en za zajaknuvawe na rodoqubivite 
~uvstva, ta`noto, simboli~noto i pod dr`avna 
zakrila ozakonetoto nasilstvo protiv romskoto 
malcinstvo, osporuvaweto na pravoto na musliman-
skata zaednica da ima svoj verski centar, sé pogole-
moto zakonsko i finansisko privilegirawe na 
Rimokatoli~kata crkva na smetka na drugite verski 
grupi, se samo nekolku primeri za neodamne{nite 
politi~ki upadi na desni~arskata vlast, koja seto 
toa go izvede povikuvaj}i se na komparativnite ev-
ropski praksi.2 So svojot zbiren efekt, ovie dela }e 
bidat svedo{tvo za popre~uva~kite vlijanija {to 
gi ima soedinuvaweto na gra|anskoto op{testvo so 
dr`avata, a {to e zaedni~ka odlika na centralno 
i isto~noevropskite postsocijalisti~ki dr`avi 
(Mastnak, 1992).3 Mo`e da se tvrdi i deka go pot-
kopuvaat mitot za liberalnosta na slovene~koto 
op{testvo i deka go razotkrivaat kako samo pusta 
proekcija. Na krajot, no ne i so najmalku zna~ajnost, 
treba da se ka`e i deka gorespomenatite pojavi 
uka`uvaat na nezgodnata vrska me|u oblikuvawata 
na postsocijalisti~kiot nacionalen identitet i 
na evropskiot identitet po 1989 godina.

Imeno, tvrdeweto deka se sledele evropskite stan-
dardi i vrednosti ne e sosema neopravdano, za{to, 
izgubeni na svojot lizgav teren na politikata za 
idenitetot, Evropa i nejzinite institucii vo mi-
natoto desetletie donesuvaa imigraciski politiki 
koi, kako {to mnogumina naglasuvaa, ne samo {to 
direktno ja prekr{uvaat Evropskata konvencija za 
~ovekovi prava od 1950 godina, tuku i so svojot, ~es-
topati diskriminira~ki odnos kon ekonomskite 
doselenici i azilantite, zna~itelno pridonesuvaa 

the Muslim community the right to their own religious 
centre, growing legal and financial privileging of the Ro-
man Catholic Church at the expense of other religious 
groups, to name but few instances of recent right-wing 
government’s political interventions, have been carried 
out by referring to the comparative European practices.2 
In their combined effect, these actions well document the 
hindering effects of the merging of the civil society with 
the state which is the shared characteristic of the Central 
and Eastern European post-socialist states (Mastnak, 
1992).3 Arguably, they also upset the myth of the liberal 
character of the Slovene society disclosing it to be but 
a wishful projection. Last but not least, the above men-
tioned occurrences point to the uneasy relationship be-
tween the post-socialist national and European identity 
formations post-1989. 

Namely, the claim to following European standards and 
values is not completely unjust, for, lost amidst its own 
slippery terrains of identity politics, Europe and its in-
stitutions of the past decade have been embracing immi-
gration politics which, as many have been emphasizing, 
is not only in many ways in direct violation of the Euro-
pean Convention of Human Rights from 1950, but, with 
its often discriminatory treatment of economic migration 
and asylum seekers, has significantly contributed to the 
general spread of xenophobia, Islamophobia and racism 
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kon op{toto {irewe na ksenofobijata, islamofo-
bijata i rasizmot (Vrečer, 2001). Kako {to pi{uvaat 
Delanti (Delanty) i Ramford (Rumford), namesto 
da se iskoristi istoriskata mo`nost za sozdavawe 
na „sé pogolemo edinstvo me|u narodite na Evropa” 
preku procesi na integracija, stvarnosta e takva 
{to vo podem se „rasizmot, ksenofobijata, diskrimi-
nacijata na migrantite i nacionalnite omrazi” 
(Delanty and Rumford, 2005: 102). Neuspevaj}i da gi 
ograni~i nacionalisti~kite partikularizmi so 
koi sekoja zemja ~lenka i natamu gi ureduva sopst-
venite interesi, Evropa, koja e optovarena so kon-
flikti, dava sovr{ena podloga i kontekst za vodewe 
na doma{nite kulturni vojni i za ostvaruvawe na 
doma{nite ideolo{ki agendi. Mo`e da se tvrdi 
deka tokmu kombinacijata od lokalnite nacionalni 
i nadnacionalni artikulacii na sega{nive poli-
tiki na isklu~uvawe {to vo oblikuvaweto na EU se 
primenuvaat vrz malcinstvata i vrz drugite grupi 
li{eni od mo} e glavna pre~ka {to ja doveduva vo 
pra{awe idejata za eden demokratski javen pros-
tor konkretno vo postsocijalisti~kite dr`avi, a i 
voop{to vo Evropa.

Ova gi otvora pra{awata komu pripa|a Evropa (ako 
voop{to pripa|a nekomu), ~ij e nejziniot prostor i 
na koj na~in mo`e predizvikot na novata op{testvena 
i multikulturna vidlivost na razli~nite etni~ki 
grupi da pomogne da se redefiniraat nejzinite kul-
turni, politi~ki i istoriski geografii. Ogledov 
se osvrnuva na ovie pra{awa vo tri dela: prvo, ja 
razgleduva sovremenata teorija na identitetot vrz 
osnova na postkolonijalnata i multikulturnata 
paradigma za da predlo`i koncepciska promena 
vo zamisluvaweto na evropskiot identitet. Vtoro, 
gi istra`uva tenziite vo konstruiraweto na „para-
van memoriite” na evropskata istorija i diskur-

(Vrečer, 2001). As Delanty and Rumford write, instead 
of taking on the historical opportunity to create an “ever 
closer union among the peoples of Europe,” presented 
by processes of integration, the reality is that “wide-
spread racism, xenophobia and discrimination against 
migrants along with national hostilities” (Delanty and 
Rumford, 2005: 102) have been on the rise. Failing to 
contain nationalist particularisms by which each mem-
ber state continues to regulate its interests, the conflict- 
ridden Europe has provided the perfect background and 
the context to pursue the domestic cultural wars and ide-
ological agendas. It can be argued that it is the combina-
tion of the local national and supranational articulations 
of current exclusionary politics towards minorities and 
other disempowered groups within EU formation which 
presents a major challenge to imagining democratic 
public space in post-socialist states in particular and in 
Europe in general. 

This induces the question of whom (if anybody) does Eu-
rope belong, whose is its space and how the challenge of 
the new social and multicultural visibility of different eth-
nic groups can help to redefine its cultural, political and 
historical geographies. The paper addresses these issues 
in three parts: first, it reviews the contemporary theory 
of identity informed by post-colonial and multicultural 
paradigm to propose a conceptual shift in envisioning 
European identity. Second, it examines tensions in the 
construction of “screen memories” of European history 
and the discourse of “common belonging” to interro-
gate practices of imagination which currently hinder the 
prospects of creating multiculturally inclusive spaces of 
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sot na „zaedni~kata pripadnost” za da gi ispita 
praktikite na imaginacija {to denes gi potkopu-
vaat mo`nostite za sozdavawe na multikulturno 
inkluzivni prostori vo Evropa. Treto, se soo~uva so 
slovene~kata postsocijalisti~ka politika na iden-
titet postavena na krstopatot, ili pome|u imagi-
narnite (imaginaries) politiki i kulturi vo Evropa. 
Argumentot e deka geografski i kako zemja vo tran-
zicija, Slovenija sovr{eno se kvalifikuva da gi 
ispita potencijalite {to ovoj nov lokalitet mo`e 
da gi dade vo smisla na redefinirawe na odnosot 
me|u identitetot, prostorot i pripapadnosta. Isto 
taka, dava i lakmusov test za zamkite na politikata 
na EU koja, ako se konceptualizira vo modernite 
etnocentri~ni namesto vo postmodernite kosmo-
politski oblici, mo`e da go zagrozi sozdavaweto 
mo`nost zaednicata da se zamisli vo demokratska 
postnacionalisti~ka smisla.

Politikata na identitet vo postnacionalnata era

Za razlika od modernoto konstituirawe na subjek-
tot, postmoderniot identitet se definira kako 
nestabilen, fluiden i menliv odnos {to po~iva 
vrz eden kontinuiran proces na postanuvawe names-
to vrz fiksen modus postoewe (Bauman, 1996; Beck, 
2003; Giddens, 1991; Hall, 1996). Zigmund Bauman (Zig-
mund Bauman) pi{uva deka „moderniot problem na 
identitetot bil kako da se konstruira identitet, a 
da ostane cvrst i stabilen”; za postmoderniot iden-
titet, prvenstvena cel e „kako da se izbegne fik-
sacija, a mo`nostite da ostanat otvoreni” (Bauman, 
18). Pretstavi za mnogukratni polo`bi na subjektot 
gi zamenija krutite kategorii kako {to se klasata, 
rasata i rodot, dodeka modernite kolonijalni za-
misli za nekakva kulturna homogenost i ~istota im 

Europe. Third, it confronts Slovene post-socialist politics 
of identity situated at the crossroads or, in-between, po-
litical and cultural imaginaries of Europe. The argument 
is that geographically and as a transition state, Slovenia 
qualifies perfectly to examine the potentials which this 
new locality may present in terms of re-defining the re-
lationship between identity, space and belonging. It also 
works as a litmus test in highlighting the pitfalls of EU 
politics which, when conceptualized into modern eth-
nocentric rather than postmodern cosmopolitan forms, 
may threaten the opening up of the space of imagining 
community in democratic post-nationalist terms. 

Identity Politics in Post-National Era

In contrast to modern subject constitution, postmodern 
identity has been defined in terms of an unstable, fluid 
and shifting relation borne on a continuous processes of 
becoming rather than on a fixed mode of being (Bauman, 
1996; Beck, 2003; Giddens, 1991; Hall, 1996). Zygmunt 
Bauman writes that the “modern problem of identity 
was how to construct an identity and keep it solid and 
stable;” for the postmodern identity, the prime objec-
tive is “how to avoid fixation and keep the options open” 
(Bauman, 18). Notions of multiple subject positions have 
replaced sturdy categories such as class, race and gender 
whereas modern colonial imaginaries of cultural homo-
geneity and purity have given way to concepts like hy-
bridity, mélange, nomadism and travel. When embraced 
by the privileged western subject, these “exercises in no-
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go otstapija mestoto na konceptite kako {to se hi-
bridnosta, {areniloto, nomadstvoto i patuvaweto. 
Koga }e gi prifati privilegiraniot zapaden sub-
jekt, ovie „ve`bi po nomadologija” mo`e so pravo da 
se otfrlat kako prodol`enie na intelektualniot 
eksperimentalizam na modernite elitisti i kako 
odolgovlekuvawe na romanti~niot individualizam 
(Pels, 1999; vidi podolu); ako se osvrneme na niv vo 
kontekst na postnacionalnoto formirawe na iden-
titetot, mo`e da dadat i raboten obrazec za obmis-
luvawe na pra{awata za kolektivnata pripadnost i 
kulturnata razli~nost.  

Vo izmenetite krajolici na sovremenoto globalno 
op{testvo, „nacionalnata dr`ava ve}e ne e prvenst-
vena referenca za privrzanostite, identitetite i 
demokratijata”. Iako, kako {to naglasuvaat Delanti 
i Ramford, toa ne podrazbira celosno svenuvawe na 
nacionalnata dr`ava, sepak go nalaga priznanieto 
deka „nacijata stanala pluralizirana i otvorena za 
novi zamisli za pripadnosta, zaednicata i iden-
titetot. Sega nacijata e krevka, te~na i osporuvana 
kategorija” (Delanty and Rumford, 88). Avtorite tvr-
dat deka nacionalnite identiteti sé pove}e stanu-
vaat isprepleteni vo oblici na imaginarni pripad-
nosti {to gi nadminuvaat politi~kite i pravnite 
granici na nacijata. Gi minuvaat globalnite mesta 
na identifikacija i doma (preku komunikaciskite 
i informati~kite tehnologii) i vo stranstvo (patu-
vawa, migracija, dijaspora); isto taka, se vpu{taat 
vo istovremena me|upovrzanost so lokalnite i glo-
balnite javni sferi, goltaj}i gi i nacionalnite 
imaginarii i kosmopolitskata „bezdomnost”.

Me|utoa, toa ne zna~i deka lokalnosta se iscrpila. 
Sozdavaweto na policentri~nite i prekumerno 
nudenite mnogukratni i uslovni to~ki na identi-
fikacija go izmestile edine~niot centar na nacio-

madology” may be rightfully dismissed as a continuation 
of the modern elitists intellectual experimentalism and 
prolongation of Romantic individualism (Pels, 1999; see 
below); if addressed in the context of the post-nation-
al identity formation, they may also provide a working 
model for thinking through the issues of collective be-
longing and cultural difference.  

In the changed landscapes of contemporary global so-
ciety, the “nation-state is no longer the primary refer-
ence for loyalties, identities and democracy.” Whereas, 
as Delanty and Rumford emphasize, this does not mean 
a complete withering of the nation-state, it does require 
the recognition that “the nation has become pluralized 
and open to new imaginaries about belonging, commu-
nity, and identity. The nation is now a fragile, liquid and 
contested category” (Delanty and Rumford, 88). The 
authors argue that national identities are becoming in-
creasingly entwined in forms of imaginary belongings 
which surpass political and legal borders of the nation. 
They cross the global sites of identification both at home 
(via communication and information technologies) and 
abroad (travel, migration, diasporas); they also engage in 
simultaneous interconnectivity with the local and global 
public spheres, engulfing national imaginaries as well as 
cosmopolitan “homelessness.”

This, however, does not mean that the locality has been 
exhausted. The creation of the polycentric, hypermar-
keted multiple and contingent sites of identification have 
displaced the singular center of the nation-state but also 
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nalnata dr`ava, no i go pridvi`ile sozdavaweto 
na eden nov lokalizam. „Postmoderniot ~ovek se 
obiduva da gi o`ivee enklavi~kite na bliskosta, 
intimnosta, sigurnosta i so~uvstvoto” koi najdobro 
se neguvaat so pomo{ na komunikaciskite tehnolo-
gii i televiziskite ekrani (Strassoldo, 1990: 75). 
Ovoj nov lokalizam, da ja upotrebam kovanicata na 
Strasoldo, se razviva vo mnogustrani nasoki {to 
mo`e me|usebno i da se zajaknat i da se poni{tat. 
No, bidej}i za mnogukratnite sojuzi i privrzanosti 
ve}e ne mo`e da se misli deka se izraz na nacional-
nata „su{tina”, tuku poprvo deka se poedine~ni i 
minlivi na~ini na oblikuvawe na identitetot (Bas-
kar, 1998), tie mo`e da se upotrebat kako sredstvo za 
artikulirawe na evropskata politika na nacional-
nite i na nadnacionalnite zamisleni zaednici. 

Me|utoa, za da dojde do vakvo oblikuvawe na iden-
titetot vo postnacionalisti~ka smisla, ne e 
dovolno samo da se stavat eden kraj drug dva kolek-
tivni (nacionalni ili nadnacionalni evrop-
ski) ideniteta. Iako koga }e se sretnat, zaemno si 
ovozmo`uvaat to~ka na Drugost preku koja nivnite 
identiteti mo`e me|usebno da se kovaat, so ogled na 
mnogubrojnite i minlivi na~ini za artikulirawe 
na identitetite, ovoj binaren ekskluzionizam mo`e 
da se poka`e kako strategija {to go oslabuva names-
to da go zajaknuva demokratskiot kulturen pros-
tor na pripadnosta. Zasnovan vrz pretpostavka za 
relativna stabilnost i jasni znaci na dvata iden-
titeta, ovoj vid binaren so`ivot na nacionalnoto 
i nadnacionalnoto mo`e da stane ograni~uva~ki 
oblik na o`ivuvawe na esencijalizmot, namesto 
osloboduva~ka mo`nost za postnacionalen kosmo-
politizam. Toa zna~i deka ako se odi na kulturna 
osobenost i razli~nost me|u zaednicata i ona {to 
e nadvor od nea, mo`e da se predizvikaat obratno 

set to motion the formation of new localism. “Postmod-
ern man tries to revive small enclaves of familiarity, in-
timacy, security and compassion” which are best catered 
to with the help of communication technologies and TV 
screens (Strassoldo, 1990: 75). This new localism, as 
Strassoldo has coined the term, unfolds in ambiguous 
directions which may re-enforce as well as cancel each 
other out. However, because the multiple alliances and 
loyalties can no longer be thought of in terms of express-
ing collective national “essence” but rather as individ-
ual and transient modes of identity formation (Baskar, 
1998), they can be taken up as a way of articulating Eu-
ropean politics of both national and supranational imag-
ined communities. 

     
For this new way of fashioning identity in post-national-
ist terms to take place, however, more than just a simple 
juxtaposing of two collective (national and supra-nation-
al European ities is needed. Although in the encounter, 
they provide to each other the site of the Other through 
which their identities can be mutually forged, consid-
ering the multiple and transient ways of articulating 
identities, this binary exclusionism may prove a strat-
egy that is weakening rather than enhancing democratic 
cultural space of belonging. Predicated on an assump-
tion of a relative stability and clear signifiers of the two 
identities, this kind of binary co-existence of the national 
and supranational may become a constraining form of 
revival of essentialism rather than a liberating prospect 
for post-national cosmopolitism. That is, embarking on 
cultural particularity and difference between the com-
munity and its outside may produce reversely repressive 
effects aimed at constructing a homogenous collective 
articulated through official history and the chosen “com-
munity representatives” on the one hand, and, as Nira 
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represivni efekti naso~eni kon konstruirawe ho-
mogen kolektiv {to se artikulira preku oficijal-
nata istorija i izbranite „pretstavnici na zaedni-
cata” od edna strana i, kako {to rasprava{e Nira 
Juval-Dejvis vo odnos na multikulturalizmot, kon 
zamolknuvawe na glasovite {to mo`e da ja osporu-
vaat kulturno voedna~enata slika, od druga strana 
(Yuval-Davis, 1997: 57). Zatoa, iako supranacional-
nite zamisleni kolektivi stanuvat prostori vo koi 
doa|a do smeni i mnogukratni identifikacii, za 
da ostanat otvoreni za novi definicii i minlivi 
povrzuvawa istovremeno mora da se dr`i ponastra-
na `elbata za vra}awe kon zamislenoto edinstvo na 
nacionalnite kolektivi i da se odbiva nivna kul-
turna feti{izacija.

Sozdavaweto na evropskiot identitet

Posledniov uslov za otvorenost, kako {to tvrdat 
mnogumina kriti~ari na politi~kite kursevi i na 
politikata na EU, ne se vbrojuva vo redot na pogolemi-
te uspesi vo proektot za formirawe na evropskiot 
identitet. Konstruiraweto na eden zaedni~ki ev-
ropski identitet be{e edna od glavnite celi na 
administratorite na EU i na novopojavenata niza 
evropski diskursi. Za da se pottikne novo ~uvstvo 
na pripadnost i zaedni~ka sudbina, i ednite i dru-
gite se zafatija so op{testveni poimi kako evrop-
ska kultura, evropski identitet, evropska svest. 
Proektot za kovewe edno novo zna~ewe na „evropej-
stvoto” – koj se odviva u{te od Rimskata spogodba od 
1957 godina – podrazbira oblikuvawe „kolektiven 
identitet {to mo`e da gi nadmine isklu~ivo pro-
vinciskite i nacionalisti~kite privrzanosti i da 
gi udri temelite na edna povisoka svest {to }e se 
zasnova vrz privrzanost kon evropskite institucii 
i ideali, namesto kon nacionalnite” (Shore, 2000: 

Yuval-Davis has discussed it in respect to multicultural-
ism, silencing the voices which may contest the cultur-
ally unified image on the other (Yuval-Davis, 1997: 57). 
Therefore, while supra-national imagined collectives 
become sites of shifting and multiple identifications, the 
way to keep them open to new definitions and transient 
affiliations demands simultaneously keeping at bay the 
desire to return to the imagined unity of the national col-
lectives as well as resisting their cultural fetishization.

The Making of European Identity

This last requirement to openness, as many critics of 
the EU policies and politics have argued, has not been 
among the greatest achievements of the project of the 
European identity formation. Constructing a shared Eu-
ropean identity has been among the prime objective of 
EU administrators and the emerging body of European 
discourses. To spur a new sense of belonging and shared 
destiny, both have embarked on sociological notions of 
European culture, European identity, European con-
sciousness. The project of forging a new sense of “Eu-
ropeaness” – unfolding since the 1957 Treaty of Rome 
– has involved the shaping of “a collective identity that 
can transcend exclusively parochial and nationalistic 
loyalties and lay the foundations for a higher level of 
consciousness based on allegiance to European, rather 
than national, institutions and ideals” (Shore, 2000: 21). 
As Shore points out, the project has faced many difficul-
ties which have been explained by the EU officials as due 
to the fact that “Europeans were not sufficiently aware 
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21). Kako {to naglasuva [or, proektot se soo~i so 
mno{tvo te{kotii za koi pretstavnicite na EU ob-
jasnuvaa deka se dol`ele na toa {to „Evropejcite 
ne se dovolno svesni za svojot evropski identitet” 
(Shore, 25). Kako {to uka`uva tavtologijata vo ci-
tatov, za Evropejcite da stanat „vistinski” evrop-
ski podanici, najprvin mora da se podlo`at na „ev-
ropeizacija” – proekt {to ja pretvoril Evropa vo 
pole za sopstvena kolonizacija (Morley and Robins, 
1996).

Vo mnogu ne{ta, ovoj proekt nalikuva na sozdavawe-
to na nacionalnite identiteti vo devetnaesettiot 
vek, a ne na sozdavawe globalni postnacionalni 
identiteti. „Ona {to vo EU se obiduvaat da go storat 
nejzinite eliti ni malku ne se razlikuva od ona {to 
nacionalnite eliti uspeaja da go ostvarat preku 
svoite strategii za izgradba na naciite” (Shore, 31-
32). Pretstavnicite na EU, „noviot stale` na beste-
ritorijalni, transnacionalni politi~ki subjekti  
[…] naumile da gi preobrazat Grcite, Germancite, 
Dancite i Francuzite vo ‘Evropejci’ – proces {to, 
teoriski, zapo~nuva tokmu vo tie eliti” (Shore, 34). 
Чestopati toa podrazbira i deka vo selektivnite 
i povlasteni vizii za kontinentot i za negovo-
to minato treba da se postavat odredeni slo`eni 
op{testveni, kulturni i istoriski podra~ja. Vo svo-
jata `elba da iscrta „obrasci na evropska kultura”, 
nadnacionalnata dr`ava napati povtoruva nekakov 
evropski {ovinizam (Nairn, citat vo Shore, 50). 
Davaj}i osnova za pro{iruvaweto na simboli~nite 
podra~ja na nacionalnite dr`avi, taa sozdava novo 
zaedni~ko pole od koe „}e bide lesno na masite da 
im se ponudi istorija”, ka`ano so zborovite Tomas 
Ner (Nair, citat vo Shore, 33); no, neminovno }e re-
ciklira i nekoi stari oblici na isklu~uvawe.

of their European identity” (Shore, 25). As the quote’s 
tautology suggests, in order for the Europeans to become 
“true” European subjects, they were first to undergo “Eu-
ropeanization” – a project which has turned Europe into 
a terrain of its own colonization (Morley and Robins, 
1996).

In many ways, the project has resembled the nineteenth 
century’s making of the national, rather than global 
post-national, identities. “What EU elites are attempting 
to do in the European Union is not altogether dissimilar 
from that which national elites achieved through the na-
tion-building strategies” (Shore, 31-32). EU officials, “a 
new class of deterritorialized, transnational political ac-
tors […] hope to transform Greeks, Germans, Danes and 
French into ‘Europeans’ – a process which, in theory, 
starts among those elites themselves” (Shore, 34). Often, 
this implies ordering multiplex social, cultural and his-
toric realms within the selective and privileged visions of 
the continent and its past. In its desire to outline “patterns 
of European culture,” the supra-nation state has reiter-
ated European chauvinism (Nairn, quoted in Shore, 50). 
By providing grounds for the expansion of the symbolic 
terrains of the nation-states, it creates a new shared field 
from where “masses could be easily invited to history,” 
as Thomas Nair has put it (Nair, quoted in Shore, 33); 
but it is also bound to recycle old forms of exclusions. 
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Prikaznata so evropskoto zname e primer za toa 
kolku e opasno ako se sozdava – srede revnosnata 
potraga po edinstvo – memorija na selektivna pri-
padnost. Simboli~nite formi ne se samo na~in na 
pretstavuvawe na nekoja zaednica, tuku i to~ki vo 
koi taa se ustrojuva. Ovaa mo} se ogleduva vo „bren-
diraweto” na Evropa. Celo edno prekumerno izo-
bilstvo od zaedni~ki evropski simboli vtisnati na 
moneti, po{tenski marki, paso{i, za{titniot znak, 
himnata i znameto funkcioniraat kako oblikuva~i 
na kolektivniot identitet {to sé nanovo proizle-
guva od spojuvaweto na nacionalnite i nadnaciona-
lite ideali. Za Mervin i Ingl, koi go razgleduvaat 
zna~eweto na znameto vo sovremenite, posttradi-
cionalni op{testva, simboli~noto par~e platno 
dobiva uloga {to po svojata struktura e ista kako i 
nekoga{nata funkcija na totemot vo dirkemovska 
smisla: toa go ozna~uva „`rtveniot gest {to go za-
veruva i go osvetuva op{testveniot dogovor” (Mervin 
and Ingle, 24). Slu`benata internet stranica na EU 
ubavo ja ilustrira ovaa poenta. U{te od za~etokot vo 
1949 godina, doznava posetitelot, Sovetot na Evropa 
bil svesen za potrebata od zaedni~ki simbol; na 25 
oktomvri 1955 godina, Parlamentarnoto sobranie 
ednoglasno go usvoilo dizajnot so krug od dvanaeset 
zlatni yvezdi vrz azurna osnova, onoj dizajn {to vo 
1985 godina }e go usvoi Evropskiot sovet. Na strani-
cata se veli deka evropskoto zname „e simbol ne samo 
na Evropskata unija, tuku i na evropskoto edinstvo i 
na evropskiot identitet vo po{iroka smisla. Kru-
got od zlatni yvezdi ja pretstavuva solidarnosta i 
slogata me|u narodite na Evropa”.

Vo svojata rasprava za nacionaliot simboli~ki uni-
verzum na britanskoto zname, Pol Gilroj tvrdi deka 
kulturnite simboli se prvenstvenite to~ki okolu 
koi se vospostavuvaat, usoglasuvaat i artikuliraat 
uslovite za pripadnosta. (Gilroy, 1987). Na sli~en 

The story of the European flag is exemplary of the danger 
to create – in the eagerness for unity – the memory of the 
selective belonging. Symbolic forms are not just a way 
of representing community but sites of its constitution. 
This power is reflected in the “branding” of Europe. A 
plethora of shared European symbols imprinted in coins, 
stamps, passports, the logo, the anthem and the flag op-
erate as shapers of collective identity which arises anew 
from merging the national and supra-national ideals. 
For Mervin and Ingle, who discuss the meaning of the 
flag in modern, post-traditional societies, the symbolic 
piece of cloth assumes a role which is structurally the 
same as was the function of the totem in the Durkheimi-
an sense: it signifies “the sacrificial gesture that seals and 
sanctifies the social compact (Mervin and Ingle, 24). A 
visit to the official EU website well illustrates this point. 
From its inception in 1949, the visitor is being told, the 
Council of Europe was aware of the need for a shared 
symbol; on the 25th of October, 1955, the Parliamentary 
Assembly unanimously approved the design with a circle 
of twelve gold stars on the azure background, the design 
which would later be adopted by the European Coun-
cil in 1985. The European flag, the site announces, “is 
the symbol not only of the European Union but also of 
Europe’s unity and identity in a wider sense. The circle 
of gold stars represents solidarity and harmony between 
the peoples of Europe.”

In his discussion of the national symbolic universe in-
scribed in the “Union Jack,” Paul Gilroy argues that 
cultural symbols are prime sites on which terms of be-
longing are set up, negotiated, and articulated (Gilroy, 
1987). In a similar vein, the European flag assumes a role 
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na~in, evropskoto zname dobiva uloga na sredstvo za 
sozdavawe na evropskiot identitet, za koj se smeta 
deka samiot po sebe ima rodoslovie {to e o~igledno 
i jasno; toa ne ostava mesto za predlagawe drugi sim-
boli i pretstavi.4 Od druga strana, ako se pro~ita 
po ne{to za istorijatot na znameto }e se vidi 
deka svetoto platno nosi i tragi na sporovi. Taka, 
eden slovene~ki katoli~ki mese~nik se osvrna na 
sozdava~ot na znameto, Arsen Hajc (Arsene Heitz), koj, 
spored spisanieto, bil mo{ne pobo`en hristijanin 
i po~ituva~ na Bogorodica. Zatoa, na izvornata ver-
zija, yvezdite bile srebreni (i ja ozna~uvale devstve-
nosta na Marija) i li~ele na relikvijata napravena 
po otkrovenieto na Sv. Katerina vo 1830 godina vo 
Pariz, dodeka samata relikvija go simbolizira{e 
oreolot na Presveta Bogodorodica. Ponatamu, 
pretsedava~ot so komisijata {to go izbrala pred-
logot na Hajc bil holandski Evrein koj, spored ova 
~etivo, vo dizajnot prepoznal odraz na znameto na 
novoformiranata dr`ava Izrael, a ottamu i povr-
zuvawe na judeizmot so hristijanstvoto. Na krajot, 
znameto bilo oficijalno usvoeno vo 1955 godina, 
na 8 dekemvri, denot koga Rimokatoli~kata crkva 
go ~estvuva praznikot na bezgre{noto za~nuvawe 
na Devica Marija. Spornite sodr`ini, poradi 
svoeto prisustvo ili otsustvo, veli slovene~koto 
katoli~ko spisanie, mo`e da ni otkrijat, deka „ne e 
sé vo racete na politikata i na mo}nite na svetov”. 
Eden predmet na „borba i po~it”, evropskoto zname, 
mo`e da zboruva za obidite {arenata kulturna karta 
na evropskiot kontinent da se opfati so edna vera, 
nadovrzuvaj}i se na eden star kopne` Evropa da se 
zamisli kako hristijansko mesto (Cardini, 2003: 9).

of a vehicle for the European identity formation which 
itself is assumed as possessing a genealogy that is self-
evident and self-explanatory; it leaves no room to pro-
pose alternative emblems or ways of representations.4 
A background reading, on the other hand, unveils sites 
of contestations inscribed in the sacred cloth. A Slovene 
catholic monthly thus has pointed to the creator of the 
flag, Arsene Heitz, who was, according to the paper, a 
strongly committed Christian and worshipper of the Vir-
gin Mary. Therefore, in the original version, the stars 
were silver (denoting Mary’s virginity) and resembled 
the relict made after the revelation of Saint Catherine in 
1830 in Paris, whereas the relict symbolized the halo of 
Virgin Mary. Furthermore, the chairman of the commis-
sion which selected Heitz’ proposal was a Dutch Jew who, 
according to this reading, saw in the design a reflection 
of the flag of the newly established state of Israel, hence 
linking Christianity and Judaism. Finally, the flag was 
officially accepted on the 8th of December 1955, the day 
on which Roman Catholic Church observes the solemni-
ty of the Immaculate Conception of the Virgin Mary. The 
contested contents, in both their presence and absence, 
may unveil, as the Slovene catholic paper comments, 
that “not all is in the hand of politics and powerful of 
this world.” An object “of struggle and veneration,” the 
European flag may as well speak of the attempts to cover 
the diverse cultural map of the European continent with 
one religion, reiterating an old desire to imagine Europe 
in pair with Christianity (Cardini, 2003: 9).
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Paravan memoriite i postnacionalnite mnemi~ni 
zaednici 

Diskursot za evropskite kulturni koreni imal 
sredi{na uloga vo oblikuvaweto na evropskiot 
identitet. Pricvrsten za stolbovi kako {to se 
rimskoto pravo, gr~kata filosofija i nauka, hebrej-
skata etika i hristijanskata teologija, renesansata 
i prosvetitelstvoto, evropskiot „mozaik od kul-
turi” (Shore, 54) predizvikuva istoriska memorija 
zagledana nanazad i so kalendarska priroda (ibid.). 
Iako bi bilo kratkovido ako se otfrli stavot deka 
ovie nasledstva na vakov ili na onakov na~in se 
odreduva~ki za Evropa i za nejziniot kulturen i 
politi~ki identitet, mitskoto poteklo na evrop-
skiot identitet ne obezbeduva zaedni~ko i homogeno 
zna~ewe na minatoto od koe mo`e da se sostavi ide-
jata za „nova Evropa”. Poprvo mo`e da se ka`e deka 
sozdavaweto na evropskiot identitet, {to samo po 
sebe e nejasna zada~a – pri {to gra|anite istovreme-
no se povikuvaat da evoluiraat vo evropski podani-
ci, no i da se prepoznaat sebesi vo mestoto {to im e 
odnapred zacrtano – pod svojot ednoobrazen pla{t 
krie mno{tvo znaci na „izmisleni tradicii” i 
cenzurirano minato.

Kolektivnata memorija igra uloga vo konstruirawe-
to na evropskiot identitet. Identitetot zavisi 
od memorijata, napi{ale Zemon i [tarn, „bilo 
pod toa da se podrazbira nekoe osnovno jas {to gi 
pameti svoite prethodni sostojbi, bilo toa da se, 
poststrukturno, narativite {to gi konstruiraat 
(i dekonstruiraat) identitetite sporeduvaj}i gi 
„si be{e edna{“ i „tuka i sega”. (Zemon Davis and 
Starn, 1989: 1). Bez razlika kolku izmislena i/ili 
dramati~no odnovo otkriena, tokmu vizijata za 
zaedni~koto minato gi utvrduva uslovite za zacrtu-
vawe na idninata. Ovoj fakt go natera Entoni Smit 

Screen Memories and Post-National Mnemic 
Communities   
       
The discourse of European cultural roots has been cen-
tral to the European identity formation. Pinned down 
to pillars such as Roman law, Greek philosophy and sci-
ence, Hebraic ethic and Christian theology, Renaissance 
and Enlightenment, the European “mosaic of cultures” 
(Shore, 54) induces historical memory that is backward-
looking and calendar based in character (ibid.). Whereas 
it would be shortsighted to dismiss these legacies as con-
stitutive of Europe and its cultural and political identity 
in one way or another, the mythical origin of the Europe-
an identity does not secure a shared and homogeneous 
meaning of the past from which the idea of “new Europe” 
could be compiled. Rather, the making of the European 
identity which has been in itself an ambiguous task – at 
once hailing the individuals to evolve into European sub-
jects but also to recognize themselves in the place that 
has been already pre-structured for them – hides be-
neath its uniform mantle many signs of  “invented tradi-
tions” and censored pasts.  

 
Collective memory plays a part in constructing the Euro-
pean identity. Identity depends on memory, Zemon and 
Starn write, “whether we mean by that a core self that 
remembers its earlier states, or, post-structurally, the 
narratives that construct (and deconstruct) identities by 
comparing ‘once upon a time’ and ‘here and now’” (Ze-
mon Davis and Starn, 1989: 1). No matter how widely 
invented and/or dramatically re-discovered, it is the vi-
sion of the shared past which sets the conditions for in-
scribing the future. This fact made Anthony Smith doubt 
the emergence of a global cultural identity, because “The 
central difficulty in any project to construct a global iden-
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da se posomneva vo pojavuvaweto na nekakov globalen 
kulturen identitet, za{to „glavnata te{kotija 
vo sekoj proekt za konstruirawe nekakov globalen 
identitet, a ottuka i na globalna kultura, e toa {to 
kolektivniot identitet, kako i slikite i kultura-
ta, e sekoga{ istoriski karakteristi~en bidej}i 
se zasnova vrz zaedni~ki spomeni i vrz ~uvstvo na 
kontinuitet me|u pokolenijata” (Smith, 1990: 180). 
Me|utoa, memorijata ne povlekuva samo navra}awe 
na minatoto na nacijata; naprotiv, kako {to smetaat 
Delanti i Ramford, kolektivnata memorija mo`e da 
dade osnova sprotivna na nacionalisti~kite pro-
ekti i likovi, {to }e bide po~va vrz koja }e mo`e 
da se definira evropskiot identitet. Tie pi{uvaat 
za onoj vid „kolektivna memorija za koja ima mesto 
na evropsko ramni{te i  [koja] }e im bide srodna 
na drugi borbi za priznavawe vo ramkite na javnata 
kultura {to ne se povrzani so krizata na golemite 
narativi za nacijata i so obidite na dr`avite odno-
vo da se otkrijat sebesi vo eden postnacionalen re-
pertoar” (Delanty and Rumford, 101). Iako e te{ko da 
se o~ekuva deka }e se pojavi zaedni~ka transevrop-
ska memorija namesto staroto nacionalno komemo-
rativno nasledstvo (ibid.), me|u drugoto i poradi 
razli~niot stepen na, da re~eme, kulturnite traumi 
na Germanija po holokaustot od edna strana i kultur-
nite traumi na postkomunisti~kite zemji od druga 
strana, isklu~itelno e va`no da se javi „evropska 
etika na pomneweto” za da se obezbedat pluralni i 
mnogubrojni oblici na zamisluvawe na minatoto i 
na idninata na Evropa. Za da se ima poa|ali{te za 
eden takov proekt na pluralizira~ka postnacional-
na evropska memorija, najprvin treba da se vlo`at 
napori da se nadminat starite tenzii i da se spa-
sat od zaborav protivre~nostite {to se vre`ale pri 
sozdavaweto na moderna Evropa. 

tity and hence a global culture, is that collective identity, 
like imagery and culture, is always historically specific 
because it is based on shared memories and a sense of 
continuity between generations” (Smith, 1990: 180). 
However, memory does not entail only a shared re-visit-
ing of the nation’s past; on the contrary, as Delanty and 
Rumford see it, collective memory can provide grounds 
that contest nationalist projects and figures as a site on 
which European identity could be defined. They write of 
the kind “of collective memory that  there is room for on 
a European level [which] will be related to other strug-
gles for recognition within the public culture that are 
not related to the crisis of the grand narratives of nation 
and the attempts of states to reinvent themselves within 
a post national repertoire” (Delanty and Rumford, 101). 
Although it is unlikely to expect a shared trans-European 
memory to emerge in place of old national commemo-
rative heritage (ibid.), not least because of the different 
stakes involved in, for instance, cultural traumas of post-
holocaust Germany on the one hand, and post-commu-
nist states on the other, an emerging “European ethics 
of memory” is paramount to provide plural and multiple 
modes of imagining Europe past and future. A point of 
departure for such a project of pluralizing post-national 
European memory requires efforts to come to terms first 
with past tensions, and rescue from amnesia contradic-
tions inscribed in the making of modern Europe.
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@elbata da se definira evropskiot identitet kako 
istoveten so hristijanskiot, „edna bezvremenska 
rimsko hristijanska zada~a na granicata” (Gingrich, 
1998: 117) skri{no vmetnata vo znameto, a otvore-
no vo preambulata na propadnatiot Ustav, hrani 
mnogu narativi od koi diskurzivno se izvlekuvalo 
„zaedni~koto poteklo” na Evropa. Pa sepak, vo ovaa 
selektivna ravenka ima mnogu te{kotii {to ja kom-
plikuvaat „misijata”, koncepciski i istoriski. 
Onaa „Evropa” na Karlo Veliki, da zapo~neme so is-
toriskiot lik za koj se veli deka e „tatkoto na Ev-
ropa”, gi opfa}ala zemjite {to gi osvoile negovite 
vojski i ja ozna~uvala pravovernata teritorija. No, 
Karlo Veliki se zalagal za Imperium Christianum  
(sprotivnoto na carigradskoto caruvawe), a ne za 
Evropa kako nekakva politi~ka zaednica. Vpro~em, 
ako se zboruva za Evropa vo politi~ka smisla pred 
14 i 15 vek, ne mo`e, a da ne se naru{i koncepcis-
kata sinhronija {to gi usoglasuva zaednicata i 
nejzinata politi~ka svest. Ponatamu, dodeka se 
sozdal i se zacvrstil politi~kiot poim na Evropa, 
podra~jeto ve}e opfa}alo mno{tvo hristijani, a ne 
samo rimokatolicite (Hay, 1957). Na krajot, koga vo 
1815 godina Aleksandar I se zalagal za obedinuvawe 
na Evropa vrz osnova na hristijanskata vera, „mnogu-
mina go smetale negoviot predlog za zastaren i reak-
cioneren: odnosno, za jasen pokazatel deka Rusija 
e zaostanata i daleku od glavniot evropski tek” 
(Kumar, 1992: 457). Ne mora da se naglasuva deka vo 
Rusija, naslednikot na vizantiskoto hristijanstvo, 
katolicite se smetale za „{izmatici koi se odmet-
nale od vistinskata vera”, dodeka „velikiot princ” 
se smetal za edinstveniot „navistina hristijanski 
vladetel” (Seton-Watson, citiran vo Kumar, 455).5 

Na sli~en na~in e problemati~na i konstrukcijata 
za „gr~kata kolevka” na (Zapadna) Evropa. Aristotel 
gi smestil Elinite kako ednakvi igra~i me|u Evropa 

The desire to define European identity as coterminous 
with Christianity, “a timeless Roman Christian fron-
tier mission” (Gingrich, 1998: 117), inserted covertly in 
the flag and overtly in the failed Preamble to the Con-
stitution, fuels many narratives from which the “shared 
origin” of Europe has been discursively extrapolated. 
Yet there are many difficulties involved in this selec-
tive equation which complicate the “mission” conceptu-
ally and historically. Charlemagne’s “Europe,” to begin 
with the historical figure called “the father of Europe,” 
delineated the lands that were conquered by his troops 
and marked the territory of the true religion. However, 
Charlemagne was after the Imperium Christianum (op-
posite to Constantinople’s reign), not Europe as a politi-
cal community. In fact, speaking of Europe in political 
terms before the 14th and 15th centuries one cannot avoid 
violating conceptual synchrony which puts together the 
community and its political consciousness. Moreover, by 
the time the political notion of Europe was acquired and 
consolidated, many Christianities – not exclusively the 
one of the Roman Catholic Church – were incorporated 
in its terrain (Hay, 1957). Last but not least, when in 1815 
Alexander I advocated the unification of Europe on the 
basis of Christian faith, “his proposal was regarded by 
most educated Europeans as both quaint and reaction-
ary: a clear indication of Russia’s backwardness and of 
its distance from the European mainstream” (Kumar, 
1992: 457). Needless to underline it, from the point of 
view of Orthodox Russia, the heir of Byzantine Christi-
anity, the Catholics were seen as “schismatics who had 
seceded from the true faith” whereas the “Great prince” 
was deemed the only “truly Christian ruler” (Seton-
Watson, quoted in Kumar, 455).5 

Similarly problematic is the construction of the “Greek 
cradle” of (Western) Europe. Aristotle situated the Hel-
lenes as equal players between Europe and Asia (Hey, 
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i Azija (Hey, 26), a ne vo Evropa. Neprijatelskoto 
srednovekovno raspolo`enie kon Grcite dopolni-
telno go uslo`nuva izmisluvaweto na gr~kata loza 
na Evropa, izmislica na elitata od devetnaeset-
tiot vek. Kremontskiot nadbiskup Liutprand, koj 
bil i hroni~ar na Karolinzite, pravel razlika 
me|u Grcite i Rimjanite i, vo svojata odbivnost kon 
Grcite, vtorive gi smetal za sprotivni na „latin-
skite i germanskite narodi” (Mastnak, 2000). Na 
krajot, izumot za gr~kata loza e pole na koe i den-
denes se kr{at kopja. Deloto Crna Atina od Mar-
tin Bernal, okolu koe mnogu se spori (i kade toj se 
stremi da go pobie arijskiot model za gr~kite kore-
ni vo antikata, prakti~no razni{uvaj}i ja slikata 
za belata Grcija od kavkaskata rasa), i obidite {to 
usledile da se cenzurira Bernalovoto u~eno preis-
pituvawe na mitot od devetnaesettiot vek (Bernal, 
2001), svedo~at za upornata mo} na rasizmot i na 
kolonijalnite me~ti da se prenapi{at vo novi ob-
lici i na~ini na izrazuvawe koga stanuva zbor za 
iscrtuvaweto na potekloto na Evropa.  

Ona {to i dvata mita za gr~koto i za hristijanskoto 
poteklo go potisnuvaat e deka Evropa e kontinent 
od me{ovit brak (Audinet, 1999; Pieterse, 2004),  
teritorija so mno{tvo kulturni kontakti i broj-
ni zaemni dejstva {to pomognale da se oblikuvaat 
nejzinite brojni kulturni likovi i identiteti. 
Se propu{taat ne samo persiskite, kineskite, in-
diskite, afrikanskite i arapskite pridonesi kon 
evropskata civilizacija (Kumar, 454), tuku i se ne-
giraat i se iskrivuvaat pokreativnite i pomirnite 
strani na zaemnoto dejstvo so duri i poslovi~no 
naj`estokite neprijateli, kako {to bile Turcite 
(Gingrich, 1998). Turcite i islamot ja dale grani-
cata na koja se vospostavila Evropa kako koncept 
na politi~ko mobilizirawe (Mastnak, 2002; Morley 

26), not in Europe. The hostile mediæval attitude to-
wards the Greeks further complicates the invention of 
the European Greek lineage, which in fact is the product 
of the nineteenth century elite fabrication. Archbishop of 
Cremont Liutprand, also the chronicler of the Carolings, 
distinguished between Greeks and Romans and, in his 
distaste for the Greeks, saw the latter as the opposite of 
the “Latin and German peoples” (Mastnak, 2000). Final-
ly, the invention of the Greek lineage has been a site of 
an ongoing struggle up to the present day. As the highly 
debated work Black Athena by Martin Bernal (in which 
he contests the Aryan model of the Greek origins with 
the Ancient, disturbing, in effect, the image of Cauca-
sian white Greece), and the subsequent attempts to cen-
sor Bernal’s scholarly revision of the nineteenth century 
myth (Bernal, 2001), attest to the continuous power of 
racism and colonial fantasies to re-inscribe themselves 
in new forms and modes of expression when the map-
ping of the origin of Europe is concerned.  

What both myths of the Greek and the Christian ori-
gin repress is that Europe is a mestizo continent (Audi-
net, 1999; Pieterse, 2004), a territory rich with cultural 
contact and multiple interactions which have helped to 
shape its many cultural images and identities. The omis-
sion includes not merely the Persian, Chinese and In-
dian, African and Arab contributions to European civi-
lization (Kumar, 454), but also negates or distorts the 
more creative and peaceful sides of interaction with even 
the most proverbially violent enemies, such as the Turks 
(Gingrich 1998). The Turks and the Islam supplied the 
boundary on which Europe as a concept of political mo-
bilization was set up (Mastnak, 2002; Morley, and Rob-
ins, 1996.) The image of the violent aggressor threaten-
ing the Christian Europe permeates historical memory 
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and Robins, 1996.) Slikata na grubiot agresor {to & 
se zakanuva na hristijanska Evropa si stoi vo istori-
skata memorija i do den denes, a preku mnogute ver-
zii na u~ebnicite za osnovno u~ili{te prodol`uva 
vo umovite na mladite pokolenija da vtisnuva edna 
verzija na minatoto koja e mo{ne selektivna i 
ideolo{ki zagadena. Na primer, „grani~niot ori-
entalizam” na centralna Evropa (Gingrich, 1998) go 
potcenuva turskoto vlijanie vrz jazikot, arhitek-
turata, oblekata i hranata, a go bri{e i spomenot 
za faktot deka mno{tvo lokalni Avstrijci vo mi-
natoto „begale vo podra~ja {to gi kontrolirale os-
manliskite vojski za da izbegaat od tovarot {to im 
go nametnuvale tokmu nivnite sopstveni vladeteli” 
(Prikler, citat kaj Gingrich, 110). Vo eden slovene~ki 
u~ebnik za osnovno u~ili{te se zboruva za islam-
skoto „prodirawe” {to bilo zapreno kaj Poatje vo 
732 godina i, so obratna retorika, za krstonosnoto 
„osloboduvawe” na zemjite {to bile pod musliman-
ska vlast. Semanti~kata sprotivnost iscrtuva isto-
riski konstrukt na Evropa {to im dava „nasledeni 
prava” na hristijanskite naslednici, a site drugi 
gi isfrla od arhivite na pripadnosta.

Kone~no, idejata za Evropejcite kako zaedni~ki ko-
lektivitet i identitet se razrabotila do po~etokot 
na modernata era. Sepak, i ovoj moderen evrop-
ski identitet ima daleku od stabilno zna~ewe. Vo 
Imperija, Negri i Hart uka`uvaat na vrodenite 
napnatosti na modernosta {to Prosvetitelstvoto 
se stremelo da gi pomiri, no i da gi potisne. Ev-
ropskiot identitet, tvrdat avtorite, se pojavil 
kako proizvod na modernosta koja, traumatizirana 
od prostorot so sloboda {to samata go otvorila, 
pani~no reagirala za da go zauzda. Od edna strana, 
pi{uvaat,

up to the present and, in the many versions of the prima-
ry school textbooks, continues to imprint in the young 
generations a version of the past that is highly selective 
and ideologically unsound. For instance, “frontier ori-
entalism” of central Europe (Gingrich, 1998) downplays 
Turkish influence on language, architecture, clothing and 
food as well as erases the memory of the fact that many 
local Austrians in the past “fled to areas controlled by the 
Ottoman armies in order to escape the burdens imposed 
by their own Austrian rulers” (Prikler, quoted in Ging-
rich, 110). A Slovene primary school textbook speaks of 
the Islamic “penetration” that was stopped at Poitiers in 
AD 732 and, in the opposite rhetoric, of the crusaders’ 
“liberation” of the lands under Muslim rule. The seman-
tic opposition maps out a historical construct of Europe, 
which gives “birth rights” to the Christian heirs and ex-
pels all others from the archives of belonging. 

Finally, by the beginning of modern period, the idea of 
Europeans as a shared collectivity and identity was elab-
orated. Yet, this modern European identity, too, is far 
from stable in its meaning. In Empire, Negri and Hardt 
point to the intrinsic tensions of the modernity which 
the Enlightenment sought to reconcile but also repress. 
European identity, the authors argue, has emerged as a 
product of modernity which, traumatized by the space of 
freedom that itself has opened, reacted in panic to con-
tain it. On the one hand, they write:
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Renesansiot humanizam pottiknal revolucionerno 
poimawe na ~ove~kata ednakvost, na edinstvenosta 
i zaedni{tvoto, sorabotkata i mno{tvenosta, {to 
odeknuvalo so silite i `elbite i horizontalno se 
{irelo na planetata, zasileno so otkrivaweto na novi 
naselenija i teritorii. No, od druga strana, istata 
kontrarevolucionerna sila {to se stremela da gi 
kontrolira vnatre{nite i subverzivni sili vo ramkite 
na Evropa po~nala i da osoznava deka e neophodno 
drugite narodi da & se podredat na evropskata prevlast. 
Evrocentrizmot se rodil kako reakcija na potencijalot 
na novootkrienata ~ovekova ednakvost; stanuvalo zbor 
za kontrarevolucija na globalno ramni{te (Hardt and 
Negri, 2001: 76-77).  

Ovoj drug vid modernitet, zaklu~uvaat Hart i Negri, 
ja protivstavil `elbata so poredokot, istovremeno 
zapo~nuvaj}i kriza {to ottoga{ go definirala ev-
ropskiot modernitet.

Mnogute Evropi

Postojat niza tekovni narativi za potekloto na Ev-
ropa i evropskiot identitet, koi mo`e da se grupi-
raat spored nivnite karakteristi~ni istoriski, 
politi~ki, intelektualni i kulturni koreni. Od 
spisokot na Pol Valeri (Paul Valéry) za vrednos-
tite koi{to spored nego go izgradile evropskiot 
identitet – t.e. rimskoto pravo, hristijanskata 
vera i gr~kiot razum – do dene{novo pro{iruvawe 
kon stolbovite na modernitetot i prosvetitel-
stvoto, katalogot na zaedni~koto nasledstvo e i 
proizvolen i mitski. Proizvolen e za{to izosta-
va delovi i par~iwa od istorijata, geografijata i 
kulturata koi mo`at, vo drugi konteksti, da igraat 
podednakvo konstitutivna uloga vo izborot kako i 
hegemonisti~kiot spisok {to sega se nudi i {to se-

Renaissance humanism initiated a revolutionary notion of 
human equality, of singularity and community, cooperation 
and multitude that resonated with forces and desires extend-
ing horizontally across the globe, redoubled by the discov-
ery of other populations and territories. On the other hand, 
however, the same counterrevolutionary power that sought 
to control the constituent and subversive forces within Eu-
rope also began to realize the possibility and necessity of 
subordinating other populations to European domination. 
Eurocentrism was born as a reaction to the potentiality of a 
newfound human equality; it was the counterrevolution on a 
global scale (Hardt and Negri, 2001: 76-77).  

This other mode of modernity, Hardt and Negri conclude, 
confronted desire with order while initiating a crisis that 
would from then on define the European modernity.

Many Europes

There has been a number of acting narratives of the 
origin of Europe and the European identity that can be 
grouped by their distinct historical, political, intellec-
tual and cultural proveniences. From Paul Valery’s list 
of values that in his view made up the European iden-
tity – Roman law, the Christian faith and Greek reason 
– to the present expansion to the pillars of modernity 
and Enlightenment, the catalogue of common heritage 
is both arbitrary and mythical. It is arbitrary because it 
leaves out parts and portions of history, geography and 
culture that may, in other contexts, play as constitutively 
in the selection as the hegemonic list that is on offer at 
present and which is always structured by “the history of 
the victors” (Mikkeli, 1998: 243). This history relies on a 
series of “screen memories” which, as Marita Sturken’s 
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koga{ se sostavuval od „istorijata na pobednicite” 
(Mikkeli, 1998: 243). Ovaa istorija se potpira na 
niza „paravan memorii” {to  konstruiraat selek-
tivni proekcii za minatoto preku koi sega{nosta 
se pravi podnosliva, kako {to uka`uva na~inot na 
koj Marita Sturken (Marita Sturken) go upotrebuva 
frojdovskiot poim vrz slu~ajot so Spomenikot na 
Vietnamskata vojna vo kontekstite na SAD.

Namesto da se presozdava imaginarno edinstvo, 
mo`ebi e posoodvetno da se zboruva za dve (ako ne 
i za mnogu) Evropi. Tuka se povikuvame na ogledot 
Dve Francii od Ro`e [artie, kade toj go rekon-
struira na~inot na koj se zamisluvalo deka teri-
torijata na Francija e podelena na „prosvetena 
Francija” na severot od zemjata i „neprosvetena 
Francija” na jugot. Jazot, poka`uva [artie, ne bil 
postojan, tuku protkaen so promenliva „geografija 
na vrednostite”: koga se mislelo na obrazovanosta 
i na stopanskiot razvoj, severot se zamisluval kako 
ponaprednat, no ako se mislelo na plodnosta i stap-
kata na kriminalot, jugot stanuval glavno mesto za 
„locirawe na moralnosta na Francija”. Iako temata 
za dvete Francii rastrgnati me|u dve Evropi ne se 
pojavila sosema, a lu|eto prodol`ile da gradat vrs-
ki spored svoite rodni regioni, „rodena na po~vata 
na nostalgi~niot kopne` po edinstvo, temata za 
dvete Francii stanuva sredstvo za protivstaveni 
idnini, a tokmu nejzinite neizvesnosti bile izraz 
na edna nova koncepcija za odnosot me|u mo}ta i 
op{testvoto” (Chartier, 195).

„Dvete Francii” na [artie se povrzani so geograf-
skata imaginacija, no eden va`en zaklu~ok mo`e 
da se izvle~e od protivstavenite mapi na zamislu-
vaweto na severot i jugot na Francija; imeno, deka 
dvata pola ra|ale razli~ni i ~esto me|usebno nepo-

use of the Freudian notion on the case of the Vietnam 
War Memorial in the U.S. contexts proposes, construct 
selective projections of the past through which the pres-
ent is made tolerable.

Instead of recreating an imaginary unity, it is perhaps 
more appropriate to speak of two (if not many) Eu-
ropes. The reference here is to Roger Chartier’s essay 
“Two Frances,” in which he reconstructs the 18th century 
imagining of the territories of France split between the 
“enlightened France” of the North and the “benighted 
France” of the South. The divide, Chartier demonstrates, 
was not a permanent one, but conflated with a shifting 
“geography of values:” whereas when considering edu-
cation and economic development, the North was imag-
ined as more prosperous, when looking at fertility and 
crime rate, the South came up as the prime site for “lo-
cating the morality of France.” Although the theme of 
the two Frances torn between two Europes did not fully 
emerge, and people continued to form ties with respect 
to their native regions, “born on the nostalgic longing for 
unity, the theme of the two Frances becomes the vehicle 
of opposed futures, and its very incertitudes were the ex-
pression of a new conception of the relationship between 
power and society” (Chartier, 195).

Chartier’s “Two Frances” relate to geographic imagina-
tion but an important conclusion can be drawn from the 
contesting maps of imagining the north and the south of 
France, namely that the two poles bred different and of-
ten antagonistic meanings. In a similar vein, it could be 
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mirlivi zna~ewa. Sli~no na ova, mo`e da se tvrdi 
deka sporovite okolu pra{aweto {to e ona {to gi 
so~inuva „kulturnite koreni” na Evropa, a {to nej-
zinata istorija, podle`at na ideolo{ki opredelbi 
i intelektualno razli~ni vlogovi. Niv gi prene-
suva diskursot za razli~nite regioni vo Evropa koj, 
pokraj toa {to se obiduva da gi obele`i vnatre{nite 
podelbi i razliki, isto taka povtoruva i razli~ni 
formi na politi~kata svest.

Na primer, vnatre{nata podelba na Evropa na 
razli~ni vremenski zoni (Gelner (Gellner)), na tri 
regioni (Bilbo (Bilbo), [uc (Szucs), Masarik (Ma-
saryk)) i najvlijatelnata karta od poslednive dve 
desetletija, t.e. onaa na “Miteleuropa”, zaedno gi 
iscrtuvaat liniite na razgrani~uvawe dol` istori-
ski zamislenite ili stvarnite razliki za koi is-
tovremeno se smeta i deka gi obedinuvaat i deka gi 
razdeluvaat teritoriite vo zaedni~kata ramka na 
Evropa. Nekoi duri ovoj vid vnatre{na podelba go 
gledaat i kako posledno sredstvo za revitalizacija 
na evropskite kultura, svest i identitet: ova seka-
ko se obistini okolu 1989 godina, koga mnogumina 
isto~noevropski i zapadnoevropski intelektualci 
(najkonkretno Kundera) tvrdea deka tokmu srede re-
volucionernite boi{ta na nivnite nacii se branel 
i podmladuval (zapadno)evropskiot identitet: vo 
vakvata zamisla, “Miteleuropa” se afirmira kako 
„vistinskata riznica na evropskata civilizacija” 
(Morley and Robins, 468). Me|utoa, drugi smetaat deka 
delovi od Evropa navistina pripa|aat na razli~ni 
kulturni istorii. Taka, slovene~kiot sociolog 
Ton~i Kuzmani} razlikuva tri (~etiri) Evropi: an-
glosaksonskata pod-Evropa ({to se sovpa|a so NATO 
i so centralnata uloga na Velika Britanija), pod-
Evropa na Evropskata unija (so Germanija i Fran-
cija kako centralni igra~i, poznata i kako „no-

argued that struggles over what constitutes the “cultural 
roots” of Europe and its history is subject to ideological 
appropriations and intellectually different investments. 
These are conveyed by the discourse of different regions 
of Europe which, apart from its attempt to mark internal 
divisions and differences, also reiterate different forms 
of political consciousness. 

For instance, the internal division of Europe into differ-
ent time zones (Gellner), into three regions (Bilbo, Szucs, 
Masaryk) and the most influential map of the last two 
decades, namely the one of the “Mitteleuropa” all draw 
lines of demarcation along the historically imagined or 
real differences which are perceived as both uniting and 
separating the territories within the shared framework of 
Europe. Some even see this kind of splitting within as the 
last resort of re-vitalizing European culture, conscious-
ness and identity: this certainly came through around 
1989 when many Eastern and Central European intel-
lectuals (Kundera in particular) argued that it was on 
the battlefields of their nations’ revolutions that (West-
ern) European identity was being defended and rejuve-
nated: in this imagination, “Mitteleuropa” asserted itself 
as “the true repository for European civilization” (Mor-
ley and Robins, 468). However, others see parts of Eu-
rope as indeed belonging to different cultural histories. 
Slovene sociologist Tonči Kuzmanić thus differentiates 
among three (four) Europes: the Anglo-Saxon sub-Eu-
rope (overlapping with NATO and with the central role 
of Great Britain); the European Union sub-Europe (with 
Gemany and France as the central actors, also called the 
“new Europe”); Catholic sub-Europe (Slovenia, Croatia 
and other post-socialist states with the common feature 
of desiring to be more Catholic that the Vatican itself). 
This sub-Europe for Kuzmanić presents a major threat 
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vata Evropa”); katoli~kata pod-Evropa (Slovenija, 
Hrvatska i drugi postsocijalisti~ki dr`avi ~ija 
zaedni~ka odlika e {to sakaat da bidat pokatoli~ki 
i od samiot Vatikan). Za Kuzmani} ovaa pod-Evropa 
pretstavuva golema zakana za drugite dve bidej}i se 
zasnova vrz me|usebno izme{ana desni~arska re-
torika i mediumska kontrola od Rimokatoli~kata 
crkva. Na krajot, postoi “Miteleuropa”, nezavr{en 
proekt, „sé u{te ne Evropa” koja, i pokraj svojata 
necelosnost, superiornosta na evropskata kultura i 
civilizacija ja zema zdravo za gotovo. Za Kuzmani}, 
govorot za mnogu Evropi ja naru{uva monolitnata 
pretstava za Evropa vo koja se sodr`i pluralizmot. 
Me|utoa, slu~ajot so me|upolo`bata na Slovenija 
i nedoslednostite vo politi~kite i kulturnite 
edna~ewa {to proizleguvaat od nego poka`uvaat i 
kako tie podelbi mo`e da se uslo`nat.

Istoriski gledano, imalo nekolku kulturni sudiri 
(ili kulturni vojni) {to go vle~ele slovene~kiot 
identitet vo razli~ni nasoki i kon sprotivni 
identifikacii, a najskore{niot sodr`e{e podelba 
dol` katoli~kite/protestantskite koreni na 
slovene~kiot nacionalen identitet. Tenziite i kon-
fliktite dobija nov impuls vo minatata tranzicis-
ka decenija koja ja obele`a `estoko preispi{uvawe 
na istorijata, {to glavno se naso~uva{e kon novo 
tolkuvawe na socijalisti~koto minato i kon 
o`ivuvawe na istorijata pred socijalizmot (koe po 
pravilo sega ve}e po~nuva so koru{koto „poteklo” vo 
7 vek). Raspravata za mnogustranite i protivre~ni 
lica na ovie preispituvawa e nadvor od domenot na 
ovoj trud; namesto toa, sakam da razgledam eden pri-
mer vo koj se projavi protivre~nata identifikacija. 
Va`en e za{to go ilustrira koncepciskiot bezizlez 
{to mo`at da  go  sozdadat vnatre{nite podelbi na 
Evropa na homogeni blokovi.

to the other two because it is based on the intermingling 
of right wing rhetoric and media control by the Roman 
Catholic Church. Finally, there is “Mitteleuropa,” an un-
finished project, a “not yet Europe” which, despite its in-
completeness takes the superiority of European culture 
and civilization as granted. For Kuzmanić, speaking of 
many Europes disturbs the monolithic image of Europe in 
which pluralism is subsumed. The case of the Slovenia’s 
in-between position and the subsequent inconsistencies 
in political and cultural alignments, however, also show 
how these divisions may become complicated. 

Historically, there have been several cultural clashes 
(or cultural wars) which have drawn Slovene identity in 
various directions and opposite identifications, the most 
recent one involving the split along the Catholic/Protes-
tant roots of Slovene national identity. The tensions and 
conflicts gained new momentum in the past decade of 
transition which has been marked with a fierce re-writ-
ing of history, directed especially towards re-interpreting 
the socialist past and reviving the pre-socialist history (as 
a rule now beginning with the Carynthian “origin” in the 
7th century). To discuss the manifold and contradictory 
faces of these revisions surpass the scope of this paper; 
instead, I want to observe one instance in which the con-
tradictory identification manifested itself. It is valuable 
for its illustration of the conceptual impasse which the 
internal divisions of Europe into homogenous blocs may 
create.
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Okolnostite vo koi dlaboko se spore{e okolu kar-
tite na Evropa se povrzani so nastanite od 11 sep-
temvri i so nivnoto prika`uvawe vo slovene~kiot 
javen i mediumski prostor. Koga prvite sliki od 
Wujork stasaa do slovene~kite glasila, re~isi 
vedna{ se pojavija i slikite {to im dadoa kul-
turna dimenzija na teroristi~kite ~inovi. 
Po emituvaweto na Si-en-en, komentatorite na 
slovene~kata televizija uvidoa deka simbolizmot 
na napadot jasno uka`uva{e na „dokazite deka tie 
[napa|a~ite] ne gi po~ituvaat civilizaciskite 
normi”. Pod civilizirano se podrazbira{e Za-
padot, no vo slovene~kite politi~ki i mediumski 
pejza`i, zna~eweto na Zapadot se uriva{e so raz-
vojot na nastanite. Sakaj}i da ja postavi Slovenija 
na globalnata politi~ka karta na kulturna pri-
padnost na civiliziraniot Zapad, Dmitrij Rupel, 
slovene~kiot minister za nadvore{ni raboti, pre-
dupredi: „terorizmot, ili ako sakate, varvarstvoto 
e pove}e od zakana za civilizacijata. Slovenija mu 
pripa|a na blokot civilizirani zemji”. Izrazot go 
reproducira{e teroristot – demokratska podelba 
na kartata {to ve}e ja izraboti vladata na SAD. 
Ministerot go povtori i stavot {to go iznesoa Bu{ 
pomladiot, Pauel i Bler za „terorizmot kako novoto 
zlo na na{iov svet”. Nacionalnata javna televizija 
gi emituva{e izjavite na trite svetski voda~i pros-
ledeni so snimki od Menhetn i Pentagon od edna 
strana i od ulicite vo Liban od druga strana. Na pr-
vite, svedoci so svoi iskazi zboruvaa za u`as i trau-
mi; na vtorite se gledaa masovni sceni ispolneti so 
proslava i radost. Izmestuvaj}i gi svetskite strada-
wa i frustracii zaradi politi~ko manevrirawe 
na svetskite geo-sili, politikata na pretstavi na 
televizijata gi postavi osnovite konfliktot da se 
zamisli prvenstveno vo kulturna smisla (Vidmar 
and Mancevič, 2007).

The occasion on which the maps of Europe were pro-
foundly contested relates to 9/11 and its representation 
in the Slovene public and media space. When the first 
images of the New York attacks reached the Slovene 
news media, almost instantly, the imagery which gave 
the terrorist acts a cultural dimension emerged. Follow-
ing the CNN broadcast, Slovene television commentators 
saw the symbolism of attack clearly pointing to the “evi-
dence that they [the attackers] don’t respect any civilized 
norms.” The civilized meant the West, but in the Slovene 
political and media landscapes, the meaning of the West 
was collapsing as the events followed. Hoping to situate 
Slovenia on the global geopolitical map of cultural belong-
ing to the civilized West, Dimitrij Rupel, Slovene foreign 
minister warned: “Terrorism, or, if you want, barbarism, 
is the worst threat to civilization. Slovenia belongs to the 
block of the civilized states.” The expression reproduced 
the terrorist – democratic splitting of the world map that 
was already crafted by the U.S government. The minister 
also reiterated the view put forward by Bush, Jr., Powell 
and Blair of “terrorism as the new evil of our world.” Na-
tional public television broadcast the statements of the 
three world leaders together with images from Manhat-
tan and Pentagon on the one hand, and from the streets 
of Lebanon on the other. In the former, witnesses’ nar-
ratives testified of horror and trauma; in the latter, the 
global screens were filled with celebration and joy. Dis-
placing human suffering and frustration for the political 
manoeuvring of the world’s geo-powers, the television’s 
politics of representations set the grounds for imagin-
ing the conflict primarily in cultural terms (Vidmar and 
Mancevič, 2007).
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Dodeka zabele{kite na ministerot za nadvore{ni 
samo aludiraa na paradigmata za sudirot na civi-
lizaciite, toga{niot pretsedatel na Slovenija, Mi-
lan Ku~an, pak, otvoreno upati na nea koga re~e „ova 
ne mo`e da se do`ivuva kako vojna na civilizacii, 
kako vojna na kulturi!” Osvrnuvaj}i se na izjavata na 
Berluskoni za „mo}ta na na{ata civilizacija” koja 
ja gleda{e vo posvetenosta na slobodata i qubov-
ta kon drugiot, Ku~an gi predupredi evropskite 
politi~ari da vnimavaat so zborovite. Ponatamu, 
dodeka politi~kite diskursi maka ma~ea vo ram-
kite na Hantingtonovata (Huntington) paradigma, 
se pojavija kriti~ki glasovi koi ja dekonstruiraat 
hantingtonovskata logika na orientalizirano raz-
misluvawe. Muftijata na islamskata zaednica vo 
Slovenija, na primer, gi pojasni politi~kite posle-
dici od semanti~kite zloupotrebi i opa~ewa, koi 
bea vidlivi vo me|usebno zamenlivoto koristewe 
na poimot musliman kako ozna~itel za islamski 
terorist. Toj ponudi navra}awe na edno poglavje od 
balkanskata istorija, velej}i „osum iljadi musli-
mani bea ubieni vo tekot na dva dena i edna no}, no 
nikoj ne tvrde{e deka hristijanite se zlostorni-
ci”. Naglasuvaj}i ja neuramnote`enosta vo pretsta-
vuvaweto na Zapadot kako civilizacija, a Istokot 
kako islam, istata onaa neuramnote`enost na koja 
kriti~ki se osvrnuvaa akademskite lu|e kako Said 
(Said) i Kardini (Cardini), muftijata, isto taka, gi 
izlo`i i ideolo{kite vlogovi {to se zakoravuvaat 
pod globaliziranata „vojna protiv terorizmot” 
(ibid.)

Kako {to poka`uvaat citative, vo slovene~kiot 
kontekst po 11 septemvri, ideologijata na „sudirot 
na civilizaciite” ja otvori, no i ja povrza javna-
ta rasprava so povlastenite poimi za kulturata, 
civilizacijata i identitetot. Me|utoa, vo ramkite 

 Whereas the foreign minister’s remarks only alluded to 
the clash of civilization paradigm, the Slovene president 
at the time, Milan Kučan, on the other hand, evoked it 
openly by stating that “this cannot be seen as a war of 
civilizations, as a war of cultures!” Reacting to Berlusco-
ni’s statement of the “power of our civilization” which he 
saw in the commitment to freedom and love for other, 
Kučan warned European politicians to be careful with 
words. Furthermore, whereas political discourses strug-
gled back and forth within the Huntington’s paradigm, 
critical voices emerged which deconstructed the Hun-
tingtonian logic of orientalized thinking. The mufti of the 
Islamic community in Slovenia, for instance, clarified the 
political consequences of semantic misuses and abuses, 
evident in the interchangeable use of the term Muslim as 
signifier of the Islamic terrorist.  “There were eight thou-
sand Muslims killed in two days and one night in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina,” he offered a flash back of the Balkan 
chapter of the European history, “yet nobody claimed 
that the Christians were criminals.” Reiterating the un-
evenness in representing the West as civilization and the 
East as Islam, the unevenness that has been critically ad-
dressed by scholars like Said and Cardini, the mufti also 
exposed ideological investments that have been petrify-
ing under the globalized “war on terror” (ibid.)

As these quotes indicate, in Slovene post-9/11 contexts, 
the ideology of the “clash of civilizations” triggered but 
also linked public debate to the privileged notions of 
culture, civilization and identity. However, within the 
contradictory and contested local field of political invest-
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na protivre~noto i osporuvanoto lokalno pole na 
politi~ki vlogovi i kolektivni `elbi, teloto na 
Evropa se podeli vo protivstaveni nasoki – ednata 
na so~uvstvo, a drugata na osuda za „duhovnite va-
zali na SAD”. Pritoa, stana o~igledno deka Evropa 
nema{e eden edinstven lik na koj bi se potprele. 
Evropa be{e podelena vo „koalicija protiv tero-
rizmot”. Antagonisti~kata struktura na povrzuvawe-
to so paradigmata za „vojnata protiv terorizmot” 
sepak ne uspea da otvori prostor za razgleduvawe 
na mo`nostite za edna multikulturna Evropa, koi 
sega se soo~uvaa so predizvicite na uslovite {to gi 
utvrdi 11 septemvri. So toa {to ne uspea da go preis-
pita proektot za sozdavawe evropski identitet koj 
se soo~uva{e so sé pogolemata netrpelivost kon mus-
limanskite zaednici vo Evropa, taa, kako {to rekov 
drugade (Vidmar, 2006b), ne im dade nekoj pozna~aen 
pottik na slovene~kite EU eliti da im se protivsta-
vat na rasisti~kite ~uvstva doma.

Gledano odnadvor, da go raska`am Kuzmani}, pode-
lenata lojalnost na Slovenija gi reproducira{e gra-
nicite me|u pod-Evropite na NATO i EU. Dokolku 
politi~kiot antagonizam, {to slovene~kiot mini-
ster za nadvore{ni raboti u{te pove}e go zasili 
so toa {to bez nikakva prethodna javna i parlamen-
tarna rasprava ja potpi{a deklaracijata od Vilnus, 
mo`e da se povrze so lokalnite ideolo{ki borbi, 
toj prakti~no ja uriva i stabilnosta na vnatre{nite 
granici na Evropa. Nestabilnata identifikacija 
na Slovenija so „Evropa” uka`uva na toa kakvi opas-
nosti demnat od potpiraweto vrz granicite za koi, 
vo odnos na istokot na Evropa, se poka`alo i deka 
go zacvrsnuvaat i deka go uslo`nuvaat odnosot na 
Zapadot kon sebesi. I navistina, grupata od Vil-
nus {to ja poddr`a koalicijata predvodena od SAD 
povtorno ja potvrdi nadmo}ta na pod-Evropata na 

ment and collective desires, the body Europe split open 
in oppositional directions – one condoling, the other 
condemning the “spiritual vassals of the U.S.” In the pro-
cess, it became evident that there was no one single im-
age of Europe to rely on. Europe was divided in “coalition 
against terror.” The antagonistic structure of alignment 
with the “war on terrorism” paradigm nonetheless failed 
to open up a space for the discussion of the prospects 
of multicultural Europe, now challenged by global con-
ditions defined by 9/11. By falling short of reconsider-
ing the project of making of the European identity faced 
with increased hostility against Muslim communities 
in Europe, it gave no substantial push for the Slovene 
EU elites, as I discuss it elsewhere (Vidmar, 2006b), to 
counter nationalist and racist sentiments at home.

From the outside perspective, Slovenia’s divided loyalty 
reproduced the boundaries between the NATO and the 
EU sub-Europes, to recount Kuzmanić. If the political 
antagonism, which was furthered by foreign minister 
signing the Vilnius declaration without having any prior 
public or parliamentary debate, can be linked to the lo-
cal ideological struggles, it also, in effect, defeats the sta-
bility of Europe’s internal frontiers. Slovene’s unstable 
identification with “Europe” points to the perils of rely-
ing on the borders which, in respect to the Europe’s East 
have proven as both consolidating and complicating the 
West’s relationship towards itself. Indeed, the Vilnius 
group which gave support to the US-led coalition reaf-
firmed the power of the NATO sub-Europe against other 
sub-Europes; the case of the divided political (and cul-
tural) understanding of 9/11 in Slovenia also corrupts 
firm and exclusive belonging to any of them.
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NATO nad drugite pod-Evropi; primerot so podele-
noto politi~ko (i kulturno) sfa}awe na 11 septem-
vri vo Slovenija isto taka ja nagrizuva cvrstata i 
isklu~ivata pripadnost kon koja i da e od niv.

Me|uprostori

Kako primer za globalizacijata na imperijalniot 
razum, kako {to go razgleduvaa Burdje i Vakuant, 
Hantingtonovite dela slobodno patuvaa {irum 
planetava bez da se postavuva pra{aweto za nivnite 
anglocentri~ni ubeduvawa. Kako {to naglasuvaat 
i avtorite, vo erata na globalni komunikacii, 
„{ireweto na mislata po urnekot na SAD” efektivno 
se pothranuva od evropskoto intelektualno pole i 
„kulturnoto novinarstvo”, {to sekako be{e slu~aj so 
slovene~kite masovni mediumi {to & pripa|aa na 
maticata (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1999: 43). Sepak, 
problemot mo`e izdr`ano da go locirame malku 
podaleku i da se zapra{ame kako toa, i pokraj toa 
{to Evropa imala bogata tradicija na sredbi so 
Orientot (vo politikata, umetnostite, poezijata i 
patepisnata kni`evnost) i kolonijalno vlo`uvala 
vo orientalnata nauka, dodeka SAD nemale takvo 
iskustvo, sepak preovladale redukcionisti~kite 
oslikuvawa {to ja povrzale Evropa so civilizaci-
jata, a islamot so verskiot fundamentalizam. Obem-
niot cenzorski zamav {to se nanel na istoriskata 
memorija mo`e da se objasni so faktot deka, kako 
{to uka`uva deloto na Said, Evropa steknuvala 
„fantazija i prefinetost” od dopirite so islamot 
no „islamot nikoga{ ne bil dobredojden vo Evropa” 
(Said, 2000: 178). Isto taka, toa mo`e da se dol`i i 
na faktot deka etnocentri~nite tolkuvawa, zasno-
vani vrz o`ivuvaweto na kolonijalnata politika 
na isklu~uvawe, sou~estvuvaat so nostalgi~noto se-

Huntingtonian Spaces 

An exemplary of globalization of imperial reason, as 
Bourdieu and Wacquant have discussed it, Huntington’s 
work traveled freely across the globe without being ques-
tioned about its American-centric belief. As the authors 
also stress, in the age of global communication, the “dif-
fusion of US thought” is effectively catered to by Euro-
pean intellectual field and “cultural journalism” which 
certainly was the case with the Slovene mainstream 
mass media (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1999: 43). Yet the 
problem can arguably be located a bit further to ask how 
despite the fact that Europe had a rich tradition of en-
counter with the Orient (in politics, art, poetry and travel 
literature) and had its colonial investments in Oriental 
learning, whereas the U.S has no such experience, the re-
ductionist depictions which linked Europe to civilization 
and Islam to religious fundamentalism prevailed. A mas-
sive stroke of censorship inflicted on historical memory 
can be explained by the fact, as Said’s work suggests, that 
there was “imagination and refinement” on the part of 
Europe in encountering the Islam, yet “Islam has nev-
er been welcome in Europe” (Said, 2000: 178). It may 
also be due to the fact the ethnocentric interpretations, 
based on re-vitalization of colonial politics of exclusion, 
are complicit with nostalgic self-fashioning that has sur-
vived in a repressed form in many places and, not least, 
could be found in EU documents and cultural politics. 

Nomadic Europe: Spaces, Identities and Politics
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beoblikuvawe {to na mnogu mesta opstanalo poti-
snato i {to, a toa ne e pomalku va`no, mo`e da se 
najde vo dokumentite na EU i vo nejzinata kulturna 
politika.

Edna kriti~ka sredba so lokalnite primeni na Han-
tingtonovata teza e sepak presudna za razotkrivawe 
na nejzinata ideolo{ka privle~nost. Hantington 
gi sfa}a razlikite me|u civilizaciite ne samo 
kako vistiniti tuku i kako temelni; tokmu ovaa 
rafinirana pretstava za kulturata mu ovozmo`uva 
da uvidi deka „rasedite me|u civilizaciite sta-
nuvaat centralni linii na sudir vo globalnata 
politika” (Huntington, 1996: 125). Kulturnite raz-
liki te{ko se ras~lenuvaat; ottuka, predviduva toj, 
nekakvi ekonomski regionalizmi se vozmo`ni samo 
koga postoi zaedni~ka civilizacija. Koga zboruva 
so Evropejcite, i na istok i na zapad, tvrdi deka 
evropskata ekonomska integracija e vozmo`na samo 
zatoa {to „postojat zaedni~kata evropska osnova i 
zapadnoto hristijanstvo” (2004). Po urivaweto na 
Berlinskiot yid, tvrdi, i Isto~noevropejcite mo`e 
da u~estvuvaat vo procesot bidej}i „sega mo`at da 
im se pridru`at na svoite kulturni bra}a” (Hunt-
ington, 126). So ogled na `elbata na porane{nite 
socijalisti~ki dr`avi pove}e da ne se povrzuvaat 
so Istokot, negoviot povik zvu~i kako ute{itelen 
nadomest za godinite minati pod edna tu|inska 
„civilizacija”.

Zaedni~koto poteklo, {to go predlaga Hantington, 
kako {to se tvrdelo, ima mitska priroda i e pred-
met na kopne` namesto istoriski odraz. Ponatamu, 
kulturata vo Hantingtonovata konceptualizacija 
se pretstavuva kako konkretizirana stvarnost {to 
im prethodi na procesite na konstruirawe, pregova-
rawe i osporuvawe. Namesto da se gleda kako proiz-

Critical encounter with local deployments of Hunting-
ton’s thesis is nonetheless crucial to exposing its ideo-
logical appeal. Huntington understands differences be-
tween civilizations as not only true but basic; it is this 
reified notion of culture which allows him to see that “the 
fault lines between civilizations are becoming the central 
lines of conflict in global politics” (Huntington, 1996: 
125). Cultural differences are hard to disassemble, there-
fore, he predicts, any kind of economic regionalisms is 
possible only when there is a shared civilization. Speak-
ing to Europeans both East and West, he claims that 
European economic integration is possible only because 
“there is a shared European base and Western Christi-
anity” (2004). After the fall of the Berlin Wall, Eastern 
Europeans too could partake in the process as they are 
“now able to join their cultural kin,” he argues (Hunting-
ton, 126). Considering the wishes of the former socialist 
states to be disassociated from the East, his invitation 
sounds as a soothing compensation for years spent un-
der foreign “civilization.” 

 
The shared origin, proposed by Huntington, as it has 
been argued, is mythical in nature, an object of desire 
rather than a historical reflection. Moreover, culture in 
Huntington’s conceptualization is presented as reified 
reality preceding processes of construction, negotiation, 
and contestation. Rather than seen as the product, it is 
imposed upon human interaction, stretched over large 
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vod, taa & se nametnuva na ~ove~kata interakcija, 
prostrena preku golemi teritorii kako homogena i 
esencijalisti~ka prekrivka. Ponatamu, kulturata 
se poistovetuva so civilizacijata, civilizacijata 
so verskite razliki. Propu{taj}i da vidi deka tok-
mu politi~kite i ideolo{kite borbi gi sozdavaat 
ideolo{kite efekti na kulturnata razlika, Han-
tington istovremeno vr{i orientalizacija i za-
padizacija (Pieterse, 2004: 48). Ova gledi{te, isto 
taka, gi bri{e sudirite {to se odvivaat vo ramkite 
na kulturata. Najva`no e {to toa se usoglasuva so 
opsesivnata potraga na Evropa po dom koja ja pot-
tiknuvaat nestabilnite konteksti na obedinuvawe-
to i globalizacijata. „Evropskiot Hajmat go priziva 
staroto veli~ie na Evropa kako bedem protiv id-
nite neizvesnosti. Toa e Evropa koja gi deli onie 
{to & pripa|aat na Zaednicata od onie {to se ek-
strakomunitari i, prakti~no, vonzemjani” (Morley 
and Robins, 458). Stati~nata i teritorijalna slika 
{to zafa}a odredeno zemji{te na kulturni razliki 
i prirodno pottiknuvanoto ~uvstvo kon verskata 
i etni~kata identifikacija ovozmo`uva fina i 
uredna globalna karta.6 No, iscrtuvaweto karti ne 
samo {to e zdodevna rabota, tuku e i potfat protkaen 
so poli~ki konotacii. Slednite dva primera 
uka`uvaat na mo`nosta ishodite da bidat nasilni 
koga kulturata se kombinira so teritorijata i koga 
mestoto stanuva ili zatvor za domorodnite (Appada-
ruai, 1988: 39) ili zemja na povlastenite.

Na po~etokot od 2005 godina, edna grupa roditeli, 
~ii deca u~ea vo osnovnoto u~ili{te vo Br{qin, vo 
jugoisto~niot region na Novo Mesto, se podgotvuva{e 
da zapo~ne bojkot na nastavata. Pri~ina za vakviot 
~ekor be{e, kako {to objasnija, toa {to nivnite 
deca ne poka`uvale onolku odli~en uspeh kolku {to 
trebalo. Spored niv, toa se dol`elo na faktot deka 

territories as homogenous and essentialist cover. More-
over, culture is identified with civilization, civilization 
with religious difference. Failing to observe how it is the 
political and ideological struggles which produce the 
ideological effects of cultural difference, Huntington ori-
entalizes and occidentalizes at once (Pieterse, 2004: 48). 
This view also obliterates clashes that unfold within cul-
ture. Most importantly, it strikes accord with Europe’s 
obsessive search for home triggered by unstable contexts 
of unification and globalization. “The European Heimat 
invokes the past grandeur of Europe as a bastion against 
future uncertainties. This is a Europe that divides those 
who are of the Community from those who are extra-
communitari and, effectively, extraterrestrial” (Morley 
and Robins, 458). The static and territorial image of the 
culture occupying a fixed land of difference and naturally 
driven sentiment towards religious and ethnic identifica-
tion makes for a nice and orderly global map.6 Drawing 
maps, however, is not only a tedious job but an endeav-
or laced with political connotations. The next two cases 
demonstrate possible violent outcomes when culture is 
conflated with territory and where the place becomes ei-
ther prison house of the natives (Appadaruai, 1988: 39); 
or the land of the privileged.

In early 2005, a group of parents, whose children were 
going to the primary school of Bršljin, in the South East 
region of Novo Mesto, was about to begin a boycott of 
classes. The reason for their action was, in their words, 
that their children were not excelling as they should. In 
their view, this was due to the fact that they were includ-
ed in ethnically mixed classrooms with Roma children. 
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bile vo etni~ki me{oviti oddelenija so Rom~iwa. 
Vo u~ili{teto u~ele 626 deca, a 86 od niv bile 
Romi. Roditelite tvrdele deka „brojnosta na rom-
skite deca go naru{uva {koluvaweto na nivnite 
deca i deka nivnoto obrazovanie e poslabo otkolku 
vo u~ili{tata so pomalku {arenoliki paralelki”. 
Vo svoeto soop{tenie navele deka, poradi koncen-
tracijata {to go pravi u~ili{teto nebezbedno za 
nivnite deca, baraat „romskite deca da se rasporedu-
vaat vo posebni oddelenija i/ili da se premestat  
vo drugi u~ili{ta vo regionot” (citat kaj Vidmar, 
2006a: kurzivot e moj). Ministerot za obrazovanie 
odgovori so model na „blaga segregacija” koj, iako na 
po~etokot go ozna~i kako zakonski somnitelen, vo 
narednite meseci go pretstavuva{e kako primer za 
pozitivna praksa. Iako mu se protivstavi stru~nata 
javnost, toj zaklu~i deka negovata strategija }e dade 
pozitivni rezultati blagodarenie na koi „ve}e nema 
da ima sudiri me|u kulturite” (kurzivot e moj). 
 
Vo oktomvri 2006 godina, edna gnevna grupa na 
mnozinskoto naselenie vo seloto Ambrus vo istiot 
region, se sobra za da izdejstvuva od nivnite imo-
ti da se izbrka romskoto semejstvo Strojan. Frus-
triranata zaednica svedo~e{e pred mediumskite 
izvestuva~i za sekojdnevnite problemi {to im gi 
predizvikuval `ivotot vo blizina na Strojanovci 
koi, spored glasnogovornicite na zaednicata vo Am-
brus, redovno vr{ele krivi~ni dela kako kra`bi, 
bespravno upa|awe na nivnite imoti, opasno upra-
vuvawe so neregistrirani vozila, palewe opasni 
materii itn. Frustracijata kulminira koga eden 
„civil” od Ambrus (ime so koe Romite gi oslovuvaat 
ne-Romite) bil divja~ki pretepan na patot kon ~er-
gata na semejstvoto Strojan, nastan {to vedna{ se 
povrza so Strojanovci. Ve}e naredniot den se poka`a 
deka tokmu civil koj `iveel vo kampot na Strojan 

In the school with a student body numbering 626 chil-
dren, 86 were Roma children. The parents argued that 
it was “because of the number of Roma children which 
disturbs the education of their children and that they get 
less than in schools with less colorful classes.” In their 
statement they claimed that due to the high number of 
Roma children in the school the school was unsafe for 
their children: “Roma children be put in separate classes 
and /or displaced to other schools in the region.”(quoted 
in Vidmar, 2006a: my emphasis). The minister of educa-
tion responded with a model of “soft segregation” which, 
although at first, he acknowledged as legally question-
able, in subsequent months he presented as a case of 
positive practice. Although confronted with opposition 
from the professional public, he also concluded that his 
strategy will breed positive effects so that “there will be 
no more clashes between cultures” (my emphasis). 

 
In October 2006, an angry group from the majority 
population in the village of Ambrus in the same region 
rallied to achieve the expulsion of the Strojan family, a 
Roma family, from their lands. The frustrated commu-
nity testified to news media of their daily problems of 
living in the vicinity of the Strojans who, according to 
the spokespersons of the Ambrus community, regularly 
engaged in criminal deeds of stealing, illegal trespassing 
on their property, dangerous driving in unregistered ve-
hicles, burning dangerous materials and so on. The frus-
tration came to a head when a “civilian” (the name given 
to non-Roma people by the Roma) from Ambrus was 
badly beaten on the way to the premises of the Strojan’s 
camp, an incident which was instantly linked to the Stro-
jans. Only a day later, it became clear that it was indeed a 
civilian living at the Strojan’s camp who was most likely 
responsible for the violent act, but the angry reactions by 
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najverojatno bil odgovoren za nasilni~kiot ~in, 
no gnevnite reakcii od dominantnoto naselenie 
ve}e bea izlegle od kontrola. Soo~eni so gnevnata 
tolpa koja bara{e da se vme{a dr`avata, no i koja 
niz rasisti~ka retorika se zakanuva{e deka samata 
na svoj na~in }e se spravi so „Ciganite”, sedumnae-
settemina vozrasni Strojanovci i nivnite ~etiri-
naeset deca gi prifatija ubeduvawata od ministerot 
za vnatre{ni raboti da ja napu{tat svojata ~erga. So 
policiska pridru`ba, pod izgovor deka gi {titi od 
nasilnite sosedi, Strojanovci, romsko semejstvo so 
slovene~ko dr`avjanstvo, stana predmet na progon 
pod pokrovitelstvo na dr`avata.

Toa {to na Strojanovci im se ponudi privremeno 
smestuvawe vo Postojna vo eden begalski centar 
za nelegalni doselenici, kako preodno mesto vo 
nivniot vnatre{en egzil, svedo~i za istovremeno 
simboli~niot i vistinski ~in na dr`aven teror koj 
site ~lenovi na semejstvoto gi pretvori vo begalci 
vo sopstvenata zemja. Ottoga{ bea napraveni nekolku 
obidi semejstvoto da se preseli na drugo mesto; site 
obidi naidoa na nasilen otpor od zaednicite ~ii 
sosedstva bea poso~eni kako mo`ni lokacii (vo 
vremeto koga go pi{uvam esejov semejstvoto `ivee 
na nepoznata lokacija vo dr`avna sopstvenost). I so 
sudirot vo Br{qin i so onoj vo Ambrus, se potvrdi 
statusot na Romite kako „ve~ni tu|inci” vo Slo-
venija. So ovaa potvrda, se raspa|a{e idili~nata 
slika za Slovenija kako „najnaprednoto” i najde-
mokratskoto me|u postsocijalisti~kite op{testva 
(Vidi The New York Times, 13. 11. 2006 i BBC News, 
16.11. 2006). I pokraj sé, vo obata slu~aja, vladata ja 
uveruva{e javnosta deka na~inot na koj se spravuva-
la so problemot bil vo soglasnost so praksata na EU 
i deka, kako primer za dobra praksa, duri mo`e da 
se predlo`i na EU vo osmisluvaweto na nejzinata 
politika kon Romite vo idnina.

the dominant population by then was already out of con-
trol. Facing an angry mob crying for state intervention 
as well as threatening in racist rhetoric to deal with the 
“gypsies” their own way, seventeen adult Strojans and 
their fourteen children were persuaded by the Minister 
of Interior to leave their camp. Escorted by police under 
the pretense of protecting them from violent neighbors, 
the Strojans, a Roma family with Slovene citizenship 
became subject to expulsion that was sponsored by the 
state.

The temporary settlement in the refuge center for il-
legal immigrants in Postojna which was offered to the 
Strojans as their transient place of internal exile, attests 
to the symbolic and real act of state terror by which the 
family was turned into refugees in their own homeland. 
Since then, several attempts have been made to move the 
family to a new location; all attempts were met with vio-
lent resistance from the communities whose neighbor-
hoods were identified as possible locations (at the time 
of writing this essay, the family is living in an unknown 
location on a state property). With both, the Bršljin and 
the Ambrus conflicts, the Roma’s status as “permanent 
strangers” in Slovenia has been confirmed. With the 
confirmation, the idyllic image of Slovenia as the most 
“advanced” and democratic among the post-socialist so-
cieties was falling apart (see The New York Times, 13. 11. 
2006 and BBC News, 16.11. 2006). Regardless, on both 
occasions, the government was reassuring the public that 
its handling of the “problem” was in accordance with the 
EU practices and, moreover, as a case of good practice, 
can even be proposed to the EU in designing its politics 
towards  Roma in the future.

Nomadic Europe: Spaces, Identities and Politics
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Obete prikazni uspeaja da sozdadat slika za tu|inska 
kultura {to samo na minuvawe se naselila vo Slo-
venija. I pokraj toa {to Romite vo Slovenija se 
edinstveni poradi toa {to se trajna zaednica (koja 
`iveela na ova podra~je pove}e od petstotini godi-
ni!), politi~kiot diskurs za niv izmislil privre-
mena opredelba {to mo`e da se napu{ti vo sekoj 
mig, a romskoto naselenie slobodno se raseluva koga 
}e se zgolemat tenziite vo po{irokata zaednica. 
Ukinuvaweto na pravoto na mesto (prostor) se vr{i 
vo ramkite na diskursot za „civilizaciski kon-
flikti me|u Romite i sosednite slovene~ki zaedni-
ci”, sozdaden tokmu od partijata {to e sega na vlast. 
Zapra{an za negoviot stav okolu re{enieto, vo 
intervju za eden nacionalen dneven vesnik, opozi-
ciskiot kandidat za premier (izbran vo 2004 godi-
na!) dade vakvo objasnuvawe: „Nie Slovencite imame 
samo edna dr`ava {to n$ {titi, dodeka na{ite 
dr`avjani, pripadnici na etni~kite malcinstva, 
imaat i sopstveni dr`avi koi dopolnitelno gi 
{titat nivnite prava”. (citat od Vidmar, 2006a). So 
eden poteg na retori~ko zamra~uvawe, Romite stanaa 
nepostoe~ka zaednica, kultura bez minato i idnina, 
nadvor od istorijata, pameteweto i (teritorijal-
nata) pripadnost. Vo eden vakov mentalen sklop, 
nasilni~kiot pragmatizam na baraweto romskite 
deca da se „premestat” i stvarnoto raseluvawe na 
semejstvoto Strojan pomina nezabele`an od strana 
na dr`avata. Naprotiv, kako narodska metafora za 
postmoderniot globalen identitet, vo kontekst na 
lokalnata nacionalisti~ka fantazija, raseluvawe-
to si najde otvoren pat kon edna konkretna projava 
na nasilnata deteritorijalizacija.

 

Both stories managed to produce the image of an alien 
culture which inhabits the land of Slovenia only in tran-
sit. Notwithstanding the fact that the Roma in Slovenia 
are unique in the sense that they are settled communities  
political discourse has invented for them a temporary al-
lotment which can be abandoned at any time, the Roma 
population moved around freely when the tensions in 
broader community increase. The abolishing of the right 
to place (space) has been carried on the discourse of the 
“civilizational conflicts between Roma and the neigh-
boring Slovene communities,” produced by the present 
party in power. When asked about his view of  a solution, 
in the interview for the national daily, the opposition-
al candidate for the prime minister (elected in 2004!) 
explained:’We, Slovenes have only one state which pro-
tects us whereas our citizens, members of ethnic minori-
ties, have their own states which additionally protect 
their rights.” (quoted in Vidmar, 2006a). By a stroke of 
rhetorical eclipse, Roma have emerged as a non-existent 
community, a culture with no past or future, beyond his-
tory, memory or (territorial) belonging. With this men-
tal setting, the demand for the Roma children to be ‘dis-
placed’ and the actual displacement of the Strojan family 
went unnoticed by the state for its violent pragmatism. 
On the contrary, a popular metaphor of the postmod-
ern global identity, in the context of the local nationalist 
imagination, the displacement found a free way to a con-
crete expression of forced deterritorialization.   
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Nomadska Evropa?

Kolku se {tetni ovie dva slu~aja za povtornoto za-
misluvawe na Evropa vo edna podvi`na i minliva 
smisla na pripadnosta? Dali go potvrduvaat sudot 
deka dene{nite intelektualni ekskurzii vo „noma-
dologija” se samo pomodarstvo {to go prifatile kos-
mopolitskite eliti? Dali se vo pravo kriti~arite 
koga tvrdat deka intelektualcite koi flertuvale so 
idejata za nomadizmot, marginalnosta i otu|enosta, 
„bile navedeni da ja preina~at boemskata samoben-
disanost i samoso`aluvawe vo politi~ka apologija 
i sebeuveli~uvawe i ~estopati svoite istoriski 
obidi da dojdat do mo} i povlastici gi potkrepu-
vale proglasuvaj}i se sebesi za glasnogovornici na 
pogolemite stale`i koi za{titni~ki gi obele`ale 
kako marginalni i otu|eni”? (Pels, 71)

Rozi Braidoti, edna od poborni~kite za me|usebno 
me{awe na intelektualnosta i marginalnosta 
vo poimaweto na „nomadskiot subjekt”, i samata 
„feministi~ki nomad”, gi objasnuva koncepciskite 
nedorazbirawa vo gorespomenatata kritika. No-
madskiot subjekt, spored poststrukturalisti~koto 
~itawe na Braidoti, podrazbira kriti~ko vlo`u-
vawe vo poimaweto na posthumanisti~kiot subjekt 
kako li{en od centar i subjekt koj samiot go odrazuva 
mestoto {to go zazema. Povtorlivata tema za civi-
lizacii vo sudir, zaedno so elasti~nosta {to temata 
na Hantington im ja dava na raznite ideolo{ki celi 
i lokalno-politi~ki primeni, sekako go poddr`uva 
ovoj vid intelektualna intervencija {to mo`e da 
se premesti od individualniot na kolektivniot 
subjekt. Ponatamu, Braidoti ja naglasuva ulogata 
na memorijata: nomadskiot subjekt ne e nad lokaci-
jata (i istorijata); naprotiv, negovata lokacija 
e „vkoreneta i ovoplotena memorija. Taa e zbir od 

Nomadic Europe?

How detrimental are both cases for re-imagining Europe 
in mobile and transient terms of belonging? Do they con-
firm the verdict that the present day intellectual excur-
sions into “nomadology” are only a fashion embraced 
by the cosmopolitan elites? Are the critics right when 
they claim that the intellectuals who have been flirting 
with the idea of nomadism, marginality and strangeness, 
“have been led to transmute bohemian self-fascination 
and self-complaint into political apology and self-ag-
grandizement, and have often staked their historical bids 
for power and privilege upon the self-appointed spokes-
personship for larger classes which they protectively 
construed as marginal and estranged?” (Pels, 71)

Rosi Braidotti, one of the proponents of intermingling 
of intellectually and marginality in the notion of the 
“nomadic subject,” herself a “feminist nomad,” clarifies 
conceptual misunderstandings involved in the above 
outlined critique. The nomadic subject, in Braidotti’s 
post-structuralist reading, implies a critical investment 
in thinking post-humanist subject as de-centered and 
self-reflecting the position which it occupies. The recur-
ring theme of the clashing civilizations, and the elasticity 
which the Huntington’s theme grants to various ideo-
logical purposes and local political uses certainly sup-
ports this kind of intellectual intervention that can be 
transposed from individual to collective subject. More-
over, Braidotti emphasizes the role of the memory: the 
nomadic subject is not beyond location (and history), to 
the contrary, its location is an “embedded and embodied 
memory. It is a set of counter-memories which are ac-
tivated by the resisting thinker against the grain of the 
dominant representations of subjectivity” (Braidotti, 
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protiv-memorii {to gi aktivira mislitelot koj 
se opira na zrncata dominantni pretstavi na sub-
jektivnosta” (Braidotti, 1999: 89). (Re)aktiviraweto 
na alternativnite memorii pogore e izlo`eno 
kako mo`en na~in za pluralizirawe na minatoto i 
pro{iruvawe na granicite na izgradbata na kolek-
tivniot evropski subjekt. Me|upolo`bata na Slo-
venija (vo kombinacija so geografskoto me|uevropie 
[in-between Europe] i istoriskata sostojba na tran-
zicija) mo`e da dade poa|ali{te i da se preraboti 
vo nasoka vo koja prostorno-vremenskata lokacija 
}e se koristi za naru{uvawe na fiksiranata lokal-
nost na kulturata. Kako i so nomadskiot subjekt vo 
posthumanisti~ka smisla, za da mo`e kolektivot da 
go preobmisli svojot odnos kon sopstvenata lokal-
nost, treba da se primeni poinakov splet od memo-
rii.

Spomenot na “Miteleuropa” e eden od protiv-nara-
tivite od minatoto. Diskursot od 1989 godina za 
“Miteleuropa” e proekt za formirawe identitet koj, 
vo svojata implicitna politika na razgrani~uvawe 
i oddale~uvawe od sovetskoto minato, gi reproduci-
ra mitolo{kite narativi za potekloto na Evropa. 
Me|utoa, koga }e se odvoi od svoite geopoliti~ki 
konotacii i }e se prifati kako alternativa na 
pretstavata za Evropa kako Zapad, mo`e da dade 
raboten mentalen konstrukt povrzan so fluidnos-
ta na kulturnite granici, mnogukratnite to~ki na 
identifikacija i istoriite vo me|useben sudir. 
„Kulturnata ‘Miteleuropa’ od umetni~kite sti-
lovi, nejzinite muzika i slikarstvo, kni`evnost 
i karakteristi~kiot kulturen ambient na kafete-
riite vo Viena, Budimpe{ta i Trst ne mo`e da bi-
dat gra|ata za sozdavawe kolektivni identiteti”, 
pi{uva Delanti, „no mo`e da bidat potsetnik za 
edna svojstvena kultura i makro-regionalen iden-

1999: 89). The (re)activation of alternative memories 
has been outlined above as one possible way of plural-
izing the past and expanding the boundaries of the col-
lective European subject building. Slovenia’s in-between 
position (conflated with geographic in-between Europe 
region and historic transition state) may provide a start-
ing point and reworked in direction in which spatiotem-
poral location is used to disturb the fixed locality of the 
culture. As with the nomadic subject in post-humanist 
sense, for the collective to re-imagine its relationship to 
its own locality, a different set of memories needs to be 
invoked.

The memory of “Mitteluropa” is one of the counter-nar-
ratives of the past. The 1989 discourse of “Mitteluropa” is 
an identity-forming project which, in its implicit politics 
of differentiating and distancing from the Soviet past, 
reproduces the mythological narratives of the origin of 
Europe. However, when divorced of its geo-political con-
notations and embraced as an alternative to the notion 
of Europe as the West, it can provide a working mental 
construct borne on fluidity of cultural borders, multiple 
sites of identification and clashing histories. “The cul-
tural ‘Mitteleuropa’ of the artistic styles, its music and 
painting, literature and the peculiar cultural ambience 
of the coffee houses of Vienna, Budapest and Trieste can-
not be the stuff out of which collective identities can be 
built,” Delanty writes, “but it can be a reminder of a dis-
tinctive culture and macro-regional identity” (Delanty, 
1996: 104). Reviving its polycentric and territorial mix-
ing of local, regional and imperial identities may help re-
structuring “new localisms” in which differences become 
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titet” (Delanty, 1996: 104). O`ivuvaweto na poli-
centri~noto i teritorijalnoto me{awe na lokal-
nite, regionalnite i imperijalnite identiteti 
mo`e da go pomogne rekonstruiraweto na „novite 
lokalizmi” vo koi razlikite stanuvaat mesta na 
kreativni tenzii. Pokraj toa, kulturiot kosmo-
politizam na Habsbur{koto carstvo ve}e se poka`al 
kako delotvoren oblik za zapirawe i kontrola na 
izblikot nacionalizmi (Margolis, 2001: 206). Ako 
sega EU se nudi kako nadnacionalna referenca za 
koja treba da se vrzuvaat lokalnite nacionalni 
identiteti, toga{ me|uiskustvata mo`e da se pret-
vorat vo gra|a so koja }e se preoblikuva evropskiot 
identitet.

So vklu~uvaweto na centralno i isto~noevropskite 
dr`avi vo mentalnata geografija na Evropa, idejata 
za “Miteleuropa” osobeno ̀ ivo stanuva to~ka na koja 
mo`e da odnovo da se pregovara za politi~kite i 
kulturnata zamisla za Evropa i nejzinite podvi`ni 
prostori. Granicata bila bitna za sostavuvaweto na 
evropskiot identitet, iako ona {to bilo nadvor od 
Evropa se zamisluvalo poinaku: pisateli kako Todo-
rov i Bodrijar (Baudrillard) ja lociraa nasproti 
SAD i opasnosta od amerikanizacija (Mikkeli, 141), 
dodeka za drugi, osobeno za postsocijalisti~kite 
intelektualci, Rusija se do`ivuva kako zakanata od 
istok. Evropskiot identitet otsekoga{ go kalapela 
„drugosta” a, kako {to Balibar go proektiral ovoj 
fakt ponatamu vo vremeto, na~inot na koj vo idnina 
}e se iscrtuvaat granicite }e gi opredeli, isto taka, 
i posledicite od Drugiot (Balibar, 1996).

Granicata, kako {to uka`uvaat dvata slu~aja so 
deteritorijalizacijata na Romite, se iscrtala 
i vo ramkite na kulturata. Ova nalaga na post-
strukturalisti~kata konceptualizacija na kul-

sites of creative tensions. In addition, the cultural cos-
mopolitism of the Habsburg Empire already proved an 
effective form of containing and controlling the outburst 
of nationalisms (Magris, 2001: 206). If EU has now be-
ing offered as the supra-national reference to which lo-
cal national identities should be related, then the in-be-
tween experiences could be made into the stuff out of 
which European identity is refashioned. 

   
With the incorporation of Central and Eastern Europe-
an states into the mental geography of Europe, the idea 
of “Mitteleuropa” becomes an especially vibrant site on 
which to re-negotiate borders of political and cultural 
imagination of Europe and its mobile spaces. The border 
has been constitutive of the European identity constitu-
tion although the Europe’s outside has been envisioned 
differently: writers such as Todorov and Baudrillard have 
located it against the USA and the threat of Americaniza-
tion (Mikkeli, 141) whereas for others, especially post-
socialist intellectuals, Russia has been imagined as the 
threat from the East. European identity has always been 
molded by “otherness” and, as Balibar has projected this 
fact further along time, depending on how the boundar-
ies will be drawn in the future will also determine the 
consequences of the Other (Balibar, 1996).

The border, as the two cases of local deterritorializa-
tion of the Roma indicate, has also been drawn within 
culture. This calls for redefining geographic imagin-
ing of culture to the poststructuralist conceptualization 
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turata kako relaciona i kontekstualna da & se re-
definira geografskoto zamisluvawe na kulturata 
– kako nomadska vo smislata na Braidoti. So ogled 
na faktot deka slovene~kite intelektualni i kul-
turni eliti vlo`uvaat odredeni napori da ja lo-
ciraat zemjata vo Centralna Evropa, tokmu na onaa 
teritorija {to se eksploatira{e kako koncepcisko 
podra~je na me|uevropie, toa mo`e da poslu`i kako 
pojdovna to~ka za prifa}awe na proektot. Ponatamu, 
kako kultura vo tranzicija, ostava i prostor za 
prifa}awe na poimot na Homi Baba (Homi Bhabha) 
za kultura vo me|uprostor vo istoriska smisla, taka 
{to site `iteli (porane{ni i sega{ni) mo`e da 
se prezamislat odnovo i vo ramkite na izmenetite 
konteksti. Socijalniot kontekst, vrz koj Baba go 
razviva svojot koncept, go sozdalo mnogukratnoto i 
heterogeno kulturno iskustvo vo postmodernite ur-
bani zoni vo koi ̀ iveat dijasporite i migrantskite 
identiteti {to povtorno gi povrzuvaat minatite i 
sega{nite narativi na pripadnosta. Za razlika od 
Baba, koj ja slavi liminalnosta na me|uprostorite 
kako sredstvo za ukinuvawe na kulturnata razlika, 
slovene~kiot postsocijalisti~ki kulturen prostor 
pove}e se stremi da gi utvrdi granicite. Ne e sose-
ma iscrpena mo`nosta vo geografskata lokacija i 
mentalnata kartografija da se vnese novo zna~ewe 
za kulturata na me|uprostorot. Toa treba da se odvi-
va so priznavawe na urbanite i neurbanite podra~ja 
kako premestlivi zoni na razliki smesteni vo i 
me|u etni~kite zaednici; so teritorijalni privr-
zoci {to sodr`at svoe individualno minato i koi, 
vo novite generacii migracija, vo idnina }e gi de-
lat zemjite.

Me|utoa, taa zada~a ne }e mo`e da se ostvari izoli-
rano od evropskite konteksti. Edno jasno otsustvo na 
kriti~ki osvrt, kakvo {to vidovme po 11 septemvri, 

of culture as relational and contextual – as nomadic in 
Braidotti’s sense. Given the fact that Slovene intellectual 
and cultural elites have been putting some effort into lo-
cating the country in Central Europe, the very territory 
which has been also exploited as conceptual terrain of 
in-between Europe, this may serve as a starting point to 
embrace the project. Furthermore, as a transition cul-
ture, it also provides space for the accommodation of 
Homi Bhabha’s notion of the in-between culture in his-
torical sense so that all the inhabitants (past and pres-
ent) can be re-imagined freshly and within the changed 
contexts. The social context, on which Bhabha develops 
his concept has been provided by the multiple and het-
erogeneous cultural experience of the postmodern urban 
zones occupied with diasporas and migrant identities 
which re-connect past and present narratives of belong-
ing. In contrast to Bhabha’s celebration of liminality of 
the in-between spaces as a means of dissolving cultural 
difference, Slovene post-socialist cultural space has been 
rather striving to fix the boundaries. The possibility to 
inflict geographic location and mental cartography with 
new meaning for the in-between culture is not complete-
ly exhausted. It should unfold with recognition of the ur-
ban and non-urban lands as shifting zones of differences 
situated within and between ethnic communities; with 
territorial attachments that include individual pasts and, 
with new generations of migration, sharing the lands for 
the future. 

This task, however, cannot be accomplished in isolation 
from European contexts. A clear absence of critical re-
flection encountered after the post-9/11 challenges the 
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go doveduva vo pra{awe konstruiraweto na evrop-
ski identitet i sozdade zna~ajna praznina so koja 
se legitimira politikata na stvarno i simboli~no 
proteruvawe na vnatre{noto Drugo. Vo Slovenija, 
homoseksualnite ma`i i `eni, Samkite, „izbri{a-
nite”, muslimanite i Romite stanale vnatre{ni 
tu|inci, stranci koi dr`avata qubezno gi vdomila, 
no koi ne & pripa|aat i ne treba da & pripa|aat. Bez 
cvrsta opredelba kon pluralisti~kata vizija za mi-
natoto i idninata, mo`ebi onaa druga Evropa – ne taa 
{to gi {titi multikulturniot i multietni~kiot 
so`ivot i trpelivost – tuku onaa Evropa na kruti 
imigraciski zakoni i zgolemena netrpelivost pod 
politi~ko pokrovitelstvo i ista takva omraza kon 
malcinstvata {to se li{eni od mo}, }e gi krepi vi-
ziite i sfa}awata za postnacionalnata etika doma.

Prevod od angliski jazik: Ognen ^emerski

Bele{ki:

1. Tendencijata da se pi{uva nova istorija na soci-
jalizmot kako sistem na ubeduvawe {to poprvo im 
se nametna na lu|eto otkolku {to tie go prifatile, 
e vidliva {irum postsocijalisti~kite zemji od 
nekoga{niot Isto~en blok (vidi Einhorn, 1996). Vo 
porane{na Jugoslavija, kultot na Titoizmot {to se 
praktikuva{e kolektivno, kako i op{tonarodnata 
verba vo osobenostite na jugoslovenskata verzija 
na socijalizmot (zaedno so samoupravuvaweto i so 
dvi`eweto na nevrzanite) ja potkopuvaat oficijal-
nata postsocijalisti~ka verzija na vistinata.

2. Evropskata ramka se postavuva{e selektivno: kako 
{to poka`a mo{ne spornata debata za zakonot so koj 
treba{e da se uredi nacionalniot javen radiodifu-
zer, se priznavaa samo onie evropski praksi i stru~ni 
mislewa {to se sovpa|aa so stavovite na vladata, dode-

construction of European identity and has created a 
significant void by which politics of real and symbolic 
expulsion of the Other within has been legitimated. In 
Slovenia, gays and lesbians, single women, the “erased,” 
the Muslims, and Roma have become internal strangers, 
foreigners who have been kindly hosted by the state, but 
who do not belong, should not belong. Without a strong 
commitment to pluralist vision of past and future, it may 
be that the other Europe, not the one defending the mul-
ticultural, multiethnic co-existence and tolerance, but 
the Europe of tightened immigration laws and increased, 
politically sponsored intolerance and hatred toward dis-
empowered minorities, will be fuelling the visions and 
understanding of the post-national ethics at home. 

Notes:

1. The tendency to re-write the history of socialism as a sys-
tem of belief that was imposed on, rather than endorsed 
by, people, has been observed across post-socialist states 
of the former Eastern bloc. In former Yugoslavia, the col-
lectively practised cult of Titoism as well as general popu-
lar trust in the specificities of the Yugoslav version of so-
cialism (together with self-managment and non-alignment 
movement) corrodes the official post-socialist version of 
the truth.

2. The European framework was set up selectively: as the 
highly contested debate around the law regulating national 
public broadcaster showed, only those European practices 
and expert voices were recognized which matched the gov-
ernment’s view whereas the rest were dismissed through 
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ka drugite se otfrlaa so `igot „takanare~eni” evrop-
ski stru~waci; na toj na~in, doma{nite stru~waci, 
kulturni rabotnici i doma{nite nau~ni dejci koi 
se protivea na zakonot se narekuvaa „takanare~eni 
stru~waci” (vidi Vidmar, 2005).

3. Sega{nata slovene~ka vlast se sostoi od „partiite na 
proletta” koi sebesi si ja pripi{aa seta istoriska 
zasluga za ustrojuvaweto na zemjata na patot kon ne-
zavisnosta; oficijalnata istoriografija, komemo-
rativnite nastani i politi~kiot diskurs, bea del 
od edna borba da se izbri{e „drugoto” gra|ansko 
op{testvo od kolektivnata memorija, odnosno eden 
{irok spektar na op{testveni dvi`ewa koi bea ak-
tivni vo tekot na osumdesettite i pred da stapat na 
scenata „partiite na proletta”. Kako {to pi{uva 
Toma` Mastnak, „so silata na sopstvenata volja, tie 
[partiite na proletta] gi fatija lu|eto vo zamkata 
na primitivniot antikomunizam i privle~nata ed-
nostavnost na nacionalizmot” (Mastnak: 159). 

4. Za razlika od semanti~koto zaokru`uvawe na ikono-
grafijata na znameto, se ostavi prostor za razli~ni 
kulturni opredeluvawa na himnata; iako Betoveno-
vata “Oda na radosta”, vo aran`man na Herbert fon 
Karajan e oficijalna muzi~ka tema na sve~enostite, 
se izveduvala i vo hip-hop, xez, rok, tehno i trans ver-
zii.

5. Ako se govori vo stroga smisla, kako {to zabele`uva 
Kumar, dokolku za glavna loza se smeta rimskata kul-
tura, toga{ neposreden naslednik na Rim bila Vizan-
tija, a ne Zapadot. Sli~no na toa, dokolku latinskite 
tatkovci se proektiraat na kartata za hristijanskoto 
poteklo na Zapadot, treba da se napomene deka Tertu-
lijan, Jeronim, sv. Ambrozij i sv. Avgustin ~uvstvu-
vale golema odbivnost kon rimskite tradicii (vidi 
Kumar, 456).

the label of the “so-called” European experts; consequent-
ly, the national experts, cultural workers and scholars who 
opposed the law were called the “so-called professionals” 
(see Vidmar, 2005).  

3.  The present government of Slovenia consists of the “spring 
parties” which have claimed for themselves the sole his-
torical role in setting the country on the path of independ-
ence; official historiography, commemorative events and 
political discourse have all been part of a struggle to erase 
from collective memory the “other” civil society: a broad 
spectrum of social movements which were active during 
the 1980s and prior to the coming of the »spring parties« 
to the scene. Tomaž Mastnak writes that, “with the power 
of their own belief, they [the spring parties] caught the 
people into the trap of the primitive anti-communism and 
appealing simplicity of nationalism” (Mastnak: 159). 

4. In contrast to semantic closure of the flag iconography, the 
anthem was left open to different cultural appropriation; 
while Beethoven “Ode of Joy,” arranged by Herbert von 
Karajan, has been the official music background to cer-
emonies, there have been hip-hop, jazz, rock, techno and 
trance versions of it. 

5. Speaking in strict terms, as Kumar notes, if Roman culture 
is posited as the prime lineage, then the direct heir of the 
Rome was Byzantium, not the West; similarly, if the Latin 
fathers are projected onto the map of the Christian origin 
of the West, it should be remembered that Tertullian, Je-
rome, St. Ambrose and St. Augustine were filled with an-
tipathy to Roman traditions (see Kumar, 456).
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6. Civilizaciskite rasedi se prika`uvaat kako prisut-
ni od pamtivek i se veli deka, koga }e se preminat, 
samo ~ekaat da se zajaknat, kako {to se gleda od Han-
tingtonoviot crte` na linijata vo porane{na Jugo-
slavija po Studenata vojna, koj, sli~no na postjugo-
slovenskata nacionalisti~ka imigracija, se zasnova 
vrz „zaboravaweto” na dolgite decenii miren so`ivot 
i me|ukulturno me{awe.
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