Anticommunist, but Macedonian:

Politics of Memory in Post-Yugoslav Macedonia

(5,579 words)

“The dead heroes of Macedonia, albeit as ghosts,

will rise against all of you who will decide

to give your support to this harmful plan.

Through the destruction of the monuments of théamoist

war, you destroy the present and the future ofamumtry”*

In the famoud.ieux de mémoirethe French historian Pierre Nora outlines thennfiarms of a
worldwide process identified by him as a ‘globasupge of memory.” These involve the critique of the
official versions of history and the return to wiveas hidden away; the search for an obfuscated or
‘confiscated’ past; the cult of ‘roots’ and the depment of genealogical investigations; the boam i
fervent celebrations and commemorations; legaleseéint of past ‘scores’ between different social
groups; the growing number of all kinds of museuths; rising need for conservation of archives but
also for their opening to the public; and the nétachment to ‘heritagep@trimoinein French

It is easy to find many similar symptoms in the teonporary public space of the Republic of
Macedonia. Since its independence in 1991, pdliteoad academic entrepreneurs have promoted,
sometimes with opposite goals, new versions ofonati history. The cult of millenary roots and the
genealogical and ‘ethnogenetical’ (para-)historamiic genres are becoming ever more popular and in
some circles at least, the heritage of ancient Blaci and its famous rulers — Philip and Alexander
embraced as a token of national pride. 2003, an impressively long list of commemonasionarked
the centennial of the anti-Ottoman St. Elias dégdén) uprising, interpreted as the symbolic begig

of contemporary Macedonian statehood. New museymag up and as of this writing there are still
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many unaccomplished projects, including a museuthef/ictims of the communist regifi@he latter

have been meanwhile rehabilitated and vindicatedutth measures in the Law on Lustration
(lustracija), which entails in particular the opening of thehaves of the communist political police.
These are just some of the Macedonian manifestatarnthe global process described by Nora in
another context.

The present article focuses on some specific dilasnof the attitude towards the communist
past in post-Yugoslav Macedonia. It attempts tolyemea through examples of diverse promoters of
historical revision (historians, journalists, pigidns, veterans, and former political prisonetisg, clash
between different ‘politics of memory,” which arenderstood as strategies referring to collective
memories in order to lay claim to a symbolic pasitthat is either newly defined or recently coredst
There is an important reason for not limiting saclalysis to academic historiography. As a resuthef
global ‘expansion’ of memory, the academic historimm Macedonia, as elsewhere, is no longer the
solitary guardian of the interpretation of the p&$bwadays, s/he has to share this responsibilitly w
the judge, the witness, the journalist, various N&erts, and others. Moreover, the historian besom
an expert taking part in public debates that biirig opposition not only rival narratives but aksacial
statuses and symbolic or real capital, local inesind global imperatives. Referring to the latteis
article seeks to examine the trends of Macedonmit@nmunist revisionism as a local answer to a
more general supranational agenda of masteringpéisé It concludes by arguing that Macedonia's
occasional refuge in a mythical ancient past iseams of avoiding the relevance for the presenhef t
more real challenges of a contested recent past.

Macedonian historiography: ways of writing and of rewriting

Today’'s Macedonian historical ‘master narratives li@herited a particular interpretation of the
past whose first drafts are to be found in lefistl communist circles of the interwar Macedonian
movement in the 1930s. Certain of its activistspwyere not professional historians, saw the robts o
modern Slavic-speaking Macedonians in the Middles\gnd even in the ancient Macedonian state. In
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their rather polemical works, they traced an ummged millenary continuity leading to the so-edll

‘Revival' period in the 19 century and to the struggles of the Internal Macégh Revolutionary
Organization (IMRO) during the late Ottoman epotie (end of the 19— beginning of the 20
century)? It must be stated that almost all of these histbrieferences (excluding those to the ancient
Macedonians) are traditionally claimed by Bulganmational history which still disputes the legitioya

of the ‘ethnic Macedonian’ readifgNevertheless, Macedonians muster evidence ab@utntim-
Bulgarian character of a number of historical peadities and manifestations, especially after thié s

of the IMRO into ‘left’ and ‘right’ wings. This sepation began in the last years of Ottoman rule and
became much more pronounced during the interwaog&rhen Macedonia was divided among Greece,
Serbia, and Bulgaria and when the draft versionosftemporary Macedonian historical narrative was
created.

As it was communists who traced the main stagddamfedonian history from the outset, it is not
surprising that only leftist revolutionaries araditionally deemed ‘real Macedonian patriots.’ Frims
perspective, the famous interwar right-wing IMR@d |by the last authenticomitadji chief Todor
Aleksandrov and the famed terrorist leader Ivan ajidv, was and is considered to be ‘Greater-
Bulgarian’ in its charactet.In fact, the right wing also fought for an ‘indemlent and united
Macedonia’ but unlike the leftist and progressivebymmunist activists it did not develop Macedonian
(ethno-)nationalism and stuck to the Bulgarianare! identity of Macedonian Slavic-speak®Buring
the Second World War, it was the communists whoaoied the struggle in Vardar Macedonia
(previously part of a Serbian and royal Yugoslasvpice) against its Bulgarian occupation. On August
2, 1944, on a second St. Elias day (llinden), i¢ Weey, not the rightists, who proclaimed a Maceéaion
state’ Hence, the Macedonian communists not only forpedhiarrative of Macedonian national history
but also located themselves at the pinnacle déieology. Today, Macedonian historians still exaé
patriotic character of the communist and anti-Brilga ‘National-Liberation Struggle’ (1941-1944),

known under the acronym NOBI&rodnoosloboditelna borha
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The proclamation of the southernmost Yugoslav repstindependence in 1991 entailed a new

level of Macedonian national identity. However, Mdonian historiography, both in its academic and
public articulations, had to resolve a grave dileaniamely, a revision of the recent Yugoslav past w
crucial for the affirmation of the new state of emignty, but nearly all the national institutiosusd
‘symbolic forms’ were constructed during the comistiancien régimeln 1944, the Macedonian state
was created as a Yugoslav republic: being ‘immagginst Bulgarianism, the communist struggle was
amalgamated with the Yugoslav agenda of Tito’'sstasice. Moreover, it was only after 1944 that
Macedonians obtained their own alphabet, officia#igognized standard langudfeand the ability to
develop a full-fledged national culture. Nationadtbry itself took its final shape in a YugoslaJipoal
and cultural framework, its nation-building missiprevailing over the imperatives of Marxist-Leninis
doctrinal purity** And there is no pre-communist scholarly traditiself-identified as Macedonian in a
national sense, whose ‘classical’ authors and teottd be resurrected and serve as an inspiration f
the construction of an anti- or non-communist \@rsif the past®

Aware or not of these problems, diverse actors vedready promoting modifications of the
national narrative on the eve of independence. dgprisingly, some of these changes concerned the
most distant past and were encouraged in the metdint spatial context. The active diaspora in
Australia and North America, to be exact, resugédhe mythology of ancient Macedonia. Works on
the so-called ‘ethnogenesigtfiogenezaof the Macedonian people, sought to demonstrdtdoad’
relationship between modern and ancient Macedoraasbecame a genre of unprecedented public
interest*®* The imagery of the ‘ancestors’ Philip and Alexandave legitimacy to the new state and
fitted into the construction of an identity exemgpteom references to ‘brotherly’ Slavic nations,
including the Serbian ‘Big Brother’, suspected efritorial ambitions. This implicitly anti-Yugoslav
aspect of ‘ancient Macedonianism’ could actuallplain why many of the politicians and intellectuals

related to the former political regime perceivedfihot as nonsense, at least as a charming lefend
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But the greatest challenges were in the field oftemporary history. At the end of the 1980s,

the equation between Macedonian patriotism and ¥lagocommunism was defied by journalists,
intellectuals, and young political activists. Thewyblished documents and studies and organized
scientific conferences resurrecting historical @aganists and events previously silenced in Macedoni
public space. The first rehabilitated personalitiese mostly political figures with the ambiguouatas
of both builders and victims of the Yugoslav comistimegime. This was the case, for instance, of
Metodija Andonov€ento, the first chairman of the ‘Antifascist Asseynbf the National Liberation of
Macedonia’ (ASNOM), the quasi-parliamentary, qugeernmental organization that established the
Macedonian state in 1944. After 1945ento was marginalized and repressed by a new, caliyo
centralist ‘pro-Belgrade’ lobby that finally toolhd leading position in the republic. Today, he is
celebrated as ‘the first Macedonian president’ asdconsidered an exemplary incarnation of
patriotism®® After him, the so-calledinformbirovci — communist functionaries who, after the
Cominformist split in 1948, became opponents arddinas of Tito’s regime — were also relatively
quickly rehabilitated?®

After independence, many (but not all) of the histd revisionists joined the anti-Yugoslav and
anticommunist VMRO (later VMRO-DPMNE) party, thesli component of whose designation is in fact
the Macedonian acronym for IMRO. They researcheedrges of unearthed traumas from the communist
period, such as the devastating collectivizatiothatvery beginning of the regiméUnder the banner
of a re-examinationpfeispituvanij¢ of history, the promoters of this new approaclhi national past
tried to delegitimize the defenders of traditiomarratives and the representatives of former elites
Claiming ‘impartial’ scientific expertise, thesewdistorians actually promoted a specific policgtth
aspired to the symbolic position enjoyed by thelswetrenched (ex-)communist academics. One can
assert that this is an expression of a ‘normahdraational process of rereading the past, a waae t

shook all the former communist states in East Eewrdfowever, as a number of these revisionists
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demonstrated, in a specifically Macedonian contkat questioning of the canonical interpretation of

the past could easily escalate into an attack agaational identity itself.

From revision of communism to revision of nationaldentity...

Throughout the 1990s, the Macedonian public was\dadZzed by a number of historical
writings by political and academic figures affigat with the VMRO-DPMNE. These included even
Ljubco Georgievski — the leader of the party. In hiscageination of the mainstream historical narrative,
Georgievski overtly referred to the Bulgarian na#b identity of Macedonian intellectuals and
revolutionaries from the fBand early 28 century*® Similar publications tried to include in the
Macedonian pantheon Bulgarian nationalists borrthenterritory of today’s Republic of Macedonia
such as the leaders of the right-wing interwar IMRO

In 1997, Zoran Todorovski, a specialist in the dmgt of the Macedonian revolutionary
movement and twice director of the national Archiveler VMRO-DPMNE governments, published a
monograph praising the IMRO under the ruthlesslycammunist leadership of lvan Mihajlov (1924-
1934)* In June 2005, Todorovski, by that point establishs revisionist historian No 1, released an
edited collection of writings of Mihajlov's precums — Todor Aleksandrof’ On that occasion, the
revisionists referred positively to Bulgarian agadte studies on Aleksandrov, who was exalted as ‘the
last king of the mountaing”

On the other hand, such works tendentiously omittezl role of Macedonian communist
partisans from the pro-Yugoslav and anti-Bulgaribiational-Liberation Struggle’ (NOB), i.e., the
founders of modern Macedonia. The historical rergadias accompanied by revisionism targeting the
codification of the Macedonian standard languagerai944, which was described as a deliberate
process of linguistic ‘SerbizatioA®. And this reexamination of all things Macedoniarswat limited to
historiographic and linguistic writings. Fears ofBailgarian threat’ under the mask of reconsiderati
of communism and of the Yugoslav past were alstifddy new annual commemorations organized
by certain circles related to the anticommunist VMMRPMNE. This was especially the case with the
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repeated attempts to place a plaque in downtowpj8lkgiorifying the ‘bravery’ of the ‘Macedonian

Charlotte Corday’ — the IMRO terrorist Mara Bunéva.

The revisionist study of the communist regime teiggl a reconsideration of the dominant
historiography that also implied a new interpretatof the more distant pre-communist past. In ganer
such criticism of communist Yugoslavia assimilaieso the pre-War kingdom of the same name,
particularly to the country that is seen as crumaits formation — Serbia — whence the anti-Serbia
overtones of revisionism. But from such a pointvigw the very existence of a Macedonian nation is
easy to present as the outcome of a ‘Serbizatiosinee the Macedonian republic was created in
Yugoslavia and Yugoslav is taken as a synonym dbi&e. This is exactly the Bulgarian reading of the
past: the modern Macedonians are ‘in fact’ Bulgesjale-nationalized by Belgrade.

For the mainstream Macedonian establishment, aicoamtnunist and anti-Yugoslav attitude
was seen as making a direct transition to anti-Mac@nism. Therefore, such historical and linguaisti
revisionism was ill received by established histosi and by the media related to the former comrtsinis
of the Social-Democratic Union (SDSKf)They pointed to the obvious lack of referencejght-wing
IMRO'’s tradition, to a distinct ethno-linguistic Medonian identity as different from that of the
Bulgarians. Through rivainagna operamembers and advocates of the former Yugoslag ediacted
against what they saw as flagrant attempts at ‘@iging’ the Macedonian national panthedn.

These reactions actually disclose two implicit facg modern Macedonian attitudes towards the
past. On the one hand is the Yugoslav ‘format’ @imatream historical narrative: ‘normally’, the iant
Serbian manifestations like the commemoration oR® militants should not be a problem for
somebody who considers him/herself Macedonian.réhreading of the past actually risked destroying
Macedonian national identity through the reintracue of old divisions between ‘pro-Serbians’ and
‘pro-Bulgarians’ characteristic of the late Ottomperiod?® In public polemics, the revisionists were

labeled as ‘agents of Sofia’. But the defenderghef mainstream perspective put themselves in the
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somewhat uncomfortable position of being advocat#sonly of communist Yugoslavia but also of the

Yugoslav kingdom and of the Serbian victims of titorical right-wing IMRO.

On the other hand, the opposition to any ‘innavdtin the commonly accepted list of heroes
indicates the fact that contemporary Macedonia f@sightist political tradition The Macedonian
nation does not have at its dispogatniks like the Serbspstaselike the Croat$! non-communist
democrats or alleged ‘fascists’ like the Bulgariaifiere are few historical references that could
compete with mainstream ones, which are based partecular Yugoslav reading of an exclusively
leftist and communist tradition. The revision oétbommunist past and the rehabilitation of the pre-
communist right-wing circles and personalitieshisrefore a risky matter, unlike the Bulgarian cése,
instance, where the communists were meanwhile deed) as ‘national traitors’, ‘terrorists’ etc. time
Macedonian context, continuity vis-a-vis the mai@ain narrative of the communist period, emphasized
by a number of authofé,is actually a continuation ‘by default’. Yugoslesmmunism and Macedonian
nationalism have been intermingled to the exteat tihe attack against the first element could Isdyea
perceived as a denial of the second one.

... and the other way round: the anticommunist asserdon of Macedonian identity

Therefore, the revisionist attempts might seemauwfion predictions like that of the German
scholar Stefan Troebst, who believed that Macedohistoriography would take the shape either of a
‘history of the Macedonian Bulgarians’ or of a tog/ of Southern Serbia’ according to the future
political development&® Moreover, many historical polemicists in Sofia @&ger to endorse every
revisionist effort in the former Yugoslav republes a step towards the (re-)Bulgarization of
Macedonians, as a promise of ‘return to Bulgaraotg.*°

However, the Macedonian construction of an anticomst history and memory has not
conformed to these expectations. Many manifestatairnpost-Yugoslav rereadings of the past diverge
from, or at least delay, (re-)Bulgarization sceosiriUnlike the revisionism of the 1990s, charazeati
by overtly pro-Bulgarian writings, the explicit gose of current anti-communist historical
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interpretations does not serve the denial of Macishonational identity. On the contrary, nowaddls,

reexamination of the communist past seekg&dfirmit, on a new basis.

Let us begin with the rehabilitated communists.eatty, Cento and thénformbirovci whose
tragic fate during Titoist regime was adroitly exipdd by Bulgarian historians, have been vindicatsd
‘Macedonian patriots’ unjustly accused by that megjiof pro-Bulgarianism. Their rehabilitation hassh
been accompanied by an acquittal of all chargesatibnal treasoft: The same holds true even for the
scandalous Metodija Satorov-Sarlo, the local comistueader who, in the spring of 1941, joined the
Bulgarian communist party after breaking with theggslav leadership. It was after his eliminatioatth
the Macedonian partisan movement took on a unilpgab-Yugoslav character. In the 1990s, the
efforts to exculpate Satorov triggered indignaict®ns: veterans of the ‘National-Liberation Styiey
(NOB) condemned the pro-Bulgarian character of hibéhdead activist and his latter-day promotérs.
But, in November 2005, a scholarly conference at Macedonian Academy of Sciences and Arts
marked a decisive turn. It was decided that Satosmas ‘a great Macedonian patriot who felt
Macedonian, fought for Macedonian national identignd was not a traitor of the Macedonian
cause:*®

The rehabilitation of the right-wing revolutionatnadition of IMRO is also not necessarily what
the Bulgarian historical polemicists would expeg®tticommunist historians such as Zoran Todorovski
simply declared that the revolutionary right wingsvas ‘Macedonian’ as the Macedonian leftists and
communists” In this affirmation, he referred to the ‘ethnic éalonian’ origin of the IMRO activists
and to their struggle for ‘independent MacedonVdtiile the latter is indeed the case, Todorovskitemi
the Bulgarian self-identification of these samespealities or simply states that, anyway, this usduke
also the case of the early leftists.

Apart from the works of professional historiansgls@n interpretation is promoted by a number
of new public forms of reconsidering the past. ime 2007, the museum of the town of Kavadarci
decided to commemorate the victims of a local &etibian uprising organized by the IMRO in the
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summer of 1913. Embarrassing and strictly silendedng the Yugoslav period, this event has been

actively exploited by historians from Sofia tryibhg prove both the ‘Bulgarian past’ of Macedonia and
the ‘pro-Serbian’ nature of the Yugoslav republi@stablishment: Moreover, it is still viewed
skeptically by mainstream Macedonian historians wlaim the uprising was pro-Bulgarian. However,
the leading revisionist, Todorovski, himself nativkthe region in question, rejected such alleggtio
and affirmed the genuine Macedonian character efIKiRO’s act® This was also the view of the
organizers from the local museum.

Even more intriguing is the changing attitude ta¥gathe anti-Yugoslav and anticommunist
victims of the regime after 1944. Quite often, tlhvegre persecuted as pro-Bulgarian collaboratoessor
agents of the IMRO. Until recently, crimes suchlas mass killings of pro-Bulgarians in January 1945
were silenced. But in 2005, a scholarly confereimcéhe town of Veles commemorated the sixtieth
anniversary of the murder of more than fifty loaiVilians®’ They were portrayed as patriotic
Macedonians wrongfully accused of pro-Bulgarianisfistorians paid special attention also to an as ye
unproven mass execution at Skopje’s fortieake where soldiers were allegedly killed because eirth
Macedonian patriotisrif. In the past, these cases were among the most smetisby Bulgarian
polemicists.

The situation is even more complicated by the taat many of the victims of the communist
regime, most notably former political prisonerse atill alive. Today, they publish autobiographies
where they reject all accusations of national tvagsreviously leveled at them. It was only ‘the saof
Macedonia’ that inspired their activity.The anticommunist contesters depict the Yugostamraunist
period as a ‘compromise,’ not a fulfillment, of threuly Macedonian cause’ — which was, for thene th
ideal of a greater, ‘unified’ Macedonian stategffeom ‘Serbian’ tutelage. In this way, they trygain
symbolic capital in the eyes of the new publicndeépendent Macedonia, the supposed object of their

struggles. Revisionist historians have supportethtiand published research on the oppression of tens
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of thousands of ‘patriots’ during the communistineg*® Zoran Todorovski put forward the number of

50,000 victims, including those killed, imprisonelported, sent to forced labor, tortured,*&tc.

In this way, acts that were stigmatized as ‘progauln treason’ are progressively being
rebranded as ‘Macedonian patriotism.’ In fact, aengeneral memory (re)construction process can be
seen in this potentially endless rewriting exer@$distory. In the post-Yugoslav political and &dc
setting, where previously official and obligatoryemory is no longer uncontested, new actors have
appeared and sought public legitimacy. In the 198@&y attempted to voice historical taboos, batéh
were ultimately welcomed neither by mainstream anad nor by the wider public. The conversion to a
‘Bulgarian past’ for Macedonia failed, and Macedonnationalism proved to be much more vigorous
than was expected in Sofia.

This failure of pro-Bulgarianism can be explainédotigh the hostile position of Macedonian
neighbors vis-a-vis the attributes of the new stateparticular the Bulgarian contestation of ity
national identity and language. One can meditater dlie question if a more balanced and less
aggressive position of Sofia would not have beerremadequate to its own goals. In any case,
Macedonian patriotic character of revisionism wasaty strengthened by the most serious internal
challenge: the political claims of Macedonia’s @thAlbanians. The conflict in 2001 could be seen,
regarding the meanings and purposes of historicrpretations, as #&rminus post quenthe
revisionists of communism sought to endorse bynahns their Macedonian national conformity.

The official recognition of anticommunist activity

The anticommunist politics of memory acquired &8y political form after those declaring to
have been persecuted called for official internvantio bestow legitimacy on their claims. It was the
authorities that were supposed to do justice tiheeho silenced collective experience. In auturfo®,
the cabinet of Vlado Bikovski decided to grant financial compensation &rspns oppressed
(progonuvanj by the Yugoslav regime. This decision conferregitimacy on the interpretation of the
past promoted by those who have been officiallygieged, from now on, as people ‘sentenced because
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of their struggle for independent and unified Maw@d' (osudeniciza samostojna i obedineta

Makedonijg. In this way, the government accepted the saifeustanding of the anticommunist
‘dissidents’: their only ‘sin’ was their activityf the creation of a greater and sovereign Macedoui
of Belgrade’s control.

In fact, this measure was somewhat paradoxicaltk®ski’s cabinet was dominated not by the
anticommunist VMRO-DPMNE but by the SDSM, i.e., blye party of the former Yugoslav
communists. Apparently the latter has itself exgrered a change of generations — or at least a elaing
heart — and its leaders were trying to present sebras as symbolic champions of ‘the truly
Macedonian cause.” Then again, the explanationhaf &ct might not be located entirely inside
Macedonia. The revision of the Yugoslav past is,leatst in part, a Macedonian response to a
supranational political agenda that urges the eguatrearticulate its relationship to the pasorider to
fulfill its ambitions for the future. These ambii® include, first of all, membership in NATO anca th
European Union. Thus, the domestic politics of memmoirror a more general context.

As early as 1996, the Parliamentary Assembly ofGbencil of Europe, of which Macedonia
became a member in 1995, voted a resolution ‘onsorea to dismantle the heritage of former
communist totalitarian systemslen years later, in January 2006, the same institldondemned the
‘crimes of totalitarian communist regimé$.’Almost automatically, in April 2006, the Macedamia
parliament $obrani@ voted a ‘declaration of apology to the victimscoimmunism.” At the end of the
same year, Stojan Andov, the leader of the LibBeaty of Macedonia, introduced in the parliament a
legislative draft aiming to exclude informers oétpolitical police of the Yugoslav communist regime
from a wide range of public offices. A culminatiohthe legislative revision of the past, the projet
lustration is called the ‘Law for the determinatiohadditional conditions for the carrying out aflyic
functions’ Zakon za opredeluvanje dopolnitelen uslov za veSgyna funkcija It refers explicitly to
the example of a number of countries in post-comstuastern Europe that, following Czechoslovakia
in 1991, voted such measures.

12



13
As a matter of fact, the political actors backingsttation have fairly varied biographical

trajectories. Stojan Andov is an established maditi whose LP has been several times in a coalition
with the former communist SDSM. It was the VMRO-DRH historian Zoran Todorovski, still not
recognized by mainstream academicians, who waislipiexpected to be in charge of the lustration
commission foreseen in the legislative profécthe most active supporter of the law and one of it
consultants was the young columnist and bloggeal#ocevski, a former SDSM activist, in 2007 and
in the beginning of 2008 speaker of Nikola GruessKiMRO-DPMNE governmerit? The law itself is
inspired by the NGO sector, the product of a progattitled ‘Disclosing hidden history: Lustration i
the Western Balkans’ that was run from 2004 to 20@@he Center for Democracy and Reconciliation

in Southeast Europ8.

Referring to the need to rethink Yugoslav communigra anticommunist revisionists obviously
have tried to deprive their opponents of legitimdaythe public debates on lustration during 20
could discern a clash of different social statuseg, resting on already established symbolic clagitd
the other still striving to accumulate its odhThe strange coalition of revisionist actors seerted
signal that the anticommunist politics of memory diot mobilize considerable forces of collective

action and remained, more or less, a matter obpafstrategies.

However, the law was approved in January 2008 wititriking consensus: 73 voted for, none
against, and no abstentions. Clearly encouragethdyote, Stojan Andov also anticipated a ‘Law for
rehabilitation’ of all the victims of the previousgime and referred to the supposed importanchisf t
process for Macedonia’s integration into NATO ahd EU?’ Apparently this was the main motivation
behind the former communist SDSM's support of tistration law: the construction of a new official
memory of the communist past was believed to beeeessary prerequisite for the country’'s

incorporation into its desired global context. Mmrer, it is likely that the new social-democratic
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activists did not consider themselves to be reladeitie power structures of the former Yugoslavetec

police.

The law is as historically ‘correct’ as possibleiddv explained that nobody would dare question
the value of ‘the glorious epic of the antifaseigtr in Macedonia.” He also confirmed that the vidi
of the Yugoslav communist regime were unjustly labeas pro-Bulgarians: they ‘felt pure
Macedonians by nationality.” But even if with sugligh level of political approval, the revisiontbke
Yugoslav communist past had not yet proven its isbescy with the Macedonian national identity — a
problem that those involved in the revision thougdd been resolved.

Tito strikes back: the reactions to the rehabilitaton of anticommunist ‘dissidents’

Revisionism was especially resented as a thrediithys former partisans — the combatants of
the National-Liberation Struggle (NOB). They weratrularly scandalized by the exculpation of the
so-called ‘sentenced because of independent Maeddfor communist veterans, the activity of
anticommunist opponents was suspicious and diddeserve such recognition. The situation was
complicated by the fact that the anticommunistsawmrsecuted by the former partisans. After 194&4, t
latter occupied high functions in the administratand security apparatuses, particularly in theesec
police affected by the lustration law. Now, faciingir victims’ vindication, the communist combatant
found their own legitimacy called into questiondahey did not accept being put on the same symboli
level as the former ‘traitors.” As a result, the dddonian media became a virtual battlefield betvtben
two camps? But in this battle the symbolic capital and stgiteinterests of individuals were not the
only issues. At stake was the very definition ofatvishould be regarded as having been ‘properly

Macedonian’ in the past.

The NOB veterans reminded the public that the ¥ngeslav and anticommunist activists were
often condemned as pro-Bulgarians. A large quamtitgata was mobilized to show that the newly

proclaimed ‘dissidents’ were actually paid by Séfidhroughout the quarrel, the communist partisans
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had a significant advantage since they could ekplw established mainstream version of national

history. According to that version, the period witkhe socialist federation with the five otherdbrerly
peoples’ was ‘an important stageh&ajna etapd in the development of the Macedonian stdterom
this point of view, the independence of the repulgroclaimed in 1991 represented a logical
continuation of, rather than a rupture with, thegading period. Paradoxically, it was precisely the
preservation of continuity with the Yugoslav pasattwas decisive for the actual sovereignty of the

Macedonian state.

This alignment of communist past and post-commuymrigsent still has significant political and
public support. It was emphasized in 2005 by ariaitive of Macedonian president Branko
Crvenkovski, former leader of the SDSM: he provokedsiderable controversy in Macedonian public
space by suggesting that a monument to Tito shmeilouilt in the center of Skopje. Crvenkovski adjue
that the Yugoslav communist ruler deserved sucbgmition for his contribution to the Macedonian
nation. Some NOB combatants immediately expresisenl enthusiasm for the president’s proposal.
They erected a statue of Tito in a central locatiothe city of Bitola, with no formal permissiorom
the municipal authorities. However, cases like ¢hase not just a matter of what some labeYago-
nostalgia To a great extent, their explanation is to bentbun the very history of Macedonian

nationalism.

As already mentioned, the definitive constructibacedonian national identityoincideswith
the construction of socialist Yugoslavia. Formemeoaunist partisans, politicians from the SDSM, and
historians affiliated to this party frequently remithe public that it was only in the frameworKIato’'s
Yugoslavia that Macedonians were recognized agarae nation and obtained their own statehood
(drzavnos), language, and culture. Would the denial of tHastoric achievements not also be a denial
of Macedonian ethno-national individuality? Titojgartisans ask what kind of Macedonia their

opponents fought for, considering that they regdederative socialist Yugoslavia — the framework
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enabling the recognition of the Macedonian natibhey also ask those ‘sentenced for independent

Macedonia’ where they were during the Bulgarianupetgion (1941-1944) — a question that is

sometimes uncomfortable for the latter to answer.

Prior to communist Yugoslavia, Macedonian natiadehtity was not recognized: it was able to
developthanks toand notin opposition toTito’s regime. In the light of this argument, awotiemunist
memory still looks problematic despite all of thecent striving to show its Macedonian patriotic

character. For many Macedonians, one questiorliastkk a proper reply.
How to be Macedonian in a non-Yugoslav way?

If this question risks being the impasse of Macéaloranticommunism, the veneration of the
Yugoslav communist past is not itself unproblema®ight-wing critics have noted that the practiée o
crediting Tito for all things Macedonian is actyalbjuite close to the Greek and Bulgarian
interpretations of history, which portray moderndddonia as precisely Tito’s creation. Consequently,
the NOB veterans were caught in a terrible bindtaad of being champions of Macedonianism, they
were only providing further evidence for the peimis assertions of some of Macedonia’s most

malevolent neighbors-

Thus the conflict over the communist past in Maceaaook the shape of two diverging
articulations of what it meant to be Macedoniarthe post-Yugoslav present. The first articulation,
dominant until recently, connected Macedoniannegh Wugoslavness. The second amplified the
distinction between the two and claimed itself vijnointainted by Belgrade sympathies. In this way, i
also tried to parry the accusation that Macedongtional identity was merely a Yugoslav communist
product. The attempts to construct a right-wing amticommunist version of Macedonian national
history and memory still risk being suspected aiti-dlacedonianism’. But the nostalgia for the ‘well
being’ of communist Yugoslavia seems increasingigchronistic in a country aspiring for ‘Western

living standards’ through integration into the EU.
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The contestation of the single historical narratifehe ancien régimded to an unprecedented

upsurge in challenging and mutually exclusive intetations of history? Contrary to Bulgarian hopes,
the upsurge of memory no longer questions Macedamgional identity as it did in the first waves of
revisionism in the 1990s. Today, in the face olianlear reevaluation of Yugoslav communism and of
uneasy articulation of anticommunist historicalrative, Macedonian authorities seek other solutions
In their attempt to reconcile rival stories andutreatic memories, they turned to the mythological
symbolism of ancient Macedonia.

At the end of 2006, Nikola Gruevski's cabinet g&kopje airport the name of Alexander the
Great and, as of this writing, it is not Tito butefander who will take the vacant place in the @nt
square of the capital. In front of the parliamemte can now admire statues from antiquity installed
there in March 2007. Many young people are paiiong in archeological excavations at the Skopje
fortressKale. They are expected to provide long expected pobtiie ancient Macedonian character of
the modern city whose ethnic Albanian minority seeim many Macedonians too ambitious. At the
same time, nobody seems as interested in politicales that probably happened in the same place
some sixty years ago. Obviously, the most secusetwaeal with the challenges of memory is to turn

to the immemorial.

1. From the protest note of the Union of Combatdnsn the Second World War against a decision @& Bitola

municipality, in May 2007, to remove 26 monumerdscommunist partisans from the city park: “Lokamatast gi seli
bitolskite heroi od gradskoto SetaliSteltrinski vesnik May 15, 2007. Bitola is Macedonia’s second largés.

2. See the introduction to the first and conclusmthe last volume of Pierre Nolzgs lieux de mémoiréa RépubliqueLes

France vol. 3 (Paris: Gallimard, 1984, 1993).

3. At the same time, those who would connect Alexasddacedonia in some organic way with today's Répwib Macedonia are
mocked by others @ukefalistiBucephalists’ (after Bucephalos, Alexander the&'s horse).

4. “Vladata proglasuva Zrtvi na komunizmovgst June 25, 2007.

5. See, for instance, the writings of Vasil lvarnkdyZosto nie Makedoncite sme oddelna nacija? Izbdata (Skopje: AM,

1995). Communists like Ivanovski or Dimitar Vlaho&ngel Dinev and others were certainly not thetfis develop a
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particular Macedonian historical interpretation. déon Macedonian nationalism had its first documgnteanifestations
already in the 1870s, but only after WWI and esgbcduring WWII did it become a real political foe.

6. Without entering into the intricate details, dnés an example: during the Ottoman period, the @ARas named, most of
the time, Secret Macedono-Adrianopolitan Organizatand, after 1905, Internal Macedono-AdrianopaliRevolutionary
Organization (VMORO). It was active not only in Malonia but also in Thrace — in the Vilayet of Adoale (modern
Edirne in Turkey). This fact is still difficult texplain from a Macedonian historiographic viewpoiitsuggests that
Macedonian revolutionaries in the Ottoman period diot differentiate between ‘ethnic Macedoniansd aethnic
Bulgarians’ from Thrace. Moreover, as their owntings attest, they often saw themselves as ‘Budgati(or ‘Macedonian
Bulgarians’) and wrote in standard Bulgarian rattiean in the Macedonian dialect. On this topic, EéeBrunnbauer,
“History, Myths and the Nation in the Republic ofabkedonia,” i(Re)Writing History. Historiography in Southeastr&pe
after Socialismed. Ulf Brunnbauer (Mlnster: Lit-Verlag, 2004).

7. These are among the historical figures from Mao& who are now celebrated in Bulgaria but nothim Republic of
Macedonia. Thus, for example, in the 1990s, a neuwdvard in downtown Sofia was nam&ddor Aleksandrovbut one
will search in vain for such a street in Macedosi@n though Aleksandrov is native to its territdry.May 2008, a pro-
Bulgarian inhabitant of the town Veles was even@utrial after inaugurating a bust of the IMROdeain his own house’s
courtyard. Let us emphasize that IMR@nsustricto is only the right-wing interwar organization. Sée fprevious footnote
about the designations of the Macedonian revolatiprganization during the Ottoman period. Parégly or not, the
abbreviation IMRO (VMRO) is used in the Republic&cedonia also for the organization from the O@armperiod, which
is positively integrated into the Macedonian natigmantheon (especially its leftist activists).

8. According to the traditional Bulgarian and Mageidn nationalist mappings, ‘historical’ or ‘geoghéc’ Macedonia
comprises the modern Republic of Macedonia, theimidtrative districts with that name in northerne@ce, the Pirin region
in Bulgaria as well as some small parts of modefbafAia, Serbia and Kosovo. IMRO imagined futuredépendent
Macedonia’ as a state of Bulgarians and other naliiees (Turks, Greeks, Albanians, Vlachs). It diot embrace the idea of
a separate non-Bulgarian Macedonian ethnicity atwm that, since the 1930s, was promoted by Matiedocommunists,
members of the communist parties of Bulgaria, Yleadsa, and Greece.

9. On the meaning of different ‘llindens’ see KeBlown, “A Rising to Count On: llinden Between Rig and History in
Post-Yugoslav Macedonia,” imThe Macedonian Question: Culture, Historiographylifcs, ed. Victor Roudometof

(Boulder: East European Monographs, 2000).
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10. The process of standardization of Macedoniageidainly more complex and began already beforé419%ictor
Friedman, “The Implementation of Standard MaceduniRroblems and Resultdyiternational Journal of the Sociology of
Languagel31 (1998): 31-57.

11. Cf. StefanTroebst, Die bulgarisch-jugoslawische Kontroverse um Makeeio 1967-1982(Minchen: Oldenbourg,
1983).

12. As noticed by James Frusetta, “Common Heroégidéd Crimes: IMRO Between Macedonia and Bulgaria,
Ideologies and National Identities. The Case of Atie¢h-Century Southeastern Eurgeel. John Lampe and Mark Mazower
(Budapest, New York: CEU Press, 2004).

13. On Macedonian diaspora and its participatiorthis process: Loring Danfortifhe Macedonian Conflict. Ethnic
Nationalism in a Transnational Worl¢Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995);tKé8rown, “In the Realm of the
Double-Headed Eagle: Parapolitics in Macedonia 1894n Macedonia. The Politics of Identity and Differened, Jane
Cowan (London: Pluto Press, 2000).

14. Such reservations were expressed by Kiro Gligahe first president of independent Macedonia fanmer member of
the inner circle of the Yugoslav party leaderslsigcretary of State for finance in the Yugoslav Faldexecutive council,
member of the Yugoslav Presidency and PresidetiteoAssembly of the Socialist Federal Republic afj¥slavia. Cf. the
attitude of Denko Maleski, former minister of fayeiaffairs: “Poraka do EU: Dostoinstvo za MakedteiciUtrinski vesnik
February 3, 2007.

15. Cf. his first biography Fidanka TanaskoM&todija Andonowcento(Skopje: Nova Makedonija, 1990).

16. This is in particular the case of Pavel Sate af Panko Bradnarov, leftist activists of the Mldanian revolutionary
movement since the Ottoman period and foundersugb¥lav Macedonia.

17. For instance, Violetadkoska,Zadrugarstvoto i agrarnata politika 1945-1955 gagli$kopje: INI, 1994).

18. See his historical pamphlet: LjigdbGeorgievskiKoj so kogo kje se pomiru&kopje: no year). In 2006, Georgievski,
prime minister of Macedonia between 1998 and 200Rined Bulgarian citizenship. In 1999, Dimitanitrov, minister of
culture in Georgievski’'s cabinet, provoked a senépublic scandals that ultimately resulted in dismissal. Under his
auspices the folkloristic collection of the Miladinbrothers, central figures of the national ‘ReVin the 19" century, was
reissued under its original titRulgarian Folk SongsSee also his book: Dimitar Dimitrohmeto i umot(Skopje: NaSe delo,
1999). Cf. Christian Voss, “Sprach- und Geschi@ision in Makedonien,Osteuropabl (2001): 953-967.

19. Zoran TodorovsklnatreSna makedonska revolucionerna organizaci419934(Skopje: Robz, 1997).

19



20

20. Todor AleksandrovSeé za MakedonijaDokumenti 1919-1924Skopje, 2005). The volume was published under the
auspices of VMRO-DPMNE.

21. “Aleksandrov izedrin so Goce De&ev,” Utrinski vesnik June 18, 2005.

22. See especially the entries on BlaZze Koneskintlest important linguistic codifier, in the enaygkdic dictionaries of
Stojan Kiselinovski et alMakedonski istoriski rénik (Skopje: INI, 2000); Stojan Kiselinovskilakedonski dejci (XX-ti vek)
(Skopje: Makavej, 2002). Cf. the critique of Novi¢aljanovski, former chief of the academic Ins&twdf National History

in Skopje: “Objektiviziranjeto’ na Stojan Kiselingki,” Utrinski vesnik January 27, 2003, “Kiselinovski gi politizira
istoriskite licnosti,” Utrinski vesnik January 28, 2003. See also Victor Friedman, “Fingt Philological Conference for the
Establishment of the Macedonian Alphabet and theddanian Literary Language: Its Precedents and €presices,” in
The Earliest Stage of Language Planning: The "Fitstngress" Phenomenped. Joshua Fishman (Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter, 1993), 159-180.

23. In January 1928, Mara Buneva shot Velimir RBrelian important Serbian clerk, adviser of the gowernf the Vardar
region and colonel at the police. He was consideesgonsible for tortures of pro-Bulgarian studentSkopje. After the
assassination, Buneva shot herself. The commeroosaf her ‘exploit’ in Skopje are traditionallytended also by
Bulgarian nationalists coming from Bulgaria. In Jary 2007, a new attempt to lay the plague endédawiolent clash in a
lively area by the bank of the Vardar. In the afteth of the incident, journalists and historianshsas Todorovski mused
whether it was still a sin, in the Republic of Mdoaia, to commemorate fighters against Serbian. rQders were
perplexed: is Mara Buneva a Macedonian hero ooeBpitgarian betrayer? See Viktor Cvetanoski, “MBrmeva ja razgore
antimakedonskata kampanija vo Bugarijdftinski vesnik January 16, 2007; ZoraritkuSev, “Istorijata nema samo svetli
stranici,” Forum Plus January 19, 2007; Toddiepreganov, “Ne ostanaa nefiateni prasanja, no nekoi se uste bolaat,”
Vreme February 4, 2007. Reactions to the commemoratiofiado Cernozemski, the IMRO assassin of the Yugoslav king
Alexander Kardordevi¢, were similar: cf. Keith BrownThe Past in Question. Modern Macedonia and the Haigies of
Nation (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003),.244

24. Marija Pandevska, “Todor Aleksandrov se boredebugarskata kauzaltrinski vesnik June 18, 2005; Viktor
Cvetanoski, “Za Aleksandrov bez strasti i politikbltrinski vesnik June 21, 2005.

25. Ivan KatardzievMakedonija sto godini po llindenskoto vostar{igkopje: Kultura, 2003). See also the historical
dictionary of the journalist (and amateur histojyidovan Pavlovski, edSto makedonski godini 1903-20(%kopje: Mi-An,

2004). This publication provoked a dispute betwéviovski and Todorovski: Zoran Todorovski, “Sto kadonski
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nevistini,” Utrinski vesnik May 18, 2004; Jovan Pavlovski, “Imavme madinjditrinski vesnik May 28, 2004; Zoran
Todorovski, “Sto makedonski nevistini — vtor pdtlfrinski vesnik June 3, 2004.

26. Cf. Ulf Brunnbauer, “Pro-Serbians’ vs. ‘Prod8arians’: Revisionism in Post-Socialist Macedonkdistoriography,”
History CompasS$ (2005): 1-17.

27. The post-Yugoslav Croatian politics of memoeytainly entailed not just a rehabilitation of thstaSebut rather a
‘national reconciliation’ on the ground of gloriéiion of all the ‘patriots,’ right-wingers, fasgsand communist partisans,
who, in different ways, ‘fought for Croatia’. Onarc postulate a more or less significant Croatidluénce on the talk of
‘national reconciliation’ lacionalnopomiruvanj¢, which, since the beginning of the 1990s, haslgmsodically emerging
in Macedonian public space. See Georgievski's baiokhd the four articles of Antonio MiloSoski (foemspeaker of
VMRO-DPMNE, later Macedonian minister of foreignfaafs) “ProStavanje i nacionalno pomiruvanjéjtrinski vesnik
April 2005.

28. Such as Brunnbauer, “History, Myths and theidwiain the Republic of Macedonia,” 167-199. Macedarrevisionists
are at least as critical: Zoran Todorovski, “Makeskata istoriografija i politikata (aktuelni refik vo makedonskiot
pluralisticki sistem),” in Makedonskata istoriska nauka — dostignuvanja i [@ot) (Skopje: INI, 2001). See Violeta
Ackoska, “Politikata i istoriografijata 1944-1998if the same collective volume.

29. Stefan Troebst, “Geschichtspolitik und histchis ‘Meistererzéhlungen’ in Makedonien vor und nd®&®1,” in Das
makedonische Jahrhundert Von den Anfangen dermadtievolutiondren Bewegung zum Abkommen von Olg8842001
(Miunchen: Oldenbourg, 2007). Cf. Idem, “IMRO+100R®M? The Politics of Macedonian Historiography,idb

30. Number of such evaluations could be foundlakedonski pregleda journal of the Macedonian Scientific Institirie
Sofia. Some of Zoran Todorovski's articles werel@hed there.

31. SeeCento i makedonskata drzavn¢Skopje: MANU, 2004). CfPavelSatev: vreme - Zivot - delo (1882-19%3kopje:
INI, 1996); Vera Veskovikj-VangelDosie Brasnaro{Skopje: Magor, 2003). The rehabilitation@&nto was confirmed by
a governmental decree in 2000.

32. Blazo Naurdevski-Skonata, “Vistini za Metodija Satorov-Sarltltrinski vesnik February 19, 2004; Stefan Aleksovski,
“Koja e vistinata za SarloUtrinski vesnik September 24, 2005.

33. “Sarlo bil golem Makedonec, a ne predavnilitinski vesnik November 24, 2005.

34. See the interview with Todorovski, “USte robomnana starite podelbi;Tribune www.tribune.eu.com (accessed June 30,
2005). During the debates that followed the pulilicaof Todor Aleksandrov’s writings, many peoplensidered ‘the last

king of the mountains’ as an incarnation of exemplacedonian patriotism. All allegations of (protiiBarianism against
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Aleksandrov were denied as ‘absurd,” and the ‘@meBulgarian chauvinist’ from the academic writingas transformed
into a partisan of the ‘true’ Macedonian cause:avéosifova, “Vistinata za Todor AleksandroWtrinski vesnik June 27,
2005; Marjan Gjatev, “Skopje-Brisel via Drakfe i Belgrad, Utrinski vesnik August 4, 2005.

35. See, for instance, the voluminous work of KaséanuSanovMakedonizmét i saprotivata na Makedonija sreStuoneg
(Sofia: Universitetsko izdatelstvo, 1992).

36. “Tikveskoto vostanie kokro kje najde mesto vo istorijatdhevnik June 21, 2007.

37. “Vo Veles trkalezna masa “Sest decenii poddchtip://www.idividi.com.mk/vesti/svet/299229/indgitml (accessed
January 17, 2005).

38. They were punished for their refusal to fighur ‘Serbia’ on the Srem front: they demanded toamaouth and take
Salonica for Macedonia. Cf. Gjorgji Malkovski, etlastanite na Skopskoto kale na 7 januari 1945 gkubtenti(Skopje:
INI, MM, 1997).

39. Eftim GaSevNaSata kauzgSkopje, 1995). Cf. Stojan Ristesi8udeni za Makedonija (1945-1988kopje, 1993);
Gligor Krsteski,Otpori i progoni, 1946-1950Skopje: MM, 1994).

40. Violeta Atkoska, Nikola ZeZovRepresijata i represiranite vo najnovata makedorniskarija (Skopje: Makavej, 2006).
See also the interviews of Ivica Anteskigtvrtinkata od kilimot na Vera Acevaizorum Plus April 2006.

41. E.g. Zoran Todorovski, “Humanosta na makedatskbmunizam,”Utrinski vesnik February 2, 2006. Among these,
most noteworthy is the group of about 8&fdbrmbirovcisent to the infamous labor camp on the Adriatenid of Goli Otok.
Todorovski claims there are about 36,000 polititiéls of practitioners of diverse forms of oppasitito the Yugoslav
regime. According to him, pro-Bulgarians constitligenegligible portion of the victims of communismgst of whom were
devoted Macedonian nationalists (personal conversaMarch 15, 2007). This view is held by othésttrians as well
(Andrew Rossos to Victor Friedman, p.c. 1999).

42. Accessible on http://assembly.coe.int/Mainfisg=/Documents/AdoptedText/ta06/Eres1481.htm ¢ased May 28,
2008).

43. See the project on http://www.lp.org.mk/lusif.daccessed May 28, 2008). Todorovski had to divep, being
‘compromised’, according to the socialist oppositiby the historiographic scandals in which heeaticipated.

44. See Bocevski's articles on his blog http://Koggetimes.blog.com.mk (accessed May 28, 2008).

45, Cf. http://www.lustration.net (accessed May 2808). The project is financed by the EU, USAIBe Balkan Trust for

Democracy (a project of the German Marshall Fursklan Belgrade) and involved many NGOs from thestéfm Balkans.
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46. The lustration law was severely criticized hg former communists of SDSM, but also by the Maocéh Helsinki
Committee (http://www.mhc.org.mk/eng/a_analizi/a20Q7_Lustration.htm, accessed September 15, 200d) wwas
paradoxically opposed by the Open Society Institnt8kopje. The Institute’s chief executive, Vladivlil ¢in, a renowned
theater and film director and son of the illustdodugoslav actor llija Miin, rejected the need for what he labeled as a
‘witch hunt’: Vladimir Mil¢in, “Frustracija, lustracija, konfiskacijalJtrinski vesnik May 5, 2007.

47. See the interview with Stojan Andov, “Na rezb&on za rehabilitacijaPnevnik January 26, 2008.

48. See the polemics between one of the most impodf the ‘dissidents’ — Eftim GaSev — and the N@Berans. Eftim
GaSev, “Fakti, fakti, a ne zboroviltrinski vesnik September 29, 2005; Gavro Panovski, “I fakti,i zdorovi!,” Utrinski
vesnik October 7, 2005; llija Josifovski, “Za nekoi iggki kontroverzii,” Utrinski vesnik October 8, 2005; Todor
Atanasovski, “Neistotinost i maroderstvo,Utrinski vesnik October 12, 2005; Eftim GaSev, “Mnogu rekovteistan ne
kaZavte!,”Utrinski vesnik October 17, 2005; Gavro Panovski, “Kameleonstyd2trinski vesnik November 7, 2005; Eftim
Gasev, “Kodoslak,Utrinski vesnik November 16, 2005. In fact, a number of probldiaigle the anticommunist ‘dissidents’
among themselves: see Ga3ev's articles against fahmeer political prisoners as well as againstaoiT odorovski: “So
Sopska salata vo Evrop&pic February 3, 2007; “Falsifikattrinski vesnik January 9, 2008.

49. A thesis that would seem to be confirmed byfétoe that Bulgarian historical polemicists tragiitally claim that all the
Macedonian victims of the Yugoslav communist regwere ‘Bulgarian patriots.” According to CarnuSanaiter 1944,
Macedonia fjave hecatombs of victinsepressed]because of their Bulgarian naiméCarnusanov,Makedonizmat i
saprotivata na Makedonija sreStu ne@34). The outbidding continues in Dimitar Gocleyvata nacionalno-osvoboditelna
borba vav Vardarska Makedonija (1944-1948pfia: MNI, 1998).

50. KatardzievMakedonija sto godini po llindenskoto vostgrial.

51. Antonio MiloSoski, “Republika Makedonija (vo grada) — Tito,”Utrinski vesnik June 4, 2005. VMRO-DPMNE’s
promotion of Todor Aleksandrov’s writings was aldioected against the initiative of the presidentttod republic: “Ako
moze bista na Tito, mozZe i kniga za Todor AleksamdrUtrinski vesnik June 14, 2005. Cf. Tatjana Popovska, “Ima i
Makedonci zasluzni kako TitoPnevnik May 10, 2005; Branko Geroski, “Pismo do drugdritd,” Dnevnik May 21, 2005.
52. Certainly, the repertoire of the polemics b&meYugo-nostalgics’ and VMRO-ists, ‘pro-Serbiaasid ‘pro-Bulgarians,’
does not exhaust the painful debates over the Pagiresentatives of the Albanian minority also dgwed their own
historical revisionism and memory of the WWII, whics difficult to reconcile with mainstream Macedgm history. This
extremely important topic is beyond the scope & #ticle. One can only indicate here the mostaatious points, namely

the evaluation of the actions of the armed unitshef Albanian nationalidBalli Kombétar‘the National Front’ in western
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Macedonia, on the one hand, and the mass murdéibafian civilians committed in 1944 by Macedonjaartisans, on the
other. Today, in the village of Gorno Blace, ne&oi@e, and in Tetovo, one can see monuments commatimg such
atrocities. These were carefully concealed durimg tommunist regime glorifying the ‘National-Lib&oam Struggle’.
Nowadays, communist veterans and pro-SDSM medi sexerely against the new monuments: Kuzman Gaakj, “Vo

Skopsko Blace se podiga spomenik so izmisleni fakiirinski vesnik December 1, 2004.
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