Sezgin Bojnik
"Reprezentacija učešća Albanaca u NOB-u kao nastavak (podleganja nadodređenosti) istoricističkog diskursa (u sociologiji i istoriografiji)" 
Nebojša:

Nastavljamo izlaganjem Sezgina Bojnika koje će se odvijati na engleskom jeziku, glavni razlog za to je da literaturu koju je koristio čita na engleskom a uglavnom i piše na engleskom, to nismo očekivali, tako da ću ja sesti tamo, u onom delu sale, i svako ko hoće da čuje kakav-takav konsekutivan prevod može da mi se pridruži. 
Sezgin Bojnik:

Dobar dan svima i hvala na pozivu, ja ću pričati na engleskom pošto terminologiju koju planiram da razvijem - teorijsku poziciju o kritici istoricizma - ne bih uspeo da uradim na srpsko-hrvatskom. 

So, I will have 15 minutes of a speach and I will try to be very fast and efficient in developing this thesis. My initial thesis is that Serbian relation to Albanians, not only in sociology, in popular culture and contemporary arts, but also in historiography, is ideologically overdeterminated by historicism. And this, as you can guess, is clearly Althusserian problematic, and I might say, also very philosophical thesis, but for that I have to explain and clarify what I mean with overdetermination and with the historicism. First to say, these two concepts which Althusser and followers of Althusser - Althusser influenced theorethical practice – are relating to the issue of contardiction. Hence, in my expose I will keep this tension between these terms especially the constitution of the very primary term of a history, which is general topic of this seminar. Generally contradiction, as Althusser is using it in analysing overdetermination is something, as in everyday use, related also to un-explainable, to un-understandable things, or un-understandable strong relations, which I think is similar to the constitutives of relations between Serbs and Albanians as well. Not only in everyday speeches and in media but also in academic knowledge production, even in the contemporary art practice. 

What I mean by overdetermination is actually very simple, it's something which is more than determination, something which is „over“ than determination. To simplify, to make it understandable for everyone - as it is moto of this seminar - something which is determining us even without our acknowledgement, something which is related practically to psychoanalysis, concept of psychoanalysis of the unconsciousness. Does ideology operates like that? Do the ideological structures involved in relation with Serbians to Albanians also bring certain unconscious structures? These are more or less my concerns, and more or less my thesis. Of course historicism is a bit more philosophical problem and also I guess problem which brought big headache to the theory and practice of Marxism as well, as you know, and of course, which is another big topic of this seminar, to the theory and practice of communism. So, how we can think the continuity, how we can think the movements in the history, or how we can think the “The History”? Generally, how we are able to think on transformation which happens in history, without collapsing to any kind of spiritualist metaphysical, or spontaneous, I could even say obvious, but most of the time deceiving stories and narratives. The historicism, as Althusser has analyzed, has a clear effect on spontaneous understanding of history, of what is changing and transforming. In this case of spontaneity we cannot talk about understanding, we cannot talk about knowledge production. As in the case of historicism, since it is spontaneous and is appearing as something expected, that it is a-priori for everyone, that it, as Althusser would say, “interpelates subjects to ideology immediately”, it is not any new knowledge in this case but it is just the repetition, and, what Althusser has named “a recognition”. So I want to perform this thesis, or this position - which might seem to you a bit strange - to the text of Dimitrije Tucović, to the book of Dimitrije Tucović, titled “Srbija i Albanija, jedan prilog kritici zavojevačke politike srpske buržoazije”. This is the text, I guess, which most clearly  - from the leftist position, I use the term “leftist” in general description - criticized the colonization policy of the Serbs toward Albanians, toward the Kosovo and Albania. It is probably the most radical in that sense, in itself, this text, this statement, but when we look at the description of Albanians, or the cultural and spiritual life of the Albanians -  as Tucović is describing characteristics of the people - we can see that the certain historicism, certain idea of latent necessity in the historical development is involved there. It represents the other, like in the Serbian case, represents the Albanian not in the equal terms, but as underdeveloped, and we can see, for example, in the first quotation I have, that a historicist form will develop by itself, exist in Tucović’s text not only toward the object of the nation, which are the others, the Albanians, but also to the class. For example, when he says “Danas ona buržoazija odriče proletarijatu jednaka politička prava na osnovu istih, davno odbačenih teorija, koje je nekada plemstvo primenjivalo prema njima i protiv njih, i protiv kojih je ona dala svoje najjače ljude”. So in this typical social-democratic phrase the politics is of course measured with the right and the tolerance but what is more interesting and which often passes unnoticed is the historicist conception of the classes. In this quotation the classes are gradually developing toward perfectionism of historical continuity: the aristocracy diminish and in its place comes the bourgeoisie which also consequently has to fade away leaving the infant proletariat to enjoy its political rights. I am reading this from the text which I wrote for one publication called “Dimitrije Tucović and Serbian-Albanian historicist relations”. 

This theoretical position which Tucović has is not only applied to the classes it’s even more clearly seen - when it is applied to the object of the book, to the Albanians. For example, when he criticizes the Serbian bourgeoisie’s colonization attempts or their trying to rush their attempt of rationalization, of their manipulation as a cultural tutoring, he wrote: “This politics... ta politika gubi iz vida da su kroz oblik plemenske društvene zajednice i primitivna stanja prošli svi kulturni narodi”, so in Tucović exists that all... This is the nerve of historicism: that everything is coming to the root, framework roots, and is tailed by the laws of historicism which are latent but which are predictable and which are going with the certain line. And as he says “istorija nije ni o Albancima rekla svoju poslednju reč”. So, by stretching these historicist theoretical late motifs in Tucović, I try to think if it is because of this historicist theoretical form that designates Tucović’s writing, areason of easy co-optation by the nationalists, revisionists from the begining of eighties? Here I am reffering to the text by Milorad Vučelić and Sava Dautović who analyzed, in the special feuilleton published in NIN in the 1986: “Serbian-Albanian relation and the role of Dimitrije Tucović“. There had been many, many text - they are all coming to this position saying that „for us now it is important to remember Dimitrije Tucović even he criticized Serbs in the most difficult time... in the most difficult time which was prior to the First Warld War... - et cetera - ...but we have to remember and always underline the importance of Tucović because there is no Albanian Tucović“. By underlining the importance of Tucović, they were somehow trying to underline - at the given political and historical conjuncture of the ’86. - that Albanians never had any intellectual similar to what Serbs had 70 years ago – any intellectual like Tucović, who, as a Serb, criticized its own nation. So, Albanians as a nation in the historicist view (which in Vučelić’s writing exist in the most perfect and concentrated, I can say, clear sense), didn’t arrive to that moment as a nation, didn’t grow up, didn’t develop, their evolution didn’t finish to produce any Vučelić...pardon, any Tucović. This was of course the clear critic to Škeljzen Malići whom they were criticizing as a philosopher who even was critical toward nationalism existing in Serbia and was silent about nationalism existing in Kosovo among Albanians. What we are seeing also in the same feuilleton, there is the text by Škeljzen Malići where he analyzed various receptions of Dimitrije Tucović. What Škeljzen Malići is pointing out is that Tucović is not important - almost the similar thing that Vučelić does - for yesterday, but for today, and also he is very important for tomorrow. Of course, his political agenda is very different, his political agenda is that today is very anachronistic to ask in the Socialist Yugoslavia question like: „What is importance and what are the political consequences of the relation between Serbs and Albanians?“. He was in fact claiming for the liberal interpretation – and I think that here Škeljzen Malići grasps the economic-political background of the historicist theoretical postulates in a very clear way –  when he says: „We need today Tucović because Tucović is some kind of perspectivism of the economy, that will give a base, some kind of economical base, on participation in a free economy in an equal terms“. So the socialism, or self-management, since that is what Malići is using as also certain - referring to Tucović - as also certain historicist connotations but this time not in the identity or cultural level but more in economic level. So it means like - if all of us get rid of our anachronistic, our primitive conception of the culture, on this kind of relations and focus more to the non-ideological posterity of the economical relation, we will have this ideal moment of the avoiding this conflict of the dead ends of these relations. So, here we see how, when historicism exists in theoretical form, that it is somehow managing  - I’m just here talking about possibility of methodology - how it is managing to enter from the various holes of various rifts inside the discourse analyses of the historical transformation. Most interesting thing that Škeljzen Malići doing is analyzing - in another text published in the same year - of the book by Dimitrije Bogdanović „Knjiga o Kosovu“. And what is very interesting is that Dimitrije Bogdanović (an expert on the Byzanthinian history), in his critic of Albanian nationalism, is performing this criticism through underlining that Albanians never really participated in the national liberation struggle, in the Partizan movement let’s say. His theory (as someone who is latently Chetnik and has openly anticommunist stance), is criticizing Albanians as ones which are not enough leftist, not enough or not authentically communist. So how this comes to happen? This happens because for Bogdanovic Albanians are not even the issue, issue here are Serbs, issue here are Serbs who betrayed their own nation by engaging with activities that are very synthetical constructions, such as communism. I mean Dimitrije Bogdanović is very clear in this term that socialism and communism are synthetic construction as they are indeed. Communismis not a spontaneous, it never happens, it is not that „where is a proletariat there is a communism,“ it has to be a long  struggle of synthetic construction of the theory, but Albanians have not, in the terms of their historicist evolutionism, came to that moment to create such a synthetic conception of their own identity... All these issues of the historicism are passing unnoticed when we are reading Bogdanovic. We are most of the time reading these things without even noticing their theoretical consequences. Primary reason for this is because Bogdanović is writing such a crazy things about Kosovo and Albanians that these kind of things are little bit... how to say, seeming too unimportant. But in the theoretical way I think, or in the way where knowledge is produced, these things are very important.

So, what these things have to do with topics of today? I don’t want to talk so much about history of the real involvement of the Albanian ethnic group, let’s say Kosovars in the Second World War anti-fascists struggle, or in the theory and practice of the communist movement, but I think that, in order to deal with these issues, in order to deal with the history of the communism, we really have to get rid of all these spontaneous historicist echoes or effects. Is it easy? I don’t think it is easy. It’s very difficult to create a non-historicist historiography, because somehow it is managing to enter into knowledge production from everywhere. 

Just one thing, I will show you, as a example one clip from a movie. It is usually assumed , and it is assumed in so many places that Albanians never genuienely took place in communist movement. For example think Svetozar Vukmanović-Tempo is in his memories telling how they went to Albania, trying to find some normal person for communist indoctrination, and they only could find Enver Hodža who knew some French, and was in Paris. They indoctrinated him with communism, which means internationalism, and than, of course due to the laws of historicist scale of his ethnic belonging, he never got that lesson so well, he became what he became – a Stalinist. This is, to caricaturize, a story of Albanians involvement in communist Balkan movement. Anyway, the communism is synthetic but when you try to put that synthetism to the nation, which is historically (in the scale of the evolution as the nation) not so much developed, the historicist elements will always over-determinate these historical moments. 

I will show you now one image that most of you know, this is the photograph from the  demonstrations of 27th of March, and this is published in I guess many schoolbooks in many research books, in many journals, but they released this fogg and dust. I am now giving you a paper with the original version of this photo. There are two Albanians behind this fogg and dust, which were erased from the visual representation. Let’s say what is the topic of this, so you can see, this is that spontaneous appearance of Albanians in the photos of this event. As you will see in the original, they just happened to be there as some passers-by. But I will show you now a very interesting document, a film, a clip from a film by Kosta Novaković, pioneer of Serbian cinematography. This is his documentary, fiction of course, „The Celebration of 550 Years of the Kosovo battle“; this is somewhere in the Peć (Peje) and the film is long, I don’t know, maybe one hour, you can see the reanactment of the Kosovo battle, you can see the parade of the various nationalist groups, like now are the chetniks. But interesting thing is happening here... This is very interesting document because it is a first case of moving image documenting any action of SKOJ-evci, communist activists, before II W.W. They had many, many actions. This is only one which is captured in the film and what we see there? There is Ramiz Sadiku – this is from 1939. – there is Meto Barjaktari, there are other Albanian communist people active. So, what I want to emphasize, why I show this, is that – in reply to the question how we can deal with non-historicist approach to the historiography of the communism, of this communist emancipation, I think we have to insist on this kind of moments, instead of reproducing a historicist form which can enter to the theory from the back door of continuity, which, I think, is very much present in the research relating to the socialist past of Yugoslavia: that something starts and continues like there is some invisible torch which is going from one hand to another hand... We, I think, have to insist on certain theoretical historiographic position which will be based on a brakes, on a breaks of, I can use this term without bothering on a glorious moments, on the glorious moments of emancipation. Of course, these are not some monads which are scattered around some places in the history, but, by dealing with that moments, for example moment like this in Peć, for example moment which is not much known but very interesting moment, 1920. in Prizren a Sheih, religious personality who was the Sheih of one heterodox religious sect called Melamis, Hadži Umer Lutfi Pacarizi, whe wrote  communist tract, long poem about Lenin and about October Revolution, about what happened in Russia and how it has influenced local population, which, at that time, was suffering from Nikola Pašić’s rule. 

So I am here - of course - talking about Serbian-Albanian relation, that’s like determinant of my discussion but in order to research these things I think we will be in more advanced situation, not only politically by emphasizing this emancipation, but also scientifically, I think we would be more advanced because we will very easily discard, or we will be in position to discard elements of this metaphysical continuity. Because to set a continuity  of things that follow one after another is not scientific; in the last instance it implies some invisible thread binding them. With this we are not in the field of science, but in the most deep field of religion. There we are talking about the religious discourse, about a higher plan of a god, or history. 

Why not to insist on these moments of breaks, and emancipation, on these moments of communisms. I believe that by collecting information on these moments would bring us more closer also to a materialist conception of history. 

Dušan Grlja:
Hvala. Hvala Sezgine. Pitao bih te za samo par komentara i nekih možda objašnjenja. Ono što ti nazivaš istoricizmom, sledeći Altisera, čini mi se da bi jednako moglo da se nazove i evolucionizmom, znači da postoji neka istorija koja se odvija u zakonitim regularnim etapama te da neki narodi ili neki delovi sveta zaostaju za drugima i da ti drugi, je li, imaju prosvetiteljski zadatak da izvedu neprosvećene ljude i da ih dovedu na... na nivo. Mislim da takva vrsta podele na razvijene i nerazvijene postoji u svim situacijama kolonijalnih odnosa i da ono što je po meni jako značajno je da te priče, istorijske priče i pripovesti, ponavljaju izvesne obrasce. Čini mi se da ti navodiš da taj Bogdanović slika jednu sliku pred-turskog Kosova, gde su Srbi plemstvo i uglednici dok su Albanci kmetovi ili puko seosko stanovništvo, te dekonstrukcije priče - koliko se ja sećam - da onda dolaze Turci, pa onda... pokušavaju Albance da uzdignu, sad oni, kao carstvo, na neki nivo konstitutivnog naroda ili nacije... druga stvar koju si pominjao, ta predstava o pretvaranju Albanaca, znači o neautentičnosti, zato što su oni nerazvijeni, odnosno što se nazivalo u etnografskim studijama „primitivni mentalitet“, odnosno plemensko-rodovska zajednica, za razliku od države. Mislim da taj diskurs, taj diskurs razvijenih i nerazvijenih, postoji i postojaće u društvenim naukama ne samo istorije, nego na primer i u sociologiji, kao što je termin modernizacije, gde su američko društvo i zapadnoevropsko društvo zapravo neki kriterijum kome svi moraju da se povinuju, odnosno da su oni, na neki način. ekskluzivni prosvetitelji i da je na neki način opravdana svaka vrsta politike pa i ona represivna u, kao, je li, te prosvetiteljske svrhe.

Sezgin Bojnik:

Pokušaću na srpsko-hrvatskom. Na primer, teorije postkolonijalizma rade to; ja mislim da su upravo te kognitivne konstrukcije - da kažem - teorije, koje reprodukuju istoricizam u jednoj vrlo problematičnoj političkoj konjukturi. Šta znači post-kolonijalizam? Teorija post-kolonijalizma od Homi Bhabhe pa na dalje do Spivaka, reprodukuju (jednu) te istu stvar: da ono što se desilo posle dekolonizacije nije promenilo uopšte. Znači dekolonizacija nije promenila stvar, nije promenila strukturu. Naglašava se ta stvar da odnos između, znači potlačitelja i potlačenog se ponovo reformuliše na novi način i da je potlačenost neizbežna karakteristika čovečanstva ili bitka čoveka, tako nešto, being, of human being, i zbog toga ja mislim da ako hoćemo politički - ponovo da kažem – naučno da pričamo o tim stvarima, treba da naglašavamo dekolonizaciju, taj moment dekolonizacije. Znači ne Homi Bhabha, nego Frantz Fanon, ne Spivak nego Aijaz Ahmad i tako dalje. U tom smislu, pošto kad pričamo o dekolonizaciji, mi pričamo, da kažem na engleskom, mi pričamo o buci, mislim o buci (noise) baš u cybernetičkom smislu, o stvari koja se dešava... o prevratu, o revoluciji, o stvari koja se nije desila sama od sebe, znači there is no decolonization which is happening by itself. Decolonization means involvement of thousands and thousands of people in struggle against a colonizer, in struggle of that historical break... even in the field of theory, on struggle agaist that historicist representation.

Ženski glas:

Zahvaljujem na prezentaciji, bilo je zaista vrlo interesantno i vi ste tu podvukli nešto što je po meni zaista neophodno čini mi se, na čemu je neophodno konstantno insistirati a to je ta potreba da se određeni društveni, ako tako mogu da kažem procesi, ipak istražuju u nekom svom kontinuitetu, što je mislim i u našoj istoriografiji na primer veliki problem da se vrlo ta ’45. godina smatra nekakvim diskontinuitetom a kada počnemo da analiziramo određene diskurse i narative onda zapravo vidimo da tu i nema toliko prostora za diskontinuitet, da se određene pojave moraju upravo analizirati u kontinuitetu. U tom smislu mi je vrlo interesantno ovo što ste govorili o tome kako se određeni, čak taj nacionalistički, diskurs uklapa u ovaj revolucionarni moral da tako kažem. Mislim da u periodu socijalizma ima dosta primera kako se patrijarhalni moral vrlo dobro i elegantno uklapa u taj revolucionarni moral i u tom smislu zaista... sad evo ovde da se vratim na Hobsbauma, koji je, čini mi se, vrlo dobro poentirao da je u periodu socijalizma jugoslovensko društvo prošlo kroz proces modernizacije bez presedana ali da ono zapravo nije postalo moderno. A ja mislim da mi danas upravo živimo u toj antimoderni, u toj nekoj vrsti kontrarevolucije, zaista ne znam šta se dešava. To mi pada na pamet sad kad evo sam slušala ovu vašu prezentaciju i ovaj film kratak, insert koji smo gledali, ako sam dobro shvatila to je proslava kosovske bitke u Peći, tu mi pada na pamet ova Ane Di Lelio „Kosovski mit u albanskom epu“ (radi se o knjizi: „Bitka na Kosovu u albanskom epu“, orig. naslov: „The Battle of Kosovo 1389. An albanian Epic“, prim transkriptora), gde se vrlo dobro vidi kako stare bitke nikad ne zastarevaju, bar u ovim društvima u kakvim mi živimo i kako su one uvek fantastičan potencijal za neki novi sukob ili konflikt ili neku novu vrstu prozivke, ali kako su i jedno i drugo društvo vrlo zgodno za svoje neke lične potrebe iskoristili i danas vrlo dobro koriste taj mit. 

Sezgin Bojnik:

Ja ne bih rekao baš tako. Ja mislim da je bilo diskontinuiteta. Treba da jasnije kažem da ja ne pričam kao antropolog ili kao etnolog, nego pričam o istoriji socijalizma. U Jugoslaviji se desio socijalizam i pričam na primer kako u teoriji socijalizma postoji istoricizam. A u Jugoslaviji – kako nije bio diskontinuitet? Teorija i praksa samoupravljanja jeste diskontinuitet od bivših marksističkih teorija i praksi. A problem kontinuiteta istoricizma postoji u samoj teoriji socijalizma. Ja bih to kratko zvao kao staljinistička, istoricizam je zapravo staljinistička koncepcija socijalizma. Šta je to? Na primer Staljin u svom tekstu „Principi Lenjinizma“ je taj koji je stvorio taj mit o kontinuitetu. Znači kontinuitet – šta je? Postoji Marks, Karl Marks, onda dolazi Engels, posle Engelsa je Lenjin i naravno posle Lenjina je Staljin. Ali ta ideja o socijalizmu, koji kao neka nevidljiva nit ide, kao štafeta se daje od jednog do drugog, je kompletna izmišljotina. Prvo, Lenjin je trebalo da napravi kompletni prelom, complete break, diskontinuitet od Marksove teorije, od Marksove glavne teze, da bi razvio teoriju Oktobarske revolucije. Znači Lenjinova teorija nije nastavak Marksa nego je break od toga. Šta je glavna teza Karla Marksa? Da gde je proletarijat – tamo je komunizam. Lenjin se od „Šta da se radi“, kompletno odvaja od te teze i postavlja tezu da gde je teorija – tamo je komunizam, gde je sintetička konstrukcija te ideje komunizma, te ideje transformacije revolucije - tamo je komunizam. Znači ja ne mislim da je kontinuitet bio i u Jugoslaviji ali se tako predstavlja, ali da nema kontinuiteta ni u samoj istoriji socijalizma-komunizma.

Vladan Jeremić:
Ja bih samo tebe zamolio Sezgine ako možeš još malo bolje da objasniš istoricizam. 

Pošto ja razumem šta ti želiš da kažeš sa time, ali kako sad u tom kontekstu vidiš istorijski materijalizam kao jednu vrstu filozofskog diskursa, i šta sad znači istoricizam, ja vidim da se ti vraćaš na taj Altiserov prelom, kažeš taj prelom treba da bude nešto što je izlaz, odnosno nešto što treba naglasiti i to vidim kao jedan politički statement u okviru teorije, ali na koji način se ti odnosiš prema istorijskom materijalizmu? I šta je za tebe istoricizam, mislim, definicija, možda može i Dušan da pomogne pošto ja baš ne razumem najbolje to. 

Sezgin Bojnik:

Pa ja sam mislio da završim sa historijskim materijalizmom. Pošto istoricizam zapravo nije dijalektika. Dijalektika je ta teoretska pozicija u kojoj se može reći šta je istoricizam, a šta je najprostije - Dušan je rekao to je neki evolucionizam, neki skriveni evolucionizam - a ja mislim da sam baš jasno rekao da je to neki involvement, neki narativ koji je vrlo metafizičan i koji se nekako uvlači u samu produkciju znanja ... cognitive production... knowledge production. Znači to ti je istoricizam, ono što: one thing is leading to another thing with latent hidden thread, which is like... nešto kao... mislim pričam baš kao na svakodnevnom jeziku a istorijski materijalizam nije to, istorija se ne dešava sa kontinuitetima nego sa diskontinuitetima i mislim da je istorijski materijalizam to.

Dušan Grlja:

Ako ja mogu da dodam, pod tim istoricizmom se u stvari podrazumevaju sve priče o istoriji koje pretpostavljaju da postoji neko zajedničko poreklo. Znači priča o Srbima kreće... došli smo, kao mi, iz, ne znam odakle. Onda da postoji, znači da postoji neka logika same istorije, znači da postoji neka nevidljiva suština koja traje i koja samo u svojim manifestacijama različitim može da se vidi. Međutim kao što „to“ ima početak, tako ima i kraj, znači svoju konačnu svrhu i cilj. Znači po nekoj hegelovskoj šemi prvo postoji nešto, pa se onda razdvaja, pa se to što se razdvojilo razvija, da bi se na kraju vratilo u sebe. Mislim, u istoriji to bi se danas moglo nazvati esencijalizam...

Muški glas:

Ja bih to upravo nazvao esencijalizam, upravo tako. Hvala.

Nebojša:

Ja bih pitao kako možemo onda razlikovati istoricističku nadodređenost od sociološke nadodređenosti?

Sezgin Bojnik:

Ne, istoricistička nadodređenost se može videti i u sociologiji i u umetnosti. Sociologija nije neka forma ideologije nego to je neki, kao, tool kojim se taj istoricizam praktikuje. Taj istoricizam se vrlo lepo vidi i u curatorial practice savremene umetnosti. Mislim, ja mogu nabrojati, pošto znam tu praksu vrlo dobro i dosta sam radio o vezi između nacionalizma i savremene umetnosti, da se ne samo u sociologiji taj istoricizam vidi, nego i u sferama kulturne proizvodnje u koje se najmanje sumnja da postoji taj istoricizam. A zašto u sociologiji postoji istoricizam, ne kao u znanju kao što je sociologija, ali u praksi postoji taj istoricizam. Na primer ja bih pomenuo sociologe kao Paul Gilroy, koji nemaju uopšte neki istoricizam, koji su analizovali taj moment demonstracija Crnaca u Engleskoj 80-ih i razvili jednu sociologiju koja (se) kompletno bazira na tim prelomima, na tim neesencijalnim idejama.

Noa Trejster:

Ja bih htela da pitam, ako povučeš crticu ispod nekog događaja koji ti zoveš emancipatorni, kako povezuješ te događaje? Istoricizam je linija, to znamo, a posle postoji ta teorija mreža koja omogućava sada da se poveže vrlo lako, ako pričamo o današnjim stvarima: Španija, Tunis, Egipat i drugo, bez ikakvog konteksta, samo od toga što se to zove emancipatorska praksa. To je po meni isto vrlo problematično.

Sezgin Bojnik

Ja mislim da neistoricistička koncepcija istoriografije nije put, nego approach (pristup), to je mnogo teže nego da se ide po tom klasičnom obrascu, kao, jedno se dešava i to utiče na neku drugu, pa dolazi treći, pa četvrti. I kako sad misliti o tim momentima i kako - opet ću reći - kako napraviti neku narativu o tim momentima? Znači ako pravimo narativu o tim momentima, šta je najglavnija kontardikcija, antagonizam između šta je fiktivno i šta je konstruisano i gde je granica toga? Ja mislim da je to glavni problem knjige Alain Badiou-a „Theory of the Subject“ koji na kraju uvodi neku vrstu etičke pozicije. 

Ja nemam odgovor na to a ima dosta odgovora na to, na primer ima teorijskih analiza te neistoricističke istoriografije ali koji se na kraju završavaju na jednom veoma čudnom esencijalizmu. Kao primer moglo bi se navesti Homi Bhabha. Zašto Homi Bhabha? Jer Homi Bhabha je svestan toga, on je svestan tih problema kroz Jacques Derrida, kroz tekstove Derride i na kraju on sugeriše jednu teoriju koja se zove Ne-dijalektika, on je protiv dijalektike, i zna da dijalektika ponovo konstruiše taj ciklus i on uvodi jedan termin koji se zove Suplementarity, znači suplementarity, to ti može doći od momenta na moment nešto i na kraju imamo neku historijsku koncepciju koja je komplet – konglomerat od različitih stvari, a razlika od Homi Bhabhe, od na primer Alain Badiou-a, mislim da Homi Bhabha na tas stavlja i stvari koje nisu emancipatorne, znači u njegovom suplementarnom konglomeratu koji se zove historija ima i emancipatorne i neemancipatorne stvari, znači kod njega „colonizer“ i „colonized“ su isti subjekti te konstrukcije. A ja predlažem neku konstukciju istoriografije koja se bazira na emancipaciji kolonizovanih...

Noa Trejster:

A ne misliš da to krije, ta pozicija, ko šta zove emancipatornim.... to je samo još jedan korak nazad gde se krije ista procedura samo između teorije i prakse.

Sezgin Bojnik:

Da, ali ja nisam spomenuo samo praksu. Ja sam baš izričito rekao da najvažnija stvar u emancipaciji, u upotrebi tog momenta emancipacije jeste u – teoriji. Znači u teoriji su advanced situations. Pošto mi imamo, ne kao prosto kibernetički položaj, kao višak informacija, nego mi smo otvoreni i o stvarima koje su un-precedental, a to je... sad pričamo samo o „object of knowledge“, ne o „real object-u“, ne ono što se desilo nego kako mi to sve razvijamo u teoriji.

Dušan Grlja:

Ja se izvinjavam ali moraćemo da pređemo na... Hvala Sezginu, hvala vama.

(aplauz)

Ženski glas:

A možeš li samo, izvini, da kažeš, ta fotografija – odakle je? Sezgine, možeš samo da kažeš iz koje knjige je fotografija?

Sezgin Bojnik:

Ne, ovo je... „Tito u Palanci“, tako nešto.

Ženski glas:

A u kom trenutku su obrisani? (misli se na Albance sa pomenute fotografije)

Sezgin Bojnik:

Odmah mislim posle rata. O ovome sam čitao u knjizi Petri Imamija koja se zove „Srbi i Albanci kroz vekove“

Muški glas:

... Nije, nije, samo je bila loša rezolucija pa se igubilo... 

