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Abstract 

By the agreement between Macedonia and Greece 
reached in Prespa village (Macedonia) in 2018, known 
also as the “Prespa Agreement” (Eng. full title: “Fi-
nal Agreement for the settlement of the differences as 
described in the United Nations Security Council res-
olutions 817 (1993) and 845 (1993), the termination of 
the Interim Accord of 1995, and the establishment of a 
strategic partnership between the Parties”) for the first 
time in the history of the development of Internation-
al Law, an attempt was made to redefine the national 

1 This article was created as part of the scientific research activity of the Institute for Political 
Studies funded by the Ministry of Science and Technological Development and Innovation of 
the Republic of Serbia.



HISTORY AND CULTURAL MEMORY

248

identity of a sovereign nation with an external inter-
national act-treaty. This attempt itself caused, in our 
opinion, justified doubts as to whether challenging the 
nation’s sovereign identity placed in the negotiation pro-
cess and imposing a solution on such a sensitive inter-
nal issue through an international (legal) act is legally 
admissible, i.e. a decision or an agreement (contract) 
or a treaty under International Law. Starting from the 
principles of cultural and general sovereignty (sover-
eign equality of UN members)  and sovereign autono-
my and political independence, including non-interfer-
ence in domestic jurisdiction, norms contained in Ar-
ticle 2 of the UN Charter and other UN and UNESCO 
documents, bearing in mind especially the principles of 
self-determination of peoples (especially self-identifica-
tion of nations), as well as Charter’s norm in Article 2(7) 
banning UN and member-state to intervene in matters 
which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of 
states, we came to a conclusion that the Agreement be-
tween Macedonia and Greece signed in Prespa in 2018, 
is contrary to the basic norms, principles and rules of 
International Law. In accordance with Prespa Agree-
ment (hereinafter: PA) the national identity of the Mac-
edonian people was illegitimately and illegally changed, 
thus abolishing the basic international right to nation-
al identity, so that such treaty in fact constitute an act 
of ethnocide and cultural genocide that was committed 
against the people of Macedonia (that were subject of 
identity redefinition), and furthermore against the ba-
sic principles of self-identification, self-determination, 
sovereignty and political independence of state(s). In 
particular, this apparently illegal Prespa Agreement 
(using provisions of ID-modifiers) violated an inalien-
able and inviolable right of the people to their national 
identity (as the basic collective human right), and the 
self-determination and independent choice of it, as well 
as numerous other violations of basic rights of a sover-
eign people or a nation, such as the right to constitute 
and exercise its statehood and sovereign identify of its 
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home state as the sovereign and independent subject of 
international law. This right on state’s ID is obviously 
inviolable, having in mind that state’s name constitute 
an essential element of the juridical personality of such 
an international subject. As a consequence of the blatant 
denial of the right to national ID and state self-identi-
fication, after the entry into force of the Prespa Agree-
ment (signed in 2018, which entered into force in 2019) 
and consequent linked Constitutional changes (redefi-
nitions of the Macedonian Constitution in accordance 
with the PA), the redefined “Macedonian people” be-
came the subject of a new Bulgarian campaign for im-
posed assimilation on Macedonians (as the “newly 
re-defined people”) into the Bulgarian identity, as they 
were a same nation or people. That was an action tak-
en by the Bulgarian state only a few months after the 
PA entered into force (i.e. after registration of the PA 
in the UN Secretariat). The Bulgarian diplomacy now-
adays, among other things, is seeking for new changes 
in the (already revised) Constitution of the “Republic 
of North Macedonia” in order to “reflect the Bulgarian 
origin of this people” who lives in “North Macedonian” 
territory. This policy towards aggressive “Bulgariani-
zation” of the contested “Macedonian identity” (i.e. im-
posed assimilation into Bulgarians) is fully supported by 
all Albanian political parties in Macedonia and certain 
Western powers, whose interest was/is a dissolution of 
the territory of present Macedonia and the creation of 
the Greater Albania, and even Greater Bulgaria, with 
an intention of weakening Serbia and so-called “Rus-
sian influence” in the Balkans. 

Keywords: Prespa Agreement, UN, conditions, national 
identity, treaty, assimilation, personality
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THE ORIGIN OF THE “PRESPA AGREEMENT” SIGNED 
IN 2018 IN NIVICI (MACEDONIA) IN UN RESOLUTIONS

In order to understand the problem of the origin and consequenc-
es of the Prespa Agreement (United Nations [UN], UNTC, 55707), it 
is necessary to refer to the specific additional admission conditions 
imposed to Macedonia (only) in the process of applying for member-
ship in the United Nations in 1993. The Treaty of Prespa (or hereinaf-
ter: the Prespa Agreement or PA) on redefinition and changing of the 
State name has its legal basis in Security Council (UNSC) resolutions 
817 (UN, UNSC, S/RES/817) and later 845 (UN, UNSC, S/RES/845). 
Based on a request from Greece (and its close allies in UN), for the first 
time in the history of the United Nations, a state (which applied under 
its constitutional name as “Republic of Macedonia”) was subjected un-
der imposed additional conditions for admission to the UN (in addition 
to the general and exhaustive conditions legally prescribed in Article 
4 of the UN Charter). With UN Security Council Resolution 817 deliv-
ered on April 7, 1993, after the affirmative statement in the preamble of 
that resolution (817) that the candidate state “meets the conditions” for 
admission to the United Nations, it was proposed in the text of resolu-
tion to the UN General Assembly (UNGA) that the candidate should 
be admitted to UN membership under with the reference the “Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia” (in the abbreviated version known as: 
the “FYROM”), with an implicit associated obligation to negotiate with 
Greece (which diplomatically did not recognize that state/candidate as 
such subject, i.e. with that ID) about its own state Constitutional name 
(and in the meantime obliged bearing this mandatory provisional refer-
ence (the FYROM)). This Security Council resolution-recommendation 
of the UN Security Council (817) with specific “additional conditions” 
imposed to the recognized sovereign candidate was then accepted on 
April 8, 1993 by the UN General Assembly (UN, UNGA, A/RES/47/225), 
which “decided” to admit the sovereign candidate as a “Former Yugo-
slav Republic of Macedonia” (or FYROM provisionally referred) into the 
full membership of the United Nations. As was shown in later analyses 
of this precedent admission (Janev 1999, 155), the Security Council of 
the United Nations, as well as the UN General Assembly, were not al-
lowed and authorized to accept any candidate for UN membership under 

“additional conditions of admission to the UN”, since the Internation-
al Court of Justice (ICJ) in 1948 prohibited voting for such conditions 
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stating that otherwise they violate(s) basic rules enshrined in Article 4 
( paragraph 1.) of the UN Charter, as was ruled out in an ICJ Adviso-
ry Opinion of the delivered on May 28, 1948, according to which addi-
tional conditions are/were not legal conditions for admission to the UN 
(UN, UNGA, A/RES/197). However, the Advisory Opinion of the ICJ 
(1948), in its negligence and recklessness, was completely forgotten and/
or ignored or overlooked by the UN Security Council in the Macedoni-
an case (1993), and then by the UN General Assembly, which in its ig-
norance committed in fact delicto omissio (delict of omission). Instead 
of unconditional admittance to UN membership, as only legal way to 
be admitted, UN organs invented the de facto “conditional admission” 
(actually non-existing in the UN order) or ungrounded admission with 
additional illegal conditions, contrary to the basic norm(s) of the UN 
Charter. For the first time in the UN history (not seen until the partially 
illegal case of admission of the “Republic of Macedonia”), one candi-
date-state was admitted to UN with a denomination given by the UN 
(actually as nameless subject, although “sovereign” state, blatantly un-
like all other sovereign candidate countries in the process of admission 
to full membership in the UN). The “Republic of Macedonia” was the 
State which “name should not be mentioned” (not in UN and in accord-
ance with the principle of “universality” preferably not even outside the 
UN, i.e. in bilateral relations). However, the provisional reference clearly 
do not constitute a legal ID or cannot be the substitute for the juridical 
identity, see the Memorandum on legal aspects of the problem of rep-
resentation in the UN (UN, JSTOR. 1950).

	 As I was able to notice and discover in my research on the mat-
ter (Janev 1999, 155), Macedonia was admitted to the UN with two po-
litical additional conditions for membership, without which the admis-
sion could not be carried out (in a form: “take it or leave it”). Namely, 
in its application for membership, Macedonia requested for regular ad-
mission under its constitutional name “Republic of Macedonia”, but in 
the recommendation of the Security Council 817 (1993) this requested 
Constitutional name of the state was completely ignored by the UN or-
gans and on the other side the Greek request not to use that name includ-
ing the alleged territorial claims stemming from that name of the can-
didate were accepted by UN, so that finally resolution-recommendation 
of the Council (817) excluded the “disputed” state name and replaced it 
with the (unwanted by Macedonians) denomination “Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia”, as a proposal for the temporary designation 
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(reference) of the candidate for the final resolution-decision of the UN 
General Assembly on the membership status. (Janev 2002, 84) In their 
rashness, neither the legal service of the UN, nor any other UN body, 
succeeded to notice a simple fact that a denomination or a temporary 
reference (for the purposes of the UN and their agencies) is not a valid 
legal identity, and that a sovereign member state cannot be accepted as 
a full member of the UN without international legal (juridical) identity, 
as it is a basic element of its legal personality, and therefore its state-
hood. In the absence of knowledge about the legality of admission to 
the UN under supplementary “additional conditions”, the UN General 
Assembly, retaining the non-standard illegal admission conditions con-
tained in Security Council Resolution 817 (1993), by its decision (UN, 
UNGA, A/RES/47/225) admitted Macedonia to the UN under the refer-
ence “Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia” (in fact pending name 
resolution, implying in fact nameless state), which flagrantly violates 
the rights of member states provided in the UN Charter (since UN is 
organization/association of sovereign states), and above all the princi-
ples of sovereignty (sovereign equality of states) and non-interference 
in internal affairs (or essential domestic jurisdiction, reserved for states 
only) contained in Article 2 of the UN Charter. In numerous analyses, 
it was concluded that Macedonia received (or rather was subjected to) 
special imposed additional conditions legally groundless for revised ad-
mission (constituting on indefinite basis illegal membership conditions 
for admission and therefore illegal membership status in the UN) (Janev 
2021, 179; Janev 2023, 341): 
1.	 the first condition was to carry and be represented with a UN-giv-

en reference the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, i.e. the 
“FYROM” (an indefinite in time denomination, limiting the right 
of the state to independently use, or even change its Constitutional 
name (universally denouncing its validity), limiting, as well, a free 
choice of its national or state name (subjecting it to political will 
of one UN member state), even though it is a sovereign fundamen-
tal right to have a legal ID (and in addition, there is not only a ba-
sic right of an international subject, but also an obligation to have a 
such legal ID as a legal necessity in any legal representation or any 
juridical valid conduct); 

2.	 the second condition was to negotiate with another UN member state 
(foreign country) on an indefinite basis with respect to its own state 
and Constitutional name (i.e. juridical identity) in order to change 
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it (and if not, be condemned to carry shameful denomination, as 
long as necessary), ignoring the simple fact that international le-
gal identity (of any state, particularly UN member) is an inviolable 
sovereign category from the list of essential strictly internal or do-
mestic inviolable jurisdiction. 

Any interference in such domestic matters in particular, would 
limit essential contractual State capacity (juridical personality) and in 
addition an inviolable right to self-determination of the state and peo-
ple with respect to national name, i.e. the right to self-identification and 
non-interference in strict internal jurisdiction, which is specifically pro-
tected by the UN Charter, and in addition a basic collective human right 
to choose its national name or national identity). The principles of the 
sovereign equality of states and the inviolability of their juridical per-
sonality lead to the conclusion that the choice of a name is an inalienable 
right of the state. Principles on Cultural sovereignty (UNESCO 1966; 
UNESCO 1982) and free expression on cultural believes and traditions 
(or even myths) provides legal basis for inviolability of self-identification 
as a basic collective human right (UN, OHCHR, A/RES/61/295) that 
may not be subject to foreign interference or any negotiations.     

As I have shown in my previous research (Janev 1999, 155), both 
of the above-mentioned special (not general), not implying condition, 
added to the standard set of the Charter requirements, as rather arbi-
trary-additional, were in fact illegal political (apparently diplomatic, in 
nature) conditions imposed to the UN candidate. Therefore, as infinite 
requirements, these conditions were in sharp contradiction with norma-
tive ones described in an Advisory Opinion of the International Court 
of Justice (ICJ) issued on May 28 1948. In addition, these illegal condi-
tions were in obvious conflict with UN General Assembly Resolution 
197/III, 1948, that accepts the Advisory Opinion of the Court delivered 
on May 1948. UN General Assembly Resolution 197/III, 1948 establish-
es an interpretation of the limited admission norm embedded in Article 
4(1) of the UN Charter. In 1947, the UN General Assembly placed the 
following question for an Advisory opinion of the ICJ: „Is a Member 
of the United Nations which is called upon, in virtue of Article 4 of the 
Charter, to pronounce itself by its vote, either in the Security Council 
or in the General Assembly, on the admission of a State to membership 
in the United Nations, juridically entitled to make its consent to the ad-
mission dependent on conditions not expressly provided by paragraph 
1 of the said Article?” (UN, UNGA, A/RES/197). In response to the 
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question raised by the UN General Assembly, whether members of UN-
SC and UNGA were authorized to vote on additional conditions, the ICJ 
responded in 1948 with an Advisory Opinion answering that additional 
admission conditions are not permitted (i.e. general conditions in Arti-
cle 4 represent a close set of conditions), nor that members of the UN-
SC and UNGA may be voted for such (diplomatically superimposed), 
otherwise Article 4 of the Charter would be violated (particularly its 
paragraph 1. with  normative rules for admission to the UN). Political 
bodies of the UN must not exceed the scope of these powers and juris-
dictional authority, since otherwise the UN Charter is violated (Article 4 
(paragraph 1) of the UN Charter) and consequently UN organ commits 
an ultra vires act. (Janev 2006, 23) In accordance with UN Resolution 
197/III, from 1948, Advisory Opinion is accepted as an interpretation 
of the UN Charter, i.e. it recognized the legal norm of admission to the 
UN Charter and possible breaches of the norm (ultra vires acts). Based 
on this position of Resolution 197/III and the ICJ from 1948 seven can-
didate states for membership previously blocked by the power of Secu-
rity Council VETO (all for reason of absence of diplomatic recognition) 
were admitted to the UN membership. As proved in 1999 (Janev 1999, 
155), Macedonia was admitted to the UN membership with an illegal ad-
ditional condition(s), were one is directly politically linked to the diplo-
matic recognition (were absence of diplomatic recognition by a one UN 
member clearly constitute an additional condition), especially in 1993 
recognition of its legal identity (i.e. the basic element of international 
legal personality) of candidate for admission. The Greek demand, for-
mulated as Macedonian (UN) conditions, in fact,  has proven to have a 
political nature of misrecognition in the UN, that creates obligations for 
the not-recognized party (obligation to negotiate for recognition) essen-
tially not depend on one party (i.e. Macedonia), but rather on the other 
one. In addition, as pointed above, as those special conditions (for one 
member only) formally transcend in time, the act of admission itself (i.e. 
they last even after the act of admission to UN is completed) and there-
fore one-sided conditions that were blackmailing the state to change its 
ID apparently could not explicitly or even otherwise implicitly be part 
of the general conditions set forth in Article 4 of the UN Charter (not 
to mention that according to the preamble of the UNSC Res. 817 can-
didate “satisfied conditions”). These additional conditions (of a diplo-
matic and arbitrary nature) obviously had to be added in the text of the 
resolution 817, because otherwise they would not be presumed in any 
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possible context as related or included to the normal conditions of the 
Charter. Such blackmailing conditions against one future member ap-
parently could not fit into any legal conditions of UN admission, par-
ticularly taking into consideration that UN was/is an universal organi-
zation open to any country, where any candidate have a right to admis-
sion, after minimum requirements enlisted in Article 4 (1) were/are met. 
Fulfilling an individual diplomatic (conditions) of recognition (in the 
case of “state name change”) from Greece obviously does not depend 
on the country-candidate for admission, but solely on the political will 
of Greece and a Greek capacity to place political pressure on weaker 
party and even create an obligation to Macedonia (where fulfilment of 
the conditions depend on one (foreign) state, solely). 

In addition, as pointed above, conditions for Macedonia were not 
“exhaustive” (i.e., „necessary and sufficient”, as they should be as ele-
ments of the legal norm. Namely, the assessment of the candidate should 
be made before, and not after the UN admission. These conditions (in-
dependently on Greece demands) fundamentally contradict(ed) the legal 
nature of Article 4 of the Charter as an exhaustive legal norm (where 
by definition the normative conditions are “necessary and sufficient”, 
according to an Advisory opinion of the ICJ (1948)). According to the 
definition of the Advisory Opinion from 1948, the conditions of admis-
sion must have a time-bound character (which in Macedonian admission 
is not the case), because the “eligibility of a candidate for admission to 
the UN” is assessed on the basis of them (limited in time to the begin-
ning of membership), and those that continue even after an admission 
are obviously not of such nature. In this respect, I may draw conclusion 
that in addition to the violation related to Article 4 (1), with two illegal 
conditions, from the moment of entering into membership and after the 
admission corresponding illegal obligations were created (in addition 
to the breaches of procedures specified in Article 4 of the UN Charter), 
namely Article 2 of the Charter were violated in paragraphs 1 (legal and 
sovereign equality of states), 4 (independence of states) and 7 (non-in-
terference in strictly essential internal jurisdiction). That conclusion is 
almost self-evident because the newly admitted state FYROM with such 
special admission conditions acquired two more identical obligations 
(illegal, as well). Therefore, the new illegal status of member called by a 
reference “the FYROM” (in relation to other UN members and their sta-
tus) defined legally discriminated and unequal position-status in appar-
ent violation of the first principle of Article 2 sovereign equality of states.
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However, in connection with the described illegal UN precedent 
from 1993 (that refers to the introduction of the binding unwanted ref-
erence “the FYROM” in the UN), it should be noted that in the political 
arena more and more of UN member states in bilateral relations stead-
ily in time continued to recognize the official state name “Republic of 
Macedonia” and every year more and more UN members use(d) that 
Constitutional name (“Republic of Macedonia”) for all purposes, despite 
protests from the Greece government. Process of recognition of the Con-
stitutional name “Republic of Macedonia” continued progressively un-
til the moment of signing the Prespa agreement 2018, and stopped after 
the entering into force of that agreement. Macedonia under the consti-
tutional name “Republic of Macedonia” was recognized by more than 
two-thirds of the UN members (about 136 UN member states). Then in 
2018, the process was interrupted and finally stopped in 2019, and on 
the basis of the Prespa agreement (2018) with respect of the change of its 
state identity, all UN member states recognized the new state name in 
2019, as: “Republic of North Macedonia”. That moment and particularly 
registration of the treaty in UN Secretariat actually represented the final 
diplomatic victory of Greece over week Macedonia in long-term dip-
lomatic war (characterized with essentially inexperienced Macedonian 
diplomacy and new Government headed by political party SDSM (with 
PM Z. Zaev) without priority to preserve an identity) (Aljazeera 2017).

It should be pointed out, that during the process of admission of 
Macedonia to the UN, the Macedonian diplomacy (similarly as negli-
gent services/lawyers in the UN Secretariat) did not grasp the illegali-
ty of special admission situation or even linked their case with the pre-
vious case of the Advisory Opinion of the ICJ from 1948 with respect 
to additional conditions, despite Macedonian apparently non-standard 
(political) admission requirements to the UN (ICJ, Case/3). The Mace-
donian diplomacy in 1993 (and later) did not know at least three basic 
rules of international law: 1. States do not have exclusive rights over 
state names (Henkin 1993), and therefore Constitutional names are sub-
ject to the independent sovereign choice of each state or nation and in 
addition such names are basic inviolable elements of juridical personal-
ity and represent a UN membership rights (national name and national 
flag are elements of representation in the UN) for any member state in 
the UN (i.e. Member only inform UN organs on such matter, without 
any political decision for their endorsement); 2. Changes of the state 
name do not affect any territorial rights and obligations of their own 
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countries, as well as right or obligations of any other or third states, and 
hence changing of the state legal identity does not endanger legal rights 
of other member states of the international community, i.e. members of 
the UN; 3. Consequently, the state name, as an internationally public 
legal category and sovereign juridical ID, cannot: a. be subject of theft, 
be deprived or appropriated, b. be imposed, shared, or be subject to any 
negotiation, discussion or contracting process (or a treaty), as well as, 
any valid denial on whatever grounds. Finally, the Macedonian diplo-
macy apparently didn’t understood that the changes of the state name, 
as inviolable independent category, may not affect any historical inter-
pretation, and by virtue of international public law principles, the state 
name, per se, could not have any relevant legal consequences in relation 
to historical interpretations, nor such interpretations may have any ef-
fect on the rules for membership in the UN defined by the Article 4 of 
the UN Charter. Greece’s objections that Macedonia, by its very name 
(“Republic of Macedonia”), “steals the ancient history of Greece” and 
thus represents a “security” threat to Greece, seem unconvincing, un-
grounded and even ridiculous from today’s perspective (and even then in 
1993) and from the point of International Law. Unfortunately, the Mace-
donian diplomacy and political elite at the time of country’s admission 
to the UN in 1993 didn’t have or obtain enough knowledge on basics 
in International Law and did not cope with the situation when country 
was supposed to be admitted to the UN without additional conditions.

Despite numerous indications and provided information to the 
Macedonian government that there was an illegal and harmful admis-
sion to Macedonia (1993) with very serious consequences,  the Mace-
donian authorities did not dare to turn problem to the ICJ for an Ad-
visory Opinion, and did not even initiate a more massive campaign of 
international recognitions under the constitutional name (“Republic of 
Macedonia”), but remained calm, showing a high degree of immaturity 
and absence of diplomatic and political knowledge and wisdom. When 
it became blatantly clear in 1999 that it was completely illegal to tol-
erate an imposed non-ID reference (which is not a legal identity of the 
state) and in this connection that negotiating the state name is an ille-
gal and even a shameful request, the Macedonian authorities and di-
plomacy did not took any action at all to address this hot question. The 
so-called name negotiation process (as second additional condition, af-
ter illegal denomination (the FYROM) was not stopped at the UN, but 
continued! After a discovery of the UN flagrant negligence (that is, the 
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delict of omission), where UN itself had no any arguments to explain 
an increasingly obvious discrimination in respect to the meaningless 
supplementary additional conditions imposed to Macedonia, instead of 
weakening positions, the pressure from the Western powers on Mace-
donia to change, in agreement with Greece, its constitutional name was 
growing up. Thereby, Western powers and UN organs in fact wanted to 

“wash away” and obliterate an increasingly visible UN “mistake” (i.e. 
maleficium omissionis) of the UN Organization. 

When Zoran Zaev (party SDSM) came to power in Macedonia 
becoming a new Prime Minister (2017), the Western powers and Greece 
have finally got a chance for „identity solution” and managed to force the 
Macedonian authorities headed by Zaev even to effectively expand the 
number of „negotiating” conditions from two (conditions, and alleged-
ly only “name problem”) to a very large number of (illegal) national de-
mands, covering in fact an entire sphere of national identity. In addition 
to changes with respect to the state name (legal state identity), Greece 
also demanded for a change of the name of the people and nation, i.e. the 
national name revisions in every aspect, as well as numerous national 
systemic changes in the Constitution of Macedonia, as well as cultural 
and administrative legal changes that extends to personal documents, 
passports, identity cards, driver’s and other licenses, etc. In addition, the 
range of changes and solutions reached comprehensive national bans and 
mandatory revisions of local identity, and furthermore all-encompass-
ing national changes has been extended to UN and organizations even 
outside the UN system, as well as to countries that are not members of 
the UN (i.e., to all countries according to the principle embedded in the 
Prespa agreement: Erga Omnes1). The problem of Macedonian diplo-
macy (and of basically all the authorities in Macedonia) was primarily 
that they didn’t understood the gravity of the situation, especially that 
national identity (as a category) cannot and must not be negotiated, be-
cause as a result of a compromise-treaty on “identity revision” always 
conflict arises, since for the people, forceful, imposed and illegitimate 
quasi-identity is unacceptable. The people perceive such imposed new 
identity that denies the original one as an alienated and foreign identity, 
that is, an artificial identity, not theirs, but rather represents form of vi-
olence against the people and against the nation. After the new UN Se-
curity Council Resolution 845 from 1993, where both sides (the FYROM 

1 See Prespa Agreement (UN, UNTC, 55707), claimed to be „bilateral agreement” (contract), i.e. 
not binding on other parties. 
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and the Greece) were requested to continue with “talks” (as later “talks” 
were formulated as “negotiations” in 1995) in order to overcome the 

“difference(s)” between them (“described in Resolution 817 (1993)” as a 
“difference”), when to the majority of UN members became aware that 
“difference” was actually not a “security dispute”, Greece place additional 
pressure to the FYROM for concluding a treaty on mutual relations. As 
a result of increasing Western pressure in 1995 both states have signed 
an “Interim accord” on mutual relations (UN,  Peacemaker, 32193), by 
which Macedonia (here: the FYROM) has committed to continue “ne-
gotiations” about its name, and that this ID issue (related to the name 
of the state mentioned in Resolution 817 (1993) would/may not be pre-
sented before the International Court of Justice for any Court’s action or 
decision (Janev i Petrović 2010, 48). In this sense, due to the ignorance 
of the Macedonian authorities, this document-agreement was created in 
1995, which, in the absence of Security Council resolutions, continued 
to force the illegitimate negotiation process on an internal sovereign is-
sue (in fact avoiding ICJ), and Greece only waited so long for an oppor-
tune moment in time  (future) when the most flexible government would 
emerge in Skopje and most suitable identity solution could be reached in 
accordance with their interests, and be framed as the “final agreement” 
(i.e. a treaty on an identity of neighbouring country).

PRESPA AGREEMENT (2018) AS A RESTRICTION 
AND REDEFINITION OF NATIONAL IDENTITY, BY 
INTRODUCING A MANDATORY DENOMINATOR 
(PREFIX: “NORTH”) BEFORE THE ORIGINAL IDENTITY 
(MACEDONIA), AND WITH THE USE OF AN ID-MODIFIERS 
IMPOSING OR ESTABLISHING AN ARTIFICIAL “NORTH 
MACEDONIAN NATION” AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE 
ORIGINAL MACEDONIAN IDENTITY

After growing pressure from the Western countries, especially 
from EU, USA and NATO to solve the so-called „name issue”, the most 

„cooperative” government headed by the new Prime Minister Z. Zaev 
in the interest of “Euro-Atlantic integration” accepted the signing/con-
clusion of the Prespa agreement (or shortly “PA” or “Prespa Treaty”) in 
the village Nivici in 2018, which ended the so-called “difference over 
the name” with Greece. This agreement (PA) replaced the previous 

“Interim accord” on mutual relations (from 1995), as an act-agreement 
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on permanent relations between the two states based on the re-defini-
tion of the state name and identity (Macedonians). With this treaty, the 
Western countries  covered up and devalued the UN delict of omission 
(which was an ultra vires act(s) of the UN) and at the same time secured 
strategically important membership for Macedonia in NATO, with the 
vague and dubious EU promise(s) for speedy membership of this “rede-
fined nation” in the European Union (EU). The Prespa Agreement was 
already dubious from the point of view of several clearly illegal aspects 
and elements with respect to it, which cast doubts on its validity and 
legality. Namely, contrary to the Macedonian Constitution, nowhere in 
that treaty (PA) is mentioned the constitutional name of the country, i.e. 
a name of the subject concluding the treaty, or even a clear reference 
to “FYROM”, and instead of ID only the UN “reference” is mentioned 
only implicitly “as defined in resolution 817” of the UN Security Coun-
cil from 1993 (which, according to facts discovered meanwhile was du-
bious with respects to additional conditions and UN omission of the 
proper ID. From aspects of Macedonian Constitutional law such ID for 
a treaty was illegal and unconstitutional, since treaties can only be con-
cluded with “Republic of Macedonia” (that is Constitutional name of 
the state). In addition, reference “as defined in resolution 817” was ap-
parently dubious from the point of International law, since according to 
the provisions of resolution 817 itself, the FYROM is not a “legal iden-
tity” for enacting or concluding acts outside the UN, particularly those 
that could have an effects outside the UN, i.e. the PA should not pro-
duce any legal effects on third countries (plus the Prespa Agreement is 
in fact classified as “bilateral treaty”). Another aspect, which has been 
observed by the domestic professional lawyers, was that such a treaty 
as an act of “strategic political treaty” (i.e., this is the case with any act 
that implies changes to the Macedonian Constitution) can only be con-
cluded or signed in “accordance with the Constitution of the Republic 
of Macedonia” by the President of the State, and not by the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, as was done in the case with the Prespa Agreement 
(PA). Namely, the Prespa Agreement was signed by the Minister of For-
eign Affairs Nikola Dimitrov instead of the President of the Republic. 
With respect to this, President of the Republic of Macedonia G. Ivanov 
claimed in a separate statement that “he was not informed” about the 
course and content of the negotiations on the PA. The President strong-
ly rejected Prespa Agreement, claiming Constitutional breach and later 
he had refused to sign the act of ratification of the PA, since according 
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to him “a treaty is unconstitutional”, and particularly “an international 
treaty cannot prevail over the Constitutional norms”. President Ivanov 
argued that by the PA provisions illegally “the Constitution adapts to 
the treaty”, and not the other way around, as should be. Therefore, Pres-
ident have refused to sign an act of ratification of PA (executive act by 
the President, so that treaty may become the law of the land), because 
in his words “a treaty needs to be in accordance with the Constitution” 
of the state. After the resolute refusal of the President Ivanov to sign an 
executive act of ratification, that executive act has been unconstitution-
ally signed by the President of the Macedonian Assembly Talat Xhaferi 
(a Speaker of the parliament), hence creating top illegality in a series of 
previous illegalities (that preceded this brutal violation of the Consti-
tutional order). Needless to say, that was done forcibly and illegally (so 
that Constitution was changed) under endorsement EU and NATO and 
visible Western pressure. 

The Prespa Treaty (PA) in its provisions provided holding a ref-
erendum or alternatively another form of decision(s) in the National As-
sembly. However, in accordance with PA, if the referendum option was 
chosen as form of decision on the matter, such a referendum becomes 
an inevitable obligatory part of the procedure for the starting of the im-
plementation of the provisions of the agreement and accordingly  be-
ginning of the changes or amendment’s procedures of the Constitution 
of Republic. In 2018, however, the referendum decision making have 
failed due to insufficient response of the population (below the 40%) 
and thus the process of enactment of treaty and pending Constitutional 
revisions, according to the PA, needed to be ended. Surprisingly, com-
pletely against any legal logic, in blatantly illegal and unconstitutional 
way, the Prime Minister Z. Zaev and his government continued with the 
process of changing the Constitution (in violation of the basic norms of 
law) in the Macedonian parliament. In order to achieve the necessary 
two-thirds majority of 80 votes in the Macedonian Assembly, former 
Member of the Assembly Krsto Mukoski was released from the prison 
in Skopje (again illegally, since Krsto Mukoski was convicted for the 
crime of “terrorism” and send to serve sentence), and voted as MP, thus 
he secured the last (80th) vote by which the Constitution of Macedonia 
and the name of the country (Macedonia) were changed, in violation of 
all legal norms and standards known to civilized people. An octroyed 
constitution was born, which by using imposed ID-modifiers provided 
in PA forcibly changed the national identity of ethnic Macedonians, in 
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brutally illegal manner. A small number of protesting demonstrators 
against an illegal constitutional changes that gathered in front of the Na-
tional Assembly were mostly arrested or imprisoned. The people were 
frightened and most of them stayed at their homes. President G. Ivanov 
himself received a series of threats from the Albanian radical elements 
close to the Albanian party DUI, that were in government coalition with 
PM Z. Zaev (i.e. Albanian party DUI, was in coalition with the SDSM 
headed by Zaev) such as that Ivanov, as a head of state, should “refrain 
from further interference”. The illegal change of the Constitution was in 
fact supported by an entire Albanian block of parties (that includes all 
parties in the Albanian opposition, in addition to those in government), 
as well as all Bulgarian “elements” in Macedonia who were openly in 
favour of “constitutional changes” and the PA. Regarding the failed ref-
erendum, it should be noted that the referendum question was ambig-
uous and contained three (instead of one) questions in its content. The 
question that was put before the citizens on referendum was whether they 
are in favour of changes in the Constitution (without stating that it was 
a decision on the change of the state name and identity), along with an 
admission to the European Union and the NATO. Even such a confusing 
question didn’t improved the referendum turnout and result have finally 
been the low and insufficient turnout (due in the first place of boycott 
of ethnic Macedonians). A failed referendum, should have marked the 
end of the PA adventure with the change of the Constitution. Namely, 
Macedonian people have rejected the Prespa Treaty, which in content 
and form was in fact an act of imposed and forceful identity change of 
ethnic Macedonians.

The Prespa Treaty terminated the Interim Accord of 1995 and 
established a strategic partnership between the Parties. By applying 
ID-modifiers enshrined in the PA and the principle of erga omnes, which 
was the basic general and universal principle contained in the Prespa 
Treaty (applicable even to Third parties), all national terms containing 
the designations “Macedonia”, “Macedonian”, “Macedonian”, “Macedo-
nian” received the obligatory “ID-modifier” (modifier(s)), i.e. the man-
datory prefix denomination “Northern” (before the nationality), where-
by the national identity (previously of clearly “Macedonians” with no 
additives) was universally (globally) redefined, not only for interna-
tional, but also for internal use, as well. In a special diplomatic Mem-
orandum, before the ratification of the Prespa Treaty took place in the 
Greek Parliament, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of North Macedonia 
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submitted to this Greek body, as well as to the UN, an additional ex-
planatory interpretation that the term “Macedonian citizenship” refers 
only to the citizenship and not to the nationality, confirming that nation-
ality (previously “Macedonians”) had been redefined. The terms that 
referred to the categories “Macedonia”, “Macedonian(s)” including all 
derivations from them, thus became exclusively terms that can be used 
only by Greece without restrictions, that is, all these Macedonian des-
ignations after the PA became “Greek” exclusively. All these general 
limitation for “Macedonian terms”, provided by PA and confirmed by 
the mentioned explanatory Memorandum, were accepted in the United 
Nations as a standards, as well as in all specialized organizations in the 
UN system. Therefore, effectively with the PA a set of limitation and 
restrictions for these (Macedonian) categories were universally intro-
duced for one member state only, i.e. UN have introduced an adminis-
trative ban for Republic of North Macedonia (RNM) for use of these 
terms in UN bodies and agencies, where the mandatory prefix as ref-
erence addition was also accepted (in purpose of “distinction”). In oth-
er words, provisional reference the FYROM (as an illegal denomina-
tion) have only be replaced with a permanent reference/denomination 
(“North”, as ID-modifier before the main category: “Macedonia(ns)”). 
What appears to be dubious, at least in the eyes of international legal 
experts is that from the entry into force of the PA, treaty produced an 
actual elimination of an identity (ID) for the Macedonian national mi-
nority in Greece that accordingly new provisions no longer exist, i.e. it 
does not have its own collective (national) identity. According to the 
interpretation given by the Macedonian Ministry of Justice (Minister 
B. Marichic) for the “eventual identity” of “those people” only Greece 
is/was “competent”, since from the entry into force of the PA this is an 

“internal matter of Greece”. In other words, after the entry into force of 
the Prespa Agreement, the Macedonian national minority does not ex-
ist for the Greek government, nor even for the rest of the world, due to 
application the general PA rule of erga omnes (which, actually, corre-
sponds with the main well-known Greek political doctrine according 
to which “the only Macedonians are/were Greeks”). In this context, it 
should be emphasize that the Macedonian government headed by PM Z. 
Zaev (SDSM party) has in fact renounced the right and its obligation to 
care for its national minority in Greece (and elsewhere, in more general 
sense), which is a precedent in International Law and international re-
lations, bearing in mind existence of an international obligation to care 
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for its national minorities (in neighbouring states at least). According to 
the principle of erga omnes, we can derive that with an application of the 
PA, the RNM has in fact renounced to care for all national minorities of 
Macedonians worldwide, no matter where they live. At this point a di-
lemma arises as to whether a state that does not have a national identity 
of (its) minorities in diaspora has a national identity at all, including in 
the domestic territorial frames. In several statements provided by gov-
ernment officials in Skopje (including Zaev’s statements), where it was 
claimed that “the identity has been improved”, it was basically officially 
confirmed that an identity has been changed and that it is no longer the 
same as was the previous one before the PA-treaty. To clarify that issue, 
we need to underline that it was explicitly provided in the Prespa Trea-
ty (PA) that all national institutions must be renamed if they use(d) old 
name “Macedonia” (that is over 400 national and state institutions and 
bodies), and that all cities, villages and areas with a name “Macedonia” 
must also be redefined (or renamed) with the mandatory prefix (before 
the name “Macedonia”), as well as that all cultural and historical cat-
egories and interpretations must be consistent with the interpretations 
and instructions outlined in the PA provisions. Even previous histori-
cal events needed to be revised in manner to be consistent with the PA 
(norms and even a “spirit of the treaty”). So, for example, history text-
books needed be redefined, and even official documents created before 
the enactment of the PA needed to maintain a designation “North Mac-
edonian” to reflect “non-Macedonian” character or interpretation. For 
example, recent history textbooks, in accordance with such instructions, 
must accept that even after the Second World War there were a “North 
Macedonian people” (not “Macedonians”) or that after the dissolution 
of the SFRY, only “FYROM” existed, and never the “Republic of Mac-
edonia” despite the well-known fact that it existed from 1991-1993 be-
fore joining the UN. At this point, we again observe an existence of a 
delict of obliteration (damnatio memoriae), as systemic eradication or 
revision of the collective memory. In addition to numerous revisions of 
the national identity in the sphere of history, including official documen-
tation, as well as the broader sphere of cultural redefinitions, the Prespa 
Treaty also determined that politics in the media should be strictly gov-
erned by the principles of PA, especially all media that are partially or 
fully funded by the state must “control” contents that are/is/were “in-
compatible” with the interpretations provided in the Prespa Agreement. 
Furthermore, all personal documents of the citizens must be changed 
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by the February 12, 2024 (identity cards, passports, driver’s and oth-
er personal licenses and traffic permits). In addition, even stickers (and 
markings) on traffic licences plates for vehicles must be changed. For 
example, the marking MK on plates must be replaced with a NMK on 
all licences plates.

In other words, everything that is “Macedonian” should be replaced 
with new labels, terms, even trademarks or categories that erase from 
the previous national identity trade-marks (these are reserved from now 
only to Greece, which includes all commercial brands and trademarks), 
and the previous “Macedonians “ are redefined with a mandatory pre-
fix (or denomination) into the new national category, that is not legally 
defined and according to the PA it does not have to have (its) own iden-
tity definition. Hence, by derivation of the first usable “free term”(ex-
cluding “Macedonian”, per se), bearing in mind the prohibition of using 
the previous identity, and applying the mandatory denominator (prefix 
or identity modifier), the new identity of Macedonians, which emerges 
from the new national name of the state (“North Macedonia”) is therefore 
formally: “Northern Macedonians” i.e. “Northern Macedonian”. From 
here, as we may derive the final conclusion, the culture and history are/
were by virtue of PA “North Macedonian”, that is, in fact an artificial 
nation. Namely, by adopting the dubious PA, ethnic Macedonians un-
knowingly admitted that they were a fake nation, wrongfully represent-
ing itself in international community and UN as “Macedonians”! That 
an artificial nation that needed (under request of UN) to be renounced 
and denied by the contract (PA), in essence never truly existed in the 
actual chronology of the historical course. As such artificial state (or a 
fake state)2, apparently this construction is a possible subject of further 
political contestation and denial. 

Beginning from the basic right to cultural sovereignty of every 
people and nation or a state, especially having in mind the right to col-
lective national identity, which is inviolable, we can only make the con-
clusion that the Prespa Agreement was an act of cultural genocide, be-
cause the elementary cultural right to independent cultural existence, 
development and self-expression was deprived, including cultural and 
national identity and the inviolable right to independent self-identification. 
With a wide range of administrative measures that carry out censorship 

2 In our view, original Republic of Macedonia was not a fake state (since identity was derived 
by the original will of the people that had right to self-determination), but it appears the other 
way around that new contractual (foreign) creation fulfils requirements for such categorization.   
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in all areas, even outside the sphere of culture per se, such as numerous 
administrative measures, bans and restrictions, as well as the self-ne-
gation and denial of national minorities in neighbouring countries, the 
Prespa Agreement (and the policies of national annulation) have classi-
fied that act not only as a cultural genocide instrument, but as an act of 
ethnocide. The policy of systemic annihilation of the right to national and 
cultural identity, culture and cultural development is a type of genocide 
that enables an illegal process of the cultural assimilation of the ethnic 
Macedonian population (to arise all cultural foundations). PA provided 
grounds for such a assimilation process that, by nullifying identity, is 
using an ID agreement (erga omnes) that provided Greek authorities to 
deprive the Macedonian minority in Greece from elementary individu-
al and collective rights. It appears, that now as non-existent entity (not 
a subject of International Law) they became group subjected to forceful 
cultural assimilation into Greeks. That illegal process consists of arbi-
trary capacity for erasing the national identity and merging this identity 
of the undefined minority, depending on Greek discretion solely and on 
free will of Greek government.

As we can see, the basic premise of signing and concluding the 
Prespa Agreement is actually the lack of knowledge of the Macedoni-
an state leadership, as well as the political opposition, with respect to 
elementary forms of human rights violations in the sphere of ethnocide 
and cultural genocide. It seems that Macedonian governments and the 
opposition didn’t ever understood the two illegal phenomena under the 
International Law for many years. The first is assimilation (national or 
cultural), which has not been noticed from the Macedonian academ-
ic elite, profession, or diplomacy. Another illegal phenomenon that is 
closely related to the legality of assimilation is national (or cultural) an-
nihilation or annulment. This phenomenon, by its nature, precedes or 
goes simultaneously with an assimilation. Both occurrences represent 
the violation of jus cogens norms in the International Law. As a conse-
quence, such a violation of the imperative norms of International Law 
constitute a legal grounds for terminating an ethnocide treaty (such as 
the PA), based on the Article 53 of the Vienna Convention on the Law 
of International Treaties (1969). The obvious inapplicability of an agree-
ment that flagrantly limits basic human rights, i.e. erasing or cancelling 
one’s national identity can lead to a challenges and unilateral termina-
tion to the illegal act. From the point of view of the international politics 
on Balkans, the very fact that the Greater Albanian supporters and the 



Igor Janev THE ETHNOCIDE THAT RESULTED FROM THE…

267

Greater Bulgarian elements in Macedonia by providing strongest  sup-
port for the Prespa Agreement and by including the SDSM-headed gov-
ernment in coalition with the Albanian party DUI, sparked an increas-
ing suspicion among ethnic Macedonians that the agreement reached 
with Greece (PA) represent, in fact, a deal between Bulgaria and Alba-
nia (and even “Kosovo”) for their territorial expansion against the terri-
tory of Macedonia. That mutual deal became almost self-evident after 
the supporters of the Prespa Act are now increasingly demanding new 
Constitutional changes to satisfy Bulgaria and new requests from Alba-
nians in Macedonia for the federalization of the state. The decline in the 
rating of party of the SDSM (and Zaev’s successor PM D. Kovacevski), 
and the increasing turning of the people to national ideas, speaks of the 
slow but certain growth of national awareness of the ethnic Macedoni-
ans. Instead of the quick entry into the European Union promised by EU 
officials to Macedonians when the “problem with Greece is resolved”, 
i.e. after the entry into force of the PA as the last condition for the EU, 
the newly named state (RNM) was subjected to new conditions for ob-
taining only a “Date for starting negotiations with EU”, now placed by 
the Bulgarian government. These Bulgarian political conditions have 
become even more complex to fulfil than the Greek ultimate conditions 
and demands set forth in the PA. Compared to the terms of the Prespa 
Agreement, which for many Macedonians were abstract in nature and/
or logic, Bulgaria’s political and national EU conditions clearly indicat-
ed Bulgaria’s longer-term ambitions towards the complete assimilation 
of Macedonians into Bulgarians.

BULGARIAN ASSIMILATIONIST CONDITIONS, AS 
CONDITIONS RELATED TO THE ANNULMENT OF 
IDENTITY ON THE BASIS OF THE TREATY OF PRESPA 
(PA) AND THE REQUEST FOR “FURTHER SPECIFICATION” 
OF IDENTITY AS “BULGARIAN” (AS AN EU NEW 
CONDITION)

Even before Zoran Zaev (from the SDSM party) have entered to 
power as the Macedonian Prime Minister (2017), the Bulgarian diplo-
macy noticed that the new flexible future government led(ed) by Zaev 
would eventually solve the name and identity issue with Greece, so that 
a permanent agreement-compromise would be reached with Hellenic 
Republic to the final designation (detriment) of the Macedonian identity. 
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Therefore, Bulgarian diplomacy, immediately after Prime Minister Zaev 
came to power, requested the new Macedonian government to “resolve 
an issue” (alleged “identity problem”) with Bulgaria, in such a way that 
the two Prime ministers (Bulgarian PM B. Borisov and Macedonian 
PM Z. Zaev) should sign a treaty on permanent friendship between two 
countries. This initiative was accepted (naively) by Macedonia, and sym-
bolically on the Macedonian holiday “Ilinden” on August 1, 2017, such 
diplomatic agreement on “mutual friendship” was signed (UN, UNTC, 
I-55013). That instrument in some essential elements have reminded in-
ternational experts of an “Interim Accord” (1995) with Greece, at least 
when it comes to non-symmetrical “identity provisions” that were sup-
posed to (allegedly) “bring the two cultures closer”. Namely, in this 
Bulgarian-Macedonian treaty, it is determined that both “peoples” have 
a “common history” and consequently a “common” culture and even 
joint “common important historical individuals” (from apparently joint 
or “common history”, as was explicitly spelled-out in the treaty). In 
addition treaty provided for the “joint celebration” of holidays and all 
important historical events or celebrities, so that “common historical” 
and cultural events/people needed to be jointly marked. The instrument 
regulates that the parties of the treaty will “not confront” each other on 
cultural-historical aspects, that in this matter(s) a “joint historical com-
mission” will be created that will reconcile the “differences”, and the 
results of the work of this commission should be reflected in the “ed-
ucational content”, so that agreements reached by commission should 
have direct consequences on Macedonian textbooks and curricula. In 
its blatant ignorance SDSM government headed by PM Zoran Zaev 
didn’t notice and grasp that basically this kind of legal treaty implicitly 
assumes common identity of both nations, and that (such) main point as 
element was enshrined in it, i.e. an incorporation of Bulgarian declara-
tion that both people represent the “same nation”, not even two separate 
peoples, but in fact one people (and one nation). In addition, Macedo-
nians didn’t grasp that this kind of legal instrument can serve in future 
for blackmailing the Macedonian state for admission to EU (in similar 
way as UNSC resolutions (1993) and an “Interim Accord” (1995). Un-
fortunately, this scenario of conditioning happened to Macedonia after 
the entry into force of the Prespa Agreement in 2019, when Bulgaria’s 
blackmailed R. N. Macedonia with illegal conditions for EU member-
ship and the new Constitutional revisions.
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After the signing of the Bulgarian-Macedonian Treaty in 2017, 
the Bulgarian diplomacy patiently waited for the Prespa Agreement 
to be registered at the UN Secretariat and for Macedonia to change its 
state name in UN, so that they may officially challenge its new national 
identity (as an “artificial” one). Starting from September 2019, the Bul-
garian government have delivered (to EU and RNM) their special re-
quests for admission of the “new nation-state” (of the Republic of North 
Macedonia) to the EU. Although Macedonia has been a candidate for 
EU membership since 2005, after the latest Prespa process of “de-Mac-
edonization” (especially, after de-legitimization with respect to name 
of the state in the UN), Bulgaria referred to the Bulgarian-Macedonian 
Treaty (2017) as legal grounds and accordingly requested RNM to re-
solve the “identity” issues with Bulgaria before the RNM receives an 

“EU Membership Date”. The Macedonian government, as well as oppo-
sition, was extremely surprised by the conditionality initiative started by 

“friendly Bulgaria”, and especially by the disinterest and restraint on the 
part of the EU, that had previously publicly promised to the Macedoni-
an state and the people that after the PA and constitutional amendments 
there would be no new conditions for obtaining a “Membership Date” 
for EU. What was especially surprising for the RNM authorities and its 
diplomacy was that the EU almost immediately openly sided with the 
Bulgarian government and showed that EU “understood” all concerns 
and positions of Bulgaria! On their side Bulgarians started campaign 
invoking the “Friendship treaty” of 2017 as for EU understandable legal 
grounds for their EU pre-conditions (in fact an extortion against RNM). 
In a similar way as before Greece, Bulgaria presented its political posi-
tions, as such that the new country-candidate had “already agreed to re-
solve a difference” and that it was only necessary for the EU to provide 
firm and strong support to the “undergoing negotiation process”. The 
Bulgarian position amounted to a public rejection of the alleged “false 
Macedonian history” (according to which “Macedonians do not have 
Bulgarian roots”) that was spread, as propaganda. The Macedonian 
public was bombarded on daily basis with a flood of accusations from 
the Bulgarian state about falsely portraying the history of the people 
as an independent or different “special people” (that is, “non-Bulgari-
ans”). So Bulgaria’s thesis claimed that “Tito invented the non-existent 
Macedonians” so that “before the Second World War Macedonians did 
not existed”, since they were always (only) “Bulgarians”. At that time 
(2019–2022), the Macedonian diplomacy and the ignorant government 
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in the RNM couldn’t manage unprecedented situation, so they simply 
allowed further uncritical and unsovereign blatant interference from 
the EU diplomacy in this artificial so-called “dispute”, that eventual-
ly resulted (in 2022) in the “French plan” (as actually an unified “EU 
plan”) for the solution of the increasingly strong conflict between Bul-
garia and Macedonia. Particularly, the “Joint Historical Commission” of 
both countries could not finish its work because Bulgarian historians 
stubbornly and ultimately claimed that Macedonian revolutionary Goce 
Delchev (creator of the Macedonian national movement) was Bulgarian, 
not Macedonian, and that in fact all important revolutionaries were eth-
nic Bulgarians. A diplomatic crisis followed, where Bulgarian govern-
ment, following the example of Greece, presented historical disagree-
ment as a “dispute” with possible serious (even “security”) consequenc-
es. At the end of that crisis, the “French Plan” presented by President 
Macron (in 2022) was ultimately delivered to both sides for purpose of 
acceptance. The content of this document included all Bulgarian con-
ditions, formulated now as European conditions for RNM. Despite the 
strong opposition to presented “French Plan” by the Macedonian Presi-
dent Stevo Pendarovski, who initially rejected this ultimatum (that was, 
in fact, the Bulgarian ultimatum wrapped in European clothing), at the 
end (one week later) the SDSM government (headed by Zaev’s succes-
sor Prime Minister D. Kovacevski) decided to agree with it and that the 
formal Protocol on acceptance of the “French Plan” conditions should 
be signed with the Bulgarian government. Thus, on July 16, 2022, the 
Protocol (agreement) has been signed by Bulgarian Minister of Foreign 
Affairs Teodora Genchovska and by the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
RNM Bujar Osmani. All the Bulgarian conditions were incorporated in 
that shameful act, as EU pre-conditions for obtaining a Date for starting 
EU negotiations. The Macedonian diplomacy was ones again defeated, 
since all Bulgarian blackmails were transformed into the EU member-
ship conditions and even RNM Date for starting EU negotiations were 
linked with revision of the Constitution, as a pre-condition. The Mac-
edonian authorities’ failure to understand that the conditions imposed 
by Bulgaria were in fact illegal assimilatory conditions resulted to the 
situation that the diplomatic defence of Macedonian interests was in-
effective, passive and inferiorly descriptive (namely, reduced to simple 
historical facts) in relation to well-managed and more professional Bul-
garian diplomacy. Namely, Macedonian social science referred only to 

“basic historical facts” known to Macedonians which were not always so 
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transparent and persuasive to European diplomats, so EU trusted more 
Bulgarian arguments and historiography (whose science was generally 
more internationally affirmed) and Macedonian diplomacy was already 
with bad reputation after the PA (for alleged historical falsifications) and 
globally (UN) banned from using “false” or “disputed” ID (so they had 
to “revised identity” with the PA). Therefore, in eyes of EU diplomats, 
creation of the identity agreement, as a needed or necessary treaty, only 
discredited Macedonian as a party. Instead of focusing on explanations 
that Bulgaria’s demands were assimilationist (and therefore illegal, vi-
olating jus cogens norms), the Macedonian diplomacy often ignorantly 
stated simply that the Macedonian side is “ready” for a “compromise” 
and that “there were only some less important (historical)) questions”. 
The Macedonian academic elite, diplomats, leaders in power and lead-
ers in the opposition didn’t clearly understood a more general principle 
known in juridical science that “identity agreements” cannot be valid 
international legal contracts or treaties. Such contracts or treaties, that 
unilaterally define someone’s identity are always illegal and as result of 
compromise always represent an imposition of someone else’s will on 
issues that are in the sovereign (cultural) sphere and an essential invio-
lable domestic jurisdiction (Janev 2020, 15). Such acts are always acts of 
extortion and blatantly in violation of principles of cultural sovereignty. 

Finally, if the Macedonian elite, political or academic, had known 
that the Treaty of Prespa (PA) was the act of annihilation or annulment 
of the national identity (or at least an illegal act), a different policy would 
have been pursued vis-a-vis illogical and impermissible Bulgarian de-
mands. Bulgarian government have realized that Macedonians were giv-
ing up on issues of national identity (as EU admission have had highest 
priority), so they took a chance to impose Bulgarian identity on them, 
clamming (to Macedonians) as it was theirs. In this strategic way, the 
Bulgarian policy of planed assimilation and operations involving trans-
formation in collective consciousness, is nowadays focused, as recently 
discovered, to a demand for the final identity agreement between the 
two states at the end of the EU negotiating process (repeating in fact 
the experience of the PA). This Bulgarian strategy clearly confirms the 
known theoretical thesis that any cultural annihilation precedes cul-
tural assimilation, as a cultural genocide or ethnocide act of cancelling 
or nullification of the previous-original culture of a people or a nation.

As an initial condition, in a similar way as was in the case of the 
Prespa Agreement, the Bulgarians (as approved by the French/European 
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proposal) demanded as a precondition of even obtaining the “EU Date” 
the revision of the new Constitution of the RNM in order to enshrine 
provision on the “Bulgarian people” as a “constitutive” and “statehood” 
nationals, which de facto suggests that Bulgarian were original founders 
of the Macedonian statehood. The government leaded by PM Dimitar 
Kovachevski (RTS 2017) (successor of Zaev) immediately and uncriti-
cally accepted this Bulgarian precondition and the President of the As-
sembly T. Xhaferi (from the DUI party) was already ready to open the 
Constitution of RNM and fulfil Bulgaria’s conditions for the EU. How-
ever, the opposition leaded by the party VMRO-DPMNE and the minor 
party “The Left” blocked the achievement of the qualified majority in 
the Assembly, so that requested constitutional changes could not start. 
Both mentioned opposition parties announced that the “Bulgarian con-
ditions” regarding the change of the Constitution “will never pass” and 
that the “Bulgarization“ will never be achieved. On the other hand, all 
Albanian parties took side against preservation of the Macedonian iden-
tity, in accordance with famous “Tirana Platform” created in January 
2017 in Tirana (with the “chairmanship” of Albanian Prime Minister E. 
Rama, who at the meeting in Tirana coordinated all Albanian parties 
in Macedonia for the purpose of creating joint Platform-strategy). As 
was the case with the PA when all Albanian parties where in favour of 
that treaty, they are nowadays as “pro-European” supporting Bulgari-
an attempts to change the Constitution (ones again against Macedonian 
identity). It appears that Albanian political factor in fact supports any 
initiative that may lead to disintegration/dissolution of the Macedonian 
territory or federalization of RNM. Realizing the obvious intentions of 
the Bulgarians for forced (imposed) assimilation and possible federal-
ization, as well as the Bulgarian intentions to redefine the “Macedoni-
an language” as a “dialect of the Bulgarian language”, the opposition 
parties in Macedonia rejected the new constitutional changes (calling 
changes a “Bulgarization”). 

CONCLUSION

As we have shown in this article, the illegal supplementary addi-
tional conditions for Macedonia’s admission to the UN (where Macedonia 
was forced to carry a temporary denomination and negotiate its identity 
with another state) turned into a long-term systematic challenge to the 
national identity of Macedonians, a form of unseen political pressure 
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(in fact extortion) to one sovereign country with no precedent in the pre-
vious history of international relations. At the end, the alleged “dispute 
over identity” (actually related to a „nameless nation-states” in the UN, 
where the reference (FYROM) was not a legal identity) was finally re-
solved by the conclusion of the Prespa Agreement (PA), which repre-
sents a textbook example of violations of the basic norms of sovereignty 
and the principle of independence and non-interference in an essential 
internal jurisdiction of a states (especially UN members, which accord-
ing to the UN Charter are sovereignly equal). Furthermore, the Prespa 
Treaty (PA) is an example of an ethnocide act that obviously denies col-
lective people’s right to national identity, and even redefines it in accord-
ance with the current political balance of power between the involved 
negotiating parties (including their key allies of Greece, particularly). 
Our analysis in this article of this unconstitutional illegal international 
treaty-agreement (the PA) showed the comprehensive cancellation and 
denial of the (previous) Macedonian identity (original one) and, in ad-
dition, an attribution of everything that was labelled “Macedonian” to 
Greek culture exclusively and a Greek national identity. With the Trea-
ty of Prespa, Macedonia have been denied the rights of its own national 
minority in Greece, and consequently (in application of erga omnes) also 
deprived such rights to its minority in Bulgaria, thereby exposing minor-
ity to the forcible (by the state measures) assimilation in neighbouring 
countries (by very moment of an entry into force of the PA on an erga 
omnes basis). By nullification of its own national identity, through the 
provisions of the Prespa Agreement, even within the territorial borders 
of its own state (RNM), a clear signal was sent to Bulgaria that such 
a “sufficiently flexible government” would be able, for the sake of ad-
mission to the EU, to carry out further national redefinitions of its own 
identity. After the registration of the Prespa Agreement in the UN (as a 
valid treaty), by using this  illegal precedent, Bulgaria essentially con-
ditioned the “new nation-state” (as an “artificial nation”) with its own 
special identity conditions for purpose of the “refinement” of the new 
national identity, which was according to them “not fully defined” by 
the Prespa Agreement. In the case of Bulgarian conditions, this refine 
identity would ultimately be the “true Bulgarian identity” (of the pre-
vious “vague Macedonians”). That is, according to the Bulgarians, the 

“real” identity of the “North Macedonians” (with “Bulgarian roots and 
origin”). In a generalized form, Bulgarian blackmail for the EU mem-
bership could be reduced to a simple ultimatum to RNM in the form: 
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“Admit that you are Bulgarians, so you can join the EU”, and until then 
you simply cannot. Since the Macedonians didn’t understood, neither 
now (in the ongoing ID negotiations with the Bulgarians), nor previous-
ly in case with the Treaty of Prespa, that there are no identity disputes 
and particularly that there are no valid identity agreements (or legal 

“identity treaties”) under International Law, they naively continued to 
negotiate on a subject (national identity) that cannot be to negotiate. In 
this way and manner, the Macedonians themselves, under the delusion 
that everything is legal, by ratifying illegal identity contracts (treaties), 
contributed to the self-annihilation of their own national identity, com-
pletely ignoring the imperative norms ( jus cogens) with respect to the 
illegality of forced or any imposed administrative (and therefore coerced 
or extorted) assimilation. 

In this context, bearing in mind illegality of identity treaties, we 
can only underline that by applying Article 53 of the Vienna Convention 
on the Law of International Treaties from 1969, it is possible to terminate 
the Prespa Agreement unilaterally (by diplomatic note/letter sent to oth-
er contracting party), since this agreement violates jus cogens norms of 
International Law. After the termination of the Prespa Agreement, the 
Treaty with Bulgaria (2017) can also be cancelled by a simple diplomatic 
letter of cancellation of that act, which pursuant to the last article 20 of 
the Treaty with Bulgaria (related to cancellation), enters into force one 
year after the notification of the cancellation of the act is sent to other 
contracting party (i.e. Bulgaria). Of course, if the Prespa Treaty is ter-
minated, Macedonia would have to start a “diplomatic battle” in the UN 
(especially in the UN General Assembly) for votes of UN majority for 
an obtaining the name under which it applied to UN: “Republic of Mac-
edonia”. The UN General Assembly decides on these issues by a simple 
majority of members present and voting. If the country gets this simple 
majority in UNGA, it will obtain the right to use its original constitu-
tional name “Republic of Macedonia” in United Nations.

Furthermore, in this paper, we came to conclusion that the Prespa 
Agreement is an act of ethnocide (a cultural genocide in the broader and 
comprehensive sense, extended to the administrative sphere of bans, lim-
its and national annulation(s)), that flagrantly violates basic collective 
(and individual) human rights, in addition to violations of basic rights 
of the state: the right to sovereignty, political independence and non-in-
terference in the internal domestic jurisdiction of states (including inter-
ference to internal and external relations of the state). These violations, 
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especially in area of cultural sovereignty, which were reflected in the 
complete contractual annihilation of the national identity, contributed 
to the further re-definition attempts (of the derogated identity) through 
the process of assimilation accepting under impositions Bulgarian in-
terpretation of the Macedonian origin (as “Bulgarians”). The ignorance 
of the Macedonian diplomacy and the authorities in Skopje contributed 
to the Macedonian acceptance of Bulgarian-EU condition that requires 
the new identity (basically annulled by Prespa Agreement) to be “spec-
ified” and refined in accordance with the Bulgarian identity “inputs” in 
a new re-negotiations process. In the Bulgarian view, the Prespa Agree-
ment in fact created the “North Macedonian(s)” as new “indeterminate 
identity” and according to the Bulgarian demands, as condition for EU 
membership of RNM candidate, such identity needs additionally to be 
re-defined reflecting “Bulgarian roots” i.e. “Bulgarian origin of Mac-
edonian people”. This blackmail was internationalized by the well-
known EU “French proposal” (that was accepted by the authorities in 
Macedonia, in similar way and ignorant manner as was in the case of 
UN-conditioning before, from 1993) and thus the Bulgarian conditions 
become one of the EU’s (pre)conditions for the admission of the (“new 
nation-state”) of the Republic of North Macedonia to EU. 

In this case, the generally known rule was proven ones again: 
that after (or simultaneously with) the process of annulment of nation-
al identity, there is always, by the nature of that illegal process, parallel  
forceful or “conditional” national assimilation, as a process that vio-
lates the basic imperative International Law. On the basis of the Treaty 
of Prespa (PA), that annulled the original identity (of the former ethnic 
Macedonians), Bulgaria was given a chance (and skilfully used it) to 
start the process of “Bulgarization” of the people in Macedonia, which 
the Bulgarians themselves called “the process of self-re-awareness of 
the Macedonians as Bulgarians” and finally Bulgarian strategy planned 
for the formal (self-)recognition of those (Macedonians) by a treaty, that 
they are/were “the same people with the Bulgarians”, actually identify-
ing two cultures as one. 

With the full support of the Albanian political factor(s) in Mac-
edonia, who supports the Bulgarian initiatives for the supplementary 
redefinition of the “new artificial nation”, analytical observation led us 
to a more general conclusion that in fact, the ultimate goal of  the pro-
cess of so-called “Bulgarization” (assimilation into Bulgarians) is in 
fact preparation for federalization of the territory of today’s Macedonia 
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(former Republic of Macedonia) and, in the mutual deal (where one 
party is Bulgaria) with the Albanian political factor(s) in the Balkans 
(i.e. the authorities in Kosovo and Metohija and the Republic of Alba-
nia). In conclusion, it appears that a mutual main goal of Albanians and 
Bulgarians was to achieve the final dismemberment or dissolution of 
Macedonian territory in favour of the formation/creation of the Greater 
Bulgaria and the Greater Albania. In this context, the old rule known 
from history is once again proved: territorial occupation or division is 
often preceded by forceful national assimilation and forceful national 
(cultural) annulment.
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ЭТНОЦИД, ЯВЛЯЮЩИЙСЯ РЕЗУЛЬТАТОМ 
СОГЛАШЕНИЯ МЕЖДУ МАКЕДОНИИ И 
ГРЕЦИЕЙ, ЗАКЛЮЧЕННОГО В ДЕРЕВНЕ ПРЕСПА 
(«ПРЕСПСКОЕ СОГЛАШЕНИЕ», 2018), И ПРОЦЕССА 
АССИМИЛЯЦИИ И ТРАНСФОРМАЦИИ МАКЕДОНСКОЙ 
ИДЕНТИЧНОСТИ («БОЛГАРИЗАЦИЯ») КАК 
РЕЗУЛЬТАТ ДЕМОНТИРОВАНИЯ, АННУЛИРОВАНИЯ 
И УНИЧТОЖЕНИЯ НАЦИОНАЛЬНАЯ ИДЕНТИЧНОСТЬ 
МАКЕДОНЦЕВ

Аннотация 

По соглашению между Македонией и Грецией, до-
стигнутому в деревне Преспа (Македония) в 2018 году, 
известному также как «Соглашение Преспа» (пол-
ное название: «Final Agreement to Resolve Differences 
as Described in UN Security Council Resolution 817 / 
Окончательное соглашение об урегулировании раз-
ногласий, как описано в резолюции 817 Совета Без-
опасности ООН»). (1993 г.) и 845 (1993 г.), прекраще-
ние Временного соглашения 1995 г. и установление 
стратегического партнерства между Сторонами»), 
впервые в истории развития международного права 
была предпринята попытка дать новое определе-
ние национальная идентичность суверенной нации с 
внешним международным актом-договором. Сама 
эта попытка вызвала, на наш взгляд, обоснованные 
сомнения в том, является ли юридически допусти-
мым оспаривание суверенной идентичности нации, 
поставленное в переговорном процессе, и навязы-
вание решения столь деликатного внутреннего во-
проса посредством международного (правового) 
акта, то есть решения или соглашение (контракт) 
или договор по международному праву. Исходя из 
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принципов культурного и общего суверенитета (су-
веренного равенства членов ООН) и суверенной ав-
тономии и политической независимости, включая 
невмешательство во внутреннюю юрисдикцию, норм, 
содержащихся в статье 2 Устава ООН и других до-
кументах ООН и ЮНЕСКО, принимая во внимание 
особенно принципы самоопределения народов (осо-
бенно самоидентификации наций), а также норму 
Устава в статье 2(7), запрещающую ООН и госу-
дарствам-членам вмешиваться в вопросы, которые 
по существу находятся во внутренней юрисдикции 
государств, мы пришли к выводу, что Соглашение 
между Македонией и Грецией, подписанное в Пре-
спе в 2018. году, противоречит основным нормам, 
принципам и правилам международного права. В 
соответствии с Преспским соглашением (далее: 
ПС) национальная идентичность македонского на-
рода была незаконно и неправильно изменена, что 
упразднило основное международное право на на-
циональную идентичность, так что такой дого-
вор фактически представляет собой акт этноци-
да и культурного геноцида, который был совершен 
против народа Македонии (который подвергся пе-
реопределению идентичности), а также против 
основных принципов самоидентификации, самоо-
пределения, суверенитета и политической незави-
симости государства (государств). В частности, 
это очевидно незаконное Преспанское соглашение 
(с использованием положений ID-модификаторов) 
нарушило неотъемлемое и нерушимое право народа 
на свою национальную идентичность (как основное 
коллективное право человека), а также на самоо-
пределение и независимый его выбор, как а также 
многочисленные другие нарушения основных прав 
суверенного народа или нации, таких как право соз-
давать и осуществлять свою государственность 
и суверенную идентичность своего родного госу-
дарства как суверенного и независимого субъекта 
международного права. Это право на удостоверение 
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личности государства, очевидно, неприкосновенно, 
учитывая, что название государства представляет 
собой существенный элемент правосубъектности 
такого международного субъекта. В результате 
вопиющего отказа в праве на национальное удосто-
верение личности и государственную самоиденти-
фикацию после вступления в силу Преспского согла-
шения (подписанного в 2018 году и вступившего в 
силу в 2019 году) и последующих связанных с этим 
конституционных изменений (переопределение ма-
кедонского Конституции в соответствии с ПС), пе-
реопределенный «македонский народ» стал предме-
том новой болгарской кампании по навязанной асси-
миляции македонцев (как «вновь переопределенного 
народа») в болгарскую идентичность, поскольку они 
были одной и той же нацией или люди. Это было 
действие, предпринятое болгарским государством 
всего через несколько месяцев после вступления ПС 
в силу (т.е. после регистрации ПС в Секретариате 
ООН). Болгарская дипломатия в настоящее время, 
среди прочего, добивается внесения новых изменений 
в (уже пересмотренную) Конституцию «Республики 
Северная Македония», чтобы «отразить болгарское 
происхождение этого народа», проживающего на 
территории «Северной Македонии». Эта политика 
агрессивной «болгаризации» оспариваемой «маке-
донской идентичности» (т.е. навязанной ассимиля-
ции с болгарами) полностью поддерживается всеми 
албанскими политическими партиями в Македонии 
и некоторыми западными державами, интересами 
которых было/есть распад территории нынешней 
Македонии и создание Великой Албании и даже Ве-
ликой Болгарии с намерением ослабить Сербию и 
так называемое «российское влияние» на Балканах.

Ключевые слова: Преспское соглашение, ООН, ус-
ловия, национальная идентичность, договор, асси-
миляция, личность.


