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Identities

Binarniot kod:*
Bele{ki za slaveweto na 
homoseksualnosta

Stanimir 
Panayotov The Binary Code:*

Notes on the Celebrating of 
Homosexuality

Dozvolete mi na samiot po~etok  da ja iznesam mo
jata mala metafori~na apologija za homoseksual
nosta vo Bugarija i dokolku dodeka zavr{am u{te ne 
Vi se slo{ilo, prodol`ete so ~itawe. Izre`irano 
bladawe, bez teza – nare~ete go kako sakate, samo 
dozvolete mi da pi{uvam; i pred da bidete svesni za 
toa, mo`ebi }e stignam do „diskursot”...

Binarniot kod: {to e toa?

Kako objasnuvawe: nulite i edinicite (ma{ko – ̀ en
sko?) se zameneti so binarnata pitagorejska unija na 
broevi vo toj ~udesen migdatumslu~uvawe: 02. 
Ne samo 02, tuku 02.02 isto taka. Vsu{nost, koga }e 
razmislam za toa, datumot i ne e ba{ nekoj datum, 
isto kako i nie. Samo {to ne e dovolno jasno {to 
bara ovaa dvojka tuka: najverojatno toa e pri~inata 
zo{to homoseksualcite treba seksualno da se integ
riraat. Ovaa dvojka tuka sekako ne e samo metafora, 
tuku eden vid dobra, stara devijacija – dvojna i vo 
smisla na den i datum vo toa – od bra~nata zaednica 
na 0 i 1: lokalnata i globalnata idnina na svetot, 

Let me, at the very outset, state my little metaphorical 
apology of homosexuality in Bulgaria, and if you still 
haven’t grown sick and tired of it by that time, read on. 
Pell-mell, in a mannered way, without a thesis – call it 
what you will, just let me write; before you know it, I may 
arrive to the “discourse”...

The Binary Code: What Is It?

In order to explain: the zeroes and ones (male-female?) 
are replaced by the bizarre Pythagorean union of num-
bers in that sublime moment-date-event: 0-2. Not just 
02, but 02.02 as well. Come to think of it, the date is 
not much of a date at all, just like us. Only that it’s not 
quite clear what this couple wants here: probably that 
is why homosexuals should be sexually integrated. This 
couple here surely isn’t just a metaphor, but a kind of a 
quaint deviation – double in both day and date at that 
– from the matrimonial union between 0 and 1: the do-
mestic and global future of the world, so to speak. Come 
on, we’re not going to computerize homosexuality, are 

Stanimir
Panajotov 

* Ovoj tekst e posveten na eden ~uden fenomen povr
zan so homoseksualnosta vo Bugarija – datumot 2ri 

* The present text is dedicated to a peculiar phenomenon 
connected with homosexuality in Bulgaria - the date 2nd 
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taka da se izrazime. Ajde, pa nema da ja kompjuteri
zirame homoseksualnosta, neli? Otfrlete gi site 
metafori i na homoseksualnosta mislete kako da e 
ogan.1

Lezbejki i pederas(t)i („t”–to  e  po izbor) **

Spored mene, bra~nata zaednica pome|u mediumite 
i homoseksualnosta vo Bugarija se pojavi nekade vo 
vremeto koga prvite ogromni kurovi, nacrtani so 
avto lak na javni zgradi, za prvpat po~naa da se po
javuvaat so natpisite „KUR” vedna{ do niv, na ~uden 
na~in ozna~uvaj}i gi i udvojuvaj}i gi (toa be{e vrv
na intervencija). Zadocneteta seksualna revolucija 
se disperzira{e, za sre}a mo`ebi, vo kolektivnata 
podsvest i ostana tamu. „Kolektivnata volja” na ho
moseksualcite ne se emancipira{e, poradi edna 
ili druga pri~ina. Toa sepak ne e slu~aj so mediu
mite koi na eden ili drug na~in se interesiraat za 
homoseksualnosta i za gri`ata za lu|eto.

we? Abandon every metaphor and think of homosexua-
lity as of fire.1

Lesbians and Paederas(t)s (the “t” is optional)**

According to me, the matrimonial union between the me-
dia and homosexuality appeared in Bulgaria somewhere 
about the time when the first enormous cocks, spray-
painted onto public buildings, started to appear for the 
first time, with the inscriptions “COCK” just next to them 
strangely signifying and doubling them (it was highly 
ingenious). The belated sexual revolution dispersed, 
fortunately perhaps, in the collective subconscious and 
stayed there. The ‘collective will’ of homosexuals did not 
become emancipated, for one reason or another. That is 
not the case, however, with the media, who, in one way 
or another, have an interest in homosexuality and care 
for the people.

Stanimir  Panayotov The Binary Code: Notes on the Celebrating of Homosexuality

fevruari (02.02) koj, e neoficijalno prifaten kako 
praznik na homoseksualcite. Vo narodnata umetnost 
i vo studiite po folklor ovoj datum oficijalno se 
praznuva kako praznik na ma{ki deca i ma`i. Vo so
cijalizmot ovoj datum poleka se pretvori vo urban 
folkloren fenomen koj se povrzuva so homoseksual
nosta.

**  Zborot „peder” e ~esto koristen sleng vo sekojdnevniot 
jazik koj se upotrebuva ne samo za da se uka`e na 
ne~ija homoseksualnost, tuku kako op{t izraz za iz
razuvawe  negativen stav za ne~ij izgled. Sekako toj 
e mo`na bugarska analogija za “queer”, no se odnesuva 
samo na ma{ka homoseksualnost. Isto taka, „peder” e 
eden od onie zborovi koi pre~esto se koristat vo sekoj
dnevniot jazik, so ili bez pri~ina. Od druga strana 
pak, fonetski sosem nepravilno se primenuva bidej}i 
~esto se pi{uva: „pidiras”, „pediras”, „peeras”, „pi
raas”.

February (02.02), which is accepted unofficially as a holi-
day of homosexual people. In folk art and folklore studies 
this date is officially celebrated as a holiday of male chil-
dren and men. In the years of socialism this date gradu-
ally turned into an urban folklore phenomenon, connected 
with homosexuality.

** The word “paederast” is common slang in everyday lan-
guage used not just to refer to someone’s homosexual-
ity, but generally expresses the negative attitude towards 
someone’s appearance. Surely, it’s a possible Bulgarian 
analogue for “queer,” it is only that it could refer to male 
homosexuality. Also, “paederast” is the kind of words being 
overused in everyday language with or without reason.. On 
the other hand, phonetically, it is totally misused in that 
it could be often spelled as: “pidiras,” “pediras,” “peeras,” 
“piiras.”
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Razkurot?***

Ponekoga{, na{ite omileni ne{ta se takvi samo za
toa {to nikoga{ ne ni se na raspolagawe; ponekoga{, 
koga ni se na raspolagawe, ne gi posakuvame zatoa {to 
sakame da ne gi sakame. Ova e konkretna ̀ ivotna apo
rija (prva po broj  i za `ivot) vo ~ija nere{livost 
nestvarnoto ~uvstvo na otsustvo na tebe samiot ili 
na ona {to ti „treba” go pridvi`uva sekoe novo, 
neprestajno slabeewe na `ivotot. Ova e slu~ajot so 
diskursot na mediumite (dokolku voop{to postoi 
diskurs na mediumite ili dokolku voop{to mo`e 
da se nare~e nekako: bez me{awe na Lakan, Ve mo
lam) za homoseksualnosta vo Bugarija. Ovoj diskurs 
(nezgodno mi pa|a od zborot, crveneam od negoviot 
„kurs”) ima nekolku zna~ajni karakteristi~ni crti 
i, za da ne ostanete za~udeni, }e vi iznesam primer 
za ovoj „diskurs” i za ovaa „homoseksualnost”. Za da 
ja prezentiram svojata teza tuka nema da napravam 
monitoring na mediumite, zatoa {to sigurno nekoj  
}e se najde koj }e mi ka`e deka nekoj mora da izvr{i 
monitoring na mojot monitoring. ]e izlo`am kusa 
hronologija na edno televizisko tok {ou (talk show) 
i za na~inot na koj se reklamira homoseksualnosta, 
a istovremeno i se ismeva i podriva.

The Discock?***

Sometimes, our favorite things are such simply because 
we never have them at our disposal; sometimes, when 
we do have them at our disposal, we do not want them 
because we want not to want them. This is a straightfor-
ward life aporia (first in number and for life), in whose 
insolubility the ethereal feeling of the absence of your-
self, or of that which you “need”, starts off ever new, end-
less saps of life. This is the case with the media discourse 
(if there is any media discourse or if it can be named at 
all for that matter: no Lacan, if you please) on homosexu-
ality in Bulgaria. This “discourse” (I feel uneasy about 
the word, I blush at its “course”) has several important 
characteristic features, and, so as not to leave you be-
wildered, I will present to your attention an example of 
this “discourse” and this “homosexuality”. In order to 
present my thesis, I’m not going to begin monitoring the 
media because there will surely be someone to tell me 
that someone has to begin monitoring of monitoring. I 
will present a brief chronology of a TV talk show and of 
the way in which homosexuality is advertised, and at the 
same time is derided and subverted.

*** Discock – mo`en i intriganten transjazi~en kom
promis pome|u pi{uvaweto na angliskiot zbor „dis-
course” na bugarski – “diskurs”, kade {to „diskurs” se 
sostoi od prefiksot “dis”, zborot „kurs” („course”) i 
edno „s”, „kur” kako prevod na angliskiot zbor „cock” 
– i kako tipi~na balkanska oznaka na ma{kost. „Dis-
cock” e takov vid na fonetska kreacija koja{to ne bi 
ja upotrebil podolu; pove}e bi sakal da dodadam deka 
mo`en i poradikalen prevod na takva nevozmo`na 
lingvisti~ka igra e discock da se prevede na bugarski, 
a bukvalniot rezultat e nekako paralingvisti~ki: 
„zborot” „razkur”.

*** Discock – a possible and intriguing trans-linguistic com-
promise in-between the Bulgarian spelling of the word 
“dis-course” – “dis-kurs”, where “diskurs” is consisted of  
the prefix “dis”, the word “kurs” (“course”) and a “s”, “kur” 
meaning “cock” - a typical Balkan masculinist signifier. 
“Discock” is the kind of phonetic creatures that I wouldn’t 
use below; rather, I’d just add that a more radical transla-
tion of such an impossible linguistic game is to translate 
discock back into Bulgarian, and the literal result is some-
what para-linguistic: “the word”  “razkur”.
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Odgovornoto pretstavuvawe na homoseksualnosta 
– navidum politi~ki nevozmo`na reprezentacija 
– so javno potencirawe na analiziraweto, kons
truiraweto ili dekonstruktuiraweto e aporeti~ka 
situacija sli~na na gorespomenatata. Slu~ajot so ho
moseksualnosta vo mediumite e, pred sé, problem na 
nejzinoto deklarirawe (ili poto~no deklarirawe
to na nejzinoto nedeklarirawe – prestanuvawe da se 
krie{). Nakuso, rezimeto na diskursot za homosek
sualnosta bi zvu~elo otprilika kako ova {to sledi: 
metodot na isklu~uvawe vo mediumite vsu{nost e 
primenet kako vklu~uvawe na homoseksualci vo te
leviziskoto talk show, vo koe glavnata uloga obi~no ja 
ima samata televiziska programa, ponekoga{  duri i 
voditelot i dokolku voop{to imame sre}a, pretstav
nikot na vidot „homoseksualec”. Diskursot zemen 
kako primer koj{to }e go pretstavam e posveten na 
Sblusak [Sudir] talk show, koe sekoja nedela nautro 
se emituva na nacionalnata programa na bugarskata 
televizija.

Namerata be{e ovoj tekst da bide ne{to kako studija 
na slu~aj, no ne e, zatoa {to, pred sé, kako takov bi 
ispadnal pregolem, a vtoro,  u{te na samiot po~etok 
stanuva jasno deka ne{tata sekoga{ izgledaat taka 
kako da nema {to da se studira  {to e tokmu naju
bavoto ne{to za eden medium: da ima ne{to {to go 
nema, a koe sekoj mo`e da go prepoznae. Ajde sega da 
gi vklu~ime i subjektite na ova talk show, zatoa {to 
homoseksualecot, kako {to mene mi se ~ini, sekoga{ 
is~eznuval nekade pome|u . 

Sblusak: Sudir na gluvonemite2

Jas nabrzina }e se obidam da napravam slika za toa za 
{to vsu{nost stanuva zbor vo celata ovaa me{anica, 
bez da navleguvam vo detali.

The responsible representation of homosexuality – a 
seemingly politically impossible representation – with 
public stress on analyzing, constructing or deconstruc-
ting, is an aporetic situation similar to the abovemen-
tioned one. The case of homosexuality in the media is 
firstly a problem of it being declared (or rather, the dec-
laration of its non-declaration – coming out?). In brief, 
the summarisation of the discourse on homosexuality 
would sound like the following: the method of exclusion 
in the media is in actuality applied as inclusion of the 
homosexual people in the TV talk show, in which the 
leading part is played usually by the TV programme it-
self, sometimes even by the host, and if we are altogether 
lucky, by a representative of the species ‘homosexual’. 
The exemplary discourse that I’m going to present is 
dedicated here to the Sblusak [Clash] talk show, shown 
every Sunday morning on the national BTV station.

This text was meant to be something like a case study but 
is not, because firstly, this would prove to be immense, 
and secondly, in the beginning it becomes clear that things 
always look as if there is nothing to be studied. Which is 
precisely the most splendid thing that could happen to a 
media: to have something, which is not there, but which 
everybody is able to identify. Let us now include the sub-
jects of this talk show. Because the homosexual, it seems 
to me, has always disappeared in between.

Sblusak: The Clash of the Deaf-and-dumb�

I will quickly try to look at what this whole hullabaloo is 
all about without going into detail.

Stanimir  Panayotov The Binary Code: Notes on the Celebrating of Homosexuality
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(a) Pra{aweto „zo{to” ne funkcionira zatoa 
{to, na prv pogled, se ~ini kako nikoj da ne znae 
ni{to.

(b) Sblusak e {ou koe{to ne postoi.

Toa e zatoa {to vo deset ~asot vo nedela, ma`ite, so 
s$  u{te zdrveni kurevi na pojadok, i `enite so u{te 
ponizok pritisok od obi~no, samo {to se budat i sta
nuvaat. Sblusak postoi vo prostornovremenskiot 
kontinuum, no ne i vo toj na svesnosta – navisti
na ne mislam deka nekoj seriozno go sfa}a ova {ou, 
nitu negovite tvorci. Debilnosta na mediumite vo 
posledno vreme se prodava u{te pouspe{no. Tokmu 
ova e trikot/metodot: deka, s$ dodeka ne te sfa}aat 
seriozno, mo`e da vr{i{ zna~itelno vlijanie (vo
levo ili marketin{ko), i mo`e{ da go ispolni{ 
najverojatno najnesoodvetnoto vreme (ova e udarno 
vreme koe odi kon negativna beskone~nost) so vero
jatno najsoodvetnite i aktuelni temi od nedelata 
koja re~isi izminala. Zatoa {to, znaete, vo tekot na 
nedelata sekoj prexvakal s$, pa ajde da gi goltneme 
site ovie temi vo nedela nautro i ajde da gi isereme 
(ne go vme{uvajte Frojd, ve molam). I ova e tokmu toa 
{to se slu~uva. Cela nedela mediumite go nosat, so 
iskrenost ili bez nea, ne{toto {to bi mo`elo da se 
nare~e „`urnalizam” so opravdanost i iskrenost i 
vo nedela nautro veselite vdov(i)ci na nacional
nata televizija Ivan i Andrej go ispora~uvaat ili, 
kako {to obi~no biva, go prekinuvaat. U{te ne{to 
da se dodade za „postoeweto”?

(v) Sblusak ne e politi~ki prenos. Ne poradi ne{to 
drugo tuku poradi toa {to ne e duri ni „prenos”. Toa e 
samo prenesuvano: principot na negovoto slu~uvawe 
e od vidot na „ku~iwata laat, a karvanite minuvaat”. 
Ednostavno, ne e. Ne e politi~ki prenos ne po
radi ne{to drugo, tuku poradi faktot deka duri i 
politi~ari u~estvuvaat vo nego. Dnevniot, nedelno

(a) The question “why” does not stand, because, at 
first glance, it seems that nobody knows any-
thing.

(b) Sblusak is a show that does not exist.

Because at ten o’clock on Sunday, men, with  still numb 
cocks for breakfast, and women, with a still lower-than-
usual blood pressure, are only now waking and getting 
up. Sblusak does exist in the spatial-temporal continu-
um, but it does not in the one of the consciousness – I re-
ally do not think that anybody takes this show seriously, 
even its authors. The debility of the media has been sell-
ing ever better lately. This is precisely the trick/method: 
that, as long as you are not taken seriously, you can ex-
ercise considerable influence (a volitional or a marketing 
one), and you can fill up the probably least appropriate 
time (this is prime time tending to minus infinity) with 
the possibly most appropriate and topical subjects from 
the week that has almost elapsed. Because, you see, dur-
ing the week everybody has chewed over everything, so 
let’s swallow all these subjects on Sunday morning and 
let’s shit them out (no Freud, if you please). And this is 
precisely what happens. All week the media bear, in ear-
nest or not so, the thing which could be called “journa-
lism”’ with justification and earnestness, and on Sunday 
morning the merry widow(er)s of the national air Ivan 
and Andrei deliver or, usually, abort it. Anything else on 
“existing”?
   

(c) Sblusak is not a political transmission. Not because 
of anything else, but because it is not even a “transmis-
sion.” It is only transmitted: the principle of its happen-
ing is of the type “the dogs bark but the caravan goes on”. 
It simply is not. It is not a political transmission not be-
cause of anything else, but because of the fact that even 
politicians participate in it. The daily, Sunday-morn-
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utrinskiot politi~ar, javnata li~nost, aktivistot 
i sli~nite tipovi sekako se odli~na alternativa 
za nedelnoutrinskiot odmor. Politi~kata kontra
diktornost na Sblusak le`i vo faktot {to uspeva da 
go probie svojot pat do politi~arite i op{testveno 
aktivnite individui i do politikata, istovremeno 
i vo najtesnata i naj{irokata smisla na zborot, bez 
anga`irawe vo politika. Voditelite na {outo, 
Ivan i Andrej, ja igraat ulogata na agregatniot 
postmoderen Sokrat ~ija ironija e svedena na {aj
kata na kov~egot na sekoj mrtov ~ovek, duri i ako 
e `iv.

Hronologija na golemoto progoltuvawe 

1.1. (2002)

Prvoto emituvawe na Sblusak vo vrska so homosek
sualnosta.
Tema: „Dali e homoseksualnosta perverzija?”
Gosti:
Nie: Desislava PetrovaVojnik (toga{na pretse
datelka na bugarskata gej organizacija Gemini) i 
va{iot veren podanik, samiot jas (toga{en portp
arol na Gemini);
Tie: Garo (D2) i Svetljo (Hipodil).3

Ishod: Kompleten neuspeh i za dvete strani. Na 
ednata strana: naivnost i pasivnost, a na drugata: 
nezadr`liva ma{kost. Op{testvoto se soo~uva so 
imanentna homoseksualizacija. Ni se dopa|ate, samo 
nemojte da se reklamirate i ne sozdavajte gej kultura, 
zatoa {to vie ste zarazni. Teza (sic!): niedno bebe ne 
se ra|a peder.

Bidej}i {outo be{e kompletna propast vo odnos na 
koncepcijata, temata, ishodot, sudirot, skandalot, 

ing politician, public figure, activist and the like are of 
course an excellent alternative for the Sunday-morning 
rest. The political contradiction of Sblusak lies in the fact 
that it succeeds in working its way to politicians and so-
cially active individuals and to politics, in the narrowest 
and broadest sense of the word at the same time, with-
out engaging in politics. The hosts of the show, Ivan 
and Andrei, play the role of the aggregate postmodern 
Socrates, whose irony is reduced to a nail in the coffin of 
every dead man even if he is alive.

Chronology of the Great Guzzling

1.1. (2002)

First Sblusak broadcast, connected with homosexuality.

Topic: “Is homosexuality a perversion?”
Guests:
Us: Desislava Petrova-Soldier (then president of Bulgar-
ian Gay Organisation Gemini) and your humble servant, 
I (then spokesman of Gemini);

Them: Garo (D2) and Svetlyo (Hipodil) 3.
Result: A total failure on both sides. On one side: na-
ivety and passiveness, and on the other: uncontainable 
masculinity. Society is facing the prospect of homosexu-
ality being ‘on-the-up. We like you, but don’t advertise 
yourselves and don’t create a gay culture, because you 
are contagious. Thesis (sic!): no baby is born a faggot.

Since the show was a total flop as far as conception, topic, 
result, clash, scandal, rating, melee and the like go, the 

Stanimir  Panayotov The Binary Code: Notes on the Celebrating of Homosexuality
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gledanosta, so~eluvaweto i sli~no, doma}inite ob
javija deka }e prodol`at so temata i slednata nede
la. Voobi~aenata podelba na pobednici i gubitnici 
ne se slu~i.

1.2.

Sekako, slednata nedela u~esnicite gi branea svoite 
pozicii so nevidena homostrast.
Tema: ista.
Gosti:
Nie: Ico Petrov (muzi~ar i menaxer) i Kalojan
Diva (zanimawe – travestit);
Tie: izvesen novinar na ~ie ime ne mo`am da se se
tam i nekoj drug, na koj{to voop{to ne mo`am da se 
setam.
Ishod: bezmalku vistinska tepa~ka i kavga vo stu
dioto.

(a) Ico Petrov za malku uspea da se odbrani sebe si 
(so toa ne mislam na odbrana na teza).

(b) Travestitot Diva re~e deka za tri meseci koj  
bilo ma` mo`e da go pretvori vo gej.

(v) Bezimeniot novinar izjavi deka pederite se 
bolni i deka gi izlo`uvaat lu|eto na zdravstven 
rizik.

(g) Drugiot u~esnik re~e deka ima gej lobi i gej 
mafija vo Sobranieto, vo sferite od zna~ewe za 
javnosta, i deka siot na{ javen `ivot go kontro
liraat manipulativni pederipioni, koi ma
nipuliraat drugi politi~ari, koi pak od nivna 
strana gi ebat, i kako seto ova ja zagrozuva nacio
nalnata bezbednost na dr`avata.

(d) Po zavr{uvaweto na {outo ima{e i zadkulisno 
nurnuvawe: pretstavnici na Bugarskata Nacio
nalna Alijansa ~ekaa vo zaseda za da gi pretepaat 
na{ite de~ki (lezbejkite). Mora{e da gi iznesat 
niz zadniot vlez na zgradata na BTV vo pridru`ba 
na kancelariskite redari. Metafora, a?

hosts declared that they were going to pursue the topic 
next week as well. The customary division into winners 
and losers did not happen.

1.2.

Sure enough, with what homo-passion the participants 
held their own field next week.
Topic: the same.
Guests:
Us: Itso Petroff (musician and manager) and Kaloyan-
Diva (occupation – transvestite);
Them: a certain journalist, whose name I do not recall, 
and someone else, whom I do not recall at all.

Result: almost real fighting and a brawl in the studio.

(a) Itso Petroff almost succeeded in defending himself 
(by that I do not mean defending a thesis).

(b) The transvestite Diva said that in three months s/he 
could make a gay out of any man.

(c) The nameless journalist said that faggots are sick and 
that they put people’s health at risk.

(d) The other participant said that there were a gay lobby 
and a gay mafia in the Parliament, in all publicly im-
portant spheres, and that our whole public life was 
controlled by manipulative faggots-pawns, who ma-
nipulated other politicians, who in their turn screwed 
them, and how all this imperiled the national security 
of the state.

(e) After the end of the show there was backstage diving 
as well: representatives of the Bulgarian National 
Alliance lay in ambush for our guys (the lesbians) in 
order to thrash them. It was necessary to take them 
out by the back entrance of BTV’s building with the 
help of the office security guards. A metaphor, eh?
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2.1. (2004)

Okolu dve godini podocna.
Tema: „Dali e prednost da se bide gej vo Bugarija?”
Gosti:
Nie: Stefan Markov (kompjuterski (IT) ekspert) i 
Qubomir Mil~ev (pisatel{minker);
Tie: povtorno novinar na ~ie ime povtorno ne 
mo`am da se setam i DJ Radi (od tehno dvi`eweto 
Metropolis).
Ishod:

(a) Stefan Markov potojano insistira{e deka ne 
e nitu ednostavno nitu te{ko da se bide gej vo 
Bugarija. (Amorfni gledi{ta pote{ko se pro
davaat).

(b) Qubomir Mil~ev, celosno vo stilot na Oskar 
Vajld, postojano si mrmore{e ne{to: „uf, za {to 
li razgovarame nie; zo{to voop{to dojdov tuka; 
ova ovde e gooolemo pornografsko delo i toa e 
toa; {to drugo sakate od nas.”

(v) Protivnikot, t.e. bezimeniot novinar ja zadr`a 
starata teza za manipulativniot karakter na ho
moseksualniot politi~arpeder i ka`a deka gej 
lobijata i gej mafijata ja zagrozuvaat nacional
nata bezbednost na dr`avata.

(g) DJ Radi ja zadr`a istata teza deka e lesno da se 
bide peder/gej vo Bugarija i sekako osobeno vo 
muzi~kiot biznis i vo {oubiznis krugovite, a 
toj i bezimeniot novinar bea s$ osven diskri
minirani.

2.2. (2004)

Re~isi edna godina podocna.
Tema: „Postoi li voop{to pri~ina za otfrlawe na 
gej licata od op{testvoto?” (vidi bele{ka 2)
Gosti:

2.1. (2004)

Some two years later.
Topic: “Is it an advantage to be gay in Bulgaria?”
Guests:
We: Stefan Markov (IT specialist) and Lyubomir Milchev 
(writer-dandy);
They: again a journalist, whose name I once again do
not recall, and DJ Radi (from the techno movement
Metropolis).
Result:

(a) Stefan Markov kept on insisting that it is neither 
easy, nor difficult to be gay in Bulgaria. (Amorphous 
stands sell with difficulty).

(b) Lyubomir Milchev, thoroughly in the fashion of Os-
car Wilde, kept on muttering to himself: “bah, what 
are we talking about; why did I come here in the first 
place; this thing here is a bi-i-i-ig piece of porn and 
that’s all there is; what else do you want from us.”

(c) The opponent, i.e. the journalist without a name, 
maintained the same old thesis about the manipula-
tive character of the homosexual politician-faggot, 
and said that gay lobbies and the gay mafia imperiled 
the national security of the state.

(d) DJ Radi maintained the same thesis that it was easy 
to be a faggot/a gay in Bulgaria and, of course, parti-
cularly so in the music business and the show busi-
ness circles, and both he and the nameless journalist 
were all but left discriminated.

2.2. (2004)

Nearly a year later.
Topic: “Is there any reason why gays should be rejected 
by society?” (see note 2)
Guests:

Stanimir  Panayotov The Binary Code: Notes on the Celebrating of Homosexuality
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Nie: Ivelin Jordanov4 (od Fondacijata Queer 
Bugarija) i Atanas Lozanov (Unija na mladi novi
nari).
Tie: Ilija Iliev (novinar i doktor) i Stanimir 
Ka~e{marov (student po medicina).
Ishod: u{te edna{ pogre{no postaveno pra{awe; 
povtorno se dr`e{e tezata deka homoseksualnosta 
e zaraza bidej}i neproduktivnata seksualnost ne e 
seksualnost; u{te edna{ se ka`a deka homoseksual
nosta e propast za civilizacijata. „Nie” uspeavme 
da poka`eme deka dobrata samokontrola i kultivi
rano odnesuvawe ne se pra{awe na homoseksualnost 
tuku na osnovno dobro vospituvawe. I toa e toa.

2.2.2.

I taka, ne sprotistavuvaj}i & se na seksualnata revo
lucija i emancipacijata koi nekako se slu~uvaat, 
zo{to pretstavuvaweto od strana na mediumite, 
seriozno ili potsmevlivo, na homoseksualnosta 
i nejzinite problemi (dokolku subjektite na sa
mata homoseksualnost se najverojatno priznaeni) 
se slu~uva vo oblik na ovaa ritualizirana, samo
uni{tuva~ka debata?5 Dali e pri~inata vo toa {to 
nema seriozno novinarstvo ili  pri~inata e vo toa 
{to ne se izbrani seriozni pretstavnici na ho
moseksualnata zaednica (dokolku postoi takva zaed
nica)?6 Ili e vo dvete ne{ta? Zo{to li lu|eto na 
nas pomisluvaat samo na 2ri fevruari, a na lezbej
ki koga gledaat porno (heteroseksualno porno)?

H(u/o)mor

Na site im e jasno deka, sega zasega, sekoja debata 
za malcinstvata e politi~ko i proevropsko {ou 
za razbirawe na evropskite identiteti na malcin
stvata  tolerantni direktivi: na{eto zakonodavst

We: Ivelin Yordanov4 (from the Queer Bulgaria Foun-
dation) and Atanas Lozanov (Union of Young Journal-
ists).
They: Iliya Iliev (journalist and doctor) and Stanimir 
Kacheshmarov (medical student).
Result: once more a wrongly phrased question; once 
more the thesis was maintained that homosexuality 
is a disease by reason of the view that non-productive 
sexuality is not a sexuality; once more it was said that 
homosexuality is the ruin of civilization. “We” managed 
to demonstrate that good self-control and cultivated de-
meanor are not a question of being homosexual but of 
rudimentary breeding. And that’s all there is to it.

2.2.2.

And so, notwithstanding the somehow happening sexual 
revolution and emancipation, why does the media repre-
sentation, serious or derisive, of homosexuality and its 
problems (whereby the subjects of homosexuality itself 
are probably recognized) happen in the style of this ritua-
lized, self-ruining debate5? Is it that there is no serious 
journalism or is it that there haven’t been chosen any se-
rious representatives of the homosexual community (if 
there is such a community)6? Or is it both? Why is it that 
people think of us on 2nd February only, and of lesbians 
when they watch porn (heterosexual one)?

H(u/o)mourosity

It is clear to everybody that, for the time being, any de-
bate on minorities is a political and pro-European show 
of realizing European minority identities-tolerant direc-
tives: our legislation, it seems, is homosexualised.7 The 
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vo, se ~ini, e homoseksualizirano.7 Golemoto ludilo 
(paranoja) koe{to sakav da go ilustriram ima svoi 
korewa vo kontinuitetot na ne{to {to }e im bide 
od korist na site: Evropskata Unija, samata majka 
Bugarija i pederite, koi ve}e nema da bidat predmet 
na kazneni merki;  a korista za poslednive se ~ini 
kako ne{to {to ne bi im bilo od korist vo praksa, 
tuku samo vo teorija, t.e. u{te edna od onie nefunk
cionalni direktivi. Od druga strana, vo realnosta, 
s$ u{te se nema slu~eno nikakov seriozen javen dija
log za homoseksualnosta. Toa sekako se dol`i i na dve
te strani – pretstavnicite na zaednicata i nedosta
tokot na seriozen stav od strana na novinarite. No, 
ova, isto taka, se dol`i i na stereotipite na fem
iniziranite „tetki” i ma{kudanskite lezbejki, 
koi gi primenuvaat site (op{testvoto, mediumite i 
homoseksualcite). Ne smee da postoi barawe za poja
vata na politi~ko „Nie” i negovite subjekti. Sepak, 
pretstavuvaweto e ~udno zatoa {to ovie kategorii 
i idei, bez ogled na toa kolku nevidlivo postojat 
vo op{testvoto, opstojuvaat kako reprezentativni/
vistinski modeli i vo h(u/o)moristi~na i seriozna 
perspektiva.8

Mojata pozicija e deka, od razli~ni pri~ini i 
bez ogled na toa dali se soglasuvam so toa ili dali 
sum sre}en poradi toa, ovie modeli i stereotipi 
za homoseksualnosta ve}e vidlivo se is~eznati i 
is~eznuvaat. Ova voop{to ne e va`no koga stanu
va zbor za opstojuvaweto na ne{to {to ne postoi. 
Bez osobeno insistirawe na realnosta, }e ka`am 
nekolku zborovi za aktuelnoto, za toa {to funk
cionira ili {to ne funkcionira vo praksa vo ovie 
modeli na homoseksualnite vidovi (bez pedigre).

Ve}e samo retko se slu~uva {etaj}i po ulicite da go 
vidi{ toa {to ti se prezentira na televizija kako 
slika za toa {to se {eta po ulicite. Slikata za ho

big (dementia) paranoia that I wanted to illustrate has 
its roots in the continuity of something that will together 
favor everybody: the European Union, Mother Bulgaria 
herself, and faggots, who will even no longer be subject to 
punitive measures; and the favoring of the latter seems 
to be something that should not favor them in practice 
but in theory only, i.e. another of those non-functioning 
directives. On the other hand, in reality, so far no serious 
public dialogue on homosexuality has taken place. That, 
of course, is due to both sides – the representatives of 
the community and the lack of serious attitude on the 
part of journalists. But this is also due to the stereotypes 
of the effeminate pansy and the mannish lesbian, which 
are still employed by everybody (society, the media and 
homosexual people). There must not be any claims to 
the appearance of a political “We” and its subjects. Yet 
the representation is strange, because these categories 
and ideas, irrespective of the extent to which they exist 
(in)visibly in society, persist in circulating as represen-
tative/real models in both h(u/o)mourous and serious 
perspective.8

I maintain that, for various reasons, and regardless of 
whether I agree or not, or whether I’m happy about this 
or not, these models and stereotypes of homosexuality 
have already visibly disappeared and are disappear-
ing. This isn’t at all important when what is involved is 
the substantialization of something that does not exist. 
Without particularly insisting on reality, I will say a few 
words about veracity, about what works or what doesn’t, 
in practice, in these models of the homosexual species 
(without a pedigree).

It is already only rarely that you can see walking the 
streets what is presented to you on TV as an image of 
what walks the streets. The image of homosexuality that 
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moseksualecot koja{to ja pretstavuvaat mediumite e 
samo nivna kopija na samite niv. Pred s$,  e slika na 
slikata, t.e. slika na samata sebe i nema svoj pret
stavnik vo realnosta – sepak ne kako realnost na re
alnoto, tuku kako aktuelnoto na toa realno. Barem ne 
na na~inot na koj{to se saka da se pretstavi (osobeno 
na televiziskiot ekran). Ovaa slika e parodija9 na 
samata sebe bidej}i, kako sepak zemena od realnosta, 
ostanuva na televiziskiot ekran bez da bide otkri
ena na mestoto od koe bila inspirirana. Simulak
rumot e zavr{en, kako i diskursot, no realnosta ne 
e. Nezavisno od toa dali zboruvame za „pogolem del 
od naselenieto” ili za „malcinstvo vo malcinstvo”, 
nezavisno od toa koj  {to pretpo~ita, nikoj pove}e 
ne saka feminizirani ma`i ili ma`estveni `eni. 
So eden zbor, se ~ini deka proizveduvaweto na dis
kriminacija, od vnatre ili od nadvor ne mo`e da se 
proveri. Toa e op{testvena (a, ne biolo{ka) sudbi
na i vo `enstvenoto i vo muskulestoto. Ovoj diskurs 
za homoseksualnosta vo posledno vreme s$  pove}e go 
dobiva toa {to ne saka da go dobie: cvrst, golem i re
alen kur vo oblik na samoasimilira~ko nabildano 
telo (a, ne slika) na homoseksualniot ma`. (Posled
novo ne e oksimoron).

Diskursot na mediumite za homoseksualnosta (a) 
ne go otfrla toa so koe {to raboti i toa so koe se 
potsmeva; (b) sepak, retko go otfrla toa na koe 
saka da mu pomogne, vo tie retki slu~ai; (v) toj e 
paranoi~en i samoizluduva~ki zatoa {to sebe si se 
smeta za doktor od kogo {to poteknuva paranojata, 
koja{to toj/taa se obiduva da mu ja nametne na svo
jot nepostoe~ki objekt;10 (g) i vo finalnata analiza, 
toj e psihoanaliti~ko nedorazbirawe koe sodr`i 
neobi~en monolo{ki dijalog so ne{to koe{to ne 
postoi i koe, spored toa, ~esto ne mo`e da zboruva. 
Poslednovo e toa {to isto taka ja nosi odgovornos
ta: toa treba da prezeme odgovornost za sopstvenata 

is presented in the media is a copy solely of itself. It is 
above all things an image of the image, i.e. an image of 
itself, and it does not have a counterpart in reality – not, 
however, as the reality of the real, but as the veracity of 
that real. At least not in the way this is intended to be 
presented (on the TV screen in particular). This image 
is a parody9 of itself since, having been taken after all 
from reality, it remains on the TV screen without being 
discovered at the place from which it was inspired. The 
simulacrum is complete, as is the discourse, but reality 
is not. Irrespective of whether we talk of “a predominant 
portion of the population” or of “a minority in the minor-
ity,” irrespective of what someone likes, nobody wants 
to see effeminate men or manly women any more. In a 
word, it seems that the production of discrimination, 
from within or from without, cannot be checked. It is a 
social (and not a biological) destiny, both in the feminine 
and in the muscular. This discourse on homosexuality 
has increasingly been receiving lately what it does not 
want: a hard, big and real cock in the form of the self-as-
similating brawny body (and not image) of the homo-
sexual-man. (The last is not an oxymoron).

The media discourse on homosexuality (a) does not dis-
pose of what it works with and what it makes fun of; (b) 
however, it rarely disposes of the thing it wants to help, 
in those rare cases; (c) it is paranoid and self-maddening, 
because it takes itself for a doctor, from precisely whom 
the paranoia, which s/he tries to instil in his/her non-
existent object, derives;10 (d) and, in the final analysis, 
it is a psychoanalytical misunderstanding which carries 
on an odd mono-logic dialogue with something that does 
not exist and which, accordingly, often cannot speak. 
The latter is what is also held responsible: that one has 
to take responsibility for one’s own irresponsibility…    
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neodgovornost…    

Mojata teza e deka javnoto pretstavuvawe na 
homoseksualnosta vo Bugarija e s$ u{te vo faza 
na seksualna upotreba na ne~ii analni otvori 
za privatni potrebi.11 Toa {to e zemeno kako 
neefektiven surogat na seksualniot objekt na 
ovoj analen otvor e toa {to najmalku mo`e da &  
pomogne na homoseksualnosta koja{to e otsutna 
vo pretstavuvaweto na pretstavenoto. Odnosno, 
javnoto reflektirawe na diskursot za homoseksu
alnosta se odviva bez posebniot slu~aj na posled
noto, no vo delumniot pottik na prvoto, t.e. na 
diskursot.

Na primer, Sblusak ne e {ou koe{to e problem na 
homoseksualnite gleda~i, tuku problem na nego
vite gleda~i, me|u koi isto taka ima i homoseksu
alci. Skrienata i kolektivnata politi~ka cena e 
inovativno oru`je za oblikuvawe na javnoto mnenie, 
dodeka poslednoto voop{to ne slu`i kako oru`je. 
Sblusak e apsolutniot maksimum na bugarskiot 
kriti~ki publicitet. Tie znaat  koj i do koja 
merka e (ne)reprezentativna figura, koj i do koja 
merka mo`e da se obremeni so odgovornost i sood
vetno ~uvstvo na va`nost (t.e. sindromot „]e bidam 
na televizija”). No, tie ne znaat deka tie se meta
fora. Principot na ovozmo`uvawe prostor za deba
ta za homoseksualnosta (i negovata normalizacija) 
se pretvora vo metod na eliminirawe na subjektot 
na debatata. I navistina, politi~ki privle~niot 
teatar funkcionira sovr{eno: s$  {to voditelite na 
Sblusak pravat celo vreme e toa {to frlaat odvreme 
navreme po nekoja koska za glodawe dokolku dotoga{ 
u{te ne bila frlena vo ringot (a, koj ~in e vsu{nost 
del od scenarioto), dodeka siot ostanat del od rabo
tata obi~no ja srabotuvaat samite u~esnici koi{to 
obi~no ili se poseruvaat ili ednostavno s$  u{te ne 

My thesis is that the public representation of homosexu-
ality in Bulgaria is still in the phase of the sexual use 
of one’s anal orifice for private ends.11 What is taken as 
an ineffective surrogate of the sexual object of this anal 
orifice is what can least help – homosexuality, which is 
absent in the representation of the represented. That is, 
the public reflection of the discourse on homosexuality 
takes place without the special case of the latter, but in 
the partial drive of the former, i.e. of the discourse.

By way of example, Sblusak is not a show that is a prob-
lem of the homosexual viewers, but is a problem of its 
viewers, among whom there are homosexual people as 
well. The subliminal and collective political stake is an 
innovative weapon for shaping public opinion, while the 
latter does not by any means serve as a weapon. Sblusak 
is the absolute maximum of Bulgarian critical publici-
ty. They know who and to what extent someone is an 
(un)representative figure, who and to what extent some-
one can be charged with responsibility and a correspond-
ing feeling of being of importance (i.e. the syndrome “I’m 
gonna be on television”). But they do not know that they 
are the metaphor. The principle of providing space for a 
debate on homosexuality (and its normalisation) turns 
into a method of eliminating the subject of the debate. 
Sure enough, the politically ravishing theatre functions 
perfectly: all the hosts of Sblusak do all the time is to toss 
every now and then an occasional bone to be thoroughly 
chewed over (Proof Reader’s Note: Was it the author’s 
intention to have a double entendre here? I doubt it – 
perhaps a revision of the sentence should be considered) 
if it hasn’t already been thrown on the ring (and which 
is all the same a part of the scenario), while all the rest 
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ja dostignale fazata na infantilna predgenitalna 
organizacija – i zatoa se poseruvaat.

Taka, {outo Sblusak pred s$ e problem na nego
vite gleda~i. Onoj {to go izu~uva folklorot bi 
rekol, „Daveweto e vo racete na onie koi i samite 
se davat.” Ovie race, pak, se neupotreblivi, vrzani 
ili ednostavno nehigienski. Paralelno na ova, toa 
e i vo ustite na onie koi go nudat moreto za dav
ewe. Instrumentite na ovoj „kriti~ki publicitet” 
vklu~uvaat (a) konfrontirawe vo stilot na Hegel 
na zaemno iscrpuva~kite gledi{ta: u~esnicite 
kako da se gluvonemi edni za drugi, i (b) ve`bi po 
nevozmo`na retorika koja na skrien ili neskrien 
na~in koristi nau~ni  i demonstrativni metodi od 
tipot na socijalen darvinizam i sociobiologija.

Topli pozdravi od doktor Mengele.

Prevod od angliski jazik: Rodna Ruskovska

Bele{ki:

1. „Mislete na mene kako na ogan”– popularna fraza od 
1980te, izgovorena od Qjudmila @ivkova, }erka na 
komunisti~kiot voda~ Todor @ivkov i minister za 
kultura vo toa vreme.

2. Vo tekot na 2004 godina, tok {outo “Sblusak” 
organizira{e tri {oua na tema homoseksualnost. Ne
potrebno e da se ka`e deka formuliraweto na temata 
vo vid na pra{awe gi stavi pretstavnicite na LGBT 
vo ponepovolna situacija vo site slu~ai – televizis
ki primer koj ja doka`uva nevozmo`nosta za „ramno
pravno tlo”.

of the job is usually done by the participants themselves 
who normally either shit themselves or have simply not 
yet reached the phase of the infantile pre-genital organi-
zation – and that is why they shit themselves.

Therefore, the Sblusak show is a problem of its viewers 
to begin with. The folklore scholar would say, “The affair 
of the drowning is in the hands of those drowning them-
selves.” These hands, however, are unusable, bound, or 
simply unhygienic. Parallel with this, however, the affair 
is in the mouths of those, who provide the sea for the pur-
pose of drowning as well. The instruments of this ‘critical 
publicity’ include (a) to confront in a Hegelian fashion 
the mutually exhausting stands: participants as if deaf-
and-dumb to each-other; and (b) exercises in vestibule 
rhetoric, which makes use in a covert or overt manner of 
scientific means and means of demonstration of the kind 
of social Darwinism and sociobiology.

Best regards from Doctor Mengele.

Translated from Bularian by Petar Hadjidochev

Notes:

1. “Think of me as of fire” – a popular phrase from the 1980s, 
pronounced by Lyudmila Zhivkova, daughter of commu-
nist leader Todor Zhivkov and minister of culture at the 
time.

2. In the course of 2004, the talk show “Sblusak” organised 
three shows dealing with homosexuality. Needless to say, 
the wording of the topic in the form of a question placed 
the representatives of LGBT at a disadvantage in each of 
the cases – a TV example proving in itself the untenability 
of any attempt at proving “equal footing.”
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3.  Popularni bugarski muzi~ki grupi.

4.  Vo noemvri 2004 godina, ovoj ~len na Fondacijata 
Queer Bugarija i na Bugarskata socijalisti~ka parti
ja ja otkri svojata seksualna orientacija vo intervju 
za eden medium i toa predizvika mediumska senzacija. 
Vsu{nost, Jordanov e prviot bugarski politi~ar koj 
otvoreno ja deklariral svojata seksualna orientacija 
i koj deklariral politi~ka pripadnost na LGBT za
ednicata. Sepak, posvetenosta e isto tolku nedovolna 
kako i samata homoseksualna `elba.

5. Vidi: Judith Butler, Gender Trouble, Ch. I, III, 11, Lon-
don & New York: Routledge, 1999.

6.  Ovie zagri`uva~ki pra{awa gi pottikna Monika
 Pisankaneva, „Geitemata: predi i sega”,Kultura,
 16/2004;<http://www.online.bg/kultura/my_html
 /2318/geymp.htm>.

7. Za{titata od ~inot na diskriminacija e na sila vo 
Bugarija od 1 januari 2004 godina.

8.  Pokraj ova, vo momentot e vidliva tendencijata na 
samata homoseksualna zaednica koja stanuva s$ pove}e 
heteroseksualizirana i gi otfrla onie svoi ~lenovi 
koi bile stereotipizirani od op{testvoto, {to e 
dopolnitelen dvoen problem koj doprva treba da bide 
vklu~en vo agendata.

9.  Vidi: Judith Butler, Conclusion, 212-222, op.cit.

10. Vidi: Guy Hocquenghem, Homosexual Desire, Duke Uni-
versity Press, 1993, 100-1.

11. Vidi: Sigmund Freud, Three Essays on the Theory of 
Sexuality, Basic Books, 2000, 101. 

3. Popular Bulgarian bands.

4. In November 2004, this member of the Queer Bulgaria 
Foundation and of the Bulgarian Socialist Party made a 
coming out in an interview for a medium, which produced 
a media sensation. In actual fact, Yordanov is the first Bul-
garian politician to openly declare his sexual orientation 
and to declare a political commitment to the LGBT com-
munity. Yet, commitment is as insufficient as homosexual 
desire itself. 

5. See: Judith Butler, Gender Trouble, Ch. I, III, 11, London 
& New York: Routledge, 1999.

6. These concerns were voiced by Monika Pisankaneva, “Gei-
temata: predi i sega.” [“The Gay Issue: Before and Now”] 
Kultura, 16/2004; <http://www.online.bg/kultura/my_
html/2318/geymp.htm>.

7. The Protection from Discrimination Act has been opera-
tive in Bulgaria since January 1st, 2004.

8. Apart from this, the tendency of the homosexual commu-
nity itself becoming more and more heterosexualised and 
rejecting those of its members that have been stereotyped 
by society, is visible in Bulgaria at the present moment, 
which is an additional, double problem, that has yet to en-
ter the agenda.

9. See: Judith Butler, Conclusion, 212-222, op.cit.

10. See: Guy Hocquenghem, Homosexual Desire, Duke Uni-
versity Press, 1993, 100-1.

11. See: Sigmund Freud, Three Essays on the Theory of Sexu-
ality, Basic Books, 2000, 101. 
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