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Pobept

Kynna 3anapHu Teopum, KBMp

MOXXHOCTU, NOJICKA CTBAPHOCT.
Unu, umame nu notpeba
0 KBMP NONMTUYKA Teopuja?

TpynosB He e ceproseH. Beke ciryniam HEKOH ,,[TOTIPETITIA3-
suBu“ riacosu. U fa, Bo mpaso ce. CtaTujaBa He € cepu-
o3Ha. Huty Hej3mHara Tema. Ha kpajor Ha Kpaumrara,
KaKo IITO 4y/iecHUOT AeHau, Ockap Bajin, ussop u maj-
CTOp Ha ceTa U3BelITaueHoCT, peue (mapadpaszupam):
KuBoToT e mpecepro3eH 3a Aa ro cakame CepHO3HO.
Wnu 6apem Cysan 3onTtar (Susan Sontag) TBpamu aeka
OBa € efieH 0] HeroBuTe adhopU3MH.

KBup Teopujara He e HUTY CEpHO3HA, HUTYy TelIKa. 3a
MHOTY akajieMu (GeMUHU3MOT, T'ej CTyJJUUTE U KO-
HEYHO, KBUP CTY/IMUTE Ce ,IIPEUJIE0JIONIKU U He Ta-
CyBaaT BO BHCTHHCKOTO aKaJIeMCKO JOMakuHCTBO. Toa
€ caMO eJHa IJIeJHA TOYKA, €/IHA EeNHCTEMOJIOTHja.
MefyToa, He OHaa Koja jac ja 3acramyBam. A jac ce Moam
BO MaHTEeOHOT Ha npecBetute [ Ilynut Batnep (Judith But-
ler) u Mumen ®yko (Michel Foucault), Cejna benxabub
(Seyla Benhabib) u Xomu ba6a (Homi Bhabha), IIlan-
tas1 My (Chantal Mouffe) u Epnecro Jlaknay (Ernesto
Laclau), mefy apyrure. Ke ja mpounrare MoiuTBaTa IITO
ja Hay4uB OJ] HUB.

* % %

MHOTyMHHA COBpeMeHU KPUTHYapU U KOMEHTATOPH BO
IToncka ce Haji0a 3aTeKHATH IITO IO IIECHAECET TOAUHU
nmpeobpasba, MecTo crabuinusanyja U HaAIpeJOoK, IMOJ-
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Robert

Western Theories, Queer
Kulpa

Possibilities, Polish Reality.
Or, Do We Need
Queer Political Theory?

This is not a serious paper. I can already hear some of
the more “cautious” voices. And yes, they are right. This
is not a serious article. Nor anything that it is about. Af-
ter all, as the dandy extraordinaire, Oscar Wilde, source
and master (mistress?) of all-things-camp, said: (para-
phrasing) Life is too serious, to treat is seriously. Or at
least Susan Sontag claims it is one of his aphorisms.

Nor the Queer Theory is serious, nor grave. For many
academics, feminism, lesbian and gay studies, finally
queer studies are all “too ideological,” and do not belong
to proper academic household. It is just one perspective,
one epistemology. However, it is not the one I believe
in. And what I pray to, is the pantheon of divine Judith
Butler and Michel Foucault, Seyla Benhabib and Homi
Bhabha, Chantal Mouffe and Ernesto Laclau, among
others. And what you read is the prayer they taught me.

* K ¥

Many contemporary critics and commentators in Poland
noted with a surprise, that after sixteen years of transfor-
mation, rather than stabilising and progressing, Polish




Robert Kulpa Western Theories, Queer Possibilities, Polish Reality

CKOTO OIIITECTBO JKHMBee Ha paboT OJ] HEPBEH CJIOM.
Kako Toa?

Cemak, TEKCTOB HeMa 3a IleJl Ja OJITOBOPU Ha OBa
npamame. [Ipocto (mpocro?) caka s1a mobapa MOXKHH
OJICOBOPH MECTO J]a TIOHY/IX TOTOBH peleHuja. He camo
3aToa IITO OM OWJIO HEPEATUCTHYHO, TYKy U 3aIlTO OU
1 ce MPOTHBEJIO HA BU3HWjaTa 3a IMOJUTHUKOJIOTHjaTa W
yJioraTa Ha KBUP HAayYHUKOT KaKO IITO Ce 3aMHCJIEHU
BO TEKCTOB, KaKO M HA CUTE MOW aKaJeMCKH IPOEKTH.
[TonuTHuKOIOTHjaTa He € BpeskaHa BO KaMeH W Ce pas-
BHBA CO CO3HAjHUTE JOCTUTHYBama Of APYTH IHUCIIH-
mwinHU. CraThjaBa € camo YIITe eJleH IJlac BO OOHI0T
Jla TTOKa)ke Kako (BO MOIIMPOKA CMHCJIA) ,KyJITyPHOTO®
U ,,[IOJINTHYKOTO ce JiBe (07 MHOTYTe) JIUIIA Ha HaIllaTa
cTBapHOCT. bu cakanm ocobeHO J1a Haryiacam Jeka,
BO CyIITWMHA, HE CaMO INTO MOpa Ja ,pa3MHCIyBaMe
IUTYPTUCTHYKHU U MYJITHKYJITYPHO, TYKY M TaKa Jia ,,ce
onHecyBame”. Co ipyru 300pOBHU: He caMo IITO MOpa Jia
ce bopuMe 3a MPU3HABabE Ha IIOCTMOZEPHUOT ILTypaJIH-
3aM Ha KYJITYPH, UJIEHTUTETH, OIIITECTBEHH CTBAPHOC-
TH BO ITOJIUTUYKHUTE TEOPHja U yIIPaByBalbe - TYKY U HUE,
aKaZIeMHITMTEe, MOpa Jja T BKJIyYHMe BO HalllaTa MeTo/1a.
OBze rieaM Kako KBUP TeopHjaTa/uTe cTalyBa Ha CIie-
Ha ¥ MOJKe J1a 11 Ou/ie 01 110J13a Ha IIOJTUTUKOJIOTHjaTa. A
IToncka ke MU HOCITY>KH KaKO MOJEJT 32 IIOHATaMOIITHO
MIPOYYyBarbe.

Bomnpeuort,Igen—Cumnromu® ke rv BOBeIaM IPBUYHHUTE
pa3MuUC/IU U ke TH ONHIIAM UJIENTe U OYeKyBamaTa Ha
tekctoB. IToToa, Bo BTOpHOT ,II ;menm —/lujarHosa®, ke
ja IpuKa)kaM aHajM3aTa Ha COBpeMeHara cocTojba BO
IToncka. Ha kpaj, mimaHupam Jia ja 3aBpliam cTaThjaBa
co ,III nen — Jlek"“. MeryToa, Toa He € KpajoT Ha CAMUOT
TeKcT. buiejku KpaeBuTe ru cMeTaM 32 HOBH ITOYETOIIH,
OBOj MOj He3aBpIIleH TeKCT Tpeba /la € BOBen 3a Tele,
MWJT YATATEIY.

society lives at the verge of a nervous breakdown. How
did it happen?

The aim of this text is not too give and answer to this
question, however. It only (only?) wants to look for the
possible answers, rather than present straightforward
solutions. Not only because it would be unrealistic, but
also because it would be against the vision of political
science and against the role of queer academic, as they
are envisaged in this text, as much as across all my aca-
demic projects. Political science is not set in stone and
grows with the achievements of knowledge of other dis-
ciplines. This article is just another voice attempting to
show how (broadly defined) “cultural” and “political” are
two (of many) faces of reality we live by. What I would
like to insists here is, in particular, the fact that we not
only have to “think pluralism and multiculturalism,” but
we also have to “act it” this way. In other wards: not only
should we fight for recognition of post-modern pluralism
of cultures, identities, social realities in political theory
and governance — but also we, the academics, need to in-
corporate these in the method we do so. Here is the place
where I see queer theory/ies enter the scene and can be
useful for political studies discipline. And it is Poland to
serve me as the case study for further examination.

In the first “Part I - Symptoms” will introduce my pre-
liminary thoughts and describe ideas and expectations
for this text. Then, in the second “Part II — Diagnosis,”
I will present the analysis of the contemporary situation
in Poland. Finally, I plan to close this article with “Part
III — Prescription.” However, it is not the end of the text
itself. Since I consider endings to be always already new
beginnings, thus unfinished text of mine, should be the
opening for you, my dear reader.
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I pen - CumntTomu

[Ion Bpemu (John Breuilly), Bo BoBemor Ha Hayuu
u HayuoHaaudam (Nations and Nationalism) Ha Ep-
Hect ['etHep (Ernest Gellner), mummyBa aeka: ,,Kako
IITO MocovyBa ['esHep, TpaH3UIUUTE ce IMEPUOJ Ha
CYIITUHCKM KOHQJIMKT, KOra HEKOMMATUOWIHH [iej-
HOCTHU CH C€ CIIPOTHCTaBYBAaT, KOra JIyf'eTo ILIAHUPAaT
KOHKYPEHTHU 3aMUCJIU 32 HECUTYPHA UAHUHA. /lypH 110
HEKAKOB IIPOIlec Ha No/peayBame (peBosyiuja, pedop-
Ma, BOjHA) MOKe J1a ce jaBu HemmTo ctabmiHo® (Breuilly
2002, XIII). Moe 3By4Yd OUMIJIEAHO, aMa CEKOjIaT €
TI0JIE3HO Jla ce HaBeJe ,,0UUTJIeTHOCTA® 3a /1a ce YBUIU
OHA IITO BeKe He € TOJIKYy jacHO. [I3BaJIoOKOB IOApas-
Oupa mpomeHa, IpOIIeC, J€jCTBa ,HETUIIMYHU U CIIPO-
TUBHU Ha CEKOjAHeBHaTa cocrojb6a. Kako Bo Bpeme Ha
BOjHA, Kora ,,HeOOMYHOTO“ MpUBpeMeHO ce mnpudaka,
HO ,,CEKOj“ OYeKyBa HEITaTa /Jia ce BparaT BO ,,IPUPO/I-
Hara cocToj6a“ OTKaKo Ke 3aBpIu. bapameTo 3a Hewilio
ciiabu1HO KaKO HOPMAJTHO IOZApa3bupa 1 HU ce HaMeT-
HyBa Ha pa3HU HAYMHU, HO HAQJOUTHO, BO €JIeH MOIINPOK
OIIIITECTBEH OOJIMK HA BOCIpPHEMame, aHaIn3a 1 objac-
HyBambe Ha cTBapHOCTa. OTHOCHO, IIIUPYM aKa/IeMCKUTE
JIUCKypcy ¥ 00pa30BHUTE CUCTEMH WJIU OPraHU3aIHjaTa
Ha 3HaemeTo Bo HamuTe (Halu?) 3amnagHy OIIITECTBA.

Mumen ®yko Oellle eneH o7 MPBUTE KOM 3abeserxaa
JleKa 3HaemeTo e Mok (1980, 1998, 2000). Co ucnuty-
Balbe Ha Pa3JIMYHU IIPEJIMETH, TEMHU, IIPOOJIEMH, CEKOJ-
IaT uMaillle 3a IeJi 1a chaTh Kako JIyreTo ja pa3bupaar
U KaTeropu3upaar cBojaTa okoJuHa. be3 pasiuka gaam
craHyBa 300p 3a cekcyanaHocta (1980), tynunoro (1994),
kazHara (1995) win duiocodpujata (2002) per se - ce
HazieBaile (a 0Ba € ONTUMHCTUYKO TOJIKYyBambe Ha PyKo)
Jleka mToM caTUMe IITO IPAaBUMeE U KaKO CMe BO CBe-
TOT, K€ MOJKe Jla Ce CTPEMUME KOH I10/100ap, mocpekeH
»KUBOT. [IpocBeTHUTEICTBOTO, MO3UTUBU3MOT ¥ HUBHATA

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 6/No. 2/3/Summer 2007/Winter 2008

Part I - Symptoms

John Breuilly in his introduction to Ernest Gellner’s Na-
tions and Nationalism writes that: “[a]s Gellner recog-
nises, transitions are times of fundamental conflict, when
incompatible practices oppose one another, when people
project competing visions of an uncertain future. Only
after some sorting process (revolution, reform, warfare)
can something settled emerge” (Breuilly 2002, xliii). It
may sound obvious, but it is always useful to name the
“obviousness” in order to realise what is not so evident
any more. This fragment implies that change, process,
happening are not “typical” and opposed to the everyday
state of things. Like during the wartime, when “unusual”
is accepted temporarily, but “everyone’ expects things to
go back to “natural state” once it is finished. The invoca-
tion of something settled as normality is implied and im-
posed on us through various ways, but most importantly,
in a wider social mode of perceiving, analysing and ex-
plaining reality. That is, throughout academic discourses
and educational systems or the organisation of knowl-
edge in our (our?) Western societies.

It was Michel Foucault, who as one of the first noticed
that knowledge is the power (1980, 1998, 2000). Through
examination of various subjects, themes, problems, he
was always aiming at understanding the way people
think and categorise their environment. Whether it was
about sexuality (1998), madness (1994), punishment
(1995), or philosophy (2002) per se — he hoped (and it
is an optimistic reading of Foucault) that once we under-
stand what we do and how we are in the world, then it
will be possible to pursue better, happier life. Enlighten-
ment, Positivism, and their manifestation of the will to
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MaHHudecTallija Ha BoJIjaTa 32 3HAeHe 3a 3Haeme (Koja
IIPEOBJIaJlyBa BO HAIIHOT COBPEMEH >KHUBOT), IIPBIAT
BOBEJIEHU U BOCIIOCTaBeHHU (Ha 7eJsi0) BO 18 Bek, ce 3a-
smaraa 3a kateropusanuja (Crotts 1998, Kukla 2000).
Epata Ha pa3ymoT kaTeropusupariile Bo Tabesiu, PeI0BH,
BH/IOBH, ITOTCEME)CTBA, UMUbA, AePUHUINH, TOUMH. Ce
HaJieBaMe JieKa co KiacuduKalja CBETOT Ke T IMozpe-
JMe Ha pa3Oup/IUB HAUKH.

ITO3UTUBUCTUYKUTE KOPEHW HA ITOJIUTAYKATA MHMCIA
He ce pa3jInKyBaa BO BaKBUOT cTpeMexx. TeHaeHIjaTa,
KaKO M Kaj MHOIY APYTH jacHO aedUHHUPAHHU UCIIH-
IUITUHH, Oelle 71a ce 00jacHU CBETOT CaMO BO HETOBUTE
OJTHOCH U KJIacH, 0e3 /1a ce 3eMaT MPeABU/ APYTH TJIe/I-
HU TOUKH. VTy3ujaTa 3a caMOZOBOJIHOCT TH OZPXKyBallie
(1 ce yIiTe Tv OAPKYBa, HAKO HE CEKOTalll) TPAHHUI[UTE
jacHO HCI[PTaHU, a HEJOCTUTOT Ha OTBOPEHOCT KOH HO-
BUHU HAJBOP OF] AWCHUILIMHATA OJEIlle BO IIAKET CO
HEJIOCTUTOT Ha >kejba Ja ce KOMYHUIIUpa IPEKy THe
rpanuiy. Ce 3a0esieskyBa KOra ce CJIeryBa O/f OTIIITUTE/
dunocodckute npaimama 3a, a peuemMe, AeMOKpaTHja,
KOH TOKOHKDPETHHUTE U ITOOIMIITECTBEHH IMPOOJIEMU Ha
JIp>KaBjaHCTBOTO MJIM TpaH3uIjaTa. Ha mpumep, MHOTY
TeOpUH 3a Ipeobpaszbarta Ha LleHTpanna u Mcrouna EB-
pona ox 1989 roguHa (Kako ,,TeopHjaTa 3a peBoIyIHja“
Ha Tlonacron (Goldstone 1994) u Ckokmos (Skocpol
1979), ,TpPaH3UIMCKaTa Teopuja“ WJIH ,TeopHjaTa Ha
eJIUTU") KaKO IPEMHOTY JIECHO /ia 3abopaBHja JieKa BO
OHa IIITO 3aIl0YHA BO 1989 rofuHa He cTaHyBalie 360D
caMoO 3a TOJMTHYKH CHCTEMH U BJIAJ€jauKyd MOJIEJIH,
TYKY IIPBEHCTBEHO 3a II€JI0 €JHO OIIITECTBO KOE YKUBEE
BO HCTHUTE, U 32 KyJTyPUTE OPraHU3MPaHU CIIOPE THE
MOZIEJIH, IPEHEeCEHN KaKO MOJUTHYKH opraHusam. [1o
IIpeJ] cCaMO HEKOJIKY TOMHU ITO3UTUBUCTHYKHUTE TIOJIH-
TUKOJIO3H KaKo J1a 3a00paBaa JieKa OJIMTHIKATa OPTaHHt-
3aIlyja € HAUMHOT Ha KOj JIy['eTO ce CUCTeMaTH3HpaaT U
u3pas3yBaar BO CBETOT. J[eka craHyBa 300p 3a TOa KaKO
OIIIIITECTBOTO CE CIIPaByBa CO CTBapHOCTA. ,IlomuTuka“,

know, (the one that dominates our contemporary life),
first introduced and settled (in deed) in the 18™ century,
was about categorisation (Crotty 1998, Kukla 2000). En-
lighten age of reason categorised in tables, rows, species,
sub-families, names, definitions, concepts. By classifica-
tion we hope to order the world in an understandable
way.

The positivist origins of the political though were no dif-
ferent in this pursuit. The tendency, as of many other
clear-cut disciplines, was to explain the world only in
its own terms and classes, with no regard to other per-
spectives. The mirage of self-sufficiency kept (and still is,
although not always) the boundaries distinct, where the
lack of openness for novelty from outside of the disci-
pline went in hand with the lack of wish to communicate
over boundaries. It may be observed when descending
from general/philosophical questions of e.g. democracy,
into more precise and society-grounded problems of
citizenship or transition. For example, many theories of
1989 transformation in Central and Eastern Europe (e.g.
Goldstone 1994 and Skocpol 1979, “revolution theory”,
“transition theory” or “elites theory”), seem somehow
too easily forget that what started in 1989 was not only
about political systems and governing models, but also
and first of all, about whole society living under those,
and about cultures organised accordingly to those mod-
els, conveyed as political organism. Until only couple of
years ago, the positivist political scientists appeared to
forget that political organisation is the way people sys-
tematise and express themselves in the world. It is about
how society copes with reality. “Politics,” “democracy,”
“totalitarianism,” etc. — these terms are not artificial,
self-reflective modes, distinguished from social reality
and cultural performance. Good example of the discus-
sion over citizenship, and this insufficiency, can be found
in Seyla Benhabib’s The Claims of Culture:
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~JAE€MOKpaTuja“, ,ToTaJinTapu3am", UTH. - BAKBUTE U3pa-
3H He Ce BEIITaYKH, UHTPOCIEKTHBHHU CPEJICTBA OJ[BOEHU
OJ1 OTIITECTBEHATA CTBAPHOCT M KYJITypHAaTa H3Be0Aa.
Jlobap mpuMep 3a pacmpaBaTa 3a Jp>KaBjaHCTBOTO H
BaKBaTa HEJIOBOJTHOCT MOJKe Jla ce Hajae Bo bapawaitia
Ha xyataypaita (The Claims of Culture) na Cejna ben-
Xabub:

(...) IToumoT u JejHOCTA APKABJAaHCTBO BO TOJIEMa Mepa Cce
aHaJM3upaa OJ HOPMATHBHA TJiefHA TOouka (...). OGUYHO
e/IHA CTpaHa - MPUBWJIETHjaTa Ha MMOJUTHUYKA MPUIATHOCT
- € BO TNpefleH IUIaH. BakBara HOpPMAaTHBHA PpACIIpaBa,
MPBEHCTBEHO 332 0OBPCKUTE HA JIEMOKPATCKOTO TparaHCTBO
¥ ZIEMOKPATCKAaTa TEOPH]ja, Ce BOAM BO COIHOJIOIIKH BAKYyM.
[Monutnukure (mrocobu He o6pHANIE MHOTY BHHUMAHHE
HA [PJKaBjaHCTBOTO KAaKO COIMOJIONIKA KaTeropuja u
COITMOJIONIKA JIEJHOCT KOja HU HAMETHYBA CJIOXKEHH
OPUBIJIETMM ¥ [OJKHOCTH, OBJIACTYBarba M OOBPCKH.
[Monutnukara pumocoduja v MOJTUTHIKATA COIMOIIOTH]a HA
ZpKaBjaHCTBOTO ce pa3muHaa (Benhabib 2002, 160).

Mefyroa, Kako IITO HABEIOB BO IIOUYETHHOT IIACyC,
€CEHIMjATUCTUIKUTE U IO3UTUBUCTHYKUTE CTABOBU
BeKe He IPeOBJIayBaatr Bo 00JacTa Ha MOJTUTHKOJIOTH-
jara. OTTyKa, cTraTHjaBa € camo IITUpEehe Ha BeKe II0CTOj-
HUTe HUIIKU U ce KOHIIEHTPUpA HA MPAIIAETO: KaKo
HUe, KBUD aKaJIeMHUIIUTe, /]a IPOTypKaMe 3aMUCITU 3a
norosieMa ¢JeKCUOHUITHOCT U HeCTaOMITHOCT, T0/1a00KO,
BO CpIIeBHHATa HA IOJUTUYKUTE Hayku. CiydajoT co
IMTosncka mozxke J1a 6use 106ap mpuMep BO MIPUJIOT HA MO-
jarta 3amuciia. HuTy effHa o7 MOCTOjHUTE TEOPUH 34 IIpe-
obpazbaTa He MOKe Jila 00jacHU IITO Ce CIydyBalle BO
IMToscka ox 1989 ropuHa 7|0 JIeHEC; HUTY TO OIHIILyBaaT
IIPOIIeCOT HA Mpeobpasba, HUTY IEeMOKPATCKUTE MoJie-
JId, Ip>KaBjaHCTBOTO, yJIoraTa Ha ApiKaBaTa, HaIlMjaTa,
TpasuIjaTta u coppeMeHocta. OAroBopoT KOj ro mpes-
JlaraM e Jieka rojieM JieJI Of] MHCTPYMEHTHUTE Ha I0JIH-
THUKOJIOTHjaTa ce POJIeHH Ha 3amaj, IOTeKHyBaaT oOff
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(...) The concept and practise of citizenship was analysed
largely from a normative perspective (...). Usually one as-
pect — the privileges of political membership — was in the
foreground. This normative discussion, primary about the
duties of democratic citizenship and democratic theory,
was carried out in a sociological vacuum. Political philoso-
phers paid little attention to citizenship as sociological cat-
egory and as a social practise that inserts us into complex
privileges and duties, entitlements and obligations. Political
philosophy and political sociology of citizenship went their
separate ways (Benhabib 2002, 160).

However, as I have written in the opening paragraph,
the essentials and positivist attitudes are no longer pre-
dominant in the field of political science. Therefore, this
article is also only the proliferation of already existing
strands, and is focusing on the question: how can we,
queer academics, put forward ideas of greater flexibility
and un-stability, further down, into the hear of political
sciences. The case of Poland may a good example sup-
porting my idea. None of the presented theories of trans-
formation can explain what happened in Poland between
1989 and present day; neither describe the transform-
ing process nor democracy models, citizenship, role of
the state, nation, tradition, and modernity. The answer
I suggest is that much of the political science apparatus
was born in the West, stems from the West, and remains
West-oriented. Even thou it claims to be open for the
experiences of “The Otherness,” adopting their points
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3amazoT U OCTaHyBaaT 3amajHO OpPHEHTHpaHH. Mako
TBP/IAT JIeKa Ce OTBOPEHH KOH JI0’KHBYBamara Ha ,,J{py-
rocra“, ieka rv npudakaaT HUBHUTE TJIEINIITA, CE YIITe
IPEeTCTaByBaaT ,3alajiHa MOJUTHYKA TeopHja“ 3amac-
KHpaHa BO ,yHHUBep3ayHa Teopuja”. Bur Kumuka (Will
Kymlicka) oTBopeHo Besu:

3amajgHaTa MOJIUTHYKA TPAJUIM)ja, 32 UYA0, MOJTIH OKOJIY
OBHE TIpaliama [3a MyJaTUKyATypaiu3MoT]. IloBekero
OpraHM3UpPAaHU IMOJUTHYKKA B3a€HUIM BO I[O3HATaTa
ucropuja O6wmiae wmyatueTHHYKH (...). Cemak, MOBEKETO
3aIa/IHU TOJINTUYKH TEOPETHYAPHU PAbOTAT CO UJleaTU3UPaAH
MO/IeJ1 Ha IIOJIHC BO KOj COTparaHuTe Ce Of] UCTO IMOTEKJIO,
360pyBaar HMCT ja3uik M HeryBaar mcra Kyatypa (Kymlicka

1995, 2).

Bu ce 3ampamase: kakBa Bpcka mMma oBa co IToscka?
OxroBopor e cinenauoB: Ilosicka e HazgBOp o 3amasoT
KOJIKy 1ITo He e Hu Ha Mcrokor. (Ke ce maBpatam Ha
nojsies1baBa MO0y BO TeKcToT.) Taka, BJiasiejaukuTe
(3amaiHyM) MOJIUTUYKY PA3MHUCIIH 32 [TOJICKATa COCTOj6a
3aJJ0JDKUTETHO Ke ToTdpJiart, Ouiejku MoTeKHyBaaT Of
IIOMHAKOB KOHTEKCT M He MOJKAT JIOBOJIHO Jia ja pa3be-
par. Meryroa, Mopa /ia ce IOjacHH U JieKa ,JIOKaJTHUTe"
IIOJICKU TPAJUIIMOHAIHYU TJIEANINTA 32 CIenudUIHOCTa
Ha [lonjanure BO €BPOIICKM KOHTEKCT C€ HEIOBOJIHHU.
TpagunrioHasHATA [T0JICKA JIOTHKA, KATETOPUH U PACY/Ly-
Bama BeKe He BaXkat, beckopucHu ce. I1ITo 3Ha4n Toa BO
KOHTEKCT Ha IPETXOJHO ITOCOYEHUTE I[eJIM HA CTaTHU-
jasa?

II len - injarHo3a: YyaHoTo HewTo HapeyeHo Moncka

OTkako ja NpeTcTaBHUB CBOjaTa IJIABHA 3aMMCJIA, CEra
Ha peJi e Hej3MHA MONoAPOoOHA WiycTpanuja. 3anaHu-
OT JTNOEepaTHO-IEMOKPATCKU MOJIEJI CHJIHO Ce MOTIIHpPa
Bp3 JII/I6epaJIHI/IOT IIOMM Ha OIIIITEeCTBEH Aa0roBOp.

of view, it is still a “Western Political Theory” disguis-
ing itself into a “Universal Theory.” Will Kymlicka puts it
straightforward:

The Western political tradition has been surprisingly silent
on these [multiculturalism] issues. Most organised political
communities throughout recorded history have been mul-
tiethnic (...). Yet most Western political theorists have op-
erated with an idealised model of the polis in which fellow
citizens share a common descent, language, and culture
(Kymlicka 1995, 2).

One may ask: how it applies to Poland? The answer is:
because Poland is from outside the West, as much as it
is not within the East. (I will return to this division in
due text). Thus dominating (Western) political consid-
erations of Polish situation must fail, as these are drawn
from a different context, therefore cannot adequately un-
derstand it. However, it should also be made clear, that
“local” Polish traditional perspectives on the specificity
of Polishes in the European context are insufficient. The
traditional Polish logic, categories, and reasoning are no
longer valid, nor useful. What does it meant in the con-
text of previously identified purposes of this article?

Part II - Diagnosis: A Queer Thing Called Poland

Having introduced the main idea, let’s now turn to its
more detailed exemplification. Western liberal demo-
cratic model relies heavily on the liberal notion of social
contract. One of its embodiments is the “deliberative de-
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EnHO HEroBo OTEJOTBOpeHHE € ,/1eTMOEePaTHBHUOT
MoOZieJT Ha JIeMOKpaTuja“ M IIOOIIITaTa JIUOEepaIHo-
KOMYHHUTapHUCTUYKA pacipasa (kpaTok mperses Bo Hey-
wood 2003, 2007).

Hejsun Musnep (David Miller), koj ja 3a3ema gecHata
CTpaHa o pacmpaBara, ©Ma rojieMa oBepba BO Jieu-
Gepanmjara.

TBpAEmETO ce 3acHOBAa HA JE€MOKDPATCKOTO OJIJIydyBarbe,
M03HATO IO/ UMETO ,JeaubepaTuBHA JieMoKpaTuja“. Enen
JIEMOKPATCKH CHUCTEM € JIeTnbepaTUBEH KOora OZIYKUTE KOU
T'H HOCH O/Ipa3yBaaT OTBOPEHA paclpaBa Mely yUeCHUIIUTE,
CO TOJTOTBEHOCT Ha JIyfeTO Jla TU COCIyIIaaT Tyfure
CTaBOBH U JIa TH 3e€MarT MPEJBU/ TyIUTe UHTEPECH U BO Taa
Hacoka Zia T BHAOU3MeEHAT COIICTBEHUTe Mucjema. (...) Bo
JennbepaTrBHATA IEMOKPATHja, KOHEUHATA O/ITyKa MOJKE /1A
He e coceMa eJTHOTJIacHa, HO Tpeba /ia IpeTcTaByBa IIpaBeaHa
paMHOTeKa Mely pa3JTUYHUTE CTABOBU U3Pa3eHU BO TEKOT
Ha JIUCKycHjaTa 3a Jia Ouzie npusHaeHa 3a MepoaHa (Miller
2000, 3).

JennbepaTHBHUOT MO/IEJI HA IEMOKpPATHja ce 3aCHOBA Ha
(sracxkHaTa?) BepOa BO BOJIjaTa Ha JIyf'eTo Jja IUCKYTHPAAT
U J1a JIOHEeCAT 3aKJIyY0K BO MMe Ha 3aeJHUYKATA IIPaB/a.
HejsuHuTe MO3UTUBUCTUYKHI KOPEHH BO ,TeopHjaTa 3a
omrectBeH moropop“ Ha K. K. Pyco (J. J. Rousseau)
u II. Jlox (J. Locke) ce mHory oumryiennu. Y coBpe-
MEHHUTe JINOEPTHN MUCIUTEIN TO cCMeTaar Aennbdepa-
TUBHHUOT Mo/ieJ1 32 MoxkeH. Cejyia Benxabub, ncrakHaTta
HayYHHUYKa BO 00J1acTa HA ITOCTKOJIOHUjaTHATA TEOPH]a,
uzjaByBa: ,CMeTaM JieKa oJf IJIeZlHa TOUKA Ha Jennbepa-
THBHATA JIEMOKpaTHja Mopa Jia co37[aBaMe HHCTUTYIINU
BO KOHW WIEHOBHUTE Ha OBUE [MaJI[WMHCKU] 3aeJHUIN
MOJKaT JIa paclipaBaar 3a | /ia ja IoroBapaar uJHUHATA
Ha CBOUTE ycJIoBH 3a kuBOT" (Benhabib 2002, 185).

KOJIKy " a CyM OIITUMHUCT, HE MOXK€E 1da HE CE€ I10A3aMHUC-
JIaM: IIITO aKO AeJI O OIIIITECTBEHHUTE U IIOJIUTHYKUTE
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mocracy model” and more general liberal — communi-
tarian debate (for overview, see Heywood 2003, 2007).

David Miller, placing himself on the right side of a dis-
cussion, puts into deliberacy much trust.

The argument relies upon democratic decision-making that
has come to be called “deliberative democracy.” A democrat-
ic system is deliberative to the extent that the decisions it
reaches reflect open discussion among the participants, with
people ready to listen to the views and consider the interests
of others, and modify their own opinions accordingly. (...)
In deliberative democracy, the final decision taken may not
be wholly consensual, but it should represent a fair balance
between the different views expressed in the course of the
discussion, and to the extent recognise the decision as legiti-
mate (Miller 2000, 3).

Deliberative model of democracy is funded on a (false?)
confidence into people’s will to discuss and reach conclu-
sion in the name of a common justice. Its positivist roots
in J.J. Rousseau and J. Locke’s “Social Contract Theory”
are evident here. Also contemporary liberal thinkers
consider deliberative model possible. Seyla Benhabib, a
prominent scholar from-within the post-colonial area of
scholarship states: “I think that from the standpoint of
deliberative democracy, we need to create institutions
through which members of these communities [minori-
ties] can negotiate and debate the future of their own
conditions of existence” (Benhabib 2002, 185).

However optimistic, I cannot stop but think what if some
of the social and political actors (or, indeed, huge ma-
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akTepu (WM, IypW, MHO3WHATa) He ce MOATOTBEHH Ja
pasroBapaar, TyKy Ce TOJIKYy IOHEIOKOJIEOJIMBU KOJIKY
IIITO MPOTUBHUKOT 3aCTallyBa IOMHAKBY CTaBOBU? BakoB
e ciry4dajor co Ilosicka, Bo Koja JieJ1 o1 TJIaBHUTE IeHTPaJI-
HO-/IECHUYapPCKH ITOJIUTUYKHU aKTepH (,3aKOH U ImpaB/a‘“
Ha OpakaTa Kaxkuncku (Kaczynski), ,JIurata Ha mMOJICKH
cemejcrBa”“ Ha Poman [jeptuu (Roman Giertych) u ,,Ca-
Moonbopana“ Ha AH/kej Jlenep (Andrzej Lepper) - Tpute
MapTHH BO COCTaB HA BJIacTa 2005-2007) oTdpaar ce
IITO He BJIETYBa BO HMBHATAa BU3Hja 3a OIIITECTBOTO,
,KOja e eIMHCTBeHaTa HcupaBHa“. Mefyroa, HU JiHbe-
paJINTe HU COIMjAJICTUTE HE CE MHOTY IIOMHAKBU - U THE
I TOTAJIU3UPAAT CBOUTE TJIEUINTA KAKO €UHCTBEHO
HCIIPABHU.

OcBeH T0a, 1eTnOepaTUBHUOT MO/ TOo/ipa3brpa u ieka
MaJIIIMHCTBATA KaKO OIIITECTBEHN aKTEPH CaKaaT /ja 3e-
MarT y4ecTBO BO JIEMOKpATHjaTa; MOTPEOHO € CO3/IaBarbe
OCHOBHH YCJIOBH BO KOU O UTpaJie MOTIIOJIHO OJTOBOPHA
yJiora Bo ieMoKpaTckuoT nporec (Benhabib 2002, 164-
5). Ho, mTo ako rparaHCKOTO OIIIIITECTBO € CJIab0 WK
,HermocToeuko“ (kako Bo Ilojicka) W MaJIIUHCTBATa He
MOJKaT J]a Ce U3pasar Ha J0Cc/Ie/IeH, MOOUIU3UPAH U Op-
raHU3UpaH HAYWH, Ia peYeMe: /ia ce IIPEeMeCTar O] KyJI-
TYPHU Ha MOJTUTUYKH TO3UIUN?

AKo “Ma IITO Z]a ce HAYYU Of] OBUE JIBE IIPAlllamha, TOA
O6u OmI0 Jeka pacmpaBaTa OKOJIy JIMOepasiHO-KOMY-
HUTapHUTE MOJIEJIU MOXKE J]a Ce OJ[BUBA CaMO OTKAaKO
JIeMOKpaTHjaTa JIOBOJIHO Ke co3pee 3a Jla TH Pa3JIHKYy-
Ba. I[IpenycioB e morpebaTa ox HampezHa JuOepasiHa
JleMOKpaTHja ITo OW ja Bojieyia JHMCKycHjaTa 3a Koja
O6w1io o oBHE MOJUTUYKU no3unuu. Ilojicka Hema
HUTY ,HaIpeneH" HUTY ,JinbepayieH HUTY ,JeMOKpaT-
CKU“ TOJIUTUYKYU CUCTeM (AKO 3alaJiHUTE JIeMOKPATHI
ce BPBHUTE IIPUMeEpH, IIITO Ce HABECTYyBa BO pasrviefia-
HUTe Teopun). IlapsaMeHTapHUTE U IIPETCENATETICKUTE

jority of them) are not willing to discuss, embracing the
more reluctant attitudes, the more opponent differs in
their views? This is the case of Poland, where some of
the dominant political actors of centre-right provenance
(Kaczynski brothers’ “Law and Justice,” Roman Gier-
tych’s “League of Polish Families” and Andrzej Lepper’s
“Selfdefence” — all three parties formed 2005-2007 gov-
ernment) reject anything that is not in accordance with
their vision of society, “which is the only rightful one”.
However, liberals and socialists do not differ significant-
ly — they also tend to totalise their view as the only cor-
rect ones.

Moreover, deliberative model also assumes that minori-
ties, as social actors, are ready to take partin the democra-
cy; what is needed, is the creation of the basic conditions
from which within which they can play fully responsible
role in the democratic process (Benhabib 2002, 164-5).
But what if the civil society is weak or “non-existent” (as
in Poland) and minorities are not ready to express them-
selves in a coherent, mobilised and organised ways, so to
speak: move from cultural onto political positions?

If there is anything to learn for those to questions, it has
to be that discussion over liberal-communitarian mod-
els can only happen once democracy is mature enough
to clarify those two. The prerequisite is the necessity of
advanced liberal democracy to lead discussion about
any of these political positions. Poland has neither “ad-
vanced,” nor “liberal,” nor “democratic” political system
(if Western democracies are the ultimate examples, what
is implicitly present in the discussed theories). The par-
liamentary and presidential elections in 2005 showed
that Poland did not manage to cope with modernism,
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1300pH BO 2005 rofiiHa MMOKakaa sieka Ilojicka He yc-
[I€Ba /1a Ce CIPaBH CO MOJEPHHU3MOT, ILIyPaTU3MOT
¥ IPOIIECOT Ha Pa3JIUKyBamhe BO COBPEMEHUOT CBET.
[TostMTHKOIOTHjaTa € MPEMHOrY 3alla{H0 HacouyeHa 3a
Jla YBUZIU JieKa ,[s1]ubepasHata memokpatuja (...) He e
[IpHMEeHa Ha JIEMOKPATCKUOT MOJIE] BO €/IeH IMOIIHPOK
KOHTEKCT, KaKO IITO CMeTaaT HeKOH; cdaTeHa KakKo
pedcum, Taa noApazbrupa CUMOOINYKO IOIPEAyBaAbe Ha
OIIIIITECTBEHUTE OJTHOCH M € MHOTY ITOBeKke 01 caMo ‘06-
JIUK Ha Biaageeme’™ (Mouffe 1996, 245).

On apyra cTpaHa, MmakK, 0CTOjaT U MOJICKHU TJIEIUIIITA 32
crernuduyHaTa MecTonosioxkba Ha IToscka Bo EBpona u
BO cBeTOT. THe ro rpajiat mOMMOT KOj OBJIe Ke IO Hapeyam
,TPAIITHOHATHA TI0JICKA TapaurMa/ uaeHTUTeT .

Axo ja pasryename obJiacta Ha HAI[MOHATHUTE HWJI€H-
TUTEeTU BO KOHTeKCT Ha IlenTpanna u Mcrouna Espomna,
OILyCOT JIUTEPATypa KOjalllTO ce 3aHMMaBa CO PETMOHOB
JestyBa obemeH u 3agoBosiuTesieH (Ichijo 2005, 3a ommr
nperyien). MHOTYOpOjHH ce U KOHIIENTyaJIM3aIl[UUTe Ha
MIOJICKHOT uieHTuTeT (Ha mpumep, Nycz 2002, Auer
2004, Romaniszyn 2005 u mHory apyru). Mako pazHu
aBTOPY KOU TM aHAJIM3Upaar mpobJeMHTe OKOJIy Ha-
MOHAJIHUOT UAeHTuTeT BO IloJicka ce KOHIleHTpUpaaT
Ha PasjMYHU acIlleKTH, MOXKe Jja ce MOoCcoYaT HEKOJIKY
KJIYyYHU HPTH KOU Ce jaByBaaT BO IIOBEKETO TPY/IOBH.
OBue netr dakToOpu He IpeTeHAUupaaT Aa odopMar Iie-
JIOCEH WJIM KOHEUEeH CIUCOK KapaKTEPUCTUKH - TIPETCTA-
ByBaaT caMO BpeMeHa ollepalioHaIn3aIija Ha UHAKY
HejacHaTa (a MO’Ke J[ypH M HEIOCTOeUYKa) KaTeropuja
,IIOJICKY HallMOHAJIEH UIEHTHUTET .

Toa 6u 6ue:

e CwiIHO TpPHCYCTBO Ha pejurhjaTa, 0co0eHO Ha
Karosmukara 1mipksa (Chrypinski 1989, Romaniszyn
2005),

e MaynumTBo u kptBa (Janion 2000, Zielinski
2002),
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pluralism, and contemporary’s world process of differ-
entiation. Political science is far too much West-centred
to recognise that “[l]iberal democracy (...) is not the ap-
plication of the democratic model to a wider context, as
some would have it; understood as regime, it concerns
the symbolic ordering of social relations and is much
more than a mere ‘form of government™ (Mouffe 1996,

245).

On the other side, there are also Polish perspectives on
the uniqueness of Polish situatedness in Europe and
world. They form the concept of what I will call here the
“Traditional Polish Paradigm/Identity.”

When looking at the field of national identities in the
context of Central and Eastern Europe, the amount of
literature dealing with this region presents itself as rich
and satisfying (see Ichijo 2005 for general overview).
Also conceptualisations on Polish national identity are
numerous (e.g. Nycz 2002, Auer 2004, Romaniszyn
2005, toname a few). Although various authors analysing
problems surrounding national identity in Poland focus
on slightly different aspects, it is possible to identify
certain core features, which appear in a vast majority of
these contributions. These five factors do not pretend
to form a complete or final list of features — it is just a
temporal operationalisation of the otherwise vague (and
even possibly non-existing) category of “Polish national
identity.”

These would be:
e the strong presence of religion, and especially Catho-
lic Church (Chrypinski 1989, Romaniszyn 2005),

e martyrdom and victimhood (Janion 2000, Zielinski
2002),
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e MynTHETHUYKO OMIITECTBO mpen IIpBara cBeTcka
BOjHaU €UHCTBEHA, DEUNCH MOHOJIUTHA IPUITATHOCT
o Bropara cBercka Bojua (Romaniszyn 2005),

e Opnocurte co EBpenrte; u co Pycure u I'epmannure
(Auer 2004, Zubrzycki 2007),

e  EKCKJIy3MOHUCTHYKH KapaKTeP Pa3ropeH 0/ UyBCTBO
Ha WH(GEPHUOPHOCT, OJTHOCHO HA/JMOK, KOH COCE[-
uute 3emju (I'epmanuja, ogHocHo Pycwja) (Lipski
1990, Szrett 1990, Nycz 2002),

e On IOHOBO BpeMe: KpH3a Ha BPEJHOCTUTE BO TEKOT
Ha mpeobOpasbaTa 1mo 1989 roguHa U Bae30T Bo EY
(Auer 2004, Krzeminski 2001, Kramer 2005), u

e UckiyunBO xeTepocekcyasiHa AWMEH3Hja Ha Ha-
nuoHasHUTe yinoru (Sypniewski and Warkocki
2004, Mizielinska 2006, Uminiska 2006).

[Tomosy ke HaBe/laM JieKa PBUTE YETHPH €JIEMEHTH, KON
MOJKe /1a TH CMeTaMe 3a OCHOBHU IIOPA/IH IPOIIECUTE Ha
JleMoKparu3anuja mro ormouynaa Bo Ilosicka mo 1989
TO/IMHA, He ja 03HAYyBaaT UCTATa CTBAPHOCT, 114 TAKa THe
eJIeMeHTH MOpa I10/171a00K0 1 IOTEMEJTHO J1a ce 0OMUCIaT
U Jia ce mouMaaT. HUBHOTO 3HauUeme He € BO TOa JIeKa ,,ce
BOKHU", TYKYy HAIIPOTHUB, BO TOA /IeKa ja U3ryOuIe cCBojaTa
BaYKHOCT BO ,HOBaBa“ JIEMOKPATCKA CTBAPHOCT WJIH, BO
CTPYKTYPIMCTUYKU TEPMUHH, CAMOOJTNUKHITE 3HAUEHHA
I'M 3aryOuiie CBOWTE CTBApHM 3HAIM. Mako He MOKe
HETIOCPE/THO J1a ce IPUMEHAT, C€ YIIITe ce BO ONTEK U ja
IpajilaT OCHOBATa Ha KOH3EPBATHBUCTUUKUTE JUCKYPCH.
Merytoa, buzejku Tve GaKTOpPU ce MOTHHUpPAAT HA MU-
HATO KOe KOHEUHO Oellle MpeKnHATO U YKUHATO BO 1989
roguHa (IIOBTOPHO JIa ja HAarjlacUMe IPETIOCTaBKaTa
JleKa TIPETKOMYHUCTHIKUTE U KOMYHUCTHYKUTE BPEMHU-
1a He Ce PA3JINKyBaJle BO IPAJIEHEeTO HA HAITMOHATHHAOT

e multi-ethnic society before first world war, between
wars, and single, almost monolithic ethnicity after
WWII (Romaniszyn 2005),

¢ relations with Jews; and with Russians and Germans
(Auer 2004, Zubrzycki 2007),

e exclusionist character fuelled with sense of inferiority
and superiority to neighbour countries (Germany
and Russia respectively) (Lipski 1990, Szrett 1990,
Nycz 2002),

e most recently: crisis of values during post-1989
transformation and EU accession (Auer 2004,
Krzeminski 2001, Kramer 2005), and

e exclusively heterosexual dimension of national roles
(Sypniewski and Warkocki 2004, Mizielinska 2006,
Uminska 2006).

Below I will suggest that the first four elements, which
may be seen as foundational, thanks to the processes of
democratisation Poland started after 1989, do not denote
the same reality, thus, those elements need to be deeply
and thoroughly re-thought and re-conceptualised. Their
importance lays not in the fact that “they are important,”
but conversely, in the fact that they have lost their
significance in this “new,” democratic reality, Or in the
structuralist language, symbolic significant lost their
real signifiers. Although non-applicable directly, they
are still circulating and form the base for conservative-
oriented discourses. However, because those factors rely
on past which was finally discontinued and abolished in
1989 (underlying again the presumption that pre- and
communist times did not differ in the construction of
national identity), one can nowadays find political and
social life in a queer blur of mismatched idea(lism)s.
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UZIEHTUTET), JileHeC MOXKE Jla Ce MPOHAje MOJTUTUYKU
¥ OIIIITECTBEH KUBOT BO €JI€H Yy/ieH 00JIaK 01 HEKOM-
natubwinu une(anmusm)u. OTTyKa, IPBUOT YEKOP KOH
moo6po cakame HA OOUAUTE MeTy TUTyPAUTUCTHIKUTE
¥ KOMYHUTAPUCTUUYKHUTE Huzeosoruu Bo Ilojicka e aa
ce YBU/H JIeKa, UAKO MPEAMETOT HA MHTEPEC € UCTUOT
3a obere (XOMOCeKCyayslHOCT, IUTypanu3am, EY, uTH.),
mouMamaTa Ha BTOpaTa ce coceMa MOWHAKBH, CO IIITO
JlaBaaT OIIIIT BIIEYATOK 3a HEJOCTUT Ha KOMYHHUKAIH]ja
Mely CIIPOTHUCTaBeHUTEe CTpaHW. HaBHCTHHA, BO MHOTY
cJlydar TOKMY ,,pa3JIMYHUOT jJa3UK" KOj TO KOPUCTH Cce-
KOja O7f HUB T OHEBO3MOJKYBaaT [UjaJIOTOT U JUCKY-
cujata. OBa 0COOEHO € jacHO Kora Ke ce 3eMaT IPeABH/
CKOPEIIIHUTE pPaCIpaBU 3a BPEJHOCTUTE U HABOJHUOT
cyup moMery moyickute (KOMyHUTAPHH) U €BPOIICKUTE
(tubepanuu) (Krzeminski 2001, 64).

PeauzuosHocilia ce morMallle Kako Kajiall 3a MOPaJioT U
€THKATa BO CEKOjAHEBHUOT KMBOT, HO H KaKO (DaKkTOp K-
PEKTHO BKJIyYEH BO IIOMMOT ITOJICKHM HAI[MOHAJIEH UIEH-
tuteT (Chrypinski 1989, 241). Ha Hea ce moBHKa €JieH off
[IpaTeHHUIIUTE O mapTHjaTa JIrra Ha IOJICKA CEME]jCTBa,
KOTa To CIIOMeHAa XPHUCTHjaHCKUOT (KaTOJUYKUOT) KPCT
BO €JIeH CBOj TOBOp BO cobpanueTo (mapadpaszupam):
camo 1o/ 0Boj 3Hak ITomjakot e ITosjak, a ITosicka Moske
na 6uge ITosicka. M BepckuTe HHCTUTYIIUY IIOMOTHAa /ia
ce IpeHecaT APYTH KYJTyPHH BPEIHOCTH HU3 BPEMETO
U IIPOCTOPOT, KaKO ja3MKOT MM OOMYauTe U HABUKUTE,
KOM YeCTOIaTH He MOKea Jia ce IIMpaT Ha APYr HauuH
OCBEH IIpeKy OuTHaTa HezaBHCHOCT Ha KaTosimukara
1pkBa (Auer 2004, 68-70).

Merytoa, nenec Ilosjarure Beke He ja cMeTaaT pe-
JIUTHjaTa 3a Haj3HaAuajHAa BO HUBOTO CEKOjHEBUE.
,COITMOJIONIKATa aHau3a Ha IOJICKaTa PEJIUTHO3HOCT
MTOKa’KyBa Jieka rojieM 6poj ITostjamu ce ceJIeKTUBHU KOH
BEPCKUTE BUCTHHU U ydera. [IoBpeMeHUTe CIEKTaKy-
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Therefore, the first step to the better understanding
of endeavours between pluralist and communitarian
ideologies in Poland is to realise that although the
object of interests is the same for both (homosexuality,
pluralism, the EU, etc.), conceptualisations of the latter
are completely different, thereby producing the common
impression of a lack of communication between
opponents. Indeed, in most cases it is exactly “a different
language” used by each side that disables dialogue and
discussion. This is especially clear when considering
recent discussions over values, and supposedly clashes
of Polish (communitarian) and European (liberal) ones
(Krzeminski 2001, 64).

Religiousness used to be perceived as shaping the mor-
als and ethics of everyday life, but also as a factor directly
incorporated into the notion of Polish national identity
(Chrypinski 1989, 241). It was reflected by one of the
League of Polish Families Party MPs, when he referred
to the Christian (Catholic) cross during his speech in the
parliament (paraphrasing): only under this sign, a Pole
was the Pole, and Poland could be Poland. Religious in-
stitutions also helped to transmit other cultural values
over time and space, such as language or customs and
habits, which often could not find other way of being
spread as through relevant independence of the Catholic
Church (Auer 2004, 68-70).

Today, however, Poles no longer perceive religion as
the most important in their everyday life. “Sociological
analysis of Polish religiousness show that great amount
of Poles treat religious truths and teachings selectively.
Occasional spectacular gestures, like mass pilgrimages
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JIapHH TIOTdaTH, KAKO MacOBHHUTe apwianu (...) He ce-
KOjIIaT ce MPOCIENeHd CO MOA00pyBame Ha BEPCKHUOT
»*kuBoT* (Brzoza and Sowa 2003, 793). Ox apyra crpa-
Ha, IIaK, peJINThjaTa ce IPOTHA BO jaBHUOT >KMBOT Ha
3a7{Ha BpaTa: KAKO WHCTUTYI[MOHATU3HUPAH MTOJTUTHUYKH
aktep. OHa IITO HEKOTalll ja MpeTCTaByBallle ,PeJiu-
rHo3HaTa cTpaHa“ Ha/BO HaI[MOHAJIHATA TPaAMIHja ce
npeTBOpHu BO ,(KaTonnukara) mpkBa“ Koja BJieryBa BO
ITOJIUTUKATA PaKa o paka co PaGOTHUYKOTO JABUKEHHE
3a cosuzapHocT (Auer 2004, 69-70). MHCTUTYIIMOHA-
JM3aljaTa Ha peJIuryujaTta He € HoBa I0jaBa, a OHa IIITO
€ 3HaYajHO BO MOJICKUOT KOHTEKCT M BOCTAHUETO 0] 1989
rOAHHA € IITO II0JICKATa MOHApXHja r0 3ary0H CBOETO
aMHUHHUCTPATUBHO ,,0MTHE" BO 1795 TOAWHA, KAKO IITO
KatosmukaTa IMpKBa ja 3ary0M HWHCTHUTYIHOHAJIHATA
Bpcka co Ilosicka. Bo HapemHuTe roguHu, cé 10 1989
rofiiHa, KaTOJMYKaTa BeEpa I'M ITOBp3yBallle JyreTo, TH
HaMETHyBaIlle KaTOJUYKUTE BPEIHOCTH KAaKO ITOJICKH
(HacmpoTH IIPaBOCJABHUTE PYCKU WJIH IIPOTECTAHT-
ckute repmaHcku). Kora (yimbepasiHaTa) JieMOKpaTHja
»ce BocrioctaBu“ Bo ITosicka mo 1989 rogwHa, BO Urpa
BJIEr0A HOBH BPEIHOCTH, U TOA JOBOJIHO CHJIHO 3a Ja
I'M UCTHUCHAT PEJINTUO3HUTE Of] JABHUOT >KHUBOT. Bo TOj
MoMmeHT KartosimukaTta IpkBa ce ,ipeoOpasu” U IOB-
TOPHO Ceé BMETHA BO JaBHHOT U ITOJIUTUYKUOT KUBOT HE
IIPEKY BPEAHOCTUTE, TYKY (IIPOCTO) KAKO MHCTUTYI[HO-
HaJIM3HPaH akTep. 3aToa He cTaHyBa Beke 300D 3a peJin-
THO3HOCT Ha e/lHa Hal[{ja, TyKy 3a ysorata Ha [[pkBara
BO JIEMOKpaTCKaTa JpKaBHa IOJTUTHKA.

IIpsenciligoitio Ha Koaekiliugoili tiped iloeduHeuoil
(Mapitiupoaozauja) 3esie pa3Hu OOJUIMA, HAjueCcTO Ha
60pb6a MpoTHB (BUCTHHCKY WJIN 3aMHUCJIEH) ,,yTHETYBA4d .
Kako ke ce meduHupa - 1ayd Kako Hamarad, OKyIaTop
WIM TIOJIMTHYKA OIMO3UIHja - € HEOUTHO. AKIIEHTOT €
Ha JIOJDKHOCTA JIa Ce JaaT JUYHHUOT KHUBOT U cpeka BO
MMe Ha moJickaTa Hanuja (Janion 2000, 24). CranyBaiie
300p u 3a 60opbOa 3a HE3aBHCHOCT M OMTKA 3a OICTAHOK,

(...) not always are accompanied by the amelioration of
religious life” (Brzoza and Sowa 2003, 793). On the other
hand, religion sneaked into public life through the back
door: as institutionalised political actor. What was once
a “religious aspect” of/in national tradition became “The
(Catholic) Church” marching into politics arm in arm
with Solidarity workers movement (Auer 2004, 69-70).
The institutionalisation of religion is not a new occur-
rence, what is then important in the Polish context and
1989 revolt, is the fact that since Polish monarchy lost its
administrative “being” as a state in 1795, so did Catholic
Church its institutional connection to Poland. Through-
out the following years, up until 1989, it was the catholic
religion that was binding people together, forcing cath-
olic values as the Polish ones (as opposed to Orthodox
Russian, or Protestant German ones). When (liberal)
democracy was “installed” in Poland after 1989, new
vales came into play, strongly enough to push religious
ones apart of public life. That was the moment when the
Catholic Church “reinvented” itself and re-established in
public and political life not through values, but (simply)
as the institutionalised actor. Hence we no longer talk
about religiousness on the nation, but about the role of
The Church in the democratic state politics.

Primacy of the collective over the individual (Martyrol-
ogy) took various shapes, mainly the form of fighting
with a (real of imagined) “Oppressor.” How one would
define it — whether as an invader, occupier or political
opposition is not important. The stress was on the duty to
give up one’s personal life and happiness in the name of
The Polish Nation (Janion 2000, 24). It was also about a
fight for independence or struggle for survival, cultural as
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KaKO IOJUTHYKH Taka M KyaTypeH. W, Ha Kpajor,
poMaHTHyHara 3amuciaa 3a Ilojsicka kako Xpucroc Ha
CUTE HaIlMH, KOj ce »KPTBYBa Ha OJITAPOT Ha CBETCKATa
cinobopa (Buau, Ha mpuMep, Bo Janion [1989, 7] 3a mou-
cKaTa MecHjaHCKa KHIYKEBHOCT O/ 19 Bek; wiu Zubrzycki
2007, 131) € HajA0OPHOT MPUMeEP 3a ITIOYETOK Ha PA3BOjOT
Ha MHUTOT 3a HellpaBjaTa M »KPTBaTa Ha HAI[HOHAHOTO
ero (Zielinski 2002, 108). OBue kapaKTepUCTUKU ce 3a-
CHJIMja U 3e7[0a MHOTY IIpel3eH 00JIMK BO 19 BEK, TOKMY
BO MOMEHTOT Ha pararmeTo Ha HAI[HOHAIM30T KaKo H7e-
onoruja (Haywood 2003, 155-87), 6aBHOTO BOcHoOCTa-
ByBame Ha JUOepasn3MoT BO mpocBeTeHaTa (3amnajiHa)
EBponla W wMcue3HyBambeTo Ha IIOJICKO-JIUTBAHCKATa
JIp>KaBa Ha JiBaTa Hapoja o7 MOJIUTHYKaTa Kapra Ha EB-
poma (Romaniszyn 2005, 156).

OBaa cocTojka ce pacrajHa IMOOPry OTKOJIKY IITO Ce
ouekysaiie. EquucrBoTro Ha CHHAMKATOT Ha COJIHMAAP-
HOCTa I'0 ,YHHINTHja“ caMUTe HETOBH UJIEHOBH BO IIp-
BUTE II€JIOCHO CJIOOOMHU IapaMeHTapHU u300pu Of
1991 roguHa. CUTHUTE MApPTHCKW HWHTEPECH ja COBJIa-
Jlaa yHHTapHaTa MoJuTHkKa.'! OBa Oellle IPBUOT 3HAK
JleKa IUIyPaJIu3MOT CTallyBa Ha IOJUTHYKATa CIEHA,
KaKO U peakifjaTa MPOTHB KOMYHHCTHYKHOT TOTAJIM-
Tapu3aM UK Gellle caMo 3HaK 3a HOBaTa OIIITECTBEHO-
MOJIUTHYKaA coctojba Bo IToscka. ,IlnaurmuBuot”, ,He-
BUH" U ,MaYeHWIKH " TIOJICKK MecHjaHu3am (Szrett 1990,
36) Mopallle /1a KM OTCTaIld MECTO Ha APYTHUTE IMPOOIeMHU
KOH Ce jaBHja CO YKUHYBaHhETO Ha KOMYHH3MOT. ,,JIyreTo®
Beke He Oea caMo MOIaHUITA HA HallMjaTa, TyKy ,CcTaHaa“
U rparaHu Ha JpskaBarta. JIyfero uMaa mopaaHu obep-
CKU KOH CBOjaTa Hal#ja, IoZileKa CO C€ MOT0JIEMHUOT aK-
IIEHT Ha JleMOKpaTu3aljaTa (Kako MOpaIHO HeyTpaJieH
Ipoliec), rpafaHUTe HEKAKO ,CTaHaa“ IMOTYMHETH Ha
IpaBHUTE ypeabu Ha Ap:kaBaTa. M mojaBaTa Ha ,HOBU®
HUJIEHTUTETH U OIIIITECTBEHU BHKewa (Ha IpuMep,
3es1eHu, (DEMUHUCTKH, T€j) U HUBHUTE JIEJHOCTH ja IOT-
TypHaa BpcKaTa Mery JprKaBaTa W HEJ3UHUTE JKUTEJIH
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much as political. Finally, the romantic idea of Poland as
the Christ of nations, offering itself at the altar of world’s
freedom (see, for example, Janion [1989, 7] on Polish
messianic 19™ century literature; or Zubrzycki 2007,
131) is the best example of developing from that moment
on, a myth of injustice and victimhood in the national
ego (Zielinski 2002, 108). These features intensified and
took very precise shape in the 19" century, exactly at the
moment of a birth of nationalism as ideology (Haywood
2003, 155-87), slow establishment of liberalism in En-
lightened (Western) Europe, and the disappearance of
the Commonwealth of Poland and Lithuania from the
political map of Europe (Romaniszyn 2005, 156).

This component collapsed quicker then anyone would
have expected. The unity of victorious Solidarity Trade
Union was “wrecked” by its own members in the first
fully free parliamentary elections of 1991. Small party in-
terests won over unitary politics.' This was the first sign
of pluralism entering the political scene, as much as the
reaction to communist totalitarianism, or just a sign of
the new socio-political situation in Poland. “Tearful,”
“over-angelic” and “full of martyrdom” Polish Messian-
ism (Szrett 1990, 36) had to give space to other prob-
lems that came with the abolishment of communism.
No longer only were “people” subjects of the nation, but
also “became” citizens of the state. People had moral
duties towards their nation, whereas with the growing
stress on democratisation (as morally neutral process),
citizens “became” subordinated rather to the legal regu-
lations of the state. The emergence of “new” identities
and social movements (e.g. greens, feminists, lesbians,
and gays) and their activities have also pushed the rela-
tion between the state and its inhabitants towards more
“neutral” sphere of citizenship rights (Flam 2001). Over-
all, the stress after 1989 was/is on state/citizen pairing,
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KOH ,IIOHeyTpastHaTa“ cepa Ha rparadcku mpasa (Flam
2001). Ce Ha c€, akIeHToT 110 1989 rofuHa Oele/e Ha
OJTHOCOT JpsKaBa/TparaHuH, J0JieKa IOPAaHO IIOBeKe
Oemre Bp3 Ilosicka/Haiuja; MPeMUH OJ ,KYJITYPHO BO
,TparaHCcKO“, Ka/ie TparaHCKOTO MTOYHA JIa UTPa IOTroJIe-
Ma yJiora (Kako IIITO HajlaraaT IMpollecuTe Ha (Jiubepas-
HA) JIeMOKpaTHU3aIyja), IITO He ja UCKIy4dyBa MPeTXO/-
Hara opraHuzanuja (mpex 1989 roguna). Mu, mpocro,
kako mro Hanuma Cejna benxabub: ,I'paranure He ce
3aTBOPEHHUITU HA CBOUTE AP:KaBU " (2002, 172).

Hayuonanmna pasnoauxociu. Bo moJsicko-IATBaHCKaTa
Jlp>kaBa Ha JjBaTa HapoJia BO IEPHOJOT Ipes mozenbda-
ta (710 1795 roguHa) U Bropara pemy6uka (1918-1939)
’KMBeeja MHOTY HaruoHaysiHocTU. Kako mrto Bestn Kpue-
trHa PomanmxkuH (Krystyna Romaniszyn): ,,eTHUUKHOT
Mo3auk omndaxkaiie Ykpauninu, Espeu, Benopycu, Iep-
MaHIIM, Kako u nmoman 6poj Jlureanuwu, Pycu, Ciosary,
Yecu, Tatapu, Pomu 1 Hapou Kou ce HapeKyBaa ‘J710-
MOposiHE “ (2005, 160). Ce Ha ce, THe COUYMHYBaa IoBeKe
0/ 30 MPOIEHTH Off ceBKynHoTo HaceseHue (Dylagowa
2000, 143-144). Ha kpajor Ha KpaumraTa, IoJicKaTa
KyJITypa ce 3aCHOBAIlle Ha BAKBUTE MYJITHETHUYKH KOpe-
HU [TOBP3aHU €O rpafaHCKUTE MOJUTUYKY uze(atn3m)u
3a equHcTBo (Walicki 1997, 233).

JleHec TpeTHOB eJIeMEHT OTCyCTByBa. Bropara cet-
cKa BoOjHa, reorpadckara mnpecesba ¥ KOMYHHU3MOT
IIPAKTUYHO €THUYKH T'0 XOMOTE€HH3Hpaa HaCeJIEHHETO
Ha Tperara pery6mka. MefyToa, mpasHUHATA HUKOTAIIT
He ce IIOIIOJTHU cO HOBU KpeaTUBHH pe3epBu. boraTtaTta
IIOJICKA KYJITYpa, 3aCHOBAHA HA Pa3HOJIMKOCTA Off IIpef
1945 roJIHA, HEKAKO CE O/IBOU O] CBOUTE KOPEHU, HO HE
ce BOBE/0Aa HOBHM M3BOPHU Ha MHcnupanuja. Mam 6apem
He Oea mpudaTteHN Kako TakBH. Taka, BO JieBeZeceT-
THUTE MHOTYMHHA KpUTHYapU Ha KyJITypaTa IOCTOjaHO
ce kaJiea 3a JIOIIATa COCTOjOA Ha MOJICKATA KYJITYPHA JIej-

whereas before it was more about Poland/nation; a shift
from “cultural” to “civic,” where civic became to play
greater role (as the processes of (liberal) democratisa-
tion require), which doesn’t exclude the previous (pre
1989) organisation. Or simply, as Seyla Benhabib wrote:
“Citizens are not prisoners of their respective states”
(2002, 172).

Ethnic diversity. The Commonwealth of Poland and
Lithuania of the pre-partition period (until 1795) and the
Second Republic (1918-1939) were inhabited by many
ethnic populations. As Krystyna Romaniszyn states:
“[t]he ethnic mosaic comprised Ukrainians, Jews, Belar-
ussians, Germans, plus smaller numbers of Lithuanians,
Russians, Slovaks, Czechs, Tatars, Roma, and folk popu-
lations identifying themselves as ‘indigenous™ (2005,
160). Overall, they composed more than 30 per cent of
the total population (Dylagowa 2000, 143-144). Ulti-
mately, Polish culture was founded on these multiethnic
roots bonded together by the civic political idea(lism)s of
unity (Walicki 1997, 233).

Today, this third element is not present any more. WWII,
geographical relocation, and communism had virtually
ethnically homogenised the population of the Third Re-
public. The gap, however, was never filled with new cre-
ative supplies. The richness of Polish culture, founded
on its pre-1945 diversity, was somehow detached from
its roots, but no new sources of inspiration were intro-
duced. Or at least they are not recognised as being so.
Thus in the 1990s, many cultural critics were constantly
complaining about the poor condition of Polish cultural
activity and general crisis (Brzoza and Sowa 2003, 798-
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HOCT ¥ ominTaTa kpusa (Brzoza and Sowa 2003, 798-99).
Op ipyra crpaHa, akK, iCYe3HyBambeTo Ha HAITHOHATTHUTE
MaUII[HCTBA UM OCTaBHM JIa>KEH BIIEUATOK (3aIIITO Ce II0T-
[IMpa Ha ETHUYKA 3aCTAlleHOCT, aMa He T 3eMa [IPeIBU/
JIPYTUTE, HEETHUYKH U ,HOBU" WJIEHTUTETH U OJHOCH)
Ha IlosjanuTe /eKa IOJICKOTO OIIIITECTBO € XOMOTEH
opranu3am. BakBaTa 3a0J1y/1a CHCTEMATCKH CO3/1aBa OC-
HOBa 3a KOH3€PBAaTUBHUCTUYKH CTABOBH, OCOOEHO KOra
craHyBa 300p 3a ,IIOHOBHUTE" MPOOJIEMH BO IOJICKOTO
OIIIIITECTBO KaKO KceHodoOHujaTa M JUCKpUMHUHALIMjaTa
(Uminska 2006).

IIpucycitisoitio Ha Egpeuilie u epaHuyaitia Hcitiox/3a-
tiad. Vlako mOJICKO-eBPEjCKUTE OJTHOCH CE JIEN Of] IPo0b-
JIeMHTe BO OJHOC Ha CTAaTycOT HAa KYJITypHHUTE U Ha-
[IUOHAJIHUTE MaIIUHCTBA Bo [losicka, THe TOJIKY MHOTY
HaBJIETyBaaT BO HUBHATA CPILIEBUHA, IIITO € IOTPeOHO /1a
ce pasJIMKyBaatr OBHe OJlHOCH (Ha JbyOOB 1 ompasa) (Zu-
brzycki 2007). Cé 1o Bropara cBeTcka BojHA €BP€EjCKOTO
MaynnuHCTBO Bo Ilosicka mpeTcraByBalle 3Ha4YajHU 10
IIPOLIEHTH OJf BKYITHOTO HaceJjieHHe; XOJIOKAyCTOT IO
cBezie 0BOj Opoj Ha e of mporeHT (Romaniszyn 2005,
167). Ho, kynTypHata Bpcka moMery HUB ce PacKHUHA
aypu Bo Mapt 1968 roauna. Kako mrrto nuirysa Credan
Ayep (Stefan Auer):

»CHIHATa HPOHMja Ha IOJICKATa UCTOPH])a € IIITO TOC/IETHUOT
3HAYaeH UCUEKOP KOH eTHUYKA XOMOTeHHU3allija Ha 3eMjaTa
ce CIIy4YH BO MapT 1968 rofinHa, Kora KOMyHHUCTUYKOTO PaKo-
BOJICTBO OTIIOYHA aHTHCEMHUTCKA KaMIlarhba KOja 3aBPIIH CO
MIpOTepyBaibe Ha OKOJIY 15.000 MPUMIAAHUIIA HA CKPOMHATA
mpeocTaHata eBpejcka 3aemHuna Bo Iloncka“ (2004, 64;
kako u Biskupski 2000).

EnHo BpeMe Gea HepasJBOEH eJIEMEHT Off KyJITYPHHUOT
U OIIITECTBEHUOT I1€j3ax, a JieHec EBpeute ce mpucyt-
HU BO IIOJICKAaTa KyJITypa Ha IOIOCPe/eH HAauyuH. AH-
TUCEMUTHU3MOT, OHW/IejJKH Heropata HeINOCpeJHAa I[es
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99). On the other hand, the disappearance of ethnic mi-
norities has given Poles the false impression (because it
is based on ethnic representation, but do not take into
account other, non-ethnic and “new” identities and at-
titudes) that Polish society is a homogeneous organism.
This false conviction systematically forms a background
for conservative-oriented attitudes, especially when dis-
cussing “recent” problems of Polish society, such as xe-
nophobia and discrimination (Uminska 2006).

Presence of Jews and the East/West divide. Although
Polish-Jewish relations are part of problems around the
status of cultural and ethnic minorities in Poland, they
are also so much in the heart of both, that it is necessary
to distinguish this (love-hate) relationships (Zubrzycki
2007). Until WWII, the Jewish minority living in
Poland comprised a significant 10 per cent of the whole
population; the Shoah reduced the number to a fraction
of a percentage (Romaniszyn 2005, 167). But it was only
in March 1968 that the cultural bond between the two
was cut. As Stefan Auer writes:

“[i]t is a telling irony of Polish history that the last signifi-
cant step towards ethnic homogenization of the country took
place in March 1968, when the communist leadership insti-
gated an anti-Semitic campaign which effectively resulted in
the expulsion of some 15,000 members of the small remain-
ing Jewish community in Poland” (2004, 64; also Biskupski
2000).

Once an irreducible element of the cultural and social
landscape, Jews are now present in Polish culture in a
more indirect way. Anti-Semitism, since its direct object
has virtually vanished from the territory of Poland,
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MPAaKTUYHO HCYe3Ha oj Tepuropwjata Ha Ilojicka, ce
pa3Bu Bo ommT obOJMK Ha KceHodobuja. MHOTYMU-
Ha komeHtatopu (Uminska 2006, 3-4; Graff 2006)
IIOCOYyBaaT JieKa IOCTOU napasiesia mery EBpeure u rej
HACeJICHHETO BO yJIorara IITO ja MMaaT BO IIOJICKOTO
OTIIITECTBO, /leKa xoModobujaTa € aHTUCEMUTU3MOT Ha
21 Bek. MeTtadopaBa Mozke a 6uze on mossa. Meryroa,
MaKo IIpamiamaTa XoModoOHja W aHTHCEMHTHU3aM
HUKHYBaaT O] UCTHUTE KCEeHO(POOWYHU KOPEHU, Cermak
ondakaaT MHOTY pa3HOBU/IHH ITPO0OJIEMU, I1a HE CMee J1a
UM ce IIpUCTany 6e3 KPUTUKA U IPEUCITUTYBAIbE.

ITocrojat yiiTe Be HAIUK O/ 0COOEHO 3HAYEHHE 3a T0JI-
CKOTO YyBCTBO 3a HAeHTHTeT. I'epmaniiute u Pycure
(Romaniszyn 2005, 166) kou pars pro toto ucroBpe-
MEHO T CHMOOJIM3UpaaT KOMHEXKOT M OJABPATHOCTA
koH 3anaji(na EBpoma) u Mcrok(unure rpanuiu). Toa
Oellie COBPIIIEHO PE3UMHUPAHO O/ IIOJICKUOT CTPUII yMET-
HUK AHJkej Mieuko (Andrzej Mleczko) koj Bo ezeH o
CBOWTE CTPUIIOBU 'O Harpra ['oCroj; Kako ro BOBeayBa
cBeTckuoT nopenok. Kora ITosicka moara Ha pen, BeIu
(mapadpasupam): Iloscka... Ajae aa cu nmourpame... /la
ru craBuMe Mery Pycuja u I'epmanuja! OBa e Moxkebu
0CTPO, HO MPEIU3HO Pe3uMe Ha MOJICKUOT MPe3up KOH
cocenute. Ilosickata reorpad)cka MeCTOIOJIOKOa BO
1eHTapoT Ha EBpora oTcexoraii urpajia 3HauajHa yjora
BO IIPOIIECUTE HA U3Tpazda Ha uIeHTUTeTOT (Auer 2004,
65); [Tomjarute HU3 BEKOBUTE Ce MayveJie /la CH IO Mpo-
HajJaT MaTOT Mely MCTOYHHTE W 3alaJHUTE KYJITYPHHU
BJIMjaHUja.

KoHeuHo, mocjegHaTa KapaKTepUCTUKAa Ha ,Tpaju-
IMOHATHATA ITOJICKOCT - rpaHunaTta Vcerok/3amaz - e
MaJiky HejacHa. 1o 1989 roguna ITosicka Bie3e BO CBeT-
CKUTe ITpoliecH Ha ryiobaiusaiuja. TpaHCHaIIMOHATHATA
€KOHOMHja, CBETCKaTa MOJIMTHKA, MOIyJIapHaTa KyJITy-
pa, 6p3UTe U JIECHO IOCTAITHU MIPEBO3HU CPEJICTBA, KAKO
caMO HEKOJIKY IIPUMEPH - CHBE OBHE MOJIEPHH IIPOjaBH

evolved into a general form of xenophobia. Many
commentators (see Uminska 2006, 3-4; Graff2006) point
towards the fact that there is a parallel between Jews and
gay people in the role they serve in the Polish society,
that homophobia is the 21* century anti-Semitism. The
metaphor may be useful. However, even though issues
of homophobia and anti-Semitism stem from the same
xenophobic roots, they still encompass many different
problems, and thus must not be taken without criticism
and re-assessment.

There are two other nations of particular importance
to the Polish sense of identity: Germans and Russians
(Romaniszyn 2005, 166), which pars pro toto, symbolise
longing and repulsion towards West(ern Europe) and
East(ern borderlands) at the same time. It was ideally
summarised by Polish cartoonist, Andrzej Mleczko,
who on one of his satirical cartoons draw God ordering
the world order. When it came to Poland, he would say
(paraphrasing): Poland... Let us make fun of them...
And put them between Russia and Germany! This
may be considered a sharp, but accurate summary of
Polish resentment towards its neighbours. Poland’s
geographical position in the centre of Europe always
played an important role in identity shaping processes
(Auer 2004, 65); throughout the centuries Poles were
struggling to find their own way between oriental and
occidental cultural influences.

Finally, the last characteristics of “traditional Polishood”
— the East/West divide — is rather doubtful. After 1989,
Poland entered world processes of globalisation. The
trans-national economy, world politics, popular culture,
fast and easily accessible modes of transport, to name
a few — all these modern day phenomena could not
bypass the CEE (Forrester, Zaborowska and Gapova
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He Moskea za ja ogmuHaT LIEE (Forrester, Zaborowska
and Gapova 2004; Young, Zuelow, and Sturm 2007). Oc-
BEH TOA, BJIETYBakeTo BO EY BO 2004 rofimHa, KaKko IITO
pacrpaBa Kpxxkemunucku (Krzeminski 2001), yecromaru
Ce TOJIKyBa KaKO KOHEUYEH OJITOBOP Ha IpalllaibeTo Ha
Koja Tpaaunuja u npumnara IToscka. Meryroa, u mokpaj
CWJIHATa CHUMOOJIMYKA JAMMEH3Mja Ha IPHUCTAIlyBambe-
to Ha [loscka koH EY, Hekou aBTOpH Gea u ce yITe ce
CKENITUYHU OKOJIy OJIEKOT Ha 3alaJ{HUOT CBET BO IIOJI-
CKara KyJITypa.

OcobeHO € jacHO BO MPUCTAIOT KOH IIPOBJIEMUTE CO Off-
Hocute Ha Ilojicka CO COCeQHUTE 3eMjH, HajMHOTY CO
F'epmanuja u Pycuja. [Tojanure ce gyyBcTByBaaT nHe-
PUOPHH Ha MPBUTE, a BO OJHOC Ha BTOPHUTE, 0OPATHO -
HaaMOKHHU U ,,nomoopu” (Lipski 1990, 59; Szrett 1990,
37-8). Jan Jozed Jlumncku ja KpUTHKyBa BakBaTa IOJ-
BOEHOCT Ha ,II0JICKaTa Jymia“, HyAu J00po IMOTKpeIeH
IIPUKAa3 Ha ICTOPMCKY HaCTaHHU U (DaKTH KOU JIOKaKyBaaT
HEJIOBOJIHOCT, OJ KOja IIPOU3JIETyBa JIeKa TAKBUOT I10JI-
CKH CTaB € ,JyJOBUINTEH” U . KayneH” (1990, 60). Co
npudakame eka HeMma ,Hue“ 6e3 ,tue”, Jozed Illper
(Jozef Szrett) usjaByBa meka ,,[H]am, [Ha [Tosmjarure] HU
OJI¥ BO IIPHJIOT Zia Ce 0CJI000AMMeE O/ TYFOTO YTHETYBAaKhE,
HO U OJT IPE3UPOT U KoMIuiekcute” (1990, 38). Taka 6u
ce IMOTIOMOTHAJI IIPOIECOT Ha NMPEUCIIUTYBalbe Ha Ha-
[IUOHAJTHUOT HAeHTUTeT. JIUMCcKu Oapa yIITe ITOBeKe
O/l CBOUTE COHAPOAHUIIM U IHUIIyBa JeKa ,1aTPHOTH3-
MOT HE € caMO IIOYHUT U JbyOOB KOH TpaAuIldjaTa; TYKY
1 OecrpeKopHa ceJIeKIfja U oTdpJiarbe Ha eJIEMEHTH Of,
HcTaTa TPAAUIM]ja, KAaKO ¥ 0OBPCKa 32 BAKBaTa MHTEJIEK-
TyasHa3azada‘“ (1990, 54). OBa 3Hauu He caMo Jia ce 3260~
pPaBH Ha MHUHATOTO U KOMILIEKCUTE, KaKO IIITO Ipejjara
IIper, Tyky 6apa ¥ aKTUBHO CIIPABYBAIbe CO JyXOBHUTE
0/ ICTOTO TOA MUHATO U COOUYBAIbE CO MPEANUZBUKOT HA
Jpyruot npeky npudakarbe Ha J[pyruoT Bo cebe.

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 6/No. 2/3/Summer 2007/Winter 2008

2004; Young, Zuelow, and Sturm 2007). Moreover, EU
accession in 2004, as discussed by Krzeminski (2001),
is often read as the final answer for a question to which
tradition Poland belongs. Despite the strong symbolic
dimension of Polish accession to the EU, some authors,
however, were and continue to be sceptical about the
resonance of Western world and the Polish culture.

It is especially clear when approaching the problems of
Polish relations with its neighbouring countries, most
significantly with Germany and Russia. Poles feel inferior
to the former, and with the latter, the opposite — superior
and “better” (Lipski 1990, 59; Szrett 1990, 37-8). Jan
Jozef Lipski critiques this duality of the “Polish soul”,
providing a well-documented account of events and
facts from history proving inadequateness, concluding
that such Polish attitude is “grotesque” and “pitiful”
(1990, 60). In recognition that there is no “us” without
“them,” Jbzef Szrett states that “[i]t is in our interest to
liberate ourselves [Poles] from oppression by others, and
at the same time liberate ourselves form resentments
and complexes” (1990, 38). Thus, it would enable the
process of the re-evaluation of the national identity.
Lipski wants even more from his fellow nationals, and
writes that “[pJatriotism is not only respect and love for
tradition; it is also the relentless selection and discarding
of elements in this tradition, and an obligation to this
intellectual task” (1990, 54). That means not only leaving
the past and complexes behind, as Szrett suggests, but
actively dealing with the own ghosts of this past, facing
the challenge of the Other by the recognition of the Other
within ourselves.




Robert Kulpa Western Theories, Queer Possibilities, Polish Reality

OBaa ujieja Kako /1a My € MHOTY 3HauajHa ¥ Ha Purmapy
Hwuu (Ryszard Nycz) Bo HeroBara aHajin3a Ha JBeTe I10-
“Mama Ha ,,JJOMOT" KaKo ,TATKOBHHA“ KOU Cce cpeKaBaaT
Bo samucure Ha YecmaB Mwuom (Czeslaw Milosz) u
Burong I'ombpoBuu (Witold Gombrowicz). Co Tonky-
Bamb€e Ha ,IT0JICKaTa JyIa“ Kako ,,TANHCTBEHO eIMHCTBO
moMery AyXOT Ha 3aeJHUIITBOTO W JAyXOT HAa MECTOTO"
(2002, 12), ,moMmoT“ kKako genius loci (Mpeanu3upaH
BO POMAaHTH3MOT) CTaHyBa OCHOBHO IIpalllaibe BO IIO-
MMOT HaloHasieH uaenturteT Bo Ilosicka. Kora ro yura
Mutomn, Hud ja HapekyBa BuU3HjaTa Ha MOETOT ,,CTpaTe-
ruja Ha crabwiusanuja“ (2002, 20). Taa 6u moxkesa
Jla ce OKapaKTepu3upasia cO PerHoHaJieH U eTHorpad-
CKH TIPHUCTAIl U 00U OJHOBO JIa C€ OTKPUjaT MaJI€UKU
U ,HoBH" TaTKoBHHH. Ocobeno kora ,gomot", IToscka,
He moctou (Kako BO IEPHOJIOT Ha mojesbaTa), U €
oKynupaH (BUCTUHCKH, KaKo BO Bropara cBeTcka BojHa,
Wi MeTaOPUUKH, KaKO BO BPEMETO Ha KOMYyHU3MOT).
»JlOMOT", 3BHa4H, CTaHyBa HAI[OHAJIEH UJIEHTUTET KOj He
MOJKe Jla € CTabuJIeH, IIa OTTyKa, cropes, MuIol, MoKe
Jla bapamMe caMO MaJIeYK{ U IIPUBPEMEHH KaTUHba.

Jpyruor mpucram, ,cTpaTerwja Ha OTylyBame“, ce
cpekaBa kaj ['om6poBry (Gombrowicz 2002, 21). I'om-
6poBuy, ciopes Huu, BepyBa Jieka MOJIEDHHOT CBET € BO
CYIITHHA HEMHUPEH, I1a JIyFeTO ce MPUHYEeHH /1a ce ca-
MOCO3/]aBaaT; Ja BocmocTaBaT (aKTOPH Ha HUIAEHTHUTET
BO camuTe cebe. AMa oBa He € caMO MO’KHOCT J]a ce OC-
JI000I1 Of OZIPEJIEHH CTETH, TYKY HAJMHOTY JOJIKHOCT
Jla ce MpU3Hae U MOYUTyBa cekoj Jpyr (koj Ha KpajoT Ha
KpauIlITaTa € BO McTaTa MmoJioxkba Kako u ,Jac®) (2002,
19-20). 3Hauu, kaj Muiom 1 'oMOpoBUY cpeKkaBaMe JBe
CTpaTeruy Ha OICTAaHOK BO CBETOT CO CAMHUOT cebe U co
JIpyrHoT KOH ro 00 IMKyBaaT HAIOHATHUOT UEHTHUTET,
HO BO CYIIITHHA CaMO e/IHa BU3Hja 32 OJTHOCOT Mery ,Jac*
u ,JIpyruot”. [IpusHaBameTo Ha ,,/JIpyruoT” Mopa aa HE
OJIBEJIE 10 YKMHYBaIbe Ha BJIa/IEjauKoToO jac, mprudakarme
Ha COIICTBEHHUTE OrpaHHUYyBamha U IIOCTOEETo Ha JIpy-

This idea seems to be very important also for Ryszard
Nyczin his analytical provision of two concepts of “home”
as “fatherlands,” found in Czeslaw Milosz and Witold
Gombrowicz’s writings. Elaborating on the “Polish soul”
as a “mysterious union between the community spirit
and the spirit of place” (2002, 14), “home” as genius
loci (idealised in Romanticism) becomes a fundamental
issue for the notion of national identity in Poland. While
reading Milosz, Nycz calls the poet’s vision a “settling-
in strategy” (2002, 20). It would be characterised by a
regional and ethnographic approach and an attempt at
re-discovering small and “new” homelands. Especially
when the “home,” Poland, does not exist (as during the
partition period), or is occupied (actually, as during
the WWII or metaphorically, during the communism).
“Home” then, becomes a national identity that cannot be
stable, therefore according to Milosz, we may only look
for small and provisional nests.

The other approach, an “alienation strategy” is found in
Gombrowicz (2002, 21). Gombrowicz, according to Nycz,
believes that the modern world is ultimately unsettled,
therefore people are forced to self-create themselves; to
establish identity factors within oneself. But this is not
only the opportunity to be free from certain constraints,
it is also and most of all, the obligation to acknowledge
and respect every Other (who is ultimately in the
same position as the “Self”) (2002, 19-20). We have,
therefore, in Milosz and Gombrowicz, two strategies
of being in the world with oneself and the Other that
shape the national identity, but in fact, just one vision
of the relation between the “Self” and the “Other.” The
recognition of the “Other” must lead us to the abolition
of the imperial self, acceptance of our own boundaries
and the existence of the Other. Or in Nycz’s words, both
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ruoT. Wnu, o 36opoBute Ha Huu, o6ajmaTa aBTopu BO
CBOUTE 3aIICHU IIpe/iaraaT IMpeMUH ,,0/1 o0paHaTa Ha
COIICTBEHATA HE3aBHCHOCT OJlarozjapeHre Ha HAIMoOpOT
Jla ce OU/le TOMHAKOB O] C& JIPYTO, KOH IIPU3HABAIHETO
Ha IpyrocTra Koja ce Haora Bo cebe“ (2002, 20). OBaa us-
jaBa MH e MHOTY OMTHA 3aIIITO IIOKaXKyBa JieKa HUBHOTO
chakamwe 3a IOHUCTOBETYBAIETO € CJAMYHO HA OHA BO
KBUD TeopHjaTa. TOKMy Taa MHUCJIa MOXKeE /Ia CE CPETHE
BO 3amucure Ha [lynut Batimep (kxoja ce moBuKyBa Ha
dpannyckuor putocod Mmanyen Jleunac (Immanuel
Levinas) (Butler and Mizielinska 2006, 27-28)) u apyru
KBUD TeopeTndapu. BoesnHo, Toa mro moxkeme I'om6po-
BUY U KBUP TeOpHjaTa /ia TU CMECTUME €[HO JI0 PYTO U
Jla HajaeMe BpCKa Mely HUB MHOTY BETyBa M 3HAYH BO
JIaZIEHUOB KOHTEKCT.

Hakyco, Bo mpeobpasbaTa Ha IOJICKHOT HAI[MOHAJIEH
UJIEHTUTET BO TOJIeMa Mepa CTaHyBa 300p 32 HOBO IIO-
MMarbe Ha OCHOBHUTE BPEJHOCTH BP3 KOU TOj Ce IOT-
nupa. Kako mro ce obuzoB J1la mOKa)kaM, OJlpeleHHU
KJIyYHHU KapaKTEPUCTUKU Ha WUJIEHTUTETOT HE COOJIBET-
CTByBaaT CO CTBApHOCTA IO 1989 roAmwHa, Ia 3aToa U
HeMa ,,0uurieZHa“ morpeba OZHOBO /1A ce OOMUCITH Of
IITO Ce COCTOU IIOJICKOCTA BO €JleH JIEMOKPATCKHU, €B-
poricku, rimobanusupad cBeT. EHAa ox HajommtuTe U
Haj3HA4YajHU 00JIACTH € MPEMHUHOT Of KOMYHHUTApHHU U
KOH3€PBaTHBHU BO IUIyPIMCTUYKYU U JIUOEPATHU HJle-
0JIOTMH, KOU IIPeOBJIalyBaaT Bo 3amnayHara (EY) monu-
THKA, ¥ HEJaCHOTUHTE U XaOCOT Off BUCTHHCKH CTABOBU,
TEOPUCKH IJIEUINTA U MOXKHHU ITO3UIUHU.

Cemak, Bo ucTo BpeMe He Tpeba Jia BepyBaMe JieKa CO
OCTpH, jaCHU KaTeropuu e Mmozo6po OTKOJIKY BO ,Xaoc".
Mopa ga u ofosieeMe Ha moTpebaTa Jja ro MOADPENY-
BaMe CBETOT OKOJIy cebe BO 3aBpIIEH CHCTEM OJf HOPMHU.
TakBuTE ZEJHOCTH, 10 MOTEKJIO 071 huocodujata o7 18
BeK, ce IMOTyOHU 32 60raTCTBOTO Ha HAIIETO IOCTOEHHE.
Mopa ga ce BoguMe 1o 36opoBute Ha Oyko meka mo-
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authors in their writings postulate the shift “from the
defence of one’s independence thanks to the effort of
being different from everything else to the recognition
thereof in the otherness found in oneself” (2002, 20).
This statement is very important for me, as it shows that
their understanding of identification is similar to the one
found in Queer Theory. It is precisely the same thought
that may be found in the writings of Judith Butler (who
draws on the French philosopher Immanuel Levinas
(Butler and Mizielinska 2006, 27-28)) and other Queer
theoreticians. Also the fact that we can put Gombrowicz
and the Queer Theory next to and in the relation to each
other is very promising and significant in this context.

To sum up, the transformation of Polish national identity
is very much about the re-conceptualisation of the basic
values underpinning it. As I have tried to show, certain
key features of identity do not correlate with the post-
1989 reality and therefore there is an “obvious” need to
re-think what constitutes Polishness in a democratic,
European, globalised world. One of the most general,
and significant, fields is the move from communitarian
and conservative to pluralistic and liberal ideologies that
are predominant in Western (EU) politics, and the blur
and the chaos of real attitudes, theoretical standpoints,
and possible positions.

Still, in the same time we should not believe that hav-
ing sharp, clear-cut categories is better then the “chaos.”
We must resist the need for ordering the world around
us into finished set of norms. Such practises, originating
in the 18™ century philosophy, are deadly for the rich-
ness of our existence. We must follow Foucault’s words
that search for commonly acceptable “morality” must
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TparaTa I0 OMIITO MPUATIUB ,MOpPaT‘ CEKAKO Ke Oc-
TaBM KaTtacTpodaaHu MOCTAEAUIN U JIeKa He CMeeMe Jja
UM MOJJIETHEME Ha MPOU3BOJIHO HAMETHATHUTE ,YHU-
Bep3ayiHUN notpebu“. Ha momeHTasHaTa cocrojb6a BO
IToncka He 1 e MOTPeOEH CHUCTEM O] HOBH M30CTPEHH
mouMu. MoMeHTaTHaTa COCTOj0a He € caMo MOC/IeIuIa
O/l TpaauIFjaTa, KOMYHHCTUYKOTO MHHATO U TpaH-
sunujata. HaMoHAIHUOT UAEHTUTET 10 1989 ToANHA,
aKO BOOIIITO U mpudaTHMe JieKa MOCTOU, € caMo HOBa
KyJITypHA, TIOJINTHYKA, OIMIITECTBEHA ¥ €KOHOMCKA TI0-
jaBa. ITomtoskeH e Ha mporiec Ha hopMyauja, KpUcTa-
JiM3aryja, Kako U OCIIOpyBaibe U JecTabuiuzanuja. Ce
BOBE/lyBaaT HOBU KaPAaKTEPUCTUKU, a CTAPUTE CE Ipe-
ucnutyBaar. I[lo 36opoBute Ha Ilon Bpeinw, ,Heomnxon-
HO € MO/iepHaTa Jip»KaBa Jia ja caTuMe Kako tlocebHa
uHCIuilyuuja uiv cucitiem uHcliuiyuuu [Moj Kyp3uB
- P.K.] xou Ha HOB HauUWH I'i 00JIUKYBaaT OPraHU3AIU-
jaTa ¥ MUCJIEIETO, 1A AYPH U UAEHTUTETOT. He Moxke fja
ce chaTu KaKO HEKaKBa KBa3MABTOMATCKA ITOCJIEIUTIA OF
€KOHOMCKHUTE U KyATypHUTe mpomenu” (Breuilly 2002,
xiv). OTTyKa, IoJICKaTa CTBApHOCT MO 1989 roAnHa He
MOJKe Jla Ce OTPAaHUYH CO ,TPaJAMI[MOHAHATA IOJICKA
mapasurMa‘“, Ho Moxke u Tpeba Jja y>KuBa ILUTypau3am
He BO MOJIEPHA, TYKY BO BUCTHHCKH ITIOCTMOZIEPHA CMHUC-
J1a. A oBa ro rJ1eZiaM Kako 0COOEHOCT Ha MOJICKUOT CIIy4aj
KOja YIIITe He ja Mpeno3Hayie HUTY HOJIUTHYAPUTE, HUTY
AKTHUBUCTUTE, HUTY MOJIUTUYKUTE TEOPETHUIAPH.

III len - Jlek

Kako IIITO mHIIlyBa ITOrOpe, PEIIEHUETO MOJKE /ia Hac-
TaHe eIMHCTBEHO BO camMara KBHpP Marja; OHa IITO €
,HAJIBOP O/1“ BOCIIOCTABEHUTE aKAIEMCKHU JUCITUTLINHU,
HO U HE € BO JIOMEHOT Ha akTuBrcTuTe. CIeIHHUBE Macycu
MPUKa)KyBaaT caMO HEKOJIKY 3aMHUCIN 32 MOXKHOCTHUTE
KOHU ce OTBOpAAT IITOM Ke ce IPUMEHH KBUP IPUCTAIIOT
BO IIPOYYYBAabETO Ha ,[TOJIUTUYKUTE IMojaBu . FlcTo Taka,

be catastrophic in consequences and that we must not
submit to arbitrary imposed “universal necessities.” Cur-
rent situation in Poland need not a set of new edge-sharp
concepts. The current situation is not simply a conse-
quence of the tradition, communist past, and transition.
The national identity after 1989, if we agree that it can
exist at all, is purely new cultural, political, social, and
economical phenomena. It is undergoing processes of
formulation, crystallisation, as much as contestation and
destabilisation. New features are introduced, and old get
re-evaluated. In words of John Breuilly, “[i]t is necessary
to look at the modern state as a special institution or set
of institutions [my italics — R. K.]Jwhich shape organisa-
tion and thinking and even identity in new ways. It can-
not be just considered as some quasi-automatic conse-
quence of economic and cultural change (Breuilly 2002,
xiv). Therefore, the Polish post-1989 reality cannot be
constrained by the “traditional Polish paradigm,” but
can and should enjoy pluralism not even in modern, but
truly post-modern, sense. And this is what I see as speci-
ficity of Polish case that has not yet been recognised by
neither politicians, nor activists, nor political theorists.

Part III - Prescription

As it is written above, the solution can only be-come
from-within of a queer blur; the one that forms the “out-
side” of established academic disciplines, as much as it
is not in the activist domain. The following paragraphs
present just a few conceptions of the possibilities and op-
portunities that open once queer approach is adopted to
the study of “political phenomena.” Equally, the explicit-
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HUBHOTO KOHKPETHO IPUJIATO/IyBaIbe IIPU IPOYIyBAEHETO
Ha MOJICKHOT KOHTEKCT My € OCTaBE€HO Ha YUTATEJIOT, BO
YMHOT HAa aKTHUBHO BKJIyUyBarbe KOH KOj KBHDP eTHKaTa
HE TypKa obajiara - 1 mucaTes U ayuraresi(ka).

Bo MOMEHTOB HEMHHOBHO € 00jacCHYBaHbETO IITO Ce MO/ -
paszbupa 1o/; KBUP MPUCTAIl U KBUP eTUKa. TepMHUHOT
,KBUD MPHUCTAN", WA CKPAaTEHOTO ,KBUP“, C€ KOPUCTH
KaKo MpH/aBKa, UMEHKAa M TIJIaroj. 3HAuW, CEKOjmaT
HaMETHYBa U UCTaKHYBa HEKOja CBOja IIOMHAKBA CTPaHa.
BakBara ¢iekcubmwIHOCT MMa 3a IeJ1 JIa TO IPUJIaro-
JIA, BUJOM3MEHU U MPUMEHH 3HAYEHeTO Ha ,KBUDP“ BO
KOHKpeTHAaTa cuTyanujata (peueHuIia, mpobsem, QyHk-
nuja, ¢uiocodurja, MUHAT HACTaH, TEKOBHA JIEjHOCT,
WTH.) ¥ J]Ja TO BKJIOTIX BO OKOJTHUOT KOHTEKCT. Taka, Beke
[peTCTaByBa IMPB MPHUMEDP 3a KBUP ENHCTEMOJIOIIKH
MIpUCTall, pa3BUEH BpP3 OCHOBAa Ha (PYKOOBCKUTE XH-
epapxuu MOK/3Haerbe. Tellko e /1a ce n3berHaT HopMaJiu-
3aTOPCKHUTE e(heKTH HA KaTEropu3aIlfjaTa u co Toa Jia ce
CIpeY! IITETHOTO HCKJIy4YyBale Ha ,HermpeaMerure”
Ha Karteropusanuja. OBa e BropaTa KapaKTEPUCTHUKa HA
KBUP IIPOEKTOT: /Ia C€ BOCIIOCTABU KaKO €TUYKA TJIeHA
TOYKA KOja ja MHTEpPecHupa HEYTHETYBAaYKHOT IPHUCTAI
KOH CO3/IaBameTO 3Haeme. /la ce MpuMeHHU KBUP TEOPH-
jara, pojeHa U pa3BHEHa BO 3allaJlHU aKaJeMCKHU Kpy-
rOBH, BO aHA/TM3aTa Ha IOCTKOMYHHUCTHUYKATa IMpeodpas-
6a ja MOBMKYBa U IPEUCITUTYBA HEj3UHATA KBUPHOCT U
HEIOKOPHOCT.

[TocTou y1irre eieH TEpMUHOJIOIIKH Ppo6sieM. Bo moctoj-
HaTa JUTepaTypa Ha TeMaTa CEKCYaJIHOCT H/WJIU IOCT-
MozepHU dunocoduu, ,KBUP“ ce IOUCTOBETYBA HJIU CO
~KBHD Teopuja“ WM co ,KBUp akTuusam“. [Ipemiaram
ynorpeba Ha ,,KBHpP MPHCTAN" KakKo mojobap u3pas 3a
OHa IIITO T'O OIUIIIYBAAT JIBaTa IIOCOUYEHU TepMuHU. E/THA
O/I IJITaBHUTE 3aMHUC/I Ha KBUP MIPHUCTATIOT € /1a TH PacTy-
PU JUXOTOMHUHTE HA OMIITECTBEHA U HUJIEOJIOIIKA Opra-
HHU3AI[1ja, KO BJeYaT KOPEHH O] €CEHIHjTUCTHIKOTO
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ness of their adaptation for the study of Polish context
is left to the reader, in the act of active engagement to-
wards which queer ethic urges us both — the writer and
the reader.

At this point, there is the urging need of explanation
what is understood by queer approach and queer eth-
ics. The term “queer approach,” and shortened “queer,”
are used as an adjective, noun, and a verb. Thus, each
time it embeds and puts upfront different aspect of it-
self. The flexible use is meant to adjust, modify and ap-
ply the meaning of “queer” to the particular situation, in
which it is used (sentence, problem, function, philoso-
phy, event from past, ongoing activity, etc.), and merge it
with the surrounding context. Therefore, it is already the
first example of a queer epistemological approach, devel-
oped on the grounds of Foulcauldian power/knowledge
hierarchies. It is though to escape normalising effects of
categorisation, and hence prevent harmful exclusion of
“non-subjects” of the categorisation. This is the second
feature of the queer project: to establish itself as ethical
perspective concerned about non-oppressive approach
to knowledge creation. To apply queer theory, born and
developed in Western academic circles, to the analysis
of the post-communist transformation evokes and inter-
pellates its own queerness, and insubordinance.

There is also another issue of terminology. In the exist-
ing literature on the subject of sexuality and/or postmod-
ern philosophies, “queer” is identified as either a “queer
theory” or a “queer activism.” I propose to use “queer
approach” as the better expression for what is being de-
scribed under both motioned terms. One of the main
ideas of the queer approach is to dismantle dichotomies
of social and ideological organisation, which are rooted
in the essentialist perspective and implemented by the
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IJIEJIUIIITE U CE IIPHUMEHETH O] TOTAIM3aTOPCKaTa IMaTpH-
japxajsiHa ryieHa TOYKa. 3HA4YH, Jla C€ OJBOU aKTHUBH3-
MOT O/ TEOPUCKATa MUCJIa 3HAYH JIa CE JIEjCTBYBA IPOTUB
KJIYYHUOT IIOMM BO OIHIIIAHUOT/aHATU3UPAHUOT CTaB.
,KBUp mpHUCTanoT® ja momMarysa Ja)kKHaTa Pa3JITUYHOCT
¥ HACTOjyBa Ha TOa JieKa He MOJKe /ia Ce TPaJIi aKTHBHA
BKJIYY€HOCT BO ,,BUCTHHCKaTa“ MOJIUTHUKA 0€3 TEOPUCKH
OCBPT Bp3 CcTBapHOCTa. AHAJIOTHO, ¢uiocodckaTa MUC-
Jia He MOKe J]a Ce Pa3BHe BO OIIITECTBEHATa, KyJITypHa
IIpa3HUHA Ha ,,peaJTHOTO . 3HaUH, yoTpedaTa Ha TEPMH-
HOT ,,KBHUP IPUCTAI" MOKe /ia ce chaTH KaKO IMOMPEITH3-
Ha JIeJHOCT Ha U3HECYBalbe Ha 3aMHUCJIaTa 32 KBUPHOCTA
BO IIpesieH IUiaH. MlcToBpeMeHO, YUTaTeI0T/KaTa Mopa
Jla IMa Ha yM JieKa KBUP JilaBa caMo ,10100ap”“ peayi-
TaT, HO HUKOTAI ,Hajao0puoT; 1 Jeka e 80 UoCiliojaH
fliex, 3HaYM HUKOTAIIl He 3aBPIIyBa CO ,eIHHCTBEHOTO"
pemenue. OTTyka, kKako mrto Canapa Xapausr (San-
dra Harding) mpezayosku ymorpeba Ha MHOXKHWHA KOTa
ce 300opyBa 3a (eMUHUCTHYKH cTaB(OBHU), jac Ke Hac-
TOjyBaM HAa MHOXKMHATa KBUp mpucran(u). 3Hayd OHA
IITO BO CTaTHjaBa € ,KBUP IPHUCTAIl" OUTHO € camMO BO
JlaJleHaBa CUTYyallhja, ¥ CIY>KH Ha OBaa KOHKPETHA IIeJI,
a JpyruTe KOPHUCHUIY, KOJIKY IIITO € MOXKHO, Tpeba 1a
ro AeduHUpAAT KBUP BO 3aBUCHOCT O/ CBOUTE MOTPeOH,
I[eJIM U KOHTEKCTH.

IIpBHOT KBHP acCIIEKT INTO OM cakasl Jia ja CIOMHAM BO
KOHTEKCT Ha IojickaTa Ipeobpasba U IMOJATHYKATA
TEOpHja € IOBUKOT Ja Ce Iperno3HaaT HOBHUTE, HU3pa-
3eHd U 4ecTo HepebuHUpaHU (HAKTOPH KOU T'M 00JIH-
KyBaaT WAEHTHUTETHUTE, KAaKO M Ja Ce pasrjefa eIaHo
TakBO MHOIITBO. CHuTe 3aeHO ru reppopMupaaT UiaeH-
TUTETUTE KAKO HECTAOWIHM KOHCTPYKTH U HU I'O BPTaAT
BHHMMaHHUETO KOH MPOIECOT udeHliuduxayuja, HamecTo
KOH , uaeHTuTeToT . (Iobap mperyen u coryiendba Moxke
Jia ce Hajze Bo Jenkins 1996). Ha mpumep, BO MOJICKUOT
OTIIIITECTBEHO-TIOJIMTHYKH KOHTEKCT, IPU3HABAIHETO HA

totalising perspective of patriarchy. Hence separating
activism from theoretical reflection is to act against the
very core notion of the described/analysed stance. The
“queer approach” blurs fake distinctiveness, and insists
that it is not possible to build active engagement into
“real” politics without theoretical reflection on a reality.
Accordingly, the philosophical contemplation cannot oc-
cur in the social, cultural void of “the real.” Using the
term “queer approach” hence, may be seen as more accu-
rate practice of bringing the idea of queerness to the fore.
In the same time, the reader must remember that queer
brings only “better” result, yet never “the best one;” and
that it is in constant flux, hence never terminates on “the
one” solution. Therefore, as Sandra Harding proposed to
use plural when talking about feminist standpoint(s), I
will insist on the plural use of queer approach(es). There-
fore, what is “queer approach” in this article, is only im-
portant at this particular occasion, serve this meticulous
purpose, and as far as possible, other users should define
queer according to their own needs, aims, and contexts.

The first queer aspect I want to evoke in the context of
Polish transformation and political theory, is the call for
the recognition of new, fluent and often undefined, fac-
tors shaping identities, together with consideration of a
multiplicity of them. All together performing identities
as unstable constructs, and directing our attention to the
process of identification, rather than towards “identity.”
(A good overview and insight can be found in Jenkins
1996). For example, in the Polish socio-political con-
text, the recognition of gender and sexuality as such new
identity forming features. Following, is the acceptance of
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POZIOT M CEeKCyaJTHOCTa KaKO TaKBH HOBH KapaKTepHC-
TUKU KOU rpajaT uzeHturetu. [loroa nmpudakameTo HA
,HECUTYPHOCTA“: BO CMHCJIA, OIIITECTBEHHOT ITOPEIOK €
BO ITOCTOjaH TeK, 3a3eMa 00JIUIIN BO 3aBHCHOCT OJI CUTYa-
IIUUTE, OIIITECTBEHUTE UHTEPECH U KOHTEKCTH, a HE €
L, OIIIIITECTBO" CO3/IaE€HO ,eHAlll 3aceKorari”.

[Tonaramy, ce 6apa IOMHAKBO IMOWMAame Ha ,,MaJI[UH-
cTBO“. HamecTo TpafinIMOHATHUTE €CEeHIINjaTMCTHIKH
TEPMHHU 32 UJAEHTUTETOT, MAAUUHCIUBO € OMIITECTBEH
KOHCTPYKT KOj TH OTE€JIOTBOPYBa U30pPaHUTE UJEHTUTETH
3a KOHKpeTHaTa HameHa. OBa HEMHHOBHO ITOBJIEKYBa
BAaKBHOT IIOMM JIa O/ipa3yBa €HA HOBA, IIOCTMOJIEPHA
cocTojba, HAMECTO Jia € YTBP/IEH BO CTAPHUTE 3a0CTaHATH
3Hauema. Kareropujara maayumHcitieo Gellle BOBeJleHA
3a Jia ce Hadesnedysaaili OHUE KOU O/ HEKOU NPUYHHHU
Oujle U3ABOEHHU OJ, MHO3UHCTBOTO BO OIIIITECTBOTO.
Torarm ce Haslaraie HUBHa KOHIIPO.AA CO TOA IIITO UM Ce
Jlo/ieJTyBallle MHOKECTBO MpaBa U 00BpcKH. 11 KOHeUHO,
yyearbe Ha BOCIIOCTABEHUOT Status quo. AKo ce corya-
CHMe JieKa OBHE TPH TOYKH Oea CYIITHHCKHU BO yJioTaTa
KOja MaJIIIMHCTBOTO ja UTpa/urparie BO OIIITECTBEHATA
opraHuzanuja, Mopa Ja npudartrMe U JeKa UCTHTE He
MOJKe /1a Ba’KaT U BO COBPEMEHUOT CBET (II0YHYBajKU BO
1960 roJiHa CO JIBMKEIbATA 3a OCIOpyBame). [lonmoT
,MaJIITMHCTBO“ MOpa /ia ce IPOMEHHU TaKa Ja T'M OJipa-
3yBa HOBHBE HJIEHTUTETH U HAYMHUTE Ha KOHU Ce CO3-
JlaJieHu. 3Hauu BPETHOCT BeKe He € CTaOMJIHOCTa, TYKY
dayumHOCTa; OTTYKa CO CMeCTyBarmbe Ha MaJIIIUHCTBATA
~HaJIBOp“, HeMa J1a ce cripeuu rpeobpasbara. MoaepHu-
OT status quo ce COCTOM O] ITIOCTOjaHa IIPOMEHA, a He Of
BKaMeHeTa cocTojoa Ha HerTaTa. OCBeH TOa, ,,MaJII[UH-
CTBO“ He MOJKe /ia JIejCTBYBa KaKO ajlaTKa 3a KOHTPOJIA:
TaKaHapevYeHUTe ,mpaBa“ u ,,00BpCKU® cITIy’KeJie 32 0Baa
1eJI, HO Mopa Jia ce ojabaBar 3a /ia ce 0cJI000auMe Of
omIITecTBeHaTa KoHTposia. Ha kpajotr Mmoske fja busmeme
MpUHYZEHU M COCEMA JIa ja YKUHEMe OBaa KaTeropuja,
Jla ¥ TO IpeKpaTUMe KUBOTOT. M0oKeOu Aypu Torall Ke
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“uncertainty:” in the sense of social order being in a con-
stant flux, taking shapes depending on situations, social
interests, and contexts, rather than done “once and for
all” “society.”

Another plea is for a different conception of a “minority.”
Instead of traditional essentialist identity based terms,
we should name minority as social constructs, embody-
ing chosen identities for the particular aim. This neces-
sarily requires this concept to reflect new, post-mod-
ern situation, instead of being clamped to the old relict
meanings. Minority category was established to monitor
those, who for some reason were put outside of a major-
ity of the society. Then it was about a control of those, by
ascribing particular set of rights and obligations to them.
Finally, it was about preventing the settled/established
status quo. If we agree that these three points were cru-
cial in the role minority play/played in the social organi-
sation, we must also agree that they loosing its legitimacy
in modern world (beginning in the 1960 with the contes-
tation movements). The concept of “minority” must be
changed, so it can reflect these new identities and ways
they are formed. So stability is no more a value, but flu-
idity; hence putting minorities as “outsiders” no longer
prevent the transformation. The modern status quo is
about constant changing rather then the frozen state of
things. Furthermore, “minority” cannot operate as the
controlling tool: so called “rights” and “obligations” were
serving this purpose, but has to be loosen up, so we can
free ourselves from a social control. Finally, we may be
forced to abolish this category at all, cease it in existence.
Maybe only then we will acknowledge that minorities are
no longer outsiders of/to the society, but constitute its
core element. That there are no Others, thus no need for
the monitoring tools, such as the very term “minority.” I
understand it may be utopian idea, nonetheless I insist
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YBHUJIUME JieKa MAAYUHCIeailia Beke He ce HAJABOP Off
OIIIIITECTBOTO TYKY CE HETOB KJIyU€eH eJleMeHT. /leka Hema
Jlpyru, na HemMa HUTY notpeba Of aJaTKU 3a Ha/A30p,
KaKBa IIITO € U CAMUOT TEPMHUH ,,MAJIIIUHCTBO". JAaCHO MU
€ JIeKa OBa € YTOIHMCKA 3aMHCJIa, aMa CellaK CMeTaM JieKa
Tpeba /1a ce oM 710 Kpaj. Bo cymTHHa Taka mpaBaT ak-
THUBUCTUTE, 30IIITO U HUE aKaIEMUITUTE He O1 MOXKese?

IMocnenHaTa TOYKa MOBHKYBa M BOBEAyBa IIPUMEHA U
Ipu3HaBame Ha (DAKTOT JeKa HUYHja HAEOJIOTHja U
[JIEAMIITE HE OJ]aT IMPOTUB HayKaTa, KaKo IITO CE VIITe
cMeTaaT MHOTYMHHA (ITO3UTUBUCTHYKH HUHCIIMPHUPAHHN).
CaMo TIpOTHB JIa)KHHUTE yOenyBama 3a OOjeKTHBHATA
HayKa. JacHO HM3Pa3eHOTO TJIEAUIINTE MOXKE caMo Ja
IIOMOTHE BO MOZ1I00p0 pa3buparbe Ha HEYUU JIOCTUTHY-
Barba WM rpeiiku. Mopa ga mpecraHeMe co Bepbara
BO MOJKHOCTa Off ,,00jeKTUBHOTO 3Haeme”. (KoskymaTu
BeKe CMe T'0 uyJie Toa TBpZee? YIITe KOJIKynaT Tpeba
na ro uyeme?) Toa Gelre umeosorrjata Ha 18 BeK; ieHeC
BeKe Tpeba Jjla HU € jaCHO | Jia OTdpJIMe KaKBU OUJIO
TOTAJTUTAPUCTUYKHY IIPUTUCOIIH 32 eANHCTBO. [ToTpebaTa
OIIIIITECTBEHUTE HAYKHU J]a CE OTBOPAT KOH JAPYTH IACIIH-
IJIMHH, JIa Ce OTKa)KaT ojf yOeleHOCTa BO 00jEKTUBHOCT
1 HEYTPAJIHOCT, MOK€E J]a HU IIOMOTHE JIa OTKPHEMeE JieKa
aKo e ,HejacHO“, ,Hefe(pUHUPAHO" WU ,HEIPEIU3HO",
He 3HaYM U JieKa € ,,HETEOPUCKO“ MJIN ,,HEeaKaJIeMCKO®.
Moszke yCITEIHO /1a I BKJIy4rMe OBa BO HAUHHOT Ha KOj ja
cdakame HayKaTa 3a IPUTOA Ja OTKPHEME COCEMA HOBH
[JIEIHU TOYKH. AKO TaKa IOCTalnuMe, BEpOjaTHO Ke YBH-
JINMeE JieKa 3HauehaTa HUKHYBaaT 0/T KOHTEKCTOT; CEKOj-
I1aT KOra TEpMHHOT ce KOPHCTH, Ce CO3/[aBa U TaKa He ro
OTpaHUYyBa UCXOJOT CO OAHAIpe/ AebUHUPAHH TPYIIH
3Hauema. [Ipudakamero 6u mogpa3zdMparo MOUHAKOB
IIpUCTal KOH ¢BeTOoT. HaMecTo /1a ce 1moj/ie BO CBETOT CO
OZIpeJIeHH OYEKyBatba 1 II0TOA CaMO /Ia Ce KaTErOpU3upa
(oxrope Hamosy) - OU ce HallIe BO HABUCTHHA €IWH-
CTBEeHa I0JI0’K0a. AKO TprueMe obOpaTHO: o710y, Oe3

one should try to go for the limits. In deed, that is what
all the activists do, why couldn’t we, academics, do it the
same way?

This last point invites and introduces the incorporation
and acknowledgement of the fact that the ideology and
standpoint of each of us is not against the science, as still
many (positivist-inspired) want to see it. It is against the
false conviction about the objective science. Clearly ex-
pressed point of view can only help in better understand-
ing of someone’s achievements or mistakes. We must all
stop believing that the “objective knowledge” is possible.
(How many times have we already heard that plea? How
many times are we going to hear it again?). That was 18"
century ideology; today we should have our lesson and
reject any totalitarian pressures for the unity. The need
of the social sciences to open for other disciplines, to give
up the conviction of objectivity and neutrality may lead
us to discover that being “vague,” “undefined,” or “im-
precise” does not mean being “non-theoretical” or “non-
academic.” We may successfully incorporate these into
the way we think about the science thus discover com-
pletely new perspectives. If we do so, it is very likely to
find out that meanings are popping-up from the context;
each time one use the term, one create it and thus do not
restrict the outcome to pre-defined sets of meanings. The
acceptance would mean different approach to the world.
Instead of going into the world with definite expectations
and then just categorise it (top-bottom) — we would find
ourselves in a truly unique position. If we start acting
the other way round: from bottom, without expectations
and categories, up to the top, we may see the world being
completely different. Again: it may be a utopian vision,
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OUYeKyBamwa U KaTOTOPUH, YTOPE, CBETOT OU HU ce BU/IE
coceMa IOMHAKOB. V1 IOBTOPHO: MOKebU e yTomucka
BU3Hja, aMa He MU Ce IJIe/la HEBO3MOKHA.

OBa HE BOAM /0 YIITE €eH MOCTYJIaT: TEOPETUIAPUTE
Tpeba J1a BepyBaar Jieka HUBHOTO J1eJI0 MO2Ke J1a IO CMEeHH!
csetot. Co pyru 360poBu: Tpeba /ja IpUMeHUME €eJleH
aKTUBHUCTUYKH cBeTorsiell. HebUTHO e anu mpomeHara
Ke ce CJIy4H Iopajiyi MeHe, HO aKO CaMo ja cieZlaM cBojaTa
BH3Hja, IIITOM TPTHE, ke IPOJIOJIKU (KaKO IOMUHO HJIH
CHE’KHA JIaBUHA) U e/ieH JeH iipomeHatua Ke ce cayyu.

KoHeuyHO, ceé IITO € HAIWIIAaHO IIOTOpe MMa Jj1aboKa
eTUYKa JIUMEH3Uja, IITO € O/ UCKIYUUTETHO 3HAUEHHE
3a Haykara. /lojileka ucTpaskyBame, Kako Jia 3abopaBaMme
JIeKa He TUIIyBaMe 3a Opojku, pUrypu, akTepu, UTpavau
WIN crydan. 300pyBaMe 3a YOBEUKHU KUBOTH BO KO TMa
OoJsika, 3aryba, pasoCcT, COJI3H, Y?KUBAbE, 3aJJ0BOJICTBA U
Taka HaTaMy. Taka, ako ITOKpaj MO30OIIUTE TH BKIyYHUMeE
¥ cpiata, paboTraTa MOKe Jia HU Ce BUJIM IOPaJlOCHA,
MTOUCILJIAT/INBA, TIOMPEI[U3HA U IT03HAYAjHA.

Kako mro mnwumyBa Joana Musjenuncka (Joan-
na Mizielinska 2006), kBup ermkara ke ce pemu 3a
Pa3IMYHU MOPAJIHH IOPEJOIY; HE HUXWIN3aM WU
pelaTuBH3aM, TYKy IUIypaIn3anyja Ha MOpaJIHUTE
MOJINEHA U KOJIEKCH Ha OJTHECYBambe (214). Ke ce OKapak-
TEPU3UPA U CO OAHOCOT Mely ,Jac* u ,JI[pyruor“: He Ha
Pa3JIMYHOCT, TYKy Ha HCTOCT - Tpeba Jla MmpeTcraByBa
OJIHOC Ha 3aeMHa O/ITOBOPHOCT (219-220). Ha kpaj, 11o-
JIETO Ha KBHUP eTUKaTa O0u Omyio aHTU-GyHAAaMEHTATHO
(crpoTHCTaBEHO HA CHUTE IPETEH3WH KOW caKaaT Ja ce
HAaMeTHAT KaKO €JWHCTBEHU, BKJIYIYBajKH T'Ml U OHHE
Ha rosieM O6poj MaJIUHCKU rpynu) (213), 1 OTBOPEHO 3a
penedbuHHUIAja HA ,,cCeEMEjCTBOTO (HAMETHATO OJf MHOTY
JINCKYPCH KaKO HaJOUTHOTO MECTO Ha MPOHUKHYBAamhe Ha
pa3HU Ipalama 1 MpodeMu TOTPEOHU 32 BOCIIOCTaBY-
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but I believe it is not impossible.

It also leads to another postulate: theorists should be-
lieve their work might change the world. In other words:
we ought to adopt activist point of view. It is not impor-
tant whether the change will happen thanks to me, but
if only I consequently pursue my vision, once started, it
will continue (as domino or snowball effect) and one day
the change will happen.

Finally, all what is written above has deeply ethical di-
mension, which is extremely important in the science.
While researching, we seem too often forget, that we
write not about numbers, figures, actors, players or
cases. We talk about people’s lives, which involve pain,
loss, joy, tears, pleasure, satisfaction, and so on. Thus, if
we involve not only our brains but also hearts, we may
find our work more joyful, profitable, accurate, and more
meaningful.

As Joanna Mizielinska (2006) writes, the queer ethics
would opt for diversity of moral orders; not nihilism or
relativism, but pluralisation of moral domains and codes
of behaviour (214). It would also be characterised by the
relationship between the “I” and the “Other:” not through
difference, but sameness — it should be the relation
of responsibility for each other (219-220). Finally,
the queer ethics domain would be anti-fundamental
(opposing any claims that want to establish itself as
the only ones, including those made by many minority
groups) (213), and open for the redefinition of a “family”
(imposed by many discourses as the most important site
of intertwining various issues and problems needed for
establishing social order), as chosen kinship relations
rather than in-born blood dependencies (217). Overall,
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Bambe OIIIITECTBEH MOPEIOK) KaKO M30paHU POJHUHCKU
BPCKH MECTO BPOJIEHH KPBHH 3aBUCHOCTH (217). OnmITo
3eMeHO0, Mu3jesIMHCKa jacHO BeJIM JieKa uMa mnorpeba
o] ,KBUp eTHKaTa“ (220), Koja He Mopa J1a ce caTu BO
TPaJUIMOHATIHA cMUCIa (KaKO IITO U Jia IITO € KBUD),
U JieKa Hej3MHaTa OPUTMHAIHOCT He IIPOU3JIETYBA OF
HOBMHATa Ha OCOOMHHTE TYKy OJi €JUHCTBEHATa cMeca
oJ1 rosieM Opoj Beke IOCTOjHU IIpalllarba KOU CO3/1aBaaT
HOBO ¥ ODUTHHAJIHO CBOjCTBO.

Osa npuberHyBame KOH KBUP eTUKaTa IMOApa30upa Jieka
oHMe Kou mpudakaar KBUP KaKO aKTHBHA CTPATerHja
BO CBOETO CEKOj/HEBUE, HE caMO IITO Ce WHTepecupaar
3a CEKCYaJTHOCTa TYKy, KaKO IITO Beke CIIOMEHaB, U 3a
MHOTY JIDYTM HECEKCyaJIHH JUMEH3UU KOU MOKebu
BJIMjaaT BP3 TylHTe >KUBOTH. Bo oBaa cmucia GUTHO
e /1a ce 3abeJie’KM JleKa OBa € IJIeZHAaTa TOYKa Koja ce
IpUMeHyBa BO IPOEKTOB. 3HAYU BJIMjae He CaMO BP3
JKHBOTOT U TIOUMOT 00jeKT/Ccy0jeKT Ha HCTPAKYBAKETO,
TYKy IOJIE/ITHAKBO M BP3 YUTATEJIOT/KaTa Kako (THBOK)
yYEeCHHK/UKa, COTOBODHHKOT/4KaTa (KOj/a ce mojapas-
6upa) oz Koro/koja ce 6apa OATOBOPHOCT 3a UCXOJIOT BO
HETOBUOT/HEJ3UHUOT KUBOT.

[TpeBox ox anrivcku jasuk: KanuHa Janesa

benewku:

1. IIpBure ,cimoboauu” H360pu HA 27 OKTOMBPH 1991 FOIMHA
JTOBE/I0a 10 OTPOMHA PACIIENTKAHOCT Ha IMOJUTHYKATA CIe-
Ha: MapJaMeHTOT Ce COCTOEIlle Of 29 MapTHH, a CaMO JIBE
of HUB 00e30e/ija 12 MPOIIEHTH MOAAPIIKA OJT TJIacaurTe
(Chwalba 1999, 814).

Mizielinska clearly states that there is a need of the “queer
ethics” (220), which not necessarily must be understood
in traditional terms (as anything queer), and that its
originality does not stem from the novelty of features,
but from the uniqueness of the mixture of many already
existing issues that produce new and original quality.

This turn into queer ethics implies that those who
embrace queer as the active strategy of everyday life, are
not only concerned about sexuality, but as mentioned,
about many other, not-sexual dimensions, influencing
possibly the life of others. In this light, it is important to
note that this is the perspective adopted in this project.
Therefore, influencing not only the life and notion of the
object/subjects of the research, but equally, the reader as
the (silent) participant, the (implied) addressee, who is
asked to take the responsibility for the outcomes in their
own life.

Notes:

1. The first “free” elections on the 27" October 1991 led
to enormous fragmentation on the political scene: the
parliament was composed of 29 parties, with only two of
them securing 12 per cent of voters support (Chwalba 1999,

814).
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Jlyuc Muren
Censenu Npeo6pateH, TpaHCpPOAOB,
aHren: 3a egHa , eTUKa Ha

BUAJIMBOCT” BO COBpeMeHa
Typuuja

1. Kun [lene3 ennam pede geka Bo ¢uiocodujaTta
cra"yBa 300p 3a co3/iaBame MouMu. Bo pyra mpuianka
IIpenopava v UCTPaKyBakbe U 3aHUMAaBabe CO MOJKHOCTA
3a ceopunocogduja, MUCIIOBHA JIEJHOCT KOja CEPUO3HO TU
06paboTyBa MaTepHjaTHUTE YCJIOBU HA CBOjOT KOHTEKCT
¥ HETOBOTO O/IBUBamh€e. BCYIITHOCT, KDUTHYKATA TEOPH]a,
CIIOpes; HEro, MOXKE Ja OAWrpa 3HayajHa yJiora BO
COBPEMEHOTO OIIIITECTBO CAMO JIOKOJKY C€ IIOBp3€e
€O 0COOEHOCTUTE HA €JleH JIOKaJIeH IIPOCTOp U e/HA
MIOJINTHYKA OIIIHja.

Bo HeroBo uMe, OBAe HMMaM HaMmepa Ja IOHyJaM
HEKOJIKY ZIeJIOTBOPHHU IOTJIE/IA BP3 COBPEMEHOTO TYPCKO
OIIITECTBO, IPEKYy aHajn3aTa Ha IOBeKe3HAYHOCTA
Ha e/leH eJWHCTBEH IOBeKecjoeH mouM. HaBuctuHa,
mpairamaTta Kou ke ce o6paboTyBaaT MpU MPHUKaXKyBa-
IETO Ha OBOj IIOMM 3acera ce pacIpoOCTPaHETH HU3
Pa3HU TOUKH U CJIOEBU O] IOHOBATa TypcKa HCTOpHja, a
TOKMY YMHOT Ha ,,CO3/JaBabe I0JIe3eH MIOUM " 0] HUB Ke
Ou/e IIIaBHUOT MHTEPEC Ha LEJTUOB TPYI.

2. CobupameTo 3HaUema BO BpCKa €O JlaZieHa TeMa, CO
IITO U Cce JjJaBa JUCKYyp3UBHA CHJIA KOja M OBO3MOKYyBa
IIPEBJIACT, C€ COCTOM BO OTdpJame HAa IOUMHUTE
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Luis Miguel
Selvelli Converted, Transgender,
Angel: For an “Ethics of
Visibility” in Contemporary
Turkey

1. Gilles Deleuze once said philosophy is about the
invention of concepts. On other occasions, he also
recommended to investigate and deal with the possibility
of geophilosophy, described as a practice of thought
deeply concerned with the material conditions of its
context and of its taking place. To him in fact, critical
theory was to fulfill an important role in contemporary
society only if it was to relate itself to the specificity of a
local space and a political option.

In his name, I aim here to develop some effective insights
into contemporary Turkish society, through the analysis
of the multiple meanings of a singular manifold concept.
Indeed, the issues that will be addressed while presenting
this concept are as of now spread in many different
spots and layers of recent turkish history, and the act of
“making a useful concept” out of them will precisely be
the main concern of this whole paper.

2. Gathering meanings around a chosen theme, thus
providing it with the discoursive strength that can allow
for its hegemonic possibility, is about refusing conceptual

B




Luis Migel Selveli Converted, transgender, angel: For an “ethics of visibility” in contemporary Turkey

PaMKHU KaKO MPUPOAHO AaZIeHH U, TOCKOPO, BO HEKAKBO
I0jacHyBame, BO CAMUOT YMH Ha MPHUKA3 U OIHUC Ha
HCTUTe, KaKO ceKoja MMOMMHA paMKa € IIPOU3BOJ Ha
KOHCTPYKITH]ja U, BCYIITHOCT, ITpalllakhe Ha CTpaTerHja.

Kako mto Hu kaska Banrep benjamun (Walter Benjamin),
opuzuHaauitie (originaries) He Mopa ja ru 6apaMe BO
MMHATOTO, HUTY I1aK JIa UM IIPHAaBaMe Ba>KHOCT IIOPaIH
HEro; TYKY, CeKOj KOHIIENIT KOj Ou IMPUBJIEKYBaJ APYTH,
mopagyd MOKTa Jila OTKpPHE HEKAKOB OCOOEH W CiIydaeH
BHCTMHOCEH peJ BKJIOIEH BO HUB, OM ce HapeKoJ
opu2uHai. BakBOTO 3aHeMapyBaibe Ha JUjaxpOHUCKATA
BPEMEHOCT IIPEeTCTaByBAllle CTPATEIIKO IIpalllarbe
3a BeHjaMHH BO HEroBHOT OCBPT BpP3 HCTOpHjaTa,
IIOJIUTUKATA M KyJITypHaTa IPOAYKIIHja: BO HETOBHOT
JINYEH CTaB, IOJI BJIMjaHHE U Ha €BPEjCKOTO MECHJAaHCTBO
M Ha MapKCHUCTHYKHUTE OUYEKyBaiba, BUCTHHATA 3a €IeH
KyJITypPeH IPOM3BOJ, HUKOTAIll HEe CMee Jla ce CMeTa 3a
HEMPUKOCHOBEHA, TYKy Tpeba /1a ce corjiezia Bo 0JJHOC Ha
HEjJ3MHUOT MOTEHIHjasl ja OTBOPU €Ha KOHTHHIE€HTHA
eTHYKa IpUMepHOCT. Taka CeKOj TEKCT WM IIOHUM
O0u cTaHaJ BO CYIITHHA YHTJIWB KOTa U Jia Ce IOKaxKe
KODHCEH IPH OCTBapyBalhe Ha IMOHATAMOIIHH E€THYKH
Y TOJIUTUYKH IIeJIN; BO TOj Cay4aj, Tpeba Jla ce YKHUHe
KakKBa OMJIO MCTOPUCKA JUjaXpPOHHUja, a CUTE KYJITYPHHU
IIPOM3BOAY BO COCTaB Ha IIOMMHATa paMKa Jia ce
CTaBaT BO JMjaJIEKTHYKH OHOC €JHH CO APYTH U JIa ce
M3eHavYaT BO Ipylla 3aCHOBaHA BP3 HEOJIOKHOCTA Ha
cera (jetztzeit).

Hapeanute cTpaHuiiy ©MaaT 3a I€JI JIa II0jacHAT KaKo,
BO oco0eHaTa HCTOPHMCKAa HEU3BECHOCT HA COBpPEMEHa
Typruja, tepmuHoT dénme (MHHAT IAPTHUIUI OF
raroysior donmek, KOj 3Ha4u ,ce BPTH, Ce MeHyBa“)
MO2Ke J]a CTaHe OpuU2UHAA, OFHOCHO I0JIE3€H TOUM IIPH
TOJIKyBalbeTe Ha TYPCKUOT MaTepHjajieH M KyJTypeH
’KMBOT. BO TEKCTOT IITO cjeayBa, TEPMHHOT donme

frames as naturally given, and rather making clear, in the
very act of presenting and describing them, how every
conceptual frame is the result of a construction, and
indeed a matter of stategy.

As Walter Benjamin came to tell us, originaries are not
necessarily to be found in the past, nor to acquire their
authority from it; rather, any concept which is to play as
an attractor towards others, because of its power to re-
veal some specific and contingent order of truth enclosed
in them, is to be called an originary. This disrespect for
diachronic temporality was for Benjamin a strategic is-
sue in his consideration of history, politics and cultural
production: in his personal view, influenced by both jew-
ish messianism and marxist expectations, the truth of a
cultural product was never to be seen as absolute, but
was rather related with its potential of opening up a con-
tingent ethical exemplarity. Every text or concept is thus
to become effectively readable whenever it turns up to be
useful for further ethical or political aims; in such a case,
any historical diachrony is to be suspended, and all the
cultural products composing the conceptual frame are
put in dialectic relation to each other, and flattened in a
constellation based on the urgency of now (jetztzeit).

Next pages’ purpose will be to make visible how, in the
specific historical contingency of contemporary Turkey,
the term donme (past participle of the verb dénmek, that
means “to turn”) can come to be an originary, that is a
fruitful concept for the interpretation of Turkish material
and cultural life. In what follows, the term donme will
in fact be used to polarize and gather several different




Identities )

BO CYIITHHA Ke ce KOPHCTHU Jia CIIPOTHCTaBH U cobepe
HEKOJIKYy pa3jINYHU TEMU OKOJIy cebe, BO 00U/ HA Kpaj
Jla COCTaBHM KOMILJIET CPEZICTBA KO OU ce yroTpebue 3a
mo00po pazbuparme Ha TypcKaTa cocTojba, a MOXKeOu
U J1a TIOTTUKHE JIeJl Off YHUTaTeJUTe HA MMOHATAMOIIHU
MOJINTHYKHY U KYJITYDHU JI€jCTBA.

*H*

3. Bo nenemHo BpeMe, HajKPUTUYHOTO IIPAIIAlbe BO
Typuuja e HECOMHEHO NPAIIABETO HA MECTOIOJIOKDA.
Koe wmecro Tpeba za ro 3aszeMe BO COBPEMEHUTE
kaprorpaduu? ITocrojar iu HacoKu 1o KoM Tpeba J1a ce
110j/1e, MOTEHIHjayId IITO Tpeba Jja ce ocTBapar?

ITaTeMm, Beke Tpeba Jja € jacHO JieKa TPY/IOB He IUIAHUPA
Jla pacripaBa 3a HAI[MOHAJIHU IPUOPUTETH, HUTY MaK 3a
TeOTIOJIUTHYKHU WM €KOHOMCKH IIpalllara; IOCKOpo, Ke
ce OCBpHE Ha KeJIOeHHTe Cy0jeKTH U ke ce 3aHUMaBa co
pobJIeMOT cpexa.

Bo cymtuna, oTcera ma HataMmy Tpeba fja HU OHUzie jacHO
Jleka HecurypHaTta mosioxk6a Ha Typumja kako 3emja
HAaBHUCTUHA € pe3yJTaT OJf HEKOJIKyZeleHucku (o
pery0JIMKaHCKOTO BpeMe) JIMYHU HEMHUPU U HecpeKw.
Kako mTo ke BuuMe, KOra U Jia ce U3pas3yBaar jaBHO,
JKUTeJIUTe Ha pemybsukaHcka Typruja Ha HeKOj
HayvH OWle MPUCUJIEHU Off CTPAaHA HA BJIAJEJaYKHOT
JIp’KaBeH JIUCKYpC Jla Ce OJHECYBaaT BO COIJIACHOCT CO
e/leH KaHOHCKH, CTPOTO OZ[peJieH, TYPCKU HAI[MOHAJIEH
UJIEHTUTET, WU3rPaJIeH BEIITAaYKH CO CPAaMHO 3aHeMa-
pyBame Ha MYJITUKYJITYPHOTO HACJIEJICTBO OJf IIPEJl-
pemny0OyIKaHCcKaTa UCTOPH)a.

BonoHOBO BpeMe HacTaHaa MHOTY IIPOMEHH 1 O/ TACUBHU
(mpoMmeHa Ha reHepanuu U 3ab0paB) M OJ] aKTUBHU
npuUurHE (KyJTypHAaTa mnpepoada o7 JeBeleCeTTUTE
IOpaZii HOBUTE 3aKOHU M MaTEPHUjaIHH YCJIOBH), HO
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issues around it, trying finally to compose a set of tools
that can be used to get some better understandings of the
Turkish condition, and hopefully urge some readers into
a further political and cultural action.

KR*

3. Nowadays, the most critical matter of Turkey is
undoubtedly one of location. Which should be its place
in contemporary cartographies? Are there any directions
to be taken, or any potentialities to be fulfilled?

By the way, it should be already clear that this paper is
not to to talk about national priorities, nor geopolitical or
economical matters: rather, it’s to consider the condition
of desiring subjects, and to address issues of happiness.

In fact, we should from now on make clear that the
uncertain position of Turkey as a country is indeed the
outcome of several decades (the Republican age) of
private turmoils and individual catastrophes. As we will
see, whenever expressing themselves publicly, subjects
of republican Turkey have in some way been forced by
the hegemonical state discourse to behave consistently
with a canonic, strictly defined, Turkish national identity,
artificially built in scornful disrespect of the multicultural
legacy of prerepublican history.

In recent times many things have been changing, both
for passive (passing of generations and forgetfulness)
and active reasons (cultural revival of the 9os caused by
new laws and material conditions), but the embedded-
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IIPUCYCTBOTO Ha OBa MOCEOHO IUCKYP3UBHO CPEZICTBO CE
YIIITE BO roJieMa Mepa BJIMjae Bp3 CUOT TYPCKH KYJITypeH
Y TIOJINTHYKHU U3Pa3: OTTyKa U HEMHUHOBHOCTA HA OBHE
300pOBH.

4. Co 1eJs1 1a TO CTaBUME II€JIOTO Ipallamke BO paMKa,
HEKOHW NPBUYHHU YBUJU MOXKE Jla Ce HajaaT BO TPYJIOT
Meanauxoaujaiia Ha Hcitian6ya (The Melancholies
of Istanbul) Ha Ecpa Akuan (Esra Akcan), Koj ce KoH-
IIEHTpHpa Ha I0’KUBYBamara Ha McranOys o1 cTpaHa Ha
Opxan [Tamyk BO IeTCTBOTO U MJIaJioCTa (I1€/IeCETTUTE 1
LIEECEeTUTE):

I[Tamyk yecTomaTw ro ONHIIYBa >XUBOTOT BO Typruja
KaKo ,4YyBCTBO Ha Iepu@EPHOCT KAKO UyBCTBO KOE Ce
KoJieba Mery ,,JJOCTOMHCTBEHA TOPAOCT U ,,KOMILJIEKC Ha
romasia BpegHoct . OBa riieIuInTe HABUCTHHA MOXKE /1A
ce nedwHUPa U KAaKO MEJIAHXOJIFja KOoja ce jaByBa KakKo
MOCJIeIUIA O/ ACUMETPUUYHHUTE OJIHOCU KOW /JieslyBaa
JI0 MOMEHTOT Ha MOJIEpHH3allfja U BeCTepHU3aIHja
Ha Typruja. EBpOLIEHTPUYHUTE HJIEOJIOTUH, YBE3EHU
Bo Typruja Bo TEKOT Ha MPOIECOT HAa MOJEPHU3AIM]a,
ja TOTTHMKHAa 3aMuciaTa ,3anajHoTO  (Koe U CaMOTO
€ MEHJIMBO W He Tpeba J1a ce CcTaHAapAu3Wpa) Ja
ce IoMMa Kako ,ujleaTHa® HOpMa 3a YOBEUHOCT, a
HEroBUTEe KYJITYPHH IIPOM3BOAY KaKO HeU30eKHUOT
~yHUBep3asieH“ wu3pa3. Bo ¢pojooBckaTta TeopwHja,
3ary0eHOTO IIITO IMPEU3BUKYyBa MEJIAHXOJIMja HE MOpa
Jla Oujie JIMYHOCT WJTU IIPEJIMET - MOJKe J1a Ouzie U ueall.
UyBcTBOTO Ha 6€3BpeHOCT U NepudepPHOCT, HUIIATIOTO
KOe ce JIBIDKM Mely TOpAoCT U WH(EPHUOPHOCT, a
KoJie6IMBocTa Mely JbyOOB M OMpas3a KOH 3ary0eHHOT
IIpesIMeT, ce CaMO COTJIEZJAaHOTO PACTOjaHue O UAeayoT
Ha MeJIAaHXOJIMYHOTO JIuIe.

Op BTOpara NoJIOBHHA Ha 19 BeK, Ha BjIacTa U KyJITYDHU-
Te enuTH Ha OCMAaHJIMCKOTO IIAPCTBO C€ MOIPUBJIEYHU

ness of this specific discoursive device is nonetheless still
affecting the whole of Turkish cultural and political ex-
pression: thus the urgency of these words.

4. In order to start framing the whole issue, some first
glances are to be found in the paper The Melancholies
of Istanbul by Esra Akcan, focused on the perceptions
Orhan Pamuk had of Istanbul during his childhood and
youth (the 1950s and 60s):

Pamuk often depicts living in Turkey in terms of the
“feeling of being peripheral”, as a feeling that swings be-
tween a “dignified pride” and an “inferiority complex.”
This perspective can, indeed, also be defined as a mel-
ancholy that arises as a consequence of the asymmetric
relations operating during the moment of moderniza-
tion and Westernization of Turkey. Ideologies of Euro-
centrism imported to Turkey during the process of mod-
ernization caused the idea of the “Western” (which itself
varies and should not be standardized) to be perceived as
the “ideal” norm for humanity, its cultural productions
as the inescapable “universal” expression. In Freudian
theory, the lost object causing melancholy does need not
be a person or a thing—it may also be an ideal. The feel-
ing of unworthiness and being peripheral, the pendulum
swings between pride and inferiority, and the fluctua-
tions between love and hate toward the lost object are
nothing but the melancholic subject’s perceived distance
from the ideal.'

Since the second half of the 19™ century, the political
establishment and cultural elites of the Ottoman empire
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VM CTaHyBaJle BPeJIHOCTUTEe Ha ycTaBHATa JIeMOKpaTuja
U JiuyHata ca000/1a, KaKO U 3aIra/IHOEBPOIICKUTE Ha-
YUH Ha JKUBOT U CEKOjJHEBHU HABUKH; BaXKHOCTa U
npudakameTo Ha BaKBaTa IUCKYP3UBHA PaMKa CTaHyBaa
yIITe IIOCUJIHU BO IIPBUTE JIBE JleleHUH O] 20 BeK, 3a
KOHEYHO J1a ofurpaar 6utHa ysora (co MiagoTypckoTo
JIBIDKEEbe) BO PACHaIOT HA 3acTapeHaTa IOJINTHYKA
ctpykrypa Ha Ocmaniuckoro napersBo. Ilopagu
nory0HOTO (Kako M HEINOBHKAHO) y4ecTBO Bo IIpBaTa
CBETCKAa BOjHA, pacnazoT Ha OCMaHINCKOTO IJapCTBO
Oelle IOTBP/IEH CO 03JI0TJIacCEHUOT AO0roBOp Bo CeBp,
CO KOj MOOEIHUYKUTE CIJIM TO CBEJ0Aa OCMAHJIUCKHOT
TEPUTOPHjaJIeH UHTETPUTET Ha TPOIIKa. 3aToa BakBaTa
oJUTyka HaOpry mpeJu3BHKa CUJIHA BOEHA peaknyja
npenBojieHa of reHepasioT Mycrada Kemasn (moponna
IIO3HATKAKO ATATypK): HETOBAaTaXapHU3Ma 1 CTPATEIIKUTE
CIIOCOOHOCTH ¥ OBO3MOXKHMja Ha HOBO(OpMHpaHaTa
BOjCKa J1a M3BOjyBa 1obesja BO MOBEKETO OUTKU IIPOTHUB
I'puure, Epmennure, Kypaute u ®panitysurte. Kora
IIOcCaKyBaHaTa TEPUTOPHja KOHEYHO Oellle CTEKHATa U
06e3benena, Mycrada Kemas ce mporyiacu 3a 0CHOBaY
Ha HOBaTa TYPCKa peIrybJInKa.

Kako npunasiHyuk Ha ONIITeCTBEHATA KJlaca IOCBeTeHA Ha
3allaIHUTE U/IeaJTH, Ce Haj/le 3a/10J1?KEeH 32 00JTUKYBatbe Ha
HOBHUOB IIOJINTUYKU EHTUTET BP3 OCHOBA HAa CEKyJIapHOCT
U JApYTU MPHUCBOEHMW 3amagHu 3amuciau. Ho ceBo oBa
Tpebaiile /1a ce U3BeJle HACIIPOTU KOHKPETHUTE YCJIOBU
BO 3eMjaTa (IIpeTEXXHO pypasiHa, TPAJUIIMOHAIHA, CO
CUJIHH BEPCKH YyBCTBA) U OTKAKO Ce MapruHaJIM3Upaa
(u3rpajieHu Kako ,JIpyrHOT* BO JIp;KaBHAaTa PETOPHKA)
MastiuHekuTe 3aequurny (I'piu, Epmennu, EBpen), yun
€JINTU BO CYIITUHA TO 3acTalyBaa KYJTYPHHUOT HU3pa3
Haj0JIM30K JI0 UCTUTE THE 3amaaHu uaeanu. Co Apyru
300pOBH, 3a /ia ce pemar IpobIeMHUTe OKOJIY IIPOIECOT
,A3rpazida Ha HamyjaTta“, HoBaTa TypCKa Jp:KaBa Oelie
BOCIIOCTaBeHa €O yrnotpeba Ha JUCKYP3UBHU CPEJICTBA,
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got progressively attracted by the values of constitutional
democracyand individual freedom, as much asinfluenced
by western european lifestyle and daily habits; the
importance and acceptance of this discoursive frame
grew then much stronger during the two first decades
of 20" century, playing at last an important role (with
the movement of the Young Turks) in the dissolution of
the aged Ottoman empire political structure. Because of
its disastrous (as much as unrequested) participation
in the First World War, the collapse of Ottoman empire
happened to be ratified by the infamous treaty of Sevres,
used by the winner powers to reduce Ottoman territorial
sovereignty to a sort of apple core. This decision was
thus soon to prompt a thorough military reaction, led by
the army general Mustafa Kemal (to be later known as
Atatiirk): his charisma and strategic abilities allowed the
newly gathered troops to succeed in most of the several
battles fought against Greeks, Armenians, Kurds and
French. When the aspired territory was at last gained
and assured, Mustafa Kemal could eventually declare
himself as founder of the new republic of Turkey.

As a member of the social class devouted to western
ideals, he found himself in charge of moulding this
new political entity on the base of secularism and other
acquired western imaginaries. But all of this was to be
done in spite of the actual conditions of the country
(mostly made of rurality, traditionalism and strong
religious feelings), and after having marginalized (and
constructed as “the other” in the state rhetoric) those
minoritarian communities (Greeks, Armenians, Jews),
whose elites had indeed been representing the closest
cultural expression to those same western ideals. In
other words, in order to solve the several issues related
to the “nation building” process, the new Turkish state
came to be established making use of discoursive devices
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BO roJjieMa Mepa HeJIOC/IeHU U Ha IPUCBOEHUTeE 3aMaHU
ujiean 1 Ha paKTHYKaTa CTBAPHOCT BO 3eMjaTa.

HajupBo, eBpONCKHOT HAYMH Ha >KHUBOT OJIEHAII MY
Oelre HamMeTHAT Ha II€JIOTO HacejleHHe, 0e3 HHUKAKOB
obSHp KOH IIpalllarbaTa Ha JIMYEeH u3pa3: II0Kpaj
CJIO’KEHHOT IPo0JIeM cO ceKyaapuaMoOT (Ha KOj HeMa
Jla ce OCBpHaM OBjie), 3a0paHara Ha ¢decoill, Ha Pajuo
IIPEHOC Ha TpaJUlMOHAJHA TypCKa My3HMKa, KakKO H
Ha oOjaByBam€ TEKCTOBU Ha JIPYTU ja3WIIM OCBEH Ha
TYPCKH CE caMoO JieJ1 Off IPUMEPUTE 38 HECOOABETHUOT
IpUCTan KOH BecTepHu3anujata. McroBpeMeHo, 3a aa
IIOTTHUKHE ITOIIHPOKA MOA/IPIIKA 32 HOBHOT IMOJTUTHIKHI
E€HTUTET, BJIaCTa 3all0OYHA Ja Ce CIYKH CO OTPOBEH
HAI[HOHAIMCTUYKH JUCKYPC MPEKY KOj IIPOMOBHpAIIE
efieH 3aMHUCIEH WAEHTHUTET AedUHUpAH U KaKo
CEeKyJIapeH M eTHUYKU TYPCKU: TaKa, OUejKku BEKOBUTE
OCMAaHJIMCKA BJIACT OCTaBHja HACJIEJICTBO O] IIHPOKA
KyJITypHa pasHOBHUAHOCT (Koe cekako He Tpeba Ja ce
ueayin3upa), ynorpebara Ha TaKBO €JHO arpecUBHO
JINCKYP3UBHO CPEJCTBO MOpallle Ha Kpaj /Ja I'o IoIpedn
OTBOPEHOTO y4YecTBO Ha JIyfeTOo BO CO3/]aBalbeTO Ha
HOBa 3aeJHHMYKA AUCKYP3HBHA paMKa. Bo cyiiTuHa,
Kora u Jia Oea BUIJIMBU jaBHO (Ha y4ywIuiiTe, pabora,
BO MeIUyMuTe, cOOpaHWETO, WTH.), CUTEe IparaHd Ha
HOBaTa TypcKa perybJirMKa ce Tepaa Ja ce ofHecyBaaT
BO CKJIaJl CO HOBOU3IPAAEHUOT ,,TypcKkH unenturer”. Co
30opoBuTe Ha XaHa ApeHt (Hannah Arendt), jaBHuoTt
IIpOCTOP BO pemybankancka Typiipja He ce IPETBOPH BO
,MEIyIIPOCTOPOT HEOMXOJEH 3a Pa3B0Oj Ha BHCTHHCKA
OIHOCHA U ITOJIUTUYKA JIEJHOCT, IIOTOYHO, BO 3aEMHUTE
HHTepeCH ITOTPEOHH 3a CUTE /ia Ce UyBCTBYBAAT CJIOOOHH
Jla TO U3pasaT CBOjOT CTaB, a MOKeOH U Jja JUCKYTHPAAT
CO OCTAaHATHTE BO IOTpara IO 3aeJHUYKU pPeIleHuja.
Hamectro Toa, MHOry mo06siu3y Oellle 70 CJIy4ajoT Ha
TOTAJIUTAPHU apafiuTMH, Kaje o0pa3eroT Ha jaBHUOT

hardly inconsistent with both the claimed western ideals
and the actual reality of the country.

First of all, european way of life was abruptly imposed
on the whole population, with no concern for issues of
individual expression: apart from the complex matter of
secularism (which is notto be treated here), the ban on the
fez hat, on the radio broadcasting of traditional Turkish
music, and on the publishing of texts in languages other
than turkish, are just some examples of a much troubled
approach to westernization. At the same time, in order to
prompt a wider allegiance to the new political entity, the
establishment started making use of a noxious nationalist
discourse, promoting an imaginary identity defined as
both secular and ethnically turkish: thus, because what
centuries of Ottoman governance had left was a legacy
of broad cultural multiplicity (not to be left idealized
for sure), the usage of such an aggressive discoursive
device was to end up hindering the open participation of
people to the construction of a new common discoursive
frame. Infact, whenever under public visibility (school,
work, medias, parliament...), all citizens of the new
Turkish republic had to force themselves to perform in
accordance to this newly formalized “turkish identity.”
To say it with Hannah Arendt’s words, public space in
republican Turkey did not come to be the “in between”
necessary for the development of a genuine relational
and political activity, that is the common ground needed
in order to make everyone feel free to express his or her
point of view, and maybe discuss with others in order
to look for shared solutions. Rather, it went much closer
to the case of totalitarian paradigms, where the pattern
of public space comes to be tightly disciplined, and
individual expression is either explicitly condemned, or
subtly moulded from self-censorship.
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IIPOCTOP € CTPOro YpeZleH, a jaBHUOT H3pa3 WU €
OTBOPEHO OCyJleH, WU CYITWJIHO IIPUJIATO/IEH IIPEKY
caMoIleH3ypa.

5. 3a Ja mojacHaM KOJIKYy CHJIHO BJIMjaHHE WMarlle
ynoTpebaTa Ha oOBaa TeHEpaJiHAa paMKa BpP3 CEKOj-
JTHEBHIETO U JINYHUTE NPHUKA3HHU, Ke ymaTaMm Ha eJleH
TPYZ, KOj YIITe O] IOYEeTOKOT HMallle CyIITHHCKO
3Haueme 3a Pa3BOjOT HA TyKa IPUKAKAHUTE MUCIIU:
Ioiticettiysarwe 0da 3abopasume: cabailiejcitisoilio,
HAUUOHAAHUOTI udeHiliutlieli u cybjexiiusHoOC B0
Typuyuja (Remembering to Forget: Sabbateanism,
National Identity and Subjectivity in Turkey) Ha
Jlejna Hejsu (Leyla Neyzi). Hej3u, koja Bo CBOjOT TPy
TEeMeJIHO ce OCBPHYBa Ha IPO0JIEMOT CO U/IEHTUTETOT BO
penyosimkancka Typiyja v yecTonaTu ja KOPUCTH yCcHATa
HCTOpHja U KaKO €TUYKA U KaKO THOCEOJIOIIKA JIEJHOCT,
obpaboTyBa ciydaj Ha JKeHa KOja HeoJlaMHa OTKpHJIA
Jleka mpumara Ha ceMmejctBo Cabailiejuu, eBpejcka Be-
POMCIIOBE/] 3aCHOBAHA Ha JIMKOT U yuemweTo Ha IIlabaraj
1B, KOTO Ha KPAjoT O 17 BEK rojieM 6poj EBpen mupym
€BPOIICKMOT KOHTHHEHT ro cMmetasie 3a Cracuresnot. Co
HCTpaKyBabe Ha UCTOpHjaTa Ha cabaTejckaTa 3aelHUIIA
Y HEJ3UHUTe 3aTerHAaTH OJHOCU U CO OCMAaHJIMCKUTE
BJIQJIeTeJIN U CO TypCKaTa ip:kaBa, Hejsu HU Hy1u rojiem
Opoj TOyYHHU cOrJIeZ;lDM BO IMOOIIITOTO Ipallamke 3a
BJIQ/I€jJaYKUOT JIUCKYPC U MAaJLIUHCKUTE HJEHTUTETH.
ITopagu HemMupuUTe KOU T'M IIpeJU3BUKaje, CYyJITaHOT
Mexwmert IV um 3anoBezian Ha [llabaraj [[Bu u HeroBute
caenOeHuI 1a ce mpeobpartaT BO MyCJIMMAaHU, WA
ke OWUJIaT OCy/IeHM Ha CMpPT: THE Ha KpajoT peIluse
dopmanHO 2 My ce IIOKOpAT Ha CyJITAHOT, OHOCHO /14
HCIIOBEZIaaT MCJjIaM BO jJaBHOCT, MAaKO BO IPUBATHO CHU
ocTaHaJjle Bp3aHU 3a CBOUTE BepyBama U HaBUKU. IlITom
O0msi0 003HAHETO HUBHOTO JIMIIEMEPHO OJHECYBAambeE,
MpUIIAIHUAIINTE Ha cabaTejckaTa 3aeAHUIIA CTaHAJIE
TUNIUYEH npuMep 3a ,dOnme", mMorp/ieH u3pas Koj ja
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5.Tomake clear how the deployment of this general frame
has been deeply affecting daily lives and personal stories,
I will be now referring to a paper that since the beginning
has been of seminal importance to the development of
the thoughts presented here: Remembering to forget:
Sabbateanism, national identity and subjectivity in
Turkey by Leyla Neyzi. Neyzi, who’s been thoroughly
concerned in her work with the identitarian issue in
republican Turkey, making often use of oral history as
both an ethical and a gnoseological practice, addresses
the case of a woman who just in recent times discovered
her belonging to a family of Sabbateans, a jewish current
based on the figure and thought of Sabbatai Zevi, who at
the end of the 17" century came to be claimed as messiah
by several Jews all over the european continent. Investiga-
ting the history of the Sabbatean community, and its
troubled relations with both the Ottoman rulers and the
Turkish state, Neyzi provides us with many enlightening
insights on the more general issue of hegemonic discourse
and minoritarian identities. Because of the turmoil they
were provoking, sultan Mehmet IV had ordered Sabbatai
Zevi and his followers to convert to muslim religion, or
either be condemned to death: so what they decided at
last was to formally obey to the sultan’s order, that is
performing Islam in public space, although remaining
tied to their beliefs and practices in the private context.
As soon as their ambiguous behaviour was made
clear, members of the Sabbatean community got to be
epitomized as “donme,” a derogatory term underlining
the insincerity of their muslim conversion. But as can be
seen from the following passage, the conceptualizing of
Neyzi gets indeed much farther:
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HarJlacyBa HEHWCKPEHOCTa Ha HHUBHOTO MYCJIMMAaHCKO
npeobpakame. Ho, Kako IIITO MocovyBa CIeIHHUOT MMacyc,
rmouMammeTo Ha Hej3u ou u nojanexy:

Tepmunotr donme (,ipeobpaTeH”, WX OHOj KOj ,C€ CMe-
HIT“) HICTOPHUCKY acOIMpa Ha cabaTejCTBOTO, CMETAHO 32 3a-
eIHHIA €O ABoeH uaenTuTer. Ho, MeTadhopuuKku, TEPMUHOT
donme, buzejku ynaTyBa Ha IIOCTOjaHO MEHJIUB HJIM HECTa-
OWIEH WIEHTUTET, MOJKE /Ia C€ IPUMEHHU U Kaj rparaHute
Ha Typuuja, YMU WIEHTUTETU CE€ CUJIHO HEU3BECHU U KOH-
TEKCTYaJIHY, MPAKTUYHO MPUJIATOAEHH 32 IIPUKaKyBambe
Ha UIEHTUTETOT BO HECUTYPHA CPEUHA OKapaKTepu3upaHa
CO HMCTOPHCKA ITOJIBOEHOCT Mery jaBHaTta/odurujasHara u
cemejHara/muuHara cdepa. Bo oHaa Mepa BO Koja KeMasus-
MOT cO37aJI CBOja TpaAuIja - ocobeHo Kaj obGpa3oBaHaTa
cpefiHa Kjaca - CEMEJHUOT U HAI[HOHATHMOT UJEHTHUTET CE
crouste. Ho, oBa ce cyuw MpeKy Hamajg Bp3 JIMYHATA OFf
CTpaHa Ha HanWOHIHaTa/oduiujasHaTa cdepa U IPeKy
CBECHOTO 3aMOJIKHYBaIbe Ha IOMHAKBUTE UCTOPHH, 0COOEHO
BO CJIy4auTe BO KOW CEMEJHUOT UIEHTUTET € BO CYAUP CO Ha-
[UOHATHHUOT. YecTomaTy OHHE CO TIOBEKECIIOjHU UIEHTUTE-
TH, KaKO cabaTejiuTe, HajMHOTY YyBCTBYBaJIe MOTpeba /1a ce
MPUJIATO/aT U OWJie aKTUBHU COYYECHUIH BO IIPOIECOT Ha
MMOPEKHYBaIbe Ha MUHATOTO.”

Bu moskesie /la TBpAuMeE JleKa IIITOM HEKO] MOMPUMH
HEKaKOB HUJIEHTUTET, OWJIO HAllMOHAJIEH, BEPCKU, TIOJIH-
TUYKUA WIN CYyIKYJTYPEH, Ce CIydyBa HEKAKBO ,IIPEO-
opakame“. [IpudakameTo Ha J1aJieH KOMIUIET IpaBUa
KaKO ToJIEM yZieJl BO HeUHj MOZeJ Ha Upucycitiso 60
ceelloill OTceKoralll IPETCTaByBaJI0O KapaKTEPHUCTHYHA
[[PTa HA YOBEUYKaTa MPHUPOJA, a HEKAKO W HEOIIXOJIeH
YCJIOB 3a OIICTAaHOKOT Ha eZiHa 3aeguuIia. Ho, ocobeHunor
~HEETUUKU“ KapaKTep Ha ,IIOTYpPUyBaAKHETO“ ce KpUE TOK-
My BO 33JI0JI>KUTEJTHOCTA: KaKo IIITO HABEJIOB IIPETXO/HO,
npudakameTo Ha TYPCKUOT UAEHTUTET Oelrle (M HEKaKo
cé yIITe €) eIMHCTBEHHOT M300p 3a CEeKOj IINTO caka
Jla buze akTHBeH BO jaBHaTa cdepa. OcBeH Toa, Ja ce
ouzne ,, TypunH® He /103BOJIyBallle KOMOMHAIHja CO KOja

The term donme (“converted,” or the one who has “turned”)
is historically associated with Sabbateanism, viewed as a
community with a double identity. Metaphorically speak-
ing, though, the term dénme, insofar as it connotes a con-
tinuously changing or unstable identity, may well be applied
collectively to the citizens of Turkey, whose identities are
highly contingent and contextual, pragmatically adapted to
performing identity in an insecure environment character-
ized by a historic separation between the public/official and
the familial/private domains. To the extent that Kemalism
has created its own tradition - particularly among the edu-
cated middle-class - familial and national identity have con-
verged. But this occurred through the invasion of the private
domain by the national/official domain and the deliberate
silencing of alternate histories, particularly in cases where
family identity conflicted with national identity. It was often
those with multiple identities, such as the Sabbateans, who
felt the most need to conform, actively colluding in the pro-
cess of denying the past.”

We could certainly say that everytime someone embraces
an identity, whether a national, a religious, a political or
a subcultural one, then a sort of “conversion” has been
carried out. The fact of accepting a given set of rules as
a major share of one’s mode of being in the world has
been since always a distinguishing feature of human
nature, and in some way the necessary condition for the
existence of a community. But the specific “non-ethical”
character of the conversion to “turkishness” lies indeed
in its compulsoriness: as said before, embracing turkish
identity was (and somehow still is...) the only possible
choice for whoever wants to be active in the public
realm. Moreover, being “Turkish” did not allow to be
matched with any other non-aligned identitarian frame,
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6110 Apyra HENpucrpacHa HACHTUTETCKA paMKa, IITO
6u 3HaUesIo JA€Ka CUTE IMMOPpaHEUIHU €THUYKH, BEPCKHU H
KYJITYPHU HACHTUTE MOpa Ja C€ HallyuTar, 3a6opaBaT u
IIOPEKHar.

Cemnak, cé 1ofieka ,,TypCTBOTO € U3pa3 Ha e/IHA eJIUTa Koja
HaeJHall My ' HaMeTHAa CBOUTE YTOIIMCKH CTPEeMeXXU
Ha I1eJIOTO HaCeJIeHHe, BJIaJIejauKUTe MOKHHUITN MOXKE BO
CeKO0j MOMEHT IPOM3BOJIHO Jla TO W3MeHAT KOMILJIETOT
IIpaBUIa KOU I'o O/ipe/yBaar, Co IieJI 1a CU 'Y 3a710BOJIaT
MeHIuBHTe ToTpebu. Kako mro Bestu Jlejyia Hejzu:

CuwiHata napaHoja 1 II0CTOjaHaTa IOTPAara 1o ,,BHATPEITHHUOT
HelpujaTesn”, KapaKTePUCTUYHU 3a TypCKaTa IOJUTHYKA
KYJITYpa , Ce IPOU3BO/] Ha HEBOJIHOCTA O] CTPAHAa Ha TYPCKUOT
MIPOEKT 32 MOJIEPHU3AIIM]A a TO IPU3HAE MUHATOTO. (...)

Hajronemuor crpaB Ha JjHIaTa co cabaTejcKO MOTEKJIO €
Jleka Ke T CMeTaar 3a ,CTpaHuu”. BakBa e cynbuHaTa Ha
€/IHO OIIIITECTBO BO KO€ HEZOCJIEHOCTa KOja To Oesexu
HallMOHAJIHUOT WAEHTUTET IO/Apa3bupa JeKa TEUIKO ce
onpenyBa koj e ,BHarpe“. Typckara PemyOnuka Oere
dopmupaHa Ha mpeTIoCTaBKaTa JeKa IpU3HABame Ha
MTOBEKECJIOJHOTO KYJITYPHO HACIENCTBO o7 OCMAaHJINCKOTO
IlapctBo Ou mpeTcTaByBaJO 3akaHa 3a H3rpajadara Ha
€IHCTBEH HAlWOHAJIEH UIEHTUTeT. TpH TeHepaluu Io-
JIOLIHA, U TIOKPaj MOJIMTUYKATA IOJIBOEHOCT, Ce jaByBa Ce
MIOCUJIEH IIPUTHCOK 0103710714 32 IPU3HABAKE HA MUHATOTO
OJI CTpaHa Ha JIWIA BO IIOTPAara o CBOUTE JINYHU UCTOPHH.
Bo nenemHo BpeMe, npudakameTo Ha MOMHAKBUTE JIMYHU
HCTOPUH Ha rpafaHy KOU My Ce IOCBETEHH Ha IEMOKPATCKOTO
OIIIITECTBO MOKE CaMO /1a NPUIOHECE KOH OIIITECTBEHO
€IMHCTBO, a He JIa IPEeTCTaByBa 3aKaHa 3a UCTOTO.3

Kemasnuernykata BjIacT IOYHA BAKBUOT HACHJIEH
XHepapXUCKU IIPUCTAII /1A TO CMeTa 32 HajAeJI0TBOPHHUOT
HAaYMH 32 OCTBapyBame Ha HOBOTO OIIITECTBO 32 KOE
COHyBAIlle: CUTE OJJIyKH CIIPOBEJEHU O CTpaHa Ha
OJITOBOPHUTE 32 ,,0CMUCTyBame  Ha PemyOsnka Typiiuja
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which meant that all former ethnic, religious or cultural
identities had to be quitted, forgotten and denied.

Nonetheless, as long as “turkishness” has been the
expression of an elite who suddenly came to impose its
utopian ambitions on the whole of the population, the
set of rules defining it could at any moment be arbitrarily
modulated by the hegemonic powers, in order to fulfill
their contingent needs. As Leyla Neyzi states:

The deep-seated paranoia and the constant search for “the
enemy within” which characterizes Turkish political culture
is a product of the Turkish modernity project’s refusal to ac-
knowledge the past. (...)

The greatest fear of individuals of Sabbatean background is
that they will be viewed as “outsiders.” This is the fate of a
society in which the ambiguity which characterizes national
identity means that it is difficult to know who is “inside.”
The Turkish Republic was established on the assumption
that acknowledging the plural cultural legacy of the Ottoman
Empire would threaten the creation of a singular national
identity. Three generations on, despite political polarization,
there is growing pressure from below for the acknowledge-
ment of the past by subjects searching for their personal
histories. Today, accepting the different personal histories
of citizens who share a commitment to a democratic society
can only contribute to societal unity, rather than posing a
threat to it.?

The Kemalist establishment came to consider this vio-
lent top-down approach just as the most effective way
to achieve the new society they were dreaming of: all the
decisions implemented by the ones in charge of “engi-
neering” the republic of Turkey can in fact be seen as part
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MOJKEe BO CYIITHHA Jla Ce CMeTaaT 3a JeJl OJ €JleH
moceondareH IMPOEKT 3a IMOTTUKHYBamke€ Ha KOHEUYEH
PAaCKMH CO MHHATOTO, CO IITO K& My C€ OBO3MOXKH Ha
,HOBOTO“ Jla My Tro mpe3eMe MecTOTo. 3abpaHaTa Ha
TPaAUIIMOHAJIHUTE KyJITypHU n3pasu (depernero, (ecor,
My3HKaTa), Kako W IIPOMOIIMjaTa Ha eJieH uJieaTn3upan
,3aIajleH HAYMH Ha JKUBOT , MprdakarmeTo Ha 3a11a/THaTa
as0yka, oIcecrjaTa coO BPeIHOCTa HA MJIQJIMHATA: OBUE
M MHOIY JPYrd CJAWYHU HWHTEPBEHIUM Tpeba Jla T
chaTMe KakKO HACOUYEHU KOH CO3/laBalbe Ha HEKaKBa
0e3BpeMeHCKa paMKa BO KoOja Ke ce BOCIUTYBaaT HOBU
reHeparuu, IITO MOHEe3al03HaeH! CO CBOETO MHUHATO,
co 1eJ ma ce ybezar Jexka TakaHApPEYEeHUOT ,TYPCKU
UJIEHTUTET Tpeba MPOoCTOo Jia ce 3eMe 3/IpaBo 3a TOTOBO,
KaKO Henu30exKeH.

Ho xoHewHO, CeKoj ujeajieH IPOEKT Ha KpajoT mMopa
Jla ce COOYHM CO CTBAPHUOT KOHTEKCT W HEroBHUTE
MaTepHjaJHU yCJIOBU: TaKa, II0 PEYUCH JIEBET JAeleHUHN
HCTOpHja, IUjaIeKTHIKUTE e(eKTH 07 BAKBOTO CHJIHO
HecTaOMJIHO JUCKYPCUBHO CPEZCTBO Ce cera BH/IJIMBU
BO CaMUTEe KMBOTH Ha OHHUE IO/ HETOBOTO BJIMjaHHE.
HacsiemHuiiute v mpoAo/KyBauynTe Ha KEMaAJTHUCTHYIKATA
BJIACT (ZIeHec ceKyapHa ypbaHa BHCOKA Cpe/Ha Kjaca),
KOM M OCTaHaa BepHU HaA ,TypcKaTa“ WHJIE0JIOTHja,
KOHEUYHO T'M W3HEPBUPA HECOOABETHATA peakIidja Ha
HUBHHUTE WeaJTd O CTPaHa Ha OIIITECTBOTO, I1a Ce
IIOBeKe ce ojifjajiedyBaaT OJ Hea, U YMCTBEHO (KOJIKY
IITO ycueBaaT) U ¢us3uuku (ce obuayBaaT Ja KUBeaT
BO OJIZIeJIHM HaceJsIOW U Ja He ce MellaaT co OCTAHATUTE
OMINTECTBEHN KJacu). VcTOBpeMeHO, MyCIHMAaHCKOTO
HaceJIeHHE OJi MPETEKHO CYHHUTCKA BEPOUCIIOBEN, KOE
HeMa HUKAaKOB ITP0O0JIeM Ja ce OTIpeieTyBa KaKo ,,TYPCKO®,
nako OQUIHjaTHO AUCKPUMHUHHPAHO O] CEeKyJapHaTa
paMKa, ofurpa CTpaTellKa yJjiora BO BJIAJ€jauyKOTO
JIUCKYP3UBHO CPEJACTBO: BO CYIITHHA, CEKOjIaT Kora
uMaie morpeba, KeMaJauCTHYKaTa BJIACT M JaBalle

of a wider project aimed to provoke a definitive break
with the past, thus allowing the “new” to take its place.
The prohibition of traditional cultural expressions (veil,
fez, music...) together with the promotion of an idealized
“western way of life,” the adoption of western alphabet,
the obsession with the value of youth: we should see
these and other many similar interventions as aimed to
create a sort of atemporal frame where to grow new gen-
erations as much unaware as possible of their past, in
order to convince them that something called as “turk-
ish” identity should just be considered naturally given,
that is unavoidable.

But at last, any ideal project ends up facing the real con-
text and its material conditions: so after almost nine de-
cades of history, the dialectical effects of this much trou-
bled discoursive device are now visible in the very lives
of those who’ve been affected by it. The heirs and perpe-
trators of the Kemalist establishment (nowadays secu-
lar urban middle-upper class), who always kept faithful
to the ideology of “turkishness,” got at last so frustrated
by the inadequate response of the society to their ide-
als, that they progressively got more and more detached
from it, both mentally (as for their degree of understand-
ing) and physically (trying to live in separated areas and
never to mingle with other social classes). At the same
time, the muslim population belonging to the majoritar-
ian Sunni current and finding no uncomfort with defin-
ing itself as “turkish,” although formally discriminated
by the secular frame, ended up playing a strategic role
in the hegemonical discoursive device: infact, whenever
needed, the Kemalist establishment got to empower this
identitarian class in order to single out a different type of
“otherness” (alevi, christian, kurdish, leftist, ...), and thus
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MOK Ha OBaa HJIEHTHUTETCKa KJjlaca 3a Jja U3JBOH HEKOj
TIOWHAKOB BUJ ,JApyroct* (OekTellka, XpUCTHjaHCKa,
Kyp/CKa, IEBUYAPCKa, UTH.) U Jia TH HaMeTHE TPaHUIIUTE
Ha ,,TypcTBOTO“. Bo moHOBO Bpeme, [lapTujaTa 3a mpas/ia
U Pa3BOj CTaHA HAjHEIOCPEHUOT MOJTUTHYKA U3pa3 Ha
OBaa KJ1aca, KOja BO IOCJIEJTHUTE JBE JIelleHUH ITI0YHa J1a
CTEKHYBAa I'0JIEM Y] OJT AUCKYP3UBHATA MOK BO HEKOJIKY
obsractu on jaBHaTa cdepa (KyaTypHA, MOJUTHYKA H
€KOHOMCKA).

Kako u J1a e, ak0, KaKo IIITO CIIOMEHAaB IIPETXO0/THO, [IeJITa
OBJI€ HU € /Ia Ce OCBpHEME Ha IpobJIeMOT JIMYHA cpeka,
CEK0j MaKpOIIOJIUTUUKN KOHTEKCT Tpeba /1a ce cMeTa He
3a mobe/ia MM 1Opa3 Ha eHaTa CTpaHa, TyKy camo 3a
IIpUBPEMEHA apeHa BO Koja ce BOAHW OMTKaTa 3a u3pa3 Ha
COIICTBeHaTAa »keJ0a.

6. 3Hauu, 3a Ja ce OCTBApW eTHWYKaTa CYIITHHA Ha
TEOPETCKUOB IIPeJIJIOT, Tpeba Ja ce mpedpsrMe Ha €THO
JIPYyTO 3Hauelme Ha TEPMUHOT dOnme W 3a INOCJIENeH
IaT Jja ce MOCIy»KUMe co TpyZAoT Ha Hejsu, koja kako
CJIyJajHO J1a HU ja IOHYIY Tparasa:

Toa 1mto TepMuUHOT dénme BO COBPEMEHHUOT TYPCKH ja3UK Ce
KOPHCTH 1 32 JIUIA KOW TO CMEHUJIE CBOjOT ITOJIOB U/IEHTUTET
TIpU/I0/IaBa VIITE €ZleH CJI0j HejacHOCT (M 03JI0TJIaceHOT) Ha
BeKe JIBOCMUCIEHUOT TEPMUH.*

3Hauu, BO TOBOPHUOT TYPCKH dOnme € TEPMHHOT CO
KOj ce 03HauyBaaT TPAHCPOAOBHUTE ImoeAuHIM. Ilopaau
HUBHOTO HEOUEKYBAHO T'OJIEMO IIPHUCYCTBO U BUAJTHBOCT
BO HEKOH Hacesibu Bo MctanOys1 1 AHKapa, 0Ba HaceJIeHHe
BO IIOCJIETHABA JIEIleHH]ja IOOU UCKIYYUTETHO BHUMaHUE
U O/ MEUYMHUTE, U O] aKaJIeMCKHTE JINIA 1 TINKOBHUTE
YMETHUIIH, KEeJTHU Ha IMyO/IMKaTa /1a M IOHYJAT HEKaKBa
aHaIM3a, HO KOM KMCTO TOJIKY JIECHO T 3abopaBaaT BO
[IPEYECTUTE CIydyar Ha HACHJICTBO U JUCKPUMMHAIIH]a.
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enforce the borders of “turkishness.” In recent times, the
AKP (Justice and Development Party) has come to be the
most direct political expression of this class, who in the
last two decades has started to gain important shares of
discoursive power in several realms of the public sphere
(cultural, political and economical).

In any case, if as said before our aim here is to address is-
sues of subjective happiness, any macropolitical context
should always be considered not as one side’s victory or
defeat, but just and only as the contingent battlefield in
which the struggle for expressing one’s own desire is to
be fought.

6. So in order to achieve the ethical core of this theori-
cal proposal, we are now to shift to a different meaning
of the term donme, helping ourselves for the last time
with the paper of Neyzi, who seems to provide this hint
almost by chance:

The fact that the term donme is also used in contemporary
Turkish to refer to persons who have undergone a change in
sexual identity, adds an additional layer of ambiguity (and
notoriety) to this already ambiguous term.*

So, in daily Turkish, donme happens to be the term used
to define transgender individuals. Because of their unex-
pected high presence and visibility in some neighbour-
hoods of Istanbul and Ankara, in the last decade this
population has been receiving an overwhelming atten-
tion by either media, academicians and visual artists,
eager to supply the audience with any kind of analysis,
as much as easily ending up forgetting them in the very
frequent occasions of violence and discrimination.




Hamepara Tyka MOCKOpPO HH € Ja ce OCBpHEME Ha
TPAHCPOZOBUTE IMOEIUHIIA 3apagu MMOTGATOT IIITO
rO OCTBAapyBaaT KaKO KeJOeHU CyOjeKTH, CO IITO Ou
ce obuzesie Ja TO MPOTOJIKyBaMe HHUBHHOT MOJEJ Ha
lpucyciiso 80 ceellioill KaKO MOXKHa eTUYKa ITapanurma,
Koja MOXKkebu OU ce 3/10011a CO MOIIUPOKO MOJIUTHYKO
3HAUYE€ BO COBpPeMeHaTa HeM3BeCHOCT Ha Typiiyja.
AKO JIOIyIITHME TPAHCPOJOBUTE JIUIIA /1A TU BKIIyYHUMeE
BO IMPETXOJHOTO 3HauUewe Ha donme (mpeobpaTeH), BO
CMHUCJIA JIeKa Ce TOeAUHIM KOW OoA0pasie IEJIOCHO Ja
IIOIPUMAT JIPYT HAEHTUTET, TOTAIl II0CE0OHUOT OIHOC
JbyOOB/OMpasa, CO KOj Ce coodyBaaT BO TYPCKOTO
OIIIITECTBO, OM MoOKesie /la To objacHuMe co (haKTOT
Jleka OTBOPEHO ro OO3HaHyBaaT CBOJOT MPOIEC Ha
mpeoOpaKame co camara cBoja rojasa. Co Apyru 300poBH,
TPAHCPOZOBUTE JIUI[Aa MOKe /Ja ce JAedbUHHpaaT KaKo
peoOpaTeHu KOH, CO 3a/IPKyBarbe Ha JIeJT OJT TPEOTHUOT
Ipollec BO COIICTBEHHUTE TeJia, KUBeaT BO IIOCTOjaHa
cocToj6a Ha H3JIOKYyBamke Ha CBOETO ITpeoOpakame
(uMajku mpUTOa MPEIBU/ leKa MHOTYMIHA O] HUB CAMO
cakaar /ja r0 CMeHAT ITOJIOT U Jla IPOJI0JIKAT CO HOBHOT
’KUBOT KaKO HUKOTAI U Jla He TO HalpaBuUe IPeooT):
3HAYH, BO 3eMja Kajie cocTojboaTa ,,[IOTypUYeH” e ITUPOKO
pacmpocTpaHeTa, ama HUTY ce 3Hae HUTY ce 300pyBa 3a
Hea, BakBaTa HebapaHa HCKPEHOCT HYKHO IIPeIN3BUKYBa
pa3HOpPa3HU HEKOHTPOJUPAHU PEAKIIHH.

7. TYKyIIITO IO 03HAUHNBME KaKO IIPE0OPATEHO CEKOE JIUIIE
Koe, O/ KaKBM OWJIO IPUYHHH, ja OCTBapyBa >kejibata
3a IONpPHUMaibe IIOMHAKBA MAEHTUTETCKA paMKa.
HNHaky, Kako IITO CIIOMEHAB IPETXOJHO, cocrojoara
JlIpeobpareHoct” Tpeba s1a ce cdaTh Kako BpoOjeHA
KapaKTEPUCTHKA Ha YOBEUKOTO CYIITECTBO KOE, BO CKJIAT
CO Pa3JIMYHHUTE MaTepHjaJIHH YCJIOBH HA HCTOPHUCKHOT
KOHTEKCT, OTCEKOTalll IIPOHAoraj0 pa3HH HAYUHHU Ja
ce CIpaBHM CO HajoCHOBHaTa cocTojb6a Ha YOBEYHOCTA,
OZHOCHO, CO MOKHOCTA J1a ,,01/e mTo 1 1a e“. Yecromatu

What we rather intend to do here is to consider
transgender individuals only for the gesture they
accomplish as desiring subjects, thus trying to read
their mode of being in the world as a possible ethical
paradigm, which is hopefully to acquire a wider political
meaning in the contemporary contingency of Turkey. If
we allow ourselves to include transgender subjects in the
previous meaning of donme (converted), as far as they
are individuals who’ve chosen to fully embrace another
identity, then we could dare to motivate the special love/
hate relation they face in Turkish society with the fact that
they make openly visible their conversion process with
the simple appearance of their figure. In other words,
transgender subjects could be defined as converteds
who, keeping trace of the process of transition in their
very bodies, are just living in the permanent condition of
exposing the fact of being converteds (without forgetting
that many of them could just want to change their sex and
go on with their new life as if they had never undergone
that transition): so, in a country where the condition of
being a “converted to turkishness” is widely spread, but
has either not to be known or to be said, this unrequested
sincerity is necessarily to raise all sorts of uncontrolled
reactions.

7. We've just come to define as converted any subject
who, for whatever reason, is to deal with the desire of
embracing a different identitarian frame. By the way, as
said before, the condition of “convertedness” should just
be considered an intrinsic character of the human being,
who, in accordance to the different material conditions of
the historical context, has always been finding different
ways to cope with the most originary condition of human-
ness, that is the possibility of “being whatever.” More of-
ten than not, human beings happen to be unable to bear
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YOBEUKHTE OUTHja He MOXKAT J]a ja oJHecaT cocTojoaBa:
3aTOA MOPAZI0 WIM ce O0uAyBaaT Jia IO MOTHCHAT OBOj
OTpoOMeH IOTeHIHjas (M KMBeaT KaKo /ia He BpeUu HUTY
eZieH eTHYKH H300p), WIH IIPOCTO coceMa MOMprMaar
eZleH 3aTBOPEH HIAEHTUTETCKH KoMmIuieT. Mlako mpBarta
MOKHOCT € HAIIMPOKO PaCIPOCTPAHETa BO COBPEMEHOTO
TYPCKO OmIITecTBO (0COOEHO Kaj HOBUTE TE€HEpaIluu
M3pacHaTH BO BHCOKaTa CpeHA Kjaca, pa3odapaHa off
KeMaJIUCTHYKaTa YTOIHja, HO HeCmocoOHA Ja co3zaze
OPUTHHAIHHU JINYHU TEKOBH Ha KeJ1baTa, Ia eJHOCTaBHO
ce MPEeTOoIlyBa BO KAIIUTATUCTHUYKATA JKeJI0eHa MalllnHe-
pHja, KaKo BO KOj OWJIO ZIpYT II00ain3upaH KOHTEKCT),
Ha Hea HeMa IOKOHKPETHO /1a Ce OCBPHAM OB/I€: aKIIEHTOT
r0 cTaBaM BP3 BTOpPATa MOKHOCT, OJTHOCHO ITOOIIITHOT
pobsieM co mpeobpakameTo.

Bo cymrtuiHa cMmeTaMe JeKa, HaKO KeMaJMCTHYKaTa
WJIe0JIOTHja U Hej3UHAaTa , TypcKa“ UIEHTUTETCKA paMKa
rybaT MpUBJIEYHOCT U BeKe He MOKAT Jia TU IMPHUIBIKY-
Baar keJIONTe Ha KMCTaTa OIIITECTBEHA KJlaca Koja Taka
CHJIHO TH IIPOMOBHpAIIIE, TYPCKOTO OIIIITECTBO CE YIIITE
e TOJ{ CWIHO BJIMjaHHE Ha HEj3MHUTE AUCKYP3HUBHH
cpecTBa: Taka, Mopa Ja ce obpaboraT U objacHAT co
1[eJla Hu3a KPUTUYKHU CPEJICTBA, 3aIlITO aKO HE ce 3eMaT
IpeABH/I, Ke MPOAOo/KAT CYyNTHIHO /ia HaBJIeryBaaT W
BO MMKPO 1 BO MaKpOIIOJMTHYKATA PaMKa Ha TYPCKOTO
OTIIITECTBO.

M ako 11eJIOKYITHOTO TYPCKO HaceJIeHre OHJIO0 IO/ HEKAKBO
BJIMjaHUE OJI IIPOLIECOT Ha ,,IIOTYpUyBambe ", HajIIOTOEHHN
cekako Oea MpUIALHHUIIATE HA MAaIIUHCKUTE WJIEHTH-
TEeTH: CaKaJl WJIM He, CEKOj KOj MMaJ xejiba Ja 3eMe
yd4ecTBO BO jaBHaTa cdepa BO paMKH Ha HOBHOT
BJIaJ/IejauKH JUCKYPC, MOPAJI []a CE OTKAKE O] CUTE APYTH
HEMPUCTPACHU HAEHTUTETH (XPHCTHjaHCKH, OEKTEIIKH,
apamncku, Kyp[CKH, POMCKH, KOMYHHCTHYKH, KBHD,
uTH.). CO TEKOT Ha TeHepaluuTe, BAKBHUOT IPEMUH
YeCcTONmaTH MOpAJIO Jila Ce OJBHMBA MOJIKYM: 3a Ja UM
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this condition: for this reason, they rather end up either
trying to inhibit this overwhelming potentiality (and liv-
ing as if no ethical choice was worthy), or just thoroughly
embracing one enclosed identitarian set. Although first
option is widely spread in contemporary Turkish society
(specially throughout the new generations grown up in
middle-upper classes, eventually disenchanted with the
Kemalist utopia, but unable to formulate original subjec-
tive flows of desire, thus easily ending up moulded by
the capitalistic desire machine, as in any similar global-
ized context), this is not to be explicitly addressed here:
rather, focus is to be put on the second option, that is the
more general issue of conversion.

We deem in fact that, although Kemalist ideology and its
“turkishness” identitarian frame have been losing appeal
and are not anymore able to move the desires of that same
social class who had been so thoroughly promoting it,
Turkish society is still deeply affected by its discoursive
devices: thus, they need to be faced and explicited with a
whole range of critical tools, because if left unconsidered
their effect will still keep subtly pervading both the
micro- and macropolitical frame of Turkish society.

Although the whole of Turkish population has in
some way been affected by the conversion process to
“turkishness,” the most affected subjects have for sure
been the ones belonging to minoritarian identities:
willingly or not, whoever wanted to participate to the
public realm framed by the new hegemonical discourse,
had to drop any other non-aligned identity (christian,
alevi, arab, kurdish, roma, communist, queer...). With
the passing of generations, often this transition was just
to be made tacit: in order to make their lives “easier,”

:
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TH ,,0JIeCHAT" ’KMBOTUTE Ha CBOUTE JIela, POJUTEIIUTE
3all0YHa/Ie Jla TM BOCIHUTYyBaaT 0e3 CIIOMEHyBambe Ha
CEMEJHOTO MUHATO. AMa, KaKo IIITO BeKe PEKOB, AyPU U
aKo ,,IpeoOpaTeHOCTa” KaKO OCHOBHA KapaKTEPHUCTHUKA
Ha YOBEUKOTO CYIITECTBO H »KejibaTa jia ce OHE ,,IITO
U J1a e“ ceKojlar ce cMeTa 3a HUCIIpaBHA, MUCIUME JieKa
Jla ce MPU3HAaaT U JIa Ce UCTPakaT MOCceOHUTE YCI0OBH Ha
HEJ3UHOTO OZ[BUBAhE, CO IIITO CE OBO3MOKYyBa I0100ap
JINYEH TPeOJI, cernak Tpeba fa Oujie eTHYKO Ipaliiarbe.

3Haun mnpobseMoT co ,,003HaHyBamke Ha IPEMUHOT,
KaKO BO CJIYYajOT CO TPAHCPOJIOBUTE JIUIIA, CE CMETa 3a
OUTHO U CTPATEIIKO IIpalllaihe, HO KaKOo IITO II0jacHyBa
kBUp Teopermyapkata [lyamr Xanmbepcram (Judith
Halberstam) Bo cBojoT Tpyzs Bo kBup 8peme u mecilio:
ttipancpodosu tena, cyuxyaittiypHu xcusoimiu (In a
Queer Time and Place. Transgender Bodies, Subcultural
Lives), Moske J1a ce CTOpH yIIITe MHOTY 32 J]a CE OCTBapH
€TUYKHOT ITOTEeHIUjasl Ha IpeoOpaTeHaTa cocTojoa:

Co 36opoute Ha J[opujan Kopu (Dorian Corey),
TpaHCcCeKCyaTHUOT JuK of ITapus eopu (Paris is Burning),
»PEATTHOCTA e HajOIU3Y IITO MOJKe J]a I0jAeME IO CTBAPHOTO .
He e 6am usBenba, He e 6amr UMHUTAIMja, TYKY HAYUHOT
Ha KOj JIyf'eTo, MaJIIMHCTBATa, UCKJIyUYeHHU ofi cdhepaTa Ha
CTBApHOTO, T'O Ipe3eMaar CTBAPHOTO U HETOBUTE e(eKTH.
(...) TokMy BepHOCTa - IIPE3EMAIHLETO HA KAPAKTEPHUCTUKU
Ha CTBApHOTO, OM peKjie - € TpaHCCeKCcyaJaHaTa COCTOjoOa.
CrBapHOTO, O] Apyra CTpaHa, IaK, € OHa IITO IIOCTOU Ha
JIPYTO MECTO U Kako (haHTa3uja 3a IMPUIALHOCT U IIOCTOEHHE.
(...) MefyToa, cé TOHEOCTUKHUOT XOPU30HT Ha CTBAPHOCTA
He Mopa /ia Ou/ie Mory0eH 3a TPAHCCEKCYaTHUOT CTPEMEK;
HampoTuB, Tpeba za My pgaze cuia. IIpocep (Prosser)
HaBECTyBa J[leKa TPAHCCEKCyaJ[[UTE MOKe OyKBAJIHO Ja
CTaHAT CTBAPHHU IIPEKY aBTOPCTBO, CO TOA IIITO K€ Ce MCIIUIIAT
BO IIPEMUHOT. ,PackaxkyBameTo”, 3abeexxysa IIpocep, ,He
€ caMO MOCT KOH OTEJIOTBOPEHMETO TyKy M HauMH Ja ce
OCMMUCJIM IIPEMUHOT, BPCKa Mel'y MecTaTa: CaMUOT IIPEMUH".

parents started to raise their kids with no reference to the
family past. But as said before, even if “convertedness” is
a primary character of human being, and the desire to be
“whatever” is always to be deemed proper, we think that
to acknowledge and investigate the specific conditions
of its taking place, thus being able to take better care of
oneself’s transition, should indeed be a matter of ethics.

The issue of “making the transition visible,” as in the
case of transgender subjects, is then to be considered an
important and strategic issue, but as made clear by the
queer theorician Judith Halberstam in h** In a Queer
Time and Place. Transgender Bodies, Subcultural Lives,
still much more can be done in order to fulfill the ethical
potentiality of the converted condition:

In the words of Dorian Corey, the drag queen character of
Paris is Burning, “realness is as close as we will ever come to
the real.” It is not exactly performance, not exactly an imita-
tion; it is the way that people, minorities, excluded from the
domain of the real, appropriate the real and its effects. (...)
Realness — the appropriation of the attributes of the real, one
could say — is precisely the transsexual condition. The real,
on the other hand, is that which always exists elsewhere, and
as a fantasy of belonging and being. (...) The ever receding
horizon of the real, however, needs not to be the downfall of
transsexual aspiration; indeed, it may be its strength. Prosser
suggests that transsesxuals can become literally real through
authorship, by writing themselves into transition. “Narra-
tive” Prosser notes, “is not only the bridge to embodiment
but a way of making sense of transition, the link between
locations: the transition itself.” Gender discomfort can be al-
leviated by narratives that locate the oddly gendered subject
in the world and in relation to others.?
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PopoBaTa HesaroHOCT MOXKe /ia ce OJIECHH CO IIOMOII Ha
IIPHUKA3HU KOU I'O CMECTyBaaT 4yAHO OPOAOBEHOTO JIMIIE€ BO
CBE€TOT 1 BO OJHOC CO ,upyrHTe.5

8. ., TypcTBOTO“, OMJIO KAKO COH MJIM KaKO KOIIIMAap, Td
Tepa JIyI'eTo /ia ce cIpaBaT co IIPOo0JIEMOT HAa HEOCTHIK-
HUOT H/Ieasl KOj Ha eJIeH CHJTHO Pa3HOPOEH KOHTEKCT My
ja HaMeTHyBa OIIIITECTBEHO-IIOJIUTUYKATA Iapajurma
Ha CeKyJiapHa JpskaBa W 3amajHa cOBpeMeHOCT. Mako
He e BHHOBHA 3a caMmara II0jaBa, KeMaJIMCTHYKaTa
BJIACT, IOCBET€HA HA YTOMHCKHOB IIPOEKT, CEMakK e
OZITOBOPHA 3a MOJIEJINTE KOPHUCTEHU IIPH HETOBO OCTBa-
pyBame: HaMeCTO Jja TH KOPUCTH ,,TYPCKUTE BPETHOCTH
KaKO IIOTTHK 3a JIMYHUTE CTPEMEXKHU, IITO OH UM
OBO3MOJKHJIO Ha JIyfeTO caMH Ja CH IO HajaaT MmaToT
7o Hero (IITo, MOpa Jia MpPU3HAaeMe, € HAYMHOT Ha KOj
JlejCTBYyBa KAaIllUTAJIMCTUYKaTa >KeJbeHa MallnHEepHja),
IIPETIIOYHUTAIIIE /]a TO IIPETBOPH BO €/I€H BU/I ,, TEOIOIIKH
mouM. Haemnaii, mouHa /ia ce TBPJX JieKa CUTE Ha Te-
putopujata Ha Typiuja orcekoramn Owie ,TypcKU“: a,
KaKOo IIITO BUZIOBMeE IIPETX0/IHO, CE KOPUCTEIIIE IieJ1a H13a
JINCKYP3UBHU CPEJICTBA 3a Jla Ce PACKHHE CO MUHATOTO
U Ja ce OCTBapW MHOTY JeJIOTBOpHa ,0e3BpeMeHCcKa“
paMKa, 3acHOBaHa Ha 3abopaB U 3aHeMapyBarmbe Ha
HCTOPUCKOTO cekaBambe (Unu e(eKTH Ce YIITe Ce CHITHO
BHUJJIUBU BO, HA IPUMED, IleJIOCHaTa 6€300SUPHOCT KOH
ypOaHOTO KYJATYPHO M AapPXUTEKTOHCKO HACJIEACTBO).
A mITOM ,TYpCTBOTO®, HaMECTO Jia Ce MPHUKaKe KaKo
mpamniamke Ha U300p U 3Kes1ba, CTaHa HEIITO IIITO Ce 3eMa
37paBo 3a TOTOBO 3allTO ,OTCEKOoramr“ OWJIO TaKBoO,
Mopallle Jla Ceé U30CTaBU KAKOB OWJI0 €THYKHU MPHCTAI
KOH Hero. [Tokpaj cTurmMara u co3/1aBameTo KaKo ,,JPYTH
Ha CHTEe KOW He MO’Kea Jila ce CIIpaBaT cO HerosarTa
npekoaudUKyBaHa W EKCKJIY3MOHHCTHYKA IIPHUPO/A,
JIaICHUOT KapaKTep Ha ,TypcKaTa“ paMka, BO 00w Ja
MIPETIIOCTaBHU JIeKa HUKAKOB IIPEO/T HEe ce HU CIIYJHJI, TH
TIOTIPEYH U JIMIIaTa KOW MMaa kejiba ja oujaar ,,TypCcKu®
Jla ce TOTPH’KAT 3a COICTBEHHOT IIPEOJIeH IIPOIIeC,
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8. “Turkishness,” either as a dream or a nightmare, has
been about making people deal with the issue of an un-
reachable ideal, that is implanting on a thoroughly het-
erogeneous context the socio-political paradigm of a sec-
ular state and a western modernity. Not to be blamed for
the fact itself, the Kemalist establishment devoted to this
utopic project is indeed to be put on charge for the modes
used in achieving it: instead of using “turkishness” val-
ues as a drive for subjective desire, allowing people to
work out their personal path to it (which is, we should
admit, the way capitalistic desire machine works), they
preferred to turn it into a sort of “theological” concept.
Suddenly, “turkishness” came to be claimed as the way
everybody had always been in the territory of Turkey:
as seen before, a whole range of discoursive devices was
used in order to break with the past and achieve a very
effective “atemporal” frame, based on forgetfulness and
disrespect for historical memory (whose effects are still
much visible now, for example in the total misconsider-
ation of urban cultural and architectural heritage). As far
as “turkishness,” instead of being presented as an issue of
choice and desire, came to be something you had to take
for granted, because it had “always” been like that, any
ethical approach to it was to be missed. Besides stigma-
tizing and creating as “others” all the subjects who could
not deal with its overcodified and exclusionary nature,
the given character of the “turkishness” frame, trying to
presume that no transition was taking place, hindered
also the subjects willing to be “turkish” from taking care
of their own transition process, as they were not allowed
to keep any trace of whatever their past could have been.
But as quoted from Judith Halberstam for the case of
oddly gendered subjects, the fact of desiring an idealized
condition that will never be effectively fulfilled, wide-
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OuzejKku He UM Oellle 0BO3MOIKEHO J1a 3aUyBaaT HUKaKBa
Tpara oJi KakBO H /ia € MuHaTo. Ho, KaKo BO IIUTATOT Of
[lyaut XambepcraM 3a C/Iy4ajoT co 4yHO OPOIOBEHUTE
JINIIa, CTPEMEIKOT KOH e/THA Hlea/In3upaHa cocTojba Koja
HUKOTAIIl HeMa I1eJIOCHO /Ia CE OCTBAapH, PacIpocTpaHeTa
Mery MaJIIMHCKHUTE JINIA, HABUCTHHA MOPa KOJIKY IIITO €
MO2KHO JIa ce IOTIIOMOTHE €O J€jHOCTa asiliopCilito.

9. Ha kpajoTt ox TpymoB, BpeMe e /1a ce BOBeZe YIITe
€HO 3Haueme Ha 300poT donme BO TYpCKHUOT jasWK,
O/THOCHO, O/IpeYHaTa 3amoBefHa (opMa Ha HCTHOT
ryiarost donmek (ce BpTH): ,,He BPTH ce!“ AKO ce mpoduTa
KaKo ,,He 00SpHyBaj ce!“, aconujamyjata Ha OBa 3HaUEHe
co mpobJyieMOT IpeoOpakame ja HyAu Hajaiabokarta
CYIITUHA HAa OHA IINTO €, CIOpeJa Hac, HajMOKHOTO
JINCKYPCHUBHO CPE/ICTBO HA JIEJIO BO TYPCKOTO OTIIITECTBO
oz bopmupareTo Ha Penybiinkara: 0/ CEKOTro ce OUeKyBa
Hae/Halll /1a ce ,,[IOTypuH”, 6e3 MOKHOCT /ia ce 00SpHe Ha
CBOETO MHUHATO.

OcBeH pa3HHUTE JUYHU HECpeku W HEMHUPHU, MOOIIIT
edekT o7 ,Typckara“ HIe0JIoTHja € 3aMOJIKHYBAHETO
Ha ceTa MHOTYCJIOJHOCT OJi TPAJWIIUU, NMPUKA3HU H
KyJITYPHU U3pa3u KOU UM IIPUTAraaT Ha UIEHTUTETCKUTE
paMK{ HCKJIyYeHU OJ Biajejaukara. TypckaTa Haruja
ja TPOIYIITH MOKHOCTAa Jia TO MCKOPUCTH CETO CBOE
HAaCJIEZICTBO BO MPOIIECOT Ha MPOOMBame Ha CBOjOT IIaT
KOH COBDEMUETO: €/IeH IONMHAKOB IIPUCTAII K€ MOJKEIIIe J1a
W3TPaJiv eHa rmoceorndaTHa paMKa Koja 611 0BO3MOKIIa
MIOIIMPOKO U MOAKTHBHO YYECTBO BO CO3/IaBAIb€TO Ha
HOBHOT jaBeH JIUCKYyPC.

Bo mocsienHuBe 15 TOAWHU, HEKOHW TIOJUTHYKH W
MaTepyjaJlHH IPOMEHH CO371aJjoa KOHTEKCT MAaJIKy
MOOJIAaTOHAKJIOHET KOH TMPUEMOT Ha MAaJIIHHCKUTE
KyJATYpHU wu3pa3u. VICTOBpeMEeHO, MOpagud JOJITUOT
IIepHOJT Ha OTCYCTBO OJI JIeJIOTBOpHATa jaBHA cdepa u
OTPOMHHTE IPOMEHU HACTAaHATH CO MOJ€PHHU3AIH]jaTa,

spread as it is between minoritarian subjects, should
indeed be helped out as much as possible through the
practice of authorship.

9. Coming to the end of this paper, it’s time to introduce
a further meaning of the word dénme in Turkish, that is
the negative imperative form of the same verb dénmek
(to turn): “don’t turn!” If read as “don’t look back!” the
association of this meaning with the issue of conversion
is to provide the deepest essence of what, in our opinion,
is the most powerful discoursive device at work in turk-
ish society since its Republican foundation: everybody is
supposed to abruptly convert to “turkishness,” without
any option for looking back in his or her past.

Apart from all sort of personal catastrophes and tur-
moils, a more general effect of “turkishness” ideology
has thus been the silencing of the whole multiplicity of
traditions, stories and cultural expressions belonging to
all those identitarian frames excluded by the hegemoni-
cal one. Turkish nation missed the opportunity of mak-
ing use of its whole heritage in the process of working out
its way to modernity: a different approach could instead
have given raise to a more inclusionary frame, that is al-
lowing for a wider and more active participation to the
moulding of the new public discourse.

During the last 15 years, some political and material
changes have created a context slightly more favorable to
the reception of minoritarian cultural expressions. At the
same time, given the long period of absence from the ef-
fective public sphere, and the impressive changes caused
by modernization, these cultural expressions often find
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BAKBUTE KYyJTYPHH H3pa3u YECTONATH Ce cpekaBaar
JIMIIEHU o/ 3Hauermwe. Taka, 3a Jja ce n30erHe BakBUTE
KyJITYPHU IIPOU3BOJIM /Ia CTAHAT YKCTO €CTETCKU, OBO-
€HH O] CBOjOT MCTOPHUCKU KOHTEKCT U CTEPUIM3UPAHU
0/ KAKBO OMJIO TOHATAMOIITHO ETUYKO OpeMe, Mopa Jia ce
BJIOJKAT CUTE MOKHU HAIIOPH 3a JIa ce CO3/1aJIaT YCJIOBH
HEOIXOJHU 34 €JleH MO3HAYaeH U MmoeduKaceH mpHeM.
3a BaKBUTE ,TEKCTOBU IIOBTOPHO JIa CTAHAT ITPOIHUCHO
YUTJIUBU, U ,IIUCATEJIUTE M ,UhTaTenTe‘ Tpeba naa
MMOYHAT JIa Ce IPUBUKHYBAAT Ha JIUCKYPCUTE U JIEJHOCTUTE
Ha IPyTHUOT, a 0Ba MOJKE J]a Ce IIOCTUTHE CaMO CO ITPOILYT HA
aBTOPCTBA MMOCBETEHHN HAa OO3HAHYBaIb€ HAa COIICTBEHUTE
MIPEO/IH, Ha IMYHUTE IPUCTAITH KOH CEMEJHOTO CEKaBarbe,
Ha JIOKAJIHUTE OWTKH 3a WJIH IPOTHB MOAepHOTO. Ce
JI0/IEKa MO2Ke, TYPCKOTO OIIIITECTBO Tpeba /1a Ce U3JI0KHU
Ha CHTe TPUKA3HU KOU YKeJIOEHUTE CyOjeKTH caKaar Jja T'u
packakatr: KHIJKEBHOCT, My3HKa, (PHUJIM, yCHA UCTOPH]a,
WTH... CEKOEe U3Pa3HO CPEJICTBO MOPA Jia € JI03BOJIEHO 32
Jla ce HeTyBa BUJIMBOCTA HA HUBHUIe TIPUKA3HU.

AX0 MeslaHXOJIHjaTa ce jaByBa O] cOocTOjOa Ha 3ary0a,
TOTAIll H/IE0JIOTHjaTa Ha TYPCTBOTO TM TypHA CBOUTE
MOJAHUIIM BO e€JIHa mocebHa cocToj6a Ha ,JABOjHA
MeJIaHXOJIMja”, JIMIIYBajKU TW Of] 3HAuajHa BpPCKA CO
MHUHATOTO M TIOCTaBYBajKu UM HEBO3MOXKEH Heasl KOj
HUKOTAII He Ce JIOCTUTHA.

OtTTyka, HaMeHaTa Ha OBHE CTPAHHIM OM MOKesa Ja
ce mebuwHUpa Kako 0oOWJ| Ja ce BpaMH elHA eTUYKa
mapajurma, crocobHa Jia 1 ce CIIPOTHCTaBH Ha BaKBaTa
JlpaMaTAYHA CHUTyalyja: Kora OW ce TIPeTCTaBUIIa,
JIMYHOCTa OW OWyia NMpHKa)kaHa Kako rpabu Hampes
MOTTYpPHATA OJT U3Pa30T Ha COIICTBEHATA KeJiba, /j0/1eKa
HMCTOBPEMEHO OTKpHUBA mocebeH 00SUp KOH IMpHpozaTa
Ha CBOETO MUHATO. 3a Jia CM IOMOTHE BO TaKBa elHa
TeIllKa CUTyaIuja, ou Hu 30opyBasia. Ham.

ITpeBox ox anrncKkH jasuk: KasmHa Janesa
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themselves deprived of meaning. Thus, for avoiding
these cultural products to become purely esthetic, de-
tached from their historical context and sterilized from
any further ethical pregnancy, all possible efforts should
be done in order to create the conditions necessary for a
more meaningful and effective reception. To make these
“texts” properly readable again, both their “writers” and
their “readers” should start to get used to each other’s
discourses and practices, and this is only to be reached
through the flourishing of authorships committed at
making visible one’s own paths of transition, subjective
approaches to familial memory, local struggles towards
or against modernity. As long as it’s still possible, turk-
ish society needs to expose itself to all the stories that its
desiring subjects are willing to tell: literature, music, cin-
ema, oral history, ... whatever mean of expression should
be granted by in order to foster the visibility of their nar-
ratives.

If melancholy is about the condition of loss, then the
ideology of turkishness has been forcing its affected sub-
jects into a specific condition of “double melancholy,”
both depriving them of a meaningful relationship with
their past, and providing them with an impossible ideal
that was never to be fulfilled.

Thus, the aim of these pages could be defined as the at-
tempt to frame an ethical paradigm able to oppose this
dramatic situation: if represented, the figure of it would
be shown heading towards pushed by the expression of
h** subjective desire, while at the same time revealing a
special consideration for the nature of h** past. To help
h**self in such a difficult situation, the figure would be
talking. To us.
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Jin bayuep Ksup ncnutysare Ha

UCTOPUCKNTE POAOCIOBMja HA
theMMHU3MOT 3a NoTpebuUTe Ha
YHUBEpP3UTETCKaTa YYUNHULA

Cure HHe CMe UCTOpUYAPH, O3 pa3JIuKa JaIH CH
GapaMe objacHyBarba IIPU MOJTUTAYKUATE PACIIPABH,
IUIAHUPAHETO HA CONICTBEHUTE KUBOTHH ITPOEKTH,

TepanujaTa Wil HapaTUBUTE.

HcropuckuTe KOHBEHIIUN DYHKIIMOHUPAAT...
KaKO OCHOBHH JIATKY HA MICJIATA.
(Enmmzabet Tunc Epmat 2008)*

I'u rnegam cydpakeTkure Kou ce 60opea 1 THHea 3a 1a

MMaMe IIPABO Ha IJIAC U Ce BIIAIIyBaM... HO JIEHEIIHUTE
MOMH 07 ,pemMuHn3aM“ ogpa3bupaar jge3bejku Kou

MaJIaT IPaJHULY U TH MPa3aT MaXKUTE... He € HEBaXKHA
€/THAKBOCTA Ha JKEHUTE, TYKy (peMUHU3MOT Tpeba 7ja ce
pebpeHiupa.

(Llepu XamuBen 2008)*

HeomamHa, BO €7HO TeJEBU3UCKO WHTEPBjy, llepu
Xanusen (Geri Halliwell) ymre emnammn Biese Bo auc-
Kyp3UBHaTa KaBra OKOJIy OHOCOT Mely MJIQJIUTE KEHU
1 (PEMHUHHUCTUYKHUOT MTPOEKT M ja MOTBPAU CBOjaTa aM-
OMBaJIEGHTHOCT KOH CIIEKTApoOT Ha ,peMuHu3MOT .> Ko-
MeHTapuTe Ha XaJIMBeJ BO alpuy 2008 rojiuHa He Oea
ocameH HM30JIMK; BO U3BMHHATHBE TOJUHU OJBpEMe-Ha-
BpeMe ja OTBP/AyBAallle CBojaTa 3aJI0K0a 3a ,lIpaBUYHA
[u] pomoBa emHAKBOCT“, MCTOBPEMEHO TBPAEjKH JleKa
beMuHU3MOT cu UMaJ ,,ipobIeM coO UMHUIIOT* U Tpeba-
JIo 51a ce ,pebpenaupa“. IloHaTaMy, MOIITHE CJIUYHO Ha
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Leigh Boucher | “Queer(y)ing” Historico-
genealogies of Feminism
for the University

Classroom

We are all historians, whether we seek
our explanations in political argument,
in planning our life projects,

in therapy or in narratives.

Historical conventions function...

as basic tools of thought.

(Elizabeth Deeds Ermarth 2008)*

Ilook at the suffragettes who fought and died so that we
could have the vote and I'm awed... but

for young women today, “feminism” means
bra-burning lesbians who hate men... it isn’t

that women’s equality isn’t important, feminism just
needs to be rebranded.

(Geri Halliwell 2008)>

In a recent television interview, Geri Halliwell yet
again entered the discursive fray that surrounds the
relationship between young women and the feminist
project to confirm her ambivalent attitude to the specter
of “feminism.”® Halliwell’s comments in April of 2008
were not an isolated outburst; in recent years she has
periodically affirmed her commitment to “justice [and]
gender equality” whilst asserting that feminism has an
“image problem” and needs to be “rebranded.” Moreover,
much like the comments she has made in the past decade,
Halliwell mobilized a much larger constituency for her
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KOMEHTApHUTE IIITO TH M3HECE BO U3BMUHATAaBa JIeleHuja,
XayimBes1 MOOMJIM3HpPA MHOTY IOBeKe ciie0eHUId Ha
CBOHTE COIJIEAyBama 3a ,pejieBaHTHOCTA” (MU Hpesie-
BaHTHOCTa) Ha (HPEMHHHCTHYKHOT IIPOTECT: HMEHO,
SMmuanure skeHu .* Cropes XasuBes, HPaKTUKHUTE Ha
efeH eMuHu3aM caTeH BO IIOTECHA CMUCIa — HAKO CE
HMCTOPHMCKHY 3HAYAjHU — HE OZaT 3a€HO CO MHTEPECUTE U
HMCKYCTBaTa Ha JIEHEITHUTE MJIaIH JKEeHH.

OTkako mpomajiHa BTOPHOT OpaH M OTKAKO II0 HETO ce
jaBHja OCIIOpyBaHHUTE IOApavja Ha peaKIMOHATa ITOJIH-
THKa Ha MOCT(EMHUHU3MOT O] JIEBEJIECETTUTE TOJUHH,
KOMEHTapuTe Ha XaJjiuBeJl ce BKJIONHja BO €JHa Te-
cHa (JIeHec ce€ TOIBPCTa) pelnpe3eHTaTUBHA MEjHCTPUM
Tpaiuiifja BO 3aMaJHUTE JINOEPATHU IEMOKPATHH Koja
T'H COTIOCTaByBa (pUTYpPAIIMUTE ,MJIAHU KeHU" U ,,(peMHU-
Hu3aM“. M BHCTMHA, KaKO CIIEKTaKyJIapHO OTEJIOT-
BOpEHHE Ha MPOMOBUPAIETO Ha ,,IEeBOjUMHCKATa MOK"
mTo ja mpeasozea Cmoaje rpic, Xaauses, pa3oupInuBo,
Oerie e Of] CJIOKEHUOT KYJITYpeH Iejca’k IINTO IO
OKpy>KyBallle GeMUHU3MOT BO JieBesieceTTuTe.” Buiio Bo
XaJIMBeJIOBOTO TPOMOBHPamhe Ha ,,JIEeBOjUMHCKATa MOK"
(macriporu peMUHU3MOT)® BO KOH3€pBATUBHUTE KOMEH-
TapH JieKa PEMUHUCTUYKUOT IPOEKT OJIEN ,,[IpeaieKy”’
BO CJIaBeHmaTa Ha KOPUCHO-yZoOHAaTa JKEHCKa CeKCyasl-
HOCT KaKO Opy»kje IIITO ro n3bpasa eJiHa ,HOBa reHepa-
nuja“,® 610 BO HEKOj IIOPOj O/ BU3YEJIHU ¥ KHUKEBHU
(uUKIUKM OKOJIy JKeHaTa IIITO TH ITIOCTaByBaa MJIAJIUTE
’KEHU BO aMOUBAJIEHTEH JHjasIOT CO CJIOJKEHUTE COIHO-
KyJATYPHU AUBHUAEHAN O (PEMUHUCTHYKHOT AKTHBH-
3aM OJI CEyM/IECETTUTE U OCcyMjieceTuTe,’ GeMUHU3MOT
ce 37100M CO HOBU 3Hauema Ha /100JIeceH, HO 3acTapeH
MMOJINTUYKU TPoeKT.'® Cropes oBaa JIOTHUKA, ,KEPKHUBE
Ha (peMHUHU3MOT" ce coouyBaaT CO MOKHOCTA Jla MaaT
cé, HO Jla ’KaJiaT MOopaji Hu3ara 3aryou (Ha >KeHCTBe-
HOCTa, 3abaBaTa, yoaBUHATa, MajUMHCTBOTO M CEKCyaJI-
HOTO Y?KHBambe) IIITO TH Ipou3Bes peMuHu3MoT." Kako
IIITO KOH KPajoT Ha OCYMJIECETTHUTE BHJIOBHUTO YKa’ka

observations about the “relevance” (or otherwise) of
feminist protest: namely, “young women.”* According to
Halliwell, the practices of a narrowly imagined feminism
— whilst important historically - do not meld with the
concerns and experiences of young women today.

After the second-wave has apparently crashed and
the contested domains of 1990s backlash politics
and postfeminism emerged in its wake, Halliwell’s
comments fit within a (now solidifying) mainstream
representational tradition in western liberal democracies
that oppositionally deploys the figurations “young
women” and “feminism.” Indeed, as the spectacular
embodiment of a Spice Girls led promotion of “girl-
power” Halliwell was, of course, part of the complicated
cultural landscape that surrounded feminism in the
1990s.°> Whether in Halliwell’s promotion of “girl-power”
(in opposition to feminism),® conservative commentary
about the feminist project going “too far,”” celebrations
of a commodity-comfortable female sexuality as the
chosen weapon of a “new generation,”® or a spate
of “female centered” visual and literary fictions that
situated young women in ambivalent dialogue with the
complex socio-cultural dividends of 1970s and 1980s
feminist activism,’ “feminism” garnered new meanings
as a virtuous, but outdated political project.” According
to this logic these “daughters of feminism,” are faced with
the possibility of “having it all” but lament the various
losses (of femininity, fun, beauty, motherhood and
sexual enjoyment) that feminism produced.” As B Ruby
Rich presciently suggested in the late 1980s, “feminism
has become a mother figure, and what we are seeing is
a daughter’s revolt.”* As many feminist scholars note
(and/or animate in their own scholarship) the metaphor
of generational change is a potent organizing motif in
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Bb. Pybu Puu (B Ruby Rich), ,pemunusamor cranan
MajuYnHCKU JIUK, 2 OHA IITO r'o IJiefjaMe e OYHTOT Ha Kep-
kaTa“.’” MHorymMuHa (EeMHHHUCTUYKHA HAYIHUIIH/IKH
3abesexkyBaaT Jeka Meradopara 3a TeHepanucKaTa
IIDOMEHA € CWIEH OPraHM3UPAaYKH MOTUB BO OIlEHY-
BameTO Ha OJHOCOT IMoMery (peMUHH3MOT U MJIAJUTE
’KeHH (a2 BO CBOETO y4Ueme U/WIH ja OKHBOTBOPYBaar
taa Metadopa). MefyToa, oBaa MIMPOKO PACIIPOCTPAH-
eTa KyJITypHa JIOTMKa He € KOJUpaHa caMo Of] TeHepa-
[[UCKaTa Pas3jiuKa; OM cakaya Jla yKakaM JieKa € U HC-
Topucky HapatuB. CJIOTAaHOT Ha KOJIyMHHUCTKaTa PoHza
Banucrep (Rhonda Bannister) og 2004 rogunHa aexa
,MJIQJIUTE JKeHH... [Tpeba] a 6umaT MPOBOKATUBHU U
[ma HOCAT] TaHTeJIeHM TaKWYKWA W TaHTH, coceMa jac-
HO MOKa)KyBa €JHAa CpeJUIIHA IIPETIOCTaBKa Ha OBaa
penpe3eHTaTUBHA IIeMa; 3a ,HeMUHU3MOT  [HeMma]
MHOTY MECTO BO JIEHEITHOTO OIIITECTBO... ONIITECTBOTO
NPoI0JKUI0 nNoHaTaMy.'® Kako mro ykaxkysa unac-Ep-
Mapt (Deeds-Ermarth), ucropuckoro pazmuciyBame e
»OCHOBHA aJIaTKa HAa MUCJIATA“ IITO OJf CUTE HAC IPaBU
HCTOpUYApU — BKIIyuuTesHo 1 oA I lepu Xanuses. Hasuc-
THHA, KOMEHTapoT Ha XayuBes 3a cyhpakeTKUTe U 3a
MJIQZIUTE KEHU eCEeHIMjaIn3Upa eZleH IPOMUICKYUTETEH
MOTHB IITO HapaTUBU3UpPA €leH aMOUBaJIEHTEH OJHOC
noMery MJIAJUTE Ke€HU U (HEMHUHUCTHYKUOT IPOEKT
BO TeMIiopajnu3upayka cmuciaa.'* Taka, Ha MHOIITBO
TOUYKHU Ha MEJHCTPUM KYJITYPHOTO IIPOU3BO/ICTBO, hemu-
Hu3motll e uctiopuja (u Tpeba Ja cH ocTaHe BO Hea).
On coryenyBamaTa Ha Puy Bo ocymzeceTTuTe, uzejata
3a OYHTOT Ha KepkaTa camo Jo0WI 3aMaB, a THE KEPKH
JleHeC ce BO YHUBEP3UTETCKUTE YIWJIHUIN KaJie IITO ja
M3ydyBaar UCTopHjaTa Ha (PeMUHU3MOT.

3aroa, He e Oall ¥ HEKAKBO UyZO INTO MpeJaBavuTe
BO YVYWIHHIIUTE 32 POJOBU CTY[IUM MOIIHE YECTO TU
JI0YEKyBaaT Co PeueHuIaTa ,He cyM (peMHUHUCT/Ka, HO...”
Kaxko mro ykaxkyBaatr IBoH Tackep (Yvonne Tasker) u
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assessments of the relationship between feminism and
young women. However, this widely circulating cultural
logic is not only encoded by generational difference; it
is also, I would like to suggest, an historical narrative.
Newspaper columnist Rhonda Bannister’s 2004 rallying
cry for “young women...[to be] provocative [and wear]
frilly knickers and g-strings,” all too neatly demonstrates
a central assumption of this representational schema;
“feminism [does not have] a big place in today’s society...
Society has moved on.”® As Deeds-Ermarth points
out, historical thinking is a “basic tool of thought” that
turns us all into historians — Geri Halliwell included.
Indeed, Halliwell’s commentary about suffragettes and
young women encapsulates a promiscuous motif that
narrativizes an ambivalent relationship between young
women and the feminist project in temporalizing terms.**
At myriad sites of mainstream cultural production,
then, feminism is history (and should remain there).
Since Rich’s observations in the 1980s, the idea of the
daughter’s revolt has only gained strength, and these
daughters populate the university classroom to study the
history of feminism.

It is little wonder, then, that academics in the gender
studies classroom are all too frequently greeted with the
phrase “I'm not a feminist, but...” As Yvonne Tasker and
Diane Negra point out, ironic references to the “f-word”

B
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Hajen Hurpa (Diane Negra), UpOHUYHHUTE aIy3UH Ha
,300pOT Ha OykBara ¢...“* Bo HapoFHATa KYJITypa ce e
0/l €/THO MHOTY IOIINPOKO KYJITYPHO IIPEUCIIUIIIYBahe
Ha GeMHHU3MOT Kako 300p mTo e 6e300paseH 3a Mja-
aute xeHu.”® U noneka paznu GeMUHUCTUYKU TJ1aCOBU
BO XOP ¥ Ha CHOT IJIac JiejeKaaT opajgy KapuKkaTypuTe
Ha (peMUHU3MOT IITO T'U IOTKPEeIyBaaT OBUE PeaKIuo-
HEpHU IPeUCHUIIyBamka, LIeJN KyIUIITa OAATOIU Of
OMIIITECTBEHUTE HAYK! IIOTBP/IyBaart ieKa MJIaJIUTe XKeHU
MMaaT U3PUYHO aMOUBaJIeHTeH CTaB KOH (eMUHU3-
MOT:*® peakiujaTta npotuB GeMUHUZMOT QYHKIIMOHHUPA.
OTTyka, mnOAy4YyBameTO HCTOpUja Ha (GHEeMUHU3MOT
(xako (peMUHHCTUYKY IPOEKT) HAMETHYBA HEKOU CEPH-
03HM npenu3Buny. He camo 3amro Hue (akajeMCKuTe
KPYTOBH) HE MOKEMe JIa ce IOTIIPeMe Ha MOXKHOCTA JleKa
ke UM ja KpeHeMe CBeCTa Ha CBOUTE CTYAEHTH O CTe-
IIeH Ha IIPOCBETJIEHU IJIeANINTA Ha (peMUHU3MOT (KaKo
60:xeM /1a Moke 71a 6ujie TOIKy oOeMHyBaUKa IeyITa Ja
ce cO3/1aJie UCTOpHja), HO U 3aT0A IITO CTY/IEHTUTE KOU
JleHeC ce BO HAIIWTe YUYWJIHUIY T'U IOTTUKHYBaJje Jja ce
cdarar cebecu BO e/leH TEMIIOPIN3NPAH HApaTUB 3a
reHepalyCcKo O/lajiedyBame O/ CaMHOT (peMUHU3aM.
MHoryTe (GeMUHUCTUYKN TeOpeTU3Upama BO CEAyM-
JleceTTUTe M OCyMJIeCeTTUTEe CO3/[aBajle CUJIHU BPCKHU
Merly MOydyBamEeTO UCTOPHja HA (GEMUHU3MOT U eIHa
peuricu (ppeuprjaHCcKa NpeTcTaBa JieKa KpeBameTo Ha
CBeCcTa € HeKaKoB (peMUHUCTUUKU NMPOEKT.” Tokmy 3a-
TOa IITO OBa Oellle ,,6e3uMeH PoOJIEM”, IMEHYBaHETO
Ha KeHCKaTa YTHeTEeHOCT O CTpaHa Ha HCTOpHUYAPUTE
BO aKa/JIleMCKUTE KpPYrOBHM CTaHa IIOJIUTUYKU HEOI-
XO7leH TpoekT.® Mefyroa, BO COBPEMEHWTE 3allaHU
subepasHy 1eMOKpaTHH, (PeMUHU3MOT ce MMEHYBaI U
HACWJIHO ce IpernMeHyBasl. KyJITypHUTE CTaTUBHU ce II0-
Mmectmie. [ToHaTaMy, cakaMm Jja ykaskam Jieka MefyceOHO

* urpa Ha 3060pOBH €O TOYETHUTE OYKBU O] aHIJIMCKUTE 360pOBU

Lfuck®u ,,feminism®, mrro Ha MaKeZOHCKY MOKE /1a Ce [0JIOBH €11 H-
CTBEHO CO JIBOjCTBOTO ,,byka“ u ,,bemuHnzam” (3a0. Ipes).

in popular culture are part of a much wider cultural
reinscription of feminism as a dirty word for young
women."” And whilst a chorus of feminist voices publicly
bemoan the caricatures of feminism that underpin these
reactionary reinscriptions, reams of social science data
confirm that young women view the feminist project
in decidedly ambivalent terms:* the reaction against
feminism is working. Teaching a history of feminism (as
a feminist project), then, poses some serious challenges.
Not simply because we (academics) can’t rely on the
possibility of raising the consciousness of our students
to the enlightened views of feminism (as if the aim of
history-making could ever be this unifying), but also
because the students in our classrooms have been
encouraged to understand themselves in a temporalised
narrative of generational departure from feminism itself.
Much feminist theorising in the 1970s and 1980s made
powerful connections between the teaching of feminism’s
history and an almost Freirien notion of consciousness-
raising as a feminist project.” Precisely because this was
the “problem with no name,” the naming of women’s
oppression by historians in the academy was politically
a vital project.”® In contemporary western liberal demo-
cracies, however, feminism has now been named and
violently renamed. In short, the cultural goalposts
have moved. I would like to suggest, moreover, that
the mutually encoding metaphors of generational and
historical change (represented as mothers, daughters and
their discrete socio-political contexts) have modulated
this cultural shift. If, as Ashis Nandy argues, historical
consciousness —namely, a mode of relating to the present
and past according to narratives of progressive change —
now “owns the globe,” it is little surprise that feminism’s
past and present has been historicised.” In one sense
feminism necessarily possesses what we might term
a cultural historiography: namely, a set of collectively
constituted conventions and assumptions that function
to authorize the truth about feminism’s history.** These

9
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KOZUpaukuTe MeTadopu 3a reHepalicCKu U UCTOPUCKU
IpOMeHU (IIPeTCTaBeH! KaKO MajKU, KEDKU U HUBHUTE
JIUCKPETHU COIVO-TIOJIUTUYKN KOHTEKCTH) IO MOJIYJIH-
paJie oBa KyJITYPHO N3MeCTyBambe. AKO € TOUHO, KaKO IIITO
tBpau Amuc Hennm (Ashis Nandy), neka ncropuckara
CBECT — KaKO HAYUH 32 IOBP3yBame Ha CeranrHocTa
CO MMHATOTO CIOpeJ], HapaTUBUTe HA IPOrpecUBHATA
IpoMeHa — JIEHeC ,ja moceayBa 3eMjaTa“, BOOIIITO HE
Tpeba Jja ce U3HEHAIMMe IIITO MUHATOTO U CeramrHocTa
Ha GeMHUHU3MOT ce ucropusupase.” Bo egHa cmucia,
(eMUHU3MOT 33/10/I’KUTETHO COAPIKU HEIITO IIITO MOKe
Jla ce Hapede KyJITypHA ucropuorpaduja: mMmeHo, 30up
0/l KOJIEKTUBHO KOHCTUTYUDAaHU KOHBEHIIMU U IIpeT-
IIOCTaBKU IITO paboTaT /ia ja aBTOPU3UpaaT BUCTUHATA
3a ucropujata Ha ¢peMUHU3MOT.*° OBUE HcTOpHOTpaAd-
CKM KOHBEHIIMU 33JI0JDKUTEJIHO LpHaT eHepruja u ce
IIPEUCIUIIINBAAT CeKoram Kora Xasiuesl 300pyBa 3a
cybpaketkute, kora banucrep (Bannister) ke uzjaBu
JleKa OIIIITeCTBOTO IPOJOJIKUIO IIOHATaMy M Kora
BO JIHEBHUTE BECHHUIU ,KepkuTe“ Ha (HEeMHUHU3MOT Cce
CIIOMEHyBaaT KaKoO KoXepeHTeH ckJyIomn. Torar, MoxeOu
HajroJIeMHOT IPOOJIEM CO KOj Ce COOUyBaaT aKa/IeMCKUTE
IIpeflaBayy KoM IO/lydyBaaT ucTtopuja Ha GeMUHU3MOT
e 6bopbara IMpOTHUB KyJITypHATa ucropuorpaduja mro ce
Bp3yBa co 300poT Ha ,,b“.

Bo BakOB KOHTEKCT, aKaJIEMCKUTE UCTOPHUYAPH Ce HA I'O-
JIeMO UCKyIlIeHue Jja ce HadaraT BO CBOUTE YUMITHUIIU
Jla T ,MCIIpaBaaT” HCTOPHCKUTE M COBPEMEHUTE 3a-
Oomynu 3a demuHusmor. HecropHo e geka Hapoj-
CKUTe HApaTHBU IITO OBO3MOXKYBAaaT KpyTO OTdP-
Jlarbe Ha (peMUHHCTUYKATA IOJUTHKA MMaaT Ipecy/iHa
IIOTKpeNna BO ,MeJHCTPUM® IPETCTABUTE 32 MUHATOTO
U 3a ceramHocTa Ha GeMUHU3MOT, KOUIITO ja OGpumaT
ceTa KOMIUIEKCHOCT U T'O IIPETCTaByBaaT COBPEMEHUOT
demuHM3aM BO pyba IITO MHOTYMHHA €/iBaj OU ja mpe-
no3Haste.”' Kako IITo co 33a7{0BOJICTBO OU yKaXKasl CEKOj
yueH (GEMUHHCT, Of] JE€BElEeCETTUTE TOJUHH JI0 JIEHEC
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historiographic conventions are necessarily energized
and reinscribed every time Halliwell talks about the
suffragettes, Bannister declares society has moved on and
the “daughters” of feminism are invoked as a coherent
constituency in our daily newspapers. Perhaps the
biggest problem facing academics teaching the history
of feminism, then, is the battle against the cultural
historiography currently attached to the f-word.

The temptation for academic historians in this
context to “correct” the historical and contemporary
misconceptions about feminism in the classroom is
powerful. Without question, the popular narratives that
enable a firm rejection of feminist politics are crucially
supported by “mainstream” representations of the
feminist past and present that efface any complexity and
renders contemporary feminism visible in a costume
many would barely recognize.” As any feminist scholar
would happily point out, a wealth of writing by young
feminists has emerged since the 1990s that grapples with
the inheritances of the feminist project and manages
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ce T0jaBUJIO IEJI0 €JHO MHOIITBO IHCAHU]ja OJT MJIAJIA
(beMUHHCTH KOHWINTO ce 3aHMMAaBaaT CO HacJeACcTBaTa
Ha (EeMUHUCTUYKHOT MMPOEKT U KOU ycIleBaaT Jia IOHY-
JlaT MOJAJIUTETH Ha MHUCJIA U IIpaKca 4dja IpeMuca He
e ordpiamwero. TpeTnoT O6paH IITO ce I0jaBU — CO HEro-
BUTE T€HEPAICKU KOHKPETHH OPHUEHTAllMU KOH IIOITy-
JlapHaTa KyJITypa, ITIOJINTUKATA 32 UIEHTUTETOT U MOCT-
MOJIEPHOTO CTPATEIIKO MpPepaciiopelyBakbe — MOXKeOu
e HajucTakHaT Mely HUB. Taka, TPyJOBUTE OJi TPETHOT
OpaH (11, HABUCTHHA, O] TOCT(PEMUHU3MOT) MOKAT /ia TO
MIOHY/IAaT TOKMY TOj BHJI ?KMBO Pa3HOBHU/IEH KOPEKTHUB 3a
BO YUIJTHHUITATE.>> MeryToa, 10/1eKa KOH(JIMKTUTE U pa3-
JIMKUTE Mery cebenieHTHUKyBaHUTe (M1, HABUCTUHA,
WTHOPAHTCKU MPENO3HaeHUTe) HAIIUCH Ha TPETUOT OpaH
1 mocT(peMUHNU3MOT IMOKaKyBaaT KOH Pa3HOBUIHOCTA HA
(beMuHHCTHYKAaTa MUCJIA, CETIaK €/{HA TeHepaIliCKa MeTa-
dopa enemeHTapu3upa roJieM Jes 0/ OBaa aHAJTUTHYKA
U TOJUTHYKa mpakca. Kako mrTo HariacyBa AcTpuj
Xenpu (Astrid Henry), ,,reHeparuure cranase [cranae]
M3BETBEH KOHIIENT CO KOj ce 00ese’KyBa HEKaKBa pas-
JimKa Mery GeMUHU3MUTE U (DEMUHUCTHUTE [BO paMKHUTE
Ha (EMUHUCTHYKUOT AUCKypcl.“*® deMmuHuCT(K)UTE O
TPeTHOT OpaH ¥ HUBHUTE pa3odyapaHu MajKU O] BTOPHU-
ot OpaH, Ha IPUMEpP, YECTO ce IMMOBHUKYBaaT Ha reHepa-
IFCKaTa IPOMEeHa KaKO MOJUTUYKH M TEOPUCKHU JIEK 3a
cuTe mpobsieMu Ha aHTU(GEMUHUCTUYKATA CETAIlTHOCT.>*
Ho, xako 1mrto ykakysa JIuza Xarenany (Lisa Hogeland),
,TEHEPAICKOTO Pa3MHUCIyBalbe CEKOralll HeBEPOjaTHO
obormmTyBa“*®: He IOMAJIKy 3aTOa IITO I'O JIETUTHUMHPA
BIIPETHYBAHETO HA KOHKPETHUTE ITOJIUTHYKHU U COITHjaJI-
HU MIPaKTHUKU BO JIaJIeHU BpEMUIba U Ha JIaJIeHU MecCTa.
TokMy Kako IITO KyJITypHaTa ucropuorpadwuja ro (mpe-
MeCTHJIa) cMecTia (eMUHU3MOT BO MUHATOTO, TaKa U
TeHepaICKOTO pa3MHUCIyBambe (IIpeMecTyBa) CMeCTyBa
O/Ipe/IeHU TUITOBU (DEMUHHCTHYKA ITPaKca BO MUHATOTO.
OTTyKa, BrpaJyBamheTo Ha (PeMUHUCTUYKHU HAIUCU Of
HapejHaTa TeHepaliyja Bo HalllUTe JTOUILIOMCKHU IIpe/-

to offer modalities of thought and practice that aren’t
premised on rejection. The emergence of the third-wave
— with its generationally specific orientations towards
popular culture, identity politics and postmodern
strategic redeployment — is perhaps, the most prominent
amongst these. Third-wave (and, indeed, postfeminist)
writings could thus offer precisely this kind of vigorously
diverse corrective for the classroom.* However, whilst
the conflicts and differences between self-identified
(or, indeed, dismissively recognized) third-wave and
postfeminist writings gesture towards the diversity of
feminist thought, a generational metaphor nonetheless
foundationalises much of this analytic and political
practice. As Astrid Henry points out, “generations [have
become] a commonplace concept to mark difference
among feminisms and feminists [within femininst
discourse].”*? Third-wave feminists and their disenchan-
ted second wave mothers, for example, frequently invoke
generational change as the political and theoretical
panacea to the problems of the anti-feminist present.*
As Lisa Hogeland points out, however, “generational
thinking is always unspeakably generalizing”*>: not
least because it legitimates the deployment of particular
political and social practices in certain times and
places. Just as a cultural historiography has (dis)placed
feminism in(to) the past, so too, generational thinking
(dis)places certain types of feminist practice in(to) the
past. Deploying the next generation of feminist writings
in our undergraduate courses in order to disrupt this
cultural historiography of a one-dimensional and
irrelevant feminism then, might be problematic precisely
because they tend to animate the historico-generational
logics that make this “mainstream” dismissal possible.
The temporalizing logics of a cultural historiography that
locates feminism in a history that liberal democracies
have “progressed passed” are shared by feminist writers
who situate youthful feminist practices as the latest
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METH, 32 /Ia Ce MIOIIPeYH OBaa KyJITypHA UcTopuorpaduja
Ha eIHOJMMEH3UOHAJIEH U HpeJieBaHTeH (peMUHHU3AM,
MO3Ke /1a Oujie mpobJIEMAaTHYHO TOKMY ITOPaJiA TOA IITO
THE Ce CKJIOHU Jla T O)KUBYBaaT MCTOPHCKO-TE€Hepa-
I[UCKUTE JIOTUKH IIITO TO OBO3MOKYBAaT TOA ,MEJHCTPUM
ordpramwe. Temmopasn3upavkara JOTUKA Ha KyJITyp-
HaTta ucropuorpaduja kKoja ro Jonupa HeMUHU3IMOT
BO €JIHa UCTOPHja IITO ja ,TypKajie U HaAMUHase  ube-
pajHUTEe JIEMOKPATHUU UM IpUIAraaT u Ha mucaTes(K)u
dbemuHuCT(K)M KOM TH BOCTOJIMYYBAaT MJIAJICIIKUTE
(hbeMUHHUCTUYKN TPAKTUKA KAaKO HajCKOPEIIeH HCTO-
pHCKH pa3Boj Ha HEeMUHU3MOT.

3aTtoa, MHC/IaM JIeKa € Ba)KHO Jla ce Pa3MHUCIyBa 3a
MMOJIUTUYKOTO JIEJCTBO IIITO IIOMMOT 3a TeHepaluckara
IIpOMeHa 0/Ie/THAKBO r0 MMa BP3 aHTU(hEMUHUCTUUUTE,
aMOWBaJIEHTUTE U TPOPEMUHUCTHUKUTE CTaBOBH. [loaH
Cxkor (Joan Scott) TBp/iu eka ,,co3aBabeTO CO3HAHU]jA
3a MUHATOTO, OHaMy KaJie IIITO TOa € IMPEeCYAHO, He € [He
Tpeba ma 6uze] e 3a cebe, TyKy [Tpeba na] o6e36emy-
Ba ONMHUILIMBU YCJIOBH 32 KPUTHUYKO JI€jCTBYBamhe KO€E IO
KOPHCTA MHUHATOTO 34 /ia TH Pa3HHUIIIa U3BECHOCTUTE HA
CeralrHoCcTa U €O Toa Co3ZaBa MOXKHOCT ZIa ce 3aMUCIIN
novHakBa uzHuHA“.*® Ciezejku ja CKOT, HaMeCTO efi-
HOCTaBHO BO CBOWTE YUYWJIHUIIK Ja TH HCIIpaBaMe 3a-
OonyauTe 3a (PEeMUHHUCTUYKOTO MHHATO KM 3a HEronata
cerairHocT, Moxkebu Tpeba Jja T IPEYCTPOUME CBOUTE
HMCTOPHMCKY HAapaTHBHU 3a /]a ja MOAPHUEME KOXEPEHTOCTa
Ha 0BOj HCTOPUCKO-TeHEPAI[UCKH HAPATUB, Ha KOj TOJIKY
yecTo ce ymaryBa. Toa He 3HAUH JleKa FeHepaIuCKUTe
pasrpaHuuYyBama 1 pacnpasu ce 6e3HavYajHu U HEBAYKHHU.
Kako mro ykaxkyBa /lajen Enam (Diane Elam), Toxmy
HUBHATA CHJIa YKa’KyBa Ha CIIPOTHBHOTO.”

Naxo uzejaTa 3a elHa YuCTa TeHepalucKka mozesnbda e
HEeOJIP>KJIMBA, OIO3HUIlMCKAaTa IMPUPOJA Ha HEJ3UHOTO
BOOOJIMYYBAYKO M CTPYKTYHPAYKO IMPHUCYCTBO BO heMu-
HUCTUYKHTE JIUCKYPCH YKaXKyBa JieKa CTaHyBa 300D
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historical development of feminism.

For these reasons, it strikes me as important to think
about the political work the notion of generational
change is performing across anti, ambivalent, and pro-
feminist positions alike. Joan Scott argues that the "the
production of knowledge about the past, while crucial,
[should] not been an end in itself, but [should] provide
the substantive terms for a critical operation that uses the
past to disrupt the certainties of the present and so opens
the way to imagining a different future.”*® Following
Scott, rather than simply correcting misconceptions
about the feminist past and present in our classrooms,
perhaps we should instead be reconfiguring our historical
narratives to disrupt the coherence of this frequently-
invoked historico-generational narrative. This is not
to say that generational distinctions and debates are
without meaning and importance. As Diane Elam points
out, their very potency suggests otherwise.””

Whilst the idea of a neat generational divide is impossible
to uphold, the oppositional nature of its framing and its
structuring presence in feminist discourses suggest that
an important set of questions about feminist political
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Ha eJHa Ba’kHA HU3a IIpalama 3a (GeMHHHCTHYKATa
MMOJINTUYKA aKTUBHOCT. MokeOu reHepanucKoTo pas-
rpaHHYyBabe J00MBa €HEeprHja 3alllTO UM OBO3MOXKH-
JIO HA COTOBOPHUIIWTE Jia TW pasrpaHUYaT MOJAJINTe-
THTe Ha (peMUHHCTUYKATA MHCJIA, IMpaKkca U HJIEHTH-
TET 80 cezawHociia. Meryroa, mpuMeHaTa Ha OBHeE
pasrpaHuYyBamha BO HADaTUBUTE 32 UCTOPUCKATA IIPOM-
€Ha ¥ HampeJIoK 3aJI0JKUTETHO TH CTECHYBA XOPHU30H-
TUTE Ha (paHTa3HjaTa Ha PEMUHUCTUYKATA CETAIITHOCT U
WTHUHA.

Nmajku ro Toa Ha yMm, cakaMm Ja HaMeTHAM HEKOJIKY
(kBup) mpamama 3a HCTOpHjaTa Ha (HEMUHH3MOT 3a
MOTpebUTe HAa YHUBEP3UTETCKATa YIMTHUIIA BO HAIlIaBa
OCTMO/TIepHa (2 MOKeOH 1 OCT(PEMUHUCTUYKA) IeHETII-
Hura. Bo HaTaMoIIHaTa pacrnpasa T'H pasrieayBaM HC-
TOPHUCKO-TEHEPAIUCKUTE JIOTUKHA INTO IOTKPEIyBaaT
HH3a ,,0ITOBOPH“ Ha (PeMHUHU3MOT, 32 /Ia YKaKaM JieKa
eHA 3aeJHUYKA KyJTypHa ucTOpuorpaduja ro Kpemu
BUJUIMBOTO Hecoryiacue. OBaa pacmpaBa HeM30eKHO
ja ypuBa pasyimkata Mery MOJAJIUTETHTE Ha MFCJIA-
Ta IMTO OOWMYHO ce cdakaarT Kako KOH(QIUKT, ako He
KaKO OTBOPEHO TMpoTuBeme. Ilocrdemunuct(k)ure,
demunuCcT(K)UTE O TPETUOT OpaH, aHTHDEMUHUC-
tute U [lepn XasmBes mMaaT MHOIITBO TOYKU HA Ipe-
CYyZHO 3HAYAjHU IIOJIUTUYKA U TEOPUCKH PA3JIHKH.
MeryTtoa, BejlaM JieKa reHepamuckara meTtadopa mpo-
TeKyBa KaKO BO CHCTEM Ha OpaHUYKU IPEKy OBHE
MOJIMEbA 32 /Ia OBO3MOXKHM M TOUKU Ha HenspeueHa (U
mpobJyieMaTHYHA) HCTOpUOTrpadCcKa CIUYHOCT. 3aToa,
Pa3MUCIyBAaKETO 32 OBHE MeCTa Ha CJIMYHOCT MOXKE /1a
MMOHYZ HAYMH Ha KOj aHAJIUTUYKUTE MeTadopu U uc-
TOPUCKHUTE OOJIMKyBama Ke MOXKe Jla ce PeKOHQUTyp-
vpaar 3a norpebure Ha yywaaunara. lllto s Mmoxe na
Cce CJIy9Yd aKO TEMIIOPAIM3UPAHUTE pa3rpaHUIyBarba
IITO ce HalpaBWe IMOMery BTOPHOT W TPETHUOT OpaH,
roMery GeMHUHHUCTKUTE MajKU ¥ HUBHUTE aMOUBaJIEHT-
HU Kepku, U nomery (MoaepHaTa) (peMHUHUCTKA U HEj-

action are being addressed. Perhaps the generational
distinction is energized because it allowed interlocutors
to differentiate modalities of feminist thought, practice
and identity in the present. However, the deployment of
these distinctions within narratives of historical change
and progress necessarily closes down the imaginative
horizons of feminism’s present and future.

With this in mind I’d like to que(e)ry feminism’s history
for the university classroom of our postmodern (and
perhaps postfeminist) present. In the discussion that
follows I examine the historico-generational logics
that underpin a variety of “responses” to feminism in
order to suggest that a shared cultural historiography
underpins their apparent disagreement. This discussion,
necessarily, collapses the difference between modalities
of thought normally understood to be in conflict, if
not outright opposition. Postfeminists, third-wave
feminists, anti-feminists and Geri Halliwell possess
myriad points of crucially important political and
theoretical differentiation. However, I am suggesting
that the generational metaphor sluices across these
fields to enable points of unspoken (and problematic)
historiographic commonality as well. Thinking about
these points of commonality, then, might offer a
way to reconfigure analytic metaphors and historical
framings for the classroom. What would happen if the
temporalized distinctions made between the second
and third-waves, between feminist mothers and their
ambivalent daughters, and between the (modern)
feminist and her post(modern)feminist inheritors were
strategically redeployed onto a more expansive genealogy
of feminist thinking and practice? Might this provide a
“critically effective” history of feminist practice for the
university classroom in western liberal democracies and
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3uHUTE MOocT(MOAepHH) (GEMUHHCTHYKHM HAC/IeIHHUIIH
cera CTpaTelllKd ce IMPeyCTPojaT BO €IHO ITOOMIITUPHO
pOOC/IOBHe Ha (heMHUHMCTHYATA MHCIA U mpakca? Ke
MOJKe JIM OBa Jia Jiajie efHa ,KPUTHYKHU JIeJIOTBOpHA®
rcroprja Ha (QeMUHHCTHYKATA IIpaKca 3a IMOTpeduTe
Ha YHHUBEpP3WTETCKaTa YYMIHHIIA BO 3alajHuTEe Juoe-
paJIHH JEMOKpaTHH U Ja HaMmeTHe (KBHp) Ipalliama
OKOJIy HameTo cakarmbe Ha MUHATOTO Ha (DEMUHU3MOT,
3a Jla OTBOPY HOBU MOYKHOCTH 3a HEj3MHATA WJAHUHA?
8 Bo ompejiesieHa CMHUC/IA, Hy/laM €HO XaJuBeJIMjaH-
cko ucropuorpadcko pebpeHaupame Ha GEMUHU3MOT,
CO IIeJI J]Ja TU MOJIpHieMe MU3BECHOCTHTE HA HMCTOPHCKO-
reHepanuckuoT Hampenok. (Mako, moxebu, He OHOj
HAYWH IITO IO IocakyBa Xasnuses!). Bo pacmpasure co
KOM 3aBpIllyBa OBOj HAINC, HAMEPHO Ha JBa HAaYHWHA
(morpemnrHo) ja yuTam UCTOpHjaTa Ha GEMUHU3MOT, IPU
mTo obaTta M MPEyCTPOojyBaaT Pa3/IMKUTE KOU OOUUHO
ce mpaBat Mely JieHelTHUTe MJIaau KeHH ((DEMUHUCTKH
WM He) ¥ HCTOPUCKUOT (peMUHU3aM, U TOA BO TUCKYCHUH
3a (eMHUHH3MOT Of/BO HCTaTa BpEMEHCKa paMka. Ke
HaImpaBH JIK Toa aHTU(HEMUHUCTUTE, TOCTHEMUHUCTUTE
1 PeMUHUCTUTE O/ TPETHOT OpaH MOMAJIKY /ia InJaT Ha
HMCTOPHMCKO OJIPEMMINTE, a MOBeke Ha IPHAOHECYBauM
KOH €J[Ha OTBOpP€EHa JiebaTa 3a pOAOT U MOKTa?

(KBup) ucnutyBame Ha uctopujata Ha heMMHU3MOT?

Op OYEeTOKOT Ha JIeBeJIeECETTUTE, 1ieJl XOp Ipodecuo-
HAJTHU UCTOPUYAPH ja mporyiacu babaporara Ha IOCTMO-
JIepHU3MOT 3a IPUYMHA [IITO Ce 3aCTPAHUJIO O] ,,[OJIEMUTE
mpamama“ (co cuTe poioBo 0beJieskaHu KOHOTAIIMH IIITO
'Yl IOBJIEKYBA IOUMOT 3a HcTOpHorpadcka cyrncrania).*
Cnope/t oBaa KpUTHKA, ,[IOCTMO/IEpHATa“ omIpeiesiba KOH
MPUBPEMEHOCT U CO3/aBamhe ,CUllyupaHo 3Haerme",°
IIPU3HAHUETO JIeKa UCTOPUCKOTO 3Haeke IIITO MOKe eM-
MMUPHUCKU J]a CE TIPOBEPH € ,,MOIeEpHUCTHYKA puKImja“,®
Y TPU3HAHUETO JieKa IPOdeCHOHAIHO JIOMyIITEHOTO
CO3HaHUe 32 MUHATOTO Cce aBTOPU3UPA o uctopuorpad-
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que(e)ry our understanding of feminism’s past to open
out different possibilities for its future?® In one sense, I
am offering a Halliwelian historiographic rebranding of
feminism in order to disrupt the certainties of historico-
generational progress. (Although, perhaps, not in the
way that Halliwell would have liked!) In the discussions
that close this article, I deliberately (mis)read feminism’s
history in two ways, both of which redeploy distinctions
normally made between contemporary young women
(feminist or otherwise) and historical feminism into
discussions of feminism from/in the same temporal
frame. Might this make anti/post/third-wave feminists
look less like an inevitable historical destination and
more like contributors to a non-conclusive debate about
gender and power?

Queer(y)ing feminism'’s history?

Sincetheearly1990sachorusofprofessionalhistorianshas
decried the bogey-man of postmodernism as the cause of
aturnaway fromthe “big questions” (with all the gendered
connotations the notion of historiographic substance
entails).> According to this criticism, a “postmodern”
commitment to provisionality and “situated knowledge”
production,®® an admission that empirically verifiable
historical knowledge is a “modernist fiction,”™"' and the
confession that professionally admissible knowledge
about the past is authorized by historiographic consensus
rather than the past itself** somehow makes asking these
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CKM KOHCEH3yC, a He OJ[ CTpaHa Ha caMOTO MHHATo,**
HEKaKo IIpaBar 7ja Ouie HEBO3MOXKHO /1A Ce II0CTaBaT THE
,LfOJIeMH npamama“. HaBuCTMHA, HEKOM HCTOpUYapHU
OTHJI0a ¥ IIOHATaMy CO KPUTHKATa, BEAPO TBPEJKU 3a
BpeMe Ha ,,TeOPUCKUTE BOJHU BO OBaa IUCLUILJINHA JleKa
,110 CUTe aHAJIN3H, He MOXKe J1a IIOCTOU ITIOCTMOZIepHa HC-
topuja“.’> Mefyroa, ce YMHU JileKa OOUIUTE OJTHOBO JIa Ce
3a’KMBeaT U3BeCHOCTUTE HAa NCTOPUCKATa BUCTUHA ce Oec-
riesHa pabora. JIoKOJIKy O/ipeZieH CTaB KOH UCTOPUCKOTO
3Haewe (MMeHO, IOCTMOJEPHUCTHYKUOT) Ce CO371aBa
O/l CTpaHa Ha HAIIMOT KOHKPETeH MCTOPHUCKU KOHTEKCT
(omHOCHO, TOCTMOZIEPHOCTA), TOTAIII €{HAIIl 00eI0/eHe-
TOTO TEIIKO ke ce cokpue. Kako mro Tumc-Epmapt Tosky
pPEYUTO BEJH, ,,OHHE IITO ce TIPOTUB’ MTOCTMOAEPHU3MOT
ce OTIPUJINKA OHOJIKY UH(OPMUPAHU KOJIKY IITO Ouie
MH(OPMUPaAHU U IPOTUBHUIMTe Ha ['anuieo u Ha Jly-
Tep“.>* Ho, MeHe MU u3rJie/ia ieKa UaKko IIOCTMOJIEPHUTE
TOJIKOBHU cTpaTeruu (Mery Kou MoxKeOU HajucTaKHaTa
cTparervja € MOCTCTPYKTYPAJIU3MOT) MOXKAT /1a IOHY-
JIaT pa3jINYHU AHAJIUTUYKHU IOCTANKU (KOW BOOIIIITO
He ce TIOMAaJIKY ,[OJIEMU" 3aTOA IITO ce TOCTMOJIEPHU),
CYLITUHCKAaTa pasjMKa JIeXKH BO IPUPOZATa HA OJArO-
BOpHTe.

Enen mocTtMozepeH mpuoj, KOH HCTOPUCKOTO 3HAaEHE
Hajlara Jja ce JIOIYIITH JieKa OJITOBOPUTE IITO T'Y HY-
JINMe Cce CeKoTralll YnTamba Ha Tparure o MUHATOTO, a CO
TOQ, KaKO U CEKOe YUTalbe, MOJJIesKaT Ha OCIIOpYyBamka,
MpoMeHU M HeusBecHOCT. OTTyKa, CeKoja YJIMJIMIITHA
rvcropuja Ha GEeMUHU3MOT IITO ja NMPU3HABa Halata
mocTMoJiepHa f06a Tpeba ga Oujie IpUBpeMeHA U CH-
tyupaHa. Ha ciudeH HauuH, AsnyH Masncioy (Alun
Munslow) TBpau /eka HAIIUTEe €TUYKHU, TMOJUTHYKH U
MOPQJITHU JOJKHOCTA KaKO MCTOPUYApHU BO efHa f06a
Ha IOCTMOJIEPHOCT Tpeba /la ce MPUCYTHH 3aTOa IITO
TBP/IEHETO JIeKa IIOCTON HeKoja MCI[PITHA BUCTHHA 3a (a
CO TOA ¥ eTHYKa 0OBPCKa KOH) MHHATOTO € KOHTEKCTyaJI-
HO HOJI0CJIeAHO0.% AkO (heMUHU3MOT € EMaHITUIIaTOPCKa

“big questions” impossible. Indeed, some historians
took this critique further, gleefully asserting during the
discipline’s “theory wars” that “in the final analysis,
there can be no postmodern history.”?® Attempting to
re-animate the certainties of historical truth, however,
seems to be a pointless exercise. If a particular attitude
to historical knowledge — namely postmodernist — is
produced by our particular historical context — namely,
postmodernity — then trying to put the cat back into the
bag might be difficult. As Deeds-Ermarth so compellingly
phrases it, “to be “against” postmodernism is about as
informed a position as it was to be against Gallileo and
Luther.”?* It seems to me, though, that whilst postmodern
interpretative strategies (of which post-structuralism
is, perhaps, the most prominent) might offer different
analytic procedures (which are no less “big” for being
postmodern) the substantive difference is the nature of
the answers.

Apostmodern approach to historical knowledge demands
an admission that the answers we offer are always
readings of the traces of the past, and thus, like any
reading, subject to contestation, change and uncertainty.
A classroom history of feminism that acknowledges
our postmodern age should be, then, a provisional and
situated one. In a similar way, Alun Munslow argues that
our ethical, political and moral obligations as historians
in an age of postmodernity are to the present because
a claim to an exhaustive truth about (and thus ethical
obligation to) the past is contextually incongruous.?® If
feminism is an emancipatory political practice premised
on the pursuit of social, political and cultural change,
feminism’s history (which seems a pretty “big question”
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MIOJINTHYKA ITpaKca YUY IIPEMUCH ce Bp3 IoTparaTa Iio
COIIMjQJTHH, TIOJIUTUYKHU U KYJITYPHU IIPOMEHU, UCTOPHU-
jata Ha GeMHUHU3MOT (KOja MeHe MU U3IJIe/|a KaKo JI0CTa
,TOJIEMO TIpanIame") ilipeba OAHOBO J1a ce HAIIUIIIE 32 /1A
TH [T0/IpUE TTOJIUTHIKUTE PEKOHGUTYPALIUH KO U HaTa-
My ru 6JIOKMpAaT THe U3MEHU BO HAIIIEBO BpEMe.

[TonaTamy, Iypu U aKO 3aCTPAaHYBAHETO Off ,TOJIEMUTE
mpamama“ e GakT IITO MOXe /1a ce KBaHTU(UKYyBa U
YHj UCXOJT MOXKe J1a ce o6jaBu (a He cym yOezieHa Jieka e
TaKa), 0Baa KPUTHKA He MOXKe J1a ce HACOYM KOH HACTaB-
HaTa IIpakca Ha IMOBEKEeTO aKaZIeMCKHU UCTOpUYapU KOU
ru no3HaBaM. HaBuctuHa, ogeMoT Ha IOAUILTIOMCKUTE
OIIITH KypCeBU BO O/pe/leHAa CMUCIA TY IOTTUKHAI
HCTOPUYAPUTE CeKOja Hesesia Of] CBOUTE KaTelpu Ja
TH IPETCTAByBaaT OMNIIMPHUTE HCTOPHUCKH IIPOMEHHU.
Puuappn Ilpajc (Richard Price) Besin neka ncropuckara
mpakca Tpeba MCTOBpeMeHO /ia Ouzie U ,HaBpakarmbe Ha
MUHATOTO, PAa3MHUCIyBale 32 HEro U JIOKyMEHTHDPAHE
Ha TPOLIECUTE CO KOW Ce co3/aBa ucropuja;“® Torar,
JleJ1 071 OBaa IOCTaIlKa MoXKe Jia Oujie M pasruieyBambe-
TO Ha OOJIMKOT Ha HAIIWTe HAPATHUBH OF] YIUJIHUIIUTE.
IlonaTamy, kako IITO UcTakHyBa XesjaeH bayeHn Panek-
ep (Helene Bowen Raddeker), ,mako mHOrymMuHa
HMCTOpHUYApU HAaBUCTHHA ja mpudakaaT ompasaaHoCTa
Ha HEKOU TIOCTMOJEPHUCTHYKUA KPHUTHKH... JOIPBA
Tpeba Toa /1a ro HaImpaBaT ¥ BO CBOjaTa HACTaBHA IPAK-
ca“ Torar, 4eKOp BO BUCTHHCKATa HACOKA MOXeOH e
Jla ce pa3MHUCIIyBa 3a HAIIUTE ,,TOJIEMH IPUKa3HU ‘. Pa3-
MUCJIYBAaheTO 32 IMOJUTUYKUTE MMIUIMKAIINY HA ,TO-
JieMuTe" MPUKA3HU IITO pelllaBaMe Jia T pacKaXkeMe BO
YUWIHHIUTE — KJIYIHO MECTO KaJie IITO IPUKA3HUTE U
HaTaMy ce OJUrPyBaaT W IOKpAaj Pa3HOpPa3HUTE IIPeJI-
BU/IyBamba JIeKa Taa JUCIUIUINHA Ke U3yMpe — € BUTaJI-
Ha aHAJIUTUYKA IIOCTAIIKa, 3aIIITO OBUE HADATHUBU HEMU-
HOBHO C€ BKJIyYE€HH BO OJ[PIKYBaIe€TO Ha KOHKPETHUTE
UIEHTUTETH BO Hamara ceramHoct.?® Kako mro Toiaky
HEeOJIOJIMBO MHTEPECHO IOKaXKyBa paborata Ha Mapra-
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to me) should be rewritten to disrupt the political
reconfigurations that continue to block these changes in
our times.

Moreover, even if the turn away form the “big questions”
was a quantifiable fact of publishing output (which
I'm unconvinced it is), this criticism can’t be leveled at
the classroom practices of most academic historians
I know. Indeed, the rise of the undergraduate survey
course has, in one sense, encouraged historians to enact
the broad sweep of historical change from their lecture
podiums each week; we need to carefully consider the
political implications of the narratives we are forging in
these classrooms. Richard Price suggests that historical
practice should at once be “a recovery of the past,
rumination on it, and a documentation of the process
by which history is made;”® considering the shape of
our classroom narratives, then, might be part of this
procedure. Moreover, as Helene Bowen Raddeker points
out, “whilst many historians do accept the justice of
some ‘postmodernist’ criticisms... they are yet to follow
through in their teaching practices.”®” Contemplating the
shape of our “big stories,” then, might be a step in the
right direction. Thinking about the political implications
of the “big” stories we choose to tell in the classroom
—a key site where histories continue to be enacted in
spite of various predictions of disciplinary demise — is
a vital analytic procedure because these narratives are
necessarily implicated in the maintenance of particular
identities in our present.®® As the work of Margaret
Somers so compellingly demonstrates, identities are, in
part, made coherent via their narrativized relationship to
the past.?® Thinking about possible congruencies between
our classroom narratives and a cultural historiography
that foundationalises anti-feminist identities is a crucial
project for our anti-feminist present.

’II
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pet Comepc (Margaret Somers), U/IeHTUTETUTE, JETyM-
HO, CTaHyBaaT KOXepeHTHU 0JiarojlapeHrue Ha HUBHATA
HapaTUBU3MpaHa BpcKa co MUHATOTO.>® PazMmuciyBame-
TO 32 MOXKHUTE COBIIararba Mery HalllUTe HapaTHUBH OF
YVUIJTHUIIUTE U KYJITypHaTa HCTOpUorpadwuja IITO TH
eJleMeHTapu3upa AHTU(PEMUHUCTUYKUATE HWAEHTUTETH
€ CYIITHHCKH IPOEKT 3a HalllaTa aHTU(EMUHHUCTHIKA
CETaIIHOCT.

Moskebu € 4YyAHO IITO €AHA CTPAaTerucka pPEeKOH-
durypanuja Ha ucropujara Ha (GEeMHHU3MOT 3a Hac-
TaBHUTE IMOTPeOU ce CMeCcTyBa BO HOMUHAJIEH [Hja-
JIOT cO KBUP TeopujaTa HaAMeCTO CO (PeMUHUCTHUYKATa
nezaroryja. HaBucTuHa, nako mocrou 60rat KOpIryc of
(beMUHUCTHYKO TeOpeTU3UPAHE BP3 KOj OM MOKeJI 1a ce
3aCHOBA KOHKPETHHOB IEATrOIIKU MTOTHAT, TEOPUCKUTE
KOHCTeJIAIINY Ha KBUP TeopujaTa (MOKeOH U ITPEMHOTY)
MIeJJAaHTHO TY JJaBaaT 3TO/THO MMOAPUBAYKHUTE HHTEIEKTY-
aJIHU aJIaTKU CO KOW OW ce pa3HUINAJIE JJOMUHAHTHUTE
dopmaruu Ha KysaTypHaTa ucropuorpaduja Ha pemu-
Hu3MoT. Ho, Toa He 3HAuUM JieKa MPOEKTOB Ce IOCTY-
Jupa Bp3 OT(dpJamkeTo Ha HA3UBOT ,(PEeMHUHUCTUYKH
(uTo He e 3a W3HEHAJyBame, CO OIJIEJ Ha Toa IITO
TaKBOTO OT(dpJiarbe € TOKMYy CTparerdjara Koja Hamu-
COB caka /Ja ja pasHumia). [lonpBo, cTabuIn3upayKkuTe
MMOCTCTPYKTYPAJIUCTUYKU IPETIIOCTABKH HAa KBUP TEO-
pHujaTa 3a TeMeJHaTa HeCTaOWJIHOCT Ha KaTETOPUUTE HA
UJIEHTUTETOT U 3a OOJIMKYBAaWmETO HAa 3HAEHETO 00e3-
Oe/lyBa KOpPHCHA aHAJIUTHYKA CTPATETHjA 80 080] CAYHUA].
Hacnporu Toa, u3pasor ,,peMHHHUCTHYKA TeopHuja“ He ja
moApazbupa McTaTa KOHCTeallhja Ha TMOJTUTUYKO-TEO-
PHCKH aJIaTKH, a OBa HEEAWHCTBO BPEY /Ia Ce OJIPKYyBa.
Naxko kBUp TeopujaTra uma ,IIOCTMOZEPEH MPHUOJ] KOH
UJIEHTUTETOT, (QEeMUHUCTUYKATAa TeOopHja M IIpaKca
Modice da umaatt (a moHekoramr U Hemaat). [loHaTamy,
KaKO KBHUD Pa3MHUCIIyBabe, CTPATETHCKOTO PEKOH(U-
rypupame Ha UCTOpHjaTa Ha GEMUHU3MOT € HEMUHOBHO
IIOCTMO/JIEPEH IIPOEKT; BO OBOj CJIyuyaj, 3aToa IINTO TH

It might seem strange to place a strategic reconfiguration
of feminism’s history for the classroom in nominal
dialogue with queer theory rather than feminist pedagogy.
Indeed, whilst there is a rich corpus of feminist theorizing
upon which to base this particular pedagogic exercise,
the theoretical constellations of queer theory (perhaps
too) neatly provide the suitably disruptive intellectual
tools to unhinge dominant formations of feminism’s
cultural historiography. This is not to say, however, that
this project is premised on a rejection of the appellation
“feminist” (unsurprisingly, given that this rejection
is precisely the strategy this article is attempting to
unhinge). Rather, queer’s stabilizing post-structuralist
assumptions about the fundamental instability of
identity-categories and knowledge-formation provides a
useful analytic strategy in this case. In contrast, the term
“feminist theory” does not imply the same constellation
of poltico-theoritical tools, and, moreover, this disunity
is worth maintaining. Whilst queer theory has a
“postmodern” approach to identity, feminist theory and
practice might (and sometimes, does not). Moreover, like
queer thinking, a strategic reconfiguration of feminism’s
history is a necessarily postmodern project; in this case,
because it undermines the modernist fictions of historical
knowledge and enacts history according to the politics of
our present.
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IIOTKOIIyBa MOAECPHHUCTHUYKHUTE (l)I/IKIlI/II/I 3a UCTOPUCKOTO
3Haeme n ja H3HECYBaA HCTOpPIjaTa BO CKJ1aJ CO IIOJIH-
THKaTa Ha HalllaTa CETrallTHOCT.

Ho, BaxHO e 71a ce 0OpHe BHUMaHue jieka CerBuk (Sedg-
wick) HE moTceTyBa OTH ,,IPOYyUyBaETO Ha CEKCyaJTHOC-
Ta [0/] KOe IIpou3Jie3e KBUP TeopHjaTa] He ce coBIIara co
IIPOYYYBaETO HA POJOT; OTTYKa, aHTHXOMOMOOHUHM-
T€ HUCIUTYBalba HE Ce cOoBIaraarT co (PEeMUHHUCTHUKUTE
ucnutyBama“.*® KakaHo co efgHOCTaBHM 300pOBH,
KBUD Pa3MHUCIyBaleTo He 00e30e/lyBa aBTOMATCKH
(hbeMUHHUCTUYKH UCXO/IH.

Merytoa, yIiTe IOHEPOAYKTUBHO Ou OMJIO /1a ce U30-
JIMpaaT OBHUE JIBE ITaPAIUTMHU, a /Ia Ce Tepa KBUP pa3MUC-
JIyBaE€TO JIa Ce OCBPHE HAa UCTOpHUjaTa HAa (PeMHUHU3MOT
MozKe 71a Obujie camo KopuceH nordart. Kako mro tBpau
Aunamapu Ilaroys (Annamarie Jagose), Ouaejku KBUD
TeOopHjaTa ce 3aCHOBA BP3 IpeMucaTa 3a 0T PJIamheTo Ha
KOXEPEHTHUTE KaTEerOPUH HIAEHTUTETH, ,Taa JIOBEAyBa
BO IIpalllambe... HABUAYM HeNmpoOJIeMaTUYHHU MOWMHU".
Taa [Ha Toj HAUMH] UMa MOTEeHIIHjasI MPOGUTAOMITHO J1a
ce aHEKTHpa BO KOJIKy cakaTe pacrpaBu.”* 3a [lamesna
PoGeprcon (Pamela Robertson), oBa 3Hauu sieka ,,KBUp*
He ce OTpaHUYyBa Ha MIPOYYYBamhEHO HA CEKCYaJTHOCTA,
TYKY ,YHKIHOHHUPA... KAaKO 00jaCHyBaYKH IMOUM IIITO
KOHOTHPA JAUCKYPC WIH CTOJIHIITE IIITO HE Ce coBIara
CO IOMUHAHTHUOT CUMOOJIMYKH TTopeiok“.** Taka, pas-
MUCJIYBAaFhEeTO OJi KBUDP CTOjaJIMINTE 3a HMCTOPHjaTa Ha
(eMUHU3MOT € MOJIUTUYKA U TeOpHUCKa CTpaTeruja 3a-
CHOBaHA CO OOHIOT /1a Ce MOJ[pUe KYJITYPHUOT IOPEIOK
IIITO Ml KPEITH XeTEPOHOPMATHUBHUTE KOJIUPAha Ha POJIO-
Bara pasynka. TOKkMy Toa IPOEKTOT Ha (DeMUHHUCTHIKATA
IpaKca, HO CIPOBe/IEH CO 30Up KOHKPETHO KBUP IIPET-
ITOCTaBKU 32 CO3/IaBAaFhETO Ha UIEHTUTETOT.

4! HaBHCTHHA, HAKO (I)eMI/IHI/ICTI/IIIKaTa He[[aI‘OI‘I/Ija ce
BIIYIITHUJIA BO KOPHCHHU e.]'[a60paI_II/II/I Ha HaCTaBHAaTa
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It is, however, important to heed Sedgwick’s reminder
that “the study of sexuality [from which queer theory
has emerged] is not coextensive with the study of
gender; correspondingly, antihomophobic enquiry is
not coextensive with feminist enquiry.”*® Put simply,
queer thinking doesn’t automatically ensure feminist
outcomes.

However, isolating these paradigms is even less
productive and forcing queer thinking to account for
feminism’s history can only be a useful enterprise. As
Annamarie Jagose argues, because queer is premised on
the rejection of coherent identity categories “it calls into
question... apparently unproblematic terms. It [thus]
has the potential to be annexed profitably to any number
of discussions.” For Pamela Robertson, this means that
“queer” isn’t limited to a study of sexuality, rather, it
“functions... as an explanatory term connoting a discourse
or position at odds with the dominant symbolic order.”#*
Thinking queerly about feminism’s history, then, is a
political and theoretical strategy foundationalised by
an attempt to disrupt a cultural order that maintains
heteronormative codings of gender difference. This is
precisely the project of feminist practice, but conducted
with a set of specifically queer assumptions about the
formation of identity.

Indeed, whilst feminist pedagogy has engaged in
useful elaborations of classroom practice, that isn’t
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IpaKca, TyKa He ce 3aHUMaBaMe co Toa.*> Bo oB0oj oryes
Me WHTEePeCHpa CO3/1aBameTo Ha (peMHUHUCTUYKOTO HC-
TOPHUCKO 3HAeHe U, MOOMNIIHUPHO, MONTUPOKUTE YCTPOj-
CTBa HAa UCTOPUCKOTO 3Haeme 3a GeMUHU3MOT. [lonmMoT
(beMUHUCTHYKY reHepaIuy, MU ce YNHU, IMa CTEIleH Ha
HMCTOpH3UpavyKa KyJITypHa W akaZeMcKa IOTIIOpa Koja
HaJlara 3HayuTeJIHa Bo3HeMmupeHocT. Criopes Cy3aH e
Kacren (Suzanne de Castell), kBup nemarorujara 6apa
HacTaBHa IIporpaMa IITo Ce ,,CIIPOBeAyBa HAMEPHO 3a J1a
IIpeYHU BO CO3/]aBaIbeTO Ha... HOpMaTHU peameTu”.* Bo
M3BECHA CMHCJIa, TOKMY TOA € 33/ladyaTa Ha OBa IIIIeKY-
JIATUBHO TIpeHacouyyBame. EJIHA KBUD HCIHTYyBauyKa
rcropuja Ha peMHHU3MOT Tpeba /1a To MoIpedyBa Co3-
JlaBalbeTO Ha ,MJIa/iaTa JKeHa“ KaKo Cy0jeKT KOj e reHe-
PaIMCKH OABOEH 07 GEMHUHHU3MOT.

(CoBpemeHuOT) (heMnHU3aM: KOpPUCHa KaTeropuja
Ha UCTOPUCKATa aHanusa?

ToxkMy kako mITo XaauBesa UCKaKyBa aMOUBAJIEHTHOCT
KOH3HaYeHmeTOHA ,,(p)eMUHU3MOT 3a,,HAIITUOT “KOHTEKCT,
HCTOpUYApPUTE OJaMHA HCKAXKyBaJie aMOWBAJIEHTHOCT
KOH 3HAQUEHETO Ha TEMIIOPAJIHATA MMOTIIOPA HA HUBHUTE
HcTopucku ¢deMuHHU3MU; (QEMUHUCTUTE O HayKarta
OMIIMPHO flebaTHpaie 32 UCTOPUCKO-aHAIUTHIKATA ITOT-
1opa Ha Ha3UBOT ,,()EMUHUCTUYKH ‘ YIIITE Of] 1970-THUTE.
IToBekeTo mcTOpHUUYApH BEpPOjaTHO Ke ce corjiacaT JeKa
mpeMmcaTa Ha uzejata 3a GeMHUHU3MOT € IPU3HAHUETO
JleKa KeHHUTe — KaKo rpyla — ce CTPYKTYPHO BO ITOHE-
IIOBOJTHA 101002, a (eMUHHUCTHYKATA IIpaKca € ,Tpa-
JIUIFja Ha MPOTECT MPOTHUB IIPOM3BOJHATA MaIllKa
npeBiact.* MeryToa, KaBrajiuCKuTe pacipaBu o1 Kpa-
JOT Ha IBAECETTHUOT BEK 32 HEBO3MOKHOTO €JUHCTBO HA
peaMeTOT Ha (PEMHHU3MOT IMMOKAXKyBaaT KOJIKY CaMO
MOKe J1a Oujie TelKo /1a ce omeru pemuHu3MOT. Kako
IIITO MOJKE Jla C€ CIIOPH OKOJIy (pe)Ipe3eHTaTUBHUTE
TBpZleha Ha (peMUHU3MOT (Ouejku KaTeropujaTta KeHa

my concern here.*® In this article, I'm interested in the
formation of feminist historical knowledge and, more
broadly, broader constitutions of historical knowledge
about feminism. The notion of feminist generations, it
seems to me, has a degree of historicizing cultural and
academic purchase that require substantive troubling.
According to Suzanne de Castell, queer pedagogy calls
for a curriculum that is “implemented deliberately to
interfere with the production of...normal subjects.”* In
one sense, that is precisely the task of this speculative
redeployment. A que(e)rying history of feminism would
interfere with the production of the “young woman” as a
subject generationally-removed from feminism.

(Modern) feminism: a useful category
of historical anaylsis?

Just as Halliwell expresses ambivalence about the
meaning of “feminism” for “our” context, historians
have long expressed ambivalence about the meaning and
temporal purchase of their historical feminisms; feminist
scholars have robustly debated the historico-analytic
purchase of the appellation “feminist” since the 1970s.
Most historians would probably agree that the idea of
feminism is premised upon a recognition that women —
as a group — are structurally disadvantaged and feminist
practice is a “tradition of protest against arbitrary male
dominion.”* However, the fractious debates of the late-
twentieth century about the impossible unity of the
feminist subject demonstrate just how difficult delimiting
feminism canbe. Inthe samewaythat the (re)presentative
claims of feminism are contestable (because the category
woman is fractured by difference) so too, historians have
robustly debated the temporal parameters of feminist
history (when does this practice of critique and protest
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e pa3zpobeHa Mopay pa3jIuKUTeE), TaKa U UCTOPUIAPUTE
OIIIIMPHO CIIOPeJIe OKOJIy TEMIIOPATHUTE IapaMeTpH Ha
dbemuHHCTHYKAaTaNCTOPH]ja (KOra3all0OYHyBaOBaanpaKca
Ha KPUTHKA U IIPOTECT), ¥ OKOJIy MeI'uTe Ha HICTOPHCKOTO
BKJIy4yBamwe (KOH JIejli OJf MUHATOTO MOXKEMeE Jia TH
(pe)upesenTupamMe Kako (GEMHHUCTH U CO TOA /A TH
BIPA/INME BO PO/IOCJIOBHETO HA (PEMUHU3MOT).

Ho, u3ioxyBameTo Ha €1HO IOJIPUBAYKO POJIOCIOBUE
Ha (peMUHU3MOT 32 HACTaBHUTE NOTpebu 6apa ofpeieHn
IapamMeTpH; aKo 3a HUIITO JIPyro, Toram 6apem 3a ja
MOXKaT HalllUTe CTY/AEeHTU Ja CU 3aMHUHAT CO Hewilo
mto 6u UM ocraHasno.* Mako cebGenpenTrdukamnmjara
Ha HAIIUTE HCTOPUCKH CYDjeKTH MOXKe Jja ce YUHHU
QHIUTWYKN OCTBApJIMBO CO TOA IITO ceKoja Ipakca
WIN ceKoe JIhIe KOu ce cebenzieHTH(DUKyBaaT KakKo
»DEMUHUCTUYKN Ke WpUIaZHAT BO paMKUTE Ha
KOHKDETHHOB HCTOPUCKM HapaTUB, BO BPCKa CO Taa
cTpareryja IOCTOjaT 3HAYHUTEIHH IPOOJIEMU: IPUTOA,
TeMIOpJIHATA CIeNUu@UUYHOCT HA CaMHOT IIOUM €
HajouurseaHa. EMnupuckoro cebenepuHupame Ke ro
OTPaHUYY PO/IOCTIOBHETO Ha peMUHU3MOT Ha IlI0jaBaTa Ha
IIOMMOT IIPU KPajoT Ha ZieBeTHaeCceTTUOT Bek. [lonaTamy,
aKo IOrJefioT ro (pauMe MOJAJIEKy Of] IIeeceTTUTe
U celyMJieceTTUTe Ha JIBAeCETTHOT BeK, BOOIIIITO He
M3HEHA/TyBa aMOMBAJIEHTHOCTA IIITO MHOIITBO JIEHEIITHI
’)KEHH ja YyBCTBYBaaT KOH TOj IIOMM; TOJIKY MHOTY
KJIYYHU ,,(pEeMUHUCTUUYKU  MHCIUTENN O] KpajoT Ha
JleBeTHAECETTUOT U IIOYETOKOT Ha J[BaeCeTTHOT BeK
HCKakaste y1abOKY COMHEXKH BO BPCKA CO IMOJIUTUYKATA
KOPHUCHOCT Ha TOj Ha3uB. 3aToa, JlepUHUPameTO Ha
HaIINOT ,UCTOPUCKU® (eMUHH3aM € JIU3TaB TepeH,
3alITO MOEAVWHIMN U TPyIId BO MUHATOTO — KOU JieHeC
MMaaT LIeHTPaJIHO MeCTO BO (peMUHUCTUYKATa MUCIA U
Ipakca — He IO HU KOPHUCTeJIe TOj ouM.*®
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begin) and the boundaries of historical inclusion (which
actors from the past can we (re)present as feminist and
thus incorporate into feminism’s genealogy).

Enacting a disruptive genealogy of feminism for the
classroom, however, demands some parameters; if
only so our students walk away with something to hold
onto.** Whilst the self-identification of our historical
subjects might seem analytically manageable, in that,
any practice or person self-identified as “feminist” would
fall within the boundaries of this particular historical
narrative, there are considerable problems with such a
strategy: the temporal specificity of the term itself being
the most obvious one.#” Empirical self-definition would
constrain a genealogy of feminism to the term’s late
nineteenth century emergence. Moreover, when our gaze
stretches beyond the 1960s and 70s, the ambivalence
many contemporary women feel toward the term is
unsurprising; so many key “feminist” thinkers from the
late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century expressed
profound doubts about the political utility of this
appellation. Defining our “historical” feminism, then, is
a slippery exercise because individuals and groups in the
past —who are central to feminist thought and practice
today — didn’t use the term.*®

’II
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Ha Toj HaumH, KOBameTO KPUTUYKU €(DEKTUBHO PO-
JocsioBre Ha (EMUHH3MOT INTO C€ CTPEMH Jia THU
(pe)ripe3eHTHpa aKTepUTe O/ MUHATOTO, KOU HMaJje
3HAYajHO BJIMjaHUE Bp3 (DEeMUHUCTUIKHUOT IIPOEKT, He-
MUHOBHO € aHUINTHYKO HaMeTHyBame. Kako mro [le-
Hu3 Pajnu (Denise Riley) Tosiky mpoBOKaTHBHO TBP/AH,
KJIyJHHUTE KaTeropuu 3a GeMUHUCTUIKY IIPOEKT — UMe-
HO, >KeHHUTe U PEMUHU3MOT — He MOXKe J]a ce CMeTaaT
32 TPAHCHCTOPUCKN KOHCTAHTH, 32 HUBHUTE 3HAYEHHA
IpeMHOTy ce cropeso (Bo 6e30poj ob6smiu) U Bpe-
MEHCKH Cce IPEMHOTY PacTerIMBU (IIPH IITO ce MeHy-
BaaT HU3 BPEMUHATA) 32 Jla MOXKE ce M3HAj/le KaKBO U
Jla € CyIITUHCKO 3Hauemwe 3a ¢peMuHU3MOT.* Torari,
aHAJINTUYKaTa IpUMeHa Ha ,deMHHU3MOT® Mopa Ja
Ouie UCTOPHUCKHA KOHKpeTHa (IIpH ITO Taa ,HcTopuja“
€ CeKorall HeleJ0CeH U UCIOJIUTU3UPAH OJHOC CO MU-
HATOTO IITO ce€ UCKOHCTPYHPAJIO JIeHeC, a He CO CaMOTO
MuHaTO). HakpaTko, HaMecTo Jja ce mpamryBaMe Kora u
KOj IO yIoTpeOwI MONMOT (MaKo, Taa CTpaTeryja e Jies Of
ucropujara Ha peMUHU3MOT), Tpeba fa u3bepemMe Koro
Jia ro ordaTUMe BO HCTOPUjaTa U KOTa J]a 3alI0YHEME B3
OCHOBA Ha HAIIUTE CETAIIHU IOJIUTUYKU U aHATTUTHYIKI
OTpebH.

Kako miro numyBa Bap6apa Tejimop (Barbara Taylor),
,OJlaMHa Cce TIIPU3HATH WCTOPUCKUTE BPCKU Mery
MPOCBETUTEJICTBOTO U TMOJEeMOT Ha (eMUHU3MOoT".>°
Hema MHOry cOMHeX Jieka, BO JlaJleH MUT OfI JIeBeT-
HaeceTTHOT BeK, BO EBpomna m30yBHasia OINIITECTBEHA,
IIOJIUTUYKA W HHTeJEeKTyaJlHa IIpakca IITO ce CIpo-
THCTaBUJIa Ha TPETMAHOT Ha >KeHuTe.” 1lako MHOIITBO
(eMUHUCTUYKY HCTOpUYAPH Of] CeAyMJleceTTUTe To-
JIVHU Ha JIBA€CETTHOT BEK Bejlea JieKa JIMOepaylHHUTe
JIUCKYPCHU 32 Pa3yMeH U €IHAKOB CyOjeKT ja Jiayie pero-
pUuYKaTta paMKa 3a OCIOpyBame Ha IaTpujapxaTort,”
Habp30 MpobIEMHUTE CO TOj UCTOPUCKH HApAaTHUB CTaHAa
IpeMHOTy BUAIUBU. Toa o ,MIaTpUjapXaToT‘ HAIpPaBU
alCTOpUCKA KOHCTAaHTAa HACHOPOTH Koja . KeHuTe"

In this way, forging a critically effective genealogy of
feminism that hopes to (re)present actors from the
past who had a substantive impact on the feminist
project is necessarily an analytic imposition. As Denise
Riley so provocatively argues, the key categories for
feminist protest — namely, women and feminism —
cannot be regarded as transhistorical constants, their
meanings are far too contested (in myriad presents) and
temporally malleable (in that, they change across time)
to find any essential meaning of feminism.*° The analytic
application of “feminism”, then, has to be historically
specific (where “history” is an always incomplete and
politicised engagement with the past constructed today
rather than the past itself). In short, rather than looking
for when and which individuals used the term (although,
this particular strategy is part of feminism’s history), we
need to choose who to include in the history and when
to begin on the basis of our present political and analytic
needs.

As Barbara Taylor writes, the “historical connections
between the enlightenment and the rise of feminism
have long been recognised.” There is little question
that, at some point in Europe’s eighteenth century, a
burst of social, political and intellectual practice emerged
that contested the treatment of women.>* Whilst many
feminist historians of the 1970s suggested that the liberal
discourses of a reasoning and equal subject provided the
rhetorical framework to contest patriarchy,> problems
with that historical narrative soon became all too
apparent. It made “patriarchy” the ahistorical constant
against which “women” (the other ahistorical constant)
found a new language to fight against. Furthermore, the
historyofwomen’slivesacrossthe contested periodisation
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(Ipyrata amcTOpHCKa KOHCTaHTa) Haje HOB ja3uK
MPOTHUB KOj ke ce Gopu. IloHatamy, mcropujata Ha
’KUBOTOT Ha KEHUTE HU3 OCIIOPYBAaHATA ITepUOAN3aIja
Ha IIPOCBETUTEJICTBOTO ja pAa3HHUIIYBa IIPeTCTaBaTa
Jleka JnbepasHUTe AUCKYpCH Ouiie 0ci1000/1yBavuku
HACTaH; HWCTOpHjaTa Ha MHOTY »keHH Bo EBpoma of
OCYMHA€eCeTTHOT BeK pacKa)kyBa IpHKa3Ha IOCKOPO 3a
ce IMOMaJIi, OTKOJIKY 3a C€ IOT0JIEMH CJI000/11.%

Kako mrro ykaskysa nesnioto Ha Tomac Jlakep (Thomas
Laquer) u Kapou Ilejtman (Carole Pateman), dpopmute
Ha 3HAEHe IITO IO IOTKOIyBaJie OIIITECTBEHHOT U
MOJINTUYKUOT IOPENOK O Tpes IPOCBETHTEJICTBOTO
HaMeTHaJIe eleH HO8 KPYT IIOUM 3a II0JI0BA pasyuka.>
Ha T0j HaunH, Kiep T'onnbepr Mosec (Claire Goldberg
Moses) TBpZiu JileKa CaMHOT ,KOHIIENT HA KEHCKOCTa’
ce TMPOMEHWJ BO OCYMHAeCceTTHOT BeK®, a IlojaBaTa
Ha GeMHHU3MOT MOpa Jila Ce Manupa HACIpPOTH
taa mnpomeHa.”® HMako Jlopunaa Oytpam (Dorinda
Outram) »xecToko ru mpobyieMaTH3Hpa IMIOUMHUTE Ha
IIPOCBETUTEJICTBOTO ¥ MOJIEPHUTETOT KAKO KOXEPEHTHH
HUCTOPUCKM O3HAUYUTEIW, CelaKk IIOTBpJAyBa JieKa
POJZIOT OMJI M € efHA OJf TOJIEMUTE IIPOTUBPEYHOCTH BO
»CPIIeBUHATAa Ha IPOCBETUTEJICKOTO Ppa3MHUCIIyBarbe".
Humkure Ha ITPOCBETUTEICKOTO PA3MUCIYBAHE IITO
ja HarjacyBaaT wmzejaTa 3a ,yHUBEpP3aJIHA YOBEUYKa
IPUPOJIA... U 32 YHUBEP3aJIeH/YHUBEP3IHO YOBEUKH
00JIMK Ha pallMOHAIHOCT® — 3a KOW MOJXKe Jla ce Kaxe
JleKa ce eNHCTEMOJIONIKH paMKH Ha COBDEMEHHTE
subepasHy JEMOKPAaTUH — CTaHaJle KOXEPEHTHU U Cce
JlecTabuin3upajiie TOKMy OJiaroflapeHre Ha BHUMA-
TEJTHO U KPYTO HAMETHATOTO HCK/IyUyBa€ Ha JKEHUTE
07l HUBHOTO wu3BopHIITE.” Pajau Toa 0 H3JI0KyBa
MHOTY HWHTEPECHO KOra BeJM JieKa KOH KpajoT Ha
CeJlyMHAEeCeTTHOT BEK CE II0jaBUJI HOB KOHIIEIIT 32 JKEHATA,
IIPU IITO ,KOHIIENTOT Ha KEHCKO JIMIE KaKO TEMEeJIHO
II0JIOB® ja 3aMEHUII ,,0€CII0I0BATA IYIIIA O IIPETXOTHUTE
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of the enlightenment unsettles the notion that liberal
discourses were a liberating development; the history of
many women in eighteenth century Europe tells of story
of decreasing rather than increasing freedoms.>

As the work of Thomas Laquer and Carole Pateman
suggests, forms of knowledge that disrupted the pre-
enlightenment social and political order enforced a
newly rigid notion of sexual difference.’* In this way,
Claire Goldberg Moses argues that the very “concept of
‘womanhood’ changed in the eighteenth century” and
the emergence of feminism must be mapped against this
shift.>> Whilst Dorinda Outram severely problematizes
notions of the enlightenment and modernity as coherent
historical signifiers, she nonetheless affirms that gender
was and is one of the great contradictions in “the heart of
enlightenment thinking.” The strands of enlightenment
thinking that emphasize the idea of a “universal human
nature, a ...and a universal[ly] human form of rationality”
— arguably the epistemological frameworks of modern
liberal democracies — were both made coherent and
destabilised by the carefully and rigidly enforced
exclusion of women from their provenance.”® Riley
puts this compellingly when she suggests that a new
concept of “woman” emerged in the late-seventeenth
century in which the “concept of the female person as
thoroughly sexed” replaced the “sexless soul of earlier
discourses.” The paradoxical outcome of this shift was
a new regime of political differentiation and a new
possibility of collective politics built upon the foundation
of the fictive category, “woman.” ¥ (In this mode of
anaylsis the tensions between equality and difference
in universalising western discourses are a character
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nuckypen . [lapaiokCaTHUOT UCXO/T 071 0Ba IOMECTYBAHE
OMJI HOB PEXHUM Ha IOJUTHYKA audepeHIujanyja u
HOBAa MOJKHOCT 32 KOJIEKTHBHA IIOJIUTHUKA H3TPajieHa
Bp3 TeMenuTe Ha (UKTHUBHATA Kareropuja . KxeHa“.”
(Bo 0BOj HAaUMH Ha aHAIM3a TEH3UUTE Mely eTHaKBOCTA
¥ pa3jMKaTa BO YHUBEP3AJIU3UPAETO HA 3aNaJHUTE
JIUCKYpCU ce OJUIMKAa Ha MOJepHUTeTOoT). Torami, BO
€IHA CMUCJIA, IPOCBETHUTEJICTBOTO HCTOBPEMEHO Bca-
JIWJI0 HOBH KDPYTH IOMMH 3a II0JIOBAaTa pAa3jIUKa U
JIaJI0 PETOPHUYKA pPaMKa 32 CIIOPEHE CO IOJUTUIKHUTE
pasrpaHUYyBama IITO Ce Malupase Bp3 OBUE JBOjCTBA.
Taka, MOJIEDHUTETOT MOXKe KOPHUCHO Ja ce JeduHupa
Y KaKO MOTEKJIO ¥ KAaKO IpeaMeT Ha (eMUHUCTUIKHOT
IIPOTECT KAaKO IITO T0 chakame feHeC.

Ja ja nmapadpasupam Poszu Bpaugoru (Rosi Braidotti),
Tpeba Ja pa3MmuciyBaMe 32 MOJIEPHHUTETOT U II0JIOBA-
ta audepeHnjanyja ,Kako 3a JBE CTPAHU O UCTUOT
mezan“.’® Tlomaramy, Toa ja OTBOpPAa MOXHOCTa 3a PO-
JocsioBre Ha (DeMHHUCTHYKATA [IpaKca IITO ja JIoIUpa
aHMMUpaJyKaTta mpobsieMaTHKa 3a (eMUHHCTUYKATA
IIpakca BO TEMEJHUTE JAUCKYPCH Ha CaMUTE JIOKAIIMH
32 KOM Ce CMETaJo JeKa ,OTHIUIE I[OHATAaMy U Ce
onmaneumwne‘ oa GEMHUHU3MOT; MOJIEPHUTETOT HE IIO-
HYZWJ1 HAYWH JIa ce HaIpeAyBa U Jja ce Ha/JIMUHE IaT-
pHjapxaToT, TYKy BHEJI MOJQJIUTETH Ha II0JI0BA Pa3JInKa
IITO ¥ HaTaMy T'O eJIeMEHTapU3Uupaar ,HaluoT" Po/ioB
nopenok. ITonatamy, kako mro ykaxkyBa CKoT, pa3bu-
pameTo Ha GeMUHU3MOT KaKO IEHTPAJIEH MTapaJIoOKC Ha
MOJIEPHUTETOT IIPAKTUYHO ' 3a00MKOJIyBa JlebaTUTe 3a
€THAKBOCTa/PA3JINKUTE KO Ce OJTHECYBAAT HA TOA JAJIU
JIUCKypPCUTE Ha HABUAYM HEOPOJIEHHUOT JInOepaIn3am ce
Ipo6JIEMOT WJTU PENIEHNETO 32 (peMUHUCTUYKATA IIPAK-
ca. Kako mto CKOT TOJIKY MHTEPECHO ITUIITYBA, ,,[I0Tpeba-
Ta u 71a ce npudatu u da ce obre ‘TIOJI0BA Pa3jIuKa’...
Omiia KOHCTPYKTHBHUOT YCJIOB Ha GeMUHU3MOT .
MefyToa, MOUTE IPUYUHU /1A TO CTOPAM TOA HE CE TOJIKY

of modernity.) In one sense, then, the enlightenment
both implanted newly rigid notions of sexual difference
and provided the rhetorical frameworks to contest the
political differentiations mapped onto these dualities.
Modernity, then, might usefully be defined as both the
origin and object of feminist protest as we understand
it today.

To paraphrase Rosi Braidotti, we need to think about
modernity and sexual diffentiation “as two sides of the
same coin.”>® Furthermore, this opens out the possibility
for a genealogy of feminist practice that locates the
animating problematic for feminist practice in the
foundational discourses of the very locations deemed to
have “moved on” from feminism; modernity didn’t offer
a way to progress past patriarchy, rather, it introduced
modalities of sexual difference that continue to
foundationalise “our” gender order. Moreover, as Scott
suggests, comprehending feminism as a central paradox
of modernity effectively short circuits the equality/
difference debates about whether discourses of ostensibly
ungendered liberalism are the problem or the solution
for feminist practice. As Scott so compellingly writes,
“the need to both accept and refuse ‘sexual difference’...
was the constitutive condition of feminism.” My
reasons for doing so, however, are not so much directed
towards disrupting the equality/difference debates
within feminist discourse, rather, I am trying to think
through a way to affirm the importance of feminist
protest in contexts where logics of historico-generational
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HACOUYEHU KOH IMOJpUBame Ha iebaTuTe 3a eHAKBOCTA/
pasyiukara BO paMKuTe Ha (PeMHUHUCTUYKUOT JUCKYPC,
TYKy ce o0u/lyBaM Jla 0OMuc/IaM HA4YMH JIa ja MOTBPAaM
Ba)KHOCTA Ha (EMUHUCTUYKUOT IIPOTECT BO KOHTEKCTHU
Ka/ie JIOTUKUTE Ha HMCTOPUCKO-TeHepalycKaTa Imporpe-
CHja WJIU [IEJIOCHO ja OTdpsiaaT heMUHUCTUIKATA ITpaKca
WJIU IOTUCHYBAAT HEKOU BU/I0BU (DeMUHHUCTHYKA ITPaKca
BO MUHATOTO. HaBUCTHHA, BO Ky/JITYDHU KOHTEKCTH KaJie
penoBHO ce oTdpsia pejieBaHTHOCTA HAa (PEMHUHU3MOT,
CUTYHPAHKETO Ha I10JI0BaTa pa3jvKa U Ha JubepasHaTa
JleMOKpaTHja KaKO KOersuCTeHTHU IPOU3BOJU Ha HC-
TUTE eNUCTEMOJIONIKNTE IIOMECTYBabha MU U3IJIe/Ia KaKO
KopucHa cTpareruja. Taka, ¢peMUHU3MOT cTaHyBa 00H
Jla ce I0BeZie BO Mpalllamke TOj MOPEeJIOK, OMI0 HA UH/IHU-
BU/lyaJIHO, OMJIO HAa KOJIEKTUBHO paMHuIITe. Bo oBaa
nebuHHUIHja, 1a ce HapeKyBare cebecu demuHUCT(KA)
(emmupucko cebenonMarbe) HE € eJUHCTBEHUOT HAYNH
na ce ,oune” demuHuct(kKa), TYKy (peMUHHUCTHYKATA
IIpaKca ce COCTOM OJi IOTpara o CTpaTeruu 3a JecTa-
Owin3upame Ha BPCKUTE Mery COBPEMEHUTE II0JIOBHU
Pa3JIMKU U TOJIUTUYKUTE, COLUjaTHUTE, EKOHOMCKHUTE U
KyJITYPHUTE TIpaBa.®°

Crpaterncko (norpewHo)uuntame I

Kako 1mTo Beke ykaxkaB, MeTagopaTa 3a TeHepalicKaTa
IMpOMEHA Ce TOjaBHJIa KaKO JOCJIeAHA IpeoKyIalyja
U 32 (pEMHUHUCTUYKUTE U 32 ,MEJHCTPUM" JTUCKYCUUTE
3a (EeMUHUCTHYKUOT IpoekT. M1 Bo pacmpaBuTe 3a
,TPETUOT OpaH“ o7 cTpaHa Ha caMuTe (HEMUHHCTH,
U BO aMOWBaJIEHTHUTE BIIyITama BO (HEMUHU3MOT
MOIIMPOKO BO CIIOPHOTO IIOJIE IINTO TO COYHMHYBa
,IIOCT(PEMUHU3MOT, U BO JUPEKTHUTE OTPpJama Ha
MOJIe3HOCTa HAa (PEMHHHMCTHYKATA aKIHja 32 MJIAJIUTE
)KEHU BO ,MEJHCTpHUM®“ IMOWMAaraTa, KOHIIENTOT 3a
reHeparycKara IIpoMeHa MM JiaBa IOJJIOTa Ha HEKOH
HABUAYM TIPOTUBPEYHU CYAOBU 3a OJHOCOT Mery
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progression either dismiss feminist practice altogether,
or, relegate certain kinds of feminist practice to the
past. Indeed, in cultural contexts where the relevance
of feminism is regularly dismissed, situating sexual
difference and liberal democracy as the co-extensive
products of the same epistemological shifts strikes me as
a useful strategy. Feminism becomes, then, an attempt to
challenge this order, whether conducted at an individual
or collective level. In this definition, calling yourself a
feminist (empirical self-definition) isn’t the only way to
“be” a feminist, rather, pursuing strategies to destabilise
connections between modern sexual difference and
political, social, economic and cultural rights constitutes
feminist practice.®®

Strategic (mis)reading I

As I have previously suggested, the metaphor of
generational change has emerged as a consistent
preoccupation for both feminist and “mainstream”
discussions of the feminist project. Whether in the
discussions of the “third-wave” by feminists themselves,
ambivalent engagements with feminism more broadly in
the contested field that constitutes “postfeminism,” or
outright rejections of the usefulness of feminist action
for young women in “mainstream” representations,
the concept of generational change anchors ostensibly
contradictory judgements about the relationship between
“young women” and feminism. Whilst generational
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,MJIaguTe KeHn“ u heMUHU3MOT. Mlako MOKe Ja ce
YUHM JIeKa TeHepalucKkuTe Meraopu HyaT MOKHOCT
3a 3a00UKOJIyBalbe Ha MACKYJIMHUCTHYKUTE TMOUMH 3a
[IporpecuBHaTa MpoMeHa (a TOKMYy TOa € MPOEKTOT Ha
Jynuja Kpucrea (Julia Kristeva) Bo Bpeme Ha jceHuilie
(Women’s Time)®), mouMoT 3a reHepanucKa IIpoMeHa
He MOpa /1a OHEBO3MOJKyBa IOIIMPOKA apryMeHTaIuja
3a JIMHEapHHUOT pa3Boj. HaBucTuHA, BO THE Pas3IMYHU
criopema ¥ pekoHurypanuu Ha (HEeMHUHUCTHIKHOT
[IPOEKT, TeHepalicKaTa pasjinKa J0CTa YPEeAHO Cce
BIIMIIyBa BO IIONIMPOKAaTa paciipaBa 3a JIMHeapHaTa
HCTOPHCKA ITPOMEHA.

Bo cBouTe pacmpaBu 3a TreHepanuckaTa 0coOEHOCT,
dbeMuHHCTHYKUTE MHcaTed IPEeMHOTy Op3o ja
MOOMJIM3UpAAT NPOTPeCcUBHATA KCTOPHCKA IIPOMeEHA
Kako o0jacHyBame 3a O0COOEHUTE MOJAINTETH Ha
dbemuHHCTHYKATA ITpaKca BO ceramrHocTa; Jiun Yancep
(Lynn Chancer) 6apa Tper O6paH k0j ke Gujie ,IpO0JI-
’KeHUe Ha CBOUTE IIPETXOIHUIY, HO U Pa3/INYeH O/ HUB,
IIDU IITO Ke IO 0fpa3yBa CBOjOT €IMHCTBEH HUCTOPUCKU
mur“.> Bo emeH pasroBop 3a (PEMUHUCTHUKHUTE
reHepanuu MITo ycjaeauja no Hejsunata, E. En Kanan
(E. Ann Kaplan) Ha ciuyeH HAYUH TBPJHU JIeKa €
BXKHO /Jla ce OJp:KyBa WJ€jaTa 3a TeHepanucKaTa
ocobeHOCT 3aToa HITO ,KOHOTHPA €/leH BHUJI UCTOPUCKH
npornec”.® Taka u Capa I'em6n (Sarah Gamble), Bo
CBOjaTa pacrpaBa 3a MOCTMPEMUHU3MOT KaKO ,HOB“ (H
IIO3UTHUBEH) Pa3B0j 3a IMOMJIAJUTE KEHU, ja 3aCHOBYBA
cBOjaTa KapakTepusalyja Ha NOCTHEMHUHUCTUIKHOT
CTaB IIPEKy UCTOPHCKA TUIIOJIOTHja Ha (PEMUHU3MUTE BO
KOja mpBaTa, BTOpaTa U TPeTaTa ,emnoxa Ha GeMUHU3MOT
UMaaT CBOM [KOHKPETHH] CpeAMINHK Ipamama“.®
Bo BakBara MOJaJHOCT Ha MHCJIATa, ,AcTOpUjaTa’
JIEHOTHpA EMIIMPHCKA Ppas3jiuKa IOoMery MHHATOTO U
CeramrHocTa, HaMecTO apryMeHT 3a IpHUpojaTa Ha Taa
pasnuka. HakpaTko, ucropujaTa IMOCTOM Kako (akt

metaphors might seem to offer the possibility of short
circuiting masculinist notions of progressive change
(this is precisely the project of Julia Kristeva in Women’s
Time®), the notion of generational change doesn’t
neccesarily preclude a broader argument about linear
development. Indeed, in these various contestations and
reconfigurations of the feminist project, generational
difference is mapped quite neatly onto a broader
argument about linear historical change.

In their discussions of generational specificity, feminist
writers all too readily mobilise progressive historical
change as an explanation for specific modalities of
feminist practice in the present; Lynn Chancer calls for
a third-wave that would be “continuous with and yet
different from its predecessors, reflecting its unique
historical moment.” In a conversation about the
feminist generations that follow her own, E. Ann Kaplan
similarly argues that it is important to maintain the
idea of generational specificity because it “connotes a
kind of historical process.” So too, in her discussion
of postfeminism as a “new” (and positive) development
for younger women, Sarah Gamble foundationalises
her characterisation of the postfeminist attitude via
an historical typology of feminisms in which the first,
second and third “epochs of feminism [have specific]
central concerns.”* In this modality of thought, “history”
denotes an empirical difference between the past and
present rather than an argument about the nature of
that difference. In short, history exists as a verifiable fact
rather than a story we tell to comprehend, situate and
argue for change within our present. This is not to say
I'm arguing for a radical ahistoricity in the rendering of
past feminisms , rather, I am trying to suggest that — at
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IIITO MO’Ke Jia ce MOTBP/Y, a He KaKo MPUKAa3Ha IITO ja
packakyBaMe 3a Jia ja cdaTuMe U CUTyHMpaMe CBojaTa
CETaIHOCT U MPUTOA JIa ce 3ajiaraMe 3a npoMeHu. Toa
He 3HAYH JieKa ce 3ajlaraM 3a paJiiKajiHa auCTOPUYHOCT
IIpU U3JIOKYBAaeTO Ha MUHATHUTE (EMHUHH3MU, TYKY
ce oOHyBaM Jla yKa)kaM Jieka — BO KOHKPETHHUOB MUT
— KOH(pUTYpUpameTo HAa HCTOpHjaTa Ha (HEMUHH3MOT
Kako ,IIpoIlec‘ BO KOj BTOpaTra W TpeTaTa ,emoxa Ha
beMuHU3MOT" TH OZ[pa3yBaT CBOUTE ,,KAPAKTEPUCTUUHH
HMCTOPHICKHA MUTOBHU U ,,c€ HAIOBP3yBaaT IPOU3JIETYBAjKH
eqHa on Jpyra“ MoOwiau3upa eaHa HCTOPHCKO-
reHepalicKa JIOTUKA Koja ce CTPEMH J1a UCIIPATH HEKOH
BHUJIOBH (peMHHMU3aM BO MUHATOTO HJIH, IIITO € MOXKeOu
IIOIIOTPECHO, HaBeAyBa Ha MPETIOCTaBKa JleKa Ha
HAIIIMOB ,,KapaKTEPUCTUYEH HCTOPUCKH MHUI* BOOIIIITO
He My e moTpebeH ¢peMUHU3aM.

EnHa o7 rIaBHUTE UCTOPUCKU PA3JIUKU YTBPAEHU Mery
BTOPHOT U TPeTHUOT OpaH Ha (HEMUHH3MOT IOBEKe ce
OJTHECYBAa HA CTATyCcOT Ha HoeAuHeNoT. DeMUHHUCTUTE
ol TpeTHoT OpaH, kako mTo e Pebeka Bokep (Rebecca
Walker), TBpaaT sieka:

HAYMHOT Ha KOj CMe To IJefase win chakaie GeMAHUZMOT
Oun ga ce mpucrnocobyBaMe KOH HAEHTUTET WIM HAYWH
Ha JKHBEEHE INTO HEe J03BOJIyBa HHAMBHAYaTHOCT [u]
CJI0KEHOCT.%

Taka u Keru Bejn (Kathy Bail), koja mozke fa ce omwurie
KaKo NOCThEMUHUCT, IpeJjlara MIaJuTe JKeH! Ja I’
ordpsaT HHCTUTYIUOHAIU3UPAHUOT (HEeMUHU3AM...
U rpynHata uaeHTHUKaNuja“ 3a cMeTKa Ha ,HH/U-
BUIyaJIHOTO JejcTByBame”.® Taka u cmopen Jlesau
XejByn (Leslie Heywood) u Ilenudep [Ipejk (Jennifer
Drake) ,uneosiorujata Ha MHAVMBUJIYATHOCTA U HATAMY
€ IVIABHUOT JBUTaTeJ BO MHOTY JKHUBOTU OJf TPETHOT
Opan”“.”” Bropuor 6paH, cropej; 0BOj HApaTUB, CTaHyBa
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this particular moment in time — configuring the history
of feminism as a “process” in which the second and third
“epochs of feminism” reflect their “unique historical
moments” and “follow on” from one and other mobilises
a historico-generational logic that functions to relegate
certain kinds of feminism to the past or, perhaps more
disturbingly, allows for an assumption that our “unique
historical moment” doesn’t require feminism at all.

One of the main historical differences constituted bet-
ween the second and third-waves tends to be concerned
with the status of the individual. Third-wave feminists
such as Rebecca Walker argue that

the way that we have seen or understood feminism is to con-
form to an identity and way of living that doesn’t allow for
individuality [and] complexity.®

So too, Kathy Bail - who might be characterised as a
“postfeminist” — proposes that young women “reject
institutionalised feminism... and group identification”
in favour of “individual practice.”® So too, for
Leslie Heywood and Jennifer Drake “the ideology of
individuality is still a major motivating force in many
third-wave lives.”®” The second wave becomes, according
to this narrative, a project hampered by its collectivity.
If the “I” of the third-wave slogan — “I am the third-
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IIPOEKT YHja IIpevKa e Heropata KOJIEKTUBHOCT. JIOKOJIKY
OHa ,jac” oJ1 CJIOTAaHOT Ha TPETUOT OpaH — ,jac cyM Tpe-
THOT OpaH” — € TBp/iehe 3a UHAUBH/IyaTHA Pa3IuKa BO
U Mery KareropuuTe (eMHUHUCTKA U JKeHa, UCTO TaKa €
U apryMeHT IIPOTUB OHa ,,Hue“ Ha BTopuoT OpaHn.®® Taxka,
(beMUHU3MOT 071 BTOPUOT OpaH IITO Ce 3aMHCJIyBa BO
OBHE IIPETCTaBH € MOJUTUYKO JIBIIKEHHE U eIHA TEOpHja
ONTOBapeHa CO COIICTBEHUTE OIICECUHM CO KOJIEKTHBHA
aKIuja 1 co oOuauTe Ja CIpoBee MOJTUTUKA HA CTPYK-
TYpHO, a HE Ha WHAWBUyaTHO HUBO. CJIMYHO Ha TOAa,
aHTUEeMUHUCTUUKATA ,JeBojka“ criopes Puuapa [Iun-
maH (Richard Jinman) Bo Cudnej mopHuHe xepanad, e
,OZITOBOPHA 3a COIICTBeHaTa camoaeduHunmja“.*

3a mucnurenkata of TperuoT Opan Jlebpa Cueren
(Deborah Siegel), Taka, mpakTukuTe Ha MIaguTe Gemu-
HUCT(K)U ce TPaZiaT Bp3 IPETIIOCTABKATA JIEKa ,MJIAJIUTE
’)KeHU [ce] Tesio IITO MOCTOjaHO ce MeHyBa“ 3aIlTo ja
coIvIeZlyBaaT WHJAMBHUAyaJHaTa pasyiuka.”” Harsackara
BP3 WHJIUBUYATHOTO JIEjCTBYyBabe U parMeHTHpambe-
TO, ¥ BP3 TBpZemaTa Jeka GeMUHUCTHIKATA OJIUTHUKA
MOJXKe Jia moapaszbrpa M MHANBUAYATHO POJIOBA HTPA,
MOK U y’KHBame 0/ISBOHyBa HU3 IIPOjaBUTE HA MJIQ/IUOT
demuHuzam. HAUBU/IYTHOTO BIIYIITAHE BO CEKCYaI-
HO Y’KHBame/MOK U IIOMMHUTE 3a YOaBUHA OJie KIIyJYHH
Oesie3n Ha audepeHIUjaljaTa 3a MJIANTE KeHU (3a
pasiuka off PEMUHHICTKUTE) U 32 MJIaguTe GeMUHUCTH
(3a pasnuka off HUBHUTE PELIUTEIHU, HO BETBH MajKHU
ox Bropuot 6pan). Criopex XejByn (Heywood) u JIpejk
(Drake), TpeTuot 6paH ru ImpU3HaBa OAHOCHTE Ha MOK
IITO T KpeIaT MOMMUTE 32 yOaBUHA U KOITHEXK, HO T'H
KODHCTH MOKHTE Ha Y>KHUBAIETO, OIMACHOCTA U Jiedu-
HUPAameTo MITO TW MMaar THe CTpykTypu“.” HaBucru-
Ha, KOHTpoBep3HaTa oneHka Ha Kamwu Ilaspa (Camille
Paglia) 3a MaznoHa kako ,uaHUHATA HA GEMHUHU3MOT. .
3a MJIQJIUTE JKEHH BO CBETOT Ce 3aCHOBA BP3 HEJ3UHUTE
TBpZEa /IeKa ,MasioHa uMa Janeky nozyaaboka Busmja

wave” — is an assertion of individual difference within
and between the categories of feminist and woman,
it is also an argument against the “we” of the second
wave.®® The “second wave” feminism being imagined in
these representations is thus a political movement and
body of theory constrained by its own obsessions with
collective action and attempts to conduct politics at a
structural rather than individual level. Similarly, the
antifeminist “girl” according to Richard Jinman in the
Sydney Morning Herald, is “responsible for her own
self-definition.”®

For third-wave thinker Deborah Siegel, young feminist
practices are thus built on an assumption that “young
women [are] an always shifting constituency” because
they acknowledge individual difference.” The emphases
on individual action and fragmentation, and assertions
that feminist politics might involve individual gender
play, power and pleasure, reverberate throughout
representations of young feminism. Individual engage-
ments with sexual pleasure/power and notions of
beauty have been crucial markers of differentiation
for young women (in contrast to feminists) and young
feminists (in contrast to their determined but dowdy
second wave mothers). For Heywood and Drake, the
third-wave acknowledges the relationships of power
that underpin notions of beauty and desire but “makes
use of the pleasure, danger, and defining power of those
structures.”” Indeed, Camille Paglia’s controversial
assessment of Madonna as “the future of feminism...
for young women around the world” is premised on her
assertions that “Madonna has a far profounder vision of
sex than do the feminists. She sees both the animality and
the artifice [and] embodies the eternal values of beauty
and pleasure.””* For Naomi Wolf, this means that young
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3a CEKCOT OTKOJIKY INTO uMMaar demuuuctute. Taa ru
rJIe/la ¥ aHMMAaJTHOCTA ¥ BEIlITUHATA [M] TH OTEeJIOTBOPY-
Ba BEYHHUTE BPEAHOCTH Ha yDABHUHATA U YKHUBAHETO".””
3a Haomm Bynd (Naomi Wolf), oBa 3Haum jgeka
MJIaJUTe KeHn Tpeba Jja cu ro mobapaat ,,COICTBEHHOT
HUH/IUBHU/IyaJIeH TJ1ac, HAMEeCTO /la CU IO ¢JIeaT TJIacoT
BO HEKOj KOJIEKTHBEH HIEHTUTET" U Jla He ce IUIaliaT
,IIPOTUB OTHOT /ia ce OopaT co oraH“ Kora ke pa3BuBaaT

CEeKCyaJTHO OpHEHTHPAH ,,beMUHI3aM Ha MOKTa“.”

Merytoa, 30MpOT pA3JIMKH IITO IO COYMHYBAaT OBHE
MIPETCTaBH MO’KE€ KOPHCHO Jla ce MPUMEHH BP3 €JHO
MIOIITUPOKO POJIOCJIOBHE Ha (DEMUHUCTUYKUOT ITPOEKT.
Hasucrrna, Tpeba /1a ce 3alIOMHHU JieKa CTaBambeTo Ha
»KEHCKOCTa paMo JI0 paMO CO TUCKYPCUTE Ha TEJECHOTO
Y)KUBaIbe, 3aBEyBAaETO U MOKTA € HAUMH HAa MUCJIEHHE
IITO HEe € OTPAHWYEH CaMO Ha KpajoT OJi ABAECETTHUOT
BeK. OrpoMHO MHOIITBO HCTOPUH TOTBPJAyBaatr AeKa
peopranuzanujata (HWIH, BIPOYEM, KOHCTUTYHUPAHETO)
Ha eleH KPyT IIOMM 3a CeKCyaJlHaTa pas3jiniKa BO
OCYyMHA€eCeTTHOT BEK ja 0BO3MOKIJIE CHJITHUTE BPCKU METY
’KEHCTBEHHUOT KapaKTep M JKEHCKOTO OTEeJIOTBOPEHHUE.
~KeHaTta“ Ha MOJEPHUTETOT OTCEKOTrall Oma LBPCTO
OTeJIOTBOpPEH Cy0OjeKkT (3a pasjuka oj Ha HU3IJIe]
pacreyieceHOTO MaIiko).”* JleBefeceTTUuTe TOAUHH Of
JIBAECETTHOT BEK HE Ce MIPBHOT MUT KOTa JKeHUTE Ce 3a-
(daTrite co HOJTMTUYKUTE MOKHOCTH IIITO T HYTU TaKBO-
TO Pa3JINKyBambe.

Taka, egHa mcTOpHja 3a HACTAaBHU IOTPeOH MOXKe Jia
BKJIy4yBa CIIOpeZI0N Mery ,HOBaTa KeHa“ oJi KpajoT Ha
JIEBETHAECETTHOT U O/ TIOYETOKOT HA JIBAECETTUOT BEK
(KOHTEeKCTyaTM3UpaHa €O KaMIamuTe 3a JKeHcKaTa
eMaHIUnanuja mTo ru 3adaTuie 3anagHuTe Judepa-
HU JIEMOKPATUHU IIpeJ] ¥ BO BPEMETO HA HEj3UHATA II0-
jaBa) v pa3HU coBpeMeHH GUrypanuu 3a GeMUHUCTKUTE
WU JPYTUTE ,MJIA/IA JKeHU (KOHTEKCTYaJIU3UpaHHU CO
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women should “claim [their] individual voice rather than
merging her voice in a collective identity” and not to be
afraid to “fight fire with fire” in a deployment of sexually
oriented "power feminism.””?

The set of differences these representations constitute
can, however, be usefully applied to a broader genealogy
of the feminist project. Indeed, it is worth remembering
that the alignment of womanhood with discourses of
corporeal pleasure, enticement and power is a modality
of thought that isn’t limited to the late twentieth century.
Myriad histories confirm that the reorganisation (or, in
fact, constitution) of a rigid notion of sexual difference
in the eighteenth century was made possible by powerful
connections between feminine character and female
embodiment. Modernity’s “woman” has always been a
firmly embodied subject (in contrast to the apparently
disembodied male).” The 1990s are not the first moment
when women have grappled with the political possibilities
that such differentiation enables.

A classroom history thus might include a comparison
between the “new woman” of the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries (contextualised by campaigns
for female enfranchisement that swept through western
liberal democracies prior to and during her emergence)
and various contemporary figurations of the feminist
or otherwise “young women” (contextualised by the
campaigns for civil and social rights prior to and
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KaMIIaibUTe 3a IParaHCKHUTE M COI[MjaTHUTE IIpaBa Ipes
U [IPY HUBHOTO II0jaByBaibe. BucTrHa, MHOTY O] TPEBO-
TUTE U BO30YAMTE OKOJIy JIMKOT Ha HOBATa KeHa — KaKO
cuM00JT Ha IMpomararbeTo Ha 3alaJHOTO OIIITECTBO BO
HEKAaKBO JyBJIO Ha JeKaJeHIhjaTa WX KaKO IEPCOHMU-
(dukanyja Ha MPOrPECUBHUOT ITOJIUTUYKH U OIIIIITECTBEH
IIOPENOK IITO TH OIGaTUI KEHUTE — MIPEMHOTY jaCcHO
OJIEKHYBAaT CO MPETCTABU 3a JEHEITHUTE MJIaHA KEHH.
Bo obara KOHTekcTa, IOJIETO Ha IIOIMyJapHaTa KyJl-
Typa JilaBa IIPecyJHO IIo/payje 3a KOHCTUTYHpambe Ha
HEJ3MHOTO 3Hauerbe. Torali, CJIMYHO Ha TOa, JOAEKa
3a HEKOHM MEIMyMCKH KOMeHTaToOpu MajoHa MoxkeOu
mepcoHU(pHUKYBa HEKOj HOB CBETCKU ITOPENOK Ha eMaH-
[IUIIHPAHd U MOKHH KEHH, 3a JIPYTH, ,,0yAaIIITHHATE"
Ha BputHu Crinpce (kou cTaHyBaaT yIITe IOCKaHIaI03HI
[IOpagy HEJ3UHUTE IIMNEKYJAHTCKH U IPeTepaHyd Hac-
TaIM) 3aeHO0 CO IMOJIEMOT Ha ,pa3y3/laHuTe MMHjaHuYerha
Mery MJyIaJiuTe JKeHU KOU ja mpudakaar KyjaTrypaTa Ha
CJIaJTOCTPACTHUETO” € JKaJIOCHO OOBUHEHHE 3a cOCTojbaTa
Ha ,HaIlIeTO OIIITeCTBO.”> dUTYypaIuuTe ,MJIa U )KEHU ",
,CEKCyaJIeH TOpuB“ WM ,MOK“ MMaaT JloJira HCTOpPHja
Ha OCIIOPYBaHH NPHMEHH M OATOBOPH BO KYJITYPHH
KOHTEKCTH KaJle KOJIEKTUBHUOT (DEMUHU3AM € BU/IJIBO
mpucyreH. Torai, eIHO HCIOUTYBalbe Ha MCTOpHjaTa
Ha ,,HOBaTa ’keHa“ Kako cy0jeKT KOoj ce 300U co cBOja
MOK M € CeKCyaJIM3HpaH, MOKe Ja IOHYAd KOpHCHA
cTpaTervja 3a JiecTabWIn3upame Ha HAUMHHUTE Ha KO
M Ipakcata OJf TPETHOT OpaH/mocTeMHUHU3MOT U
eMaHIIUITHPAHUTE U CEKCYyaTHU MJIAJIU YKEHH O/ HAIIIETO
KyJITYPHO 3aMHCJIEHO cera ce IIPHUKa)KyBaart BO ilie/10COTl
Ha HCTOPHUCKHOT Pa3Boj Ha (GPEMHUHU3MOT.

Kako ,HeHazejHUOT® TOJeEM Ha ,KyJTypaTa Ha
cnagocrpactueto” Bo CAJl — umja npBeHKa, pa3y3gaHaTa
CTyIEHTKA IIITO IPOI[BETa BO IIOIyJIapHATa CBECT BO
1990-THUTE — HOBATa JKeHa, OapeM CIIOpeJ] COBPEMEHHUTE
Ha0JbyIyBavH, MpoOIBeTaIa BO jaBHaTa cdepa Bo 1880-

during her emergence). Indeed, many of the anxieties
and excitements that surrounded the figure of the new
woman — as either the symbol of the downfall of western
society in a den of decadence or as the personification of
a progressive political and social order that incorporated
women — resonate all to well with representations
of young women today. In both contexts, the field of
popular culture provides a crucial domain to constitute
her meaning. Similarly, then, whilst for some media
commentators Madonna might personify a new world
order of empowered and powerful women, for others,
Britney Spears’ “antics” (which are made all the more
scandalous because of her speculator and excessive
embodiment) along with the rise of “out of control binge
drinking by young women who embrace raunch culture”
is a sorry indictment on the state of “our society.”” The
figurations “young women,” “sexual desire” and “power”
have a long history of contested deployments and
responses in cultural contexts where collective feminism
has a visible presence. An examination of the history
of the “new woman” as an empowered and sexualised
subject then, might offer a useful strategy to destabilise
the ways in which both third-wave/postfeminist practice
and the empowered and sexual young woman of our
cultural imaginary are currently rendered visible at the
telos of feminism’s historical development.

Like the “sudden” rise of “raunch culture” in the US
— whose primary figure, the out of control college
girl burst into popular consciousness in the 1990s
— the new woman, at least according to contemporary
observers, burst into the public sphere in the 1880s
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tuTe U 1890-THTe.”® OTKAKO Cce 31001Ia ce MIPETXOAHO
HeJIOCTH>KEH cTelleH Ha 00pa3oBaHUe, HOBATA XKeHa — BO
rojemMa Mepka Oyp:koacku ¢eHOMeH — ce I0jaBUJIa BO
3aI1a/ITHOEBPOIICKITE M BOaMePUKaHCKUTe jaBHU chepr 3a
Jla TH OCIIOPY HEKOU 0] HaJUHTeTPaIHUTE IPETIOCTaBKU
Ha POJIOBUOT mopeZioK. OTIpuInMKa BO HCTO BpEME,
KaMIlalkhaTa 3a >KeHCKOTO IIpaBO Ha IJIac, 0cOOeHO
Bo bpuranuja, mouyHaya jga mpuaoOMBa 3HAYUTETHA
KOJIEKTMBHA MOJJpPIIKA 3a IOJUTUYKU pedOopMH.
W BuctuHa, MOIIHEe CJIMYHO HA (HEMUHUCTUYKOTO
JIBIDKEHbe BO 1970-TUTe, CO OBUE KOJIEKTUBHU KaMIIakhu
ce INOCTHUTHAJIEe KOHKpeTHU pedopmu. OmHOCOT Mery
HOBaTa »J»XeHa U peaHUMUpAmeTO U IIorojemMara
BWJIMBOCT Ha (EeMUHUCTUUKUTE KaMIamu 34
MOJINTHYKA eMaHIUIanyja OWI CJIOKEH; CHOper
HeKou HalOJby/lyBauy, HOBATa JKeHA IO OTEJIOTBOpYyBasa
beMUHU3MOT; criope pyTy, Taa Oria HeroB IPOU3BO/I,
JloZleKa HEeKOU TOramHU (PeMHUHUCTUYKUA MUCIUTETN
cMeTasle JleKa MOJIEpDHUTe JIeBOJKM KOU BO3ese
BeJIOCUIIE/IW, HEMaJie CTeTHM U Oe3rpuKHO TaHILyBaJe
Owte mpobJsieM 3aIITO I'M MOHUIITYBAJIE UCIEKOPHUTE HA
(peMUHUCTUYKNOT MOJUTUYKU TpoTecT.” M BHUCTHHA,
aMOuBajsIeHTHOCTa IITO JIUKOBU Kako Ema Tonaman
(Emma Goldman) ja uckakaa crpeMa KOJIEKTUBHUTE
KaMIIalkhU € BO XapMOHH]ja CO HOBUTE >KeHU Ha KpajoT
Ha HAIMOT BeK. TokMy kako mto Manona u Kpucruna
Arusiepa ro cjaBaT KOHILENTOT Ha KEJIHU U IOKeJTHU
»KeHU KOM 300pyBaaT eHepruvHo U ce 3a6aByBaaT, Taka
u l'onimaH nckaa 3amoxba 3a ,IpaBOTO Ha »KeHaTa J1a
Ce CaMOUCKaKe U IPAaBOTO HA CUTe Ha yOaBu U OJ1eckaBu
pabotu”“. Hajmo3natuot nutat Ha ['osgmaH (Koj Moskeou
HUKOTAll He T0 HU U3PeKJIa), ,aKO He MOKaM /Ia Urpawm,
He cakaM /ia y4ecTByBaM BO BalllaTa PeBOJIyI[Hja“ MHOTY
CIUTHO OJIeKHyBa Mery JI€eHEIIHHUTe MJIAJu JKEHU CO
camMocBecHa MOOMIM3AIKja Ha Y>KUBAETO U KEJTHOCTA
KaKo MOKeH 0eJier Ha MHAUBU/IyaTHOCTa.
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and 1890s.”° Having attained a previously impossible
level of education, the new woman — a largely bourgeois
phenomena — emerged into the western European and
American public spheres to challenge some of the most
integral assumptions of the gender order. At around the
same time, the campaign for female suffrage, particularly
in Britain, began to garner significant collective support
for political reform. Indeed, much like the feminist
movement of the 1970s, concrete reform was achieved
through these collective campaigns. The relationship
between the new woman and the re-animation and
increased visibility of feminist campaigns for political
enfranchisement was a complex one; for some observers,
the new woman embodied feminism, for others she was
its product, whilst for some feminist thinkers at the time,
these bicycle riding, free wheeling and dancing modern-
girls were a problem because they undid the advances
of feminist political protest.” Indeed, the ambivalence
figures such as Emma Goldman expressed about
collective campaigns resonate so compellingly with the
new women of our own fin-de-siecle. Just as Madonna
and Christina Aguilera celebrate the concept of desiring
and desirable women speaking stongly and having fun,
so too, Goldman voiced a commitment to womens’ “right
to self expression [and] everybody’s right to beautiful,
radiant things.” Goldman’s most famous quotation
(which, perhaps, she never said), “if I can’t dance, I don’t
want to be part of your revolution,” resonates all too well
with the self-conscious mobilisation of enjoyment and
desire as a powerful mark of individuality for younger
women today.”
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Kako mro HariacyBa Kepon Cmur-PozenGepr (Carol
Smith-Rosenberg), umao fgBe ,,reHeparuu“ HOBU KEHHU
Bo bpuraHuja u Amepuka, mpBaTa KOH KpajoT Ha 19
BEK, a BTopaTa BO 1920-TuTe. BropaBa reHeparyja numa
3allpernacTyBayka CJINYHOCT CO HEKOU OJT OJITMKHTE IIITO
ce cakaaT KaKO KapaKTEpUCTUYHU 3a TPETHOT OpaH.
Kako mro TBpau Po3enbepr, ,HOBHUTE KEHH... Of] 1920-
THUTE Mery cebe U co rmocrapute GeMUHUCTKY 300pyBaie
3a CeKC 1 MOK, 3a y’KHBarba M He3aBUCHOCT .’ B0 mpeky
MOJHUOT U3060p, JIPIKEHETO Ha TEJ0TO, OWJIO IPEKY
MUAIIAHUTEe HapaTUBHU 3a JKEHCKaTa CeKCyasiHa jkesba,
HOBHUTE KEHU TH ,,CIIOPeJIe TOTAIIHUTE POJIOBU OTHOCH
u pacnpenenbara Ha Mokra“.’° Cmopen Ecrep Hbyrn
(Esther Newton), 3a ,,HOBHUTE 3K€HH [0]] 1920-TUTE] CEK-
CyaJIHOCTa — caMa 1o cebe 1 Kako cUMOO0JI Ha JKeHCKaTa
aBTOHOMHUja — CcTaHaJIe peoKynanuja“.5" Kako kxuBeena
KaTeropvja u ¢Qurypanuja Ha IOIyJIapHaTa KyJITypa,
,HOBaTa jkeHa“ OBOIUIOTWJIA €JHO U3PUYHO BIIYIITAHHE
BO IOJINTUKAaTa U MOKTa Ha yOaBUHaTa U cekcoT. Kako
mro numysa layauar (Dowling), ,Hosata KeHna... To
HCKa’KyBajla CBOETO IPOTHUBEH€ Ha BHKTOPHjaHCKATa
KYJITypa IJIaBHO CO CEKCYyaTHU CPEJICTBA — 3TrOJIEMYBajKH

« 82

' CEKCya/IHATa CBECT, OTBOPEHOCTA U U3PA3HOCTA .

Hcropuckara ocoG6eHOCT HA TPETHOT OpaH dYecTto ce
OIIpaB/yBa CO JIeKJapupame Ha Hej3sMHATa BOJja CcTpa-
TETHCKU Jla TH IIPEHACOYM U IIPEeHalHIle POJIOBUTE
HOPMU KaKO HAaYMH Ha MOJIUTUYKO JiejcTByBame. [loToa
oBaa 0c0OEHOCT ce COIIOCTaByBa HA MHCTUTYIIHOHATHUOT
demmHn3aM Ha MUHATHOT BTOp OpaH. MerfyToa, BosjaTa
Ha MJIQJIUTE KEHU O] 1920-TUTE Jla Ce BIYIITAT BO
CJINYHU CTPATEruy ja MOTKOIyBa KOXEPEHTHOCTA HA TOj
HapaTHB 32 UCTOPUCKATA NHOBAIMja U 3aCTPAHYBAETO.
Harnackara Bp3 WHIMBUAYaJTHOCTA HA TPETHOT OpaH u
ocTeMUHU3MOT U Hej3MHATA CIIPOTUBHOCT CO BTOPUOT
OpaH Torami 61 cTaHasIa JIeJI O] €{HO IIO/0JITO POAOCIO-
BU€ HA CIIOPOBUTE OKOJIY (PEMUHUCTUIKOTO MOJTUTHIKO
ZejerByBambe. TOKMy Kako mITo cydpaKUCTUTE U3HECYBa-

As Carol Smith-Rosenberg points out, there were two
“generations” of new women in Britain and America, the
first, towards the end of the 19™ century, and the second
in the 1920s. This second generation bears a startling
resemblance to some of the characteristics understood
as specific to the third-wave. As Rosenberg argues, “the
new women... of the 1920s spoke to each other and to
the older feminists about sex and power, pleasures and
independence.”” Whether through choices in fashion,
bodily comportment, or written narratives of female
sexual desire, the newwoman “challenged existing gender
relations and the distribution of power.”® According
to Esther Newton, for the “new women [of the 1920s]
sexuality - for itself and as a symbol of female autonomy
— became a preoccupation™ As a lived category and
a figuration of popular culture, the “new woman”
embodied an explicit engagement with the politics and
power of beauty and sex. As Dowling writes, “the New
Woman... expressed her quarrel with Victorian culture
chiefly through sexual means — by heightening sexual
consciousness, candor and expressiveness.”®?

The third-wave’s historical specificity is often justified
by declarations of its’ willingness to strategically
redeploy and reinscribe gender norms as a mode of
political action. This specificity is then contrasted to the
institutional feminism of the second wave past. However,
the willingness of young women of the 1920s to engage
with similar strategies undermines the coherence of this
narrative of historical innovation and departure. The
emphasis on third-wave and postfeminist individuality
and its contrast to the second-wave would then become
part of a longer genealogy of contestation over feminist
political action. Just as the suffragists were making
structural arguments about the need for women’s
enfranchisement and the new woman was reinscribing




Identities )

Jie CTPYKTYPHH apryMeHTH 3a motpebara o7 eMaHIUIa-
I[{ja Ha JKEHWTe, ¥ HOBATa KEHA I'M IMPEUCIIHIIYBaJa
IIOMMHUTE 3a JKEHCKOCTa, ybaBUHATA U JKEeJIHOCTA, TaKa U
KOJIEKTUBHATA aKI[Hja Ha GeMUHHUCTOT(KaTa) O/f BTOPHUOT
OpaH /1ejCcTByBa KaKO KOHCTHTYTHBEH KOHTPAIYHKT Ha
WHUBUIYAINCTUIKATE CTPATETHCKU TOJUTHKA HAa
demunuCcTOT(KaTa) OZ TPETUOT OGpaH. Bo e/1eH momupok
KyJITYPEH KOHTEKCT, JKeHaTa Koja ce 371001yia co MOK U
ce peasin3upaia (1 Hej3rHATa MPOOIEMAaTHYHA CECTPA,
’KeHaTa Koja Jo06MIa TOIKY MOK U TOJIKY Ce peaTu3upasia
IITO M3JIErJIa Off KOHTPOJIa) € JIMK KOj MMa CMHCJIA
IOpaZii  MICTOBPEMEHOTO (IIPETXOHOTO) AHUMHUPAIbe
Ha JIUCKYPCUTE 3a MOJIUTUYKHUTE IIPaBa U MPOTECTOT OJ
cTpaHa Ha (PEMHUHUCTHYKUTE OOPIM HA HUCTUOT HAYUH
Ha KOj HAaBH/IyM OIIACHUTE BIIyIITarba Ha HOBATa JKEeHA
BO CEKC U YKHBame (PUTYpaTHBHO ce MOBP3yBajie BO
CJIOJKeHaTa peaklldja Ha, IPOTHB U CO KOJIEKTUBHUTE
KaMIIathbH 32 MIOJIUTHYKHU pedOpMH.

Kaxo noeHTa 3a Kpaj, BO 1920-TUTE MOKeJIO Jia ce BUIU
KaKo I'pyna aMepUKAaHCKU KHU>KEBHU KOMEHTATOpU KOU
Ouse TIOCBeTeHU Ha HjejaTa 3a €JHAKBU IOJIUTHUYKU
IIpaBa Ha >KeHaTa ja KPUTUKyBaaT uzejara 3a ¢emu-
HU3MOT KaKO IPOeKT IITO ke ja 30pulle HUBHATA
YyoBeYKa ,,MHAUBUAYATHOCT . OBHE KHUKEBHU PAJIUKAIIN
Bo 'puHnu Buuil 3a cebe Besese fieka ce ,3a JKEHUTE
0e3 na OuAT MPOTHUB MaKUTE®, a cBojaTa IMO3UIHja ja
ueHTUGUKYBaIe KaKo ,iocTpeMunrcTruka”. % He 610
IIpBHAT KOTa BO JleBeJleceTTUTe roJIUHU Off 1BAeCETTUOT
’)KEHUTEe He Ce CoIJIacyBajle OKOJIy IpAallarmeTo Koe €
Haj700POTO CPEJICTBO 3a CIIPABYBAIHE CO MOJIUTHIKUTE,
ONIITECTBEHNUTE M E€KOHOMCKHUTE WCKJIyuyBama, a He
OWJI0 HU IIPBIIAT KEHUTE /1a OTKPHUJAT /IeKa YKUBAETO
U JKEeJIHOCTa MOXKE CHJIHO Ja ce YIoTpebaT W HacodaT
3a 7a ce 6apa HHAMBUAYATHOCT U MOK. Co OBa UHTAalbe,
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notions of femininity, beauty and desire so too, does the
collective action of the second wave feminist operate as
a constitutive counterpoint to the individualist strategic
politics of the third-wave feminist. In a wider cultural
context, the empowered and embodied woman (and her
problematic sister, the woman who is so empowered and
embodied that she is out of control) is a figure who makes
sense because of the simultaneous (and preceding)
animation of discourses of political entitlement and
protest by feminist campaigners in the same way that
the new woman’s apparently dangerous engagements
with sex and pleasure were figuratively implicated in
the complex reaction to, against and with collective
campaigns for political reform.

Asaclosingpoint,the1920switnessed agroup of American
literary commentators committed to the idea of women’s
equal political rights critique the idea of feminism as a
project that would efface their human “individuality.”
These literary radicals in Greenwich Village described
themselves as “pro-woman without being anti-man,” and
identified their position as “postfeminist.”® The 1990s
are not the first moment when women have disagreed
about the best means of dealing with political, social, and
economic exclusions and nor are they the first moment
when women have discovered that pleasure and desire
can be powerfully invoked and deployed to make claims
on individuality and empowerment. In this reading,
their status as historical solution — hopefully — is made
less secure.




HUBHUOT CTaTyC KaKO UCTOPUCKO PellleHne, ce HaJleBaMe,
CTaHyBa IIOMAaJIKy U3BECEH.

Crparterncko (norpewHo) yutame II

CyIITHHCKH JIeJT O]] UICTOPUCKO-TeHePAaIICKaTa JIOTHUKA,
KOjallITO TH IMOTKPEeImyBa M IONIMPOKATa KyJITypHa
ucropuorpaduja Ha MecTOTO Ha (HEMUHHU3MOT BO
COBPEMEHHTE KOHTEKCTH U HAYHMHOT HA KOj MJIAJUTE
demuHHCTH ja TpUKaXKyBaaT CBOjaTa OCOOEHOCT, ce
BPTH OKOJIy elHa MCTOPU3MpaHa KapaKTepusaluja Ha
MOJINTHYKATa crparerrja. HakpaTko, 3a MHOTYMHHAa
Ha0JbyIyBavH, ¥ MJIaZUTe PEMUHUCTKHI 1 MJIQTUTE JKEHU
ce obeauHETH (ypy ¥ BO CBOETO HEEIMHCTBO) CO €7leH
KOHKPETHO IIOCTMO/IEPEH PUOJI KOH UAeHTUTETOT. Taka,
En Bpykc (Ann Brooks), Bo cBojaTa pacmpasa 3a ,,ITIOCT-
dbeMuHU3MHUTE" TO KapaKTepU3UPa BTOPHUOT OpaH KaKo
JIBIKEIbE IIITO ce ITOBUKYBa[s10] Ha [00euHeTHOT] Trbe-
pajieH XyMaHW3aM Ha IPOCBETJIEHHOT MojaepHuTer”.®
Tpernor 6paH, cnopen Jluaga ®@pocr (Linda Frost), ce
IIPOM3BelyBa HA CJIMYEH HAYWH OJf CTPaHa Ha ,TeHepa-
1ja GeMUHUCTH KOU ce 3aHMMAaBaaT CO... TOCTMO/IEP-
HHU3MOT... [1 cO H/iejaTa] 3a MHOTYKpaTHUTE MOJIOKOU Ha
cy0jeKTH IITO CEKOj O Hac Ty 3a3eMa.” % Bpykc usHecysa
eZleH WCKJIYIUTEJTHO WCTOPHUCKU apryMeHT, TBPAEjKHU
Jleka MJIauoT (peMUHU3AaM Ce CO3/IaJT CO ,,[IPEMHUHOT O
MojiepHaTa KOH IocTMoepHu3mMor”.*® Taka u Miaaurte
’KEHU BO MEJHCTPUM I1€YATOT PEJOBHO Ce MPETCTaByBaaT
KaKo IMOCTMO/IepHM areHTH. Ha Toj Ha4uH, BO cBOjaTa
pacrpaBa 3a ,HOBaTa reHepalyja KeHH... KOU ce KOpHC-
Huiy Ha pemuau3Mot* [loana bpuckoy (Joanna Briscoe)
JU1abOKO pa3MHUCIyBa JieKa ,,BO KYJITYpeH, JOMalleH U
€CTEeTCKU KOHTEKCT, U3IJIe/ia ce HypHyBaMe BO epaTa Ha
cBOUTE MajKH [cO].... cBeCHO, flociliMo0epHO KuMarbe®.%
N Knmuron Boxkep (Clinton Walker) nsnecyBa cimuna
3abeJienKa 3a ,IIMUK MJIQJIUTe TPAJICKU JKEHU... [KOHU]
Ha BHUCTHHCKU UOCIMOOepeH HaYHH... TO MPHUCBOUJIE

Strategic (mis)reading II

A crucial component of the historic-generational logic
that underpins both the wider cultural historiography of
feminism’s place in contemporary contexts and young
feminists’ rendering of their own specificity centres
around an historicised characterisation of political
strategy. In short, for many observers, young feminists
and young women alike are united (even in their disunity)
by a specifically postmodern approach to identity. Thus,
Ann Brooks, in her discussion of “postfeminisms,”
characterises the second wave as a movement that
“appeal[ed] to the [unified] liberal humanism of
enlightened modernity.”® The third-wave is similarly
produced, according to Linda Frost, by a “generation
of feminists dealing with...postmodernism...[and the
idea] of the multiple subject positions we each occupy.”®
Brooks makes an extremely historical argument,
asserting that the young feminism has been produced
by “the move from modernity to postmodernity”.®® So
too, young women are regularly represented in the
mainstream press as postmodern agents. In this way,
Joanna Briscoe’s discussion of the “new generation of
women... who are beneficiaries of feminism” muses that
“culturally, domestically and aesthetically, we seem to
be dipping into our mothers’ era [with]... a knowing,
postmodern nod.” So too, Clinton Walker makes a
similar observation about “hip young urban women...
[who] in true postmodern fashion... have appropriated
what was supposed to be the ultimate ‘chick magnet,’
the Valiant Charger.”®® Mariella Frostrup’s discussion
of young women scathingly makes similar connections,
lamenting the “postmodern joke that deems a woman
baring her breasts on a magazine cover as an example
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OHAa IITO Tpebarie aa OWae BPBHUOT ‘MarHeT 3a KeHU ,
aBToMoOMIOT Baaujaniti uapyep.“® Pacnpasata Ha
Mapuena ®pocrpyn (Mariella Frostrup) 3a mutamure
»KEHU 3aja/IJINBO ITPABHU CJIMYHU BPCKH, JKAJIEJKU TIOPATH
LhaocilimoOdepHailia JakpAvja CIopes Koja KeHaTa Koja
CH TH pasrojiyBa JIOjKUTE€ Ha HACJIOBHA CTPAHUIA Of
HEKOe CIIMcaHue e IpuMep Ha emaHnunanujara“.® Taka,
MJIQJIATE KEHU Ce MPETCTaBYBAaaT KaKO MPAKTUYAPKHU
Ha TOCTMO/IEpHU3MOT (OWJIO 3a Jla ce JiejleKa Mopaau
HUBHaTa JIa’KHA CBECT WJIM Jla UM Ce PaKoIUIecKa 3a
eMaHIunanujara u xymopor). Ha kpajoT Ha kpaurara,
cTaHyBa 300p 3a TreHepalMja KOjallITO H3pacHaja
TJIeZ]ajKH TO ,,TIOCTMO/IEPHUOT IIPHOJ] KOH UIAEHTUTETOT
0TeJIOTBOPEH Bo MajjoHa.

Crnopes, BakBOTO HCTOPHUCKO TIIPETCTaByBame, TIeHe-
panuckaTa 0coOEHOCT Ha TPEeTHOT OpaH, moctdemu-
HU3MOT ¥l HHBHUTE [TOCTMO/IEPHY aMOUBaJIEHTHU CECTPHU
ce co37laBaaT CO KOHKPETHa KCTOPUCKA TPAeKTOopHja.
V3MeHeTHUOT Ky/ITyPEeH KOHTEKCT I'0 JIUIIIHII U€HTUTETOT
on cymtuHa. (Taka 1 OBOj HapaTUB 3a MOCTMOJEPHUTE
ceOHOCTU U CyOjeKTH IO ONPAaBAYBAa, MPWJINYHO CHJIHO,
BITyIIITAEbE€TO HAa TPETHOT OpaH 1 Ha TOCTHEMUHUZMOT BO
JIUCKypcuTe 3a y0aBOTO, yKUBAETO U MOKTa). Bo cBojoT
HAjOTBOPEH aCIIEKT, OBOj HAPATUB TBP/U JleKa MJIAJIUTE
JKEHH U MJIaziuTe (PeMUHKCTKHU ce MpBaTa reHepargja
1ITo cpaThIa leKa HeMa HEKaKBa CyIITUHCKA KaTeropuja
~KeHa“ U cBOeTO 3apakarbe CO MOKTa IO 3aCHOBA Bp3
€lleH CaMOCBECeH TIPOEKT 3a JeHaTypaJu3upaHo |
cyOBep3UBHO MPHUCBOjyBabe. Taka, KOJIEKTUBHUOT BTOD
OpaH OWJI IPUTHCHAT BO J/1a00KO MOZIEpPHA MOJTUTUYKA
paMKa, a Ha TOCTHEMHUHUCTOT My TOAM KyJITypHATa
cocrojba IITO IO JIMIIWJIA HAEHTUTETOT O CYIITHHA
U Ti mpobsieMaTu3upaia MOMMUTE 32 KOJEKTHBHOTO
JlejCTByBatbe. 3a mucaTeIKaTa off TPETHOT OpaH, J[eBoHu
Jlycep (Devoney Looser), Toa 3HauM JeKa ,eaHa O]
OJITUKHUTE 10 KOU CMe MMO3HATH € HAIIETO HEeIUHCTRBO.
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of empowerment” Young women are thus represented
as practicioners of postmodernism (whether to bemoan
their false consciousness or applaud their empowerment
and humour). This is after all, a generation who grew up
watching the “postmodern approach to identity” that is
Madonna.

According to this historical rendering, the generational
specificity of the third-wave, postfeminism and their
postmodern ambivalent sisters are produced by a
particular historical trajectory. A changed -cultural
context has de-essentialised identity. (So too, this
narrative about postmodern selves and subjects, in no
small way, justifies the third-wave and postfeminist
engagement with discourses of beauty, pleasure and
power.) At its bluntest, this narrative asserts that young
women and young feminists are the first generation to
realise that there is no essential category “woman” and
base their engagement with power on a self-conscious
project of denaturalised and subversive appropriation.
Thus, the collective second wave was constrained by
a thoroughly modern political framework and the
postfeminist is comfortable with a cultural condition that
has de-essentialized identity and problematized notions
of collective action. For third-wave writer Devoney
Looser, this means “one of the characteristics we’re
known for is our disunity. Maybe we’re not as unified
as the generation that preceded us. Maybe we're just
not as categoriziable.”® The narrative is a compelling

:
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Mo:xebu He cMe TOJKYy €JUHCTBEHH KOJIKYy IITO Oumia
reHepanujaTta mnpez Hac. Moxxebu caMo He CMe TOJIKY
MOJJTIOKHU Ha KaTteropusanuja“.® HapaTuBoB e MpuB-
JleyeH; IOCTMOJIEpHUOT (peMUHM3aM (BO CBOWTE DPas-
JIMYHU OOJIUIV) W TOCTMOJIEDHUTE MJIQ/IN KEHU Ce
[ojaBuJIe He caMo OJlarofjapeHre Ha BIIYIITAHETO BO
pacupaByd cO KOHKDETHH TEOPETHYAPH U MUCJIUTEIIH,
TyKy W OJlarozjapeHue Ha IpOMeEHaTa IITO HacTamuia
BO HCTOPUCKHOT KOHTeKCT. (CIMYHO Ha TOa, IIEJI0
MHOIIITBO AaKaJIEMCKH HCTPa)KyBama ja IIOTKpeIyBa
HCTOpHU3allHjaTa Ha IPAKTUKUTE HAa COBPEMEHUTE MJIAN
(eMUHHCTH KaKO UCKIIYIUTETHHU 32 HAIIIETO BPEME TaKa
IITO IIOCTOjaHO T'O CTaBa OHOj IpobJeMaTHyYeH JIUK —
MayioHa — Ha IOYETOKOT Ha UCTOPU3UPAHUTE TUCKYCUU
3a MMOCTMOZIEPHATA ITOJIUTHKA 33 UJEHTUTETOT. *)

Kako mto nmokakaa MHOTyOpoOjHUTE /1e6aTH 3a IOCTKO-
JIOHUjaJIN3MOT, IOCTMO/IEPHU3MOT U TOCTPEMUHU3MOT,
IIOCTOM PEYUCU HeCOBJAJJIMBa MCTOPUCKA KOHOTAIW]ja
BO 300poT ,,1tocT*.”* Bo e/1Ha pacnpasa 3a MOCTMOZIepHATa
Teopuja BO momwupoka cmuciaa, M.II. dunejum (M.J.

Delaney) TBpau sieka

IIOCTMOJIEPHATA MHUCJIA YECTO Ce IOTIHpPA Ha eleH MOIIHE
KOHBEHIIOHAJIEH TOIJIE[, KOH HAIPENIOKOT KOra TBPAH
Jleka T OT(dpJia TPelIKUTe HA MOHOJIUTHUOT €HTHUTET IITO
Pa3JIMYHO ce OIMHIIYBa KaKO MOJIEPHUTET/IPOCBETUTEIICKO
oOMucTyBarbe/Ha 3amaiHaTa MeTapu3uUKa Tpaaumja.”

IMocrdemunuctuTe M HEMUHUCTUTE Off TPETUOT OpaH
Ha CJIMYeH HAYMH ce BP3aHHU 3a ITPETCTaBH 3a UCTOPUCKA
nporpecuja. Taka, mpeTxogHuTe GeMUHU3MU CTAHYBAAT
Ipo6JeMaTHYHO MOJIEPHU BIYINTakba BO POJOBHOT
IIOPEZIOK, a BPOJIeHATa HENPEJBU/IIMBOCT HA TPETHOT
OpaH Hyau ,IIpeMUH‘. 3HAYajHO € IIITO OBOj HAapaTHUB
ja cmecTyBa IOCTMOJIepHATa KyJITypHa cocrojba — u
Hej3MHaTa ,CBECT® 3a HJIEHTUTETOT — BO IIOCJIETHUTE
JleceT TOAVHMU Of] IBAeCeTTHUOT BeK. Tyka He ce Gapaar

one; postmodern feminism (in its various forms) and
postmodern young women, have been produced, not
only by an engagement with specific theorists or thinkers,
but by a shift in historical context. (Similarly, a wealth
of scholarly research supports this historicization of
contemporary young feminist practices as exceptional
to our own time by repeatedly placing that troublesome
figure — Madonna — at the opening of historicised
discussions of postmodern identity politics.*")

As the various debates about postcolonialism,
postmodernism, and postfeminsm have revealed, there
is an almost insurmountable historical connotation in
the word “post.”* In a discussion of postmodern theory
more broadly, M.J. Delaney argues that

postmodern thought often relies on a very conventional view
of progress in claiming to refute the errors of a monolith-
ic entity variously described as modernity/enlightenment
thinking/the western metaphysial tradition.*

Post- and third-wave feminisms are similarly bound by
notions of historical progression. Previous feminisms
thus become problematically modern engagements
with the gender order and the inherent contingency
of the third-wave offers a “way through.” Significantly
this narrative places the postmodern cultural condition
— and its associated “knowingness” about identity — in
the last ten years of the twentieth century. The debates
around the historical “origins” of postmodernism don’t
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HOBHU PAacCIIPaBU OKOJIy HCTOPUCKUTE ,,IIOTEKJIa“ Ha IOCT-
MOJIEPHU3MOT, a C€ YUHH U JIeKa € jaJIOB IIPOEKTOT Jia
ce W3HeCyBaaT MOKHHUTE HCTOPHUCKH ,HEIPEeIM3HOCTH "
Ha HCTOPUCKO-T€HepaIycKaTa JIOTHKA INTO TU IIpeT-
BOpa ITOCTMOJIEDHHUTE HAEHTUTETH BO (PEHOMEH Oof
1990-tuTe.”* MeryToa, crparerdjara Ha CJIy4ajHO Ipe-
pacropeayBame MOKe Jia ce POYUTa O/ €lHa UCTOpHja
Ha (GEeMUHH3MOT IITO HE ja CMeCTyBa TaKTHKaBa BO
TEJIOCOT Ha HCTOPUCKUOT pa3Boj. Mlako eqHO yuTame
Ha MHHATOTO Ha (EeMUHH3MOT MOKe Ja ro (u3)mec-
T™d (IIOCTMOAEPHOTO) (PEMUHUCTUYKO(TO) BITYIITAHE
BO IIpallameTo 3a (parMeHTHPAHUTE WJEHTUTETH
BO HEKAKBO IIOJIOJITO POJIOCJIOBHE HAa OCIOPYBaHHUTE
co3jaBamba Ha ,MJIaAUTE “KEHU“, ,3a7I0BOJICTBOTO" U
,MOKTa“, HEKOe JIpDyr0 YHTale MOKE Jla TU IIPEeyCTPOU
IIOMMHTE 3a aMOUBAJIEHTOCTA M 3a CTPATETHCKOTO
IIPEYCTPOjyBalkhe KAaKO COCTAaBHU JIeJIOBU Ha cellia
bemMuHHCTHYKA TTpaKca.

HaBuctuna, wucropujata Ha (GHEMUHH3MOT BpPBH Off
IPUMEPH 32 TOKMY BaKBO CTPATETHUCKO IIPEYCTPOjyBabe.
Kammamara O IOYETOKOT Ha /IBAeCEeTTUOT BeK 3a
’KEHCKOTO IMpaBO Ha miac Bo Besmka Bpuranuja mro
ja mpenBogemre Ilankyper (Pankhurst) Hu gaBa TokMy
TaKOB mpuMep. Bo kammarma KO0jalITO MOTCETyBa HA
HABU/yM IIOCTMOJIEPHHU CTPATETUU — IMOPAJU TOA IITO
v MOOMTM3UPAIa MACOBHHUTE MEIUYMH U CE BITYIITHIIA
BO KOMIUJIEKCHO MPEHUCIHUIIYBake Ha JKEHCTBEHOCTA —
MOJINTUKATA HAa KaMIIamaTa 3a IPaBo Ha IJ1ac CEPHO3HO
cTpaziasia o7 aMOUBaJIEHTHOCT.

[TonaTamy, cydpa>keTKuTe CBOjaTa XUIIOTe3a ja I[pIese
0/l TPENUIIYBAETO TOKMY Ha YCJIOBUTE HA HUBHATa
MIOJINTHYKA UCKIIyIeHOCT U oTdpsieHOCT. Bo efren Hamme
B0 /lejau meja, urja 1ieJ1 OYrrIeAHo Oria a ja oMayioBa-
KU HUBHATA KaMIIakha, BOMHCTBEHOCTA HA Cy(PPasKU3MOT
Ha [laHKypcT ce mcMmeBajsia Taka IITO My ce Jlo/iaBaja
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bear repetition here and asserting the possible historical
“inaccuracies” of the historico-generational logic that
makes postmodern identities phenomena of the 1990s
seems a fruitless project.”* However, the strategy of
contingent redeployment can be read from a history of
feminism that doesn’t place this tactic at the telos of
historical development. Whilst one reading of feminism’s
past might (dis)place the (postmodern) feminist
engagement with fragmented identities onto a longer
genealogy of contested formations of “young women,”
“pleasure” and “power,” another might redeploy the
notions of ambivalence and strategic redeployment as
constitutive of all feminist practice.

Indeed, feminism’s history is littered with examples of
precisely this kind of strategic redeployment. The early
20" century campaign for female suffrage in the UK
lead by the Pankhurst’s provides just such an example.
In a campaign that smacks of apparently postmodern
strategies — in that they mobilised mass media and
engaged in a complex reinscription of femininity
— the politics of the suffrage campaign was riven with
ambivalence.

Furthermore, the Suffragettes derived their attribution
from a transcription of the very terms of their political
exclusion and dismissal. In a Daily Mail piece obviously
designed to belittle their campaign, the Pankhurst’s
suffrage militancy was derided by the application of the
diminutive “ette.”® Could the Pankhurst’s appropriation

’II



Leigh Boucher “Queer(y)ing” historico-genealogies of feminism for the university classroom

’)KeHcKaTa JAeMHUHyTHBHa ¢dopma ,-eTka“.”> Moxe Ju
YCBOjyBamb€TO Ha OBOj TEPMHH O] cTpaHa Ha [laHKypcT
Jla He ce cdaTH KaKo TOKMY OHOj BHJ CTpaTervja IITo
TPETHOT OpaH CH o 3eMa KaKO UCTOPUCKUA KOHKDPETEH?
Hus crpaTeruja Bo Koja 0ZleKHyBaJjia BU/JIMBA IIOJIUTHYKA
mpakKca Ha MapOJMCKO IPEUCIHIINYBalkbe Ha MOUMUTE
IITO ce KOPUCTEJIE 32 UCKJIyYyBame, CyQPaKETKUTE TO
IIpeHaMeHWJIE TOKMY ja3WKOT CO KOj UM Ce OJ3eMasia
MoKTa.%

HerpakyBambeTo BO BTOPHOT OpaH, HaBHAYM Bp3aH
3a KOJIEKTHBOT, BIIPOYEM, BeKe MOYHAJIO Jla CO3/aBa
HCTOPUHU Ha KEHHTE KOW THU YCBOMJIE, IPEUCIIHIIATIE
M CcaMOCBeCHO Tu (¢parMeHTHpasie MPEeTCTaBUTE 3a
’KEHCKOCTa W JKeHCTBeHOocTa. Bo cBojaTa pacmpaBa 3a
dbemuHHCTHYKATa My3UKa IIITO CE CO3/IaBajia Ha KPajoT
o1 1970-tute Bo ABcTpainuja, Ketu Criopt (Kathy Sport)
yKaKyBa JieKa

MOJKe JIa ce Kaxke ieKa My3HUapKUTe CeKOTalll IMaaT TpeMa
HIOpa/ii CO3HAHMETO JieKa 32 HUB Ce CMeTa OTHU ,He MOXKe
Jla ce aHanIM3Wpaatr”, JieKa ce HeaBTeHTUYHU, pasfopHU
Y pas3jMYHH, J[yPH U KOra CBHpAT ,Iperu3Ho”. BakxBoTo
CO3HAHMeE CO03/1aBa capKas3aM, HPOHMja U IapoAxja, KaKo U
urpa Ha cebeTOJIKyBambe U XyMOp €O cebeoMaoBaKyBambe,
LITO UCTO TaKa Ce IJIe/la ¥ BO UMHUIbaTa Ha TPYIIHTE.

CnopT packakyBa Jieka pok rpymara ,,Kiauropuc® cu ro
n30pajia UMETO KaKO ,IPEIU3BUKYBAUYKA U XYMOPHC-
THUYEH jaBeH rect. 300poT ‘KJIUTOPUC OUJI TMHTBUCTHYKA
WHTEPBEHIIMja IITO IO WCKa)KyBajia HUBHOTO JIYTO
(beMUHUCTHYKO MPOTHUBEHE Ha ‘KOK-POKOT [KYpPOBHOT
pok] u ucroBpemeHo ro mapopupana“.”’” Mcro taka, u
ucrpakyBarwero Ha Mepu Tommuk (Mary Tomsic) 3a
dbemunncTHukuTe (GUIMOBA BO 1970-TUTE OTKPHUBA
elHa TOJUTHYKA paMKa Koja 3a eCceHI[UjaIN3UpaHUuTe
IIOMMHU 3a >KEHCKOCTa Ce Bp3yBa IOMAJIKY OTKOJIKY
mTo OW yKakaje TBpJeWmara 3a IOCTMOZEpHaTa

of this term not be understood as precisely the kind of
strategy the third-wave claims as historically specific? In
a strategy that resonates with the apparent postmodern
political practice of a parodic reinsciption of the terms
of exclusion, the suffragettes redeployed the language of
their disempowerment.*®

Research into the apparently collective bound second-
wave has, in fact already begun to constitute histories of
women who adopted, reinscribed, and self-consciously
fragmented notions of womanhood and femininity. In
her discussion of feminist music in late 1970s Australia,
Kathy Sport suggests that

arguably, women musicians are always self-conscious of
their positioning as “beyond analysis,” inauthentic, disrup-
tive and different, even when they are playing music “straight
up.” Such knowing produces sarcasm, irony and parody, and
a play with self-interpretation and self-deprecating humour,
which is also reflected in the band names.

Sport describes how the rock band “Clitoris” chose
their name as “a daring and a humorous public gesture.
The word “clitoris” was a linguistic intervention stated
their angry feminist opposition to ‘cock rock’ and at
the same time parodied it.”®” So too, Mary Tomsic’s
research into feminist filmmaking in the 1970s reveals
a political framework less attached to essentialised
notions of womanhood than assertions of the specifically
1990s postmodern sensibility would suggest. Whilst
a conventional reading of 1970s feminist practices of
consciousness raising might suggest these films were a
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CTaOM/IHOCT KapaKTEPUCTUYHH 3a 1990-TUTe. Mako
€HO KOHBEHIIMOHAJIHO 4YHTaibe Ha (DEMUHHUCTHUKUTE
MPAKTUKA BO 1970-TUTE 3a KPEBalhe Ha CBECTA MOKE
Jla yKake Jeka THe (QUIMOBH OuWIe CpPEICTBO 3a
,OTKpUBabe"“ Ha 3aeHUYKUTE OJJIUKU — IIPHUCIIOCOOEHU
3a MaJIH ,,y4eOHU CPEIUHM COCPEIOTOYEHH Ha JKeHUTe"
— crpaTeruute Ha (UIMAIIUUTE CEMaK OWe JaJIeKy
mocyioskeHu. Bo cBojara pacmpaBa o7 1975 ToaWHA
3a HuUBHHOT mnpoekT, JlopHa Ckapsic (Lorna Scarles)
TBpJiellie Jeka (GUIMOT € ,[JlaBHATa MaIlldHa 3a
co3/1aBalbe MUTOBHU BO HalleBo Bpeme“. CKapJic TBp/iele
nexka ,uue KE ce usymmme ceGecu”. IIpeTcTaByBambeTo
Ha JKEHCTBEHOCTA Ce CMETAJIO 32 UBYMUTEJICKU YU H, a He
3a YMH Ha OTKpuBaibe. U BuctuHa, TOMIINK HHTEPECHO
'O OIMIIIYBa,

WpPOHMYHO HacjoBeHuor Gwim Ce cilipemume Oa
3a0ogoaume. OUIMOT MOYHYBa CO Ipallamero ,paboTu
JIM KaMmepara?“ a moroa ru riegame [buimanunte] Hern
v JIopH Kako CTOjaT TOJIM MpEJ KaMepara U Ha MOYETOKOT
ce cmear... the ironically titled We Aim to Please. The film
opens with the question ‘is the camera rolling?’ and then
we see [the film-makers] Nash and Laurie standing naked
in front of the camera, initially laughing... [ITogomua] Herr
u Jlopu IperepaHo ce IIMHUHKAAT, [ITO TH [paBU TPAA U
YyJOBUIIHU, HaMecTo ybaBu W eHcTBeHU. CeKBeHIUTE
KaKO OBaa IMOHEKOTAIIl CE PA3UTPAHH, HO UMAaaT U CEPUO3HHU
rnocaeauun.*

Toa ce ’XeHHM IITO CBECHO KOPHCTAaT XyMOpP, UPOHHja
¥ Mapojinja 3a Jjla T0 pa3HUINAAT U OCIOPAT POJAOBUOT
nopenok. Ha Toj HaumH, KcTOpHjaTa Ha H3BEAYBAUUTE
dbemunuCT(K)M MOXKEe, Ha MpPHUMeEp, Ja ja IMOPEMETH
creruduIHOCTA HA MOCTHEMUHUCTUYKATA, UPOHUYHA
U cBecHa mosiuThka Ha Majiona. Taka, PobepTcoHoBaTa
(Robertson) wucropuja Ha ,,pPEeMHHUCTUUKUOT TabOp“
MIPETCTaByBa UCTOPHja Ha U3BeyBaYU KOU IO KOPUCTEIE
€KPaHOT WJIH IJIATHOTO U KO ,,CBECHO 0JIeJIE TTOAJIEKY
O/l €KPaHOT WJIM IUIATHOTO 3a Jia IpaBaT MapOJUH CO
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means to “discover” commonality — they were geared
to small “women-centred learning environments”
— the strategies of these film-makers were much more
complex than this. In her 1975 discussion of their project,
Lorna Scarles argued film was “the prime myth-making
machine of our times.” Scarles asserted that “we WILL
invent ourselves.” The representation of femininity
was deemed an act of invention rather than discovery.
Indeed, Tomsic compellingly describes

the ironically titled We Aim to Please. The film opens with
the question “is the camera rolling?” and then we see [the
film-makers] Nash and Laurie standing naked in front of the
camera, initially laughing... [Later,] Nash and Laurie put on
make up in an exaggerated manner, rendering them ugly
and monstrous rather than pretty and feminine. Sequences
such as this are at times playful, but also have serious con-
sequences.?®

These are women knowingly deploying humour, irony
and parody to unsettle and challenge the gender order.
In this way, a history of feminist performers might,
for example, unsettle the specificity of Madonna’s
postfeminist, ironic and knowing politics. Indeed,
Robertson’s history of “feminist camp” constitutes a
history of screen-based performers who “knowingly”
looked beyond the screen to parody the very femininity
they apparently embodied; this history begins, at least
for Robertson, in the 1930s.%°

’II
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caMara >KeHCTBEHOCT KOja HaBHYM ja OTEJIOTBOPYBAJE;
OBaa MCTOpHja MOYHYBa, bapeMm cropes, PobepTcoH, BO
1930-THuTE.”

Ha cimuen nauwH, /{ujanexitiuxailia HA CEKCOT Of
[lysnamutr ®aepcroyn (Shulamith Firestone), o6jaBena
BO 1970 TOAMHA BO PaMKHUTE Ha T.H. BTOp OpaH, MOxe
Ja ce cdaru KaKO CTPATETHCKO IIPEyCTPOjyBarbe Ha
ajJaTKUTe Ha MoJepHaTa Hazajx KoH cebe. Tekcror
Ha (daepcTOyH KECTOKO pacIipaBaiie BO IIPUJIOT Ha
OuoJIomKaTa OCHOBA 3a YTHETYBAIETO Ha JKEHUTE;
,IIaTpHjapXxaToT®, CIIOpesi OBa YUTAIbE, € IMPOU3BOJ HA
OuoJIomKaTa HEOIIXOJHOCT Ha parameTo. PaepcToyH Ha
MOIITHE IIPOYyeH HAUMH I'0 CIIOPE/H IIPOLIECOT Ha parame
JleTe KaKo ,KaKame THKBA“, a OTCTPAHYBAIHETO HA OBaa
HEOIIXOJJHOCT — IIPEKY PEITPOIyKTUBHU TEXHOJIOTUH — Ke
co3/1a/ie MOXKHOCT 3a peBoJsyiuja.'”® Tue TexHosioruu,
CIIOpes] eZTHO MAapKCHCTUYKO pa3bupame Ha cpedcitisa-
itia 3a petipodykuyuja, Tpeba 1a ce 0CBOjaT 3a MOTPeOUTE
Ha yTHeTeHaTa Kjlaca — IMEeHO, 32 JKeHHTe.

He e usnenagyBame mro /[ujanexitiukaiia Ha Daep-
CTOYH YECTOIIATH CE CMeTasIa 33 IPOM3BO/I Ha ITpobiemMa-
THYHUOT MoziepHUTET. Co 171a60K0 eceHIIMjaTn3upaHara
IIpeTCTaBa 3a >KEHCKOCTa, OOMAOT Omosiorujata Ja ce
ynoTpebu Kako objacHeHHe 32 KEHCKOTO YITHETYBAe U
KODHCTEHETO Ha KOJIEKTUBHHUOT MapKCH3aM KaKo OpyXKje
CO KOe Ke ce YKHHAT THE BPCKU, O1 ce YMHEJIO JieKa OBOj
TEKCT T OTEJIOTBOPYBA TOKMY ,,Ipo0OIeMuTe Ha BTOPHOT
6pas. Ho, 0KOJIKY OJIUTHKATA HA TOCT(PEMUHUZMOT U
Ha GEeMUHU3MOT O/ TPETHUOT OpaH ce KapaKTepu3upaaT
CO CBOjaTa TOTOBHOCT CTPATETHCKH J1a TU IIPeyCTpojar,
IIPEUCIUIIAT U MIPEBPTAT IIPETCTABUTE 32 UJEHTUTETOT
KaKo OOJIMK HA MOJIUTUYKO JIEjCTBYBAbE, M CO TOA J]a TO
JlecTabuIn3upaaT poAOBHOT MOPENOK IITO T'M CO37aBa
— JIECHO MOJKe J1a ce cMeTa Jieka TekcToT Ha PaepcroyH
ja BpIIM TOKMY Taa (pyHKIHja. AKO KapakTepusalujara
Ha OpemeHocTa M parameTo mTO ja saBa PaepcroyH

In a similar way, Shulamith Firestone’s Dialectic of Sex,
published in 1970 as part of the so-called second wave
could be figured as a strategic redeployment of the tools
of modernity back upon itself. Firestone’s text forcefully
argued for the biological basis for women’s oppression;
the “patriarchy,” in this reading, was a product of the
biological necessity of child-birth. Firestone, quite
famously compared the process of child-birth to
“shitting a pumpkin;” the removal of this necessity
— via reproductive technologies — would open out the
possibility for the revolution.'*® These technologies, in a
Marxist reading of the means of reproduction, needed to
be seized for the oppressed class — namely women.

Not surprisingly, Firestone’s Dialectic has often been
considered to be a product of problematic modernity.
With a thoroughly essentialised notion of womanhood,
an attempt to invoke biology as an explanation for female
oppression, and the deployment of collective Marxism
as the weapon to unmake these connections, this text
would seem to embody precisely the “problems” of the
second wave. However, if post and third-wave politics
are characterised by their willingness to strategically
redeploy, reinscribe and invert notions of identity as a
form of political action — and thus destabilise the gender
order that produces them — Firestone’s text could easily
be considered to perform precisely this function. If
Firestone’s characterisation of pregnancy and childbirth
asa“barbaric” processneedingtobeexcised fromwomen’s
experience isn’t a strategic inversion of gender norms, I
don’t know what is. Indeed, the mobilisation of scientific
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KaKO ,BapBapCcKU“ Iporiec mTO Tpeba /la ce OTCTPaHU
OJ1 UCKYCTBOTO HA ’KeHaTa He € CTpaTerucKa MHBep3uja
Ha POJIOBUTE HOPMH, TOTAIl HE 3HAM INTO € TaKBa
vHBep3uja. HaBucTrHa, MOOMIU3HPAHETO HA HayYHATA
TEXHOJIOTHja U 3HAEHhe NCTOBPEMEHO U KaKO 00jacHyBarbe
3a U KakOo OErcTrBo O/ MATPHjaXxaJTHOTO YTHETYBAHhE
ro IMOKa)KyBa TOKMYy aMOWBaJIeHTOTO 3adakame CcO
dbopmuTe Ha 3HaeHme U MOK IIITO OOUYHO Ce TOBP3yBaaT
CO ITOCTMO/IEPHATA TOJIUTUKA.

HaBuctruHa, MOCTMOZEPHOTO € CEKOTAIII, 33/[0JIKUTEITHO,
3adakarme co JAyXOT Ha MOAepHOTO.'”* Kako mTO Bemu
AnpgpeacXyjceH (Andreas Huyssen), ,,[Tpeba] 1aja mmame
Ha YM peJlallioHaTa MPHUPO/ia Ha MOCTMOAEPHU3MOT . >
KoHcTuTyTHBHATA ,,HAJIBOPEIIHOCT KOja ja 3aMHUCIyBa
elHa JUCKPEeTHA IEePHUOAM3allfja Ha IOCTMOJEPHOCTA
(1 Ha TpeTHOT OpaH) M WUTHOpHpPA HAYMHUTE HA KOU
IIOCTMOJIEPHOTO  pa3MHCJIyBatbe U IOCTMOZEpPHATa
mpakca T'M IIPUMEHyBaaT KOHKDETHUTE aJlaTKh Ha
MOJIEDHUTETOT IOBPAaTHO W Bp3 cebe 3a Jja OTBOpaT
paznuuHu MoskHOcTH. Criopes; Mumen ®yko (Michel
Foucault), Ha mpumep, 07 MOJIEDHUTETOT HE MOKE
Ja ce uzbera u jia ce oamuHe. IIonpBoO, AaieH HAYUH
HAa CaMOKDUTHKA MOXKE JIeJIyMHO Jla TH Pa30TKpHe
TPAHUIMTE HA MOKHOCTA IITO IO OBO3MOXKYyBaaT
PallMOHAIHUOT Cy0jeKT Ha MOJEPHUTETOT 3a Ja ce
U3rpazar nouHaky.'*® Toraiil, MOCTMOJEPHOTO CTaHyBa
CTaB KOH U JiecTabuIn3anyja Ha MOJIEPHUTETOT HAMECTO
Ha HEj3BUHUOT BPEMEHCKH OZIpe/IeH HaC/IeTHUK. AKO OHa
,ITOCT" 071 TOCTMO/IEPHUTETOT ce chaTH KAKO OCIIOPYBAIHE
HAa KOXEPEHTHOCTUTE Ha MOJEPHHUTETOT (Kako CTaB
KOH MOJIEDHUTETOT M HErOBUOT OOeqUHET CyDjeKT),
3apeM He ke MOke (PeMUHH3MOT /1a Ce MO3UI[MOHUpPA
KaKO COCTaBeH /leJ Ha OBaa KPUTHKa (KaKO CTaB KOH
MoOZiepHaTa cekcyasHa pasiauka)? Kako mro 3abesexa
Cyzan bopso (Susan Bordo), mosro mpep IojaBata
Ha COOJIBETHO HMEHyBaHaTa IIOCTMOZIEPHA TeOpHja,
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technology and knowledge as both explanation for and
escape from patriarchal oppression exhibits precisely
the ambivalent engagement with forms of knowledge
and power usually associated with postmodern politics.

Indeed, the postmodern is always, necessarily, an
engagement with the spectre of the modern.” As
Andreas Huyssen argues, “[we need to] keep in mind
postmodernism’s relational nature.”°* The constitutive
“outside” which a discrete periodisation of postmodernity
(and the third-wave) imagines, ignores the ways in
which postmodern thinking and practice deploys
specific tools of modernity back upon itself in order to
open out different possibilities. According to Michel
Foucault, for example, modernity cannot be escaped
or progressed past. Rather, a mode of self-critique can
partially expose the boundaries of possibility that make
the rational subject of modernity possible in order to
make them differently.’”® The postmodern becomes,
then, an attitude to and destabilisation of modernity
rather than its temporally distinct inheritor. If the “post”
of postmodernity is understood as a contestation of the
coherencies of modernity (as an attitude to modernity
and its unified subject), couldn’t feminism be positioned
as constitutive of this critique (as an attitude to modern
sexual difference)? As Susan Bordo observes, long before
the advent of properly named postmodern theory,
feminist protest brought “the category of the ‘human’...
down to earth, [gave it] a pair of pants, and reminded

[him] that [he] was not the only player in town.”*** H
'_
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(beMUHUCTUYKUOT IPOTECT ja MPHU3EMjH KaTeropujara
,40BeK", [ naze] undT MaHTaI0HU U [T0] MOTCETH AeKa
He e eAUHCTBE[HUOT] urpayd Bo rpagot. '**

Ha npumep, Bosicroukpadt (Wollstonecraft) ja 3acHo-
BaJIa CBOjaTa »KecToka Kputuka Ha Pyco (Rousseau) u
ITeju (Paine) Bo 1792 roguHa Bp3 MPETIIOCTaBKa JieKa
10JI0:k0aTa Ha )KEHUTe KaKo ,,pO0 HJIH JIeCTIOT e TPOU3BOJ],
Ha ,McTopujaTa“, a He Ha HEKaKOB NPHUPOJEH WU
BcesieHCKU mopeniok. Criopes; Bosctonkpadt, nocroey-
KOTO HCKJIydyBabe Ha }KEHUTe 071 IPaBaTa Ha YOBEKOT He
MOJK€JIO /1a ce OITPaB/ia PAIOHAHO (IPOCBETUTEICKUOT
poJioB mopeziok, 6apem 3a Ileju u 3a Pyco, moumBas Bp3
IIPUPOJTHU OCHOBH); HAIIPOTUB, MOXKEJIO /1a ce 00jacHu
IIpeKy OHaa ipyra eJleMeHTapHa CIIpaBa 3a Kajalemhe Ha
JimbepasiHaTa MHCJIa, ICTOPUCKUOT KOHTEKCT. > Criope/t
BosncronkpadT, ako mpojoypku Taa cocrojba, 6m ce
,TIOIIPEYIT HAIIEIOKOT Ha pasyMoT”.'°° ApryMeHTUTE HA
BosicronkpadT 3a ucropujata ce obuzesie a ja MOTKp-
maT HaTypaju3upaHaTa JIOTUKAa Ha IPOCBETUTEJICKATA
mucia. Tokmy kako mro ®aepcToyH ro MoOwIHN3HpaIa
MapKCHU3MOT 3 ]a ja IpeucHullle })KeHCKOCTa, Taka ¥ Bosi-
CTOHKpadT ro NPUMeHUJIa UCTOPUCKOTO 3HAaeHme KaKO
HaYMH Ha KpUTHUKA. VICTOpUCKUTE OKOJIHOCTH (IIOCKOPO
OTKOJIKY IIPUPO/IaTa) IpeIU3BUKaIe 00ECHAKYBabe Ha
’KeHUTe, a UTHUOT HalIPe/IOK Ha YOBEIITBOTO 3aBUCEJI OF
HCTOPUCKHOT Pa3B0j IITO Ke CKPIIIHE O7] BAKBATA COCTO]j0a.
Taka, pasmuciayBameTo Jieka (peMUHU3MOT CeKorart
BeKe e aMOMBAJIEHTEH BO BPCKA CO MOJIEPHUTETOT HYIU
HauMH 32 pacwieHyBame Ha IOCTMO/IEPHOTO 3HaeHe Of
1990-tute. Ila 3omrTo Toram MajsioHa, GeMUHUCTKUTE
0/l TPeTHOT OpaH W MJIAINTE >KEHH KOM BO3aT OecHH
KOJIU TU CMeTaMe 3a CTpaTerucku, Ho Bosicronkpadr ja
cMeTaMe 3a HauBKaTa Ha MO/IEPHUTETOT?

Taka u [loan Ckot (Joan Scott) Bo cBojaTa pacmpaBa 3a
paHuoT ppaHLyCKU (peMUHU3aM BesIu JleKa GeMUHU3MOT
I10 IIPABUJIO TM OCIIOPYBA U PeKOH(UTypHUpa TBpJemaTa

For example, Wollstonecraft’s trenchant critique
of Rousseau and Paine in 1792 was founded on an
assumption that women’s position as a “slave or a despot”
was the product of “history” rather than a natural or
universal order. For Wollstonecratft, the extant exclusion
of women from the rights of man wasn’t justifiable upon
rational grounds (the enlightenment gender order, at
least for Paine and Rousseau, was based upon a natural
foundation), rather it was explicable via that other
foundational framing device of liberal thought, historical
context.’ For Wollstonecraft, the continuation of
this situation would “retard the progress of reason.”®
Wollstonecraft’s arguments about history attempted
to fracture the naturalised logic of enlightenment
thought. Just as Firestone mobilised Marxism to re-
inscribe womanhood, so too, Wollstonecraft deployed
historical knowledge as a mode of critique. Historical
circumstance (rather than nature) had produced the
disempowerment of women and the future progress of
humanity depended upon an historical development away
from this condition. Thinking about feminism as always
and already ambivalent about modernity, then, offers a
way to disarticulate postmodern knowingness from the
1990s. Indeed, why do we understand Madonna, third-
wave feminists and muscle car driving young women as
strategic but Wollstonecraft as modernity’s dupe?

So too, Joan Scott in her discussion of early French
feminism, argues that feminism necessarily contests and
reconfigures the claims of democratic entitlement. For
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3a IEMOKpATCKO oBJacTyBamwe. Cropez CKoT,

Hcropuckara criendUdHOCT Ha GeMUHU3MOT IIPOU3JIETyBa
ozl GpakToT /leka paboTes BO U IPOTHUB CE IITO BO HETOBOTO
BpeMe Owio TpeTekHa IpernocTaBka. Herosara
KpPUTHYKA CHjIa KM3BUpA 0Off GakTOT ZieKa I'M Pa30TKpHUBa
[IPOTUBPEYHOCTUTE BO CHCTEMUTe INTO TBpAAT Jleka ce
KOXepeHTHH.'””

Ha npumep, quckypcute Ha IubepayiHaTa JEMOKPATH]ja,
KOU ce IOTIHpaaT Bp3 HJAejaTa JeKka BO HHUBHOTO
CpequIITe € pa3yMHa WHIWBH/ya, BETYBaaT €IHAKBU
IOJINTHYKY IIpaBa U €O TOA CO3/aBaaT MOXKHOCT 3a
KOJIEKTUBHO IIOJINTHUYKO JI€jCTBYBalbe THE IpaBa U Ja
ce nobapaat. Mefyroa, (peMUHH3MOT MOKaXKyBa JieKa
THe IIpaBa ceKorall BeKe ce 3aCHOBAaHU BP3 IpeMucara
3a opojyieHa xuepapxuja. 3a [leju ®iakc (Jane Flax),
(eMUHU3MOT ¥ MOCTMOZIEPHU3MOT HMAaaT 3aeJHUYKHI
CTaB KOH MOJEPHUTETOT 3aIlITO TH OCIOpyBaaT M
JlecTabuiIn3upaaT MHUTOBUTE 32 KOXEPEHTHOCT KOU
OBO3MOJKYBaar Jja ce TBP/U JieKa NMa HEKaKBa YHUBEpP-
3aJIHa BUCTHHA, CTAOWIHU U/IEHTUTETH U YHUBEP3AIEH
pasym. Kako mro tBpau diakc, ,He € HEPA3yMHO IITO
JIyfeTo Kou Orte e nHUpaHu KaKo HECITIOCOOHU caMHUTe
Jla ce eMaHIUIINPAaT, MHCUCTUPAAT JieKa KOHIIEITHTE
KaKO aBTOHOMUjaTa Ha pPa3yMoT, 00jeKTHBHATA BUCTUHA
¥ KOPHCHHUOT HaIpeZIoK HU3 HAYYHH OTKPUTHja MOpa
Ja ru omdarar... U KeHHTe M Maxkute“.'® Ho, mpu
M3HECYBambeTO Ha BAaKBUTE TBP/EHA, GEeMIUHUCTUIKUOT
mporect, (eMUHHCTUYKATa aKouja ¥ MHUCTIA TH
IIOTKOITyBaaT CTaOWJIHOCTAa U KOXEPEHTHOCTa HA THE
nouMu. IloylarameTo mpaBO Ha HUB Taka MOXKe /1a ce
CMeTa 3a cTpaTeryja 3a Harpu3yBame Ha HHUBHATA MOK.
Bo oBa yurame, GeMHHU3MOT CEKOTAIll ja ,3arIaByBal
TeopHUCKaTa MalluHepuja“ Ha MOJIEPHUTETOT.'” AKO
IIOCTMO/IEPHU3MOT € CTaB Ha KPUTHKA KOH MOJIEPHOCTA,
3apeM Toa He e uciiopujailia Ha GeMUHUZMOT?
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Scott,

Feminism’s historical specificity comes from the fact that it
worked within and against whatever are the prevailing as-
sumptions of its time. Its critical force comes from the fact
that it exposes the contradictions in systems that claim to be
coherent.'””

For example, discourses of liberal democracy that rely
on the idea of the reasoning individual at their centre
promise equal political entitlements and thus produce
the possibility of collective political action to make a
claim upon them. Feminism, however, demonstrates
that these entitlements are always and already premised
on a gendered hierarchy. For Jane Flax, feminism and
postmodernism thus share a particular attitude to
modernity in that they contest and destabilise the myths
of coherence that enable assertions of unified truth,
stable identities, and universal reason. As Flax argues, “it
is not unreasonable for persons who have been defined
as incapable of self-emancipation to insist that concepts
such as the autonomy of reason, objective truth and
beneficial progress through scientific discovery ought
to include... women as well as men.”® In the process
of these claims, however, feminist protest, action
and thought undermine the stability and coherence
of these notions. The claims upon them could thus be
considered a strategy to fracture their power. In this
reading, feminism has always “jammed the theoretical
machinery” of modernity.” If postmodernism is an
attitude of critique towards modernity, doesn’t that also
characterise the history of feminism?
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CamormporsiaceHara crenudUIHOCT Ha MOCT(EeMUHHC-
TUYKOTO ¥ TPETOOPAHOBCKOTO MOJIUTUYKO JI€jCTBYBAbE
ke ce CTaBU TOTAII BO €IHO IO/I0JITOPOYHO POOCIOBHE
Ha amOuBaseHTHO GeMUHUCTUYKO 3adakame co
Mozepuurerotr. (M, mozenHakBo 3Ha4dajHO, peMUHHC-
TUYKOTO IIOJIUTUYKO JIejCTBYBale U MHUcIa Ou ce
pedurypurpae Kako eZieH o] IBUTaTeJInTe Ha KPUTUKATA
IITO OTCEKOTalll TYU IO/IpUBaJIa HEJ3MHUTE TBPJIEHHA).
Ho, He ru ©3HecyBaM OBHe TBpZEma 32 J]a TU HAIla/IHAM
IPAaKTUKUTE HA TPETUOT OpaH M Ha MOCT(HEMUHHU3MOT,
HUTY 32 Jla TBP/IaM HEIITO 32 UCTOPHCKATa HETOYHOCT.
[TonpBo, Me HHTEepecHpaaT HAYNHHUTE HA KOU TBPZEHAaTa
3a crenudUIHOCTA HA TPETUOT OpaH JieHeC ce UCTOPU-
[[U3UpaaT Kako ojfjajieuyBame WWIN HHoBanuja. Mo-
kebm OU MOXKeJle Ja co3zlaZieMe pPOJIOCTIOBHE Ha
aMOMBAJIEHTHOCT M IPEUCHUIIYBahe IITO JOCETHYBA
HAJBOp OJi HallaTa BpPeMEHCKAa paMKa U 0/0erHyBa
€IHOCTaBHA WIN/WiIN OWUHAPDHOCT 32 MOJEPHUTETOT U
IIOCTMO/IEPHUTETOT (U, CO UMIUIMKAIY]ja, 32 €THAKBOCT 1
pasnuka). OBa OM T CUTYHUPAJIO MOCTHEMUHUCTHIKOTO
U TPeTOOPaHOBCKOTO ITOJIUTUYKO /I€jCTBYBAEbe HA/IBOP OF
HEKaKOB HAapaTUB 32 HeM30eKHA HCTOpHCKA IIporpecHja
U pa3Boj. Vcroprckara nHOBanuja u cuenu@uIHOCT Ha
TPETUOT OpaH, BOTOj CJIyuaj, Ke ce peKOH(PUTYPUPAAT KAKO
IIPOU3BOJ, HA IOJI0JITO POJIOCIIOBHE Ha (DEMUHUCTUYIKI
IIPUOJIM KOH IOJIUTUKATa HaMeCTO KaKo OWTHe IITO ce
JIETUTUMHPA CO HCTOPHCKA XHepapxdja J0 BTOPHOT
OpaH.

3akayuoum?

Jlo/ieka KCTOpUYApUTE MOKE U HaTaMy /ia TH O3KHUBYBaat
CTPaBOBUTE 3a AUCIUIUIMHCKOTO TIIpomararbe W 3a
corsiesiaHara (1)peieBaHTHOCT HA MCTOPUCKOTO 3HAEHE
BO jaBaTa pacIpaBa, a IIOCTMOJIEPHHTE TeOpeTHYapH
[IOBTOPYBaaT JieKa MCTOPHUCKUOT MeTaHapaThB IO
3aryoms1 KyJITYPHHOT KPEeTUOUIINTET, HECIIOPHO € JieKa

The self-proclaimed specificity of postfeminist and
third-wave political action would then be placed in a
longer genealogy of ambivalent feminist engagement
with modernity. (And, equally significantly, feminist
political action and thought would be refigured as one
of the motors of critique that has always undermined its
claims.) I don’t make these points, however, to attack
third-wave and postfeminist practice, or, make claims
about historical inaccuracy. Rather, I'm interested in the
ways in which the assertion of third-wave specificity is
currently being historicised as a departure or innovation.
Perhaps we might constitute a genealogy of ambivalence
and reinscription that reaches outside our own temporal
frame, and, escapes a simple either/or binary for
modernity and postmodernity (and, by implication,
equality and difference). This would situate postfeminist
and third-wave political action outside a narrative of
inevitable historical progression and development. The
historical innovation and specificity of the third-wave
would then be reconfigured as a product of a longer
genealogy of feminist approaches to politics rather than
a being legitimated by an historical hierarchy to the
second wave.

Conclusions?

Whilst historians may continue to animate fears about
disciplinary demise and the perceived (ir)relevance of
historical knowledge in public debate and postmodern
theorists affirm that the historical meta-narrative haslost
cultural credibility, there is little question that historical
knowledge still has power. Indeed, in many ways, the
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HMCTOPHICKOTO 3Haemwe W Haramy nMa Mok. HaBucruHa,
BO MHOTY HEINITa CTaBOT Jieka (PeMUHU3MOT € ,[OTOB®
€ TIOTKpeleH cO MOXKeOWM HajcHIHaTa MeTaHapaTHBHA
CTPYKTypa Ha MPOCBETUTEJICTBOTO, OJHOCHO MTOUMOT 3a
HMCTOPHCKHUOT HAIpeIoK. ,MecToTo“ Ha HMCTOPHUYApPOT
BO OBOj KOHTEKCT, TOraill, H3IJIeJla OCTaHyBa
MO/IeTHAKBO Ba)kKHO; Oe3 orsie Ha HamuTe 3adakama
CO TIOCTMOZIEpHATA KpPWTHKA Ha IPOU3BEyBabETO
3Haema, JKUBEEMe BO KOHTEKCT BO KOj KyJITypHAaTa
ucroprorpadrja Ha MHUHATOTO Ha (PEMHUHU3MOT H
HeroBaTa JieHEITHA PEeJIEBAaHTHOCT INTO ITPOU3JIETYBA
0/l ToA MMa ,HaTypajJu3upaHa“ cujaa Ha Koja Jypu U
HajMOJIEPHUCTHYKHUOT HCTOpPHYAp MOXKE caMoO Ja M
no3aBuiM. Toraii 6u ce MOHaieBasia Jeka HCTOPUIAPUTE
ke Tpeba 1 Ke OuiaT eTHUKY 0OBP3aHU /1a pa3MUCIaT 3a
JIEHEIITHOTO TIOJIMTUYKO JIEjCTBO HA HUBHUTE UCTOPUCKU
HAapaTHBH, HE CaMO 3aToa IITO IIOCTMOJIEPHOTO
pa3Muc/IyBame YKakKyBa Jieka Tpeba, TyKy 3aToa IITO
HCTOPHCKOTO 3Haelme M HaTaMy e BakHo. Meryroa,
MaKO MHOTYMHHA HCTOPUYAPH IOYHAJIE CEPHO3HO Jia
pa3MucIyBaaT IITO 3HAYH /I Ce MHUIITyBa (II0CTMO/iepHa)
HCTOPHja, MAJIKyMHUHA O] HUB (aKO BOOIIIIITO ¥ UMa TAKBH)
ce 3aHMMAaBaaT co MOKeOHU €THOTO O] KJIyUHUTE MeCTa
KaJie IITO Ce CO37[aBaaT MCTOPUU — YHUBEP3UTETCKATA
yumnHuna. Jlomeka monoute Ha Epmapt (Ermarth),
Maucimoy (Munslow), Mopran (Morgan) u IleHkuHc
(Jenkins) r® NOTTHKHyBaaT WCTOPHYApUTE Ja Ce
ocsio607aT 071 cBoUTe HeN30e:KHO (PUKTUBHU BPCKHU CO
MHHATOTO ¥ HAMECTO TOA CBOjaTa IpaKca /ia ja BKOTBAT 3a
e/lHa eTHYKa U IIOJIMTHUYKA JOJIKHOCT KOH CEeralrHocTa,
MOIITHE MaJl OpOj MOCTMO/IEPHU MMPAKTHYaPH MHIITyBaaT
3a HAUMHOT Ha KOj OBHE IIPOEKTU MOZKE J]a C€ OCMHUCIIAT
BO yumsiHHIaTta. OBOj Hamwuc Gere 00U/ TOj IeIarOIIKH
Pas3roBOp /1a ce MPeMECTH 07 CEerperupaHuTe IPOCTOPHU
Ha MeH3aTa 32 HaCTAaBHUYKOT KaJiap U OJI IeIarOIIKUTe
CIHCaHHja MPaBo BO ,,CPEUINTETO" Ha MPO3BOACTBOTO
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assertion that feminism is “over” is underwritten by
perhaps the most potent metanarrative structure of
the enlightenment, namely, the notion of historical
progress. The “place” of the historian in this context,
then, seems just as important as ever; regardless of
our own engagements with the postmodern critique of
knowledge production, welive in a context were a cultural
historiography of feminism’s past and its consequent
relevance today has a “naturalized” potency that even
the most modernist historian could only envy. I would
hope, then, that historians, should and would be ethically
obliged to consider the political work their historical
narratives perform in the present, not only because
postmodern thinking suggests we should, but because
historical knowledge still matters. However, whilst many
historians have begun to seriously contemplate what it
means to write (postmodern) history, few (if any) of
these grapple with, perhaps, one of the key sites where
histories are made; the university classroom. Whilst the
entreaties of Ermarth, Munslow, Morgan and Jenkins
encourage historians to unmoor themselves from their
necessarily fictive connections to the past and instead
anchor their practice to an ethical and political obligation
to the present, very few postmodern practitioners
write about how these projects might be framed in the
classroom. This article has been an attempt to move
that pedagogic conversation from the segregated spaces
of the staff lunch-room and pedagogic journal into the
“cut and thrust” of professional knowledge production,
where, I suggest, it belongs.
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Ha CTPY4YHHU 3HaA€ma, KaJe 1To, CIIOpE] MEHE, U MYy €
MECTOTO.

Bo exgna cmucsna, oBaa pacmpaBa e IpPOJOJKEHUE Ha
PasroBOpOT IITO BO MU3MHHATHBE HEKOJIKY TOJMHU TO
BO/IaM CO KOJIETUTE OKOJIY ITPANIambeTo ,,IIITO /1A Ce PABHU
co ucropyjata Ha (eMUHHU3MOT BO IIPeaBATHUTE U
yamwIHAIUTE . 3aT0a, OATOBOPUTE IITO T'Y IOHYJIUB Ce
obuy f1a ce 3adaTUMe CO MUHATOTO IO/ ITPETIOCTaBKA
JleKa, KaKo UCTOPUYAPH, CUTE CMe BKJIIyYeHH BO HEKAOB
pasroBop, U Mery cebe u co CBOUTE CTYZEHTU. TOKMY BO
TOj IyX ce HyZ|aT OBHe (IIOTPeIHN) YN Takha Ha UCTOPHjaTa
Ha $eMHUHU3MOT. AKO pa3MHCIIyBaMe IIPAKTHYIHO, KAaKO
mTo OM pa3MUC/IyBajJe CUTE IIeJIJarOlIKH HACTPOEHH
HCTOPHYApH KOM IO YHTAaT HAINCOB, OBHE JIBE
(morpemrHu) yuTarka BO OCHOBA HYJIAaT HAUYWH Ha KOj
MOJKe JIa ce OpraHU3UPAAT Pa3rOBOPUTE BO YUMJIHHUIIATA.
VHCTUTYIIMOHATTHUTE CTPYKTYPH Ha YHUBEP3UTETUTE
mo/ipa3bupaaT Jieka IOrojieM Jesl O] JOAHUIIOMCKAaTa
HacTaBa M HaTaMy ce O/IBMBA BO BHJI Ha IIpeJlaBarba I10
KOU cJIeflaT PasroBopu Ha BexkOuTe. Mako ce BaskHU
TEKOBHATa IIeZ]aTOIIKa pacmpaBa 3a ¢GopMmaror Ha
BeKOUTE U HaJIe)KHUTE NPEJBU/yBaha 32 HAYMHHUTE HA
KOU Pa3/INIHUTE IIPUOJY BO YHeE CPEAUIITE € CTYAEHTOT
MOXKe /la ja IIOpeMeTaT JMHAMUKaTa Ha MOKTa BO
u3rpazibaTa Ha 3Haemwa, Tpeba Jja MpU3HaeMe U JieKa -
Jlypy TIpefiaBayuTe CeKoja CeAMUIIA IIPOIOBENAAT Off
KaTeJIpUTE — ce cpekaBaMe co MOK Koja He U3IJIe/ja JieKa
HACKOpO Ke mcue3He. 3aroa, CYHITHHCKA 33Jlaya e Ja
ce pa3MHUCIyBa Kako /a ce oOMHCIIAT OBUE CEIMUYHH
npenaBamwa. Tue, Kako U oBHe (IIOTPENIHN) YUTaka, Ce
3a4eTOIH Ha Pa3TOBOPOT, & He HEKAKBU 3aKJIyIOLH; HO,
celak, HapaTUBHATA CTPYKTYpPa CH UMa CBOj YZel.

3aroa, MHCiIaM JieKa € BajXKHO J]a ce pa3MHCJIyBa 3a
HAaYMHOT Ha KO OBHE MEXaHW3MH Ha OOMICIIyBarbe
coziejcTByBaaT co ¢dopMUpamara Ha UJIEHTUTETUTE U

This discussion, in one sense, is a continuation of a
conversation I have been having over the last few years
with colleagues about “what to do with the history of
feminism in our lecture theatres and classrooms”? The
answers I have offered, then, are an attempt to engage
with the past on the assumption that, as historians,
we are all engaged in a conversation, both with each
other and with our students. It is in that spirit that
these (mis)readings of feminism’s history have been
offered. Thinking practically, as any pedagogically
minded historians reading this paper would, these
two (mis)readings essentially offer a way to frame our
classroom conversations. The institutional structures
of universities mean that most undergraduate teaching
still occurs in the format of lectures followed by seminar
conversations. Whilsttheongoingpedagogicconversation
about seminar format and the hopeful predictions of the
ways in which various student centered approaches can
disrupt the power-dynamics of knowledge production
are important, we also need to acknowledge that — as
lecturers pontificating from the podium on a weekly basis
—we have a power which doesn’tlook like it will disappear
any time soon. Thinking about the way we frame these
weekly lectures, then, is a crucial task. They — like these
(mis)readings — are conversational beginnings rather
than conclusions, but, narrative structure nonetheless
makes a difference.

Thinking about how these framing mechanisms interact
with the formations of identities and politics in our
present, then, strikes me as an important task. The




Identities )

IIOJINTHKUTE BO HaleBo BpeMe. IIonMoT 3a reHepanucka
pa3juka M HaTaMy 3a3eMa IOJeHAKBO BAJKHO MECTO
U BO (DEMHHUCTHYKOTO ¥ BO HEDEMHUHUCTHIKOTO
3aMHUCTIEHO a, ce OOHZO0B Jla yKa)kaM, HCTOPUCKO-
reHepanycKaTa JIOTHUKAa IITO TO Kpemu BaKBOTO
IIpeTCTaByBae HAa (HEMUHUCTUYKUTE MUHATA U Ha
(beMUHHUCTUYKHUTE CEranrHOCTH MOpa Jia ce H3Mella.
HakpaTko, ucropmuyapute Tpeba ga IpecraHaT Ja
300pyBaaT 3a reHepanycKa IIPOMeHa U CHEeNU(UIHOCT
U HaMecTo Toa Tpeba Ja MOYHAT Aa 300pyBaaT Kako
OKMBYBamheTO Ha THE H/IeN IIPUOPUTETU3UPA OJPEIEHHI
3aMHUCIyBakba Ha (eMUHHCTUYKATA CETallHOCT U Ha
(beMUHHCTUYKOTO MUHATO, OJTHOCHO, KAKO OBO3MO3KYyBa
BH3Hja 3a ceralrHocTa 6e3 HUKaKoB (heMUHU3aM.

(ITorpemrHuTe) ynTama IITO M IOHYJUB TyKa CEKAKO
ce HaJrpajiyBaaT Bp3 OrPOMHA Maca Jieja IITO Beke
TH IIPeHAcovYyBa aKTyeJHUTe (QEMHHUCTHYKU J1eOaTh
BO ucropuja Ha demuHU3MOT. (Cakase HHE WIH He,
HaIllUTe HCTOPUCKU UHTepecu ce ¢GopMupaaT of
HaIIUTE MMOJUTUYKN U TEOPUCKU KOHTeKCTH). MefyToa,
noneka Ckxor m Pajoiu Moke CHMJIyM W IPHUBJIEYHO [1a
ja mpecutyupasie ucropujata Ha (GEMHHU3MOT KaKo
MeXaHHN3aM 3a IPEMOCTYBambe Ha OZIpe/IHA HI3a /1e6aTu
BO paMKHTe Ha (peMUHHCTHYKATa TeOpHja U IIpaKca,
HUBHOTO IIPEOOJIMKYBale OCTAHAIO HEIOBPIIEHO Ha
MHOTY MeCTa KaJle IIITO Ce CO3/1aBa 3Haeme. TokMy 3aToa
IIITO IOMMOT HA reHeparucKkaTa IpoMeHa OCTaHyBa Ja
Obune mpecysneH Oeser Ha pasjuKaTa, HCTOpHjaTa Ha
(eMUHHU3MOT € CKJIOHA JIa ce 3aCHOBYBa O] CTpaHA Ha
e/lHa MCTOPHUCKO-TEHEPAIMCKA JIOTUKA IITO BPEMEHCKH
cerperupa o/ipeZieH! BUJIOBH (eMUHUCTHYKA IIPAaKca
(buyo ma ce OXHMBYBaaT BO ,HAIUCHUTE HA MJIAJUTE
demunucTn“ 6wio Bo modoOpMaTHHUTE HCTOPHU Ha
demunusmort). Taka, UCTOPHCKOTO 3HAeHe OCTaHyBa
3aIJIETKAHO BO JlebaTa 3a JBOjcTBAaTa €HAKBOCT
WIN PA3JINKa, MOJEPHUTET WJIH IIOCTMOJIEPHHUTET,
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notion of generational difference still occupies a central
place in the feminist and non-feminist imaginary alike,
and, I have tried to suggest, the historico-generational
logic that supports this rendering of feminist pasts and
presents desperately needs to be incohered. In short,
historians need to stop talking about generational
change and specificity and start talking about how the
animation of these ideas prioritizes certain imaginings
of the feminist present and future, or, how it enables a
vision of the present without feminism at all.

The (mis)readings I have offered here are, of course,
built upon the tremendous body of work that is already
rerouting current feminist debates into a history of
feminism. (Whether we like it or not, our historical
interests are shaped by our political and theoretical
contexts.) However, whilst Scott and Riley may have
forcefully and compellingly resituated the history of
feminism as a mechanism to short circuit a set of debates
within feminist theory and practice, their reframing
has been left unfulfilled at many sites of knowledge
production. Precisely because the notion of generational
change remains a crucial marker of difference, the
history of feminism tends to be foundationalised by an
historico-generational logic that temporally segregates
certain types of feminist practice. (Whether animated
in “young feminist writings” or more formal histories of
feminism.) Historical knowledge then remains caught
up in a debate between and a legitimation of equality or
difference, modernity or postmodernity, collectivity or
individuality. Moreover, these differences are precisely
the distinctions mapped onto renderings of the anti-
feminist young woman of our present via the operation
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KOJIEKTUBHOCT WJIW WHJUBUJIyaJIHOCT, U 3a HUBHO
JerutuMupame. IloHaTaMy, OBHe Da3jIUKU Ce TOKMY
pasrpaHudYyBamaTa IITO Ce BIHIIAJe BO HAYUHOT
Ha KOj MJIaJiuTe aHTH(EMHHUCTKU ja NpeTcTaByBaaT
HalllaBa JIeHENIHWIA KOPUCTEJKH eHA IOIINPOKa
KyJATypHa ucropuorpaduja Ha demunusmor. Toram,
Pa3MUCIYBAKETO 32 HAUMHOT Ha KOj ,,lejlata“ ucropuja
Ha GeMUHU3MOT MOXKe /ia I'l 3adaTu OBUEe CTpaTeruu
¥ CTaBOBU MOXKe Jla IOHYAU HAauWH 3a IOHUIITYBambE
Ha THe TeMIIOPAJIN3UPAYKU JIOTUKU HA JIETUTUMUPAbE
u ordpiame. HaBucrtmHa, moxke Jm, GaromapeHue
Ha €/IHO BakBO (KBUP) HCIIMTYBal€ HA HCTOpHjaTa Ha
(GeMUHU3MOT, U TeMIOpaJIu3upaYKUTE HCKIydyBamba
IITO TW IpaBaT KOXEPEHTHU TPeTOOPAHOBCKUTE U
nocTeMUHUCTUUKUTE HAEHTUTETU U HapaTUBUTE 34
HMCTOPHICKHUOT HAIIPEZOK KOU 00e30e1yBaaT ,,MejHCTPUM
aHTU(EMUHUCTUYKY U/IEHTUTETH /1a He U3IJIe/1aaT TOJIKY
KaKO eINHCTBEHA OIIIIHja 3a CeralrHocTa U 32 UJIHUHATA
Ha GeMUHU3MOT?
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of a wider cultural historiography of feminism. Thinking
about how the “whole” history of feminism might contain
these strategies and attitudes, then, might offer a way to
unmake these temporalising logics of legitimation and
dismissal. Indeed, by que(e)rying feminism’s history in
this way, might both the temporalizing exclusions that
make third-wave and postfeminist identities coherent
and the narratives of historical progress that secure
“mainstream” anti-feminist identities look less like the
only option for feminism’s present and future?

Notes:

1.  Elizabeth Deeds-Ermath, “The Closed Space of Choice,”
in Manifestos for History, ed. Keith Jenkins, Sue Morgan,
and Alun Munslow (New York: Routledge, 2007).

2. Geri Halliwell, “I'm in the Mood...” in Loose Women
(United Kingdom: ITV4, 2008).

3. Ibid.

4. Joanna Moorhead, “Girl Power Comes of Age,” The
Guardian, October 24, 2007.

5. As Angela McRobbie notes, an emergent mode cultural
logicemerged in the 1990s that seemed to “take [feminism]
into account” in order to “emphasize that it is no longer
needed.” Angela McRobbie, “Post-Feminism and Popular




Identities )

Feminism and Popular Culture,” Bo Interrogating Post-
feminism, ed. Yvonne Tasker and Diane Negra (Durham:
Duke University Press, 2007).

3a mpukas Ha MOAEMOT Ha JEBOjUMHCKATa MOK, BUU:
Anita Harris, ed., All About the Girl: Culture, Power and
Identity (New York: Routledge, 2004).

PeaknmoHepHHUOT JUCKYpPC Ha U3PA30T ,IIpelaieky” pe-
JIOBHO Ce MOOW/IM3Hpa BO JHEBHUTE BECHHIM 3a Ja Ce
KPUTHKYBaaT rybemara Ha KeHCTBEHOCTA WJIH HaBOJIHO-
TO 00e3BpeHyBalbe Ha MajUHHCTBOTO. Mery mocKoper-
uure npumepu ce: Suzanne Fields, “An ‘Ism’ Too Far; the
Negative Impact of Radical Feminists,“ The Washington
Times, January 31, 2006, Alice Wignall, “Sidelines,” The
Guardian, November 7, 2007, Hannah Betts, “What Do
Women Want?,” The Guardian, November 4, 2007, Vir-
ginia Haussegger, “Has Feminism Let Us Down?,” The
Age, April 23, 2003.

Tyka Muc/IaM Ha IIpEeTCTaByBabara IINTO ja IIOCTaByBaaT
JKEHCKaTa CEKCyasTHOCT KAaKO OpPY’Kje BO UTPUTE HA MOK
Mery mosioBute. Mefy IOCKOpEITHUTE IPUMEPU 32 OBOj
HAuUWH Ha IOIYyJIApHO mpeTrcTaByBame ce, Rachel Hills,
“Sex and Empowerment Can Go Hand in Hand,” The Age,
August 19, 2005, Amelia Hills, “Today’s Girls Prefer to
Look Sexy Rather Than Clever,” The Guardian, December
9, 2007 2007, Laura Barton, “Is It a Man’s Man’s World?,”
The Guardian, March 14, 2007. ,IIoBUKOT Ha Opy:kje“ BO
IIPUJIOT HAa MOAATHOCTA Ha ,,(peMUHUCTUYKATA IIpaKca ce
pasbupa e oresiorBopeH Bo Naomi Wolf, Fire with Fire:
The New Female Power and How It Will Change the 21st
Century (New York: Random House, 1993).

JleHec MOCTOM OTPOMHA JIMTEpATypa IITO TM HMCIHUTYBA
CJIOKEHHUTE HAYMHH HAa KOU CJIOXKEHaTa KYJITypHa IIpO-
JyKIOHja o7 1990-TuTe ,ce 3adaka“ co (peMHHU3MOT.
Merfy mpumepuTe 3a Toa ce: Yvonne Tasker, Working
Girls: Gender and Sexuality in Popular Cinema (Lon-
don: Routledge, 1998), Imelda Whelehan, Overloaded:
Popular Culture and the Future of Feminism (London:

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 6/No. 2/3/Summer 2007/Winter 2008

Culture,” in Interrogating Postfeminism, ed. Yvonne
Tasker and Diane Negra (Durham: Duke University Press,
2007).

For an account of the rise of girl power, see: Anita Harris,
ed., All About the Girl: Culture, Power and Identity (New
York: Routledge, 2004).

The reactionary “too far” discourse is regularly mobilized
in daily newspapers to criticize losses of femininity or an
apparent devaluation of motherhood. Some more recent
examples, include Suzanne Fields, “An ‘Ism’ Too Far; the
Negative Impact of Radical Feminists,” The Washington
Times, January 31, 2006, Alice Wignall, “Sidelines,” The
Guardian, November 7, 2007, Hannah Betts, “What
Do Women Want?,” The Guardian, November 4, 2007,
Virginia Haussegger, “Has Feminism Let Us Down?,” The
Age, April 23, 2003.

I'm thinking here, of representations that situate
women’s sexuality as a weapon in the power games
between the sexes. Some recent examples of this mode
of popular representation include, Rachel Hills, “Sex and
Empowerment Can Go Hand in Hand,” The Age, August
19, 2005, Amelia Hills, “Today’s Girls Prefer to Look
Sexy Rather Than Clever,” The Guardian, December 9,
2007, Laura Barton, “Is It a Man’s Man’s World?,” The
Guardian, March 14, 2007. The “call to arms” for this
modality of feminist practice is, of course, Naomi Wolf,
Fire with Fire: The New Female Power and How It Will
Change the 21st Century (New York: Random House,

1993).

There is now a wealth of literature that interrogates the
complex ways in which fictional cultural production from
the 1990s “engages” with feminism. Some examples
include, Yvonne Tasker, Working Girls: Gender and
Sexuality in Populat Cinema (London: Routledge, 1998),
Imelda Whelehan, Overloaded: Popular Culture and the
Future of Feminism (London: Women’s Press, 2000),

:

B




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Leigh Boucher “Queer(y)ing” historico-genealogies of feminism for the university classroom

Women’s Press, 2000), Charlotte Brunsdon, The Femni-
nist, the Housewife and the Soap Opera (Oxford: Claren-
don, 2000).

Bo MHOWITBO MOITy/IapHU IpeTCTaByBama, IIOTE3UTe Ha
¢deMuHUCTUTE BO MUHATOTO C€ CMeTaaT 3a KOPHUCHU U
BaKHU MHUTOBM Ha IIPOMEHU, HO He U 3a PeJIeBaHTHU BO
COBpEMeHUTe KOHTEKCTH.

Liz Conor, “Letter to the Daughters of Feminism,” The
Age, November 24, 2004.

B Ruby Rich, “Feminism and Sexuality in the 1980s,”
Feminist Studies 12, no. 3 (1986).

Cited in, David Bentley, “Feminism out of Fashion,” The
Courier Mail, February 28, 2004.

MeryToa, He TO BHECYBaM OBOj Hammuc co XaJuBes 3a Ja
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ITO ,aHTU (PEMUHHUCTUTE ja KOpUCTAT XaJIMBET KAKO
JIOKa3 BO IPWJIOT HA WPEJIEBAHTHOCTA HA (HEeMUHU3MOT
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I don’t, however, introduce this article with Halliwell in
order to rehearse the debate about whether she is/not a
feminist and whether her representations of feminism
are/not accurate. The figure of Halliwell already provides
too many feminist and non-feminist commentators alike
with narrative fodder to violently demarcate their visions
of feminist practice. By this I mean, a discussion of
Halliwell provides a useful way to “respond” to feminism
today. In the same way that “anti” feminists use Halliwell
as proof positive of the irrelevance of feminism to todays
politco-cultural context so too, many a self-identified
feminist employs Halliwell’s rhetoric to demonstrate
how the feminist project has been undermined by the
commodiffication (and thus political undermining) of
properly named “feminism.” Both of these positions strike
me as less than useful because they provide a mechanism
through which various interlocutors can affirm their
own political relevance whilst dismissing their imagined
counterparts. A sample of these kinds of writings (from
various positions) includes, Jennifer Baumgardner and
Amy Richards, Manifesta: Young Women, Feminism,
and the Future, 1st ed. ed. (New York: Farrar, Straus
and Giroux, 2000), Germaine Greer, The Whole Woman
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Feminism’s Third-wave: ‘T'm Not My Mother,” Genders
OnLine Journal, no. 38 (2003).

[Taosno ®@penpe ce 3anaraiiie 3a OCBECTYBambe IIPEKy PU-
O] KOH CO3/]aBAaeTO 3HAEHHE 32 EKOHOMCKATa MOK KOj Ke
ce ¢okycupa Ha crygenTtor. J Kincheloe, Critical Peda-
gogy (New York: Peter Lang, 2008). 3a Bpckure Mery
(emunucTrukara neparoruja u ®peupe, puau P. Lather,
Getting Smart: Feminist Research and Pedagogy with/
in the Postmodern (New York: Routledge, 2001).

Bupau, na np. Gerda Lerner, Teaching Women’s History
(Washington D.C.: American Historical Association,
1981).

15.

16.

17.

18.

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 6/No. 2/3/Summer 2007/Winter 2008

(London: Doubleday, 1999), Rosalind Coward, Turbo
Chicks: Talking Young Feminisms, edited by Allyson
Mitchell, Lisa Bryn Rundel & Lara Karaian (Toronto:
Sumach Press, 2001), Rosalind Coward, Sacred Cows:
Is Feminism Relevant to the New Millennium? (London:
Harper Collins, 2001). Perhaps the most vitriolic
rejections of Halliwell have been produced by the Riot
Grrrl movement, for a representation of these zines, see
Cherie Turner, Everything You Need to Know About
the Riot Grrl Movement (New York: Rosen Publishing
Group, 2001). My favourite would have to be, however,
Fay Weldon, “How the Spice Girls Have Killed Feminism,
Subverted Morality and Embarrased Us All,” The Daily
Mail, December 7, 2007.

A reinscirpiton to which Halliwell was, in fact, a
contributor. Halliwell quite famously named feminism
the “f-word” in the 1990s. Yvonne Tasker and Diane
Negra, “Introduction,” in Interrogating Postfeminism,
ed. Yvonne Tasker and Diane Negra (Durham: Duke
University Press, 2007).

Kathleen Karlyn succinctly summarizes these findings
when she suggests that, for many young women, “feminism
seems most evident as a ‘structuring absence;’ it exists as
an irrelevancy to their everyday lives.” Kathleen Karlyn,
“Scream, Popular Culture and Feminism’s Third-wave:
‘Tm Not My Mother,” Genders OnLine Journal, no. 38
(2003).

Paolo Freire argued for conscientization through a student
centred approach to the production of knowledge about
economic power. J Kincheloe, Critical Pedagogy (New
York: Peter Lang, 2008). On the connections between
feminist pedagogy and Freire see; P. Lather, Getting
Smart: Feminist Research and Pedagogy with/in the
Postmodern (New York: Routledge, 2001).

See,forexample, GerdaLerner, Teaching Women’s History
(Washington D.C.: American Historical Association, 1981
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Ashis Nandy, “History’s Forgotten Doubles,” History and
Theory 34, no. 2 (1995).

F'o n3bpaB TepMUHOT ,KyJITypHa ucTopuorpaduja“ Ha-
MECTO, /la peueMe, ,jaBHA MeMOopHja“ 3aToa IITO YKAXKY-
BaM JIeKa, BO OBOj CJIy4aj MPeMETOT Ha IOMHEMETO CE
HCTOPUIIM3HPA HAMECTO Jia ,,ce TOMHHU" (BO cuUTe 00IUIHN
IIITO MO3KE /1a T UMa OMHeweT0). HaBuctrHa, HapaTh-
BUTE 3a UPEJIEBAHTHOCTA HA (DEMUHU3MOT UMAaT CTEIeH
Ha KyJITypeH aBTOPUTET KOH KOj ce cTpeMu (opmasHaTa
ncropuorpaduja.

ITog wmejHCTpUM TOMpa3OUpaM  HECIEIUjaTUCTHIKHI
(6uno ma cranyBa 300p 3a (GEMUHHUCTHYKHA OWJIIO 3a
aKaJieMCKHN).

Ce pa3bupa, TEpMUHHBE ce ocriopyBaaT. Meryroa, hbemu-
HU3MOT/DeMuHUCT(K)UTe U MOCTHEMUHUZMOT/IOCTdE-
MHUHUCTUTE C€ MOOWIN3UPAAT KAKO UAEHTU(DUKAIUN BO
paMKuTe Ha GEMUHUCTUYKHUOT AUCKYPC 32 71a ja JIONUpaaT
TeopHCcKaTa U MOJUTUYKATA ITpaKca Ha ,MyIaauTe” hpemu-
HucTH. OBa PETOPUYKO IOpaydje VIIITe MOBEKE Ce YCII0XK-
HyBa CO KPUTUUYKUTE OIEHKH HA MOCTHEMUHUCTUYKATA
KyaTypa (KoU BO rojieMa Mepa ce MOTIHUPAAaT BP3 UUTAkhA
Ha HaBUJYM ,,CUJIHH JKEHH“ BO aMepUKaHCKaTa KyJITyp-
Ha IPOAYKIIHja) 07 CTpaHa HA (PEMUHUCTUTE OJ TPETUOT
6paH. Taka, BO oZjpefieHa CMUCJIa, MOCTOEMUHU3MOT € U
MIOJINTUYKA UIeHTH(UKALF]A IIITO ja TPUMeEHyBaa HEKOU
demunncT(k)u 3a Aa cu TU JeDUHUPAAT TPAKTUKUTE, U
KPUTHUYKY TEPMUH IIITO CE IPHUMEHYBa BO PAMKUTE HA He-
KOU TOJINa HAa PEMUHUCTUYKUOT AUCKYPC 32 /1A Ce OITH-
mar ,,ipobsemMute co GEeMUHUCTHUKUOT CBET O 1990-
THTE.

Astrid Henry, Not My Mother’s Sister: Generational Con-
flict and Third-wave Feminism (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 2004).

. Ha mpumep, Bugu E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey Looser,

“Introduction 1: An Exchange,” Bo Generations: Academ-
ic Feminists in Dialogue, ed. E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey

19.

20.

21.
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24.

Ashis Nandy, “History’s Forgotten Doubles,” History and
Theory 34, no. 2 (1995).

I choose the term “cultural historiography” rather than,
say, “public memory” because I am suggesting that, in
this case, the object of remembering is being historicised
rather than “remembered” (in the various forms
remembering can take). Indeed, the narratives about
feminism’s irrelevance have a degree of cultural authority
formal historiography aims to have.

By mainstream I mean non specialist (whether that be
feminist or academic).

These terms are, of course, contested. Third-wave
feminism/ist and postfemininsm/ist are both self-
mobilised, however, as identifications within feminist
discourse to locate the theoretical and political practice
of “young” feminists. This rhetorical field is made even
more complex by the critical assessments of postfeminist
culture (largely reliant on readings of ostensibly “strong
women” in American cultural production) by third-wave
feminists. So, in a sense, postfeminism is both a political
identification deployed by some feminists to define their
practice, and, a critical term deployed within some fields
of feminist discourse to describe the “problems” with the
post-1990s feminist world.

Astrid Henry, Not My Mother’s Sister: Generational
Conflict and Third-wave Feminism (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 2004).

See, for example, E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey Looser,
“Introduction 1: An Exchange,” in Generations: Academic
Feminists in Dialogue, ed. E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey
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Looser (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1997).

Lisa Marie Hogeland, “Against Generational Thinking,”
Women’s Studies in Communication 24, no. 1 (2001).

Joan Scott, “Feminism’s History,” Bo A Feminist History
Reader, ed. Sue Morgan (London and New York: Rout-
ledge, 2006).

Diane Elam, “Sisters Are Doing It for Themselves,” Bo
Generations: Academic Feminists in Dialogue, ed. E. Ann
Kaplan and Denovey Looser (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1997).

Enno ox HajmobpuTe o6jacHyBama 3a HAUMHOT Ha KOj II0-
umot Ha PyKo 3a ,MICTOPHja Ha CeranrHocTa® MoxKe UCTO-
BPEMEHO H /Ia CE CIIPABU CO OOBPCKUTE KOH EMITMPUCKHAOT
HaydeH IIPHUCTAII U ia IO ONPaB/ia BHUMAHUETO KOH ITOJIH-
THKaTa Ha CEramrHoCTa, CIOpe MEHE, M HaTaMy € OHa Ha
Muuen Tun: Mitchell Dean, Critical and Effective Histo-
ries (London: Routledge, 1994). PeseBaHTHOCTA Ha OBOj
IIPOEKT ja OTPAHUYYBaM Ha OHOj OKAaIlaH HCTOPUCKHU O3Ha-
YHUTEN — ,,3alaHU JIUOEPATHU IEMOKPATUH — 3aIIITO HE
cakaMm Jla UMIUIAIIEPaM JIeKa KyJITYPHUTE JIOTUKH IIITO I'!
OITUIIyBaM C€ Ha KaKOB W J]a € HaYWH ,,[JI00aTu3upaHu”
(eHOMEHN; TOAa HEMWHOBHO ja OrpaHHWYyBa IIpHMeEHaTa
Ha OBHE IOrPEIIHY YUTamba.

Tyka MuciaM Ha HCTOPHYAPH KOH TaryBaar IIOPajii OBUE
[IOMecCTyBama (MaKO AMCKPEHH), OMHOCHO JIMHTBUCTHY-
KaTa cMeHa (T.e. TOCTCTPYKTYPATU3MOT) U BPTEEHETO KOH
poBu30pHOCTa (T.e. moctMozepHusamor). Ha mpumep,
Buau Richard Evans, In Defence of History (London:
Granta Books, 2001), Raelene Frances and Bruce Scates,
“Is Labour History Dead?,” Australian Historical Studies
25, no. 100 (1993), John Hirst, “Women and History: A
Critique of Creating a Nation,” Quadrant, no. 34 (1995),
Eric Hobsbawm, On History (London: Abacus, 1998),
Lawrence Stone, “History and Postmodernism,” Past and
Present, no. 131 (1991), Harriet Swain, ed., The Big Ques-
tions in History (London: Vintage, 2006), Keith Wind-
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Looser (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1997).

Lisa Marie Hogeland, “Against Generational Thinking,”
Women’s Studies in Communication 24, no. 1 (2001).

Joan Scott, “Feminism’s History,” in A Feminist History
Reader, ed. Sue Morgan (London and New York:
Routledge, 2006).

Diane Elam, “Sisters Are Doing It for Themselves,” in
Generations: Academic Feminists in Dialogue, ed. E. Ann
Kaplan and Denovey Looser (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1997).

One of the best accounts of how Foucault’s notion of a
“history of the present” can simultaneously negotiate
the obligations to empirical scholarship and justify
attention to the politics of the present remains, to my
mind, Mitchell Dean, Critical and Effective Histories
(London: Routledge, 1994). I limit the relevance of this
project to that hoary historical signifier — “western liberal
democracies” — because I don’t mean to imply that the
cultural logics I am outlining are in any way a “globalised”
phenomena; this necessarily limits the application of
these misreadings.

I'm thinking here of historians who lament these shifts,
namely, thelinguistic turn (namely poststructuralism) and
the turn towards provisionality (namely, postmodernism).
See, for example, Richard Evans, In Defence of History
(London: Granta Books, 2001), Raelene Frances and Bruce
Scates, “Is Labour History Dead?,” Australian Historical
Studies 25, no. 100 (1993), John Hirst, “Women and
History: A Critique of Creating a Nation,” Quadrant, no.
34 (1995), Eric Hobsbawm, On History (London: Abacus,
1998), Lawrence Stone, “History and Postmodernism,”
Past and Present, no. 131 (1991), Harriet Swain, ed.,
The Big Questions in History (London: Vintage, 2006),
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schuttle, The Killing of History (New York: Free Press,
1996), Perez Zagorin, “Historiography and Postmod-
ernism: Reconsiderations,” History and Theory, no. 29
(1990).

®dpasara ja xopucraMm mo mpumepoT Ha JloHa Xapagej.
Donna Haraway, “Situated Knowledges: The Science
Question in Feminism and the Privilege of Partial Per-
spective,” Feminist Studies 14, no. 3 (1988). [nomanena
Harsacka]

Keith Jenkins, Re-Thinking History (London; New York:
Routledge, 1991).

F. R. Ankersmit, “Historiography and Postmodernism,”
History and Theory, no. 28 (1989).

J. Appleby, L. Hunt, and M. Jacob, Telling the Truth
about History (New York: W.W. Norton, 1994).

Elizabeth Deeds Ermath, “Agency in the Discursive Con-
dition,” History and Theory, no. 40 (2001).

Kako mro ykaxkyBa Bukropuja XaTaM, KOHBEHIIMUTE Ha
HCTOPUCKOTO UCTPAXKyBame ,Tpeda /1a ce mpeypenaTr BO
CcaMOCBECEH OJIFOBOP Ha IIpalllamkaTa Off HAIeTO BpeMe”
3aMITO MOCTMO/IEPHATA KPUTHKA I'O HAIIPABIJIA HEOIPK-
JIBO TBPZAEHETO 32 MPOYyIyBalke Ha MUHATOTO ,IOPaJH
€caMOTO MHHATO M HE OIIOMEHA JIeKa CUTE CO3/IaBama Ha
3Haekhe HEMIUHOBHO MMAaaT IOJIUTUYKATa Ipupoza. Vic-
toria Hattam, “History, Agency, and Political Change,”
Polity 32, no. 3 (2000).

Richard Price, “Practices of Historical Narrative,” Re-
thinking History 5, no. 3 (2001).

Helen Bowen-Raddeker, Skeptical History (London and
New York: Routledge, 2007).

Mopawm na u ce 3abmarogapam Ha Capa ITuHTO 3a TOAU-
HuTe (!) MUHATH BO BAaKBH Pa3rOBOPU — OHJIO 3a Hallle-
TO MCTOPUCKO M3/IaBaIITBO OO 3a HacTaBaTa. OBOj ecej

30.
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33-
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35-

36.

37

38.

Keith Windschuttle, The Killing of History (New York:
Free Press, 1996), Perez Zagorin, “Historiography and
Postmodernism: Reconsiderations,” History and Theory,
no. 29 (1990).

I'm using this phrase following Donna Haraway. Donna
Haraway, “Situated Knowledges: The Science Question
in Feminism and the Privilege of Partial Perspective,”
Feminist Studies 14, no. 3 (1988). [emphasis added]

Keith Jenkins, Re-Thinking History (London and New
York: Routledge, 1991).

F. R. Ankersmit, “Historiography and Postmodernism,”
History and Theory, no. 28 (1989).

J. Appleby, L. Hunt, and M. Jacob, Telling the Truth
About History (New York: W.W. Norton, 1994).

Elizabeth Deeds Ermath, “Agency in the Discursive
Condition,” History and Theory, no. 40 (2001).

As Victoria Hattam suggests, conventions of historical
research “need to be reframed as a self-conscious response
to issues in our own time” because postmodern critique
has made the claim to study the past “for its own sake”
impossible to uphold and alerted us to the necessarily
political nature of all knowledge formations. Victoria
Hattam, “History, Agency, and Political Change,” Polity
32, no. 3 (2000).

Richard Price, “Practices of Historical Narrative,”
Rethinking History 5, no. 3 (2001).

Helen Bowen-Raddeker, Skeptical History (London and
New York: Routledge, 2007).

My thanks must go to Sarah Pinto for years (!) of
conversations of this nature — whether about our historical
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HeMalIIle JIa TO HAamuIaM 0e3 HEj3SUHHUOT CHJTHO aHTKU-
paH MOJUTUYKO-TEOPHUCKH YM. 3a Hej3WHATa paciipaBa
3a MOJIUTUYKUTE UMIUIMKAIIUN Ha UCTOPUCKUTE HapaTH-
BH, Buau “Emotional Histories” Re-thinking History [Bo
MHOATOTOBKA].

Margaret Somers, “Narrativity, Narrative Identity and
Social Action: Rethinking English Working-Class Forma-
tion,” Bo The Narrative and History Reader, ed. Geoffrey
Roberts (London and New York: Routledge, 2001).

Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Epistemology of the Closet
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990).

Annamarie Jagose, Queer Theory (Carlton: Melbourne
University Press, 1996).

Pamela Robertson, Guilty Pleasures: Feminist Camp
from Mae West to Madonna (London and New York: IB
Tauris Publishers, 2007).

HopwmasHo, pazbupam /ieka HEMUHOBHO OBa € HEIeJIo-
CeH IPOEKT TOKMY 3aToa IITO He ce 3adakaM co JUHA-
MHKaTa Ha CO3/IaBamETO 3HAema ,,Bo yuruiHunarta“. Ho,
Pa3MUCIIyBAhETO 32 MPUKA3HUTE INTO TM HU3HECYBaMe
(mypu 1 ako Toa TO MpaBUME CaMO 3a /14 MOXKAT HAIlIUTe
CTYZIEHTH Jia TH OCIIOpAaT) € BasKeH MpoeKT. MeryToa, HCTO
Taka ce Bap/ilaM | OJi OOUIUTE TOIydyBajK1 UCTOpUja Ja
co3naamMm MyIagoheMUHUCTHYKH cyOjektr. Ho, Mmuciam
JleKa Toa € MaJIKy mpobsematuuHo. ITocTon ApacTHUHA
PAa3JIKWKA Mery YHHOT CO KOj ce HapyllyBa CO3/IaBAHETO
3HAEHE U YUHOT CO KOj HA HETOBO MECTO CE HAMETHYBa
,TOUHATa" IMOJI0K0a Ha Cy0jeKTOT.

Mary Bryson and Suzanne de Castell, “Queer Pedagogy:
Praxis Makes Im/Perfect,” Canadian Journal of Educa-
tion 18, no. 3 (1993).

Hedbununujasa ja uzsenos ox Hencu Kort. Nancy Cott,
The Grounding of Modern Feminism (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1987).
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publishing or teaching. This paper wouldn’t have been
possible without her robustly engaged politico-theoritical
mind. For her discussion of the political implications of
historical narratives, see her “Emotional Histories” Re-
thinking History [forthcoming].

Margaret Somers, “Narrativity, Narrative Identity and
Social Action: Rethinking English Working-Class Forma-
tion,” in The Narrative and History Reader, ed. Geoffrey
Roberts (London and New York: Routledge, 2001).

Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Epistemology of the Closet
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990).

Annamarie Jagose, Queer Theory (Carlton: Melbourne
University Press, 1996).

Pamela Robertson, Guilty Pleasures: Feminist Camp
from Mae West to Madonna (London and New York: IB
Tauris Publishers, 2007).

I realize, of course, that this is necessarily an incomplete
project precisely because I don’t engage with the dynamics
of knowledge production “in the classroom.” Thinking,
however, about the stories we enact (even if only so
our students can contest them) is an important project.
However, I'm also wary of the efforts to produce young
feminist subjects through the act of teaching history.
There is a drastic difference, I would suggest, between the
act of disrupting knowledge formation and imposing the
“right” subject position in its place.

Mary Bryson and Suzanne de Castell, “Queer Pedagogy:
Praxis Makes Im/Perfect,” CanadianJournal of Education

18, no. 3 (1993).

This definition is drawn from Nancy Cott. Nancy Cott,
The Grounding of Modern Feminism (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1987).
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Mako mocTMo/IepHUCTKATa BO MEHE €IHOCTABHO CaKa Jia
TO ,,JIEKOHCTPYHUpa“ 3HAUEHHETO Ha PEMUHU3MOT BO YIHJII-
Hunara (1 BO ICTOPHUCKA U BO ZIpyra CMHCJIA), HE CyM TOJI-
Ky ybeieHa JieKa Toa € cTpaTeryja MITO CEKOTAlll 1aBa KO-
PUCHU TTOJINTHYKH (a BIIpoueM 1 00pa30BHU) UCXOAU. 32
OIYIITEHOCT BO HecTabmIHOCTa Tpeba Bexkba!l

Iobpo e MOKyMeHTHpaHO Jieka (GeMUHU3MOT BO CBOjOT
dpaHIycKH 00JIHK ce jaBUJI BO 1890-THUTE, a HA aHTJIUCKHU
0w IpeBeieH HAOPry MOToA.

Ho, npenynpenyBamero Ha Bapbapa Keju 3a mpumeHnara
Ha HeKaKBa aHAJIMTUYKA U UCTOPUCKA CITEIIU(PUIHOCT BP3
HAIIIETO KOPHUCTEIhE HA TEPMHUHOT € KOPUCEH MOTCETHUK.
Kaxko mto Besiu KejH BO KOHTEKCTOT Ha IpraBure ieba-
TH 3a IUTypaJTHOCTA Ha (PEMUHU3MOT BO 1990-THUTE, ,,iMa
HEeKaKBa CMICJIA Ia C€ OTPAHUYAT TEDMUHOT U HETOBUTE
TBpAema“. Barbara Caine, “Feminism, Suffrage and the
Nineteenth Century English Women’s Movement,” Wom-
en’s Studies International Forum 5, no. 6 (1982).

Denise Riley, Am I That Name: Feminism and the Cat-
egory of “Women” in History (London: 1988).

Barbara Taylor, “Feminism and the Enlightenment 1650-
1850: Research Agenda for a Comparative History,” His-
tory Workshop Journal, no. 47 (1999).

Iypu u nasnexy nogosrara cryauja Ha [epaa JlepHep Jj1o-
[Mpa 3HAYAjHO IOMECTYBame HA KPajoT OJi OCyMHAeceT-
THOT BeK. MerfyToa, JIepHep ce Tpy/iu Jla aHAIu3upa ,,de-
MHHUCTHYKA CBECT... [KOja ja meduHMpa Kako] co3HaHNE
Ha JKEHUTE JleKa MpuIaraaT Ha MO/PE/IeHa TPyMa; /ieKa
TpIeJie IITETH KaKO TPyma; /leKa HUBHATA MOJI0k0a Ha
TIOIPEZIEHOCT € HEMPUPOHA; /leKa MOopa Jia ce 3ApYy:KaT
CO IpYTH KEeHU 3a Jla TH ucupasar Tue mreru”. 3a Jlep-
HEp Toa 3Ha4M /IeKa e/{HA (PEMUHUCTUYKA CBECT 3a MATPU-
japxaToT 6myia MOXKHA JIOJITO TIPE] ,,MOAepHUTeTOT . BO
efHA cMUCIIa, ce coracyBam. Ce pa3bupa geka uma mpu-
MEePH IIITO MOXKAT /1A TOKAXKAT JIeKa JKEHUTE ja OCIIOpyBasIe
CBOjaTa OIIITECTBEHO CO3/IaZieHa MM0J103k0a yIITe BO /IBa-

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

Whilst the postmodernist in me simply wants to
“deconstruct” the meaning of feminism (both historical
and otherwise) in the classroom, I'm less convinced that
this is a strategy that always supplies useful political(and
indeed, educational) outcomes. Being comfortable with
instability requires training!

As is well documented, feminism appeared in its French
form in the 1890s and was translated into English quite
soon after.

Barbara Caine’s warning about employing some analytic
and historical specificity to our use of the term is, however,
a useful reminder. As Caine argues, in the context the
fractious debates about feminisms plurality in the 1990s,
“there is some merit in limiting the term and its claims.”
Barbara Caine, "Feminism, Suffrage and the Nineteenth
Century English Women’s Movement,” Women’s Studies
International Forum 5, no. 6 (1982).

Denise Riley, Am I That Name: Feminism and the
Category of “Women” in History (London: 1988).

Barbara Taylor, “Feminism and the Enlightenment 1650-
1850: Research Agenda for a Comparative History,”
History Workshop Journal, no. 47 (1999).

Even Gerda Lerner’s much longer study locates a
significant shift in the late eighteenth century. Lerner is,
however, seeking to analyse “feminist consciousness...
[which she defines as] the awareness of women that they
belong to a subordinate group: that they have suffered
wrongs as a group; that their condition of subordination
is not natural; that they must join with other women to
remedy these wrongs.” For Lerner, this means that a
feminist consciousness of patriarchy was possible long
before “modernity.” In one sense, I don’t disagree. There
are certainly examples that can demonstrate women
challenged their socially produced position as early as the
twelfth century. Gerda Lerner, The Creation of Feminist
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Haecertuor Bek. Gerda Lerner, The Creation of Feminist
Consciousness: From the Middle Ages to Eighteen-Sev-
enty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993). Mefyroa,
BO IIIeMaTa BO KOja 300pBaM, He CyM TOJIKY ybesieHa /jeKa
Toa Tpeba Aa ro HapekyBame ,peMUHH3aM®, U TOA Of
TIOJINTUYKY IPUYMHHU IITO Ke ce BUAAT. HaBucrrHa, enHa
KOPHCHA IOCJIEINIIA O] MPOEKTOT 32 OrPAaHUYyBame Ha
»PEMUHU3MOT" Ha MOJiepHaTa 106a 6u 61yia U TEpMUHOT
JIaTpujapxar® ga ce BpaTH BO UCTOPUCKUOT JAUCKYPC 32
Jla IEHOTHUPA TBPZOIJIAB OJHOC HA MOK IITO W3IJIe/la TH
HCIIPECEKYBA IIOBEKETO AUCTHUHKIIMU HA WCTOPHUCKOTO
BpeMme. Torar, He 6u 6rte GEMIUHUCTUIKY CUTE PEAKIIHH
Ha MaTpUjapxaToT. 3a KOPDUCTEHETO Ha IMaTpPHjapXaToT
KaKO TEDMHH Ha HMCTOpUCKAa aHanusa, Buau Judith M.
Bennett, “Feminism and History,” Gender and History 1,
no. 3 (1989).

Ha mpumep, Buau Katherine B. Clinton, “Femme Et
Philosophe: Enlightenment Origins of Feminism” Eigh-
teenth-Century Studies, no. 8.

3a pacrnpaBa Ha oBaa TeMa, BuAu Susan Amussen, “The
History of Feminism,” Journal of Women’s History
8, no. 1 (1996). PemuTesTHUOT OTIIOP HA MHOTYMHHA
IIPOCBETUTEJICKH  MUCIUTEIN  KOH  IOJUTHYKATA
€/THAKBOCT Mely COITHO-TIOJTUTUUKUTE KATETOPUH ,MaxkK" 1
»KeHa“ Ha CJIMYeH HAYMH ja IMOTKOIyBA IPETIIOCTABKATA
JleKa ENUCTEMOJIONIKNUTE IMPETIOCTABKU HAa 3aIaJ[HUOT
MOJEPHUTET UM HyZleJIe Ha JKEHUTe HOBU HAYMHU /14 TH
charar mOCTOEUKHUTE CTPYKTYpH HAa HCKIydyBame. Toa
He 3HAYM JleKa CaKaM Jja IO MO3UIIMOHUPAM ,,3aTaHOTO
IIPOCBETUTEJICTBO® KAKO €IMHCTBEHUOT IIPOOJIEM ITPOTUB
KOj JKEHUTE MOPaJIe 1a ce MOOMIM3UPAAT U, BIIPOYEM, KAKO
npobaemom, a He HETOBOTO pereHue. [lompeo, cakam z1a
YKa)KaM Ha MOHWjaHCUPAH IPHOJ KOH OBOj KOHKDETEH
npobiiem. HaBuctuna, pacnpaBara Ha ®penepux Kymep
3a1nbepaTHO-/IEMOKPATCKUTE AUCKYPCH BO KOJIOHUj AJTHU
KOHTEKCTH € IOy4YHa TykKa. Kymep Benu geka Tpeba ma
obpHeMe BHHMaHHE HA HAYMHUTE HA KOU OBUE PAMKH
coZpaKese ,BHATPEIIHU IOPHUBU 3a HCKIyYyBame” (ma
ro npadpasupam Yaaj Mexrta), HO U Ha HAUMHUTE Ha
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Consciousness: Fromthe Middle Agesto Eighteen-Seventy
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993).In the schema
I am proposing, however, I'm less convinced that we
should call that “feminism,” for political reasons that will
become apparent. Indeed, a useful corollary to the project
of constraining “feminism” to the modern period would
also be to bring the term ‘patriarchy’ back into historical
discourse to denote a stubborn relationship of power that
seems to cut across most distinctions of historical time.
Responses to patriarchy, then, wouldn’t all be feminist.
On the use of patriarchy as a term of historical anaylsis,
see Judith M. Bennett, “Feminism and History,” Gender
and History 1, no. 3 (1989).

See, for example, Katherine B. Clinton, “Femme Et
Philosophe: Enlightenment Origins of Feminism”
Eighteenth-Century Studies, no. 8.

For a discussion of this, see Susan Amussen, “The History
of Feminism,” Journal of Women’s History 8, no. 1 (1996).
The determined hostility of many enlightenment thinkers
towards political equality between the socio-political
categories “man” and “woman” similarly undermines
the assumption that the epistemological assumptions
of western modernity offered women new ways to
comprehend existing structures of exclusion. This is not to
say that I want to position “western enlightenment” as the
only problem against which women have had to mobilize,
and, indeed, as the problem and not its solution. Rather,
I am trying to suggest a more nuanced approach to this
particular problem. Indeed, Frederick Cooper’s discussion
of liberal democratic discourses in colonial contexts is
instructive here, Cooper suggest that we need to pay
attention to the ways in which these frameworks contained
“internal urges of exclusion” (to paraphrase Uday Mehta)
but also to the ways in which ideas about liberal rights
and entitlements offered “niches in which [people would]
hide and fend for themselves [and] handles by which
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KOW WJIEWTe 3a JIMOepaJHUTE [IpaBa U CIeAyBarba Hyze-
Jie ,HUIIIK BO KOW [JIyreTo OH] ce Kpuese u caMuTe Ou ce
cHaorajie [KaKo 1] JIOCTOBH CO KOH CAMHUOT CHCTEM OU ce
nomectin“. Frederick Cooper, Colonialism in Question:
Theory, Knowledge, History (Berkeley: University of Cal-
ifornia Press, 2005), Uday Mehta, “Liberal Strategies of
Exclusion,” in Tensions of Empire: Colonial Cultures in
a Bourgeois World, ed. Ann Laura Stoler and Frederick
Cooper (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997).

Carole Pateman, The Sexual Contract (Cambridge: Pol-
ity Press, 1988), Thomas Laqueur, Making Sex: Body and
Gender from the Greeks to Freud (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1990).

Claire Goldberg Moses, French Feminism in the Nine-
teenth Century (New York: State University of New York
Press, 1984).

Dorinda Outram, The Enlightenment, 2nd ed. (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

Denisa Riley, Am I That Name: Feminism and the Cat-
egory of “Women” In History (University of Minnesota
Press, 1989).

Rosi Braidotti, “Mothers, Monsters, and Machines,” Bo
Writing on the Body: Female Embodiment and Feminist
Theory, ed. Katie Conboy, Nadia Medina, and Sarah Stan-
bury (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997).

Joan Wallach Scott, Only Paradoxes to Offer (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1996).

Mozkebu HajouwursieJleH MpobJieM cO OBaa KOHKDPETHO
pa3rpaHUYyBame ce HAUMHUTE HA KOU (PEMUHU3MOT CTa-
HyBa IIPOM3BOJI HA 3aIIaITHOTO UCTOPHCKO ITOMECTYBAbE,
a CUTYpHO HEMaM HaMepa /la UMILUTAIUPaM Jeka (pemu-
HU3MOT MOpa, HEMHHOBHO U CEKOralll, /1a Ouze 3amaieH
npousBoj. IlompBo, ce HazeBaM JleKa Pa3MUCIYBAHETO
3a ,,MOJlepHaTa“ T0JIOBA pa3/IMnKa KaKO MHCTUTYIIHOHAII-
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the system itself could be moved.” Frederick Cooper,
Colonialism in Question: Theory, Knowledge, History
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005), Uday
Mehta, “Liberal Strategies of Exclusion,” in Tensions of
Empire: Colonial Cultures in a Bourgeois World, ed. Ann
Laura Stoler and Frederick Cooper (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1997).

Carole Pateman, The Sexual Contract (Cambridge: Polity
Press, 1988), Thomas Laqueur, Making Sex: Body and
Gender from the Greeks to Freud (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1990).

Claire Goldberg Moses, French Feminism in the
Nineteenth Century. (New York: State University of New
York Press, 1984).

Dorinda Outram, The Enlightenment, 2nd ed. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005).

Denise Riley, Am I That Name: Feminism and the
Category of “Women” In History (University of Minnesota
Press, 1989).

Rosi Braidotti, “Mothers, Monsters, and Machines,” in
Writing on the Body: Female Embodiment and Feminist
Theory, ed. Katie Conboy, Nadia Medina, and Sarah
Stanbury (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997).

Joan Wallach Scott, Only Paradoxes to Offer (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1996).

Perhaps the most obvious problem with this particular
delimitation is the ways in which feminism becomes
the product of western historical shift and I certainly
don’t mean to imply that feminism is necessarily,
inevitably and always a western project. Rather, I would
hope that thinking about “modern” sexual difference
as the instituting logic for feminist protest demands a
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Ha JIOTHKA 32 (EMUHUCTHIKHA IPOTECT HAJIATa KOHIIEN-
Tyayin3anyja Ha MOJEPHUTETOT INTO He IOYHYBAa U HE
3aBpiryBa Bo EBpona. Tyka moydeH e MCKa30T HA AHTO-
aHeTr BapToH /ieka pooBaTa pa3yinKa U UMIEPHUjaIu3MOT
TU IylefaMe Kako MelryceOHO KOHCTUTYTHBHH (HaMeCTO
KaKO OUCKPETHH Mojpavja mTo (GYHKIMOHUPAAT €HO
npeky zpyro). HaBucrmHa, ncropunre Ha IPOCBETUTEI-
CTBOTO U TOJIOBATa pa3jiMKa ce UMIUIUIUPAHU BO OHOj
JIPYT TOJIEM IIPOEKT HA MOJIEPHUTETOT, UMIIEPU]j JTH3MOT.
OpozeHuUTE AUCKYPCH IIITO T'O OBO3MOKIIIE KOHIIENTOT HA
Pa3yMHHOT IToeAnHel Ouie, Kako mTo ykaxkysa Tpus T.
Muux-xa (Trinh T. Minh-ha), momeqHakBo geTepMUHH-
PaH 0J1 KOHLIENITUTE HA PACHUTE PA3JIUKU IIITO ja CO37ase
MOKHOCTA 33 IMIIepHjaJTHA eKcIvToaTanyja. Taka, eBpon-
CKHOT MOJIEPHUTET, TO CO37ajle HETOBUTE ITPOBUHITUCKH
aHTaXXMaHM, J1a ro napadpasupam Junem Yakpabaptu
(Dipesh Chakrabarty). Toram, u (MogepHUOT) HDeMUHU-
3aM — KaKo IIITO Ce TBP/IEIIe BO TOJIKY MHOTY IIOHOBH Jiejia
— Ce CO3/1aBaJI BO MMIIEPUjUTHUTE Pa3MEHH U €KCILI0aTa-
muu. Trinh T. Minh-ha, Woman, Native, Other (Bloom-
ington: Indiana University Press, 1999). Dipesh Chakrab-
arty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and
Historical Difference, ed. Sherry B Ortner, Princeton
Studies in Culture / Power / History (Princeton: Princ-
eton University Press, 2000). 3HauajHO € Toa IIITO UAKO
COBpEMEHUTE HOBUHCKU KOJIYMHICTH MOXAT PEZJOBHO 2
jaordpraar peseBaHTHOCTA HA GEMUHU3MOT 32 ,HAIITNOB
CBET“, MCTOBPEMEHO ja HCTAaKHyBaaT BakHaTa paboTa
IIITO CE jaByBa BO OHOj IOJI€/THAKBO OKAaIlaH O3HAUHUTEJ,
,TPETHOT CBeT“. 3aToa, MOpa /la BHMMaBaMe Ja HeE TO
BpamuMe (GEMHHU3MOT KaKo Hcxof of ,EBpoma“ Tyky
Jla TO JTOKUBYBaMe KaKO HCXOJT Off MOJEPHUTETOT IIITO
ru ondaka U NeHTPUTE U nepudepunTe Kako UCTOPUCKH
yu3BopuiTa“. Antoinette Burton, Burdens of History:
British Feminists, Indian Women, and Imperial Culture,
1865-1915 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1994); Antoinette Burton, “Thinking Beyond the
Boundaries: Empire, Feminism and the Domains of His-
tory,” Social History 26, no. 1 (2001); Antoinette Burton,
ed., Politics and Empire in Victorian Britain: A Reader
(New York: Palgrave, 2001); Kumari Jayawarderna, Fem-
inism and Nationalism in the Thirds Worlds (London:
Zed Books, 1986).
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conceptualisation of modernity that doesn’t start and
finish in Europe. Antoinette Burton’s suggestion that
we think about gender difference and imperialism as
mutually constitutive (rather than discrete fields that
operate through each other) is instructive here. Indeed,
the histories of the enlightenment and sexual difference
are implicated in that other great project of modernity,
imperialism. The gendered discourses that enabled the
concept of the reasoning individual were, as Trinh T.
Minh-ha points out, equally determined by the concepts
of racial difference that produced the possibility of
imperial exploitation. European modernity was thus
produced, to paraphrase Dipesh Chakrabarty, by its
provincial engagements. So too, then, (modern) feminism
— as so much recent work has argued — was constituted in
imperial exchanges and exploitations. Trinh T. Minh-ha,
Woman, Native, Other (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1999). Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing
Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical Difference,
ed. Sherry B Ortner, Princeton Studies in Culture / Power
/ History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000).
Significantly, whilst contemporary newspaper columnists
might regularly dismiss the relevance of feminism to “our
world,” they simultaneously assert the important work
occurring in that equally hoary signifier, the “third world.”
We must be careful, therefore, not to frame feminism as
an outcome of “Europe” but of a modernity that imbricates
centres and peripheries as historical “origins.” Antoinette
Burton, Burdens of History: British Feminists, Indian
Women, and Imperial Culture, 1865-1915 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1994); Antoinette
Burton, “Thinking Beyond the Boundaries: Empire,
Feminism and the Domains of History,” Social History
26, no. 1 (2001); Antoinette Burton, ed., Politics and
Empire in Victorian Britain: A Reader (New York:
Palgrave, 2001); Kumari Jayawarderna, Feminism and
Nationalism in the Thirds Worlds (London: Zed Books,
1986).
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Naomi Wolf, Fire with Fire: New Female Power and How
it Will Change the 21st Century (London: Vintage, 1994).
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[ejsup M.

Xannepux Momue oa man rpaa:

Hun baptner yuu
KaKo aa bupae rej

Bo panoto seto 1981 roauwHa, MJaj Tej Maxk Koj ce
pukaiie Hwun baptier ce mpeceiu o Majio rparde
BO TOJIEMHOT rpaji. BO HEroBHOT cjy4aj, rOJIEMHOT
rpag Oemre JIOHZOH W He Oellle IIEJIOCHO HeMO3HATa
TEpUTOPHja 3a Hero. ,Kora mMaB 16 TOAWHU, HMaB
obuyaj ga moaram Tyka cO BO3 3a Jia OZJaM BO MY3EHUTE,
Jla 3acTaHyBaM W Jia TU IJIefiaM CJIMKHUTE, a U 3a Jia Me
rJiefiaaT, a Me cobepar, a Kora Beke HAIlOJTHUB /IBAECET
TOZMHH, JloaraB 3a /ia ce cpeTHaM co Hekoro. Cekorarit
Oerle BUCTUHCKOTO MecTo. OOMYHO TOOUBAB epeKIja
caMo 4Jekajku ro Bo3ot*." Kosky u 1a 6u10 B30y IUBO
1 CTPAIIHO 32 BapTieT KOHEYHO /1a ce BIIYIITH BO HOBUOT
’KMBOT BO TOJIEMUOT Tpaji, CTUTHYBAIbE€TO TaMy OHJIO
camo mouetok. Hajmocse, efjHa paboTa € Jla MOCETHII
rej merporosia kako JIOHZOH, a cocema Jipyra Ja ce
Ipecesui Tamy. ,,[IpucTUrHyBambeTo BO JIOHIOH... HE €
HEIIITO IIITO I'O IIPABUII CAMO CO CHMHYBAIHETO OJ BO3OT;
OTPeOHU ce TOAWHH, BEpyBaj MU, MeHe MU Oea TOTpeOHHU
roguHn“ (xx). Toa e mopagu Toa INTO CTAITHYBAaHETO
Ha METPOIIOJIMCKATa Iej ClieHa 3HA4Yd - WJIH IOTOYHO,
3Hauellle, BO BPEMETO KOra C€ YIITe IBeTallle Taa
crieHa, kora (mpes epata Ha VIHTEpHETOT) HeMalle
HUKaKBa BUCTUHCKA aJITEDHATHBA 3a TOA - TOA 3HAYEIle
BJIETYBaIb€ BO T'€j JKMBOTOT, CpeKaBaibe CO IeJIocHaTa
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David M.

Halperin Small Town Boy:

Neil Bartlett Learns
How to be Gay

In the early summer of 1981 a young gay man by the
name of Neil Bartlett moved from a small town to the big
city. In his case, the big city happened to be London, and
it was not altogether unfamiliar territory to him. “When
I was sixteen I used to come up here on the train to go to
the museums, to stand and look at the pictures, and also
to be looked at, picked up, and then when I was twenty, I
would come up here to meet someone. It was always the
place to be. I used to get an erection just waiting for the
train.” Exciting and terrifying as it was for Bartlett to
embark at last on a new life in the big city, getting there
was only the beginning. After all, it is one thing to visit a
gay metropolis like London, and quite another thing to
move there. “Coming to London... isn’t something you
do just by stepping off the train; it takes years, believe
me, it’s taken me years” (xx). That is because entering
the metropolitan gay scene means—or, rather, it used to
mean, at the time when that scene was still flourishing,
when (before the age of the internet) there was no real
alternative to it—it meant entering gay life, encountering
the full width and breadth of gay culture, expanding
one’s sexual literacy, discovering and making gay history,
ceasing to be merely homosexual and learning how to be

gay.
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IIAPOYMHA W 00eM Ha rej KyJaTyparTa, IPOIIHPYBame
Ha COIICTBEHATa CEeKCyasiHa IMHCMEHOCT, OTKPUBAbE W
co3/laBam€e Ha T'ej UCTOPHja, IIpecTaHyBambe J1a ce buie
caMO XOMOCEKCyaJIel/XOMOCEKCYaJIKa U YUeHhe KaKo Jia
ce buje rej.

3a /a ce cHaoraTe HU3 rpajzioT, Tpeba Ja ce U3ryouTe
BO Hero. Kaurara Bo koja Baptier ru 3amuiina cBOUTE
MOXO/M BO Trej KyJTypaTa IOYHYBa cO emurpad of
Bepauncka xporuxa (A Berlin Chronicle) Ha Banrtep
Benjamun (Walter Benjamin 1932): ,,Jla He ce cHaoraim
BO €JIeH I'paJi MOXKe /1a Oujie HEeMHTEPEeCHO W OaHaJTHO.
3a Toa e moTpebHO He3Haeme - HUIITO moBeke. Ho, /1a ce
U3ryouIn Bo rpajor...“* I'ybeme Ha cebe cu 3a Baptier
He e caMO TOBOpHA (UTrypa: TOj OMHUIIYBA IIeJT MPOEKT.
[IpucturnyBameTo Bo JIOH/IOH, YIEHETO KaKO /1a ce Oujie
rej, MOBJIEKyBa Tyberme Ha cebe cu, Ha ceOHOCTa Koja
MIPETXO/IHO CTE ja UMaJie, U CTaHyBame Toa MITo cu. IIITo
€ e/[Ha O] IPUYNHUTE 30IIITO Ce MOTPEOHU TOANHHU.

Jla ce usrybumn e HajIoOPHOT MeTOJ 3a Haorambe
Ha COIICTBEHHOT I1aT. IlocTermeHo OTKpHUBaTe HOBH
IIEMHM Ha ersucTeHIHja cpejie U3MEHETHTE YCJIOBH Ha
METPOIIOJIUCKMOT KBHD KHBOT. bapTyier OoTKpwi Jeka
HEKOU O] THE IIIeMU BeKe O1Jie pacIiiocjaHu IpeJ Hero.
Toj mounan ga pa3bupa JieKa rej > KUBOTOT KOJIITO TOj
yueJ1 [ia To BOoAu BO JIOHIOH BCYIITHOCT OHJI TPO/IOJIKEHIE
Ha KMBOTOT IIITO TaMy 'O BOJeJIE IPYTH T'ej MaXKu IeJT
BEK WJIM ITOBeke HaHazaz. He mpoposkeHre BO 1EI0CT,
CEeKaKo, HO IIPO/IOJIKEHHE JI0 3a4y/IlyBaUKH CTEIIEH.

IIpucturayBamweTo Bo JIOH/IOH 3Hauelle HaBJIETYBAHE BO
BeKe IMOCTOEYKH JKUBOT - 32 IPBIAT ITOYHAB /1a 300pyBaM €O
JIPyTH Jiyfe, a o7laM Ha MeCTa KOW BeKe MMaaTr CTHJI WJIH,
aKo cakare, ucropuja. IIITo cropus, mpeTiiocTaByBaM fieka ro
TIOBP3aB MOJOT KUBOT CO APYTH KUBOTH, IYPHU U CO 3rPaJy U
VJIMIM, KOW UMaa er3uCTeHIINja Koja 1 IPeTX0Au Ha MojaTa.
OsBa e camo 1o cebe moce6HO, 3aT0Aa IITO jac ro UCKYCyBaB

In order to find your way in the city, you need to lose
yourself in it. The book in which Bartlett recorded his
forays into gay culture begins with an epigraph from
Walter Benjamin’s A Berlin Chronicle (1932): “Not to
find one’s way in a city may well be uninteresting and
banal. It requires ignorance — nothing more. But to lose
oneself in a city...” Losing oneself is not a mere figure
of speech for Bartlett: it describes an entire project.
Coming to London, learning how to be gay, entails losing
yourself, the self you used to have, and becoming who
you are. Which is one reason why it takes years.

Losing yourself is the best method of finding your way.
Gradually you discover new patterns of existence amid
the changed conditions of metropolitan queer life. Some
of those patterns, Bartlett found, had already been laid
down for him. He started to realize that the gay life he was
learning to lead in London was in fact continuous with
the life that had been led there by other gay men, going
back a century or more. Not completely continuous, of
course, but continuous to an astonishing degree.

Coming to London meant moving into a life that already ex-
isted — I started to talk to other people for the first time, to
go to places that already had a style, a history if you like.
What I've done, I suppose, is to connect my life to other
lives, even buildings and streets that had an existence prior
to mine. This is in itself remarkable, because for the longest
time imaginable I experienced my gayness in complete isola-
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COIICTBEHOTO T'€jCTBO HAjIOJITO IIITO MOKE Jla CE 3aMUCTH
BO II€JI0OCHA M30JIalhja, UCTO KAKO M CEKOE T'€j IeTE BO MAJIO
rparye. U cera, mocremneno, ¢hatuB JieKa CyM IIOBpP3aH CO
SKMBOTHUTE Ha JPYTU MaXKH, MaKH KO JKMBear BO JIOHZOH
3aeJTHO co MeHe. Hau co dpyau, mpitisu aoHdoHuaHu (XX, co
MacHH OYKBH BO OPUTHHAJIOT).

Jla HayuuIn Kako Ja Oujien rej, /ja CTaHeIll Toa IITO
CH, He 3HauW Jia To caTHUIll COIICTBEHUOT MOeUHEeUYEeH
UJIEHTUTET, TYKy Jia HaIlpeJlyBalll KOH HOB, PEJIAIUCKH
WUJIEHTUTET TaKa IITO IPENOo3HaBalll KaKO HaJIMKyBalll
WJIM Ce PA3JIMKYBAlll O] APYTH T'ej MaKH.

TokMy TpeKy OTKPUBAaIETO HA CTENEHOT Ha HEroBaTa
CJIMYHOCT CO JIPYTU Tej MaKU U CO IPETO3HABAHE
Ha IIOBpP3aHOCTAa CO HUB, baptier ycmea naa mojae
JI0 COIICTBEHOTO TejcTBO. Kako ImITO KpUTHYapkaTa
Hajan Yusxoam (Dianne Chisholm) Toa octpoymHO 0
dopmynupa, baptier, ,9yBcTByBa, HATHPUPOJHO, JAEKA
OBaa BpCKa OJHAIpe| Onia MOATOTBEHA 32 HEro, He Of
CTpaHa Ha COBPEMEHUIIUTE, TYKy O7] IIpBaTa TeHepalja
Ha ‘Tej’ MakKu KOM ce OTKpuJie Bo epara Ha Ockap Bajnz
(Oscar Wilde). Taka, MakoT IIITO ce OTKPHUBA U CTaHyBa
CBOj BO TPaJIOT Ha 80-TUTE HE € HUIITO OPUTHHAIIHO.
Toj cranyBa TOa IITO € CO MpETBOpame Ha cebecu BO
KapakTep OJf BHAOT Ha ypOaH >XKHTeJ KOj IOYHA Ja
IOCTOU BO AOIHUTE 1800-TU. CBOETO €r3UCTEHIIH]aTHO
HaCTaHyBame M T'o JOJKA Ha MCTOPHCKA IMPOAyKIHja“.?
,l0a e HaBHUCTHHA TOYHO“, Tmpu3HaBa baptier,
YKUBQjKH BO OYUIJIEAHUOT MapaZiokc (M MOBTOPYBajKu
o ppaniyckuoT moet Aptyp Pem6o (Arthur Rimbaud)),
,Jac cyM Jipyru Jryre®.*

Toj o6jacHyBa, ,,Kora jiyr'e Me IpariyBaart 30IIITO }KHBEAM
B0 JIOH/IOH, BeJlaM, HaITpaBUB JKUBOT 3a cebe cu. Ho, He
M3MHC/IUB JKHBOT; jac HaBJIETOB, CH HAIlpaBUB cebe cH
MECTO BO JKHBOT KOj Beke rocroerte” (205).
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tion, just like any other gay child in a small town. And now,
gradually, I've come to understand that I am connected with
other men’s lives, men living in London with me. Or with
other, dead Londoners (xx; boldface in original).

Learning how to be gay, becoming who you are, is not
about realizing your authentic individual identity but
aboutacceding to a new, relational identity by recognizing
how you resemble and differ from other gay men.

It was by discovering the extent of his commonality with
other gay men and by acknowledging a connection with
them that Bartlett ultimately was able to come into his
own gayness. As the critic Dianne Chisholm astutely
puts it, Bartlett “senses, uncannily, that this connection
has been prepared for him in advance, not by his
contemporaries but by the first generation of ‘gay’ men
to come out in the era of Oscar Wilde. Thus the man who
comes out and into his own in the city of the 1980s is not
original. He becomes who he is by making himself over
in the character of a species of urban dweller that came
into existence in the late 1800s. He owes his existential
becoming to a historic production.” “It’s quite true,”
Bartlett admits, relishing the apparent paradox (and
echoing the French poet Arthur Rimbaud), “I am other
people.”

He explains, “When people ask me why I live in London,
I say, I've made a life for myself. But I haven’t invented a
life; I have moved into, made a place for myself in a life
that already existed” (205).

’E
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He ,usseroB (ce OTKpUB)® TOJIKY KOJIKY INTO ,BJIETOB®,
O0mejku BO HICTHOT MOMEHT KOT'a U3JIETYBaMe, ja oOjaByBame
HaIllaTa PAa3JIMIHOCT OJf CBETOT, C€ HypHYBaMe BO BHCOKO
CTIJIN3UPAHO, TIO/ IPUTHUCOK, KOHBEHIIMOHAIHO JPYIITBO,
BO I'ej IpyIITBOTO. Mlako ApYyIITBOTO HA KOe My IIpHUIaram He
€ U3MeIIaHo MOBeKe 07 KOj O1Io IpyT Z1es1 o, OpUTaHCKUOT
KUBOT (MOkebM climeMe 3aefHO, HO Toa He 3HauM JieKa
JleJINMe WCT KHBOT), C€ VIITe UyBCTBYBaM, HejacHO, JeKa
cuTe HUE CMe HCTO, [IeKa MMaMe 3aeIHIUYKU HIEHTHUTET,
3aegHUYKN mHTepecu. CoryieflaB JleKa TOKMY KOra cMme
HajCJIMYHU €THH Ha JPYTH, KOTa HaBJIETyBaMe BO EKOHOMUja
OazmpaHa Ha pa3MeHa Ha CIOZEJEHU 3HANM, ja Haorame
HaIaTa HajroysiemMa cuia (206-207).

Baptiier He 6w pa3zodyapaH WM 3TPO3EH O/ MOXKHOCTA
JleKka MOJlepHaTa WHJNBHAya, 0cOOEHO MOJepHaTa rej
MaIlka WHJNBHAya, MOKeOU e reHepwyka. Toj HAIox
W3BOP Ha IMOTBP/IyBamke BO 3aMHCJIEHATa UCKYCTBEHOCT
Ha 3aeTHUIITBOTO CO T'ej MaXKUTe Kako rpyna. Hajmocire,
,~LOpUTHHAITHOCTA He e Z00JiecT Ha Hallata KyJITypa;
HajyDaBUTe U HAjyCIIENIHUTE MakK{ ce yrjiefyBaaT BO
Zpyru Maxkn“ (201).

Mo:kebu IMOCTOjaHO ce U3MUCIyBaMe U IPEN3MUCTIyBaMe
cebecy, U3MHUCIYBajKU TH COICTBEHUTE IKUBOTHU
rmoraTHo (kKako ImTo BepyBan baptier (30, 171)), HO
HUEe HHUKOTrall He IO4YHyBaMe oJi Hysa. Hamporus,
,HHE... CMe IabOKO HEOPUTHMHAIHHU, H3jaByBa TOj,
He 0e3 ofpefieHO 33JI0BOJICTBO. ,IlopHOrpadujaTa HE
€ eJUHCTBEHOTO MECTO Kajie IITO CHUTE MaKU Ce HCTH.
Hue pacreme Kako HEBUUIMBU M CaMH, HO TOTaIl
TUIIUYHO Ce JBIKUME O7] IIeJIOCHA M30J1aI{ja BO HEIIITO
IITO Ce YMHHU KaKO KOMIUJIETHA KYJITypa BO MHOTY MaJl
BpeMeHCKH niepuoxa‘. Toa IITO ro »XKPTByBaMe KakKO
VH/INBUJIyaTHA €INHCTBEHOCT IO HAJOIOJIHyBaMe CO
Oerame 01 caMOTHjaTa. ,,J1a ce Ouze mpeBUIJIUB € Majia
I[eHa KOjallITo Cce IUIaka 3a CIIOZIelyBalbe Ha HEINTO, 3a
MOXKHOCTa J1a ce 30opyBa‘“ (204-205).

I didn’t so much “come out” as “go in,” since at the very mo-
ment at which we come out, declare our difference from the
world, we immerse ourselves in a highly stylized, pressured,
conventional society; gay society. Although the society I am
part of is no more mixed than is any other part of British
life (we may sleep together, but that does not mean that we
share a life), I still feel, obscurely, that we are all the same,
that we have a common identity, common interests. I have
found that it is when we are most like each other, when we
enter an economy based on the exchange of shared signs,
that we have found our greatest strength (206-207).

Bartlett was not upset or threatened by the possibility
that the modern individual, especially the modern gay
male individual, might be generic. He found a source of
affirmation in the imagined experience of commonality
with gay men as a group. “Originality,” after all, “is not
a virtue in our culture; the most beautiful and successful
men model themselves on other men” (201).

We may be constantly inventing and reinventing
ourselves, making our lives up as we go along (as Bartlett
believed [30, 171]), but we never start from scratch.
On the contrary, “we... are profoundly unoriginal,” he
declares, with a certain satisfaction. “It’s not only in
pornography that all men are the same. We grow up
invisible and alone, but then we characteristically move
from complete isolation into what feels like a complete
culture in a very short space of time.” What we sacrifice
in individual uniqueness we make up for in an escape
from solitude. “Being predictable is a small price to pay
for sharing something, being able to talk” (204-205).
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Hanexy on Toa na uma nortpeba na ,,0Tdpiu HeKou
cTepeoTun, yyioru win duknuu‘, baptier ce obumen
Jla HajJie 3Haueme Bo HUB (206). Toj ekcriepuMeHTHpAIT
CO MOXKHOCTA JIa ce Ipero3Hae cebecu BO COBPEMEHUTE
(opmu Ha Tej )KUBOTOT - [yPHU U BO Tr'ej Kiuieara. ,,CBOjoT
’KUBOT I'0 ITOKJIOIIUB CO IIIEMHUTE Ha IPYTUTE MaKU OKOJLY
MeHe. Ce HayunB cebecH Ha 33JI0BOJICTBOTO Jja ce Ouze
Kako apyru jsyfe. OneB BO UCTUTE MeCTa, UMaB HUCT THII
CeKCyaJIeH )KHUBOT,300pyBaB3a, ToOpe-70JIy, ICTUTE PAOOTH
¥, TOpe-Z10Jly, Ha HUCTHOT jaduk. Huty mmaB motpeba,
HUTY cakaB Jia 3HaM Heuwe ume. OTCKOpPO, IOYHAB Ja
€KCIIEPUMEHTHPAM CO JIPYT eKCTPeM, IOKJIOMYBakbe Ha
[IEMUTE HA MOJOT JKHBOT CO THE Ha CaMO eJleH Max.
Toa ce yMHM KaKO Bapujallja Ha HUCTaTa CTpaTeruja,
II0/IeZTHAKBO HEOIXOJHA W MOJeJHAKBO IpujaTHa. Cu
MUCJIaM, I1eJI0 BpeMe cakaMe Jia Jo3HaeMe paboTu efieH
3a ZIPYT, A 3HAeMe JIajid HAaBUCTHHA CU IIpUIarame efieH
Ha JIpyT, Ipunarame 3aegHo“(xx). KoHeuHO, 1aJTi MocTou
TaKBO HEIITO KaKO TI'ej UJIEHTUTET, T'ej 3aeJHUIIA, T€j
KyJITypa, rej cy0jeKTUBHOCT? J{aii ITOCTON KOJIEKTUBEH
rej cyOjeKT KOj MOKe Ja Kaxke ,Hue“? Jlamu cuTe HHe
HaBHCTUHA cMe ucTH? Jlo Kajie jocera rej CIMYHOCTA
O]l €JTHO JIWIIE JI0 JPYTO, OJ €ZleH MUT BO BPEMETO JI0
cjaeneH?

U moxpaj 360pyBameTo 3a MCTOCTA U 3a CIUYHOCTA,
Baptiier He O1J1 HaUBeH WU Oe3TPHIKEH eCEeHIIH]aJIHCT.
Toj 3Haern feka cuTe rej Maku He ce HCTH, JleKa He e
HY?KHO JIa Ce CIIOZIeJTyBabe KUBOT. BeymHocer, HeMy My
OmJ10 HENIPHjaTHO /1a 300pyBa 3a I'ej MaKH KaKo 3a IpyTia,
Jla KOPUCTH IIPBO JINIle MHOXKHUHA. ,Ha mpumep, kora ke
KakaM ‘HUe’, MUcJIaM Ha Hac rej MaskuTe. Ce o/13rpuyBamM
U cakaM Ja objacHam. OBOj 360p OM MMas COBpIIIEHA
CMHCJIa BO HEKOj O6ap, HO eBe Me, IO ynoTpebyBaM BO
KHUTQ, 1 HeEMa KaKo JIa 3HaM JIaJIy YUTATeJIOT € Tej, WIN
Ma’K, WIM JTJIM Ha KaKOB OWJIO HAYWH € BJIOXKEH WU
IOCBETEH Ha pas3bupame Ha 0BOj ja3uK... Cemak, cMeTaMm
Jleka Tpeba s1a 30opyBaMe MeryceOHO Ha HaIll COTICTBEH
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Far from needing “to reject any stereotypes, roles or
fictions,” Bartlett tried to find meaning in them (206).
He experimented with the possibility of recognizing
himself in contemporary forms of gay life—even in gay
clichés. “I matched my life with the patterns of other
men around me. I taught myself the pleasure of being
like other people. I went to the same places, I had the
same sort of sex life, I talked about roughly the same
things and in roughly the same language. I didn’t either
need or want to know anybody’s name. More recently I've
started experimenting with the other extreme, matching
the patterns of my life with those of just one other man.
It feels like another variation on the same strategy, just
as necessary and just as pleasurable. All the time, I think,
we want to find out about each other, to know if we really
belong to each other, belong together” (xx). Is there, in
the end, such a thing as gay identity, gay society, gay
culture, gay subjectivity? Is there a collective gay subject
who can say “we”? Are we really all the same? How far
does that gay commonality extend from one person to
the next, from one moment in time to the next?

For all his talk of sameness and commonality, Bartlett
was no naive or happy-go-lucky essentialist. He knew that
gay men are not all the same, that we do not necessarily
share alife. He was in fact uneasy speaking about gay men
as a group, about using the first person plural. “When I
say ‘we’ for instance, I mean we gay men. I flinch and
want to explain. This word would make perfect sense
in a bar, but here I am using it in a book, and I have
no way of knowing if the reader is gay, or a man, or has
any investment in or commitment to understanding this
language... Nonetheless, I think that we do have to speak
to one another, in our own language” (xxii). And, in a
note, Bartlett adds, somewhat defensively,

:
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jasuk® (xxii). I Bo egHa Gesemika, baptier mogasa, mo
MaJIKy OpaHejku ce,

OBaa KHHTA ja HAIIUIIIA Tej MaK, POJIEH BO 1958 ro/iuHa, KOj
skuBee Bo JIoHZOH of 1982 1o 1987 roauna. Ce HajeBam,
jacHoO e Jiexka He ce OflHECyBa Ha HEKOe JPYyro BpeMe WU
IIPOCTOP, U JleKa HUKAKO He e ,pelpe3eHTaTUBeH " I'ej TeKCT,
TEKCT 3a ,r'ej buBcTBOTO. 'eorpadujata u oncecunTe Ha
0BOj KOHKpeTEeH Ma)K ce HeOOW4YHM, a He TUNUYHH. Hus
KHUTaTa, 300pOT 2ej He e co HaMepa Jia Oujie eHAKOB Ha
3HAUeeTO Ha XOMOCeKcyaneH, HUTY Iak e co HaMmepa Jia
e eTHAKOB Ha YpaHey WU Ha HaclipaH WIN KOj 6o of
JIPYTUTE KOPUCTEHH 300pOBU (241).

Torami, TosIKy o] eceHIIMjan3MOT bapTiieT TBpAu feka
IIUIIYBA CAMO 32 COICTBEHOTO HCKYCTBO, BO KOHKPETHO
BpeMe U [IPOCTOP, a He 32 CAMUOT T'ej 3KHUBOT KaKO TaKOB.
Toj 3Hae ;eka He e IPETCTAaBHUK, JileKa He MOXe Jia
MPETIOCTaBU Ieka 300pyBa BO M€ Ha CUTe I'ej MaXKH. ,['ej*
He e eIHAKBO Ha ,.XOMOCeKcyaJel]/Ho/Ha/eH" 3aToa mTo
CEeKO0jaTaKBa eTHKeTAa ja IPOu3BeyBa noce6Ha HICTOPHUCKA
dbopmanyja koja Hy?KHO € eITUHCTBEHA 1 3aT0a HUTY €7IeH
TEPMUH 3a CEKCyaJleH UJEeHTUTET He Tpeba Jia ce oTTpra
0/l HETOBHOT KOHTEKCT U JIa ce yHUBep3anusupa. ,['ej“
ce OZlHECYBa HAa HMCKYCTBOTO Ha KOJIEKTUBEH, MOJIEPEH,
MOJINTU3UPAH CceKcyasleH cy0jeKkT, CO37afieH jaBHO U
BUJIJIMBO IIpEKy HeopMasTHA Mpeka Ha KOMepIIHjaTHI
¥ OpraHM3alMy Ha 3aeHUIATA BO METPOIOJIICKUTE
neHtpu. Cemnak, HEOOMYEH M HETHIUYEH KAKOB IITO
e, baptyier ce obuayBas za ro JOJIOBU COIICTBEHOTO
HCKyCyBambe Ha Tej )KUBOTOT BO JIOHZOH BO KOHKpETEH
MOMEHT U TOA UCKYCTBO OMJI0, BO HETOBOTO UCKYCYBAIbhe
Ha HCTOTO, 3aeJHUYKO. Bo Toa Bpeme, f1a ce buje rej
3HAYesI0 /1a ce BUAMII cebecH BO JIPYTHOT Tej - A ce
Hayuu, Mely IpyroTo, ¥ KaKo Jia ce kaxke ,Hue". Toa 6un
obuy of] CTpaHa Ha T'ej Ma)KUTe HU3 COH Jla ByIe3aT BO
IIOCTOEHhe KAKO 3aeJHUIA, KAKO IOJIUTHYKA CHJIa, KAaKO
HanpenHa, ¢JekcuOuIHa ¥ HHKIY3UBHA CEKCyaTHa

This book was written by a gay man, born in 1958, living in
London from 1982-1987. I hope it is clear that it is not about
any other time or place, and is in no sense a “representative”
gay text, a text about “being gay.” The geography and obses-
sions of this particular male are peculiar, not typical. The
word gay, throughout the book, is not meant to be equiva-
lent in meaning to homosexual, any more than it is meant to
be equivalent to Uranian or invert or any of the other words
used (241).

So much, then, for essentialism. Bartlett claims to be
writing only about his own experience, in a particular
time and place, not about gay life as such. He knows that
he is not representative, that he cannot presume to speak
for all gay men. “Gay” is not equivalent to “homosexual,”
because every such label is produced by a specific
historical formation which is necessarily unique, and so
no sexual identity-term should be abstracted from its
context and universalized. “Gay” refers to the experience
of a collective, modern, politicized sexual subject,
constituted publicly and visibly through an informal
network of commercial and community organizations
in metropolitan centers. Nonetheless, peculiar and
untypical as he might be, Bartlett was trying to capture
his own experience of gay life in London at a particular
moment, and that very experience was, in his experience
of it, a communal one. To be gay, at the time, was to learn
to see oneself in the gay other—to learn, among other
things, how to say “we.” It was an attempt by gay men
to dream themselves into existence as a community, as
a political force, as a thriving, resilient, and inclusive
sexual culture. It was an experiment in relatedness, an
effort to construct a new identity defined by reference
to membership in a group—an effort to harness the full
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KyaTypa. Toa 61T eKCIIEpUMEHT Ha CPOHOCT, 00U/ /1a ce
KOHCTPyHPa HOB HAEHTUTET JeUHUPAH CO yIaTyBarbe
Ha IIPUIIaTHOCTA KOH €JIHa rpyIia - 00H/] 3a 3ajapMyBambe
Ha I[ejlaTa CHjia Ha uAeHTU(HKyBambero. 3aToa, Ja ce
Ouze rej OWIo A ce 3a3eMe MO3UIMja Ha KOJIEKTUBEH
cyOjekT KOj Tpebasio Jla TH IIpeTCTaByBa HEIO3HATHUTE
rej Maku, THe KOW He CMe TU CPETHAJIE, T'ej MaXKUTe KO’
moYrHasIe mpej aa ce poxume. Toa 1rro Baptiier ycnesa
Jla HA T'O Kaske 3a CBOETO HEOOHMYHO HCKyCyBaibe Ha
OUBamETO T'ej BO OJIPEZEHO BPEME U IIPOCTOP U3JIETYBa
JleKa, Mokebu eZJHHCTBEHO TOKMY IIOPa/iu Taa IPUYKNHA,
“Ma B3HAYUTESIHO IOMIMPOKH OJlelr. 3aToa IITO BO
HEroBaTa CyIIITHHA € CTPACTHOTO yOeIyBatbe 3a CPOTHOCT
CO T€j MaKH KaKO rpyIa.

* *®

Jla 6emre Hun Baptier Amepukanel, 6e3 YyBCTBO 3a
HCTOpHja, Ke HAaIWIIelle IIPUKa3Ha 3a W3JIETYBabe
- IpUKa3Ha 3a e[lHa WHAWBU/Iya, HE 32 elHa KyJITypa.
Toj He Ou mHIIyBay 3a MPOIECOT HA TyOerme Ha cebe
CH, TYKy 3a IIPOIIECOT Ha Haoramwe Ha cebe cu (206). Toj
Ou ja packakasl MpUKa3HATa 3a OTKPUBAIbE€ Ha CBOjaTa
BHUCTHUHCKA CeOHOCT — U TOIATHOTO TMOCTHUTHYBale Ha
camornpudakame, TOpAoCT U JbyO0B. Bo T0j ciryuaj Hero-
BaTa KHUTA, KOJIKY U J1a € IIOTPeCHA WM HH(POPMATUBHA,
OU MM Cce IPUKJTYYHJIa HaA MHOIIITBOTO CJIMYHY IIPUKA3HU
KOHU T€j JINIIATa T'¥ MUIIYBAAaT CO JIeI€HUH, U TOa HE CAMO
Bo CoenmHerute AMepukancku /Ip:xasu. Ho, paborure
croesie Taka mTO bBaptier He Oy 3auHTEpecUpaH 3a
packakyBambe Ha YHCTO JIMYHA MPHUKa3HA. BeymrHocr,
TOj] He MHUCJIEJ JieKa MMa YKCTO JIMYHA IPUKa3Ha 3a
packakyBame. ,M0xxebu MOjOT KUBOT BO TPa/IOT HE €
JI0 Taa MepKa WHAUBHUIyaJIeH U MPUPOJIEH KOJIKY IITO
e KOJIEKTUBEH W ofpeneH”, 3abenexa Toj (206). 3atoa
TOj TOcaKa Jia He 300pyBa CO MHAUBU/IYyAJIEH TJIAC TYKY
CO OHOJIKYy Pa3jIMYHU Tej MAIIKHU TJIACOBU KOJIKY IITO
Mokes fa cobepe. VI HaBuCcTHHA Aai c€ o cebe 3a BO
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force of identification. To be gay was therefore to take
up a collective subject position that was supposed to
represent gay men one did not know, had never met, gay
men who had died before one was born. What Bartlett
manages to tell us about his peculiar experience of being
gay in a particular time and place turns out, if only for
that very reason, to have considerably wider resonances.
For central to it is the passionate conviction of being
related to gay men as a group.

* X ¥

If Neil Bartlett had been an American, without a sense
of history, he would have written a coming-out story—a
story about an individual, not a culture. He would have
written not about the process of losing himself but about
the process of finding himself (206). He would have told
the story of discovering his true self—and achieving self-
acceptance, pride, and love along the way. In which case
his book, however moving or informative, would simply
have joined the crowd of similar stories that gay people
have been writing for decades, and not only in the United
States. But, as it happened, Bartlett was not interested
in telling a purely personal story. In fact, he did not
think he had a purely personal story to tell. “Perhaps
my life in this city is not so much individual and natural
as collective and determined,” he remarked (206). He
therefore wished to speak not in an individual voice but
in as many different gay male voices as he could muster.
And he did his best to hear in those voices—to learn to
recognize in them—echoes of his own.

’II
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THE€ IVIaCOBHU Jid 4y€ - 1a Hay4YXd BO HHUB /Jia IIPpEIIO3HaBa
— OZI3BH Ha COIICTBEHHOT.

Ha BaptieT He My OMJIO ceKorailil JIECHO J]a TH JIOIIApA U
u/IeHTU(UKYBA T'ej MaXKUTE YNU IIPETXO/IHU JKUBOTH T'O
,OIpennie” HErOBUOT ,»KUBOT BO 0BOj rpaz ‘. Hajmocre,
TOj ycmeajqm Ja W3MHUCIA BpCKAa IIOMely HeroBaTa
WHAVBU/yaTHA Cy0jeKTUBHOCT U Taa Ha ,,JPYTUTE, MPTBHU
JIOHJIOHYAHU, Pe3yJITaT €JUHCTBEHO Ha 3HAYUTEHA
JIOCETJIUBOCT U IIOCTOjaH TPY/I.

ITpermocraByBam feka chakam KOJIKaB HE3HAJKO CyM. AKO
HUIITO He HAy4HMe OJf ICTOPHjaTa TOrall IPUIMHATA 33 TOA
€ IIITO BOOIIIIITO HeE ja I03HaBaMe UCTOpHUjaTa.

Taka, MmoyHaB Jja ce oOMAyBaM Jla ja Hay4aM COIICTBEHaTa
KCTOPHja ¥ TOA IO CTOPUB TOKMY Ha MCTUOT HAYKH KAKO IIITO
ro coByajyBaB coBpemenuot JloumoH. Ke ciymmem kako
HEK0j Mask 360pyBa 3a HeKoj abd, uix ke IPOYUTAIIl apeca
BO BECHHK, WM HEKOTAIl CaMO CJIEJIUII HEKOj IITO TH Ce
Jiorara ¥ OTKPHUBAII COCEM HOB JIEJI O TPAJIOT. 3HAEII IeKa
TBOETO II03HABAHE € JI0CTA MPON3BOIHO. TBOETO IO3HABAKE
Ha rpajioT ce GopMHUpa HU3 HAUHMHOT HA KOj MIOPAHENIHUTE
JbyOOBHUIIM T€ 3aIll03HAaBaaT CO HUBHUTE IPHjaTeH, HU3
HAYMHOT HA KOj CJIyIIall HeYHja IPHUKa3Ha eTHOCTABHO
3aroa IITO TOj CJIyJajHO Ce HAIIOJI HAa FCTO MECTO BO HCTO
BpeMe co Tebe. 11 mocTeneHo U3rpajiyBall Mpeka Ha MecTa
u Jjyfe, Moxkebu Ke OTKpHEII OJ[peieHa Tpyma Jyle, Wid
Gapalilil, WIH CIy4ajHO ke Hajael eZileH Mak Koj ro ¢hoKycupa
TBOjOT KUBOT. Ce ZBUIKEB O IATOKA3 JI0 MATOKAa3, Off UMe
110 UMe, o7 KHUTa /10 KHura. [TouHas fa cobupam CIUKHU U
aHeryiotu. Kynus 4yeTupu rojieMu HOTECH U T'H UCIIOJIHUB CO
CEKaKBHU TEKCTOBU WJIM CJIMKU KOU MOXKEB Jla TM HajaaM 3a
JlonnoH of npex 100 roxunu. Ce BpaTUB BO rajJiepUUTE 32
CJINKY U My3€UTe KOU I'l 00JIETYBaB KOra UMaB 16 TrOAMHHU.
ITocreneHo, moYHAaB Ja TH ydyaM reorpadujara u jasuKOT HA
1895 min 1881 rogmHa, HOBTOPHO /14 ja PTaM CBOjaTa KapTa
Ha TPaZIOT, Zia MPEN03HaBaM O/IpEIEHH 3HAIU, OAPEZEHH
300poBu. [IouHaB 0BOj pyruoT JIOHI0H /A TO rJ1eJjaM Kako
[IOYETOK Ha MOjaTa COIICTBEHA IPUKa3HAa — a JIOTOTAll,

It was not always easy for Bartlett to locate and to identify
the gay men whose earlier lives had “determined” his
“life in this city.” If, in the end, he was able to forge a
connection between his individual subjectivity and
that of “other, dead Londoners,” it was only by dint of
considerable ingenuity and persistent effort.

I suppose I realize how ignorant I am. If we don’t learn any-
thing from history then it is because we don’t know any his-

tory.

So I began to try and learn my own history, and I did it in ex-
actly the same way as I learnt my way around contemporary
London. You hear a man talking about a pub, or you read an
address in a paper, or sometimes you simply follow someone
you fancy and discover a whole new part of town. You know
that your knowledge is quite arbitrary. Your knowledge of
the city is shaped by the way ex-lovers introduce you to their
friends, by the way you hear someone’s story simply because
he happened to be in the same place as you at the same time.
And eventually you build up a network of places and people,
perhaps you discover a particular group of people, or you
look for, or accidentally find, one man who focuses your life.
I moved from clue to clue, from name to name and from book
to book. I started collecting pictures and anecdotes. I bought
four big scrapbooks and filled them with whatever texts or
images I could find from the London of a hundred years ago.
I went back to the picture galleries and museums I used to
haunt when I was sixteen. Gradually I began to learn the ge-
ography and language of 1895 or 1881, to redraw my map of
the city, to recognize certain signs, certain words. I began
to see this other London as the beginning of my own story
— and up till then, like a lot of other men, I'd seen America
and 1970 as the start of everything (xxi).
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KaKO ¥ MHOTY JPYTH MaskM, KaKO ITOYETOK Ha CE ja Ijieaan
AwmepuKka 1 1970Ta roguHa (xxi).

Kuurara xkojamto mnpoussie3e Off IpPaKTUKaTa Ha
BapTner na kpcrocyBa IO apXuBHUTe, ja 3ajpiKaya
¢domaTa Ha KojaK, U3MeNIAHU (PparMeHTU OJ JINUeH
JIHEBHUK U HUCTOPHUCKH JIOKYMEHTH, pa3MHUCIyBama 3a
rej )KUBOTOT, COIIMjJTHU U JINTEPAPHU aHAJIU3H, ITHUCMa
U YIOPHO BO3HEMHUPYBAUYKO WHTPUTAHTHO oOOpakame
KOH yuTaresnor.® 1 HaBHUCTUHA ,,HOTECOT®, HU Ka’KyBa
Baptner, ,e BucTuHCKaTa ¢dopMa Ha HallaTa UCTOpU]a,
O6uzejku ro 3abeseKyBa TOa IIITO HHUE TO TAMTHUME, U BO
CBOUTE IPOILYCTH OTEJIOTBOPYBA U KaKO I'M aMTUMe U
Kako Tr'u 3abopaBaMe HammuTe >XUBOTU. Cekorair cme
HeKaJie ToMel'y He3HAeHeTo U U3JIoKeHocTa“ (99).

* % %

Hcro kako mTo bapTier co mokJomyBame Ha CBOjOT
’KHBOT CO IIIEMUTE HA JIDYTUTE T'ej Ma)KU OKOJIy HETrO ce
yuaen cebecu Kako fa Ouzie rej, a moToa, BO ,JApyra Bapu-
jamyja Ha UcTaTa cTpaTervja“, MOYHaJI Jia TU MOKJIOIY-
Ba IIIEMUTE HA CBOjOT »KUBOT CO THE HA CaMO €/IeH PYT
rej Mak, Taka, 1 BO HETOBOTO apXUBCKO UCTPAKyBaIbe,
ce mpedpaua of ,M3rpajyBalbe Ha Mpeka Ha MecTa
U Jua“ 10 Haorame Ha eHa KOHKPETHa HMCTOPHCKA
JIMYHOCT Koja ro ¢hoKycHupalie HErOBOTO YyBCTBO 3a TOA
IIITO 3HAYH JIa CH Tej. ,,JIOKOJIKY HEKOj Helo3HaT rmobapa
Jla My HaBeJIEI HEKOj XOMOCEKCYyaJIell, 1aId KaKo O/IT0-
BOp OM My TO JlaJl COIICTBEHOTO UMe?“, mpaiia 10j. ,,nu
JIOKOJIKY TIpalliaTe HEeKOj JIpyT, BallaTa cecTpa, Ha MpH-
Mep, WX BallIUOT TaTKO, /1a HaBeJIaT HEKO] XOMOCEKCya-
Jieny, mto 6u osiroBopuie Tue? Mima ezieH, caMo eJieH, ume
“Me UM € TI03HATO Ha cuTe. BeylHo T, TOj € Hajmo3HaT
110 TOA IITO € XoMoceKkcyasterl” (26). Bo JlonnoH, Bo 1980-
tUuTe, Toa yuie o6uno Ockap Bajia. Cynemwero Ha Bajnzg
BO 1895 ro/iiHA ¥ HETOBOTO ITOCJIE/IOBATETHO OCY/IyBakhe
3a KPUBUYHO JIEJIO ,,CEPUO3HA HEJOJUYHOCT HA CEH3a-
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The book that resulted from Bartlett’s practice of cruising
the archive retains the form of a collage, mingling
fragments of a personal diary with historical documents,
reflections on gay life, social and literary analysis, letters,
and an insistently, disturbingly complicitous address to
the reader.’ Indeed, “the scrapbook,” Bartlett tells us,
“is the true form of our history, since it records what we
remember, and embodies in its omissions both how we
remember and how we forget our lives. We are always
held between ignorance and exposure” (99).

* ¥ X

Just as Bartlett taught himself how to be gay first by
matching his life with the patterns of other gay men
around him and, then, in “another variation on the
same strategy,” began to match the patterns of his life
with those of just one other gay man, so in his archival
research did he shift from building up “a network of
places and people” to finding one historical figure in
particular who came to focus his sense of what it meant
to be gay. “If a stranger asked you to name a homosexual,
would you give your own name in reply?” he inquired.
“Or if you asked someone else, your sister, for instance,
or your father, to name a homosexual, what would
their response be? There is one, just one, whose name
everyone knows. In fact he is famous above all else for
being a homosexual” (26). In London, in the 1980s, that
person was Oscar Wilde. Wilde’s trial in 1895 and his
subsequent conviction for the crime of “gross indecency”
had sensationally and indelibly branded him with the
mark of homosexual identity, making him for years to
come the known and public face of that otherwise secret

’II
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IIMOHAJIEH ¥ HeIBOjOeH HauMH ro OpeHaupaa co 6e1eror
Ha XOMOCEKCyaJleH HJIEHTUTET, BOOOJIMKYBajkH TO HETO
3a MHOTY CJIEIHH TOJIMHU BO ITI03HATOTO U jJaBHO JIUIIE HA
TOj MHAKy TaeH W HeM3yCT/IMB Mopok. Kako u I'eprpyzna
[ItajH, yne uMe QYHKIMOHUPAIIIE BO IIOIyJIapHaTa KyJI-
typa Ha CoefuHeTnTe AMEpUKAHCKHU JIP»KaBH BO TEKOT
Ha 1950-TUTe TOAWHU KaKo Iudpa 3a je36ejctBo (360p
KOjIIITO O1 OMJIO HEJOJTUYHO OTBOPEHO /Ia CE U3TOBOPH),
Ockap Bajiz, oTkako Taka CIEKTaKyJIapHO - aKo He U
TParuyHo — OWJI U3BEJIEH IpeJ] OPUTAHCKUTE CyIOBHU, TO
II03ajMIJI CBOETO MME Ha IIeJI CEKCyasIeH BH/I.

Baprier 6wy cBeceH 3a MHOTYTE HAYMHH Ha KOM
Bajim He ce BKJIOIyBaJl BO MOJIEJIOT HA I'ej UAEHTHTET
cO3/IajiecH Ha YJHUIUTE WU BO KIyOOBUTE U IOMeEry
YJIEHOBUTE HA aKTUBUCTUYKUTE TPyNH HU3 JIOHIOH 110
rej smbepanuzanujata. Ho, bapTier He ce obumysan
Jla ujaeHTu(UKyBa ,IIPETCTAaBUTENIEH T'ej MaK. YIITe
IIOMaJIKy 0Oapasl MOZesl 3a yIJIeAyBaibe — a HajMasIKy
,IIOBUTHBHA IIPETCTaBa“ 3a Malllka XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCT.
Toj ce 0OumyBas /1a ja HAy4H COIICTBEHATA KCTOPHja. A, HE
MO2KEIIl CEKOTAlII Ia ja oAOUpaIlll COIICTBEHATa CTOPHja.

BeprieT Beke 3HaeN fieka e xomocekcyasell. Ho, Kako Iro
ke kaxke Eqmyn BajT (Edmund White), Toj e Hecurypen
Bo uMILIuKanuure.® Toj mouHa 1a corsieryBa eka fia ce
Ouie rej He e caMo HEHaMepHa cocToj0a, TYKY IeJI HaUuH
Ha JKUBEerhe, CO CBOU TPAIUIINH, COIICTBEHA HUCTOPH]a,
HO TOj He pa30pas1 KAKO TOYHO HETOBHOT >KHBOT OHJI BO
Bpcka co HUB. Wu fmanu ro sxkuBeen npaBuino.” IIITo
e xomocexcyanely, KakoB € T€j JKMBOTOT: TOoa Beke OUIIO
neUHUPAHO — UCTOPUCKH, MIOTIYJIaPHO, PETEHITMO3HO,
aBTOPUTATUBHO, KAHOHCKH, 32 1101000 MJIU 32 TIOJIOIIO
— co simuHocTa Ha Ockap Baji.

W Taka, baptier ce obuze ma OTKpHe Jad HUMAaJO
HEIIITO BO JKUBOTOT Ha Bajiyiyi wiu Bo HeroBata pabora
KOEIIITO MOKeOH COO/IBETCTBYBA Ha HETOBOTO COIICTBEHO

and unmentionable vice. Like Gertrude Stein, whose
name functioned in US popular culture during the 1950s
as a codeword for lesbianism (which it would have been
indecorous to pronounce outright), Oscar Wilde, once
he had been so spectacularly—if tragically—outed by the
British courts, lent his name to an entire sexual species.

Bartlett was aware of the many ways that Wilde did not
fit the model of gay identity that was being invented on
the streets and in the clubs and among the members
of the activist groups around London in the wake of
gay liberation. But Bartlett was not trying to identify a
“representative” gay man. Much less was he looking
for a role model—let alone a “positive image” of male
homosexuality. He was trying to learn his own history.
And you cannot always choose your history.

Bartlettalready knewhe washomosexual. But,as Edmund
White would say, he was unsure of the implications.®
He had begun to realize that being gay is not just an
involuntary condition but an entire way of life with its
own traditions, its own history, but he didn’t understand
exactly how his own life related to them. Or whether he
was living it right.” What a homosexual is, what a gay
life is like: that had already been defined—historically,
popularly, flamboyantly, authoritatively, canonically, for
better or for worse—by the personage of Oscar Wilde.

And so Bartlett attempted to figure out if there was
anything in Wilde’s life or work that might correspond
to his own experience, anything that he could recognize
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HCKYCTBO, HEIIITO IIITO OM MOKEJI [ja TO IIPero3Hae KaKko
cBoe. Jlasu Toj 1 Bajyin nmase Hemto 3aeiHUUKO? Kora
Ou MO3KeJIe 1a ce CPETHAT, 01 MOKeJIe JIH Jla pa3roBapaatr?
Bapter ce o6uie 1a ja 10J10BU BpekaTa. 3a a pa3bepe
IIITO 3HAYU J]a ce Oujie Tej, Toj ce BAAJ ia OTKPHE IITO,
aKO BOOIIIIITO HEIIITO, TOj OM MOXKEJI /1a ©Ma 3aeJHUYKO
CO HAjIIO3HATHUOT Tej Ma)k Of CHUTE, CO MayKOT UHjIITO
IpUMEP IIOCTABUJI IIOCTOjaH Ppemep 3a OpUTAHCKUTE
MasKH O] TOj MOMEHT HaTaMmy.

Taka, kora He Bucesa 1Mo 6apoBu U KiayboBu, Baprier
IIOYHAJI CBOETO CJIOOOSHO BpeEMeE Jila IO ITIOMHHYBa BO
O6ubsimorekara, ApyKejku ce co MptBute. Mckoman ce
IIITO MOXKEJI Jla Hajze 3a Bajnna, 3a Toa kako Bajim u
JIDYTH T€j MaKH KHUBeesie BO MUHATOTO, M Ha TOj HAYMH
ce oOHIEeN J1a TO J0JIOBU Cy0jeKTUBHOTO MCKYCyBakhe Ha
OuBaIbETO Tej, U BO JICHOBUTE Ha Bajyii M BO HErOBOTO
coricTBeHO BpeMe. buiejku, 1a ce mpaiiryBa, Kako IITO TOj
IIOCTOjaHOo IIpalryBa, ,Kakos Mmaxk 6w T0j“? (xxii, 223-
25), 6u10 1a ce 3adatu co pabora Ha crenupUIUPaIbe
Ha I'ej KOe 10 CBOUTE IIPEAU3BUIIA U KOMILIUKAIIUU HE Ce
pasynKyBa of 00HI0T /a ce AeduHUpA IITO 3HAYH /1A Ce
Ouzie Tej BO COIICTBEHOTO BPEME U MpocTop Ha Baptier:
,OIHOCHO, KaKBU MaXku 6eBMe HHe?“ (223). 3abesexere
Jleka BapTiier BHUMAaTEIHO 010 paJ 1a MUIIyBa BO MUHATO
BpeMe Kora 360pyBa 3a cBojaTa COIICTBEHa reHepaluja
3a Jla HarJIacH Jieka Beke MCcue3HyBajia ersfcTeHI[jaTa
Ha CBETOT KOjIITO IO OIUIINyBaJ, Beke Omin dean 00
ucttiopujaitia ¥ BO MOMEHTHTE KOra IHUIIIyBaJ 3a HEro.
PesysiTaToT O/ HCTPajHUTE UCIIUTYBatha Ha baptier 6ua
BIIEYAT/IHBO IIOETUYHO, TPe(UHETO ¥ OPUTHHAIIHO JIETTO,
M371aJIeHO0 BO 1988 rojnHa ¥ JOCETINBO HacaoBeHO Koj
bewe ttioj uosek? Ilodapox 3a -1 Ockap Bajad (Who
Was That Man? A Present for Mr Oscar Wilde).

Bo TekOT Ha 0OU/IyBamETO /1a HU KajKe KAaKOB YOBEK OMT
Ockap Bajiz, 3a 1a HY OITHIIIE KAKOB BU, MayKU CMe Ouie
~Hue", bBapTyeT nompes HeKOU acleKTH Ha Toa IIITO jac T'o
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as his own. Did he and Wilde share something? If they
could meet, would they be able to talk? Bartlett tried to
grasp the connection. In order to understand what it
meant to be gay, he set out to discover what, if anything,
he might have in common with the most famous gay man
of all, with the man whose example had set a permanent
precedent for British gay men ever since.

So when he wasn’t hanging out in the bars and clubs,
Bartlett began to spend his free time in the library,
hanging out with the dead. He dug up everything he could
find about Wilde, about how Wilde and other gay men
had lived in the past, and in that way he tried to capture
the subjective experience of being gay, both in Wilde’s
day and his own. For to ask, as he did repeatedly, “What
kind of man was he?” (xxii, 223-25), was to undertake a
labor of gay specification no different in its challenges
and ramifications from the attempt to define what it
meant to be gay in Bartlett’s own time and place: “That
is, what kind of men were we?” (223). Note that Bartlett
was careful to use the past tense in speaking about his
own generation, in order to emphasize that the world he
was describing was already passing out of existence, was
already part of history, even as he was writing about it.
The result of Bartlett’s dogged inquiries was a remarkably
poetic, subtle, and original work, published in 1988, and
punningly entitled Who Was That Man? A Present for
Mr Oscar Wilde.

In the course of trying to tell us what kind of man Oscar
Wilde was, so as to describe what kind of men “we” were,
Bartlett touched on some aspects of what I have been

’II
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HapeKyBaB rej Marika cyojektuHoct. I1ITo e npuynHaTa
IIOPaJIx Koja jac TOJIKY MHOTY BHUMAaHUE 1 IIOCBETyBaM
Ha HeroBaTa HaBUAYM JAUPEKTHA U IPUCTAllHA KHHUTA.
Kako mro baptnier, uiu eneH 0Ji HErOBUTE UKOSBU,
BeJIM Ha IIOYETOKOT, OPUJIMjaHTHO OAOWBAjKu Ja Jazie
aHTEIeIEHT 32 TOA IIITO OCTAHyBa CTPATEIIKH HEOIPe/IeHa
1 Oe3MuYHa HeyTpajHa 3aMeHKa, ,CakaB Jja HaluIIaMm
KHHTA 3a TOA KAKBO € YYBCTBOTO 3aT0A IIITO MUCJIaM JieKa
JIyfeTO ceKoralll cakaaT Ja 3HaaT KaKBO € HaBHCTHHA
YyBCTBOTO...“ (XiX; MCTO Taka 100, 126). IIpoekToT Ha
BapT/ieT He e HHUIITO MMOMAaJIKy OJ OOW /Ja ce OIHIIE
rej MallkKaTta CyOjeKTUBHOCT, Jia Ce OJIpeIi KaKBO €
YyBCTBOTO — K€ I0 Ka’kaM jacHO W IJIaCHO — Jia ce Oujie
T'€j, 1a ce BOJIM T'ej 3KUBOT, J]a ce OHie pa3InyeH O JIyIeTo
KOH C€ CTPEJT, /Ia Ce CIIO/IEeIyBa KBUP €r3UCTEHIHjaTa, 1a
ce Guze fes1 oz, rej KyaTypara.®

II

J1a ce omuiie rej Mamkara cybjeKTUBHOCT CO CIIOPEIyBa-
b€ Ha COTICTBEHUTE UCKYCTBA CO IIIEMUTE HA UyBCTBYBAHE
OTKPHEHU OJ] CTPaHa Ha JIPYTH I'ej MAXKU, IOPAHEIIHN U
CerairHu, 3Hauu 3a0eselKyBarbe U Ha CJIMYHOCTUTE U Ha
paznuuHoctute. He craHyBa 300p 32 N3Be/lyBatbe HA aB-
TOPUTATUBHO 3Ha€eHe 3a Toa IIITO 3HAYM Jia ce Oujie rej
O]l eIeH MOJIeJ1 WU Cepuja MOJEIH, TYKy 3a HECIIOKO-
jHO IOCTaByBab€e Ha COIICTBEHOTO MCKYCTBO BO OJTHOC Ha
JIPYTH *KUBOTU KOU U TO OIJIEJIyBaaT U HE TO OIJIeZyBaat
ucroro. Ha npumep, usnese gexa bapTieToBUOT 0HOC
KOH Bajsi;1 MHOTY JTUYH Ha HETOBUOT OTHOC KOH JIPYTH T€j
Ma’K¥ BO HETOBaTa CcorcTBeHa epa. Toa 6110 mpoyduyBarme
Ha aMmOuBasieHTHOCTa. bapeM Toa € BUIJIMBO Of TJia-
BaTa HacJoBeHa ,[lopaku“, KOjallTo ja COUMHYBaaT /B
HEMOTIHIIAHU MHICMa yIaTeHu /10 Bajnn, kou MHOTY ce
Pa3JINYHU €THO O PYTO IO YYBCTBO U TOH.

calling gay male subjectivity. Which is my reason for
devoting so much attention to his deceptively forthright
and accessible book. As Bartlett, or one of his personae,
says at the outset, brilliantly refusing to supply an
antecedent for what thereby remains a strategically
unspecified and impersonal neuter pronoun, “I wanted
to write a book about what it feels like, because I think
that’s what people always want to know, really, what
does it feel like...” (xix; also 100, 126). Bartlett’s project
is nothing less than an attempt to describe gay male
subjectivity, to specify what it feels like—I will spell
it out—to be gay, to live a gay life, to be different from
straight people, to share a queer existence, to be part of
a gay culture.®

II

To describe gay male subjectivity by matching your
experiences against the patterns of feeling revealed by
other gay men, past and present, means observing both
correspondences and differences. It is not a question of
deriving an authoritative knowledge of what it means to
be gay from one model or set of models but of situating
one’s own experience uneasily in relation to other lives
that both do and do not mirror it. Bartlett’s relation to
Wilde, for example, turned out to be very much like his
relation to other gay men in his own day. It was a study
in ambivalence. That much is evident from a chapter
entitled “Messages,” which consists of two unsigned
letters to Wilde, very different from each other in emotion
and tone.
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ITpBoTo nucmo 3anounysa co ,Mui Ockap®. Ce mokakyBa
KaKO ITFCMOTO /1a OMJI0 COCTaBEHO BeUepTa I10 BPAaKabETO
ol maT Ha aBTOpoT of Ilapu3, Kaje mITO CTAaBUJI I[BEKe
Ha rpo6ort Ha Bajna. ITucaresior e ce yire 3apyMeHeT o7
e€MOIIMUTE O]I TOj JieH, U He MaJIKy nujad. Toj mojacHyBa
KOJIKY OJIN30K ce 4yBCTBYBa co Bajyiz, KOJIKy ce WJIeHTH-
¢uxkyBa co Hero:

Ce 06s1exoB. Ce HAIIpaBUB IITO € MOKHO IIO3TOJIEH, TOJIKY
3rO/IeH INTO MakuTe OM Me 3arieZlyBaje BO TEKOT Ha
natyBamweTo. [Ipua/ioB 3HaUehe Ha YMHOT Ha KyIIyBakbe Ha
po3u o7 iBeKapoT Bo ApkazaTa BypsinHITOH (ce cekaBami?) u
[I0TOa, Kora CTUTHaB BO I1apu3, OTH/I0B TUPEKTHO /10 TPO6OT
Y I'l TIOJIOKVB HUB 33€JHO CO CUTE JPYTH I[BEKUHA, JPIKEjKH
Ce HajIBPCTO IITO MOXKEB, CTOEjKM TaMy CO HaCMeBKa Ha
JIMIIETO U He 3aIUIaKaB HUTY eAHAII. 3a Tebe UCIYIITUB [eJia
[[Mrapa U oToa ce CBPTEB M 3aMUHAB (211).

Ha uywurarenor My € O03BOJIEHO da C€ HAaCMEBHE Ha
HCKPEHOCTAa Ha IIHCATEJ/IOT, TpaHCIap€HTHaTa be6OB
KOH [IpaMaTa 1 BHUCOKaTa CeHSI/I6I/IJIHOCT, AYPH U KOra €
JAOIIPEH O HETOBOTO CTPACHO OJJaBambe Ha IIOYHUT.

ABTOpOT Ha OBa MHUCMO, UAKO TOILJIO TIOCBETEH Ha CIIO-
MeHOT Ha Bajna, ,MaueHUK u xepoj“ (34), HE TH Wr-
HOpHpa MPOMEHHUTe KOW HacTaHaje BO OpPHTaHCKOTO
OTIIIITECTBO U BO I'ej MAIIKOTO KUBEEH-E BO CTOTE TOJAUHHU
KOHU T'Ml pa3/iBojyBaat. HampoTus, ey 011 3a710BOJICTBOTO
Ha IIHCATeJIOT BO YECTBYBAmETO HA Bajia mpousiierysa
0/ 33JT0BOJICTBOTO MPEANU3BUKAHO O/ COBHAHHETO JeKa
HeIlITaTa ce MOJI0OpeHH, JIeKa cera TOj MOKe Jja KUBee
’KMBOT KaKoB 1ITo Bajiiz 61 mocakan 3a cebe cu.

CenszanujaTa Ha 33/I0BOJICTBO M HA BUHA IOPAJU HAaB-
JIETYBaWkeTO BO OCTaBMHATa Ha Bajnx - mpu cepuosHO
HaJMUHYyBalbe Ha HCTUOT, U3KUBYBal€ HA HETOBUTE
acmuypanuy - npu n3berHyBame Ha Heropara cyA0uHa 1
HaJMHUHYBajKU IO HETOBUOT I1aTOC, ja MHTEH3UBHPA CEH-
THMEHTIHOCTA HA MTUCATEJIOT.
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The first letter begins, “Dear Oscar.” It presents itself
as having been composed on the evening of the letter
writer’s return from Paris, where he had placed flowers
on Wilde’s grave. The writer is still flush with the emotion
of the day, and not a little drunk. He makes it clear how
close he feels to Wilde, how much he identifies with
him:

I got dressed up. I made myself just as handsome as I could,
so handsome that the men would look at me on the journey.
I made a point of buying the roses from the florist in the Bur-
lington Arcade (remember?) and then when I got to Paris I
walked straight to the grave and laid them down with all the
other flowers looking just as strong as I could, stood there
with a smile on my face and I didn’t cry once. I smoked a
whole cigarette for you and then turned and went (211).

The reader is allowed to smile at the writer’s sincerity,
transparent love of drama, and high-pitched sensibility,
even while being touched by his passionate tribute.

The writer of this letter, though tenderly devoted to the
memory of Wilde, “martyr and hero” (34), does notignore
the changes that have taken place in British society and in
gay male life in the hundred years that separate the two
of them. On the contrary, part of the writer’s pleasure in
honoring Wilde derives from the satisfaction of knowing
that things have improved, that he can now live the life
that Wilde would have wanted for himself.

That smug but guilty sensation of coming into Wilde’s
legacy while going well beyond him, living out his
aspirations while escaping his fate and transcending his
pathos, intensifies the writer’s sentimentality.

:
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Jyio, cero Toa e 3a Tebe. CeTo oBa ro mpaBuMe 3a Tele.
ITocakyBaM [ga Moskele aa Ouern Tyka Ja Hé BHJIHIIL
Vinnure He ce TOJIKY MHOIY Pa3/IMYHU — He O ce 3ary0out
— HO HHE CM€ MHOI'Y Pa3JINYHM JeHOBHMBe. MOKell JIu Ja
3aMMCJIMIN, BeuepBa ce mpomreraB 1mo CTpaHJ €O MOjoOT
JbyOOBHUK U 300pyBaBMe BO KOj IMab /ia oAuMe U Ja IIHEME;
rMame 300D Ha MecTa 3a OJIeEbe M BEPOjaTHO € JIeKa Kora
Ke CTUTHEMe TaMy, HUKOj HeMa Jia Hé mo3HaBa. [ Toram me
IperpHa mnpeky pamoro. IIpeTmocraByBam /ieKa Toa ce THe
JIBMKEEhA, jABHU M HEBIIEYAT/INBH, BO KOM HMKOTIAIll HE CH
MO2KeJI JIa Y2KUBAIIL.. TexkuHaTa Ha paMOTO Ha JbyOOBHUKOT
Ha TBOETO paMo He e IToBeKe ceHaallrja BO Koja HeKorall Ou
MO2KeJI /1a Y»KMBAIIl, HUAIITO He OM MO’KeJIO /1a ce MEPH CO
TOA IITO TH OMJIO CTOPEHO Tebe, Toa HUIITO He MOKE JIa TO
CMEHH, HO aX, PEYHCH U J]a ycIieBa Bo Toa (211-12).

UnentndukyBameTo Ha MOHCATEJIOT cO Bajug He
ce 3acHOBa Ha oj0WBame Ha pasaukaTta. JloKOJIKy
MIHICATEJIOT ce uAeHTUUKyBa co Bajiz, Toa He e mopaau
TOA IIITO CMETa JIeKa Ce UJIEHTUYHO HCTH 3aToa IITO Ce
rej maku. HeroBara C€eHTHUMEHTAJIHOCT HE € M3pa3 Ha
cjlen eceHIujasim3aM. HampoTtwB, BO MMe Ha cBojaTa
reHepalyja Ha I'ej Ma)ky TOj HHCUCTHPA JIeKa ,,JIEHOBUBE,
HHE CMe MHOTY pa3jindHu ‘. HeroBoto nyieHTuuKyBame
co Bajyim ro 3acBosyBa ja3oT momery HCTOpPHCKATa U
coIyjasiHaTa pas3jinKa, Haorajku TOUYKH Ha CJAUYHOCTH
KOHM My ZI03BOJIyBaar /ia ce 3aMHUCIyBa cebe CH KaKo Jia
T'H UCIIOJIHyBa amOumuuTe Ha Bajii 3a cebecu u 3a rej
’KHBOTOT, IyPU U Ha/IMUHYBajKH TH.

Tyka MaJIKy ce MpOBJIEKYBa CHHCXOJAJIUBOCT, MAJIKY
caMOYeCTHTae Ha cMeTKa Ha Bajma. Bajnx coyxu
KaKO apIIH CO KOj IIHMCATeIOT IO MepH TPUyMGaTHHOT
HampeJoK Ha COIICTBEHAaTa TreHepaldja, OrpoMHaTra
JlaJledrHa KOjalllTO ja IIOMHHAJ Tej XUBOTOT BO
nocperyBauykuot Bek. (Toj mucam mypu nexa HeroBara
COTICTBEHA cpeKa ,peurcH’ HaJIOMECTYBa 3a CTPAJIahbeTO
Ha Bajnpa!) Toram, Bo camaTa cplieBHHA Ha OBOj OMak
3a Bajnp nmemHe umiysic 3a JeuzeHTH(UKAIM]ja Beke

Darling, it’s all for you. We're doing all this for you. I wish
you could be here to see us. The streets are not all that differ-
ent — you wouldn’t get lost — but we are very different these
days. Can you imagine, tonight I walked down the Strand
with my lover, and we talked about which pub we would go
and drink in; we have a choice of places to go now, and the
chances are that when we get there no one will know us.
And then he put his arm around my shoulder. I suppose it’s
gestures like that, public and unremarkable, that you could
never enjoy... The weight of a lover’s arm on your shoulder is
not a sensation you can ever enjoy now, nothing can ever be
worth what was done to you, nothing can change that, but oh
it almost does (211-12).

The writer’s identification with Wilde is not founded on a
denial of difference. If the writer identifies with Wilde, it’s
not because he considers that as gay men they are exactly
the same. His sentimentality is not the expression of a
blind essentialism. On the contrary, he insists on behalf
of his generation of gay men that “we are very different
these days.” His identification with Wilde arcs across
the gap of historical and social difference, finding points
of commonality that allow him to imagine himself as
fulfilling Wilde’s ambitions for himself and for gay life,
even surpassing them.

Here a little condescension creeps in, a bit of self-
congratulation at Wilde’s expense. Wilde serves as
a yardstick by which the writer measures his own
generation’s triumphant progress, the vast distance gay
life has traveled in the intervening century. (He even
thinks his own happiness “almost” makes up for Wilde’s
suffering!) Atthe very heart, then, of thishomage to Wilde
lurks an impulse to disidentification already implicit
in the writer’s complacent celebration of the modern
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HMIUIMIIATEH Ha  IIMCATEJIOBOTO  CaMO3aI0BOJIHO
c/IaBehe Ha MOJIEPHUTE MOXKHOCTH Ha T'ej IOCTOEHE
BO Koe caMuoT Bajiam He mosken ma yxkuBa (,Moskerr
JIM Jla 3aMUCIHIIL..“). ABTOpOT 0e3/pyro ucTpajyBa
BO JepUHHpAbeTO Ha COMNCTBEHHOT HEHTUTET BO
CJI0’KEH OZHOC KOH Bajiy, mocraByBajKu ce cebecu Kako
HACJIEHUK, MPOJOJIKyBay, IIAMIIMOH, H30aByBad Ha
Bajiig — 1 Kako 0TeJIOTBOPYBakhe Ha UCIIOJTHYBAETO Ha
BajnioBHOT UCTOPUCKH ITOTEHITH]jaJ.

* * *

BropoTo mucmo 3By4H gocta pasiudHo. ,Ockap, iiu
debena kyuko“, 3aloyHyBa TOoa. ,MWHaATaTa HOK ja
COHYBaB TBOjaTa paka Ha MoeTo Jiuie. Tu Gelre TaMmy BO
KPEBETOT, T0JIeM U /iebesT KaKo IITO MU Kakaa JieKa CH
OWJ1, IyTIIHII JIE?KEJKU BO KPEBETOT 3a3€MajKH T'O IEJIOTO
Mecto“ (212). Toa 3zakiayuyBa, ,He Te coskamyBam.
Jlypu He cakaMm HH Jia Te IpaiiaM 3a COBeT... TH crapa
KpaJIniie, TBOjaTa paKa e Ha MOETO JIKIlEe, He MOKaM cera
Jia 36opyBam” (213).

IToBTOPHO W3JIeryBa JieKa OJHOCOT Ha aBTOPOT Ha
IIICMOTO KOH Bajsi/1 € MOKOMILTHIIMPAH O/ TOA Ha IIITO Ha
ITOYETOKOT KAKO OUEKYBakhe MOJKE /1a HaBeJle HETOBHUOT
ToH. Ha mucaresior My ce ragu ox Bajiz, HO 1 moTpeceH
€ O/l HEro  ’KeJIeH 3a IOBp3yBambe co Hero. Herosara
IOIJIaKa He e caMo JeKka Bajiaa 3azema mpemMHOrY
IIPOCTOP; TYKY U JIeKa CO TOA IIITO Ha aBTOPOT MYy OCTaBHJI
CKy/IeH JINUEH MPOCTOpP, Bajyia mpemaBa TONIKY Mast [es
oz cebe cu.

Tu He peye HUIITO, TYKY IPOJIOJIKU /I MymHI... Taka, jac
CTaHAaB U TO 3alajMB CBETJIOTO U TH JOHECOB IEIETHUK
U moyekaB ja mposbopuir.. Cera xora Oellle 3amajieHO
CBETJIOTO, He GeB BUCTHMHCKH 3acpaMeH Of TBOETO TeJIO.
Tu He ce 06uze ma ce mokpuenl. Tu cu crap, neden u Ge
U MaJIKy ce MOTHUIl. Tu cu cTapa Kpajuia; TH CH J0CTa Haj
MOKHOCTA J]a Te 3aCpaMH IOMJIaZl MaX, I0CTA CIIOCOOEH J1a
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possibilities for gay existence that Wilde himself could
not enjoy (“Can you imagine...”). The writer nonetheless
persists in defining his own identity in complex relation
to Wilde, figuring himself as Wilde’s inheritor, successor,
champion, redeemer—and as embodying the fulfillment
of Wilde’s historical potential.

* * ¥

The second letter sounds rather different. “Oscar, you
fat bitch,” it begins. “Last night I dreamed your hand was
on my face. You were there in the bed, big and fat like I've
been told you were, lying in bed smoking and taking up
all the room” (212). It concludes, “I don’t pity you. I don’t
even want to ask your advice... You old queen, you've got
your hand on my face, I can’t talk now” (213).

It turns out once again, though, that the letter writer’s
relation to Wilde is more complicated than his tone
might at first lead one to expect. The writer is disgusted
by Wilde, but also moved by him, and desirous of a
connection with him. His complaint is not only that
Wilde takes up too much space; it is also that, having left
the writer scant room of his own, Wilde yields so little of
himself.

You said nothing but kept on smoking... So I got up and put
on the light and fetched you an ashtray and waited for you to
talk... Once the light was on I wasn’t embarrassed, really, by
your body. You didn’t try to cover yourself. You are old, and
fat, and white, and you sweat slightly. You're an old queen;
you are quite beyond being embarrassed by a younger man,
quite capable of taking in the details of my body (I had half

’II
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I'd BIMEII IMOEJMHOCTATE HAa MOETO Tejo (Kora OTHAOB BO
KyjHaTa I10 IeMeTHUK MU Oellle oIyAurHaT) 6e3 »xenba uim
MHXUOUIMja. 3aToa ce BPAaTHUB B KPEBET U CEHAB OJIUCKY.
Buzejkun nMmaB unTaHo 3a Tebe, IOMUC/IUB JIeKa MOKeOu
cakail Jia IOMMHEIII CO IIPCTUTE HU3 MOjaTa Koca. 3HaM JIeKa
HeMmaM pyca Koca [kako Jlopa Andpen Jdarmac (Lord Alfred
Douglas), BajnmoBara »KuBOoTHa JbyOOB], U cera OTKaKo ce
[IPECTOPUB Jia JIMYaM Ha Mazk, [ToBeke He JIMJaM Ha MOMUYE,
HO cellak IIOMUCJIMB JIeKa MoeOu 61 cakast ja Me JOIPeIIL.
IToMucaus fgexa MoxeOM OM IIOCAKasl HEIITO O MEHeE.
IToMucaus mexa Moxebu 60U umas HemTo aa ta nagaMm. Ce
IIOTIIPEB HA TBOETO PAMO U YEKaB.

Caxa /ja 360pyBal; ke Te CIyIIaB, IITO U a Kaxeire. Ke te
JIpIKeB /A IOcaKalle Toa fa To cropaM. Ke 360pyBas mn ke
ctyinas 1iesia Hok. Hajmocsie, Toa ro uMaB CTOPEHO 32 MHOTY
npyru maxu. Ce ke cropes; 61 MacTypbupast npej rebe uiu
6u ZI03BOJIIUI /1A IPABUIII IIITO CAKAIIL.

A, T He Ka)ka HUIIITO, TIOBeKe O7f ITOJIOBUHA 07 BPEMETO
He HHU TJezianie Bo MeHe. [lymremnie. TBoute oun 6ea MpTBH,
TBOETO /1e6esio 6esto Meco Gellre MajIy MOTHO U MOTPYJIHIHO
MpTBO... IIpeTnocTaByBaM Jleka Hajmocje yclieajie aa Te
ybujar. /la Te cBesiaT Ha OBa...

Te MoJtaM, Ka’K¥i MM HEIIITO, IIITO O¥I0, 100P0 61 MU JOIILIO0
(212-13).

Jloxosiky oBaa (aHTazupaHa Bpcka co Bajim mesmyBa
ITOMAJIKy IOTTUKHYBa4Ka O] IPETX0/THATA, TOA € IEJTyMHO
3aToa INTO € WHTHUMHA. IluWcaTtesioT BOCIIOCTaByBa
(usuuku KOHTaKT co Bajia, ro 3amuciyBa HEro Kako
OIUTLIUBO IIPHCYCTBO, a HE CAMO KaKO UCTOPUCKH IJTACHUK
WJIM TIOJIMTUYKYA HaBECHUK WJINM MavyeHUK IPOTJIaceH 3a
ceerern. Cekako, Bajny ocraHyBa eHurma, 3arajioueH
cO HeroBaTa HeoOWMYHOCT U AajeunHa: ,CdaTtus siexa
HeMaM IIpeTcTaBa 3a Toa Kako OU 3Bydes TBOjOT riac”
(212). Ho, BajngoBara TBp/iorjiaBa IOBJIEYEHOCT € UCTO
Taka epeKT 0] TeXKHEEHETO Ha aBTOPOT Ha IHUCMOTO CO

an erection swinging when I went to get the ashtray from the
kitchen) without desire or inhibition. So I came back into the
bed and sat close. I thought, having read about you, that you
might want to run your fingers through my hair. I know I'm
not blonde [like Lord Alfred Douglas, the love of Wilde’s life],
and that I don’t look like a boy any more now that I've made
myself look like a man, but I still thought that you might
want to touch me. I thought you might want something from
me. I thought I might have something to give you. I leaned
against your shoulder and waited.

I wanted you to talk; I would have listened to anything you
might have said. I would have held you if you’d wanted me
to. I would have talked or listened all night. After all, I've
done that for a lot of other men. I would have done any-
thing; masturbated in front of you, or let you do anything
you wanted.

And you said nothing, you didn’t even look at me half the
time. You smoked. Your eyes were dead, your fat white flesh
was sweating slightly and quite dead... I supposed that they
had finally managed to kill you. To reduce you to this...

Please, say anything at all to me, and I can use it (212-13).

If this fantasized relationship with Wilde seems less
edifying than the previous one, that is partly because it is
moreintimate. The writer finds himselfin physical contact
with Wilde, imagines him as a palpable presence and not
just as a historical precursor or political forerunner or
sainted martyr. To be sure, Wilde remains an enigma,
baffling in his strangeness and distance: “I realized that I
had no idea what your voice would sound like” (212). But
Wilde’s stubborn remoteness is also an effect of the letter
writer’s yearning to enter into a relation of reciprocal
exchange with him, for which purpose the writer would
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HEro /ia Bje3e BO OJHOC Ha PENUIIPOYHA pa3MeHa, 3a
KOJaIIITO I1eJ1 aBTOPOT OM OMJI COIJIaceH Ja ja HaMUHE
CBOjaTa CeKCyaJlHa OJIBpaTHOCT — HABUCTHHA, CE€ O
CTOPHJI 32 O/ITOBOP.

Hajon6uBHaTa kKapakTepucTUKa Ha Bajsiy He € HEroBOTO
OTeUYeHO TeJIo, TyKy HeroBaTa MpPTBOTHja, HeroBara
PaMHOIYIITHOCT, OZIOWBAKETO JIa JAajie WIH Jla IPHUMHU.
OBoj Bajng He e 3auHTepecupaH na Oujie craceH of
IIOMJI3JlaTa TeHepalfja, HO HeMa HUTYy Jla U Ce TPrHe
on marotr.” Toj ocTraHyBa MAacHBHO IIPHCYCTBO U Ha
MIACATEJIOT He My JI03BOJIyBa HUKAaKBa CaMOJIOBOJIHOCT,
HHUKaKBO 4yBcTBO Ha TpuyMmd. Hajnocie, moxkebu ,Hue"
He mpumaraMme 3aeqHo. MokeOu HEMA IIITO J1a Ce KasKe.
BajngoBHOT MOJIK ce 3akaHyBa Jla CTaHe MOJIKOT Ha
MMM CATEJIOT.

* * *

Torami, KOHTpacTOT momery JBeTe IHICMa CE COCTOU
HajeJJHOCTABHO BO pa3jIMKaTa MoMery HieHTU(UKaIu-
jata u neunneHTUdUKAIMjaTa, KenbaTa U OJBPATHOCTA,
KOHTHUHYUTETOT U JUCKOHTUHYUTETOT CO MUHATOTO Ha T'ej
MazkuTe. VIcTo TOJIKY e TOBP3aHO €O ,KaKBO € YyBCTBOTO
J1a ce I0IIpe MIHATOTO, /1A Ce IOBe el ceOe CH BO KOHTAKT
CO eJlHa KBUP HCTOpHja KOjallITO NCTOBPEMEHO € U He €
HeuHja colicTBeHa.'” bapTieT HUKoOra He ro ,ipe3peBa‘
Bajng Bo cmucitata Ha Jynuja Kpucresa (Julia Kristeva)
Ha IIOBJIEKYBame BO XOPOP BO Jiesl o/ cebe cU KOJIITO
HUKOTAIIl yCIEelITHO He Mo3Ke Ja ro otdpiau.t Mrpara Ha
neHTUdUKAIMja U Jlen/leHTuUKanuja 3aMpCceHO To
CTPYKTYpUpa ceKoe HeroBo nrcMo 710 Bajiz. Bo cexoe o
HUB BapTsieT co MHOIITBO U/IMOMY 1 TOHOBU I'0 UCKAKyBa
CBOETO BU/IyBame Ha HCTOPUCKATA UCTOCT ¥ PA3JINYHOCT.
Bo oBaa semocTpaiiyja Ha MHOTyTe eEMOTHUBHU PETUCTPU
BO KOM Tej Ma)KuTe MOXKaT Jia ,[OBOpaT eJleH CO JIpYT,
Ha COIICTBEH jaswkK“, bapTyieT moBuKyBa €/lHA MalllKa
CJIMYHOCT BO K0ja uaeHTHUKanMjaTa He 6apa Gpuleme
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even be willing overcome his sexual repugnance—indeed,
he would do anything for a response.

Wilde’s most repulsive feature is not his bloated body but
his deadness, his indifference, his refusal either to give or
to receive. This Wilde has no interest in being rescued by
the younger generation, but neither will he get out of its
way.’ He remains a massive presence, and he allows the
writer no complacency, no sense of triumph. Maybe “we”
don’t belong together, after all. Maybe there is nothing
to say. Wilde’s silence threatens to become the writer’s
own.

* KX

The contrast between the two letters, then, consists in
nothing so simple as the difference between identification
and disidentification, desire and disgust, continuity and
discontinuity with the gay male past. It has to do at
least as much with “what it feels like” to touch the past,
to bring oneself into contact with a queer history that
both is and is not one’s own." Bartlett never “abjects”
Wilde in Julia Kristeva’s sense of recoiling in horror
from a part of himself that he can never successfully
jettison." The play of identification and disidentification
intricately structures each of his letters to Wilde. In
each Bartlett transacts his own negotiation of historical
sameness and difference in a variety of idioms and tones.
In this demonstration of the many emotional registers
in which gay men might “speak to one another, in our
own language,” Bartlett evokes a gay male commonality
in which identification does not require the erasure
of difference and disidentification stops far short of
rejection.

’II
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Ha pasjKaTa u JeuieHTuduKaujara BOOIIITO He OuBa
oxbOueHa.

Hajnocite, u ngBere mucMa Ha Bajig 3aBpiryBaar co
,Jby00B“. 1 nBeTe, cexkoe Ha CBOj HauWH, Tpeba /a ce
cdaraT kako JbyOOBHU mucMa. Harure moTparu 1o rej
IIOTEKJIA MOKE Of Pa3JIUYHH IOTPeOH Jja MPOAOJIKAT
U Ja IejaT Ha Pas3JIdYHU IIeJHM, HO CHTE THE Ce
MOJIeTHAaKBO, YMHOBU Ha Jby0OB. OBaa JbyOOB KOjallITO
HeMa 1oTpeba, a ¥ He ja MCKJIydyBa aMOUBaJIEHTHOCTA,
ozrosapa Ha BapT/IeTOBHOT KBHP MO/IeJT Ha KOJIEKTHBEH
rej UIEHTUTET KOJIITO HE MOXKe, a ¥ HeMa rnoTtpeba /1a ja
HCKJIyIyBa pa3jInKara.

* **

KomruiekcHO aMOMBaJIEHTHHUOT CTaB KOH Bajiiz, napasexn
CO TapaJieJTHAaTa IMOCTAaBEHOCT Ha THE JIBE IHUCMA, Ce
MIPOIIMPYBA Ha [eJINOT oAHOC Ha BapTyiet koH Bajiig Hu3
OCTAaHATHUOT JIeJI O/ HeroBaTa KHUTra, KAaKO U HETOBUOT O/I-
HOC KOH I'ej UCTOpH]jaTa, rej OIMIITECTBOTO BO CETallTHOCTA,
U rej Mamkara cy0OjektuBHOCT. (JIuTepaTypHara
TEXHHKa Ha KOJIAXK € COBPIIEHO CPEJCTBO 32 KPEUPAHE
U u3pasyBalbe Ha aMmbOuBasieHTHOcT.) Ha mpumep,
BO efieH MOMeHT baptiier ro 3amuciyBa Bajim kako
COIICTBEHOTO asITep ero, co BajnmoBata wHHUIUjaIHja
BO METPOIIOJINCKATa KBUP KYJITypa MPeABUAYBAJKH U
TOYHO PEIUTHIUPAjKH ja colcTBeHaTa. ,Kako u jac, u
TOj He >KuBeeJ1 orcekorail Bo JIonzoH. Tamy ce mocenwn
BO 1879 roAMHA U TOTAIll ¥ TOj CAMHOT MOPAJI /Ia HAyUH
KaKo J1a JKUBee TaMy, MOPaJI /ia T'M Hay4u 3Harure. Taka,
Toa e ucrara npukaszHa“ (57). Ce YMHH JieKa UCKYCTBOTO
Ha Bajomy UM TOBOpHM AMPEKTHO HA Tej MaKUTE Ha
BaprieroBaTa reHeparuja: Herosure jaena ,0ea
HAIUIIIAHU 32 HAC ¥ caMO 3a HaC, U CaMO HUe HaBUCTHUHA
MOKEMe Jla Th pa3zbepeme. 3apeM He OU PEKOJI IeKa HHe

- cu mpumarame eieH Ha apyr?“ (36).

After all, both letters to Wilde close with “Love.” Both are
to be understood in their own ways as love letters. Our
quests for gay origins may proceed from various needs
and aim at various goals, but they are all, equally, acts
of love. This love which need not and does not exclude
ambivalence corresponds to Bartlett’s queer model of a
collective gay identity that cannot and need not exclude
difference.

* * ¥

The complexly ambivalent attitude to Wilde expressed
by the juxtaposition of those two letters extends to
Bartlett’s entire relation to Wilde throughout the rest
of his book as well as to his relation to gay history, to
gay society in the present, and to gay male subjectivity.
(The literary technique of collage is the perfect vehicle
for creating and expressing ambivalence.) At one point,
for example, Bartlett imagines Wilde as his alter ego,
with Wilde’s initiation into metropolitan queer culture
anticipating and exactly replicating his own. “Like me,
he didn’t always live in London. He moved there in 1879,
and then he too had to learn how to live here, he had
to learn the signs. So it’s the same story” (57). Wilde’s
experience, it appears, speaks directly to gay men of
Bartlett’s generation: his works “were written for us and
for us alone, and only we can truly understand them. We
belong together, don’t you think?” (36).

9



Identities )

Bo npyru momenTu, baptier Bo BajiiyioBoTo BiieryBame
BO CEKCYyaJIHOTO IO/I3€Mje Ha BUKTOpPHjaHCKHU JIOH/IOH
ro WU3JIBOjyBa ,HAIPOCTO IIPErojIeMHOT IIMHHU3AM CO
KOj €KOHOMCKU IPHBHUJIETHDAaH Ma)k MOXKe Jja BOJU
XOMOCEKCYJIaeH KUBOT BO JIOHZIOH 6€e3 /1a I1aTh oBeke
o1 mapu 3a HUCTOoTO... [T]oj He Oelle xepojcka >KpTBa,
TYKy Ma’K KOj JIa’K€JKU U CMeejKH ce, Ce M3BJIEKYBa Of
MPU3HABAKETO HA PEASTHOCTHTE Ha OBOj rpaxa’ (33).
Taka, Toa BOOIIIIITO He € UCTaTa IpUKa3Ha - Wiy, 6apewm,
He e NMpUKa3HaTa Koja bapTier caka jja MuCau JieKa ja
IIOBTOPYBA, MAaKO IIOHEKOTall cMeTa JieKa € IIPEMHOrY
6113y 710 HETOBOTO COIICTBEHO HCKYCYyBame 3a J]a MOKe
Jla OuJie yTemnrHo.

Cnopen baptiier, Bo cekoj ciIy4aj, KakBO OMJIO U cexoe
uneHTuduKyBame co Bajng uspasyBa ,HeoOWMYHA Te€j
cyetHoct“. Toa e daHTazmja HCIIOJIHETA CO KeJOw,
WiIy3dWja Ha KojamrTo baptier caka Ja M yIOBOJIyBa,
MaKo 3Hae ITO e J00po, ,HCTO KAKO IIITO 0JIaM BO TPaf
Jla ijaM 3a Jia T 3abopaBaM MOUTE PA3IMYHOCTH CO
JIPYTHUTE MaK1 BO 6ApOT ¥ 32 J]a y>KUBAM BO €JHOCTABHUOT
(dakT Ha HaAIIETO CIIO/IEJIEHO HCKYCTBO, /1A YKHUBAM BO
33/I0BOJICTBOTO OJ] CIIOjYBAa€TO HA HAIIUTE OYH BO
OIJIEAJIOTO, TOJIEMOTO 33/I0BOJICTBO JIE?KH BO TOA KaKO
M3TJIe/laMe Kora CTOMME efleH 710 ZIpyT (35).

U nokpaj Toa, baptyieT coBpieHO e cBeceH aeka Bajzg
HE MOJXKE /Jia TW IPETCTaByBa CUTE I'ej MaKU IIOBEKe
OTKOJIKY IIITO TOA MO2KE JIa TO IpaBU U caMuoT bapTiier.
»,KaKo MOkaM Jla KaHOHH3HPAM CcaMO €JleH Max, Jia TO
aHaTeMucaM, jJa 3abenexxaM caMo exHa Oumorpadwuja
Kako ‘TunuyHa’? HuTy eneH Mak He MOXKe Jla M€ BOJIH
HU3 rpajioT... IloBeke Ou cakasi ja pa3roBapaM co HeKoja
oOWYHAa KpaThIia KOjalllTo ja I03HaBaM, IoBeke OU cakasl
Jla ce TOBp3aM CO MPHKa3HaTa Ha HEKOj MaK KOjIITO
CyM T'O CpeTHaJI, /Ia TO OIHUIIIaM JIUKOT Ha HEKOj TaHuep/
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At other moments, Bartlett discerns in Wilde’s entry
into the sexual underworld of Victorian London “merely
the overweight cynical ease with which an economically
privileged man can and does lead a homosexual life in
London without having to pay more than money for it...
[H]e was no heroic victim, but a man lying and laughing
his way out of acknowledging the realities of this city”
(33). So it’s not the same story at all—or, at least, it’s
not the story that Bartlett likes to think of himself as
repeating, even if he sometimes finds it to be rather too
close to his own experience for comfort.

<

Any and all identification with Wilde expresses “a
peculiarly gay vanity” in any case, according to Bartlett.
It is a wishful fantasy, an illusion that Bartlett likes to
entertain despite knowing better, “just as I go out to
drink in order to forget my differences with the other
men in the bar and to enjoy the simple fact of our shared
experience, to enjoy the pleasure of crossing eyes in a
mirror, the great pleasure to be found in the way we look
standing side by side” (35).

Even so, Bartlett is perfectly well aware that Wilde can
hardly represent all gay men, any more than Bartlett
himself can. “Why should I canonize only one man,
anathemize him, record only one biography as ‘typical’?
No one man can guide me around this city... I'd rather
talk about some ordinary queen I know, I'd rather relate
the story of some man I've met, describe the face of some
dancer or beauty. A book which gives a picture of that
part of my history which is called ‘Oscar Wilde’ would
have to include all these stories and others besides” (30).

:
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TaH4YepKa Win yoaser]/yoaBunia. Kaura koja maBa ciuka
0/l TOj IeJ1 O] MOjaTa UCTOPHja KojalTo ce BUKa ‘Ockap
Bajsir’ 6u MopaJsia ja Ty BKJIydyBa CUTE OBHE IPUKA3HU,
U pyru nokpaj HuB® (30). U Taka, baptier ce obuznen
Jla TH BKJIyYH. A cemnak, I0CTojaHo ce HaBpakas Ha Ockap
Bajiz.

* % %

CraBot Ha baptier koH rej ucropujata e KOHGJIUKTEH
Ha canueH HauuH. Of e/lHA CTpaHa, TOj caka Heropara
rej WCTOpWja Jla € BKJIyYHTEIHA. ,MeHe cure Me
dacumampaar. [IpeTnoctaByBam leka MUHATHUTE YKUBOTH
T'H TPETUPAM CO OBaa Yy/leCHA U HEJUCKPUMHHUPAYKA
MIOYUT 3aToa IIITO caKaM Jia ja 3HaM cedHja MpHUKa3Ha“
(99). On npyra cTpaHa, ceKkoe HOBO OTKPUTHE MY YKaKyBa
Ha BapTiier KoJIKy MaJIKy TOj 3Hae, KOJIKy MHOTY O/ T€]
MHUHATOTO € HEMOBPATHO H3ryOEHO, KOJIKY OTCEKOTaIll
Omna HEBWJIMBA HAIIaTa HCTOpHja. I'OoBOpejku co
€leH Off M3BECTyBauWTe, TOj Hamumai, ,Kora Haoram
TPary Of] HETOBUOT JKUBOT, U Of] IPYTH KUBOTHU, HE CYM
CUTYpEH KaKo Jila pearupam, Jaju Ja IPOCJIaByBaM,
WIN J]a Ce CBPTaM HA CTpaHAa U Jja MOTJIeAHAM HAaJIBOD
0/l IIPO30PEIIOT, UCTO KAKO HETO, JIYT, JIyT IITO CUTE THE
npuKa3Hu ouse 3abopaBeHn” (129).

BapriieroBata aMOUBaJIEHTHOCT € O0COOEHO HaryiaceHa
CEKojIaT Kora OTKPHWBAa Tpard Ha Trej IOCTOEHE BO
obunMjaTHUTE JIOKYMEHTH COCTAaBEHH OJ CTpaHa
Ha BJIACTUTE 3a Jla TH KOPHUCTAT MpOTUB Hac. Toj e
BO30y/ieH Kora Ke Hajle /I0Ka3 3a rej MHHATO, HO TOj
ro IpeaymnpeayBa CBOjOT UMTATEJ/YUTATETIKA Jla HE Ce
,B030yayBa. OBHe 3amycu He ce HaMeHeTH 3a Tebe. Tue
ce doxa3. HuBHaTa 1en1 He e Jja He WHGOPMHUpAAT 3a
HEIITO, THE Ce TaMy 3a Jia IOMOTHAT BO JI0ArameTo JI0
npecyzia. He OGwte muinryBaHu 3a 1a MOXKeMe HEE Jia ce
uneHTuduKyBame cedbecw, /1a ce 3aMucIuMe cebecu, 71a ce

And so Bartlett tried to include them. Yet he kept coming
back to Oscar Wilde.

* K ¥

Bartlett’s attitude to gay history is similarly conflicted.
On the one hand, he wants his gay history to be inclusive.
“I am fascinated by everyone. I suppose I treat past lives
with this curious and indiscriminate respect because I
want to know everyone’s story” (99). On the other hand,
each new discovery indicates to Bartlett how little he
knows, how much of the gay past has been irretrievably
lost, how invisible our history has always been. Speaking
of one informant, he writes, “When I find traces of his
life, and of other lives, I'm not sure how to react, whether
to celebrate, or turn away and look out of the window
like he did, angry, angry that all these stories have been
forgotten” (129).

Bartlett’sambivalenceis especially pronounced whenever
he uncovers traces of gay existence in official documents
that were drawn up by the authorities in order to be
used against us. He is thrilled to find proof of the gay
past, but he warns his reader not to “get excited. These
records aren’t meant for you. They are evidence. They
aren’t meant to inform us of anything; they are there
to help form a verdict. They weren’t written so that we
could identify ourselves, imagine ourselves, remember
ourselves, understand the contradictions or pleasures of
Wilde’s life” (158).

9
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cekaBaMe Ha cebe CH, Jia T pa3bepeMe KOHTPATUKITUUTE
WJIM 33/I0BOJICTBATA Ha KUBOTOT Ha Bajia®“ (158).

MHory on ucropuckuTe AOKyMeHTH Kou baptier ru
IUTUPA, CE COCTABEHH CO I1eJI Ia Ce YTBPAY BUCTUHATA HA
HaIlaTa Ipupoia, CoryiacHo XoMo(GOOUCKUTE CTaHAAP/TH
Ha Bpemero. Bo Taa cmwucia, The Omile HaMEHETH J1a
HE 3aMoJIyYaT ¥ Jia 'M HOTHUCHAT MOeJUHEYHOCTUTE Ha
HAIIIUTE ’)KUBOTH, IOEJUHEYHOCTHUTE KOU Cera HABUCTHHA
HU 3Hauyar. ,lloeguHeyHOCTHUTE Ce TOa IITO 0 cakaMm",
Taxku baptier. ,lloefnHedyHOCTH ce eqUHCTBEHUTE
uHTEpecHH HemmTa® (159).

VYinre moBeke, ,OBHE ‘7IOKa3W IIOKPEHyBaaT BasKHU
Ipamiama 3a HAIIMOT COIICTBEH OJ[HOC KOH HallaTa
coricTBeHa mcropuja. Jlanu ja riemame co 3ady/ieHOCT
Ouiejku e 3aIuc Ha Tara, Ha HEMOK, 3aIKC Ha YHUIIITEHH
>kuBOTH? Vi mak, OMBajKu HaNWIIAHU O/ HOBUHAPH,
MOJINIAJIIA U CYACKU YHMHOBHUIH, JAJTU € MOXHO U
OBHE TEKCTOBH /Ia C€ YHTAAT CO BOOJYIIEBEHOCT, KAKO
CKAIIOI[€HU TParyu Ha ONIACHU, IPHUjaTHU, KOMILTUIIUPAHU
rej :xkuBOoTU?“ (129). BapTtyieT He mpeTHmoOCTaByBa JIeKa
Hekoram Ou OWJI0O MOJKHO Jla ce paspelrd Halara
aMOMBAJIEHTHOCT | J1a ce Jazie 1e(UHUTHBEH OJIFOBOD
Ha Toa npaimasse. [IITo e 1 TpuYMHAaTa 30IITO IO OCTABUI
OTBOPEHO.

* % %

ITocakyBaB baptieroBaTa amMOMBaJIEHTHOCT Ja My ja
npeHecaMm Ha Bajyin v Ha rej MUHATOTO BO IEJIMHA, /1A ja
WIYCTPUPAM IeJINKATHATA HEU3BECHOCT CO KOja HETOBHOT
craB Jiebu moMery 3adyZIeHOCTAa M BOOZYIIEBEHOCTA,
3aTOA IITO HEPEIIUTEIHOCTA BO HETOBHOT CTaB € KJIYY
3a pas3buparme KakO TOj ja KOPHUCTH T€j HCTOpHjaTa
3a 7la My IpPHUCTAany Ha TPoOJIEMOT HA Trej MalllKarta
Cy0jEKTUBHOCT.
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Many of the historical documents Bartlett quotes were
composed in order to establish the truth of our nature,
according to the homophobic standards of the time.
In that sense, they were intended to silence us and to
suppress the details of our lives, the kind of details that
really matter to us now. “What I want are the details,”
Bartlett laments. “Details are the only things of interest”

(159).

Moreover, “this ‘evidence’ raises important questions
about our own attitude to our own history. Do we
view it with dismay, since it is a record of sorrow,
of powerlessness, a record of lives wrecked? Or is it
possible to read even these texts, written as they were by
journalists, policemen and court clerks, with delight, as
precious traces of dangerous, pleasurable, complicated
gay lives?” (129). Bartlett does not presume it will ever be
possible to resolve our ambivalence and give a definitive
answer to that question. Which is why he left it open.

* Kk X

I have wanted to convey Bartlett’s ambivalence to Wilde
and the gay past in general, to illustrate the delicate
suspension withwhichhisattitudehoversbetween dismay
and delight, because that indeterminacy in his outlook
is the key to understanding how he uses gay history to
approach the problem of gay male subjectivity.

:
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Axo bBaprTier mMoken — IOKpaj HeroBaTta YIOPHOCT
3a TOa KOJIKYy OWJI HETHIUYeH, KOJKy Bajnm Own
HEIMPETCTaBUTEJIEH, KOJIKY T'ej MajKuTe Ce Pa3IudyHH
momery cebe - J1a Hajle HEKOJIKY TOYKU Ha CIIOjyBarbe
Mery HETOBHOT U JKUBOTOT Ha Bajiiz, momery HeroBuoT
’KHBOT Y JKUBOTHUTE Ha JIDYTH T'ej MaXKH OJ MUHATOTO U
O/I CETaITHOCTA, TOAa € TOKMY 3aTO0a IIITO TOj CE 3a/1aJI CaMO
Jla TO ,JIOKJIONH [CBOjOT] KMBOT CO IIEMUTE HA JAPYTUTE
MayK{ OKoJIy [Hero]“, ;a y>kuBa Bo Toa ,,Kako u3rjeaMe
KOra CTOUMe efieH 10 ApyT*. Toj HarmpaBWJI MPeTIoCTaBKa
JleKa CUTe HUEe CMe HCTO, /leKa UMa HEKOja BpPOleHA WJTH
opraHcka Bpcka momery Hac. Toj He ce obujen aa ro
paspelu mpamamkeTo AajIu ,HABUCTUHA CU IIpUIIaraMe
eJIeH Ha JIpyT, IpunaramMe 3aeaHo". Kora ro moxsomyBast
CBOjOT JKUBOT CO IIIEMHUTE HA JPYTHUTE MaKU KOU TOj TH
pacrio3HaBajl BO HICTOPHCKHOT 3allkC, TOj TH 3abeJiekan
CJIMYHOCTUTE KOU Ce CAYy4Yye8a.no Jia ce IojaBar, W Jaa
(dopMupaar KOHCHUCTEHTHH, KOXepEeHTHHU CJIUKHU. Ho, Toj
He ce 00u/1eJ /1a TH KOHCOJIUINPa KOHQUTYPAIUUTE KOU
mpousJjieryBajie Bo cymruHu. He ce morpeOHU mieMuTe
Ko TOj 'u oTKpWI. Ho, He cu HUTY yncTo ciydajuu. Tue
Ce yCJIOBEHHU — YCJIOBEHH CO OZIPE/IEHU COIHj THU (DOPMH,
OJIpe/IeHH TPAaBWJIHOCTA, OCHOBAaHU BO HCTOBPEMEHO
HCTpajHa U MIPOMEHJINBA KyJITYypPHA JIOTHKA.

OBg/ie ja riejaMe IJ1aBHATA yJIora Koja ja UMa ucTopujara
BO HamopuTe Ha bapTier ;a 70/10BU ,,KAKBO UyBCTBO
e Toa“, Ja T JJ0Hece BO IPEIU3eH, HO YCIOBeH (GOKyC
3a001aueHUTE KOHCTEJIAlMM HA Tej WUJIEHTUTETOT, Tej
KyJITypaTa U rej cy0jekTuBHOCTa. bapajku Bo ucropujara
neduHUNMja 3a rej MANIKOTO IOCTOeme, baptier ce
MOTIIMPAJT HE CAMO HA TEOPUCKUTE IIPETIIOCTABKH, TYKY U
Ha OIIIITEeCTBEHUTE Iporecu. Ha 0BOj HAYMH TOj MOXKeJ
Jla uAeHTU(UKYBa OZ[pe/IeHH coBHarama M CJIIMYHOCTH,
HO cemak 0e3 /1a Tpeba 1a ru oBepu. U Toram Moxxesn
Jla TIpaBH OJpE/IeHH TeHepayu3aluy Bp3 OCHOBA HA
IIPABWJIHOCTHUTE KOW TU coryiesia, 0e3 Jja TH IpeTBopa

If Bartlett was able—despite his insistence on how
untypical he was, how unrepresentative Wilde had been,
how different gay men are from each other—to find some
points of convergence between his own life and Wilde’s,
between his life and the lives of other gay men past and
present, that is precisely because all he set out to do
was to “match [his] life with the patterns of other men
around [him],” to enjoy “the way we look standing side
by side.” He did not presume that we are all the same,
that there is some intrinsic or organic connection among
us. He did not try to resolve the question of whether “we
really belong to each other, belong together.” He noted
the similarities that happened to appear, and to form
consistent, coherent pictures, when he matched his life
with the patterns of other men that he discerned in the
historical record. But he did not attempt to consolidate
the resulting configurations into essences. The patterns
he discovered are not necessary. But neither are they
purely accidental. They are contingent—contingent on
certain social forms, certain regularities, grounded in
both an enduring and a shifting cultural logic.

Here we see the crucial role that history plays in Bar-
tlett’s effort to capture “what it feels like,” to bring into
precise but provisory focus the cloudy constellations of
gay identity, gay culture, and gay subjectivity. By looking
to history for a definition of gay male existence, Bartlett
was relying not on theoretical propositions but on social
processes. He was able in this way to identify certain cor-
respondences and similitudes, yet without having to en-
dorse them. And then, on the basis of the regularities he
observed, he could make certain generalizations, without
turning them into laws, requirements, obligatory stand-
ards that all gay men have to meet in order to be gay.
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BO 3aKOHU, YCJIOBH, 33/I0/DKUTETHY CTAaHAAP/IU KOU CUTE
rej MaXky Mopa /ia TY HCIIOJIHYBAaar 3a Jja Ouzjar rej.

Hajnocsie, ncupTyBameTo Ha IIEMUTE HE € ONUIIYBAHE
Ha CUHTYJIADHUOT, YHUTAPHUOT UJEHTUTET WU CyDjeK-
THUBUTET, a YIIITe IOMAIKY HHCHUCTHDAIHE JIeKa CUTE Tej
Ma’k¥ MOpa /Jia To UCKa)KyBaart. ,,CJIeTHUOT IIaT Kora He-
KOj Ma’k Ke Me ITpalia KakBo € IYyBCTBOTO, Ke TU CII0jaM
cuTe OBHE (pparMeHTH U Ke My I'l [103ajMaM 3a eZJHa HOK
¥ TOTAlll Ke To IpaliaMm Jajau, YUTAjKU T'H, Ce TyBCTBYBAI
HCTO Kako U jac” (100). Toa e moHyaTa Koja 3aBpIiieHaTa
KHUTA Ha BapTser ce ymire UM ja HyiM Ha YUTATEJIUTe.
KuuraTa He e 06U/t /1a ce IPOIJIacH U Jja ce IPUMEeHyBa
caMo effHa JleUHULIMja 32 T'ej UJIEHTUTETOT, T'ej cyDjek-
TUBUTETOT WU Tej KyATypara. Taa He e HAMeTHYBambe,
TYKy IokaHa. Toa mTo My oBo3MoOKyBa Ha baprier na
reHepaJIn3upa 3a Tej UCKYCTBOTO Oe3 Jja To MPETBOPU BO
3aKOH e Her3BecHaTa IIPUpPOJia Ha caMara rej UCTOpHja
KOjaIlTo My ja AaBa ciaobomaTta u Aa Ouje aMmOUBasIeH-
TEH BO OZJHOC Ha I'ej MUHATOTO U JIa TO caka 6e3 orjies Ha
TEIIKOTHUTE U YKACUTE.

I11

»3a Hac“, muiryBa baptier, ,MUHATOTO He KPUE TEPOPHU
JTOKOJIy HU€ He ce IUIAllIuMe JIa IPUCTAIINMe, /1a OuieMe
BUJIEHU BO JPYIITBOTO HA HAIIUTE ‘TIPOKOJHATH ,
HAIIIUTE OCYZeHU MPETXOAHUIM. 3aToa IITO HUE MOXKe
Jla mpebupame U ojbupamMe oj, boraTcTBaTa Ha HalraTa
HcTopHja M Ha TpajioT. Bo koja/koum Tpaauiuja/Tpasu-
MU ce cTaBall cebe CM — a CO Toa MHCJIaM Ha Toa Koj
CTHJI HajMHOTY TH oziroBapa?“ (208). ITopagu Toa 1ITo
MOXKeMe Jla mpubupaMe U ofOUpaMe OJi MHUHATOTO,
MOJKEME U /Ia ce IOBUKYyBaMe Ha UCTOpHjaTa 3a YTBP/IY-
Bambe Ha KOOPJIMHATHUTE Ha T'ej UJIEHTUTETOT U KYJITYpa,
KOOP/IMHATH KOU HE Ce OTPAHUYIYBAUYKH 3aT0A IITO HE Ce
dbukcHu. Tue ocTaHyBaaT MOOMJTHY CE€ I0ZIEKA M TTIOHATAMY
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To draw out patterns, after all, is not to describe a
singular, unitary identity or subjectivity, much less to
insist that all gay men manifest it. “The next time some
man asks me what it feels like, I'll bind all these fragments
together and lend them to him for a night, and then ask
him if he felt the same way reading them as I did” (100).
That is the offer Bartlett’s completed book still holds out
to its readers. The book is not an effort to promulgate
and enforce a single definition of gay identity, gay
subjectivity, or gay culture. It is not an imposition but an
invitation. What enables Bartlett to generalize about gay
experience without legislating it is the contingent nature
of gay history itself, which also allows him the freedom
both to be ambivalent about the gay past and to love it
despite its heartbreak and its horrors.

III

“For us,” Bartlett writes, “the past holds no terrors, if we
are not afraid of joining, of being seen in the company of
our ‘doomed’, our condemned ancestors. For we may pick
and choose from the riches of our history and of the city.
Which tradition(s) do you place yourself in — by which I
mean which style suits you best?” (208). It is because we
may pick and choose from the past that we can draw upon
history to establish the coordinates of a gay identity and
culture, coordinates that are not constraining because
they are not fixed. They remain mobile, insofar as we can
always reassemble and rearrange them when we want to
redefine who we are.

’II
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MOXKEME IIOBTOPHO Jia T CKJIOIIKMME U pacCIiopeanMe Kora
ke mocakaMme /ia peierHUpPaMe KOU CME.

Baka, Moxke /1a ce CBPTMME KOH HCTOpHjaTa 3a /a IO
omuIieMe rej UAEHTUTETOT WIN Tej KyJaTypara 0e3 na
ja bamcamupame. Ce mro Tpeba fa cropuMe e 1a ce
norsiegHeMe cebe cu of0In3y U TOrall Ke BUJIUMeE JieKa
HUE BCYIIHOCT IIOCTOjaHO CMe BO APYIITBOTO HA HAIIIUTE
rej mpeaIy, nako MoxxeOu Toa He ro cpakame. ,I'nenajku
IO Ma)XOT BO UEBJIUTE CO BUCOKH IOTIETHIY, [IPHUOT
dycran koj mara o eIHOTO paMo (JOI[HA HaBedep e),
ce cekaBaM JleKa TOj M HETrOBUTE CECTPU 3apaboTyBasie
KaKoO JJ]aMU Ha HOKTa yiure of 1870 roauHa, kora ®eHun
(Fanny) u Cremna (Stella) [@pempuxk Buimjam Ilapk
(Frederick William Park) m Epuect Bosron (Ernest
Boulton), Bukropujancku drag xkpanuiy Ouiie yarceHu
Ha 28 ampwi, 1870 rogmHa] ro moceryBasie CTpeHs.
HerosuoT dycras e npenasieH noHaTaMy, IIOJIOBHO, /I
O] IpUKa3Ha, 7es1 of Tpaaunuja“ (223; cf. 129-44). Toa
mTo Tpeba /1a ro OTKpUeMe 3a TAaKBUTE TPAAULINH, a KOe
€ OJITyIyBauKO 32 Hac, € IeKa U OKPaj Toa IITO HAIINTE
NPAaKTHKH TH HMUTHPAAT THE Ha HAIIWUTE IPEeIHy,
3HAUYEHETO Ha HAIIIUTE IPAKTUKHU HE € OTKPHUEHO O] HUB
e/THAIIl 32 CeKOTalll.

Tpagunujata Ha MpH QycTaH KOj mara Ha €JHOTO PaMO
€ CTWJI KOJIITO Ha HEKOW MaKH UM Ipujera moBeke
OTKOJIKYy Ha japyru. He usrieza cekoj 106po BO IIPHO,
He Cekoj Hocu drag, HUTY eAHA TPaAWIUja HE TH
omndaka cute rej Mmaxku. 1 He e cekoja TpaAUIHja TOJIKY
n3rpaayBauka. Ho IOKOJIKy co BpeMeTo 3HauemaTa Ha
HAIINTE COI[UjaTHU NMPAKTUKU IOCTOjaHO Ce MeHyBaar,
He Tpeba Jia ce IUIAIIMME OJf IPU3HABAKE HA HAIIUOT
HUCTOPUCKH KOHTHHYUTET OUJEjKM CAMOTO IOCTOEHE
Ha TpajuIjaTa He 3HAYM U JleKa Taa To OfpeayBa
CBOETO CeTalrHO 3Hayeme UJIU JieKa He ocyzyBa Ja ro
IIOBTOPHMeE MUHATOTO, /Ia TO IIOBTOPUME CO CUTE HETOBU

In this way, we can turn to history in order to describe gay
identity or gay culture without embalming it. All we have
to do is look at ourselves closely, and we will then see
that we are in fact constantly keeping company with our
gay ancestors, although we may not realize it. “Watching
that man in the high-heeled shoes, the black dress falling
off one shoulder (it is late in the evening), I remember
that he and his sisters have been making their own way
as ladies of the night since 1870, when Fanny and Stella
[Frederick William Park and Ernest Boulton, Victorian
drag queens arrested on April 28, 1870] were doing the
Strand. His frock is handed down, second-hand, part
of a story, part of a tradition” (223; cf. 129-44). What is
crucial for us to recognize about such traditions is that
whereas our practices may mimic those of our ancestors,
the meaning of our practices has not been determined
once and for all by them.

That tradition of the black dress falling off one shoulder
is a style that suits some men better than others. Not
everyone looks good in black, not everyone does drag,
no single tradition embraces all gay men. And not every
tradition is especially edifying. But if the meanings of
our social practices are constantly changing with the
times, we need not be afraid of acknowledging their
historical continuity, since the mere existence of a
tradition does not in itself determine its current meaning
or condemn us to recapitulate the past, to repeat it in
all of its ramifications. On the contrary, if we examine
our actual practices, we will see that we keep adapting
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pasrpaHyBama. HampoTwuB, JIOKOJIKy TH WCIHATaMe
HAIIIUTE CTBAPHU MPAKTUKH, K€ BUAUME JIeKa TIOCTOjaHO
ce IpuJIaroZlyBaMe Ha HAIIUTe TPAJUIIUM 3a /1a ycIeeMe
CO HUB Jla IIOCTUTHEME pasjudeH BHUJ[ COIMjaJIHA W
KyJITypHa paboTa o] Taa IIITO ja BpIlleJie BO MUHATOTO.

U T0j, MaKOT KOJIIITO HA CBOETO IIOMJIAZI0 MOMYe (MaJIKy 3a-
cpaMeH, HO CpEKHO HAaIlMeH ) My KYITyBa VIIITE €Z[Ha ITH1jauKa -
ce MoTceTyBaM Ha OM3apHOTO U3BPTYBakhe Ha MUTOJIOTUUTE
neka Bajna ro ompaBayBasl cBOeTO 00OOXKaBarbe Ha MJIAIU
MaKH CO Melllalkbe Ha IACTHII Ha TeiepacTHjaTa Ha Kia-
CUKaTa CO MHUCHUOHEpPCKA IPea/IeHOCT Ha ,KPUMHUHAJIHUTE
KJIacH“, YyBCTBOTO JIeKa THe, He MOMYHEbATA KOUIIITO T'H OC-
TaBUJI CIIUEJKU BO [HETOBHOT /oM Bo] Uesicu, Grjie HETOBUTE
BHCTHHCKU MOMYHIbA - Tpeba JIu /1a To 3abopaBam CeTo Toa,
Tpeba I 1 cCaMHUOT Jia ce YyBCTBYBaM HenpujaTHO? Tpeba jiu
Jla moryieZiHaM Ha cTpana? Tpeba jiu ceTo Toa f1a ro oTdpiiam
€ITHOCTaBHO 3aT0a IIITO Cera, KaKo M TOTalll, eZIeH MasK YeCTH
npyr Mmaxk? Hema sin obup fia ce Kperupa HOB B, HA OJTHOC,
adepa Ha cpIIeTO HEKAKO COO/IBETHA HA cpenbaTa Ha ABajia
MHOTY pasyiuunu Maxu? Toa e HalIaTa BUCTHHCKA UCTOPH-
ja, McTopuja KojaTo c€ yiuTe ja nuuryBame (223).

He e Hy»xHO /1a ce moctaBuMe cebe CH BO UCTOPHUCKUTE
TPaJUIUH, IIITO ¥ TO IIPaBHMe I1eJI0 BpeMe 6e3 [ja 3HaeMe
(corsmacHo Baptier), 3a Aa v GUKCHpaMe 3aCeKOoTalll
3HaYemaTa Ha HAIHUTE JIEjCTBUja WM BO IEJIOCT J1a TH
pernpoayiupamMe couujaauuTe GOpPMH Of MHHATOTO.
3aToa, Toa He € HEKOMIATUOMTHO CO IIPOI0JIKYBaIbe a
ce U3MUCIyBame cebecH.

* **

Ce 3aBucH 0] TOa KaKoO IJieJiaTe Ha WcTopujaTta. Jlamu e
TOAa 3aITMC Ha JUHAMUYHA ITPOMEHa, UJTH JIaJTH HU KasKyBa
kou cMme? Jlamu ucTropujaTa CIYKHM 3a J1a HE HMOTBPIU
BO HAIIIMOT CeTallleH WUJIEHTUTET HpeKy pedJieKTHPambe
KOH Hac Ha HalllaTa CeralrHa IIpeTcTaBa 3a cebecu, UIH
JlaJld HU JI03BOJIyBa Jila TM 3aMucanuMe (GOpMHTE Ha
IIOCTOEE 32 KOU He ce HU COHYBAaJIO BO Hallle BpeMe?
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our traditions so as to make them do a different kind of
social and cultural work from the work they did in the
past.

And that man buying his younger boyfriend (slightly embar-
rassed, but happily drunk) another drink — I remember the
bizarre twisting of mythologies that Wilde used to justify his
adoration of young men, the mixing of a pastiche of Classical
paederasty with a missionary zeal for “the criminal classes”,
the sense that they, not the boys he left sleeping in [his home
in] Chelsea, were his true sons—should I forget all that,
should I be embarrassed myself? Should I look the other
way? Should I dismiss all that simply because now, as then,
one man is paying for another? Isn’t there an attempt to cre-
ate a new kind of relationship, an affair of the heart some-
how appropriate to the meeting of two very different men?
That’s our real history, the one we're still writing (223).

To place ourselves in historical traditions, which we do
all the time without knowing it (according to Bartlett), is
not necessarily to fix forever the meaning of our actions
or to replay in their entirety the social forms of the past.
It is therefore not incompatible with continuing to invent
ourselves.

* X ¥

It all depends on how you look at history. Is it a record of
dynamicchange, or doesittelluswhoweare? Does history
serve to confirm us in our present identity by reflecting
back to us our current image of ourselves, or does it allow
us to imagine forms of existence undreamt of in our own
day? “There is a very specific gay sense of history,” writes
Bartlett disapprovingly, “in which nothing really happens

:
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,/IMa MHOTY KOHKpETHa rej cMHCJIa BO HCTOpHjaTa“,
Heo/100pyBauky nuiryBa baptier, ,,Bo Koja HUIITO He ce
CJIydyBa Jl0/leKa He ce u/ieHTudUKyBare cebect KaKo rej
Mak“ (221). Pa30upsIiiB € TAKBUOT CTaB KOH UCTOPHjaTa,
HO He IoMara MHOTY 6u/iejku T0j epHUKacHO ja 30puliryBa
camaTa MCTOpHja, IpaBejKu ro MUHATOTO HUIITO OCBEH
cKkpaTeHa (popManyja Ha HAIIUOT CeralleH HIEHTUTET,
IIPOEKI[ja BO MUHATOTO Ha TOA INTO CMe Cera, Koe
Toram uMma edekT Ja He QUKcHpa BO HAIIUTE TEKOBHU
neduHUnMM Ha camure cebe U edeKT HA OApeNyBambe
€/THAIII 32 CeKOTalll KOU CMe.

BapTsieT TOj cTaB ro MCKaXKyBa OJi CTOMAKOT KaKO IITO
cIlenu:

Bunejku ru uMaMm CBOUTE 3a/I0BOJICTBA Cera, Toa Mopa Ja
€ JIOBOJIHO, jac MOpa Jia CyM HCIPIIEH Off HUB U Jla CIIHjaM
3a7I0BOJIHO HaBeuep. 1 moBeke o Toa, KAaKO MOXKeMe Jia
ce cmenuMe? Kako Mo)keMe BOOIIITO Ja Ce CMEHHMe
cera Kora KOHEYHO CMe CTaHaje Xxomocekcyaauu. Hue
c€ cMe MHBeCTHpaje He BO IIpaBeibe HEelITO, TYKy BO
OuayBarbe HEMITOo... PaboTejKku TOJIKY I0JITO U HAIIOPHO J1a
rO MTOCTUTHEME OBOj W/IEHTUTET, HEMA MHOTY IPUYUHU 1A
rO UCIIUTYBaMe, Ja YelKaMe II0 HEero 3a MOXKHHU MecTa 3a
MIpUJIaro/lyBatbe U MeHyBame. McropujaTa ja mpemnpaBame
I10 CBOjOT JIMK HAMECTO /ia IIOTJIeIHEME BO HalllaTa UCTOPHja
KaKO M3BOP HAa COMHEXH U Haziexku (218).

Jlypu B Kora TI'l JIOIyIITa IPUBJIEYHOCTUTE HA BAKOB
BUJl ucropuja, baprier sobupa 3a mnogMHAMHYHA
CMHCJIa HAa T€j) MHUHATOTO, 32 BU3Mja Ha UCTOPHUja KaKo
MeCTO Ha pasJihKa, 3alliC Ha IPOMEHa, TJI0 3a HJHA
Tpancdopmanuja.'®

BiieryBamero BO MCTOpHjaTa Ha BaKOB HAUMH MOJKE Jla Ce
MTOYYBCTBYBa KaKO BJIETyBaibe BO 6ap 3a MPBIAT; IO 0J3eMa
3nuBOT. bes 31uB 61 Mokeste fja cobepeme 1esa deia HOBU
MTO3HAHUIIY, I1eJ1a OM6IN0TeKa Ha KOCTYMUPAHU ApaMu KOU
ce ZIBIIKAT Ofl, Zia peueMe, drag 3abaBa BO 1725 rofMHA /10

until such time as you identify yourself as a gay man”
(221). Such an attitude to history is understandable, but
not very helpful, because it effectively abolishes history
itself, making the past nothing but a back-formation of
our present identity, a projection into the past of who
we are now, which then has the effect of fixing us in our
current definition of ourselves and determining once and
for all who we are.

Bartlett ventriloquizes that attitude as follows:

Since I have my pleasures now, they must be enough, I must
be exhausted by them and sleep contentedly at night. And
more than that, how could we change? How could we ever
change, now that we have become, at last, homosexual. We
have invested everything not in doing something, but in
being something... Having worked so long and so hard to
achieve this identity, there is little reason to scrutinize it, to
poke around in it for possible sites of adjustment and altera-
tion. We remake history in our image, rather than looking to
our history as a source of doubts and hopes (218).

Even as he allows for the attractions of this kind of
history, Bartlett lobbies for a more dynamic sense of the
gay past, for a vision of history as a site of difference, a
record of change, a ground of future transformation.*

Entering history like this can feel like entering a bar for the
first time; it takes your breath away. Breathless, we could
assemble a whole cast of new acquaintances, a whole library
of costume dramas moving from, say, a drag party in 1725
to a uniformed wartime romance put into impressive chiar-
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yHudopMupaHa BoeHa pOMaHCa CTaBeHa BO MMIIPECHBHO
KHapockypo co orHoBute Ha bBaui (Blitz), Haorajku BO
CeKoe MECTO TIJIaMypO3€H JO0Ka3 3a T€j KUBOTUTE KOHU
[paBar Jja IoYyBCTByBaMe JieKa Apyru Ouje TyKa mpe Hac,
JleKa Ipyru Ouiie MOTHCHYBAaHU, APYTH Ouyie OpWIHjaHTHU
WK WHBEHTHBHHU Kako Hac. JIOKOJIKY HeKorai cuTe Ou ce
CpeTHaJIe, CeKaKo JieKa Toa 61 6mia mpekpacHa 3abaBa. Ho
OBaa UCTOPHja He € 3amuc Ha IIPOMEHa; ce3aljaTta KojariTo
ja coszaBa ce MEpH €O Taa Ha JIBIKEEhe O] eZieH Oap 0 ApyT,
on emHa HOK 7o apyra. Co usBuKyBameTo Ox! ilioj e ucil
KaKo Hac HUe TH TOHUINTYBaMe BPEMETO U JajIednHATa,
pasnukuTre. Ja ojbuBame 3amavata (M 3a70BOJICTBOTO)
071 UZeHTU(PUKYBAILETO BO IITO € KaKO Hac, a BO IITO ce
pasnukyBa. Ce BOOAyIlIeByBaMe Off HETOBOTO JIHIlE, HO
He cakaMe Jla pa3roBapaMe CO HEro, BO C/Iy4uaj /la He uMa
TIOTPEIIEH aKIEHT (217).

Cemak, 3a cpeka, TakoB BHJ Ha HCTOPHja - HAU3IJIE]
CEeBKJIyYHTeJIEH, HO BCYIITHOCT HABUCTUHA 3aCHOBAH Ha
VICKJIyYyBaYKU IPUHITUIIN, HA MHOTY CTPOTH KDUTEPUYMH
3a TOA KOj MO’Ke /1a IOMUHE HU3 MOJBIKHATA PaMIla 1
Jla BJIe3e BO KJIIyOOT — He e eIHCTBeHaTa ONI[Hja.

BapT1yieToBHOT CONICTBEH IpUMep IOKaKyBa JeKa €
MOJKHO J]a Cce ITHIIIyBa T'ej UCTOpHUja ,Ha HAII COICTBEH
jasuWk®, 1eJI0 BpeMe IOTEHIHUPAjKu TH U HEj3SUHUTE
HOJlyZlaparba U HEj3BUHUTE PA3JIUKH CO T'ej )KUBOTHUTE Of
JleHemmHUNaTa. bapTier oBa moceGHO ro MOKaXKyBa €O
CIIOpeJlyBalbe Ha rej ucropujata co rej 6ap. bes ma 6apa
O/l YUTATEJIOT /a MMa O/ipeieHa ITOCTMO/IEPHUCTUYKA
1033/InHa, bapTieT ycnesa Ha Trej MakKUTe OJf HEroBaTa
reHepanyja co IIOMOII Ha cropezda /1a UM ja IpeHece
HeroBara IJIaBHA ITOEHTA 32 UJEHTUTETOT U PA3JINKAaTa,
HeroBaTa KpDUTHKAa Ha €CEeHIMjaJu3MOT, HErOBHOT
IIPUTOBOP HAa HauWBHATa Bep3Uja Ha IOJIUTUKATa Ha
UJIEHTUTET U HErOBOTO OZ[0MBaIbe rej UCTOpUjaTa Ja ja
ryiefja Hu3 00jeKTHBOT Ha CTaOMIN3UPAH T'ej H/IeHTUTET.
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oscuro by the fires of the Blitz, finding in each place glamor-
ous evidence of gay lives to make us feel that others have
been here before us, that others have been oppressed, others
have been as brilliant or inventive as us. If we were all ever to
meet, surely it would be a wonderful party. But this history is
not a record of change; the sensation it creates matches that
of moving from one bar to another, one night to another. We
abolish time and distance, difference, in exclaiming, Oh! he’s
Jjust like us. We refuse the task (and pleasure) of identifying
where he is like us, where he differs. We admire his face, but
we don’t want to talk to him in case he has the wrong accent

(217).

Fortunately, though, that kind of history—ostensibly all-
inclusive but really predicated on exclusionary principles,
on very strict criteria for who should be allowed to pass
through the turnstile and enter the club—is not the only
option.

Bartlett’s own example demonstrates that it is possible
to write a gay history “in our own language,” all the
while highlighting both its correspondences with and
its differences from present-day gay lives. Bartlett
demonstrates this, in particular, by comparing gay
history to a gay bar. Without requiring any background
in post-modernism on the part of his reader, Bartlett
manages to convey to gay men of his generation, by
means of that comparison, his basic point about identity
and difference, his critique of essentialism, his objection
to a naive version of identity politics and his refusal to
view gay history through the lens of a stabilized gay
identity.
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He mopa cera ucropuja ga uma dopma Ha IpPHKA3HA
Ha WU3JIeTyBame, ,KOjalllTO 3aBpIIyBa CO H3jaBara,
‘Jac cym rej’* (23) — mpukazHa BO KOja CTEKHYBAHbETO
IIPOIVICEH Tej WJIEHTUTET IPETCTaByBa KyJIMUHAIMja
Ha IPHUKa3HATa My CTaBa IeJI0CEH Kpaj Ha HAINPEeIHOTO
JIBIKere Ha Hapanujara.® I ,Bajing ce umHHM feka
cdarui leka UHAUBUAYATHOTO [TPU3HAHHE JIEKA YOBEK
e XoMoceKkcyasel, aeka Toj e BuHoBeH (Torami, mamm
ce THe Tej?), He ja 3aBpIIyBa HEroBaTa HUCTOPHja, TYKY
ja mounyBa“ (161). Bo m3MeHeTHTe COIMjaJIHH YCJIOBH
BO JomHUTEe 80-TH, cpene enujeMujata Ha XUB/
CUA u tpuymdpor Ha HoBoTO mpaBo, MoBeKke He €
MOJKHO J1a ce BepyBa JieKa Iej UCTOpHjaTa IIpecTaHaIa
co mocrcraHBosickata (Stonewall) renepamuja. ,Cera
HalllaTa HCTOpHMja CTaHyBa HA4YWH Ha pasbupame Hu
HCTPa)KyBale Ha IIPOMEHATa BO HAIaTa KyJIyTypa, He
HEj3WHO MTPOCTO YHTabe Kako ‘Kpaj™™ (221).

Oz oBaa mepcCrieKTHBa, MaXk KOJIITO Ha CBOjOT IOMJIAJ
JbyOOBHUK My KyIIyBa VIITE €/leH IHUjayIaK, He € HyKHO
IIPOCTA PEKAMUTYJIAIMja Ha aDXauYHU U HETIPOMEHIIUBHI
dopmMu Ha conmjamHa XHepapxHja, Ha CeKCyasTHa
IPUBIJIETHja HA FOpHATA KJjlaca M IOJIy-IPOCTUTYIHja
Ha pabOTHHYKaTa Kjaca. 3HAUemaTa He ce HCTU caMo
IIOPaJIX TOA IITO MOCTANKATA BKJIYIyBa MaK KOJIITO My
m1aka Ha Zipyr. PasiukuTe Bo Bo3pacra u 60raTcTBOTO
MO)KebU cera BpIIAT HOBH, JAWHAMHUYHH COI[UjaJTHHU
dbyHKIMYM, co3/1aBajku MOKHOCTU 32 HOBH BUJIOBH Ha
OJTHOCH [TOMeTy Ma)KHUTe KO ce ACUMETPUYHO CUTYUPAHHI
COIVIACHO KOHBEHI[MOHAJIHUTE KJIACHU XUePapXUH, HO Ce
JIOBE/TyBaaT 10 IPUOJIMKHA €JHAKBOCT CO PEITUIIPOYHHTE
pa3MeHH BO COBPEMEHUOT T'ej JKUBOT.

Hajnmocsie, mapure He cOAp:KaT caMO €IHO MUCJIEHE
BO CeKoja TpaHcaknuja. Bo 0BOj ciayuaj, Toa IMOIPBO
MOJXKe J]a € eJIEMEHT KOjIITO CJIY>KU 32 IIOHATaMOIIHO
M3paMHyBale Ha KJIacHUTe Oapuepu OTKOJIKY CaMoO

Not all history has to have the form of a coming-out
story, “which ends with the statement, ‘T am gay.”” (23)—
a story in which the acquisition of a fully fledged gay
identity constitutes the culmination of the plot and puts a
complete stop to the forward movement of the narrative.*
Even “Wilde seems to have realized that an individual
admission that a man is a homosexual, that he is guilty
(Are you gay then?), does not conclude his history, but
begins it” (161). In the changed social conditions of the
late 1980s, in the midst of the HIV/AIDS epidemic and
the triumph of the New Right, it was no longer possible
to believe that gay history came to a stop with the post-
Stonewall generation. “Our history now becomes a way of
understanding and exploring the change in our culture,
not simply of reading it as an ‘end’ (221).

From this perspective, a man buying his younger
boyfriend another drink is not necessarily a mere
recapitulation of archaic and unchanging forms of
social hierarchy, of upper-class sexual privilege and
working-class semi-prostitution. The meanings are
not the same, just because the procedure involves one
man paying for another. Differences in age and wealth
may actually be serving new, dynamic social functions,
creating possibilities for novel kinds of relationships
among men who are asymmetrically situated according
to conventional class hierarchies but are being brought
into approximate equality by the reciprocal exchanges of
contemporary gay life.'t

Money, after all, does not possess a single meaning in
each and every transaction. In this case, it may be an
element that serves to further the leveling of class barriers
rather than simply consolidating them and enforcing
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IIPOCTO KOHCOJUIVDAIbe HAa HCTUTE U 3ajaKHYBAIbe
Ha HeeJHakBocTa. Bo Taa cmmcia, Baptier moxe ma
TBPAY JIeKa Ma)KOT ¥ HETOBOTO MOMYeE, HaKO MOXKe Jia
IIOTCEeTyBaaT Ha Bajyi 1 HeroBoToO ,,6M3apHO U3BPTYBAHE
Ha MUTOJIOTHUTE® 3a Jla TO ompaBaa W 00aropoju
HETOBOTO ITPAKTHKYyBaIbe Ha COIMjaJIHA MOK, He Tpeba 1a
ce IJIeZlaaT KaKO CpaMHH HaBpakama Ha JIOLINUTE CTapU
BpeMHUIba Ha BUKTOPHjaHCKATa KJIacHa eKCcIIoaTalyja.
Tue Mmoxebu 0/1aBaaT HOBAa IJIaBa BO TEKOBHATA,
pacTeuka cara Ha rej UCTOpHjaTa CO U3MUCIyBame Ha
HOBU HAYHMHU 32 CpeKaBame U IIOBP3yBakhe Ha MaKUTE
€HU CO JIDYTY IPEMOCTYBAjKU IO ja30T HA COLMjaTHA
pasnmka — TeMesejku ce CTpaTellKd Ha caMmara
KaTeropuja Ha ,rej UJIEHTUTET U HEJ3SUHUOT TBP/IOTJIaB
eCeHIjaI3aM 3a Ja ce W3paMHAT COLMjaTHUTE
XHepapxuy U 3a J1a ce 3aMeHaT CO HOBU MOXKHOCTHU 3a
COI[MjJTHA COJIUJIAPHOCT.

* % X

Torarm, o BUCTUHCKAaTa IepCIEKTHBA, I'ej UCTOpUjaTa
He ja pUKcHpa TeKOBHaTa (popMa Ha HAIITUOT UJIEHTUTET
¥ He ja MpOeKTHpa Hasaja Bo MUHaToTO. Hamecrto Toa,
Taa e ,,M3BOP Ha COMHEXHU U HAJIEXKHU ", MECTO HA MOKHH
JpucrocoOyBama“ u ,u3MeHun”. Toa ja OBO3MOKyBa
TeKOBHATa paboTa Ha rej camMow3MHUCTyBame. KoJky
ITO IIOTCeKaBaMe Ha HaIlUTe IPETXOAHULHN Of
JIeBETHAECETTHOT BEK KOU HCTO TaKa ,Ccakaa Jia BepyBaar
JleKa II0CTOesie W IOpaHOo“... HHE cera cMe BO MHOTY
pasJindeH OHOC U KOH HAIIIeTO COTICTBEHO I'ej MUHATO U
KOH HCTOpHjaTa Ha JIOMHHAHTHATa KyJITypa OKOJIy Hac.
EnHocTaBHO, HAIKUTe >KMUBOTH HUKOTAIl IIOPAHO HE
Ome BakBU. HallreTo KapaKTEPUCTUYHO J1€jCTBYBAIbe HE
€ KOH3yMHpPabe U PEIUKINPahe HA MUHATOTO; HUE CMe
aKTUBHO aHTQKUPAHHU BO IIPOU3BEYBAHETO HAa HAIIATa
COIICTBEHA KYJITypa BO IMOT0JIEM pa3mep‘ (226-27).
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inequality. In that sense, Bartlett could claim that the
man and his boyfriend, though they might recall Wilde
and his “bizarre twisting of mythologies” to justify and
ennoble his own exercise of social power, need not be
seen as embarrassing throwbacks to the bad old days of
Victorian class exploitation. They might be contributing
anew chapter to the ongoing, evolving saga of gay history
by devising new ways for men to meet and to relate to
each other across the gulf of social difference—drawing
strategically on the very category of “gay identity” and its
stubborn essentialism in order to level social hierarchies
and replace them with novel opportunities for social
solidarity.

* * ¥

From the right perspective, then, gay history does not fix
the current form of our identity and project it back into
the past. Instead, it is “a source of doubts and hopes,”
a site of possible “adjustments” and “alterations.” It
enables the ongoing work of gay self-invention. Much
as we resemble our nineteenth-century ancestors, who
also “wanted to believe that they had existed before, ...
we now stand in a very different relation both to our
own gay past and to the history of the dominant culture
around us. Our lives, simply, have never been like this
before. Our characteristic activity is not the consumption
and recycling of the past; we are actively engaged in the
production of our own culture on a large scale” (226-

27).
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Cekako, ,CeTO OBa He 3HAUM JIeKa HHe CMe I'0 OCTaBUJIE
3a/l HAC MMOCTApUOT I'paji BO KOj cMe Ouie co3jajieHu.
MHory o/ Heropata CTPyKTypa ¥ ja3UK OCTaHyBaaT UCTO
TOJIKY CUTYPHO KaKO ¥ HEeroBuTe yyauiy u ¢acaau. Hue
He cMe IMPeMUHAJIe 0] MPAaKOT, MPAaKOT BO KOj pacrelie
danTazujata 3a HalaTa UAHUHA, GUKIAjaTa HA HAIIIETO
IIOCTOEHhe Oellle TIOBHKaHa, BO jacHaTa CBET/IMHA Ha Taa
HIHMHA — HAIllaTa CEeralHOCT — BO KOja a/[]MUHHUCTpAIHja
¥ IOJIUTUKA TW 3aMeHyBaaT MCTOpHjaTa M YMETHOCTA.
OcranyBame HeBepojaTHU, (DUKTHUBHH; IIPOOJI?KyBaMe
Jla ce Mpoaynupame u penpoaynupame cebecu. Cemnax,
HaIlaTa MoK /ia ce 3aMUCIMMe ce0ecH e cera o/ IOMHAKOB
pen. Kako /a ru pemnuiiieMe Hamiata HCTOPHja, HAIIIATE
kuBoTH?” (228)

EneH HauuH /1a T IpenuiieMe e Jia i ce oopaTuMe Ha
camaTa UCTOpHja, HO CO UyBCTBO Ha cj10007a 1 U300 KOj
Baptier Hu ro HameTHa. Ha Toj HauuH MoXkeMe /1a ja
KODHCTHME HCTOpHjaTa, Kako IITO HampaBui baptier,
3a JeduHUpame Ha rej cyOjeKTUBHOCTa 0e3 HEj3MHO
OCYIIITECTBYBAIbE.

Hukoram Hema /1a 3Haelll KaKOB YOBEK O, HJIH €, JIOKOJIKY
OCTaHe CJIMKa Ha SHJIOT, UKOHA. [I[puMeHU 'l Ha OBHE MaXKH,
Ha IPUBJIEYHOCTUTE HA KCTOPHjaTa, HCTUTE IPAKTUIHH
METOZY1 KOU O TM KOPUCTEJ BO PA3HOBU/IHO HATIOJIHETHOT
6ap. [Ipu3Haj Tu TBOjOT UHTEPEC, TBOjaTa MTO3UIH]ja, TBOjaTa
iag. [lorsiefHY T BHUMATEJIHO... UCTOPHjaTa € MCTO TaKa
HAaTpylaHa;, KOra efHaIl Ke MOYHEII JIa [JIeJAlll, YIUIUTE
Ha JIoOH/I0H ce QpEeKBEHTHH, OZBIEKYBAYKH, HATPYIIAHU CO
aHer0Tu ¥ HHIUAeHTH. OBaa IPOCTOPHja COPIKU HEOOMIHO
Pa3IMYHU MaKy. 3Haell Jleka HeMalll HHUKakBa O0OBpCKa
Z1a ozbepert caMo eJieH JbyOOBHUK, I Jja COYUHUII €HO
WJIeaTHO TeJI0, WJIH Jia ce 00IMKyBall cebe cu BO 3aKpujiaTa
Ha efieH yrienieH npumep. Onbepete, ypenere, MpENUIIETE,
MIPEKOMIIOHUPAjTE; PACTPECETe T'Ml BAIIUTE IPENAIEHOCTH
Zofieka He Jiobuere 1mTo cakaTe. Koj ro mpusJiekyBa BaleTo
BHHMaHue? /o koro croute? IIITo Be IPUBJIEKYBa U LITO BE
onbuBa? Yuja mpukasHa Be HHTpUrHpa? (225)

To be sure, “all this does not mean that we have left
behind the older city in which we were created. Many
of its structures and languages remain just as surely
as its streets and facades. We have not passed from a
darkness, the darkness in which a fantasy of our future
was bred, the fiction of our existence conjured, into
the clear light of that future — our present — in which
administration and politics replace history and artistry.
We remain unlikely, fictional; we continue to produce
and reproduce ourselves. Now, however, our power to
imagine ourselves is of a different order. How shall we
rewrite our history, our lives?” (228)

One way to rewrite them is to turn to history itself, but
with the sense of freedom and choice that Bartlett urged
on us. In that way, we can use history, as Bartlett did, to
define gay subjectivity without essentializing it.

You'll never know what kind of man he was, or is, if he re-
mains a picture on the wall, an icon. Apply to these men, to
the attractions of history, the same practical methods that
you would use in a variously populated bar. Admit your in-
terest, your position, your hunger. Look at them carefully ...
history, too, is crowded; once you begin to look, the streets of
London are busy, distracting, crowded with anecdotes and
incidents. This room contains extraordinarily different men.
You know that you are under no obligation to choose just
one lover, or to compose one ideal body, or shape yourself
in the embrace of a single role-model. Select, edit, rewrite,
recompose; juggle your allegiances until you get what you
want. Who catches your eye? Who are you standing next
to? What attracts you and what repels you? Whose story in-
trigues you? (225)




Identities )

OsBa e rej ncTopyjata Kako U3BOP Ha KBUP 33/I0BOJICTBO
1 1000712, ICTOPHja OTBOPEHA 34 JIejcTBaTa Ha JKeybara,
HCTOpHja KaKo MOKaHa M MOXKHOCT J]a ce MPaBH Ce IITO
JaBa 7106po uyBcTBO. TakoB Mozes Ha HCTOpHja He
MOJKe J]Ja TeHeprpa CHCTeM Ha HOPMH 3aTOa IITO YIITE
0/l TIOYETOKOT HE C€ COCTOH Off OIIITOIPUMEHJIUBU
CTaH/ApAY, TYKY OJ WHJIUBUAYAJTHU MYIINYKH BO
r1aBaTta. Ha camaTa Hej3uHa CTPYKTypa U AyX U ce TyI'’
pasMucIyBama 3a HOPMAJIHOTO U 32 [TaTOIOMKOTO. Kako
IIPUCTAIl KOH Tej MAaIlKaTa Cy0jeKTHBHOCT, Taa € COCEM
OJIBOEHA O] IICUXO0JIOTHjaTa.

HcropuckuoTr npoekT Ha BapTier e neckpunTHBeH, HE
e MPeCKpUNITHBEH WIM HopMartuBeH. [IpezonHa e 3a
MPTBUTE /Ia Ce MPOIUIIYBaaT KOJEKCH Ha OJHECYBAHE
U 371paBo (pyHKIMOHUpame. Tue ce HAZABOP Of] HAIIUOT
Jlocer Ja WM JHUKTHpaMe, Jla TH IOTTHKHyBaMme, Jia
TH TellUMe, Jila TH IofoOpyBaMe, Jla TU JIEUNME,
na ti 3ajakHeMe. Tue ce Toa mTo Ouse. Moxkebu
Owie moMpaueHH, ceOWYHH, OJBPATHU, HEMODPAJIHHU,
IIOTPEIIHO HACOYEHH; MOXKe Jla HE 3acpaMmar, Ja He
3aIIpenacTy HUBHATA IOJINTHKA, /1a UM 3aBHAyBaMe 3a
HUBHATA COIMjaJTHA [TO3UIMja — MJIU Ha HUBHATA 00JIeKa.
Baptier ce mMa m3jacHETO JieKa YeCTO YyBCTBYBAJ J€JT
ozl The emonuu. He TpenHyBajku 1 HAMEpPHO ' U3HEN
YKQJIHUTE, Pa304apyBauKUTe, IIOKAHTHUTE (JIEJIYMHO U
BO30Y/UTMBY) MHIU/IEHTH O] Tej MUHATOTO. Moske fja He
rd ofoOpyBamMe, HO HaIlleTO Of00pyBambe IOBeKe He e
noTpeOHO, HUTY IaK € pesieBaHTHO. Hue He Moxkeme 1a
ro U3MEHNMe MHUHATOTO, ¥ OUJIejKN He cMe 3aceKoralt
OJIpe/ieHu O7] Hero, HeMa moTpeba Jja To MpasuMe WIu
Jla ce YyBCTByBaMe 3aTBOPEHHU OJi HEro, IITO 3HAYU
Jleka HeMa IoTpeba /1a ro oTdpiaMe, Jia ce oipeKyBaMe
0/l HETO WIH Jja TO HerupaMme. BeymmHocT, HUe MokeMe
Jla CH JI03BOJIMIME Jla TO 3eMeMe KaKo JieJl Off Halara
HCTOPHja, KaKO JIeJI O] HaC CAMHUTE, YPH U J]a TO caKaMe,
TOKMY 3aTOAQ IITO 'l IMaMe COIICTBEHUTE KUBOTU KOU
He ce Heus0exxHO neduHUpaHU o/ Hea. Hamportus, HIE
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This is gay history as a source of queer pleasure and
freedom, history open to the play of desire, history as
an invitation and opportunity to do whatever feels good.
Such a model of history cannot generate a system of
norms, because it is constituted from the outset not by
generally applicable standards but by individual kinks. It
is alien in its very structure and spirit to considerations
of the normal and the pathological. As an approach
to gay male subjectivity, it stands utterly apart from
psychology.

Bartlett’s historical project is descriptive, not prescriptive
or normative. It is too late to prescribe codes of conduct
and healthy functioning to the dead. They are beyond
the reach of our ability to dictate to them, to edify them,
to console them, to improve them, to therapize them,
to get them to butch up. They are what they were. They
may have been benighted, selfish, disgusting, immoral,
misguided; we may be embarrassed by them, dismayed
by their politics, envious of their social position—or
of their clothes. Bartlett made it clear that he often
felt a number of those emotions. He unblinkingly and
deliberately brought forward pitiable, disappointing,
shocking (if sometimes exciting) incidents from the gay
past. We may not approve of them, but our approval is
no longer required, nor is it relevant. We cannot change
the past, and since we are not forever determined by it,
we don’t need to resent it or to feel imprisoned by it,
which means we don’t need to reject, disclaim, or deny
it. We can afford, rather, to live with it, to take it on as
part of our history, and as part of ourselves, even to love
it, precisely because we have our own lives, which are
not ineluctably defined by it. Rather, we have the choice,
the freedom to “pick and choose from the riches of our
history” whatever may serve to bring into focus the
particularity of our existence in the present or to help us
invent our future.

:
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nMamMe u360p, ciaobozma za ,pebupame U ojOMpaMe
o OoraTcTBaTa Ha HAaIllaTa HCTOpPHja“ Cce€ INTO MOXKe
Jla IpUJIoHece KOH cTaBame BO GOKyc Ha mocebHOCTa
Ha HAIlaTa ersuCTeHIMja BO CeramrHocTa N Jja HHU
IIOMOTHE /12 ja U3MUCJINME HalllaTa UAHUHA.

I'ej ucropwujaTa, criopes baprtieroBoTo pasbupame Ha
HCTaTa, HU HyAU pedepeHTHN TOYKHU KOU MOKeEMe /1a TH
KODHCTHME 32 /Ia ce OPUEHTHPaMe U Jia To padruHUpaMe
HAIIIETO YyBCTBO 32 T0A KOU cMe. VIcTo Taka HU 103BOJIyBa
Jla ce pa3JaIuKyBaMe eJHU Of] IPYTU U OJf MUHATOTO, /14 TH
CriopeslyBaMe HAIIUTE COIICTBEHH HAUYMHU HA JKUBEEHHE
CO TOa KaKo JIyI'eTo >KuBeeyie Ipes Hac 0e3 HUBHO
MelmIamwe. VICTOPHUCKHOT 3amuc HU JaBa MOXKHOCT 3a
OIHIIIyBakbe U JlepuHUpame Ha CrienuUIHN IPAKTUKI
Ha KBHUD CyOjeKTHBHOCT CO IOKJIOIyBalbe HAa HAIIUTE
COIICTBEHU IIPAKTHUKU CO THE HA MAYKUTE KOU O/IJTydyBaMe
Jla TH U3/IBOUMeE, U3/IBOUME O] METEKOT Kpaj 6apoT Ha
rej muHaTtoTo. Hajmocsie, He Mopa /1a onbepeme camo
€/leH MCTOPUCKHU IIPEJIOK, WM /1a BOCIIOCTaBUMeE HJIeall,
CTaH/Iap/| 32 CHUTe, WIH Jia IPOMOBUpaMe efieH MOJIeT,
WIN Jla ce TIPEeTIOCTAaBH €INHCTBEHAa, WHTErpUpaHa
IIPAKTHKA Ha T'ej MaIIka cy0jeKTHBHOCT.

Jac ru ucrakHyBaM {pakiliuxkuilie Ha Cy0jeKTUBHOCT
3aToa IMTO BapT/iieTOBUOT MOPTpeT HAa BUIOT HA MaXKU
KaKBH IITO OEBMEe U CMe Ce COCTOU O HaOJby/lyBarbe
Ha COI[MjaJIHOTO OfHecyBamwe. Kako mTo mMoxkeme 1a
oueKkyBaMe, O0jaCcHyBameTO KOe IO JlaBa € IIeJIOCHO
WHJYKTUBHO, HOMUHQINCTUYKO, HEJOKAKAaHO U
HeTeopHrcKo. bapTier ckiiomysa ,,KakBO € YyBCTBOTO“ CO
IJIeflalbe Ha HEKOU CHeNU(UIHY, CBOjCTBEHU KYJITYPHU
IIPAKTUKU KOU 'l 00JIMKyBaa KOHKPETHUTE aKTHBHOCTH
¥ 3al{Illaa CaMOUCKaKyBamkba HA HEKOM TIej MaKy.
JIOKOJIKY YIEHETO KaKO Jia ce OH/ie Tej e HEIlTO IITO Ce
IIPaBU BO OJHOC CO JIPYTUTE, KaKOo IITO OTKpH BapTirer,
Toraml rocebHaTa cy0jeKTHBHa COCTOj0a Ha OWIyBarbe
rej Mopa J1a e HelITO IITO Ce CTEKHYBa IIPEKY OHa IIITO TH

Gay history, according to Bartlett’s conception of it,
offers us reference points we can use to orient ourselves
and to refine our sense of who we are. It also allows us
to differentiate ourselves from one another and from the
past, to compare our own ways of life with how people
lived before us without having to confound the two. The
historical record allows us the possibility of describing
and defining specific practices of queer subjectivity by
matching our own practices with those of the men we
decide to pick out, pick up from that crowd at the bar of
the gay past. We don’t have to select just one historical
antecedent, after all, or to devise an ideal, a standard
for everyone, or to promote a single model, or to posit a
unitary, integrated practice of gay male subjectivity.

I emphasize practices of subjectivity, because Bartlett’s
portrait of the kind of men we were, and are, is composed
by observing patterns of social behavior. The account
he offers is, as we might expect, entirely inductive,
nominalistic, tentative, and untheoretical. Bartlett
pieces together “what it feels like” by looking at some
specific, distinctive cultural practices that shaped the
concrete activities and recorded self-expressions of
some gay men. If learning how to be gay is something
you do in relation to others, as Bartlett discovered, then
the particular subjective condition of being gay must be
something you acquire through what you and other gay
men do together, through the life that you share with
them. Gay subjectivity is not a fixed structure but the
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U ZIPYTU T'ej Ma)KU ro MpaBUTe 3aeJHO, NIPEKY KUBOTOT
IITO TO CHO/eyBaTe co HUB. I'ej cyOjeKTUBHOCTA HE €
(ukcupaHa cTpykTypa TyKy edeKT Ha chenuduuHU
¥ MOXKHU 3aeJHUYKU IpakTUKU. Taa ce jaByBa KoJek-
TUBHO KaKO Pe3YJITaT Ha COIHjasHa aKTUBHOCT. CeKoj
MOXKe J1a buze XxoMoceKcyasiel, HO Jia ce Oujie rej He e
HEIIITO IITO MOXKe Jla TO IpaBuTe cocemMa camu. Toa e
COIlMjaJIeH YUH.

* % %

lej mpakTuKuTEe Ha CyOjEKTHBHOCTA KOHIITO T OTKPHU
BapTtneroBaTa wucTOpuUCKa MeAMTaIlMja He /aBaar
MO3UTHUBHU BPEJIHOCTU IO KOU Tpeba /Ja ce KUBee Tej
MAIIKHUOT KUBOT WJIM €TUYKA OCHOBA BP3 KOJaIlITO MOXKe
Jia ce onpasza. Tue pedexkTupaar e of ICTOPUCKUTE
(opmu kou rv 3a3es1a rej ersucTeHjaTa. Tre ce MOXKHU,
He Hy>kHU. HUBHaTa OoCHOBa e BO IMPOMEHJIUBOCTA HA
HCTOpHUjaTa, HE BO BHCTUHATA HA IICUXOJIOTHjaTa WJIA
UJIeHTUTeTOT. THe He ce HUTY 006pu HUTY J1o11. He Mopa
Jla Ty cakaml. Tue He ce KpeUpaHU 3a /ia IpeIu3BUKaar
Ballle 0/100pyBame. EfHOCTaBHO, THE ce Toa IITO Cce.

BapTiieToBOTO NOCTHUTHYBaWm€ € INTO ja ONUIIAT T€j
cyOjEKTUBHOCTa CO ja3WK JOCJIEAHO Oca0007eH of
HOPMAaTUBHOTO pa3MHUCIyBame. VcTopujaTa 3anuimryBa
KaKo CMe >KUBeeJsle, He HU Ka)KyBa Kako Tpeba /ia *KuBe-
eMe. He n3BenyBa oJ1 Bjlacta Ha HOpMHUTe. 32 UCIUTYBa-
e bapTiier co BHUMaHUe 0701pa Oipe/ieHU IPAKTUKU
Ha Tej MallkaTta Cy0jeKTHBHOCT Ha KOU 3HAYUTETHO
MM HeJIOCTHTa OYUIJIEHA MOpPaIHA IPUBJIEYHOCT: TOJ
ru ucnuryBa GancudUKyBambeTo, HEaBTEHTHYHOCTA,
HETIOCTOjaHOCTa, IMOBTOPYBAKETO, COOUPAHETO, KOHCY-
Mepu3MoT, ¢daHTas3ujaTa, XeJOHU3MOT U HUJeHTUGU-
KyBalmbeTO CO TOPHUTe eIIajloHd Ha OIIITECTBOTO.
Masna e omacHocra baprTieToBHOT uyuTaresn Ja T
IIPOYMUTA MOTPEIIHO THEe IPAKTUKU 3a 00JIeCTH — WU
IIOTPEIIHO Jla TO IIpoYuTa bapTieToBUOT onuc 3a HUB
KakKo IIpollaraH/ila BO MMe Ha HEKOja CyllepropHa Tej

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 6/No. 2/3/Summer 2007/Winter 2008

effect of specific and contingent communal practices.
It emerges collectively as the result of social activity.
Anyone may happen to be homosexual, but being gay is
not something you can do all by yourself. It is a social
act.

* K *

The gay practices of subjectivity that Bartlett’s historical
meditation disclosed do not yield positive values by which
gay male life should be lived or an ethical foundation on
which it can bejustified. Theyreflect some of the historical
forms that gay existence has taken. They are contingent,
not necessary. They are grounded in the vagaries of
history, not in the truth of psychology or identity. They
are neither good nor bad. You don’t have to like them.
They weren’t designed to elicit your approval. They are
simply what they are.

Bartlett’s achievement is to describe gay subjectivity in a
language consistently free of normative thinking. History
records how we have lived, it does not tell us how we
should live. It takes us out of the realm of norms. Bartlett
is careful to select for exploration particular practices of
gay male subjectivity that are signally lacking in obvious
moral attraction: he examines forgery, inauthenticity,
inconsistency, repetition, collecting, consumerism,
fantasy, hedonism, and identification with the upper
echelons of society. There is little danger that Bartlett’s
reader will mistake those practices for virtues—or will
mistake Bartlett’s description of them for propaganda
on behalf of some superior gay morality. Bartlett is not
defining gay male existence as it should be, or as it usually
is, or as it would be if it weren’t deformed by oppression,
disfigured by pathology, distorted by deviance. He is

’II
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MopasTHOCT. Baptier He ro neduHHpa Tej MAIIKOTO
IIOCTOEe KaKBO IITO Toa Tpeba ma Ouje, WM KakBO
IITO HAaBUCTHUHA €, WIN KaKBO OM OWJIO JOKOJIKY HE
Oeme nedopMUpaHO OJi MOTHCHYBambe, HATPAEHO Of
[aToJIOTHja, U300 IMUeHO o JieBHjanuja. Toj omuyBa
Hekou (OPMU KOU TOA T'M IPe3es0 BO MHHATOTO U Ce
obuyBa J1a ja OTKpHe JIOTHKATA IITO JIEXKH BO HUBHATA
OCHOBA.

BaptJier mpaBu MHOTY 3a /1a u36era o] 3a10JI?KUTETHOTO
YJIEHCTBO BO I'ej KyJITypaTa KOjalllTo ja OMUIIIYBa CO TOJIKY
Jby60B. HacrpoTy HErOBOTO BHUMATETHO U CTPACHO €BO-
[[Upame Ha JPYTU Tej KUBOTH, TO] peuncu (HOOUIHO
e peleH Jia u3berHe THe HY;KHO Jia TO aCHUMIJIHpaaT
HEroBMOT >UBOT. Herosara aMOMBaJIEHTHOCT I'O BOJH
JIypH U /10 HETHParbe Ha MOCTOEHETO Ha camaTa Ipylia
KOjallITo TOj HU3 IleJlaTa HeroBa KHUra ce o0u/yBa Ja ja
3aMUCIH, eBorupa u aedunupa. IIIto ce omHecyBa 10
HEro, TOj UHCHUCTUPA, ,HeMa ‘CTBapHO Hue"“ (169).

Co toa, Baptiier onbuBa f1a HaBJIE3€e BO MIMEKyIaIHja 32
BHUCTHHCKATA MPUPO/IA HA I'ej MAIIKaTa Cy0jeKTHBHOCT.
3a baptiieT He MOCTOU HEIITO KAKO I'ej IOCTOeHhe KAKBO
IITO HAaBUCTHHA e wiu Tpeba na 6uzae. Mima camo rej
IIOCTOEe KAaKBO IINTO IIOCTOeJ0. BpedHociliuitie xkou
2ej Maycuilie 2u Heeysaaill He ce camu ilo cebe ,z2ej
epedHocitiu“. 3aToa HUENIEH Te] Ma)K KOjIITO ja UHUTA
BapTneroBaTa KHUra He ce YyBCTBYBa IIOBHKaH [ia
I onoOpyBa win npudaka BPeZHOCTUTE JaZIeHU BO
Hea. Hue He Mopa 7ia r'u BpeJlHyBaMe caMo 3aToa IITO
JIpyTU T'ej Maku TU BpenHyBase. Hajmocse, He ce cute
rej MaXku UCTHU. I'e] MakuTe JieHec MOXKe Jla 3a3eMar
c;1060/12 BO OZTHOC HA BPEHOCTUTE KOU HEKOU I'ej MarKU
I'Y HeryBajle BO MUHATOTO. Toa e HellTo IITO MOXKeMe
Jla TO HalpaBUMe, CellaK, caMO KOra THe BPeHOCTU
ce IpPeTcTaBeHM KaKO HCTOPUCKU U KaKO COIIHUjaTHO
cnenudUYHN, KaKO BPEAHOCTH KOM HEKOU Iej MaKu

describing some forms it has taken in the past and he is
trying to uncover their underlying logic.

Bartlett goes to great lengths to escape mandatory
membership in the gay culture he so lovingly describes.
Despite his careful and passionate evocation of other gay
lives, he is almost phobically determined to avoid having
his own life compulsorily assimilated to them. His
ambivalence leads him even to deny the existence of the
very group he spends his entire book trying to imagine, to
evoke, and to define. As far as he is concerned, he insists,
“there is no ‘real’ us” (169).

Bartlett refuses, then, to traffic in speculation about the
true nature of gay male subjectivity. There is no such
thing for Bartlett as gay existence as it truly is or should
be. There is only gay existence as it has existed. The
values gay men have cherished are not “gay values” in
themselves. That is why no gay man who reads Bartlett’s
book feels called upon to endorse or to embrace the
values rehearsed in it. We do not have to value them just
because other gay men have valued them. After all, not
all gay men are the same. Gay men today can assume
a freedom in relation to the values that some gay men
have cherished in the past. That is something we can
do, however, only when those values are presented as
historically and socially specific, as values that some gay
men have cherished, and that gay men nowadays are free
to choose or to reject, and not as gay values in and of
themselves."
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I'U HeryBajle, 1 KOU I'ej Ma*KUTe BO CEralrHoCTa MOKe
cioboxHo 1a v mpudakaaT u otdpiaar, a He Kako 2ej
e8pedHociliu BoO U 110 cebe."

* * *

Toram, Toa mTo bapriier HM ro HyAu BO Herosara
KHUTa 3a Bajmg e wuckiyduTesHO npeduHeTa W
paduHUpaHa AeMOHCTPAIlAja Ha TOa KaKo /ia Ce OIHIIe
rej MaIlllKa KyJITypa IPeKy HCIIUTYBakhe Ha COIICTBEHATA
ueHTHUKAIMja €O JAPYyrd Te] MakKku IPU HHUBHA
HCTOBpeMeHa AeuieHTuduKamnyuja. baprier koHcTpyrupa
1 enabopupa Bep3Wja Ha HAeHTU(UKAIHja KOjaIlITO
“Ma eieH BHJ JlenJieHTH(UKalija BrpajieHa BO Hea
ce Jo/leKa BUZOT Ha Tej uaeHTH(UKAIMjaTa KOjaIlTo
TOj ja IPaKTUKyBa HE 3aBUCU O] IIOCTOEHHETO HA BeKe
BOCIIOCTaBEH U YCOBPIIEH T'e] HIEHTUTET, HO He Gapa
HU OpHIllelhe Ha pasyukaTa. Toa € MOoJiesl KOjJIITO He
ce IUIAIK O], TYKy ja mpudaka aMOUBaJIEHTHOCTa BO
O/THOCUTE Ha Tej MaKUTe, © MUHATU U CETalllHU, €THU
KOH JIDYyTH, U TOA HE Y4YH KaKO Jia Ce cakaMe €JHHU
CO JPYTH IOKpaj HAIIKUTE BKOPEHETH HMIIYJICH KOH
JlenieHTU(PUKanKja, KOH I'ej cpaM — HACIPOTH HAIIUTe
TEHIEHIIMH J1a He caKkaMe Ja KMaMe HHUIIITO CO IOBEKETO
rej MakKyl WIH Jla MHCHCTHPaMe JIa UM ITOKa)keMe JieKa
cMe T0/T00pH 01 HUB.

Ha oBoj HauuH Baptier Hy/u »KUBOIKCEH MOPTPET HA
IIPOMEHJIUBUTE, EMOTHUBHO OIITOBAPEHU U KOMILIHIU-
paHU TPeCcBPTH BO Tej MamIkata HJeHTUQUKAIU)ja,
IIOPTPET Ha IPEYKH KOU I'ej MaKUTe MOpa J1a ' HA/IMIUHAT
3a /1a CO3/1a/1aT 3aeJJHUYKA KyJITypa OCHOBaHA BO CMUCJIA
Ha KOJIEKTUBEH UIEHTUTET — FJIH J]a TO IIPEI03HaaT Ik
npudaTaT IOCTOEHETO HA KyJITypaTa KOjallTo Beke ja
CIIOZIeTyBaar.

HaBucruHa, KakBU MaXku OeBMe Hue?

[IpeBox ox anrMcKu jasuk: PogHna PyckoBcka
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* KK

What Bartlett offers us in his book on Wilde, then, is an
extraordinarily subtle and refined demonstration of how
to describe gay male culture through exploring one’s
identification with other gay men while disidentifying
from them at the same time. Bartlett constructs and
elaborates a version of identification that has a kind
of disidentification built into it, insofar as the kind
of gay identification he practices does not depend on
the existence of an already established and perfected
gay identity, but neither does it require the erasure of
difference. It is a model that does not fear but rather
embraces ambivalence in the relations of gay men, both
past and present, to one another, and that teaches us
how to love each other despite our stubborn, inveterate
impulses to disidentification, to gay shame—despite our
tendencies to want to have nothing to do with most gay
men or to insist on showing them that we are better than
they are.

In this way, Bartlett provides a vivid portrait of the
volatile, emotionally fraught, and difficult vicissitudes of
gay male identification, a portrait of the obstacles that
gay men have to overcome in order to create a common
culture grounded in a sense of collective identity—or to
recognize and accept the existence of the culture they
already share.

What kinds of men, indeed, were we?

’II
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benewku:

Neil Bartlett, Who Was That Man? A Present for Mr
Oscar Wilde (London: Serpent’s Tail, 1988), xix. Cute
ymatyBama Ha CTPaHU O] OBa Jiesio ke OuaT BKIYYEHH
BO TekcroT. OCBEH aKO He € MOWHAKY 00eJIeKaHO, CUTE
Kyp3UBH KOH Ce II0jaByBaaT BO IUTHPAHUTE U3BAJIOIH OF
KHUTaTa ce Ha caMuoT bapTter.

3a KoMeHTap Ha OBOj JIeJI, KaKO U 3a IperjiefHa cropeada
mely mpoekture Ha Baprier m Ha BeHyamuH, BUAM
Dianne Chisholm, ,,The City of Collective Memory,“ Queer
Constellations: Subcultural Space in the Wake of the City
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005),
101-144, mocebHO 108-109. Yn3X0aM T0o JaBa H3BOPOT
Ha IIUTaToT Kako Walter Benjamin, ,,A Berlin Chronicle,“
trans. Edmund Jephcott, in Benjamin, Selected Writings,
vol. 2, 1927-1934, trans. Rodney Livingstone, et al., ed.
Michael W. Jennings, Howard Eiland, and Gary Smith
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), 595-
637 (nuTaT Ha cTpaHa 598).

Chisholm, ,City of Collective Memory,” 113. Yusxoam
HWCTaKHA JIeKa ,,COIMjaJITHOTO MOCTOeHe [Ha J1e30ejku u
rej Maku] e MPOU3BOJ Ha caMUOT rpaj... [Tue] cBoero
[0jaByBarbe o JOJKAT HAa HMH/IYCTPUCKATa METPOIIOJIa,
Kajie MITO Ouje mo 37paBeHH KaKOo HOB ,IPAJCKU BUM"
BO IOJIMIIMCKA H3BEIITal M HOBUHCKH IPHKA3HU W,
He MOMaJIKy CKaHAaJI03HO, BO IpBaTa ypbaHa moesuja
(Baudelaire, Les Fleurs du mal, Butmanosara (Whitman)
Leaves of Grass)...“ (101).

4. Pemb0o ciaBHO u3jaBu BO mucMo Je est un autre (,Jac e

ApyT*).

Bugu Chisholm, ,,City of Collective Memory“, ocobexHo
126-27, o1 Kazie ja mpesenoB (opMysiata ,,KpCTOCYBAEbe
Ha apxuBaTa“.

Notes:

Neil Bartlett, Who Was That Man? A Present for Mr Oscar
Wilde (London: Serpent’s Tail, 1988), xix. All further page
references to this work will be incorporated in the text.
Unless otherwise noted, all italics that appear in quoted
extracts from this book are Bartlett’s own.

For a commentary on this passage as well as a searching
comparison of Bartlett’s project to Benjamin’s, see
Dianne Chisholm, “The City of Collective Memory,” Queer
Constellations: Subcultural Space in the Wake of the
City (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005),
101-144, esp. 108-109. Chisholm provides the source of
the quotation as Walter Benjamin, “A Berlin Chronicle,”
trans. Edmund Jephcott, in Benjamin, Selected Writings,
vol. 2, 1927-1934, trans. Rodney Livingstone, et al., ed.
Michael W. Jennings, Howard Eiland, and Gary Smith
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), 595-
637 (quotation on p. 598).

Chisholm, “City of Collective Memory,” 113. Chisholm
had pointed out that the “social existence [of lesbians and
gay men] is a product of the city itself... [They] owe their
emergence to the industrial metropolis, where they were
hailed as a new ‘city type’ in police reports and newspaper
stories and, no less scandalously, in the first urban poetry
(Baudelaire’s Les Fleurs du mal, Whitman’s Leaves of
Grass)...” (101).

Rimbaud, in a letter, famously declared, Je est un autre
(“I is another”).

See Chisholm, “City of Collective Memory,” esp. 126-27,
from whom I have adapted the formula, “cruising the
archive.”
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AstymupaM Ha BOBeJHATA PEYEHHUIIA O] IPBUOT POMaH Ha
Enmyna Bajr, Edmund White, Forgetting Elena (1973;
New York: Vintage, 1994), 3: ,Bo kykara, jac cym mpBOTO
nune kKoe ce Oyau, HO HECUTYPHA/HECUTYDEH CyM 3a
UMILUIHKAIUATE".

Ce npuceTyBaM Ha CKOpelllHa pok necHa Ha [Iumu Ctpur
(Jimmy Street) co macimoB ,I'ej cexc rypy“ (,Gay Sex
Guru“) (mocramua Ha kommnwianujata Ha Cumop barc
(Seymour Butz) - /I0KOJIKy TOa € HETOBOTO BHUCTHHCKO
ume — u Huk Bejiic (Nick Wales) oz Hacio Gay in the
Life: Adventures in Queer Underground (I'ej BO 3KMUBOTOT:
ApanTtypu Bo kBup noxasemjero) [Melbourne: Odd Man
Out Records/Mushroom Records Pty. Ltd.,, 2000])
KOjJaIIITO Y COZAPIKU CJIEAHUBE CTUXOBHU:

Hukorai mopaHo He cyM 6aKHAaJI Mak

Hukoraii He cyM BJIETOJI O] 33/HATA BpaTa

Ho, cakam /1a 3HaM, KOTa ke TO CTOpaM Toa, Jajii ke T'o CTopaM
TIPaBUIHO?

Huxkoramr He cym 6wt Ha Mapau I'pa

Hukorai He CyM UMaJT aKI[1ja 0/{0JITU3Y UK OJIJAJIEKY

Ho, cakam 1a 3HaM, Kora Ke CTUTHAM TaMy, aJIU Ke Ce JKypKaM
TIPaBUIHO?

Ke 6ujiern i MOj cekc Typy?
3apeM He 3Haelll JleKa cakaM MHOTY /ia HaydaMm ofi Tebe?

Hukoraii mopaHo He CyM TaHI[yBaJI CO MazK

Hukorai He CyM MUPHCHAJI aMHJI HA TTO/IOT 32 TAHI[yBakhe
Ho, cakam /1a 3HaM, KOTa ke TO CTOpaM Toa, Jajii ke T'o CTopaM
TIPaBUIHO?

Huxoramr He CyM U3IJIETYBAJI CO KOXKEH MK

Huxoram He CyM I'o IIOYyBCTBYBAJI 33/I0BOJICTBOTO O] HETOBAaTa
KOJKEHA paKa

Ho, cakam /1a 3HaM, KOTa Ke ja IOYyBCTBYyBaM, JaIH Ke ja
IMOYYBCTBYBAM IPABUJIHO?
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I allude to the opening sentence of Edmund White’s first
novel, Forgetting Elena (1973; New York: Vintage, 1994),
3: “T am the first person in the house to awaken, but I am
unsure of the implications.”

I am reminded of a recent rock song by Jimmy Street
called “Gay Sex Guru” (available on a compilation by Sey-
mour Butz—if that is his real name—and Nick Wales enti-
tled Gay in the Life: Adventures in Queer Underground
[Melbourne: Odd Man Out Records/Mushroom Records
Pty. Ltd., 2000]) which contains the following verses:

I have never ever kissed a boy before
I have never entered via the back door
But I want to know, when I do it, will I do it right?

I have never been to no Mardi Gras
I've never had the action from near or far
But I want to know, when I go there, will I party right?

Won'’t you be my gay sex guru?
Don’t you know there’s a lot I want to learn from you?
I have never boogied with a man before

I've never sniffed amyl on the dance floor
But I want to know, when I do it, will I do it right?

I have never dated no leatherman
I've never had the pleasure of his leather hand

But I want to know, when I feel it, will I feel it right?

:
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OuurseqHo, 3a Tej MHUIUPAKETO cé yiTe Tpeba BpeMe
u morpeOHO e cTpydHO BozcrBo. (M Giaromapam Ha
Anawmapu Jaroce IIITo MU yKaka 3a 0Baa I1ecHa).

Bugu ja Mumen ®yko: ,,Kako e MoxkHO Maku Jja 6uaaT
3aefH0? Jla ’KUBeaT 3aeIHO, Ja I'0 CIIOZEyBaaT CBOETO
BpeMe, cBouTe 00poIH, criasHara coba, xobujaTa, Tarure,
3Haemara, JioBepbure? Kako e maku nma bumar mery
MaKH — ,,yTYJI TOJIU“, HAJIBOP O, MHCTUTYIINOHAIN3UPAHH
COLVjaJTHU OZHOCH, CEMEjCTBO, paboTa, 3aI0IKUTENIEH
cormjasieH kuBoT“? (Comment est-il possible pour
les hommes d’étre ensemble ? de vivre ensemble, de
partager leur temps, leur repas, leur chambre, leurs
loisirs, leur chagrins, leur savoir, leurs confiden-
ces ? Qu'est-ce que cest que ca, étre entre hommes,
« a nu », hors de relations institutionnelles, de famille,
de profession, de camaraderie obligée ?): Jean Le Bitoux,
et al., ,De 'amitié comme mode de vie. Un entretien avec
un lecteur quinquagénaire,” Le gai pied, 25 (April 1981),
38-39 (umraT Ha cTp. 38); Moj npeBon. OpaHIyCKHUOT
TekcT e npernedaren Bo Michel Foucault, Dits et écrits,
1954-1988, ed. Daniel Defert and Frangois Ewald (Paris:
Gallimard, 1994), IV, 163-64. AHIJINCKHOT MPEBOZ Ha
ITou Ilomcton (John Johnston) moske ma ce Hajae BO
Foucault Live: Collected Interviews, 1961-1984, edited by
Sylvere Lotringer (New York: Semiotext(e), 1996), 203-
11, u Bo Michel Foucault, Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth,
Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984, Volume I, edited
by Paul Rabinow (New York: The Free Press, 1997), 135-

40.

3a daHTazum 3a choacyBamke BO Te€j HCTOpHjaTa H
ucropuorpadujata, Bugu Heather Love ,Emotional
Rescue: The Demands of Queer History,“ Feeling
Backward: Loss and the Politics of Queer History
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007), 31-
52, 172-76.

3a deHOMEHONIOTHjaTa HA OBOj KBUD JAONHD IOMeEry
ceranrHocra u MuHatoto, Buiu Carolyn Dinshaw, Getting
Medieval: Sexualities and Communities, Pre- and

10.

Gay initiation still takes time, evidently, and requires
expert guidance. (My thanks to Annamarie Jagose for
bringing this song to my attention.)

Cf. Michel Foucault: “How is it possible for men to be
together? to live together, to share their time, their
meals, their bedroom, their pastimes, their sorrows, their
knowledge, their confidences? What is it like for men to be
among men—stripped naked,’ outside of institutionalized
social relations, family, job, obligatory social life?” (Com-
ment est-il possible pour les hommes d’étre ensemble ?
de vivre ensemble, de partager leur temps, leur repas,
leur chambre, leurs loisirs, leur chagrins, leur savoir,
leurs confidences ? Qu’est-ce que c’est que ca, étre entre
hommes, « a nu », hors de relations institutionnelles, de
famille, de profession, de camaraderie obligée ?): Jean
Le Bitoux, et al., “De 'amitié comme mode de vie. Un
entretien avec un lecteur quinquagénaire,” Le gai pied, 25
(April 1981), 38-39 (quotation on p. 38); my translation.
The French text has been reprinted in Michel Foucault,
Dits et écrits, 1954-1988, ed. Daniel Defert and Francois
Ewald (Paris: Gallimard, 1994), IV, 163-64. An English
translation by John Johnston can be found in Foucault
Live: Collected Interviews, 1961-1984, ed. Sylveére
Lotringer (New York: Semiotext(e), 1996), 203-11, and
in Michel Foucault, Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth, ed.
Paul Rabinow, Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984,
Volume I (New York: The Free Press, 1997), 135-40.

On rescue fantasies in gay history and historiography,
see Heather Love, “Emotional Rescue: The Demands of
Queer History,” Feeling Backward: Loss and the Politics
of Queer History (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2007), 31-52, 172-76.

On the phenomenology of this queer touch between
present and past, see Carolyn Dinshaw, Getting Medieval:
Sexualities and Communities, Pre- and Postmodern




11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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Postmodern (Durham: Duke University Press, 1999), u
,History’s Queer Touch: A Forum on Carolyn Dinshaw’s
Getting Medieval®, in Journal of the History of Sexuality,
10.2 (2001), 165-211.

Julia Kristeva, Pouvoirs de Uhorreur. Essai sur l'abjection
(Paris: Seuil, 1980).

Tyka moryienot Ha Baptier ce mpubamKyBa 10 BU3HjaTa
Ha Mumesn Oyko 3a XOMOCEKCyaJTHOCTa KaKO CTPaTeIKka
MOKHOCT 32 TeKOBHa ceberTpaHcdopmaliuja: 3a AeTad,
suau David M. Halperin, Saint Foucault: Towards a Gay
Hagiography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995),
67-106.

Bugu Paul Morrison, ,,End Pleasure,“ The Explanation
for Everything: Essays on Sexual Subjectivity (New York:
New York University Press, 2001), 54-81, 181-84.

3a cuyeH apryMeHT BO (peMHHUCTUYKU IIpaBel], BUAU
Teresa de Lauretis, ,,The Essence of the Triangle or, Taking
the Risk of Essentialism Seriously: Feminist Theory in
Italy, the U.S., and Britain,“ differences, 1.2 (Summer
1989), 3-37.

3aroa bapTseTOBHOT MpHUCTAll Ce MPEeTHoYUuTa BO
crropeiba co U3BOHPEAHUTE U WHAKY OJJIMYHUTE CTYIHH
3a Tej MAIIKK BPEJHOCTHU U I'ej MAIIKa CITHPUTYATHOCT OFf
David Nimmons, The Soul Beneath the Skin: The Unseen
Hearts and Habits of Gay Men (New York: St. Martin’s,
2002) u Will Fellows, A Passion to Preserve: Gay Men
as Keepers of Culture (Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 2004).

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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(Durham: Duke University Press, 1999), and “History’s
Queer Touch: A Forum on Carolyn Dinshaw’s Getting
Medieval,” in Journal of the History of Sexuality, 10.2
(2001), 165-211.

Julia Kristeva, Pouvoirs de Uhorreur. Essai sur U'abjection
(Paris: Seuil, 1980).

Here Bartlett’s outlook approximates closely to Michel
Foucault’s vision of homosexuality as a strategic
opportunity for ongoing self-transformation: for the
details, see David M. Halperin, Saint Foucault: Towards
a Gay Hagiography (New York: Oxford University Press,
1995), 67-106.

See Paul Morrison, “End Pleasure,” The Explanation for
Everything: Essays on Sexual Subjectivity (New York:
New York University Press, 2001), 54-81, 181-84.

For a similar argument along feminist lines, see Teresa de
Lauretis, “The Essence of the Triangle or, Taking the Risk
of Essentialism Seriously: Feminist Theory in Italy, the
U.S., and Britain,” differences, 1.2 (Summer 1989), 3-37.

That is why Bartlett’s approach is preferable to the
remarkable and otherwise admirable studies of gay male
values and gay male spirituality by David Nimmons, The
Soul Beneath the Skin: The Unseen Hearts and Habits of
Gay Men (New York: St. Martin’s, 2002) and Will Fellows,
A Passion to Preserve: Gay Men as Keepers of Culture
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2004).
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Katja Kaxnuna | Jle6ej-Hociti/lejHociu:
OyeKyBatbaTta of,
KOMOUHMpPaeTo Ha MaKpo
U MUKPO NepCcneKTUBUTE
BO MCTPA’KyBaHETO Ha

CeKCyanHute uaeHTUTeTU*

He e Tosky ,,j1e30€jcKOTO TOA IITO TO MIPOyIyBaMe KOJIKY
IITO TOA C€ MHOIITBEHUTE, IIPDOMEHJIUBUTE IIPOLECU
Kou J1e30€jCKOTO TeJIO T'M 3a3eMa U TH U3BPIILyBa Ha
IIPOIYCHUOT MEHUCKYC IIOMery COIMjaTHOTO U cebHOCTA.

Tamcun Brtron (Tamsin Wilton) 1995: 49

I[Io mojaBaTa Ha KBUD KaKO HOBAa IIEPCIIEKTUBA 34
HAUYMHOT HAa KOj ce IIPOM3BEZyBaaT U PelpoAyIHpaaT
COLIMjaJIHUTE CTPYKTYPU U OJHOCH BO PaHHUTE 1990-TH
TOZIVHYU, KOHIIENITOT Ha CeKCyasJeH WUIEHTUTET KaKO U
cute GOpMHU Ha HJAEHTUTETHA IMOJWUTHUKA CTaHAa Cepu-
O03Ha IIeJl Ha KPHUTUKA IMOPaJy €eCeHIINjaIn3UuPaAbeTO
U BTEMEJIYBAETO BO IIOCTOJHUTE COIUjaTHU HOPMH,
KaTETOpUU U MOJIeJION KOU ce BO OCHOBAaTa Ha IPOU3-

OBOj ecej e z1eJ1 o7, TEOPHUCKATa paMKa Ha MOETO JOKTOD-
CKO HUCTPa)KyBame 3a rej U Jie30ejCKu UIEHTUTETH BO
KOHTEKCT Ha IpaJiehe U 3auyByBarbe Ha XpBAaTCKaTa Ha-
[FOHAJHA ApkaBa (01 1990 roguHa 70 cera). Bo mojor
JIOKTOPCKU IIPOEKT ja UCIIUTYBaM KOHCTUTYTHBHATA yJIOTA
Ha XETEPOCEKCU3MOT U CIeln(UIHUTE POJOBHU PEKUMU
BO HAIIMOHAJIUCTUYIKUTE U IIPOEBPOICKUTE IIPOEKTH
3a rpajielbe U 3aUyByBame Ha XpBaTcKaTa HAIWOHATHA
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It is not so much “the lesbian” which we study, as the
multiple, shifting processes which

the lesbian body inhabits and enacts at

the permeable meniscus between the social and the self.

Tamsin Wilton 1995: 49

After the emergence of xBup as a new perspective on
the way social structures and relations are produced
and reproduced in the early 1990s the concept of sexual
identity as well as all forms of identity politics became
serious targets of critiques because of essentializing
and underpinning the existing social norms, categories
and divisions that are in the basis of production and
maintenance of social hierarchies. Identifying the

This paper is a part of the theoretical framework of my
current PhD research on gay and lesbian identities in the
context of building and upholding Croatian nation-state
(from 1990 to the present). In my PhD project, I explore
the constitutive role of heterosexism and specific gender
regimes in the nationalist and pro-European projects of
building and upholding the Croatian nation-state in 1990s
and 2000s. Since the main aim of my research is to ex-
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BEZlyBAalbeTO U OJpP)KYBameTo Ha OIIITEeCTBEHUTE
xuepapuu. HWmeHTHdUKYBajKu ja KaTeropujara Ha
CeKCcyasleH UJEHTUTET KaKO OIPECHBHA MHCTUTYIIHMjA U
KaKo JIeJT 0] HOpDMAaTUBHUTE IIPAKTUKH, ITOBEKETO KBUP
TEOpeTHYapy IpejJjaraaT /Ja ce eJUMUHHUDPA IeJTUOT
KOHIIENT Ha ceKCyaJleH UAEHTHUTET U Jla ce Pa3MUCIyBa
3a CEKCyaJHOCTa BO CMHUCJIA HA aKTOT ¥ HA €POTCKOTO
3a/10BOJICTBO.

Cemnak, BO KOHIIENITOT HA MHOIITBEHOCT U ILUIyPAIN3aM
Ha JIOIIHUOT KalWTAJIN3aM KOjJIITO ja OIKpY)KyBa
MoOJIepHAaTa WHAMBHAya Koja cekoram uma Iorpeba
Jla W3rpagyd yHUTapHAa U KOXepeHTHa ,ceOHOCT®
(Giddens 1993, Castells 1997) om emHa crpaHa, u
JIOMUHaINFjaTa Ha XeTepolaTprjapxujaTa 3aCHOBaHA BP3
MHCTUTYIIMOHAIN3UPAHATA XeTEPOCEKCYaTHOCT KaKo
eIMHCTBEH ,JIOJIMUYEeH” HAYMH J1a ce Ouje cexcyasieH/a
KOJIITO MCKJIyIyBa HEXETEPOCEKCYaTHU WUJEHTUTETH U
IIPAKTHKH, OJI APyTa CTPaHA, BeEpyBaM JieKa € 0] KIIyIHO
3HAUEHEe HUEHO KPHUTHYKO HCIUTYBame Ja He TOo
WTHOpUPA UCTPAJHOTO MOCTOEHE€ Ha JIe30€jCKUTe U Tej

JIp;KaBa BO 1990-TUTe U 2000-TUTe. bujiejku riaBHaTa
IIeJ1 HA MOETO UCTPAXKYBahe € 1A TH UCITUTAM Pa3JINIHUTE
HAUVMHU KaKo JIe30€jKUTe U T'ej JTUIaTa ce riaenaar cebe cu,
HUBHUTE CEKCYaJTHU IpedepeHITN U MPAKTHUKU BO BPCKA CO
HUBHOTO YYBCTBO HA HAIIMOHAJIHA MIPHUIIATHOCT BO JaJ/IeH
KOHTEKCT, OBOj ecej e 00uA Aa ce U3rpajy IPUoJ KOJIITO
Ke MU JI03BOJIM Jia TH UCTPAXKaM W NIPOIEHAM CJIeHUBE
Mpaiama KOU Ce KIYYHHU 32 MOjOT IPOEKT: 1) HAYNHUTE
Ha KOW Pa3JINYHUTE COIUjTHU KATETOPUU — POJI, CEK-
CYQJTHOCT U €THHUKYM, BO MOjOT CJIy4aj - GYHKIMOHUPAAT
KaKO KOHCTUTYTHUBHH €JIHU 32 JIPYTH Ha MakKpo HUBO HA
COIIMjAJTHO CTPYKTYpUpAaIbe; 2) KaKO JIyFeTO ITOCTaBEHH
KaKo ,,JIpyro“ BO OJHOC Ha HallhjaTa T'M MPHUOJIHKyBaaT
JIBeTe KOHTPAUKTOPHU MMO3UIMKU U WAeHTU(DUKANH
— CEeKCyaJTHU U HAIIMOHAJIHU MPUIAJHOCTH — BO HUBHATA
OUTKa 1a U3rpasiaT YHUTAPHO ,,ceOHOCT .

category of sexual identity as an oppressive institution
and a part of normalizing practices, what most queer
theorists propose is to eliminate the whole concept of
sexual identity and to think about sexuality in terms of
the act and the erotic pleasure.

However, in the context of multiplicity and pluralism
of late capitalism that surrounds the modern individual
always in need to build a unitary and coherent “self”
(Giddens 1993, Castells 1997) on the one hand, and the
dominationofheteropatriarchybased oninstitutionalized
heterosexuality as the only “proper” way of being sexual
that excludes non-heterosexual identities and practices
on the other, I believe it is of crucial importance that
any critical inquiry not ignore the persistent existence of
lesbian and gay identities as social reality. Hence, in this
paper I will combine different bodies of literature such
as materialist feminist perspective on the social and the

amine how lesbians and gays differently see themselves,
their sexual preferences and practices in relation to their
sense of national belonging in the given context, this paper
is an attempt to build an approach which will allow me to
explore and assess the following issues that are crucial for
my project: 1) the ways different social categories - gen-
der, sexuality and ethnicity in my case - function as con-
stitutive of each other on the macro-level of social struc-
turing; 2) how people positioned as “other” in relation to
the nation make coherence between the two contradictory
positions and identifications - sexual and national belong-
ings — in their struggles to build a unitary “self.”
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HUJIEHTUTETUTE KaKO COllMjasiHa peasHoct. Taka, BO 0BOj
ecej ke KOMOMHHUPAM JINTEPATYPHU KOPITyCH, KaKO IIITO
ce MaTepPUjaTHCTHIKO-(PEMUHUCTHYKA IIEPCIEKTHBA 3a
COIHjaJTHOTO U TEOPHHUTE 3a ,,ceOHOocTa“ Kako pediiek-
CHBEH aBTOHAPATHUB, 3a /ia TH HUCIUTAM IOTEHI[HjaTUTe
Ha eJeH IIpUCTall KOH CEeKCYaJHUTe HAEeHTUTETH
KOj TO 0Ji0MBa €CEeHIUjAJITUCTUUYKOTO IJIEAUINTE KOH
HJIEHTUTETOT KaKO /IaIeHOCT 6e3 I[eJIOCHO /[a IO HAITYIITH
ITOMMOT 32 CEKCyaTHOCTa KaKO HIEHTUTET.

IIpBo, 3a 1@ 3aTrOBapam MPHUCTAI KOj Ke ja 3eMe MpeJIBU
OIICTOJHOCTA Ha KaTeropwjara Ha CeKCyasjeH UJIEHTUTET
KOjIIITO € TIPOM3BO/I Ha MOJTUTUYKU U €eKOHOMCKH, KaKO
¥ WJIEOJIOIIKK TOPENOK, Ke TH pasrjie/laM OCHOBHUTE
MPETIIOCTABKM Ha HOBUTE IIOCTMOZEPHU IIPUCTAIHN
KOH Cy0jeKTUBUTETHTE U ja3UKOT, 3a€AHO CO KPUTHKA
HAa TPWINYHO KYJITYPUIMCTUYKUOT KBHUDP IIOIJIE[ Ha
CEeKCyaTHOCTa MTOCTaBeH o7 cTpaHa Ha Po3mapu Xenecu
(Rosemary Hennessy) oj1 HejanHaTa MaTEPUjaTUCTHIKO
— ¢evunuctuyka uepcrnektuBa (Hennessy 1993b,
2000). Iloroa ke mpeMwHaM Ha YMeEpPEHUTE TEOPUU
3a U/JEHTUTET, KOU Ce€ KOHIENTyAIM3UPAHU KaKO
IIPOU3BOJ] HA MOeANHEYHA aBTOPedIEKTUBHA IIPAKTUKA,
a OCTaHyBaaT BpP3aHH 3a OJPEJEH COIHOKYJITYPeH
peneproap IPHUCYTEH BO /JAaJICHUOT KOHTEKCT, TaKa
OBO3MO’KYBajKU HH JIa ce TIPUJIBUKUME 0TaJIe Ioedara
JI€JCTBUTETHOCT HACIIPOTH CTPyKTypa (Borneman 1992,
Somers 1994). KoneuyHo, ke ro mpercraBaM KOHIIEITOT
Ha Tamcun Burron (Wilton 1995) 3a ,1e36ej-HocT” (les-
bian-ness), neprHUpPaH KaKO OMIIITECTBEH IIPOIEC CUTY-
HpaH BO COJIEjCTBYBAETO HA COLMJAJTHOTO U JIMYHOTO.
Taka, Toa e O/IJIMUEH MPUMEDP 3a MPEUCIUTYBAHETO Ha
CEKCYaJTHUOT UJEHTUTET KaKO HIeHTHU(UKAIIMCKA TIPAK-
THKa, IITO HU OBO3MOXKYBa Ja JajieMe O0jacHyBame
3a JUHAMHUKATa BO OAHOC HA WAeHTHU(UKaNHUjaTa U Ja
Ou/ieMe TIOKOHKPETHU BO OJJHOC HA IPOIECUTE KOU '
ucrpakyBame. CIojyBajKu T JiBeTe IOTOPHH Jebarw,
MojaTa 1eJl € Aa ro npudaraM MPUCTATIOT KOH CEKCY-
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theories about the “self” as a reflexive self-narrative in
order to explore the potentials of an approach to sexual
identities that reject the essentialist view on identity as
a given without completely abandoning the notion of
sexuality-as-identity.

Firstly, in orderto argue for an approach that will take into
account the persistence of the category of sexual identity
that is product of the political and economic as well as
ideological order, I will discuss the main assumptions
of new postmodern approaches to the subjectivities and
language together with a critique of the rather culturalist
queer view on sexuality posed by Rosemary Hennessy
from her materialist-feminist perspective (Hennessy
1993b, 2000). I will then move to the middle ground
theories of identity that are conceptualized as a product of
the individual self-reflexive practice, while nevertheless
bound to a particular socio-cultural repertoire present in
the given context, thus allowing us to move beyond agency
vs. structure divide (Borneman 1992, Somers 1994).
Finally, I will introduce Tamsin Wilton’s (1995) concept
of “lesbian-ness,” defined as a social process situated in
the interface between the social and the personal. Hence,
it is an excellent example of the reassessment of sexual
identity as a practice of identification, which enables us
to account for the dynamics in relation to identification
and be more specific about the processes we explore. By
bringing the above debates together, my aim is to endorse
the intermediary approach to sexuality-as-identity
beyond the essentialism vs. social constructionism divide
that opens up a space for exploration of the particular
ways non-heterosexual people handle the conflicting
meanings of their actual social positions in the constant
struggle of creating a unitary “self.”
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aJIHOCTa KaKO HJIEHTUTET, KOj ja Ha/IMHHYBa Io/ebara
eceHIIMjaIn3aM/collijajieH KOHCTPYKTHBU3aM U KOJIIITO
OTBOpA IIPOCTOP 3a UCTPAKyBame Ha MMOCEOHUTE HAUNHH
Ha KOW HEXeTEepPOCEKCYaJIHUTe JIMIA Ce CIIpaByBaaT CO
KOHQJINKTHUTE 3HaYeha Ha HUBHUTE CTBApHU COIH-
jaJTHU TIO3HITUH BO MTOCTOjaHaTa 60pba Ha co3/naBame Ha
YHUTapHa ,,ceOHOCT.

CeKcyaniHM MAEHTUTETU: OA KBUP KOHLENLUM
AO UCTOPUCKU MaTepujanusam

JlebaTtu 3a OpMHpPAIbETO U 3HAUEHbATA HA MOJEPHUTE
rej u J1e30€jCKU UIEHTUTETH 3all0vHaa Io IojaBaTa Ha
J1e30€jCKOTO M Tej JABHKEHe Ha I0YEeTOKOT Ha 1970-
tute roauHau Bo CoeauHeTnTe AMEepUKaHCKU JIprKaBH,
Ascrpasnimja 1 Bo 3amagHa EBpoma (Wilton 1995). Oxn
CaMHOT ITOYETOK, OBHE /1ebaTh, 3a€JHO CO CTYyMHUTE 3a
rej u y1e30€jCKUTe UAEHTUTETH W HUBHHUTE UCTOPHUH CE
BO TOJIEMa MepPKa JieJ1 O IOIIHPOKUTE Jie0aTH 3a CaMMU-
OT WUJIEHTUTET IO JIMHHUja Ha IojiesibaTa eceHIHjasu-
3aM/conujasiedn koHcTpykTuuzam (Fuss 1989; Butler
1993a, Wilton 1995). ITuonepckoTo Aemo Ha Murtien
®dyko (Michel Foucault) Hcitiopuja Ha cexcyaaHocitia
(The History of Sexuality) (1988)," Bo koe T0j JloKakyBa
JeKa xomocexkcyaaHuile udenitiuitiettiu ce IIpoOU3BOAUN
Ha IICHUXOJIOIIKH, IICUXUJaTPUCKA U MEIUI[UHCKU JHC-
KypCH OJI IOIIHHUOT 19 BEK, KOTa UCTOMOJIOBUTE YHHOBH
[IOYHAa /Ia Ce YMUTAaT KaKo J0Ka3 3a OJpeieH BHUJ Jyre,
IITO JajZie OCHOBA 3a KPUTHKA HA €CEHIUjaIMCTHYKHI
ITOMMH 32 XOMOCEKCYaJIHU HUIAEHTUTETH KOja ITOYHBAIIe
Bp3 MPETIOCTABKAaTa JieKa I'ej JIMIaTa U Iej WAeHTHTe-
THUTE IIOCTOEJIE HU3 UCTOpHjaTa® U BUjaesie BP3 I0jaBa-
Ta Ha COI[Uja/THUOT KOHCTPYKTUBUCTHYKH MPHUCTAI KOH
(xomo)cekcyanuute unaeHtuTeTy. ITo cryaunre Ha OyKo,
kako 1 Ha Mepu MekunTtom (Mary McIntosh) u [ledbpu
Bukc (Jeffrey Weeks)?, ucropuyapute Ha COIUjaTHHUOT
KOHCTPYKTHBH3aM* HarjacyBaaT JleKa CEeKCyaJIHUTEe Ka-

Sexual identities: from queer conceptions
to historical materialism

Debates on the formation and meanings of the modern
gay and lesbian identities started after the rise of the
lesbian and gay movement at the beginning of the
1970s in the US, Australia and Western Europe (Wilton
1995). From the very beginning these debates, together
with studies about gay and lesbian identities and their
histories, are to a great extent part of the larger debates
about identity itself along the line of essentialism vs.
social constructionism division (Fuss 1989; Butler 1993a,
Wilton 1995). It is Michel Foucault’s groundbreaking
work The History of Sexuality (1988)" in which he argues
that homosexual identities are products of psychological,
psychiatric and medical discourses of late 19" century
when same-sex acts began to be read as an evidence of
a particular type of person, that provided a ground for
criticism of essentialist notions of homosexual identities
that are based on the presupposition that gay people and
gay identities existed throughout history*and influenced
the emergence of social constructionist approach to
(homo)sexual identities. Following Foucault’s and also
Mary McIntosh’s and Jeffrey Weeks’ studies,® social
constructionist historians* emphasize that sexual
categories are products of specific socio-historical
contexts, that homosexual identities are creation of late
19" century Western societies and that it is precisely the
changes in sexual categories that need to be researched.
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TETrOpHUHu C€ IMPOU3BOJU Ha CHeI_II/I(l)I/I‘—IHI/I COIINO-UCTO-
PHCKH KOHTEKCTH, J€Ka XOMOCEKCYAJIHUTE UACHTUTETHU
ce eraqua Ha 3allaJJHUTE OIIIITeCTBa O AOIIHHOT 19
BE€K U J€Ka TOKMY IIPOMEHHUTE BO CEKCYAJIHUTE KaTe-
ropum ce Tue uTo Tpe6a Ja Ce UCTpaxxKyBaar.

OJ1 TOYETOKOT Ha 1990-THUTE Ce I0jaBH HOBA TEH/IEHIH]ja
BO IMPUCTAUTE KOH (XOMO)CEKCYaTHUTE U Tej U Jie30ej-
CKH ueHTUTeTH. Ha HEj3UHOTO I0jaByBarbe IMOBTOPHO
BJIMjaele JiesioTo Ha Pyko, 3aeHO CO apryMEHTHUTe Ha
[Iynut BaTiep 3a WIEHTUTETHUTE KaTETOPUU KaKO WH-
CTPYMEHTH Ha PETYJIaTOPHH PEKUMH U, IOHATaMy, IeKa
UJIEHTUTETHUTE KaTErOPUHM Ce CeKorall U Heu30erKHO
HCKJIYYyBauKU IPAKTUKA U OCHOBA 3a XETEPOHOpMa-
tuBHOCT (Butler 1993b). Yire mokoHKpeTHO, BO HEj3U-
HUOT BJIMjaTesieH ecej ,VMuranuja u pojioBa HEMOKOP-
Hoct®, Batiiep mokakyBa Jieka Jia ce TBPAY JieKa HEKOj e
Jie30ejKa/Tej ceKoralll PeTCTaByBa UMH HA UCKJTyUyBakbe,
»DAJIUKAJTHO MIPUKPHUBAILE" CO IIEJI /Ia Ce CO37ajie MOBP-
3aHocT (Butler 1993b). 3a 1a ce nzbernar uckyiydyBama,
BaTsiiep ce 3ajara 3a JIeKOHCTPYKIIMja Ha I[€JIUOT KOH-
IIENT Ha cexcyasneH udenitiuitieiti (Butler 1993b). Toxkmy
oBa bapame 3a eJINMUHUPakhe Ha KaTeropujata Ha cek-
CyaJieH WIEHTUTET CTaHAa OCHOBAa Ha KBUD TeOopHjaTa u
HEj3MHUOT HOB IIPUCTAIl KOH (XOMO)CEKCYaTHOCTA.

Bo ckiam co moCcTMOZEpHUCTHMYKATA KPUTHKATa Ha
eMIIIPU3MOT U Ha TOJIEMHUTE HApaTHBU, KBUD TEOPHU-
jaTta ro JoBeAyBa BO Ipamlame IMOMMOT CEKCYaJTHOCT
Kako crabmieH, (GUKCEH HIEHTUTET U TH H3pasyBa
MHOIIITBOTO, HecTabwmyiHOCTa W GIIyHJHOCTA HA CyO-
JEKTHHTE MMO3UIUU. YIIITe TOBEKe, OTKPUBAJKHU TU UJI€H-
TUTETUTE KAKO KOHBEHI[UH U JIeJIOBH O7] IIPAKTHUKATa Ha
(xeTepo)HOpMUpAae, MOCTMOZEPHATa Je3bejcka U Trej
TeOpHUja IPETCTAaByBa CUJIHA KPUTHKA Ha cuTe popMu Ha
UJIEHTUTETHA ITOJINTHKA 32 €CEHIIN]UTU3UPAILE U OTIPE]I-
MeTyBame Ha IIOCTOjHUTE COIMjaTHU HOPMU, KATETOPUH
U 10J1e7I0N NpeKy HUBHUOT IOUM 32 UJAEHTUTET KaKO
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From the beginning of 1990s, a new tendency in
approaches to (homo)sexuality and gay and lesbian
identities surfaced. Its emergence was again influenced
by the work of Foucault, together with Judith Butler’s
arguments about identity categories as the instruments
of regulatory regimes and, what is more, that identity
categories are always and inevitably exclusionary
practices and the basis of heteronormativity (Butler
1993b). More specifically, in her influential essay
“Imitation and Gender Insubordination” Butler argues
that to claim that one is a lesbian/gay is always an act
of exclusion, a “radical concealment,” in order to make
a coherence (Butler 1993b). To avoid exclusions, Butler
argues for the deconstruction of the whole concept of
sexual identity (Butler 1993b). It is this demand for
elimination of the category of sexual identity, which
became a basis of queer theory and its new approach to
(homo)sexuality.

In line with postmodernism’s critique of empiricism
and grand narratives, queer theory calls into question
the notion of sexuality as a stable, fixed identity and
exposes the multiplicity, instability and fluidity of subject
positions. Moreover, revealing identities as conventions
and parts of (hetero)normalizing practice, postmodern
lesbian and gay theory poses a strong critique of all
forms of identity politics for essentializing and reifying
the existing social norms, categories and divisions
through their notion of identity as obvious and authentic
embodiment (Hennessy 1993b).
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OUUurJIeJHO U aBTEHTHUYHO OTeJIOTBOpyBa}be (Hennessy
1993b).

Crnopes, MOETO MUCJIEHe, O]l IPETXOAHO HAIPABEHUTE
IIOEHTH CJIEJU JileKa HeMa COMHEX BO Toa JieKa OBaa
HOBA KOHIIENI[Hja HA CEKCYAJIHOCTA KaKO YMH, IPAKTUKA
¥ JIOMEH Ha 3aJI0BOJICTBO IIPETCTaBYBAa HEIPOIIEHJINB
TEOPUCKHU IPHIOHEC 32 WU3JUTHYBambe HAJl eceHIlfja-
JIN3UPAHUOT IIOUM Ha CEeKCyasleH UJEHTUTET — JINYHA,
crabmiiHa OJTMKa co Koja ce parame. Cemak, Kako IITO
jac rienaM Ha HeIITaTa, MOCTOW MOXKHOCT IIOCTOjaHOTO
HarJIacyBame Ha 0ECKOHEUHATa IPOMEHINBOCT U QJITyH/T-
HOCT J1a craHe HelnTo mto bpybekep u Kynep (Brubaker
u Cooper 2000) ro HapeKyBaaT ,KJIMIIEU3UPAH KOH-
CTPYKTHBU3aM", T.e. TEH/IEHIIja JIeKa 33/I0/KUTETTHUTE
KapaKTEPUCTUKU HA KOHCTPYUPAHUTE U/IEHTUTETH, KAaKO
IITO Ce ,MHOIITBEHU", ,HecTabmIHu®, ,,BO TeK", ,J0ro-
BOPEHH" UTH. CTAHYBaaT aKaJIeMCKU aBTOMATHU3MU YUK
3HaYema He ce JI0BEyBaaT BO Ipalllarbe, IOIPETyBajKu
Ha OBOj HAYMH ITOHATAMOIIHUTE IIpalllaiba 3a CaMU-
OT IpOIleC Ha NPOU3BEAyBamke M PENpoAylUpame Ha
OJIpeIeHN UJEHTUTETH KAKO OIIITECTBEHH PEATHOCTH.
Co pyru 360pOBH, TOA IIITO OBHE ApPIYMEHTH Ha COIHjaI-
HUTEe KOHCTPYKTHUBHUCTU OOMYHO IO UTHOPHpAarT e camaTa
JIMMEH3Hja Ha CEKCYaTHOCTA - HEj3MHATA PeaTHOCT KaKo
UJIEHTUTETHA KaTETOPHja - KOja, KaKo IITO caMUOT Pyko
(1988) ucraknysa, e popmupana Bo EBpomna ox 19 Bek,
CO IIPEOPUEHTHPAE 0] CEKCYATHUOT YMH, IPAKTUKATA,
KOH aKTepOoT, ¥ YU CIEeNUMUKY ce BO KOHTEKCT(UTe) Ha
nmorHuoT Kanutaiu3aMm (Hennessy 2000).

Bo Bpcka co MOJjOT MHTEpec 3a IPETIOCTaBYBAE H
ordpsame HAa UAEHTUTETHUTE KATErOpUM KaKO He-
CTa0MJIHM ¥ KOMIUIEKCHU € VINTe eJleH acleKT Ha
IIOCTMO/IEDHUCTUYKUTE IPUCTA KOH (XOMO)CeK-
CyasHOCTa, KOj Oelle CepHO3HO KDUTHKYBaH Of
MaTepHjaIuCTUIKO-HEMIUHUCTUIKHUTE aKaJeMCKU MHUC-

In my view, from the points made above, there is no
doubt that this new conception of sexuality as an act,
practice and the domain of pleasure represents an
invaluable theoretical contribution for moving beyond
the essentialized notion of sexual identity — a personal,
stable feature that somebody is born with. However, as I
see it, there is a possibility that the constant emphasis on
endless change and fluidity might become what Brubaker
and Cooper (2000) call a “clichéd constructivism,” i.e. a
tendency that obligatory characteristics of constructed
identities such as “multiple,” “unstable,” “in flux,”
“negotiated” etc. are becoming academic automatisms
whose meanings are not in question, preventing in
this way further questions about the very process of
production and reproduction of particular identities
as social realities. In other words, what these social
constructionist’s arguments tend to ignore is the whole
dimension of sexuality — its reality as an identity category
— which as Foucault (1988) himself points out, is formed
in 19" century Europe with the shift from the sexual act,
practice to the actor, and which has its specificities in the
context(s) of late capitalism (Hennessy 2000).

In relation with my concerns about presupposing
and dismissing identity categories as unstable and
complex is another aspect of postmodernist approaches
to (homo)sexuality that was seriously criticized by
materialist feminist scholarship — the limitation of
sexuality to the field of discursive, symbolic, cultural.
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yuTen(K)u — OTPAaHUYYBAIETO Ha CEKCYyaJIHOCTa CaMoO
Ha obJ1acTa Ha IUCKYP3UBHOTO, CUMOOJIUYKOTO, KYJITYP-
HoTo. Kako 1mro ucraknyBa Posmapu XeHecu, eqHa of
HajuCTaKHaTUTe (QUTYPH Ha MaTEPHjaTUCTHIKHOT (e-
MuHU3aM Bo CoenuHeTuTe AMEpUKAHCKU J[pikaBu, of
IJIeJIHA TOYKA Ha rojieM Opoj IOCTMOJIEPHH HAyJYHHUIIH
KOM TH HCTpakyBaar Jie30ejcKUTe U Tej Ipallama,
OTINTECTBEHUTE CUJIM KOHW Ce OCHOBaTa Ha IPOU3BOJ-
CTBOTO Ha CEKCYaJIHU Cy0jeKTUBHUTETH (QYyHKIIMOHUPAAT
HCKJIYYUBO BO o0OJiacTa Ha KyJITypHa pelpe3eHTaIyja
(Hennessy 1993b, 2000). Criopes XeHecH, TAKBUTE KOH-
IIENITH Ha CEKCyaTHOCT KOU He yCIIeBaar /ia OCTBaparT Bp-
CKa mmoMery KyJITYPHOTO IPOU3Be/lyBalbe Ha pas3jIuKa u
€KOHOMCKHUTE U IIOJIMTUYKUTE ACIIEKTH Ha OIIITECTBEH
pez, TH IonpevyyBaaT UCIIUTYBAkhETO U aHATM3UPAHETO
HAa HAUYMHUTE HA KOU OIIITECTBEHOTO IPOU3BEAYBAHE
Ha CEKCyaJIHOCTa € IOBP3aHO CO JPYTH ,OIIITECTBEHH
TOTAJIUTETH® KAKO IITO Ce POJIOT, KjacaTa, pacara, er-
HUIIUTETOT HWTH. BO COIIMO-UCTOPUCKU KOHTEKCT Ha
KaIIUTATUCTHYKUOT TaTpujapxaTr. BujiejKku, Kako IITO
XeHecu IIOCTOjaHO HArJIaCyBa, OIIIIITECTBEHUTE TOTa-
JIITETH TPOJOJIKYBAaT Jla TH CTPYKTypHpaar HaIluTe
’KHBOTH, 12 OTTaMy aHAJIM3UTE KOU TBPJAT JIEKa I'0 KPHU-
TUKyBaaT ITOCTOJHUOT OIIITECTBEH PeJ HE MOXKe Ja CH
nosBosiaT na ru urHopupaat (Hennessy 1993a). ITona-
TaMy, criopesi XeHecH, UAeHTU(DHUKYBajKHU ja cOBpeMe-
Hara ,,ceOHOCT KaKo HecTaOMJIHA U (hparMeHTHpaHa 0e3
Jla ymatar Ha WJIEOJIOIIKUTE, MOJIUTHIKUTE U eKOHOM-
CKHTe MeXaHU3MHU KOU YYECTBYBaaT BO IIPOU3BEYBAbe-
TO Ha TaKBUTE Cy0jeKTUBHUTETH, HEKOU ITOCTMOJIEPHH
MHCJIUTETN BCYITHOCT MPUIOHECYBAAT KOH IOTTHKHY-
BambETO Ha IIPOM3BOJICTBOTO HA CYDjeKT KOj ce BKJIO-
IyBa BO HEOUMIIEPUjAIMCTHYKATA KAIUTAIHCTHIKA
MTOTPOIITyBadyKa KyJITypa KOjallITO BO rojieMa Mepa 3aBH-
CHl 071 MHOIIITBEHUTE, (pparmeHTrpanu cyojexru (ibid.).

Hamecto Toa, XeHecu W APYTHTE MaTEPHUjATHCTHIKHI
(emMuHUCTH ce 3ajlaraar e MpUCTal KOjIITO Ke TH HCKO-
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As Rosemary Hennessy, one of the most prominent
figures of materialist feminism in the US points out,
from the point of view of a large number of postmodern
scholars researching lesbian and gay issues, social
forces that are in the basis of production of sexual
subjectivities operate exclusively in the field of cultural
representation (Hennessy 1993b, 2000). According to
Hennessy, such conceptions of sexuality that fail to draw
a link between cultural production of difference with the
economic and political aspects of social order, foreclose
the investigation and analysis of the ways the social
production of sexuality is interrelated with other “social
totalities” such as gender, class, race, ethnicity etc. in the
socio-historical context of capitalist patriarchy. Because,
as Hennessy persistently highlights, social totalities
remain to structure our lives and therefore the analyses
that claim to be critical to existing social order cannot
afford to ignore them (Hennessy 1993a). Furthermore,
according to Hennessy, by identifying the contemporary
“self” as unstable and fragmented without referring to
the ideological, political and economic mechanisms
that participate in the production of such subjectivities,
some postmodern scholars actually play their own role
in fostering production of subject who fit into the neo-
imperial capitalism’s consumer culture, which is in large
dependent on the multiple, fragmented subjects (ibid.).

Instead, what Hennessy and other materialist feminists
argue for is an approach that will utilize postmodern
assumptions about “unstable subject” that is the
construct of signifying practices rather that some stable
(essential) entity, however asserting at the same time
that modes of intelligibility, i.e. the meaning-production
practice is always influenced by as much as influences
the political and economic practices in a given socio-
historical context (Hennessy 1993a, Lury 1995). In other
words, what Rosemary Hennessy calls for is a relational
approach based on the perception of social in terms of
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PUCTH IIOCTMOJIEPHUTE IIPETIIOCTABKY 3a ,,HECTAOMTHU-
OT cy0jekT* KOj IOCKOPO € KOHCTPYKT Ha O3HAaUyBaUYKH
GyHKIIUM OTKOJKY crabwieH (CyIITHUHCKUA) EHTHUTET,
cemak MCTOBPEMEHO TBPZEjKHU JeKa MOJeJINTe Ha WH-
TEJIUTUOMJTHOCT, T.e. NMPAKTHKAaTa HA IPOU3BEYBAbE
Ha 3HAYEHEe € CeKorall Mo BAUjaHHe, KOJKY IITO U
caMaTa BJIMjae IOJUTHYKUTE U E€KOHOMCKHUTE IpakK-
TUKU BO JIaJIEH COIMO-UCTOpHCKU KOHTeKCT (Hennessy
1993a, Lury 1995). Co apyru 36opoBu, Pozamapu XeHnecu
MOBUKYBa Ha PeJIAIUCKU MpPHCTAN 3aCHOBAH BP3 Iep-
IUIIUPAETO HA OMIITECTBEHOTO BO CMUCJIA HA CUCTEMU
U CTPYKTYpH Ha OJTHOCH BO KOU BPCKUTE Mery KyJITyp-
HUTE, EKOHOMCKHUTE U TOJINTUUKUTE MPAKTUKU Ce TIpe-
onpenenu (over-determined).

Cropesi MOETO MMCJIEhE, TOKMY KOHIIEIITOT Ha Ipe-
OJIPEIEHOCT TO OBO3MOKYBa IMOHATAMOIIHOTO Pa3MMC-
JIyBarbe 3a CEKCyaTHUTE U/IEHTUTETH Ha HAYMH KOjIITO
Ou T'! 3€eJT IPeBU/ U HHCUCTUPAHETO HA CEKCYaTHUOT
HUJIEHTUTET KAaKO IMPOIEC HAa IIOCTOjaHO Z0TOBaparbe Ha
3HAYEhaTa, KapaKTEPHUCTHYHOTO 3a KBHUDP TEOpHjarTa,
3aeIHO CO TBP/EHmaTa Ha MaTepUjaTUCTUUKUTE (PeMu-
HUCTH 3a BPCKUTE Mery MMOJUTHYKHOT, EKOHOMCKHA H
HJIEOJIOIIKHUOT PEJl BO CHCTEMATCKOTO MMPOU3BEAYBAbE U
PEenpoayIupame Ha CONMjATHUTE XUEPAPXUU. 3eMaAjKU
r0 KOHIIENITOT HAa Ipe-OJ[PEAEHOCT, CO MaJIi MOJH-
dukanuu, ox Antucep (Althusser), Xenecu (1993a) ro
KOPHCTH, Mely JApPYroTo, 3a KOHIENTyaJu3upame Ha
KOHCTPYHMPAIbETO Ha MOJIEPHUTE CYOjeKTH Ha HaYMH
KOj Ou ru u3berHag U IEJIOCHUOT JIETEPMUHHU3AM U
MIPETXOJJHO CIIOMEHATHOT ,KJIHIIEU3UPaH KOHCTPYK-
tuBu3aM“. [TOKOHKPETHO, CO KOHIENTyaJIM3uparbe Ha
OIIITECTBEHOTO KAKO JOMHHAHTHO KOMIIJIEKCHO IIEJIO0
CO KOHTPA/IUKIIAja BO HETOBUTE OCHOBH, [VIETUIIITETO HA
AJtTHCcEp HU ZI03BOJIyBA /1a Pa3MHUC/TIyBaMe 3a Pa3TuKHUTE
¥ U3MEHHTE KaKO Ipe-OJpe/ieHH, T.e. KAKO KOHKPETHa
MoaudUKanyja Ha KOMIUIEKCHAaTa U KOHTPAJHUKTOPHA

systems and structures of relations, which are by no
means stable, but structured as a network of relations
in which links between cultural, economic, and political
practices are over-determined.

In my view, it is precisely the concept of over-
determination that makes possible further thinking about
sexual identities in the way that would take into account
both the queer theory’s insistence on sexual identity as a
process of constant negotiation of meanings together with
the materialist feminist’s arguments about connections
between the political, economic and ideological order
in systemic production and reproduction of social
hierarchies. Takingtheconceptofover-determinationwith
slight modifications from Althusser, Hennessy (1993a)
makes use of it among other things to conceptualize the
construction of modern subjects in a way that would
avoid both complete determinism and the previously
mentioned “clichéd constructivism.” More specifically,
by conceptualizing social as a dominating complex whole
with the contradiction in its bases, Althusser’s view allows
us to think about differences and alterations as over-
determined, i.e. as concrete modification of the complex
and contradictory dominating structure that are neither
stable categories nor pure contingencies (Althusser
1997). However, as the blind spot of Althusser’s concept
of over-determination Hennessy identifies his assertion
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JIOMUHAHTHA CTPYKTypa, KOU He ce HU CTaOMJIHU KaTe-
TOpUM, HUTYy 4YHCTH ciydajHoctu (Althusser 1997).
Cemak, Kako HEIOCTAaTOK HA AJITUCEPOBHOT KOHIIEIT
Ha Ipe-0/ipefieHOCT, XeHecHu TI0o HUJeHTU(]HUKyBa He-
TOBOTO TBP/IEEE 32 EKOHOMCKOTO KaKoO ,II0CJIeIHA UH-
CTaHIA“ IITO ja MCKJIydyBa MOXKHOCTA 32 KaKBU OHJIO
omirecTBeHN 60pOY, OCBEH HA OHHE 3aCHOBAHU Ha KJIa-
cara. [Tonatamy, nposokyBa XeHecH, HEroBaTa TEOpHU-
ja Ha ,uHTepnenanuja“® Kako oGjacHyBame Ha (HOPMHU-
pameTo Ha Cy0jeKTOT € HMPUJINYHO JeTEePMHUHUCTHYKA
¥ 3aToa He MOXKe J1a ja o0jacHU coIMjaiHaTa IIpoOMeHa
(Hennessy 1993a).

3a 1a ro HaAMUHE AJITHCEPOBUOT EKOHOMH3aM, HO 3a cé
yIITe aja 3auyBa 006jacHyBaYKaTa MOK Ha HETOBHOT IIOUM
Ha IIpe-0[pe/iIeHOCT, XeHecH IIpe/iara MpUcTan KOjIiTo
ro HapeKkyBa ,IJI00aJHa TeopHja Ha OIIIITEeCTBEHOTO".
YnaTyBajku Ha KOHIIENTOT Ha ,,apTHKYJIalija“ NUCKOBaH
on Jlaknay (Laclau) u Myd (Mouffe) 3a o6jacHyBame Ha
OIIIITECTBEHOTO KAKO HU3a O/ apTUKYJINPAHU chepu, HO
KOU IO KOPHUCTAT MCKJIYIHMBO BO PAMKHUTE HA JOMEHOT
Ha JIUCKYP3UBHU IPAKTUKH, Taa IO KOPUCTH 3a KOH-
[eNTyaau3upame Ha ,,OQHOCUTE Mery HJEOJIOIIKUTE,
€KOHOMCKHUTE U IMOJIUTUYKUTE chepu Ha TPOU3BOJCTBO-
TO, Taka IIPOIINPYBAjKU ja JIOTHKATAa Ha IIpe-ofpejie-
HOCT Bp3 OIIITECTBEHUTE OJIHOCH HA CHTEe HHBOA Ha
anamm3a“ (Hennessy 1993a: 30). Ciopen XeHecH, Tak-
BarTa ,IyiobaJIHa TeopHja Ha OIIITECTBEHOTO® Tpeba /a
OBO3MOJKH HJIE0JIOTHjaTa, OJHOCHO, CKJIOTIOT ITPAKTUKH
Ha CO3/IaBame 3Hauemha, KO T COUYNHYBAaT MOJIyCUTE
Ha WHTEJIUTUOWTHOCT BO OIIPeZiesieH COIMO-UCTOPUCKHU
KOHTEKCT, /1a Ce KOHIENTYaInu31pa KakKo ,IPOAYKTHBHA
MaTrepHjajiHa ITPAKTHKA BO €J[HA IIpe-0/pe/ieHa peari-
ja KOH eKOHOMCKHUTE U MOJUTHYKUTe npaktuku (Hen-
nessy 1993a: 30). Co apyru 300pOBH, IPEUCIUTYBAKBETO
Ha XeHecH Ha IIpe-0[pe/IeHOCTa 07 IEPCIIEKTHBA Ha ,,ap-
THUKYJIAIACKY ITPAKTHKHU“ OTBOPA IIPOCTOP /1A ce 00jacHu
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about the economic as the “last instance,” which excludes
the possibility for any social struggles except for those
based on the class. What is more, continues Hennessy,
his theory of “interpellation” as an explanation for the
subject formation is rather determinist and thus cannot
account for social change (Hennessy 1993a).

In order to move beyond Althusser’s economism, but still
to preserve the explanatory power of his notion of over-
determination, Hennessy proposes an approach, which
she calls a “global theory of the social.” Referring to the
concept of “articulation” coined by Laclau and Mouffe to
explain the social as an array of articulated spheres, but
who employ it exclusively within the domain of discursive
practices, she uses it to conceptualize “relations among
ideological, economic and political spheres of production,
thus broadening the logic of over-determination to social
relations at all levels of analysis” (Hennessy 1993a:
30). Such a “global theory of the social,” according to
Hennessy, should allow ideology i.e. the ensemble of
meaning-making practices, which constitute the modes
of intelligibility in particular socio-historical context, to
be conceptualized as “a productive material practice in
an over-determined relation to economic and political
practices” (Hennessy 1993a: 30). In other words,
Hennessy’s reassessment of the over-determination
from the perspective of “articulatory practices” opens up
a space to explain the cultural production of meanings
as both producing and produced by the economic and
political structures in the given context.
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KYJITYPHOTO IIPOU3BE/yBalbe Ha 3HaUeHha U KaKO HEIITO
IITO T IPOU3BEYBa U KaKO MPOU3BENEHO O EKOHOM-
CKHUTE U MOJUTUIKUTE CTPYKTYPH BO /1a/IeH KOHTEKCT.

Bo ckyan xoHnemnnujata Ha XeHecHu 3a IJI0OAIHA Teo-
pHYja Ha OIIIITECTBEHOTO KaKO yOeJInBO 00jacHyBamhe Ha
HAUYMHUTE HA KOU Ce MPOMU3BEAyBAaT U PEMOPOAYIHpaaT
COIMjJTHUTE XMEepPapXWH O] elHAa CTpaHa, U CO MOjOT
HHTEpEC 3a ,,4UCTO KYJITYPHHOT IIPUCTAIl HA KBUP TEO-
pHjaTa KOH CEKCyaIHOCTa OJi Jpyra cTpaHa, O cakasia
Jla TO MOKpPEeHaM CJIEHOBO Ipalliakhe/a: Kako Jia Cce
HMCKOPHUCTH TrJI00ajiHaTa TeOpHja Ha OIIITECTBEHOTO BO
MMOHATaMOIIIHATA KOHIIENTyaJn3alija Ha MOUMOT CeK-
cyaneH udeHitiuitieiti? Kako j1a ce Teopusupaar Cekcyasi-
HHUTE UJIEHTUTETH 0e3 /Jja ce eceHIujaIn3upaar uin 0e3
Jla ce Ta/iHe BO 3aMKa Ha HETHpame Ha HUBHOTO OTICTO-
jyBambe KaKo OIIIITECTBEHA KaTeropmja?

UpeHTuteT u HapaTtus: Cexcyam-m UAEeHTUTETU
nomefy JIMYHOTO U ONWITECTBEHOTO

Kako mTo Beke ykajkaB, €lHA OJi HajBJIMjaTETHUTE
pacIpaBu 3a CEKCyaJIHOCTa KAaKO COI[HO-KYJITYpHA KOH-
cTpykiuja e oHaa Ha Mumren ®yko (1988). IlenTpasn-
HHUOT apryMeHT Ha HeropaTa TPUTOMHA CTyAHja € JeKa
»CEKCYaJTHOCTA“ e MPOM3BOJ, Ha OyprkoasujaTa Ha JIOI-
HHUOT 18 ¥ paHUOT 19 BeK, KOjalllTo, 3a Jla OCTBapH ce-
b6eadupmupaibe, MOYHAIA Jla TO HETyBa TEJIOTO, /14 Ce
TPHXKU 32 HETO, Jla TO IpaBH HM30JIUPAHO O APYTHUTE,
OIHOCHO, ja IpPHUMEHWJIA TEXHOJIOTHjaTa Ha CEeKC WJIN
~cekcyasrHocT . TBpaejku ieka ,,ceKCyasTHOCTa € U3MUC-
s Ha 6ypskoasujaTta, PyKo 1e10cHO T 0T pJia JOMU-
HAHTHUTE TOJIKyBalba 3a CEKCyaJIHOCTa KaKO permpe-
cHpaHa, KOH, KaKO IITO HcTakHyBa DPyKO, HEM30EKHO
MIPETIIOCTaByBaaT IIOCTOEEbE Ha CEKCYaTHOCTa KakKo
CYIITHHCKO, OJHATIPE/]T /1aJIEHO MECTO Ha PeIpecHja Koe
BETyBa MOJKHOCT 3a ocyoboayBame (Foucault 1988).

In line with Hennessy’s conception of global theory of
the social as a compelling explanation of the ways social
hierarchies are produced and reproduced on the one
hand, and my own concerns with queer theory’s “merely
cultural” approach to sexuality on the other I would
like to rise following question(s): how to utilize the
global theory of the social in further conceptualization
of the notion of sexual identity? How to theorize sexual
identities without essentializing them or falling into a
trap of negating their persistence as a social category?

Identity and narrative: Sexual identities
between personal and social

As I have already indicated, one of the most influential
discussions about sexuality as a socio-cultural constructis
the one by Michele Foucault (1988). The central argument
of his three-volume study is that “sexuality” is a product
of the late 18™ and early 19™ century bourgeoisie, who, in
order to achieve self-affirmation, started to cultivate the
body, to take care of it, to make it isolated from others
i.e. employed the technology of sex or “sexuality.” By
claiming that “sexuality” is an invention of bourgeoisie,
Foucault completely rejects the dominant interpretations
of sexuality as repressed, which, as Foucault points out,
inevitably presuppose the existence of sexuality as an
essential, as a pre-given site of repression which promises
the possibility of liberation (Foucault 1988). At the same
time, in his attempts to break with widely accepted
repressive paradigm based on the assumption about
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Bo ucro Bpeme, BO HeroBute OOHUIM /1A PACKPCTU CO
mmpoxonpudaTeHUTe PENpecuBHU MMAPaIUTMU 3aCHO-
BaHH Bp3 IPETIOCTaBKAaTa 3a IOCTOEHE HA CaMO €7leH
[[EHTap Ha MOK — pelpecUBHO BOCIIOCTABYBame Ha 3a-
KOH — ®Pyko ja KOHIENTyasM3upa MOKTAa KaKO IO3HU-
THBHA U IPOJYKTHBHA IIOBEKeAVMMEH3MOHAIHA Mpexa
Ha OZJHOCH Ha MOK KOW HHUKOTaIll He OM MOXKejle TOUHO
Jla ce JIOKaJIu3upaar oJi CTpaHa HAa MHCTUTYLINHU U Me-
xaHu3mu (ibid.). Cemak, mo Moe BHayBame, TOa IITO €
3aHEMapeHO BO TaKBa KOHIIENIMja Ha MEXaHU3MHUTE Ha
MOK, BO CMHUCJIA Ha HEJIOKUIM3UPAYKU, TpaHChOpMa-
THBHU U HECTAOWJIHU KOHCTEJIAIMM HA OHOCU Ha MOK,
€ eJ[Ha OIIpeZieTHA CTAOMTHOCT Ha O/THOCUTE Ha MOK HU3
BpEMETO U TpajHOCTa Ha ompejiesieHu hopManuu, UH-
CTUTYLINIM, KAaKO ¥ pexXuMu Ha gomuHanuja. Co apyru
300poBH, BepyBaM Jeka (YKOOBCKHOT MOJIeJI HA MOK
KOJIIITO Ce KOPHCTH Of] HeOpoeHW mo3uiuu 0e3 jacHa
no/iesiba moMery THe KOW JJOMUHUPAAT U THE KOU Ce JI0-
MUHHUPaHU, HU [IOIPeYyBa Jja TU BUAUME HAUMHUTE HA
KOU H/IE0JIONIKUTE, TOJIUTHYKNUTE U EKOHOMCKHUTE ITPAK-
TUKU (PYHKIIMOHUPAAT 3a€JHO BO IIPOU3BENYBAKHETO U
OJIP’KYBamheTO Ha HeeTHAKBU OIIITECTBEHH O/THOCH.

Bo eneH oj HeroBuTe MOAOIHEKHU ecedu I OBepH-
MeHTaHOCT® (Govermentality, 1991) ®yko moBeke ce
3aHMMaBa CO MOJlepHATa JpyKaBa KakKo JOMHUHAHTHA
COITMO-TIOJIUTHYKA (hopMaIlija Ha KAITUTATU3MOT U KOH-
KpeTHUTE 6.1adeilienHU TPAKTUKU KOU T IPHMEHyBa
npxkaBata (Foucault 1991). Bo corsiacHocT co HeroBaTa
KOHIIENIIMja 32 HEKCYCOT MOK/3Haerme, MOKTa Ha BJIa-
nmata ®Pyko ja Haora BO 3HAEHETO HA HEJ3BUHOTO HaceJe-
HUE KOe ce 3aCHOBa Ha MPOM3BEIYBAIETO HA M3BECHHU
KaTeropuy ¥ 3Hauema MPeKy KON HaCeJIEeHHETO CTaHyBa
BHJIJIBO U, CO TOQ, BiajutuBo (ibid.). OHa mTo ciemysa
O/1 TBP/IEEHETO 32 HACEJIEHUETO KaKO IIEHTPaJIeH ITPo6IieM
Ha MOJIEpHATa JIpKaBa e, O] €[[Ha CTPaHa, PaCTEYKOTO
3HAYEIHE HA PETYIaTOPHUTE U KOPEKTUBHUTE MEXHU3MH
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the existence of only one center of power — repressive
institution of law — Foucault conceptualizes power as
a positive and productive multidimensional web of
power relations that could never be exactly localized by
institutions and apparatuses (ibid.). However, in my view,
what is neglected in such a conception of mechanisms
of power, in terms of non-localizable, transformative,
and unstable constellations of power relations, is a
certain stability of relations of power through time and
durability of particular formations, institutions, as well
as the regimes of domination. In other words, I believe
that Foucauldian model of power that is exercised from
countless positions with no clear division between those
who dominate and those who are dominated prevents us
from seeing the ways in which ideological, political and
economic practices function together in producing and
maintaining unequal social relations.

In one of his later essays “Govermentality” (1991)
Foucault engages more with the modern state as a
dominating socio-political formation of capitalism and
the particular governmental practices enacted by the
state (Foucault 1991). In accordance with his conception
of power/knowledge nexus, Foucault locates the power
of government in the knowledge of its population that
is based on the production of reliable categories and
meanings through which population becomes visible
and, thus, governable (ibid.). What is implicit from the
argument about the population as the central problem of
the modern state is, on the one hand, growing importance
of the regulatory and corrective mechanisms at the
expense of repressive ones, which, consequently, gives
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Ha CMETKa Ha PEeIpPeCHBHUTE, KO€, KOHCEKBEHTHO, MY
JlaBa Ha 3aKOHOT HOBa peryjaTopHa (QyHKIHja BO HOP-
MHpameTo Ha ommrrectBo. O pyra cTpaHa, Kako IITO
o6jacuyBa ®Pyko Bo IpBaTa KHUTa Ha Hciliopuja Ha cek-
cyanHocitia (1988), mocebHO cexcoill, KAKO CPEACTBO
Ha MPHUCTANyBamke U KOH MHANBUIYATHOTO TEJIO U KOH
penpoAyKIjaTa Ha II€JIOTO HACeJIEHHE € TOj KOjIITO
CTaHa OCHOBA 3a peryJaTUBUTE KOU I'O OBO3MOKHja CO3-
JlaBaIbeTO Ha BEIITAYKO 3€HUIITBO MEly CEKCOT, POJOT
1 II0CAaKyBaIbeTO KOEIITO IO KOPHMCTAT KAaKO 3aeTHUYKO
BepyBame (Foucault 1988). Eqnam nexsapupaHo Kako
YHUBEp3a/JIHA BUCTHHA, 3a€JHUIITBOTO HA CEKCOT, PO-
JIOT ¥ CEKCyaJIHOCTa CTaHa YJITHMAaTHBHA CTpaTerdja Ha
BJIajieerbe, MHCTUTYIIMOHATU3UPaHa BO (OPMH KakKoO
IIITO CE CEMEJCTBOTO, OPAKOT, XETEPOCEKCYATHOCTA U XO-
MOCEKCYaTHOCTa KaKO HEj3UHU IEHTPATHU HHCTPYMEH-
™™ (Foucault 1991).

Cemnak, Kora ce paciipaBa 3a HAE€HTUTETUTE, WJIH IIOIpe-
[IM3HO KasKaHO, CEKCYaJIHOCTA KAaKO HIEHTUTET KaKO
nocebeH OO0JIMK Ha HOPMHPAYKH MPAKTUKH, BAKHO €
Jla ce 3abesexxu Jieka, kako mrto [lon Bopuman (John
Borneman) co mpaBo uCTaKHyBa, HHTEPAKI[jaTa IOMELy
JIp>KaBaTa v HaceJIEHMETO PETKO 3aBPIIyBa CO allCOIyTHA
mobena Ha Ap:kaBata (Borneman 1992). IToKOHKpeETHO,
3eMajku TH aprymeHTHTe Ha OyKO 3a HOPMHPAUKHUTE
CTpaTeruy Ha JApsKaBara, OJTHOCHO 3a IIPAKTUKU Ha UMe-
HyBaibe U MOJEIyBalbe KOU T ONPE/Ie/yBaaT KOHKPET-
HHUTE KaTErOPUH Ha ,,ceOHOCT Ha TOj HAYMH BpaMyBajKu
'l TEDMUHITE BO KOH rparaHuTe ce ryeaaat cebecu Kako
[I0j/I0BHA TOYKa, BOpHMaH cemak Te)KHee Ja HCTaKHe
JleKa KOHKPETHHTE 3HaYerha U KaTErOPUU MPOU3BEIeHU
IIPEKY JIP>KaBHUTE BJIJIETETHU MMPAKTUKKA HE UM Ce e]l-
HOCTaBHO HaMeTHAaTH Ha moeaunnuTe. Harmporus, BopH-
MaH TBP/IM JieKa cekoj(a) moeauHer(ka) ¥Ma KOHTPOJIA
BP3 YIIOTPEOUTE HAa KATETOPUUTE U BP3 KAIlaIlUTETOT HA
aBropedekcuja (Borneman 1992).

the law new regulatory function in normalizing society.
On the other hand, as Foucault explicates in the first
volume of History of Sexuality (1988), it is particularly
sex as a means of access to both individual body and
reproduction of entire population, which became the
basis for regulations that made possible the creation of
the artificial unity between sex, gender and desire and
make use of it as the common belief (Foucault 1988).
Once declared a universal truth, the unity of sex, gender
and sexuality became the ultimate strategy of governing,
institutionalized in the forms such as family, marriage,
heterosexuality, homosexuality as its central instruments
(Foucault 1991).

However, when discussing identities, or, to be more
precise, sexuality-as-identity, as a particular mode of
normalizing practices, it is important to note that, as John
Borneman rightly points out, the interaction between the
state and the population rarely ends up in the absolute
victory of the state (Borneman 1992). More precisely,
taking Foucault’s arguments about the normalizing
strategies of the state, i.e. practices of naming and
dividing that define particular categories of the “self”
thus framing the terms in which citizens see themselves
as a point of departure, Borneman nevertheless strives to
emphasize that the particular meanings and categories
produced through state’s governmental practices are
not merely imposed onto individuals. On the contrary,
Borneman argues that every individual has control over
the uses of categories and the capacity of self-reflection
(Borneman 1992).
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HMma nBa acmekTa Ha TBpJAEHETO Ha BopHMaH Kou TH
cMeTaM 3a KJIyYHHU 32 Pa3BUBAKETO HA ITEPCIIEKTHUBATA 32
CEeKCyaJTHUTE UJIEHTUTETH OTaJle IT0/1e106aTa eCeHITTj v -
3aM HaCIIPOTHU COIHjasieH KOHCTPYKIMOHU3aM. [IpBHOT
€ BO BPCKa CO HETOBOTO OOjacHyBame JieKa JpKaBaTa
MOKe Jla Oujie ycmelrHa BO O3aKOHYBaWmeTO Ha Hej3H-
HUTe Oapara Bp3 HACEJIEHHETO, CAMO KOTa MOeTUHITUTE
WHTEPHAIN3UPaAT OJIpe/ieH! KaTETOPHUH U 3HaYEHha U IO
KOPHCTAT TOa 32 KOHCTPYHPakhe Ha HUBHUTE COIICTBEHH
’KMBOTH BO CMHCJIA Ha CIIOZI€JIEHU ,MacTep HapaTUBU" —
KOXEPEHTHU MMPUKa3HU KOU ce KOPUCTAT U O] CTPaHa Ha
Jp;KaBaTa | O cTpaHa Ha moeauHIy (Borneman 1992).
Co HeroBarta KOHIIEIIIIHja Ha KOXEPEHTHH ,,MacTep Hapa-
TUBU“ KOU T OOJIMKyBaaT JJUYHUTE UCKYCTBA BO HEIITO
OTIIIITECTBEHO CIIO/IeJIeHO, BopHMaH ce mpuOIMKyBa 710
MMOMMOT Ha X€eHeCHU 3a ,,COIHjaJTHU I[eJIOCTH BO CMHUCJIA
Ha TEMEJTHUTE IIPUHITUITN Ha COI[HjaJTHO CTPYKTYPHPaHhe
KOW TI0CTOjaHO TW OPTaHU3UpaaT >KHUBOTUTE Ha JIyIeTO
BO OJIpE/IEHH COLMO-UCTOPUCKU KoHTekcTu (Hennessy
2000). CinuHo Ha XeHecu, bopHMaH HWCTakHyBa JieKa
BO COTJIACHOCT CO JIOTHKATa Ha OBUE ,,MacTep HApaTHUBU®,
OTIpe/ieJIEH BHUJIOBH OJHOCH KAaKO U CEKCyaIM3UPaHH
ceOHOCTH ce MHCTUTYIHOHan3upanu (Borneman 1992,
Hennessy 2000).

Bo ucro Bpeme, bopHMaH ja McTakHyBa BaskKHOCTa Ha
KaIlalUTETOT Ha IOEAUWHENOT 3a aBTOpedJIeKcHja BO
MPOIECOT HA CO3/laBalbe 3Hauerma. [IOKOHKPETHO, BO
UIeHTU(UKYBAbeTO Ha IoeauHenoT(Kara) Kako HH-
CTaHIIa BO IIPOIIECOT Ha CO3/IaBarkbe Ha KOXEPEHTHH
,Macrep HapaTuBH‘, BOpHMaH ja craBa COIMO-KyJITyp-
HaTa MpPaKTHKa Ha IMPOW3BE/lyBame 3HaueHa, KaK0 W
cyOjekTuTe, Ha KPCTONATOT MoMery ap:kaBaTa (Kako
MOJIepHa IOMHUHHPAYKa CTPYKTypa) U MoeInHenoT(Kara)
(Borneman 1992). CJINYHO pa3MHUCIyBakb€ 3a UJIEHTUTE-
TATE IO OCKaTa Ha WHTEPAKIHja IIOMery J€jCTBUTEN-
HOCTa U CTPYKTypaTa, T.e. OHA IIITO JI03BOJIyBA YOBEUKO
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There are two aspects of Borneman’s argument that
I find crucial in developing the perspective on sexual
identities beyond essentialism vs. social constructionism
division. The first one has to do with his assertion that
state could only be successful in legitimizing its claims
on the population when individuals internalize particular
categories and meanings and use it to construct their own
lives in terms of shared “master narratives” — coherent
stories that are utilized by both state and individuals
(Borneman 1992). With his conception of coherent
“master narratives” that shape personal experiences
into something socially shared, Borneman comes close
to Hennessy’s notion of “social totalities” in terms of
the underlying principles of social structuring which
persistently organize people’s lives in the particular
socio-historical contexts (Hennessy 2000). Similar to
Hennessy, Borneman points out that in accordance with
the logic of these “master narratives,” specific kinds of
relations as well as sexualized selves are institutionalized
(Borneman 1992, Hennessy 2000).

At the same time, Borneman emphasizes the importance
of the individual’s capacity for self-reflection in the
meaning-making process. More specifically, identifying
the individual as an instance in the process of creation
of coherent “master narratives,” Borneman places the
socio-cultural practice of production of meanings as well
as subjects at the intersection of the state (as a modern
dominating structure) and the individual (Borneman
1992). Similar thinking about identities along axis of
the interaction between agency and structure, i.e. the
one that allows for human action that is nonetheless
bounded by social structures is the one developed by
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JIEJCTBO KO€ € CellaKk BP3aHO CO COIHjaJTHU CTPYKTYPH,
e pa3BueHo o ctpaHa Ha Mapraper Camepc (Marga-
ret Somers 1994). McrakHyBajku ja OHTOJIOIIKATA JIH-
MeH3Uja Ha HapaTUBUTE M HapaTHUBHOCTA IIPEKy Koja
OIIIITECTBEHUOT CBET CTaHyBa IIOMMJIUB U TPEKY Koja
JIyfeTO THU OJIpe/lyBaaT CBOUTE COIMjaTHU HJAEHTHUTETH,
Camepc mpejjiara KOHIENT HapailiueeH uldeHiliuilieil
KaKO HapaTHUBHOCT IIPEKY KOja JIyf'eTO TH KOHCTpyHpaaT
CBOUTE UJEHTUTETU MOTIUPAjKU ce Ha IMPUKA3HUTE Ha
pacnosiarambse BO OJpPEZEeH COIMO-UCTOPUCKU KOHTEKCT
(Somers 1994). Toa IITO € UMILIUIUTHO U O] TBPAEHETO
Ha bopumaH u ox Toa Ha Camepc e JieKa UJIEHTUTETOT
CTaHyBa WJIGHTUTET caMO Kora JIyfeTo Ke TW WHTepHa-
JIU3UpaaT U ke KOHCTPYyHPaaT COICTBEHO 3HAYEEHE OKOJTY
OBaa MHTepHa/I3aIuja.

Jle36ej-HocT/lej-HOCT: ceKcyaneH uaeHTuTeT
KaKo NpaKTuKa Ha upeHTuduKaumjata

PeKOHHI/IHI/IpaH)eTO Ha CEKCYaJTHUOT HIACHTHUTET KaKO
HWHTEP-aKIFja MOMely COIHO-KYJTYPHOTO U JIMYHOTO
e TIpe/UIoXKeHo o7 ctpaHa Ha TamcuH Buron (Tamsin
Wilton) co Hej3MHOTO HpeHcCHHUTYBame Ha ,Jie30€jcKO”
BO CMHCJIA Ha ,,J1e30€j-HOCT:

e30ej-HOCTa € MPOM3BOJA HA JUHAMUYKHUTE BPCKU Mery
WHAWBHUAyaJIHATa CyOJEKTUBHOCT, TEJIOTO U OIIIITECTBEHOTO
[...] v Ha 3HAUEWaTa KOU Ce CO3/I1aBaaT O] WJIU BO PAMKUTE
Ha THE OJHOCH.

(Wilton 1995: 30)

Co mpemtarame Ha ,Je30€j-HOCT® MecTO ,J1e30€jcKo®,
BuitoH r0 0Tdpsia CTAaTUYKUOT IOUM Ha HUIAEHTUTETOT
KaKO JaJieH WIM HaMeTHAT Ha IMAaCUBHUTE MOEIMHIIH
O/l CTpaHa Ha OMIITECTBEHUTE CTPYKTYPHU, WU JETEP-
MHHHPaHU 07 ,omosiorujata“. Mecro Toa, Taa ru AepuH-
Mpa CEKCyaJTHUTE UIEHTUTETH KaKO COIHjaTHU IIPOIIECH,
JIBaTa CMECTEHH W IMPOU3BEJIEHU BO COZEjCTBO MOMeEry

Margaret Somers (1994). Emphasizing the ontological
dimension of narratives and narrativity through which
social world is made intelligible and through which
people constitute their social identities, Somers proposes
a concept narrative identity as narrativity through which
people construct their identities by relying on the stories
available in particular socio-historical context (Somers
1994). What is implicit from both Borneman’s and
Sommers’ argument is that identity becomes identity
only when people internalize them and construct their
own meaning around this internalization.

Lesbian-ness/gay-ness: sexual identity
as a practice of identification

The re-conception of sexual identity as an inter-action
between socio-cultural and personal is proposed by
Tamsin Wilton with her reassessment of “lesbian” in
terms of “lesbian-ness:”

lesbian-ness is a product of the shifting relationships among
individual subjectivity, the body and the social [...], and of
meanings constituted by/within those relationships.

(Wilton 1995: 30)

By proposing “lesbian-ness” instead of “lesbian,” Wilton
rejects the static notion of identity as a given, either
imposed on the passive individuals by social structures
or determined by “biology.” Instead, she defines sexual
identities as social processes both situated in and
produced by the interface between the socio-cultural
repertoire available in a particular historical context
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COITMO-KYJITYPHUOT PerepToap A0CTaleH BO ONpezesieH
HMCTOPUCKU KOHTEKCT U ,,ce0HOCTa“ BO cMHUCJIa Ha pedie-
KcuBHa aBToHapanuja. Co aApyru 300poBH, BUITOH TO
nebuHupa ,J1e30ejcko” Kako HecTaOMJIHA KaTeropwuja,
KOja e MPOM3BOJ IIITO MTpou3Jerysa oy bopbara momery
JIOMUHAHTHUTE COLMO/KYJTypDHU 3HAueHa IPHUCYT-
HU BO OfipeZieH KOHTEKCT U CTBApHUTE IOEIMHEUHU
CyOjEKTUBHOCTH, T.e. IOBEKEKPATHOTO B3HAYeHe KOoe
[MOEe/ITUHEYHUTE >KEHH T'0 H3BJIEKyBaaT Off HUBHUTE
HCKyCTBa Ha UTpame Ha ,J1e30ejcko” (ibid.).

Co Hej3MHAaTa KOHIIEIIHja 32 CEKCYaJTHUOT UJIEHTUTET
KaKo IIpoliec — IpaKTHKa Ha uaeHTHUKanuja — Buicon
BCYIITHOCT IO HAITyIIITa IPEMHOTY YIIOTPEOYBAHHOT KOH-
IEeNT Ha ,UJeHTUTET", PeJIoKeH Off cTpaHa Ha Bpy-
oejkep u Kynep (Brubaker and Cooper 2000) HEKOJIKY
TOJIMHU TIO/I0I[HA BO HUBHUOT BJIUjaTesieH ecej ,,OTaze
‘Unentureror’™. Toa MITO € 3aeJHUYKO U BO IPHUCTa-
ot Ha TamcuH BuiTOH M BO mpucranot Ha Bpybejkep
u Kymep, e KOHIIENTOT Ha ,HAEHTUTET KAKO HEIITO KOe
ce co3/JlaBa BO MHTEpaKIIHjaTa IMOMery OIIITECTBEHOTO
1 TUYHO0TO. OTTaMy, CIIOpe/] HUB, MHOTY € BasKHO /1a ce
objacHM AMHAMHKATa BO OJHOC HAa HIEHTUTETOT KaKO
IIPaKTHUKa U JIa ce crelnudUuKyBaaT IPOIECUTE IITO CEe
HcTpakyBaaT. 3a Jia ro cropaT Toa, bpybejkep u Ky-
1mep 0coOOEHO T'i BOBEIYBAaT aHATUTUYKUTE KATETOPUH
Ha ,cebepazboupame” U ,cebeusieHTUGHUKAIIAjA® KaAKO
KOHIIEIITH KOW MO’Ke /ia T objacHaT HAYHMHUTE HA KOU
moeAuHIU(KN)Te 3aeMHO JI€jCTBYBaaT CO HaMETHATHUTE
KaTEeropyuy M ' KOPUCTAT 3a JIa U3BJIeYaT HEKaKBa CMUC-
J1a 3a cebecH, CBOUTE IOCTANKY U PEATHUTE MHOIITBEHU
M YeCcTO KOHTPAJUKTOPHU OIIIITECTBEHU ITO3UIMH KOH
ru 3a3emaar (Brubaker and Cooper 2000).

Cnopes MeHe, Kora cTaHyBa 300p 32 CEKCyasTHOCTa, TaK-
BaTa PeKOHIIENTya Inu3aIlfja Ha HAEHTUTETOT BO CMHUCIIA
Ha UJeHTHU(]UKAIja OTBOPa IIPOCTOP 3a UCTPAKYBaHhE
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and the “self” in terms of a reflexive self-narrative. In
other words, Wilton identifies “lesbian” as an unstable
category that is an emerging product of struggle between
the dominant social/cultural meanings present in a
particular context and the actual individual subjectivities,
i.e. the multiple meanings individual women make out of
their experiences of enacting “lesbian” (ibid.).

With her conception of sexual identity as a process — a
practice of identification — Wilton actually abandons the
overused concept of “identity”, proposed by Brubaker
and Cooper (2000) a few years later in their influential
essay “Beyond ‘Identity.”” What both Tamsin Wilton’s
and Brubaker and Cooper’s approaches have in common
is the concept of “identity” as something that comes
into being within the interaction of the social and the
personal. Hence, according to them, it is extremely
important to account for the dynamics in relation with
identity-as-a-practice and be more specific about the
processes one explores. In order to do so, Brubaker
and Cooper specifically introduce analytical categories
of “self-understanding” and “self-identification” as
the concepts that might explain the ways individuals
interact with the imposed categories and use them in
making sense of themselves, their actions and the actual
multiple and often contradictory social positions they
inhabit (Brubaker and Cooper 2000).

In my view, when it comes to sexuality, such re-
conceptualization of identity in terms of identification
opens up a space for exploring the ways people handle the
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HAa HAUMHHUTE Ha KOW JIyI'€TO Ce CIIpaByBaaT CO MOZEP-
HaTta ¢opMa Ha CEKCyasTHOCT KaKO HIEHTUTET IITO Ce
O0a3mpa Ha NpeTIOCTaBKaTa Ha JAajieHa crabwiHa of-
ska. KoHKpeTHO, ymorpebara Ha KOHIIEHI[UUTE Ha
,cebepazbupame‘ u ,cebenmeHTH(PUKALHja“ MeCTO
,AJIEHTUTET", HX OBO3MOKYyBa /1a TH UCITUTaMe KOHKPET-
HUTE CTPATeruu IITO JIyI'eTO KOU 3a cebe pa3MHuCIyBaaT
KaKo 3a ,rej“/,sie3bejka” T KOpHUCTAT 3a Jia TH ycorJia-
caT MHOIITBEHUTE, YECTO KOHTPAJAUKTOPHH IO3HITUH
U WIeHTU(]HUKAINU CO KOU Ce CooduyBa ,ceOHOCTA“ BO
KOHTEKCTOT Ha IocTojaHata Oopba 3a co3ziaBambe Ha
OBOj H/leasl Ha YHUTapHa ,,ceOHOCT. Co ipyru 360pOBH,
MIPOYYYyBamkETO Ha IPOIIECHTE HA WJIeHTH(UKAIUja HU
OBO3MOJKyBa Jla TO HCIUTYyBaMe aBTOUJIEHTHTETOT BO
CMHCJIa ¥ Ha pparMeHTaIyja u Ha eJITHHCTBO, CO TOA IIITO
Ke TW MCTaKHeMe Pa3JIMYHUTE HAUMHU HA KOU MOeUH-
IIUTE Ce CIIPaByBaaT CO KOHTEKCTyaJIHaTa Pa3IUYHOCT
¥ 3a4yByBaaT KOXepPeHTEH HApaTHB HAa aBTOUJIEHTHUTET.
BepyBaM /ieka efieH IpUCTAaIl KOjIIITO Ce TEMEJTH Ha IIpeT-
craBara Ha ,cebeuzeHTH(UKAIMjA“ KaKO IIPOIEC HA
IperoBapame 3a MHOIITBEHUTE U KOHTPAAUKTOPHHUTE
3HauYera U MO3UINH, KOU criopes BHiIToH ,j1e36€ejcKoTo
TEJIO T 3a3eMa M T'M U3BPIIyBa HA MPOITyCHHUOT MEHU-
CKyC ITOMery OIIITeCTBEHOTO B ceOHOcTa“, OU OTBOPHII
IIPOCTOP 3a IPEUCIUTYBalkhe Ha apryMEeHTOT 3a HJIeH-
TUTETOT KaKO HHXEPEHTHO HCKIyJYyBauKa IIpaKTHKa
(Wilton 1995).

Kako mpernocraBka, HU3 LEJHOT €cej jac IpezJiaras
IIPUCTAIl KOH CEKCyaJTHOCTA KAaKO HJIEHTUTET KOjIITO
ce 6asupa Ha JiBeTe, HA HEKO] HAUMH IIOBP3aHU, JIU-
HUU HAa Pa3MUCTyBame, KOU jac TH CMeTaM 3a KJIyIHU
BO CIIPOBE/yBalb€ HA HCTOPU3HPAHO HCTPAKYBAHE 32
cekcyasHUTe ujeHTUTeTd. [IpBO, MOjaTa IpeTHOCTaB-
Ka Oelle Jleka CEeKCyasTHOCTa € OIIITECTBEH TOTAJIUTET,
KOJIITO ce BKPCTYyBa CO JIPYTH ONIIITECTBEHHU TOTAJIU-
TETH BO OPTaHU3HPAIETO HA KUBOTOT HA JIYI'€TO BO

modern form of sexuality as identity, which is based on
the assumption of a given stable feature. In particular, the
usage of conceptions of “self-understanding” and “self-
identification” instead of “identity” allows us to examine
the particular strategies that people who think about
themselves in terms of “gay”/”lesbian” use in order to
make a coherence between multiple, often contradictory
positions and identifications that the “self” is faced with
in the context of constant struggle for forging this ideal
of a unitary “self.” In other words, exploration of the
processes of identifications enables us to examine the
self-identity in terms of both fragmentation and unity
by highlighting different ways individuals handle the
contextual diversity and preserve a coherent narrative
of self-identity. I believe that an approach based on the
notion of “self-identification” as a process of negotiation
of the multiple and contradictory meanings and positions
that, according to Wilton, “the lesbian body inhabits
and enacts at the permeable meniscus between the
social and the self” would open up a space to challenge
the argument about identity as inherently exclusionary
practice (Wilton 1995).

To surmise, all throughout this paper, I have proposed
an approach to sexuality-as-identity that is based on the
two, in a way related, lines of reasoning, which I find
crucial in conducting historicized research about sexual
identities. Firstly, my assumption was that sexuality is a
social totality, which intersects with other social totalities
in organizing people’s lives in the particular historical
moment. Following the logic of historical materialism,
I maintain that in the sexual identities research it is
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orpeziesieH UCTOpUCKU MoMeHT. Ciesiejku ja jlorukaTa
Ha WCTOPUCKHOT MaTepHjaIn3aM, jac cMeTaM JieKa BO
HCTP)KyBAIbeTO HA CEKCYATHUOT UJIEHTUTET € BAXKHO Ja
ce OTKpUjaT HAYMHUTE HA KOU ITOJIUTHIKUTE U €KOHOM-
CKUTE CHJIH IPUCYTHH BO JaJIeH COI[MO-UCTOPUCKHU KOH-
TeKCT ce popMupaaT o/ JOMUHAHTHUTE JVICKYPCH HA CEK-
CYaJTHOCTA, 32€JJTHO CO HUBHUTE HHCTUTYIIHOHAIU3UPAHU
dopmu. Kopucrejku ro oBa ryieuiire, 61 MoXKeJie 1a I'i
M3JI0’KMMe KOHKPETHUTE MEXaHU3MHU Ha IPOU3BO/ICTBO
U 3a4yByBambe Ha MPUHY/IyBAUYKaTa XETEPOCEKCYaTHOCT
KAaKO JIOMUHAHTEH OOJINK Ha CEKCYaIHOCT BO TIJ100ai-
HUOT KaIlUTaJIn3aM, KaKo U J1a Pa3MUCIyBaMe 3a cy0jek-
THTE KaKO 32 MHOIITBEHO MMO3UIIUOHUPAHU, KOMILJIEKC-
HU, KOHTPQJMKTOPHH, HO HCTOBPEMEHO CMECTEHH BO
CHCTEMATCKH IIPOU3BEAEHY CyOjeKTHU O3UIIIH.

Bropo, MmojaTa mies1 Gelrie 1a ru HarjaacaM KOHIIENIITNUTE
3a CeKCyaJIeH UJIEHTUTET KOjIITO € IIPOU3BO/] Ha 3a€MHO
JIejcTBO TIOMely Makpo IIPOILleCHUTe Ha OIIITECTBEHOTO
CTPYKTYpPHAbe, Of €/IHA CTPAHA, U MOEANHUYHHU IIPAK-
TUKA Ha MPUMEHyBame Ha KaTeropuure ,Jie30ejka“/
,I'€]“ Bo mpoIecute Ha cebepaszbupame. Ha oBoj HaumH,
CO TOA INTO Ke ce 3eMaT IPEBHU/ U CJIyYajHOCTUTE HA
UJeHTU(DUKAIMCKUTE MPOIECH U HHUBHATA peJIaTHBHA
BpEMEHCKAa TPajHOCT KOjallITO € IOCJIeUIa Ha IIOro-
JIEMHUTe TIPOIECH Ha COLMJjaJTHO CTPYKTYpHpame, ce
OTBOPA ITPOCTOP 32 UCTPAXKYyBakhe Ha T0CEOHUTE HAUNHI
¥ CTpaTerwyl KOW T'M IPUMEHyBaaT Jie30ejKUTe U Tej
JINIIATa 32 TIOMHPYBame Ha KOHTPAJUKIIUUTE HA HJIeH-
TU(UKYBAETO KaKo ,J1e30ejka“/,,rej“ Bo 0JTHOC Ha JIpy-
TUTe MOJIeJIU Ha IIpUnarame, Kako U UAeHTUDUKAIUTE
KOU TU U3BeJlyBaaT BO HUBHUTE CEKOjHEBHU JKHUBOTHHI
npaktuku. Co Apyru 360poBU, KOMOMHUPAETO HA HC-
TOpU3UPAHATA IIPETCTaBA 32 CEKCYaJHUTE UJIEHTUTETU
CO IIPEHCIIUTYBAHETO HA WJEHTUTETOT BO CMHCJIA HaA
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important to expose the ways the dominant discourses of
sexuality, together with their institutionalized forms, are
informed by the political and economic forces present
in a particular socio-historical context. By utilizing this
view, we will be able to expose the specific mechanisms of
production and maintenance of coercive heterosexuality
as a dominant form of sexuality in the global capitalism
as well as to think of subjects as multiply positioned,
complex, contradictory, but at the same time situated in
the systematically produced subject positions.

Secondly, my aim was to emphasize the conceptions
of sexual identity that is a product of the interaction
between macro processes of social structuring on the
one hand and the individual practices of applying
the categories of “lesbian”/“gay” in the processes of
self-understanding. In this way, taking into account
both the contingencies of identification processes and
relative durability over time that is effect of the larger
processes of social structuring opens up a space to
explore the particular ways and strategies lesbians and
gays employ in order to reconcile the contradictions of
identifying as “lesbian/gay” in relation to other modes
of belonging and identifications enacted in their daily
life practices. In other words, combining the historicized
notion of sexual identities with re-evaluation of identity
in terms of practice of identification will allow us to
think of instability of identities without falling into a
trap of “clichéd constructivism” and to move beyond the
conception of identity as an intrinsically exclusionary
practice.
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IIPAaKTHKa Ha WIeHTU(PUKYyBabe, ke HU JI03BOJIH JIa Pa3-
MHCIyBaMe 3a HECTAaOMJIHOCTA HA UJIEHTUTETHUTE Oe3 /1a
1aJTHEME BO 3aMKaTa Ha ,,KJIUIIen3upaH KOHCTPYKTHUBH-
3aM” U Ja ro HagMHUHEMe KOHIIENITOT Ha WUIAEHTUTETOT
KaKO CyIIITECTBEHO UCKIyIyBauKa IIPaKTHKA.

[IpeBox ox anrIMcKu jasuk: PogHa PyckoBcka

benewku:

1. IIpBuoT TOoM € o6GjaBeH BO 1976 TOAMHA; MPBUOT MPEBO/I
Ha aHIJIMCKH ja3WK ce mojaBu Bo 1977 roauHa (Foucault
1988).

2. 3a mpumep, BUAU IO MO3HATOTO Aesno Ha John Boswell,
Christianity, Social Tolerance and Homosexuality: Gay
People in Western Europe from the Beginning of the
Christian Era to the Fourteenth Century (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1980).

3. Bugu Mary McIntosh, ,The Homosexual Role“ Bo Ken-
neth Plummer, ed., The Making of the Modern Homosex-
ual (London: Hutchinson, 1981[c1968]) u Jeffrey Weeks,
Coming Out: Homosexual Politics in Britain from the
Nineteenth Century to the Present (London: Quartet
Books, 1977).

4. 3a npumep, Buau Kenneth Plummer, ed., The Making of
the Modern Homosexual (London: Hutchinson, 1981);
John D’Emilio, Making Trouble: Essays on Gay His-
tory, Politics and the University (New York: Routledge,
1992); u John D’Emilio, ,,Capitalism and Gay Identity,” in
Abelove, Henry et al., eds., The Lesbian and Gay Studies
Reader, (New York and London: Routledge, 1993); David
M. Halperin, ,Is there a History of Sexuality?“ in Henry
Abelove, et al., eds. The Lesbian and Gay Studies Reader
(New York and London, 1993).

Notes:

1.

The first volume was published in 1976; the first English
translation appeared in 1977 (Foucault 1988).

Forexample, see John Boswell’s famous work Christianity,

Social Tolerance and Homosexuality: Gay People in
Western Europe from the Beginning of the Christian
Era to the Fourteenth Century (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1980).

See Mary MclIntosh, “ The Homosexual Role,” in Kenneth
Plummer, ed., The Making of the Modern Homosexual
(London: Hutchinson, 1981[c1968]) and Jeffrey Weeks,
Coming Out: Homosexual Politics in Britain from the
Nineteenth Century to the Present (London: Quartet
Books, 1977).

See for example Keneth Plummer, ed., The Making of the
Modern Homosexual (London: Hutchinson, 1981); John
D’Emilio, Making Trouble: Essays on Gay History, Poli-
tics and the University (New York: Routledge, 1992); and
John D’Emilio, “Capitalism and Gay Identity,” in Abelove,
Henry et al., eds., The Lesbian and Gay Studies Reader,
(New York and London: Routledge, 1993); David M. Hal-
perin, “Is there a History of Sexuality?” in Henry Abelove,
et al., eds. The Lesbian and Gay Studies Reader (New
York and London, 1993).
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5. XeHecH ro KOPUCTU TEPMUHOT ,,ONIITECTBEH TOTATUTET"
3a/1a Ty JieUHIPA COIUjaTHUTE CTPYKTYPH KOU HETIPEK -
HATO 'l OPTaHU3MPAaa KUBOTUTE Ha JIyeTO BO Pa3HH CO-
nuo-ucTopucky kKourekceru (Hennessy 2000).

6. PacnpaBajku 3a mpupozara Ha WIEOJIOTHjaTa, AJITHCED
(Althusser 1971) ro mocTaByBa KOHIIENITOT Ha CYOjeKilioil
KaKO KOHCTHUTYTHBHAa KaTeropvja Ha ceTa HZE0JIOTH-
jara. Cropeg, Antucep, ujieosorujata (pyHKIIMOHUpA Ha
HaYWH WITO ' TpaHchOpMHUpa CHUTe IOEAUHIIN BO CyO-
JEKTH BO IPOIIECOT HA UHilleplienrayuja. Ha oBoj HauwH,
IIPOLIECOT Ha UHilleplienayuja — IeHTpaseH 3a AJITHCEDPO-
Bara Teopyja Ha Jp;kaBaTa — ' 00jacHyBa MEXaHU3MUTE
Ha TIOJJIETHYBalk€ Ha IIOE[IMHIINTE HA BJIaZiejadyKkaTa
uneosniorrja. Kako ,cekoraii-Beke cybjeKTH”, moemuH-
LUTE Ce UHTePIIeINpaaT co MEXaHU3MHU Ha OTJIEAYBAYKO
npeno3HaBame Ha Cy0jeKTOT Koe pesyJsiTupa BO IIpe-
TMO3HABAKETO HA Cy0jeKTOT Ha APYTH CyDjeKTH M Ha ca-
muoT/camaTa cebe cu. Ha Toj HauwH AJITHCED ja OTKpUBA
HJIE0JIOTHjaTa KaKO IIOTPEIITHO [TPETI03HABAHE, KAKO MeXa-
HHU3aM Ha PeNpoAylUparbe Ha eKCIUIOATHPAYKH OJHOCH
co moJIerHyBambe Ha cyojextute (Althusser 1971: 171).
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5. Hennessy uses the term “social totality” to define the social
structures which have persistently organized people’s lives
in different socio-historical contexts (Hennessy 2000).

6. Discussing the nature of ideology, Althusser (1971) posits
the concept of subject as a constitutive category of all
ideology. According to Althusser, the ideology functions
in such way that it transforms all the individuals into
subjects by the process of interpellation. In this way, the
process of interpellation — central for Althussers’s theory
of state — explains the mechanisms of subjection the
individuals to the ruling ideology. Being “always-already
subjects” individuals are interpellated by the mechanism
of mirror recognition of the Subject, which results in
subjects recognition of other subjects and him/herself. In
that way Althusser exposes the ideology as misrecognition,
as mechanism of reproduction of the exploitive relations
of production by subjecting the subjects (Althusser 1971:
171).

References:

Althusser, Louis. 1997[1969]. Contradiction and Over-
determination. In For Marx. London: Verso.

__.1971. Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses (Notes
towards an Investigation). In Lenin and Philosophy,
and Other Essays, London: New Left Books.

Borneman, John. 1992. Belonging in the two Berlins: Kin,
State, Nation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Brubaker, Rogers and Frederick Cooper. 2000. Beyond
‘Identity.” Theory and Society 29: 1-47

Butler, Judith. 1993a. Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive
Limits of “Sex.” New York: Routledge.

__ . 1993b. Imitation and Gender Insubordination. In The
Lesbian and Gay Studies Reader. Edited by Henry Abe-
love et al. New York and London: Routledge.

:




Katja Kahlina Lesbian-ness/Gay-ness

Castells, Manuel. 1997. The Power of Identity. Cambridge,
Mass: Blackwell.

Foucault, Michael. 1991. Governmentality. In The Foucault
Effect: Studies in Governmentality. Edited by Graham
Burchel et al. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

__.1988 [1977]. The History of Sexuality. Vol. 1. New York:
Vintage Books.

Fuss, Diane. 1989. Essentially Speaking. Feminism, Nature
and Difference. New York and London: Routledge.

Giddens, Anthony. 1993. Modernity and Self-identity: Self
and Society in the Late Modern Age. Cambridge: Polity
Press.

Hennessy, Rosemary. 2000. Profit and Pleasure: Sexual Iden-
tities in Late Capitalism. New York: Routledge.

___ . 1993a. Materialist Feminism and the Politics of Dis-
course. New York: Routledge.

__.1993b. Queer Theory: A Review of the ‘Differences’ Spe-
cial Issue and Wittig’s ‘The Straight Mind.” Signs 18, 4:
964-973.

Lury, Celia. 1995. The Rights and Wrongs of Culture: Issues of
Theory and Methodology. In Feminist Cultural Theory:
Process and Production. Edited by Beverley Skeggs.
Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Somers, R. Margaret. 1994. The Narrative Constitution of
Identity: A Relational and Network Approach. Theory
and Society 23: 605-649.

Wilton, Tamsin. 1995. Lesbian Studies: Setting an Agenda.
London: Routledge.

Castells, Manuel. 1997. The Power of Identity. Cambridge,
Mass: Blackwell.

Foucault, Michael. 1991. Governmentality. In The Foucault
Effect: Studies in Governmentality. Edited by Graham
Burchel et al. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

__.1988[1977]. The History of Sexuality. Vol. 1. New York:
Vintage Books.

Fuss, Diane. 1989. Essentially Speaking. Feminism, Nature
and Difference. New York and London: Routledge.

Giddens, Anthony. 1993. Modernity and Self-identity: Self
and Society in the Late Modern Age. Cambridge: Polity
Press.

Hennessy, Rosemary. 2000. Profit and Pleasure: Sexual Iden-
tities in Late Capitalism. New York: Routledge.

___ . 1993a. Materialist Feminism and the Politics of Dis-
course. New York: Routledge.

__.1993b. Queer Theory: A Review of the ‘Differences’ Spe-
cial Issue and Wittig’s ‘The Straight Mind.” Signs 18, 4:
964-973.

Lury, Celia. 1995. The Rights and Wrongs of Culture: Issues of
Theory and Methodology. In Feminist Cultural Theory:
Process and Production. Edited by Beverley Skeggs.
Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Somers, R. Margaret. 1994. The Narrative Constitution of
Identity: A Relational and Network Approach. Theory
and Society 23: 605-649.

Wilton, Tamsin. 1995. Lesbian Studies: Setting an Agenda.
London: Routledge.




Identities )

Ponanp

HapaTMBHOTO CBE0LITBO
KamuHrc

KaKo TEOPUCKMN METOA;:
UcnutyBame Ha
KpUTMYKaTa gebara 3a
KynTypata Ha Hap3o0p Bp3
XOMOCEKCyanHocTa Bo
jaMajKaHCKU KOHTEeKCT

Bo ecejor ,Bynepu m OaTuMeHH: oOcCIOpyBame Ha
xomodobujara BO IpHATa IOMyJIAapHA KyJITypa u
coBpemMeHara Kapurcka kHmkeBHOCT® (Bullers and
Battymen: Contesting Homophobia in Black Popular
Culture and Contemporary Caribbean Literature),
Tumoru Yuu (Timothy Chin) ja marsacyBa BakHOCTa
0/l pPacKakKyBarbe Ha JIOMOPOJHATa KapUIICKa Tej TeMa.
Bo oBaa 3azjaua mpero3HaBa 3HAuYajHA CTpaTerdja BO
e/leH HEeONXOJIeH H/IEOJIOIIKN U KyJTYpeH IPOEKT Ha
JIEKOHCTPYKIIMja Ha BKOpeHeTaTa OWHApHA OIO3HIMja
KOJaIlITO ce IpojaByBa BO jaMajKaHCKHUOT U KapUIICKUOT
HapoJieH JUCKypc. Bo KOHTEKCT HAa BaKBHOT OHMHApeH
CHCTEM, XETEPOCEKCYaJTHOCTa M XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTa
ce KOoAupaaT BO CMHCJIA Ha ,(UKCHH KOHTPACTH Mery
poJZieH u TyT, JioKajieH u ypOaH, Hue u tue” (Chin 1997,
127). BakBuoT guckypc uma yHknuja fa ja reduHmpa
XOMOCEKCyaJIHOCTa He CaMO Kako HeIpHUpOJHA U
HEMOpaJIHA, TYKY U KaKo Tyfa. A XeTepOoCeKCyaJIHOCTa,
IIaK, ja 3aBeflyBa Kak0 HOpMajgHa U BpojeHa. YuH
BO CBOjOT ecej NMOBHMKYyBa Ha IPHUCYCTBOTO HA BaKBaTa
OMHAPHOCT, KAaKO U Ha TOA JIeKa TPAHUIUTE U/I€0IOMIIKHI
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Ronald

) Narrative Testimony
Cummings

as Theoretical Method:
Examining the Critical
Debate on the Culture of
Policing Homosexuality in
the Jamaican Context

In his essay “Bullers and Battymen: Contesting Homo-
phobia in Black Popular Culture and Contemporary
Caribbean Literature,”™ Timothy Chin underscores the
importance of narrating the indigenous gay and lesbi-
an Caribbean subject. He identifies this task as an im-
portant strategy in a necessary ideological and cultural
project of deconstructing the entrenched binary opposi-
tion, which manifests itself in Jamaican and Caribbean
popular discourse. In the context of this system of bi-
naries, heterosexuality and homosexuality are coded in
terms of “fixed oppositions between native and foreign,
indigenous and metropolitan, us and them” (Chin 1997,
127). This discourse functions to situate homosexual-
ity as not only as unnatural and immoral but also as
foreign. It also conversely inscribes heterosexuality as
normal and native. Chin in his essay, calls attention to
the presence of this binary as well as to the fact that the
boundaries are continuously ideologically policed. For
example, he points out that there are “discursive limits
that determine current discussions of gay and lesbian
sexuality and Caribbean culture” (Chin, 1997, 127). It is

;
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Ronald Cummings Narrative Testimony as Theoretical Method

IIOCTOjaHO ce Ha/IIeRyBaaT. Ha mpumep, mocodysa jieka
II0CTOjaT ,IUCKYP3UBHU TPAaHUIM KOU T'H OJ[peayBaaT
TEKOBHHTE PACIIPABH 3a Iej U Jie30ejcKaTa CeKCyaTHOCT
u kapunckara kyarypa“ (Chin, 1997, 127). Tokmy BO
KOHTEKCT Ha BaKBaTa KyJITYpOJIONIKA pacrnpasa YuH ro
IIPENIO3HABA AKTOT Ha PACKAXKyBamhe Ha JIOKAJTHATA Tej 1
Jie30ejcka TeMa KaKo CyIITHHCKA IOJIUTUYKA 3a1a49a. Toj
TBP/Y JleKa YKUHYBAaHETO Ha BAKBaTa (XeTepo)ceKcyaaHa
IIPEBJIACT BO KYJITYPOJIOIIKHUOT JVCKYPC € HEOIXOJeH
Jle7l o7 efieH ,JIeKOJIOHM3UPAH KApUIICKU JIHCKypC®
(Chin 1997, 129). Bo cBojara pacmpaBa 3a JiejHOCTa Ha
COBPEMEHHTE KapHUIICKH POMAaHCHEpH, Kako Muriesn
Kimud (Michelle Cliff) u X. Hajgen Tomac (H. Nigel
Thomas), TBpau [eka HUBHHUTE Jejla ,)KECTOKO THU
OCIIOpWJIE  TATPUjapXIHUTE U XEeTePOCEKCYaTHH
UJIE0JIOTUH OJ KOU IIPOM3JIerjia MapruHaaiu3anyjaTa Ha
JKEHUTE U T'e] MaKUTE [1] MCTOBPEMEHO... TPOJOJIKUIIE
Jla TH W3JIOXKYBAaaT ONIITECTBEHUTE U IOJIUTHIKU
CTPYKTYPH KOU TO Ipo/yabodyBaaT KOJIOHUjAJTHOTO
HacsezeTBo Ha pernoHOT” (Chin 1997, 129). PacnipaBara
Ha YuH 3a nmosuTHYKaTa QYyHKIMja HA PACKAKYBAHETO
Ha JIOKaJIHATa rej U Jie3bejcka TeMa HyAW IOJe3Ha
paMka BO Koja 6u ja cmectmiie ucrata. Jlonexa YuH ce
KOHIIEHTPHpA HAa KHIKEBHOCTA KAKO KOPUCHO MECTO 3a
JI€jCTBYBAIbE, jac BO OBOj TEKCT TO UCIIUTYBAM HAYHHOT
Ha KOj HApaTUBHOTO CBEZOLITBO OU IPHIOHEIIO BO OBOj
HJIE0JIONIKY IPOEKT U OU Biinjaesio Ipu (pe) e uHupame
U I[pOIIMpyBale HAa JAUCKYP3UBHHUTE TPAaHUIH Ha
pacupaBuTe 3a rej u Jyie30ejcKuTe CyOjeKTHBUTETH BO
COBPEMEHHOT KapHUIICKH JUCKYPC.

MoxxHata ymoTpe6a Ha HapaTUBHHUTE CBEOIITBA
nmoHaramy ja obOpaboryBa Becim Kpuwioy (Wesley
Crichlow) Bo HapaTuBHUOT ecej ,/cropuja, (IIOBTOPHO)
ceKkaBarbe, CBEIOIITBO M Ouomurorpaduja: HaupT Ha
TPUHHUAAJCKOTO MHUHATO Ha efeH Oynep“ (History,
(Re)Memory, Testemony and Biomythographt: Charting

in the context of this cultural discourse that Chin identi-
fies that act of narrating the gay and lesbian indigenous
subject as an inherently political task. He argues that
the dismantling of this (hetero)sexual hegemony in the
cultural discourse is a necessary part of a “decolonized
Caribbean discourse” (Chin 1997, 129). In his discussion
of the work of contemporary Caribbean novelists such as
Michelle Cliff and H Nigel Thomas, he argues that their
writing have “vigorously challenged the patriarchal and
heterosexual ideologies that have resulted in the mar-
ginalization of women and gay men [and] at the same
time... they have continued to expose the social and po-
litical structures that serve to perpetuate the region’s co-
lonial legacy” (Chin 1997, 129). Chin’s discussion of the
political function of narrating the indigenous gay and
lesbian subject provides a useful framework in which to
situate this discussion. While Chin focuses on literature
as a useful space of intervention, in this paper I examine
the way in which narrative testimony could offer much to
this ideological project and could potentially function as
a way of (re)defining and extending the discursive lim-
its of the discussions on gay and lesbian subjectivities in
contemporary Caribbean discourse.

The potential use of narrative testimonies is further
elaborated by Wesley Crichlow in his narrative essay
“History, (Re) Memory, Testimony, and Biomythogra-
phy: Charting a Buller Man’s Trinidadian Past.” Here
Crichlow frames his offering of testimony in the context
of facilitating dialogue between homosexuals and het-
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a Buller Man’s Trinidadian Past). Ome Kpuwioy ro
CMecTyBa IOHYZEHOTO CBEIOIITBO BO KOHTEKCT Ha
OJIECHYBalbe Ha JIMjaJIOTOT IOMely XOMOCEKCYaJII[UTE U
xeTepocekcyaaHuTe 3aeHuny Ha Kapubure. CMeta /ieka
BaKBHOT IIPOIEC HAa 300pyBambe U CIyIlamhe € 3Ha4aeH
3a /Ja Cce MOTTUKHYBe pa30UpameTo U OIIITECTBEHA
npomena. Cnopen Kpuuoy,

[1]cTONOJIOBHOT CeKe, CEKCOT, CEKCYaTHOCTA U CEKCyaTHATa
OpUEeHTAI[Hja Ce YIIITE ce BOTOJIeMa Mepa Taby TeMa Koja mpeM-
Hory siyre Ha Kapubure, Beke npeziosnro, ce o0uayBaar a ja
n30pHUIIAT WX UHAUPEKTHO Jia ja n3berHar... Bo ciyuajos,
ZIUjaJIOTOT Ce OZ[BUBA KOTa OyJIepUTE U XETEPOCEKCYaIIIIUTE
Ce cpeKkaBaaT 3a Jla IIOPa3roBapaar U /ia pa3MHUCJIyBaaT 3a
CBOWTE JIMYHY MICKYCTBA U J]a U3TPA/IAT OIIITECTBEHU BPCKU.
AMa ujasioroT e IpaKTUYHO HEBO3MOXKEH - bapeM 3acera.
ITpu3HaBaKkETO U NPETCTABYBAKETO OyJIepOT BO 3a€THHU-
nure Ha TpuHuzan u Tobaro ce of CyIITUHCKO 3HAYEHE 3a
OJIECHYBAaI-€ HAa ITOUOBEYHHUTE M MOYOBEUYKH OIIITECTBEHH
opuocu. (Crichlow 2004, 186)

Kpuwioy ro moBp3yBa caMHOT YMH Ha IHUIIYBambe CO
BAaKBOTO NPU3HABamke Ha IMPHCYCTBOTO HA JIOKAJIHATA
KBHD TeMa. YoTpebaTa Ha KyJITYPHO 0G0EHHOT MapKep
,0yJ1ep” - TPUHU/IAZICKHU 3Pa3 32 MAIIIKA XOMOCEKCYaJTel]
- UMa 3a IeJ /1a TO MOTBPAU KYJITYPHOTO IIPUCYCTBO.
Kpuuioy co 3a/10BOJICTBO ITOCOUYYBA JIeKa Ce BIIYIITa BO
,IIPOIEC HA N3Pa3yBarbe 3a /1a TH IOTTHUKHE OCTAHATHUTE
MaKu, Win Oysiep, 1a T 003HaHAT CBOUTE IPUKA3HHU...
J1a ja HOTBP/AT U MPOILIKPAT CTBAPHOCTA HA TIOCTOEHHETO
Ha IpHa Mamka xomocekcyasrHoct“ (Crichlow 2004,
185). Joneka morBpgata Ha Kpuwioy 3a morpebara
071 TPOLIMpPYBalbe Ha HAIIEeTO pa30Hpare Ha IpHATa
HCTOIIOJIOBA CEKCYaJTHOCT TIPEKY CIOZeJlyBarhe Ha
IOBeKe MPUKA3HM € 3HayajHa M3jaBa, MoOpa U Ja Ce
yOJ1ask¥ O CO3HAHMETO JIeKA MPOIIECOT Ha MIPU3HABAHE
Ha COIICTBEHAaTa XoMoceKcyaiaHocT Ha Kapubure ce
YIIITe BJIeYe roJIeMa OMACHOCT U JIeKa KBUP 3aeJHUIIUTE
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erosexual communities in the Caribbean. He sees this
process of speaking and listening as important for ef-
fecting understanding and social change. According to
Crichlow,

[s]ame gender sex, sex, sexuality and sexual orientation still
represent a very t