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Identities

Seni{teto na
homoseksualnosta kru`i 
nad Makedonija

Zarko 
Trajanoski The Spectre of

Homosexuality is Haunting 
Macedonia

Edno seni{te kru`i nad Makedonija ­ seni{teto 
na homoseksualnosta. Site sili na konzervativnata 
Makedonija stapija vo svet sojuz za da go egzorci­
raat ova seni{te: Makedonskata pravoslavna crkva,
Islamskata verska zaednica, etno­nacionalisti~­
kite politi~ki partii, duri i porane{niot Pret­
sedatel na Republika Makedonija. Vo prilogot 
{to sledi, }e ilustriram kako ovie politi~ki 
„isteruva~i na duhovi” bea poddr`ani od nekolku 
kreatori na javnoto mislewe koi ponudija „nepobiv­
livi argumenti” protiv homoseksualnosta, protiv 
~ovekovite prava na ne­heteroseksualcite, pa duri 
i protiv samiot koncept za ~ovekovi prava.

Otvoraweto na javnata debata za homoseksualnosta 
i ~ovekovite prava na neheteroseksualcite be{e 
provocirano od publikacijata „Granicite na slo­
bodata i izborot: Homoseksualnosta vo Republika 
Makedonija.”1 Vo spomenatata publikacija bea pret­
staveni rezultatite od sprovedenata anketa za per­
cepcijata na homoseksualnosta vo Republika Make­
donija.2 Analizata na stavovite i mislewata na 
anketiranite gra|ani obelodeni zaprepastuva~ki 
podatoci: samo 25,40 procenti od ispitanicite 
izrazile soglasnost so stavot „Homoseksualnosta ja 
smetam za ne{to normalno;” duri za 64,1 procent 

A spectre is haunting Macedonia - the spectre of homo-
sexuality. All the powers of conservative Macedonia have 
entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: the 
Macedonian Orthodox Church, the Islamic community, 
the ethno-nationalist’s political parties, even the former 
President of the Republic of Macedonia. In the following 
contribution, I will illustrate how these political “ghost-
busters” were supported by a few public opinion-makers 
who offered “irrefutable arguments” against homosexu-
ality, against human rights of non-heterosexuals, and 
even against the very concept of human rights.

The opening of a public debate on homosexuality and 
the human rights of non-heterosexuals was provoked by 
the publication “The Boundaries of Freedom and Choice: 
Homosexuality in the Republic of Macedonia.”1 The pub-
lication featured the results of a survey regarding the 
perception of homosexuality in the Republic of Macedo-
nia.2 The analysis of the beliefs and opinions of the sur-
veyed individuals revealed shocking results: only 25.40 
percent of those surveyed agreed with the statement “I 
consider homosexuality a normal thing,” 64.1 percent 
of the surveyed believe that “Homosexuality is a disease 
or psychological disorder,” whereas only 51.7 percent 
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od ispitanicite „Homoseksualnosta e bolest ili 
psihi~ko poremetuvawe;” a samo 51,7 procenti ne se 
soglasuvaat so stavot deka „Homoseksualnosta treba 
da bide kazniva so zakon!” Iako homoseksualnite 
akti bea dekriminalizirani vo 1996 god., so stavot 
deka homoseksualnosta treba da se penalizira se so­
glasuvaat duri 34,2 procenti od ispitanicite (od 
koi 17,3 vo celost)!3

Rezultatite od publikacijata bea neposreden povod 
za da po~ne pootvoreno da se zboruva vo javnosta za 
seksot i za seksualnata orientacija.4 Rezultatite 
od anketata bea iskoristeni i vo javnata kampawa 
na CG^P koja go promovira{e sloganot „Soo~i se 
so razlikite!” Neposredno potoa se slu~i formi­
rawe i na drugi organizacii, se sprovedoa drugi 
istra`uvawa, se pokrenaa drugi inicijativi. Ne­
kolu godini podocna, slobodno mo`eme da ka`eme 
deka Republika Makedonija ne e ve}e edna od mal­
kute zemji vo svetot kade {to nema intenzivna ras­
prava za seksualnata ednakvost, za reguliraweto 
na seksualnosta i idninata na semejstvoto.5 Se ot­
vori rasprava i vo pe~atenite i vo elektronskite 
mediumi, a vo nea se vklu~ija i odreden broj javni 
li~nosti i pretstavnici na politi~ki partii. 

Vo ovoj tekst }e razgledame del od argumentite koi se 
javija kako reakcija na obidite za senzibilizirawe 
na javnoto mislewe vo pogled na problemite so koi 
se soo~uvaat homoseksualcite.6 Argumentite se iz­
neseni od tri pozicii: a) tradicionalisti~ka, 
teolo{ko­nacionalisti~ka pozicija od strana na 
eden profesor po filosofija; b) crkovna, teolo{ka 
pozicija na eden ugleden Vladika (~len na Svetiot 
sinod na MPC); v) filosofska („esencijalisti~ka”), 
pozicija na eden ugleden univerzitetski profesor 
po filosofija.7

disagree with the belief that “Homosexuality should be 
punishable by law.” Although homosexual acts were de-
criminalized in 1996, 34.2 percent agree that homosexu-
ality should be penalized, whereas 17.3 fully agree with 
this statement.3

The results of the publication triggered a more open 
public discussion on sex and sexual orientation.4 These 
results were also used in the public campaign of the Cen-
ter for Civil and Human Rights (CCHR) promoting the 
slogan “Face the differences!” Soon thereafter other or-
ganizations were formed, other surveys were carried out, 
and other initiatives took place. Several years later, it can 
be stated with much certainty that the Republic of Mace-
donia is no longer one of the few countries in the world 
lacking an intensive debate on sexual equality, regula-
tion of sexuality and the future of the family.5 Such de-
bates were opened in the printed and electronic media, 
and several public figures and representatives of political 
parties participated in them. 

This text examines part of the arguments that appeared 
as a reaction of the attempt to raise public awareness 
regarding the problems faced by homosexuals.6 The ar-
guments are presented through three points of view: a) 
the traditional, theological-nationalistic point of view of 
a philosophy professor; b) the church-oriented, theo-
logical point of view expressed by a respectable Bishop 
(member of the Holy Synod of the Macedonian Ortho-
dox Church); c) the philosophic (“essentialist”) position 
of a respectable university professor of philosophy.7
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Negirawe na homoseksualnosta vo Republika 
Makedonija

Eden od prvite intelektualni obidi javno da se 
argumentira protiv inicijativite za prava na ho­
moseksualcite, i protiv homoseksualnosta voop{to, 
go registrirame vo spisanieto „Forum”, vo tekstot 
so kontroverzen naslov „Koj e ovde, vpro~em, ho­
moseksualec?”8 U{te so naslovot, avtorot na tekstot 
anticipira eden od klu~nite argumenti protiv ana­
lizite na publikacijata „Granicite na slobodata 
i izborot: Homoseksualnosta vo Republika Make­
donija” i protiv javnata kampawa na Centarot za 
gra|anski i ~ovekovi prava (CG^P): 

„CG^P sekoga{ operira so fiktivni brojki, a pritoa 
govori deka vo Makedonija ima mnogu homoseksualci, 
a se javile samo trojca, bidej}i drugite se pla{at 
od netolerantnosta na op{testvoto. Vo princip e 
neseriozno da se ‘terorizira so pretpostavki’.”

Avtorot go koristi faktot deka vo Republika Make­
donija toga{ nema javni li~nosti {to ja deklari­
rale svojata homoseksualna orientacija. Edna od 
osnovnite pretpostavki vo tekstot „Koj e ovde, 
vpro~em, homoseksualec?,” e deka homoseksualnosta 
ne mu e svojstvena na Makedonecot, deka homoseksu­
alnosta e ne{to svojstveno na druga civilizacija, 
{to sega Makedonecot e prinuden da go prifati: 

„Makedonecot e daleku od ova. Zatoa e besmisleno nasila 
kulturolo{ki da se uni{tuva, prinuduvaj}i se sebesi 
inferiorno da prifati s$ od druga civilizacija.”

O~igledno, avtorot na tekstot ima problem so 
prifa}aweto na faktot deka nekoi Makedonci se 
homoseksualci. Za nego, svetata ideja na „makedon­

Denying Homosexuality in the Republic of 
Macedonia

One of the first intellectual attempts to publicly argue 
against the initiatives for homosexual rights and homo-
sexuality in general, appeared in the journal “Forum,” in 
the text with the controversial title “Who here, is in fact, 
a homosexual?”8 In the very title the author anticipates 
one of the key arguments against the analyses published 
in “The Boundaries of Freedom and Choice: Homosexua-
lity in the Republic of Macedonia” and against the public 
campaign of the Center for Civil and Human Rights:

“CCHR always operates with fictive numbers, stating that in 
Macedonia there are many homosexuals, whereas only three 
registered because the rest are afraid of social bigotry. In 
general it is unprofessional to ‘terrorize with assumptions.’” 

The author makes use of the fact that at that time in the 
Republic of Macedonia there were no public figures who 
openly declared their homosexual orientation. One of 
the basic assumptions of the text “Who here, is in fact, a 
homosexual?” is that homosexuality is something com-
mon for another civilization, and the Macedonians are 
forced to accept it:

“The Macedonians are far away from this. It is thus pointless 
for them to culturally destroy themselves by force, making 
themselves accept everything in an inferior way from a diffe-
rent culture.”

Obviously, the author of the text has a problem with ac-
cepting the fact that some Macedonians are homosexu-
als. For him, the holy idea of “being Macedonian” makes 
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stvoto” e nespoiva so grevot na „homoseksualizmot”. 
Pove}epati vo tekstot se sugerira deka homoseksual­
nosta e ne{to tu|o za makedonskiot narod.9 Tu|oto se 
do`ivuva kako zakana koja {to nasila kulturolo{ki 
}e go uni{ti Makedonecot, koj e doveden vo situa­
ciija inferiorno, i nekriti~ki, da prifa}a s$ {to 
doa|a od Evropa:

„Se nametnuva pra{aweto: dali nie, kako narod­subjekt 
(a ne objekt), mo`eme da ostaneme nadvor od sistemot, 
dali mora nekriti~ki da go prifatime sekoe |ubre na 
Evropa?”

Pritoa, na homoseksualnosta ne se aludira samo kako 
na „|ubre na Evropa,” tuku i kako na zakana koja {to 
mo`e da dovede do pad na Makedonecot kako ~ovek. 
Interesno, i ne pomalku simptomati~no, e deka kako 
„reprezentativen primerok” na Makedonec e ze­
men tokmu pradedoto na samiot avtor, koj „...prvpat 
se soo~il so idejata za homoseksualizmot i za sod­
omijata, toga{ koga nekoj prijatel do{ol od Pariz 
i mu ka`al deka tamu toa e ‘in’?!” Dotoga{, ako mu 
veruvame na pradedoto na avtorot, „Toj nikoga{ ne 
mo`el da pomisli deka ~ovekot mo`e da padne tolku 
nisko.” Vo ovoj kontekst, idejata za homoseksualnos­
ta se do`ivuva kako najnizok moralen pad na ~ove­
kot.10 Pritoa, dovedeni sme vo situacija da treba da 
prifatime deka ona {to nekoga{ va`elo za prade­
doto na avtorot, bi trebalo da va`i za site sega{ni 
Makedonci.

Kako {to mo`eme da vidime, od edna strana, analizi­
te na rezultatite od istra`uva~kata anketa sprove­
dena na reprezentativen primerok (2002 god.) se 
negirani kako neseriozno „terorizirawe so pret­
postavki.”11 Od druga strana pak, ne stanuva zbor za 
„terorizirawe so pretpostavki” koga avtorot tvrdi 
ne{to za site Makedonci samo vrz osnova na iskazot 

it impossible to relate to the sin of “homosexuality.” The 
text suggests many times that homosexuality is some-
thing foreign for the Macedonian people.9 What is for-
eign is seen as a threat which will, by force, culturally 
destroy the Macedonians, who are put in the position to 
accept all that comes from Europe in an inferior and un-
critical way: 

“The question is posed: whether we, as a people-subject (and 
not object), can remain outside the system; must we uncriti-
cally accept all of Europe’s trash?”

Meanwhile, homosexuality is not only alluded to as “Eu-
rope’s trash”, but also as a threat that may lead to the 
downfall of the Macedonians as people. Interestingly, 
and not in the least symptomatically, the choice for the 
“representative sample” of the typical Macedonian fell on 
the great-grandfather of the author, who “… for the first 
time faced the idea of homosexuality and sodomy when a 
friend of his came back from Paris and told him that over 
there such a thing was ‘in.’” Until then, if we trust the 
author’s great-grandfather, “He could never have imag-
ined that man could fall so low.” In such a context, the 
idea of homosexuality is seen as the lowest moral fall of 
man.10 In the meantime, the readers are put in the posi-
tion of having to accept that what was once the belief of 
the author’s great-grandfather is supposed to represent 
the belief of all Macedonians in the present day.

It is clear that, on the one hand, the analyses of the results 
from the survey carried out on a representative sample 
(2002) have been cancelled out as unserious “terroriz-
ing with assumptions.”11 On the other hand, “terrorizing 
with assumptions” is out of the question when a general 
statement regarding all Macedonians is based on the 
statement of the author’s great-grandfather, who neither 
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na negoviot pradedo, koj ne `iveel nitu vo na{eto 
vreme, nitu vo postojnite granici na Republika 
Makedonija. 

Homoseksualnosta kako opasnost za „bitieto na 
Makedonecot”

Upotrebuvaj}i nesekojdneven splet od naciona­
listi~ki i teolo{ki argumenti, avtorot na tekstot 
„Koj e ovde, vpro~em, homoseksualec?” gi predu­
preduva svoite ~itateli za nadoa|a~kata opasnost  
od Evropa. Pritoa, nacionalisti~kite sentimenti 
se iskoristeni za da se obezvredni homoseksualnos­
ta kako „proma{uvawe na erosot”/„ni~kosan eros”, 
kako „dekadentna pojava”,  kako „bolest na du{ata”.12 
Duri i da prifatime deka sekoj narod ima pravo na 
svoj sopstven diskurs, avtorot ne ka`uva od kade tok­
mu toj ima pravo da zboruva vo imeto na narodot, i 
da go kreira diskursot na narodot (narodot sfaten 
isklu~ivo kako etnos). Tolku brgu li zaboravivme 
na totalitaristi~kite argumenti deka Evreite (no, 
i Romite, Slovenite i homoseksualcite) se opas­
nost za „bitieto na Germanecot”, deka komunistite 
se opasnost za „bitieto na Amerikanecot”, i deka 
kapitalisti~kata „bur`oazija” e najgolema opas­
nost za bitieto na proleterskite (socijalisti~ki) 
narodi?

Sentimentalniot anti­individualizam13 na avto­
rot se krepi vrz naci­argumentite deka homoseksu­
alnosta e „biolo{ki }orsokak”,14 i deka „antivita­
lizmot e pogre{en pogled za eden narod koj e poln 
so `ivotni sokovi”. Za `al, toj nema nitu duhoven 
nitu intelektualen potencijal za da ja sogleda tes­
nogradosta na sopstvenite nacionalisti~ki argu­
menti. Imeno, ako ja sledime logikata na avtorot, ne 

lived in the present time, nor in the existing boundaries 
of the Republic of Macedonia. 

Homosexuality as a Danger to “the Existence of the 
Macedonians”
 
Through a curious mix of nationalistic and theological 
arguments, the author of the text “Who here, is in fact, a 
homosexual?” warns his readers of the approaching dan-
ger from Europe. At the same time, nationalistic senti-
ments are used to reduce sexuality to “missed eros” or 
“trampled eros,” to a “decadent phenomenon,” to “illness 
of the soul.”12 Even if one accepts the fact that every peo-
ple has a right to its own discourse, the author does not 
state why it is precisely him that has the right to speak 
in the name of the people and to create its discourse (the 
people seen exclusively as an ethnos). The totalitarian 
arguments that Jews (and also Roma, Slavs and homo-
sexuals) are a danger to “the existence of the Germans,” 
that the capitalist “bourgeoisie” is the greatest danger to 
the existence of the proletariat (socialist) nations – could 
these arguments have been forgotten so soon?

The sentimental anti-individualism13 of the author feeds 
upon the Nazi-arguments that homosexuality is “a bio-
logical cul-de-sac,”14 and that “anti-vitalism is the wrong 
point of view for a nation full of life’s fluids.” Unfortu-
nately, the author possesses neither the spiritual nor the 
intellectual potential of grasping the narrow-mindedness 
of his own nationalistic arguments. Hence, by following 
the logic of the author, if homosexuality is “a biological 
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e samo homoseksualnosta „biolo{ki }orsokak” tuku 
i mona{tvoto. Dali toa zna~i deka i mona{tvoto, 
so ogled na toa deka ne sozdava `ivot, e opasnost po 
„bitieto na Makedonecot?” 

Ako mo`eme, kako i avtorot, da tvrdime deka „os­
labenata genetska struktura na naselenieto”15 vo 
[vedska „se dol`i i na podemot na homoseksualiz­
mot”, zo{to istovremeno da ne tvrdime i deka pode­
mot na mona{tvoto vo Makedonija mo`e da ja oslabi 
„genetskata struktura na naselenieto?” Zo{to, na 
primer, toj ne predupreduva i za opasnostite od fi­
losofijata i od teologijata ­ imaj}i predvid kolku 
mnogu filosofi i teolozi odbrale da ne ostavat po­
tomstvo?

Kulturno obezvrednuvawe na homoseksualnosta

Tekstot „Koj e ovde, vpro~em, homoseksualec?” izobi­
luva so mno{tvo antologiski primeri za kulturno 
obezvrednuvawe na homoseksualnosta. Kako {to }e 
vidime od nekolkute odbrani primeri, upotrebenite 
„argumenti”  pove}e zboruvaat za prezirot {to go 
~uvstvuva samiot avtor, otkolku za fenomenot na ho­
moseksualnosta.

1. Homoseksualnosta kako psihi~ka bolest

Iako vo tekstot se zboruva za homoseksualnosta i kako 
za forma na „‘alternativna’ (da ne re~am perverti­
rana) seksualnost”, ~estopati na nea se aludira kako 
na stepen na „psihopatolo{ko naru{uvawe” ili 
kako na „psiholo{ko naru{uvawe i tip na psihi~ka 
bolest”. Prilo`eniot kontra­argument e antologis­
ki primer kako za zloupotreba na argumentacijata, 
taka i za zloupotreba na medicinski fakti: 

cul-de-sac,” this is also true for monasticism. Does this 
mean that monasticism, bearing in mind that it does not 
create life, is a danger to “the existence of the Macedo-
nians?”

If it is possible to argue, just like the author, that the 
“weakened genetic structure of the population”15 in 
Sweden “is due to the advance of homosexuality,” isn’t 
it possible to argue that the advance of monasticism in 
Macedonia can weaken the “genetic structure of the pop-
ulation?” Why, for example, does the author not issue a 
warning against the dangers of philosophy and theology 
– bearing in mind how many philosophers and theolo-
gians chose not to leave descendants?

Cultural Devaluation of Homosexuality

The text “Who here, is in fact, a homosexual” abounds 
with a multitude of anthological examples of the cultural 
devaluation of homosexuality. As witnessed in the fol-
lowing selected examples, the employed “arguments” 
speak more of  the contempt the author feels rather than 
of the phenomenon of homosexuality. 

1. Homosexuality as a psychological illness

Although the text refers to homosexuality as a form of 
“‘alternative’ (or even perverted) sexuality,” it is usually 
alluded to as a stage of “psychopathological disorder” 
or as “mental disorder and type of mental illness.” The 
following counter-argument is an anthological example 
of argumentative abuse, as well as the abuse of medical 
facts:

Zarko Trajanoski The Spectre of Homosexuality is haunting Macedonia
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„Istaknuvaweto na toa deka homoseksualcite i lezbej­
kite vo svetot se dobro situirani i organizirani grupi 
koi odli~no funkcioniraat na svoite rabotni mesta, 
ne e dokaz za psiholo{koto zdravje, zatoa {to i 
isklu~itelno qubomornite lu|e odli~no rabotat vo 
svojata oblast, pa sepak psihijatrijata govori za qubo­
morata kako za psiholo{ko naru{uvawe i tip na psi­
hi~ka bolest.”

Ako go parafrazirame ovoj kontra­argument, }e mo­
`eme polesno da vidime deka stanuva zbor za gr~evit 
mentalen napor da se sugerira pretstavata za ho­
moseksualnosta ne samo kako za psiholo{ko naru­
{uvawe tuku i kako za tip na psihi~ka bolest: 

Isto kako {to za qubomornite lu|e ne mo`eme da 
ka`eme deka se psihi~ki zdravi (psihijatrijata 
veli deka tie se psihi~ki bolni), iako odli~no 
funkcioniraat na svoite rabotni mesta, taka 
i za homoseksualcite i lezbejkite ne mo`eme da 
ka`eme deka se psihi~ki zdravi, iako odli~no funk­
cioniraat na svoite rabotni mesta.

Pritoa, kako „kolateralna {teta” ne nastraduvaat 
samo principite na argumentacijata tuku i samata 
psihijatrija. Eksplicitnata namera na avtorot e da 
uka`e na manipulacija, no, implicitno i samiot 
toj manipulira koristej}i la`na premisa („psihi­
jatrijata govori za qubomorata kako za psiholo{ko 
naru{uvawe i tip na psihi~ka bolest”)! 

Vsu{nost, qubomorata ne e na listata na psihi­
jatriski naru{uvawa,16 kako {to odamna ne e nitu 
homoseksualnosta. No, eve, duri i hipoteti~ki da 
prifatime deka i qubomorata i homoseksualnosta se 
„tip na psihi~ka bolest,” povtorno ostanuva nejasno 
zo{to avtorot ne napi{al tekst „Koj e ovde, vpro~em, 
qubomoren?,” vo koj qubomorata }e se obezvrednuva 
kako opasnost za „bitieto na Makedonecot?”

“Stressing the phenomenon that homosexuals and lesbians 
in the world are well-situated and organized groups which 
function extremely well in their workplace is not proof of 
their psychological health, because even exceptionally jea-
lous people work extremely well in their field, and yet psy-
chiatry speaks of jealousy as a mental disorder and type of 
mental illness.”

If this counter-argument is paraphrased, it is easy to no-
tice that it represents a frantic mental attempt to suggest 
a representation of homosexuality not only as a mental 
disorder, but also as a type of mental illness:

Just as it is impossible to say that jealous people are 
psychologically sane (psychiatry states that they are 
mentally ill), even though they perform well at their 
workplace, it is impossible to say that homosexuals and 
lesbians are sane, although they, too, perform well at 
their workplace.   

In the meantime, not just the argumentative principles 
of the text suffer “collateral damage,” but also psychia-
try. The explicit intent of the author is to point to manipu-
lation, but implicitly he himself manipulates by using a 
false premise (“psychiatry speaks of jealousy as a mental 
disorder or type of mental illness”)!

In fact, jealousy is not on the list of mental disorders,16 
just like homosexuality has not been for a while. But 
even if we accept hypothetically that jealousy and homo-
sexuality are “a type of mental illness,” it is still unclear 
why the author did not write a text named “Who here, is 
in fact, jealous?” in which jealousy will be devalued as a 
danger to the “existence of the Macedonians?”
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2. Homoseksualnosta kako posledica na „erektil-
na disfunkcija” 

Vo izvesni momenti mo`e da dojdete vo dilema dali 
da prodol`ite da go ~itate tekstot so serioznost, 
ili prosto zatoa {to stanuva neo~ekuvano zabaven:

„Denes, kaj pove}eto ma`i, homoseksualizmot odi raka 
pod raka so fenomenot na erektilnata disfunkcija. 
Statistikite poka`uvaat deka  toa e ~esta pojava.”

So ogled na toa {to avtorot ne naveduva od kade cr­
pel vakvi originalni statisti~ki podatoci (so 
sigurnost ne od Dr`avniot zavod za statistika), os­
tanuva somne`ot deka mo`ebi tuka stanuva zbor pov­
torno za nekoi podatoci od negoviot pradedo (ili 
od negovata prababa, strina ili tetka). Vo sekoj 
slu~aj, obidete se samo da si pretstavite kako avto­
rot si zamisluva homoseksualen odnos vo otsustvo na 
erekcija. Ili takvo ne{to toj ne mo`e ni da si za­
misli?! 

3. Analniot seks kako nasilstvo vrz teloto

Ne pomalku antologiski (i simptomati~en) e 
prilo`eniot argument protiv „avtonomijata nad 
svoeto telo”:17

„Na{eto telo e, vsu{nost, daleku od toa da bide na{a 
sopstvenost, bidej}i po definicija ne go sozdavame 
nie, tuku ni go podaruva Bog ­ ili prirodata, dokolku 
nekomu mu pre~i teizmot. Dali navistina imame pravo 
na nasilstvo vrz taka sozdadenoto sopstveno telo? 
(Besmislenosta i neprirodnosta na analniot seks!?)” 

Srcevinata na argumentot e deka nemame pravo 
na nasilstvo vrz sopstvenoto telo, koe ne e na{a 
sopstvenost, bidej}i ni e podareno od Bog (ili od 

2. Homosexuality as a result of “erectile dysfunc-
tion”

At times you may come to a dilemma of whether to con-
tinue to read the text seriously, or simply because it be-
comes unexpectedly amusing: 

“Today, with many men, homosexuality goes hand in hand 
with the phenomenon of erectile dysfunction. Statistics show 
that this is a frequent occurrence.” 

Bearing in mind that the author does not state the source 
of this original statistic data (surely not from the State 
Statistical Office), the doubt remains whether again this 
information comes from the author’s great-grandfather 
(or from his great-grandmother, aunt, or sister-in-law). 
In any case, try to picture how the author imagines ho-
mosexual relations in the absence of an erection. Or is it 
that he cannot even imagine such a thing?!

3. Anal sex as abuse of the body

The following argument against the “autonomy over 
one’s body”17 is just as anthological (and symptomatic) 
as the previous ones: 

“Our body is, in fact, far from being our property, since by 
definition we do not create it ourselves, rather it is given to 
us by God – or nature, if someone happens to mind theism. 
Do we really have the right to abuse our thus created body? 
(The absurdity and unnaturalness of anal sex!?)”

The core of the argument is that we do not have the right 
to abuse our own body, which is not our property, be-
cause it has been given to us by God (or Nature). At the 
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prirodata). Pritoa, vo zagrada, analniot seks (so 
seta svoja „besmislenost” i „neprirodnost”) se suge­
rira kako oblik na nasilstvo vrz teloto, koe em e 
na{e ­ „sopstveno”, em „ne e na{a sopstvenost!”

Zna~i, avtorot nema kognitiven problem so pret­
stavuvaweto na toa kako izgleda homoseksualniot od­
nos.18 Me|utoa, o~igledno e deka toj ima problem so 
konceptot „nasilstvo vrz teloto”. Ostanuva nejasno, 
kakvo e toa „nasilstvo vrz teloto”, koga pri dobro­
volniot seksualen odnos partnerite ne ~uvstvuvaat 
bolka tuku zadovolstvo koe mo`e da dovede do or­
gazam? Mo`ebi, ako teloto e navistina samo vo sop­
stvenost na bog, bog do`ivuva „nasilstvo vrz teloto” 
pri analen seks. Koga homoseksualcite imaat seks 
bog do`ivuva bolka, a koga heteroseksualcite imaat 
seks, bog se raduva?! 

Isto taka, avtorot ne gi zagatnuva slednive pra{awa 
{to logi~no se nametnuvaat: Kako toa heterosek­
sualcite ne vr{at nasilstvo vrz teloto, a homo­
seksualcite vr{at nasilstvo? Dali samo analniot 
seks pome|u homoseksualci e nasilstvo vrz teloto 
ili i analniot seks me|u heteroseksualci? Dali 
samo analniot seks e nasilstvo vrz teloto ili pak i 
oralniot seks?

4. Homoseksualnosta kako znak za dekadentna 
civilizacija

Kulturnoto obezvrednuvawe na homoseksualnosta 
prodol`uva so konstruirawe na grandiozni trans­
istoriski argumenti koi se povikuvaat na „op{tata 
zakonitost za cikli~nost vo istorijata”. Taka, 
spored soznanijata na avtorot, „homoseksualizmot”.

„[...] sekoga{ se javuval kako znak na dekadencijata na 
edna civilizacija, kako posledica od raspadot na 

same time, in parentheses, anal sex (in all its “absurdity” 
and “unnaturalness”) is presented as a form of abuse of 
the body, which on the one hand is our – “own,” and on 
the other hand “is not our property!”

Therefore, the author does not have a cognitive problem 
in the presentation of the picture of homosexual rela-
tions.18 However, it is obvious that he definitely has a 
problem with the concept “abuse of the body.” It remains 
unclear what he means with “abuse of the body,” bear-
ing in mind that during voluntary sexual relations the 
partners do not feel pain, rather pleasure that might lead 
to an orgasm? Perhaps, if the body is truly only God’s po-
ssession, God suffers “abuse over the body” during anal 
sex. When homosexuals have sex God experiences pain, 
and when heterosexuals have sex, God rejoices?! 

Also the author does not touch upon the following ques-
tions that emerge logically: How is it that heterosexuals 
do not abuse the body, but homosexuals do? Is anal sex 
between homosexuals abuse of the body just as it is be-
tween heterosexuals? Is only anal sex abuse of the body, 
or is oral sex, too?

4. Homosexuality as an indication of a decadent 
civilization

The cultural devaluation of homosexuality continues 
with the construction of grandiose transhistorical argu-
ments based on the “general law of historical repetitive 
cycles.” Thus, according to the author’s knowledge, “ho-
mosexuality.”

“[...] always appeared as an indication of the decadence of 
a separate civilization, as a result of the deterioration of the 
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eti~kite sistemi, kako znak deka, vo vitalisti~ka 
smisla,  civilizacijata ­ koja{to vo prvo vreme 
bila dovolno silna za da dominira vo svetot ­ se 
potro{ila i deka po~nuva odnatre da se gangrenizira 
i da se raspa|a (na primer, starata gr~ka, rimska, pa i 
turskata civilizacija), kako nekoja op{ta zakonitost 
za cikli~nost vo istorijata.”

Zna~i, prvo treba da se soglasime deka „homoseksu­
alizmot”19 ama ba{ sekoga{ se javuval kako znak na 
dekadencijata na edna dominantna civilizacija 
(ostanuva nejasno spored koi statistiki?). Ako go 
prifatime toa (hipoteti~ki, se razbira), kako i 
faktot deka sega homoseksualnosta e sostaven del od 
„eti~kiot sistem” na modernata „Evropska” civi­
lizacija,20 toga{ bi morale da se soglasime i deka 
moderna Evropa „po~nuva odnatre da se gangren­
izira i da se raspa|a”, kako {to toa prethodno im 
se slu~ilo na „starata gr~ka,21 rimska, pa i turskata 
civilizacija?!” 

Nakuso, prifa}aweto na homoseksualnosta e pret­
staveno kako po~etok na civilizaciska propast! 
Bezmalku, so homoseksualnosta nastapuva i potopot, 
i samo za onie koi }e ja osudat i otfrlat homoseksu­
alnosta }e ima spas vo „carstvoto nebesno”.22

Ne li se iznaslu{avme dosta vakvi sli~ni trans­is­
toriski „argumenti” vo edno ne tolku dale~no vreme, 
koga vrz osnova na zakonite na „materijalisti~kata 
dijalektika” se predviduva{e neminovna propast 
na kapitalizmot i doa|awe na komunizmot?

ethical systems, as a sign that, in a vitalistic way, civilization 
– which at first was strong enough to dominate the world 
– has elapsed and has started to rot and decompose from 
within (for instance, the old Greek, Roman and even Turkish 
civilizations), as some kind of general law of historical re-
petitive cycles.”

Thus, we first have to agree that “homosexuality”19 by rule 
always appeared as an indication of the decadence of a 
dominant civilization (the statistics of reference remain 
unclear). If we accept this (hypothetically, of course), as 
well as the fact that nowadays homosexuality is an inte-
gral part of the “ethical system” of contemporary “Eu-
ropean” civilization,2 then we would have to agree that 
contemporary Europe “has started to rot and decompose 
from within,” as that had previously happened to “the 
old Greek,2 Roman, and even Turkish civilizations.”

In short, accepting homosexuality is presented as the be-
ginning of the decline of civilization. Surely, homosexu-
ality brings the flood, and only those who will condemn 
and reject homosexuality will find salvation in “the holy 
kingdom.”22 

Haven’t we heard enough of similar transhistorical “ar-
guments” in a time not so long ago, when based on the 
laws of “materialist dialectics,” the inevitable fall of capi-
talism and emerging of capitalism was foreseen?

Zarko Trajanoski The Spectre of Homosexuality is haunting Macedonia



Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture, Vol. 4, No. 1/2, Summer/Winter 2005

�1
1

Identities

5. Lezbejstvoto kako perverzija, nu`no povrzana 
so feminizmot

Deka ima ne{to vistina vo izrekata „hartijata 
trpi s$” svedo~i i stranicata na Forum kade {to 
e objavena tezata deka lezbejstvoto, kako „`enski 
homoseksualizam” i „dekadencija na erosot vo per­
vertiran seks,” e „interesen fenomen, zatoa {to e 
nu`no povrzan so feminizmot (pointeligentnite i 
po`enstvenite feministki se eventualno biseksu­
alki)?!” Nakuso, site lezbejki se feministki, a samo 
nekoi feministki se, eventualno, biseksualki!?! 

I vo ovoj slu~aj povtorno se nametnuvaat pra{awata: 
Spored koi statisti~ki izvori nema feministki 
heteroseksualki ­ od izvori bliski na pradedoto 
na avtorot? Spored koi kriteriumi i statisti~ki 
izvori edni feministki (biseksualki) se „poin­
teligentni i po`enstveni” od drugi feministki 
(lezbejki) ­ spored kriteriumite i izvorite bliski 
na prababata na avtorot? Ili pak, mo`ebi, na Fi­
losofskiot fakultet23 ima posebni kriteriumi (i 
statisti~ki metodi) za prepoznavawe (i registri­
rawe) na „dekadentnite” i „pervertirani” femi­
nistki, i za razgrani~uvawe na biseksualkite i 
lezbejkite? Kako li se narekuva feministi~kata 
filosofija na Filozofskiot fakultet ­ „dekadent­
na” i „pervertirana” filosofija na neinteligent­
ni i ne`enstveni lezbejki (i, eventualno, „poin­
teligentni i po`enstveni” biseksualki)?!? [to li 
stanuva pak so ma`ite feministi – ili takvo ne{to 
ne mo`e ni da se zamisli?

Avtorot na tekstot se obiduva da n$ prosvetli i 
za pri~inite za pojavata na feminizmot. Spored 
pomladiot asistent po predmetot „Sovremena filo­
sofija,” feminizmot se javuva zatoa {to „... ma{kosta 

5. Lesbianism as perversion inevitably related to 
feminism

The truth behind the saying that “paper bears everything” 
can be seen in the page of “Forum” presenting the the-
sis that lesbianism, as “female homosexuality” and “the 
decadence of eros into perverted sex,” is “an interesting 
phenomenon, because it is inevitably related to femi-
nism (the more intelligent and feminine feminists are by 
chance bisexuals)?!” In short, all lesbians are feminists, 
and merely some feminists are, by chance, bisexuals?

Here, too, some questions emerge: According to which 
statistical sources are there no heterosexual feminists – 
from sources related to the author’s great-grandfather? 
According to which criteria and statistical sources some 
feminists (bisexuals) are “more intelligent and feminine” 
than other feminists (lesbians) – according to the crite-
ria and sources related to the author’s great-grandmo-
ther? Or, perhaps, the Faculty of Philosophy23 has special 
criteria (and statistical methods) for recognizing (and 
registering) “decadent” and “perverted” feminists, and 
distinguishing between bisexuals and lesbians? How is 
feminist philosophy at the Faculty of Philology named – 
“decadent” and “perverted” philosophy of unintelligent 
and un-feminine lesbians (and, by chance, “more inte-
lligent and feminine” bisexuals)? Then what is the case 
with male feminists  – or is such a thing inconceivable?

The author of the text attempts to enlighten us in terms 
of the reasons for the emergence of feminism. Accord-
ing to the junior assistant of Contemporary Philosophy, 
feminism occurs because “… masculinity, as a principle 
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­ kako princip ­ e debalansirana i ne mo`e da najde 
na~in kako da go dopre drugiot pol, tuku go frus­
trira so svojata duhovna impotencija”. Vo maniri 
karakteristi~ni za svoite kolegi od porane{nata 
katedra za „marksisti~ka filosofija”, toj izjavuva 
deka „otu|enosta me|u lu|eto e pri~ina za dekaden­
cija na erosot vo pervertiran seks, a ne obratno; 
deka homoseksualizmot kako orientacija sozdava 
otu|enost me|u heteroseksualci i homoseksualci”.24

Vo slu~ajov, vakvite javni obidi za kulturno 
obezvrednuvawe na homoseksualnosta i `enite ne 
bi go zaslu`uvale na{eto vnimanie dokolku ne se 
izneseni od pozicija na lice koe ima licenca da gi 
obrazuva studentite za istorijata na filosofijata 
na dr`avniot univerzitet vo Skopje. [to bi treba­
lo da zaklu~at studentite po filosofija koga }e go 
pro~itaat misleweto na svojot pedagog za „dekaden­
cijata na erosot vo pervertiran seks” kaj lezbejkite/
feministki kako posledica na nivnata isfrustri­
ranost od „krizata na ma{kosta?” Kakva pretstava 
bi dobile za ̀ enite, ma`ite i ne­heteroseksualcite 
koga }e se soo~at so negovata sogledba deka „Ni~e bi 
se potsmeval so edna filosofija na evnusi (ma`i 
koi ne znaat da si igraat so `eni) koja{to tvrdi 
deka ‘sekoj mo`e da mine?’” 

Dali pretstavuvaweto na ma`ite koi „ne znaat da 
si igraat so `eni” kako „evnusi”, na `enite kako 
„igra~ki”, na feministkite kako neinteligentni 
i ne`enstveni lezbejki (eventualno biseksualki), 
na homoseksualnosta kako „pervertiran seks,” mo`e 
taka lesno da mine ne samo vo javnosta, tuku i na 
Filosofskiot fakultet vo Skopje?

Najposle, kako li se obrabotuva Platonoviot 
Simpozium na katedrata za filosofija, vklu~itelno 

– is unbalanced and cannot find a way to touch the other 
sex, and only frustrates it with its spiritual impotence.” 
In the manner characteristic of his colleagues from the 
former Department of Marxist Philosophy, he claims 
that “alienation among people is the reason for the deca-
dence of Eros into perverted sex, and not vice versa; 
homosexualism as an orientation creates alienation be-
tween heterosexuals and homosexuals.”24

In this case, such public attempts to culturally devalue 
homosexuality and women would be unworthy of our at-
tention were they not expressed from a position of a per-
son who has a license to educate students in the history 
of philosophy at state University of Skopje. What would 
the students of philosophy have to conclude after reading 
their pedagogue’s opinion on the appearance of “the dec-
adence of Eros into perverted sex” in lesbian/feminists 
due to their frustration from “the crisis of masculinity?” 
What kind of notion would they acquire of women, men 
and non-heterosexuals when facing his views that “Ni-
etzsche would ridicule the philosophy of eunuchs (men 
who do not know how to play with women) which claims 
that ‘everyone can pass?’”

Is it possible that the presentation of men who “do not 
know how to play with women” as “eunuchs,” of women 
as “toys,” of feminists as unintelligent and un-feminine 
lesbians (by chance bisexuals), of homosexuality as “per-
verted sex” can pass so easily not just in the public, but 
also at the Faculty of Philosophy in Skopje?

Finally, how is Plato’s Symposium analyzed at the De-
partment of Philosophy, including the idea that it is not 
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i idejata deka ne e bitno kogo se qubi, tuku kako se 
qubi? Dali i Sokrat (so negovite prijateli) bi 
trebalo da se pretstavuvaat kako lu|e koi „lutaat so 
polot”, kako „lu|e koi ne ja sfa}aat razlikata me|u 
eros i seks, i koi ja proma{ile qubovta?”25

Za po~ituvaweto na razlikite i za pravoto da se 
bide poinakov

Prvata kampawa koja gi promovira{e seksualnite 
razliki pottikna burni reakcii i vo po{irokata 
javnost. Bilbordite so porakata „Soo~i se so 
razli~nosta!” predizvikaa revolt ne samo kaj del od 
mediumite tuku i kaj del od politi~arite. 

Pritoa, negativnite reakcii kaj nekoi mediumi se 
potkrepuvaa so argumentot deka kampawata ne gi pro­
movira pravata na ne­heteroseksualcite, tuku deka 
promovira ne­heteroseksualni `ivotni stilovi 
­ pred s$, deka ja promovira homoseksualnosta kako 
`ivoten stil. Za `al, argumentot „Nemame ni{to 
protiv pravata na homoseksualcite, no imame 
protiv promocijata na homoseksualnosta kako 
`ivoten stil” ne be{e dekonstruiran nitu od strana 
na organizatorite nitu od strana na kriti~kite 
misliteli koi go oblikuvaat javnoto mnenie. Ne bea 
vlo`eni posebni napori za da se promovira pravoto 
na neguvawe na poinakov `ivoten stil. Nitu pak 
be{e zastapuvano pravoto da se bide razli~en, kako 
su{testven aspekt na pravoto na privatnost (koe 
podrazbira i seksualna privatnost i sloboda na 
izrazuvawe na seksualniot identitet na li~nosta).

Negativnite reakcii kaj del od politi~arite bea 
mo{ne indikativni. Najnapred, vistinska bura vo 
javnosta predizvika izjavata na toga{niot pret­

important who you love, but how you love? Do Socrates 
and his friends deserve to be presented as people who 
“roamed with their sex,” as “people who do not perceive 
the difference between eros and sex, and who missed 
love?”25

On Respecting Differences and the Right to be
Different

The first campaign promoting sexual differences stirred 
up violent reactions in the wider public. The billboards 
carrying the message “Face the differences!” infuriated 
not just part of the media but also some politicians.    

At the same time, the negative reactions of some media 
drew support from the argument that the campaign does 
not promote the rights of non-heterosexuals, rather it 
promotes non-heterosexual lifestyles – above all, pro-
moting homosexuality as a lifestyle. Unfortunately, the 
argument “We have nothing against the rights of homo-
sexuals, but we do have something against the promo-
tion of homosexuality as a lifestyle” was not deconstruct-
ed neither by the organizers nor by the critical thinkers 
who shape public opinion. No particular effort had been 
put into promoting the right to follow a different life-
style. Nor was the right to be different supported as an 
essential aspect of the right to privacy (which incorpo-
rates sexual privacy and freedom of expressing the indi-
vidual’s sexual identity).  

The negative reactions of some politicians were quite in-
dicative. At first, the statement of the president at the 
time, Boris Trajkovski (a Christian minister himself) 
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sedatel Boris Trajkovski (i samiot hristijanski 
sve{tenik), vo koja ja izrazi svojata zaprepastenost 
{to kampawata bila poddr`ana od ambasadata na 
SAD:

„Fondovite na dano~nite obvrznici na SAD ne treba 
da se koristat za promovirawe na alternativni 
`ivotni stilovi vo mojata zemja, a jas ne veruvam deka 
mnozinstvoto Amerikanci }e go cenat ova. Nie imame 
mnogu poprioritetni pra{awa za koi {to mo`at 
da se iskoristat parite. Ova e krajno navredlivo za 
najgolemiot broj lu|e vo Makedonija koja pretstavuva 
mnogu konzervativna me{avina na pravoslavno 
hristijanska i muslimanska vera.” 26

Pokraj argumentot deka promoviraweto na alter­
nativni `ivotni stilovi pretstavuva navreda za 
„konzervativnoto”27 mnozinstvo, be{e iskoristen 
i „politi~kiot” argument deka promoviraweto na 
seksualnata razli~nost ne e prioritetno pra{awe. 
Vakvite argumenti bea zastapuvani i od pretstavni­
ci na nekoi opozicioni partii.28 Sli~en argument, 
no vo mo{ne poradikalna forma, be{e upotreben 
i za da se diskreditira Helsin{kiot komitet za 
~ovekovi prava na Republika Makedonija, so cel da 
se etiketira zastapuvaweto na ~ovekovite prava na 
homoseksualcite kako „terorizirawe”.29

Sepak, najradikalnite argumenti protiv kampawa­
ta na CG^P izlegoa duri edna godina podocna, 
vo tekstot so bombasti~en naslov „Ne prifa}am 
razli~nosti, tuku li~nosti (i so ne pomalku preten­
ciozen podnaslov „Golemata la`na dilema”.)30 Na 
ovoj tekst }e mu posvetime posebno vnimanie, ne 
samo zatoa {to avtorot na tekstot e ugleden Vladika 
(i ~len na Svetiot arhierejski sinod na MPC), tuku 
zatoa {to stanuva zbor za interesna varijacija na 
eden od klasi~nite argumenti so koi kulturno se 
obezvrednuva homoseksualnosta.

caused a true uproar. In this statement he expressed 
shock at learning that the campaign was supported by 
the US Embassy:

“U.S. taxpayer funds should not be used to promote alterna-
tive lifestyles in my country, and I do not believe that most 
Americans would appreciate this. We have many more press-
ing issues that the money could be used for. This is deeply 
offensive to most people in Macedonia which represents a 
very conservative mix of the Orthodox Christian and Muslim 
faiths.”26

Apart from the argument that promoting alternative 
lifestyles was an insult for the “conservative”27 major-
ity, the “political” argument was used that promoting 
sexual difference is not a prioritized issue. Representa-
tives from oppositional parties also supported such ar-
guments.28 A similar argument, but in a much more radi-
cal form was used to discredit the Helsinki Committee 
for Human Rights in Republic of Macedonia in order to 
label the support of the human rights of homosexuals as 
“terrorization.”29

Nevertheless, the most radical arguments against the 
Center for Civil and Human Rights emerged a year later, 
in the text bombastically titled “I Do Not Accept Differ-
ences, But Personalities” (bearing a pretentious subtitle 
“The Great False Dilemma”).30 We shall address particu-
lar attention to this text, not only because its author is a 
respectable Bishop (and member of the Holy Archipriest’s 
Synod of the Macedonian Orthodox Church), but also 
because it is an interesting variation of one of the classic 
arguments culturally devaluing homosexuality. 
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Za la`nite dilemi

Kako {to vidovme i od analizata na tekstot obja­
ven vo Forum, debatata vo vrska so ~ovekovite pra­
va na homoseksualcite zapo~na so protivstavuvawe 
na „teolo{ki” argumenti. Ovoj trend prodol`i 
i vo dvete TV­debati na A1 televizijata. Od edna 
strana, debatite bea iskoristeni za promovirawe 
na rezultatite od novoto istra`uvawe sprovedeno 
od MASSO i Helsin{kiot komitet za ~ovekovi 
prava. Istra`uvaweto nedvosmisleno poka`a deka 
vo Republika Makedonija ima zna~itelen broj lica 
koi imaat seksualni odnosi so lica od ist pol.31 Od 
druga strana, bevme svedoci i na prvoto „izleguvawe” 
vo javnosta na edna li~nost koja be{e podgotvena 
otvoreno da zboruva za svojata homoseksualna 
orientacija i da gi zastapuva svoite ~ovekovi 
prava. Pri prvoto javno istapuvawe, argumentite 
na pretsedatelot na MASSO (izvedeni tokmu od 
konceptot na ~ovekovi prava) bea osporuvani 
so iznesuvawe na teolo{ki protiv­argumenti i 
somnitelni citati od Biblijata vo koi eksplicitno 
se spomnuva zborot „homoseksualec”.32

Pristapot na Vladikata Metodij vo negovite kolum­
ni pretstavuva prodol`uvawe na trendot za os­
poruvawe na ~ovekovite prava na homoseksualcite 
so naveduvawe na klasi~ni teolo{ki protiv­argu­
menti. Me|utoa, negoviot pristap pretstavuva i svo­
eviden teoriski i kriti~ki is~ekor. Vo negovite 
tekstovi ne stanuva zbor za klasi~no povikuvawe na 
nekoi pravoslavno­teolo{ki dogmi i citirawe na 
oddelni delovi od Svetoto pismo. Negoviot pristap 
ne e obmislen kako dogmatski tuku kako kriti~ki 
pristap. Stanuva zbor za niza retori~ki ~ekori ~ija 
namera e da se razotkrie edna golema manipulacija 
(„Golemata la`na dilema”) i da se iznesat logi~ki 

Of False Dilemmas

As presented in the analysis of the text published in 
“Forum,” the debate regarding the human rights of ho-
mosexuals began with the opposition of “theological” 
arguments. This fashion continued with two television 
debates on A1 television. On the one hand, the debates 
were used to promote the results from the new survey 
carried out by MASSO and the Macedonian Helsinki 
Committee for Human Rights. The survey showed that 
in the Republic of Macedonia there is a significant num-
ber of people who have sexual relations with people from 
the same sex.31 On the other hand, we witnessed the first 
public “coming out” of a person who was prepared to 
openly discuss his homosexual orientation and advo-
cate his human rights. During this public appearance, 
the arguments of MASSO’s president (derived from the 
concept of human rights) were opposed by setting forth 
theological counter-arguments and dubious quotes from 
the Bible explicitly referring to “homosexuality.”32 

The approach of Bishop Metodij in his columns contin-
ues the tradition of opposing the  human rights of homo-
sexuals by expressing classical theological counter-argu-
ments. However, his approach is also a sort of theoretical 
and critical departure. His texts do not classically refer to 
particular orthodox-theological dogmas or quote parts 
from Holy Scripture. Bishop Metodij’s approach is not 
concieved as dogmatic, rather as critical. It involves a 
set of rhetorical steps aiming to unveil a great manipu-
lation (“The Great False Dilemma”) and to put forward 
logically irrefutable arguments undermining the basic 
principles of the campaign “Face the differences!”
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nesoborlivi argumenti koi gi podrivaat osnovnite 
principi na kampawata „Soo~i se so razli~nosta!”

Najnapred, vo {ekspirovski patos, ~itatelot 
se inicira vo temata so uka`uvaweto deka „sud­
bonosnite pra{awa” ne si gi postavuvame samite 
nie („so ~erepot na Jorik i so prstot na ~elo”) 
tuku „denes vo toa ne isprevaruvaat bilbordite” 
(„isklu~itelno grdite reklamni panoa”). Potoa, 
so ne pomalku dramati~en ton, kampawata „Soo~i 
se so razli~nosta!” ­ koja povikuva na tolerancija 
i prifa}awe na razli~nostite ­ e oceneta kako 
„provokacija bez presedan.” Avtorot na tekstot 
iskreno se obiduva da odgovori na ovaa provokacija, 
najnapred izlo`uvaj}i gi sopstvenite dilemi i 
„spekulacii”33 vo odnos na homoseksualcite, a potoa 
iznesuvaj}i go i sopstveniot obmislen stav. 

Imeno, postepeno i stalo`eno, Vladikata Metodij se 
obiduva da izgradi sopstveno koherentno stojali{te 
nasproti „golemata la`na dilema.” „Golemata la`na 
dilema,” spored avtorot, se krepi na intuicijata 
deka ni stojat na raspolagawe samo dve pozicii: 
pozicija na „ekstremni liberali” (koi se zalagaat 
za „licemerna tolerancija na razli~nostite”) i 
pozicija na „rigidni homofobi~ari” (koi se za 
toa „problemot da se re{ava po sokaci i so lin~,” 
„so eksterminirawe na gnasnite pederi{ta i 
lezbejki!”).

Vladikata Metodij se obiduva da izgradi treta 
pozicija koja nema da bide ni „licemerno” libe­
ralna, ni „rigidno” homofobi~na. Vsu{nost, toj 
zapo~nuva da ja gradi svojata li~na pozicija vrz 
dogmite na „hristijanskata asketika.” Najnapred, 
toj poa|a od pretpostavkata deka sopstveniot eros 
e ne{to {to treba da se preobrazi, i deka site sme 

At first, with a Shakesperean pathos, the reader is drawn 
into the topic by the explanation that “questions of fate” 
are not posed by ourselves (“with Yorick’s skull and the 
finger on the temple”), but rather “today billboards cheat 
us into this” (“the exceptionally ugly commercial ads”). 
Then, with no lesser dramatic tone, the campaign “Face 
the differences!” – calling for tolerance and acceptance 
of differences – is deemed “an unprecedented provoca-
tion.” The author of the text attemps to sincerely reply 
to this provocation, at first putting foward his own dile-
mmas and “speculations”33 regarding homosexuals, and 
later presenting his own well-developed opinion. 

Calmly and steadily, Bishop Metodij attempts to cre-
ate his own coherent viewpoint as opposed to “the great 
false dilemma.” “The great false dilemma,” according to 
the author, feeds upon the intuition which indicates only 
two possible positions: the position of “extreme liberals” 
(supporting “hypocritical tolerance of differences”) and 
the position of “rigid homophobes” (supporting “a solu-
tion of the problem on the streets and by means of lynch-
ing,” “by exterminating the disgusting little faggots and 
dykes!”).

Bishop Metodij attempts to construct a third position 
which is neither “hypocritically liberal”, nor “rigidly” ho-
mophobic. In fact, he builds his own personal position 
on the dogmas of “Christian asceticism.” His initial hy-
pothesis is that one’s own eros is something that should 
be transformed, and this is something we are all called 
upon to do.34 Then, he states that some things are “a gift, 
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povikani da go napravime toa.34 Potoa, poa|a od toa 
deka nekoi raboti se „dar, a ne opcija” (ne se opcija: 
„na{ata specifi~nost kako pol, na{ata seksualna 
orientacija, telesniot aspekt na qubovta”). Na kra­
jot, vo samite negovi premisi e zabele`itelen obidot 
da se degradira razli~nosta: Da se bide razli~en e 
da se bide nesli~en na sopstvenata priroda! Grevot 
e ona {to ne pravi razli~ni!35

Argumentot na Vladikata Metodij, barem na prv po­
gled, ne e naso~en kon homoseksualnosta op{to ze­
meno, tuku kon pretstavuvaweto na homoseksualnosta 
kako izbor, kako opcija. Po vovednoto sugestivno 
pra{awe „Dali od su{tinsko zna~ewe e na{iot 
izbor ili ne{to drugo?” toj ni gi predo~uva opas­
nostite {to }e proizlezat ako prifatime deka 
„na{ata specifi~nost kako pol, na{ata seksualna 
orientacija, telesniot aspekt na qubovta” se opcija, 
a ne dar („golema svetiwa”). Imeno, ako prifatime 
deka na{ata seksualna orientacija e opcija, toga{, 
predupreduva Vladikata Metodij, „ne postoi 
fenomen {to ne mo`e da se opravda”:

„Ako de~iwata gi osvestime za izborot da bidat 
homoseksualci ili heteroseksualci, zo{to ne bi 
mo`ele da im ja ponudime mo`nosta da se orientiraat 
kon mnogu postari od sebe, na primer? Da gi prifatime 
razli~nostite i da ja ozakonime pedofilijata? Ako 
decata mo`at da izbiraat, iako se neiskusni, zo{to 
recipro~no toa ne im go dozvolime i na vozrasnite?”

Po poso~uvaweto na prvata golema opasnost za 
de~iwata ­ pedofilijata, argumentot prodol`uva so 
poso~uvawe na u{te nekoi opasnosti, na u{te nekoi 
fenomeni „{to ne mo`e da se opravdaat”:

and not an option” (these are not an option: “our spe-
cific features as a sex, our sexual orientaion, the bodily 
aspect of love”). In the end, his own premises exhibit the
attempt to degrade difference: To be different is to be un-
like one’s own nature! Sin is what makes us different!35

Bishop Metodij’s argument, at least at first glance, is not 
aimed at homosexuality in general, rather at the presen-
tation of homosexuality as a choice, as an option. After 
the opening suggestive question “Is our choice of es-
sential meaning, or is something else in question?,” he 
points out the upcoming dangers of accepting that “our 
specific features as a sex, our sexual orientaion, the bodi-
ly aspect of love” are an option, and not a gift (“a great 
holiness”). Namely, if we accept that our sexual orienta-
tion is an option, then, Bishop Metodij warns, “there is 
no phenomenon that cannot be justified”:

“If we enlighten the little children about the choice of being 
homosexuals or heterosexuals, why should we not be able to 
offer them the possiblilty of orienting themselves to people 
much older than them, for example? Should we accept diffe-
rences and legalize pedophilia? If children can choose, al-
though inexperienced, why, in turn should we not let addults 
choose as well?”

After indicating the first great danger for little children 
– pedophilia, the argument continues with the indica-
tion of several other dangers, several other phenomena 
“that cannot be justified”:
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„Ili da im uka`eme deka, so izvesen rizik po genetskata 
struktura na potomstvoto, mo`at da izberat i nekogo od 
bliskoto srodstvo. Ne{to {to po~nuva na ‘i’.”

Po predo~uvaweto na opasnosta „{to po~nuva na ‘i’” 
­ incestot, argumentot na Vladikata Metodij protiv 
homoseksualnosta kako izbor, crpi moralna energija 
i od za nego o~iglednata neprifatlivost na drugi 
mo`ni seksualni razli~nosti:

„Na{ata tolerancija i fantazija mo`e da odat i dotamu 
da ponudime ili da prifatime nekoj da ja realizira 
svojata orientacija i kon razni vidovi diftar~iwa 
i `bita~iwa, kako i kon egzemplari od doma{niot 
krupen i siten dobitok. Kakvi varijacii i permutacii, 
i toa samo vo ramkite na seksualnosta.”

Citatot pretstavuva nesekojdneven primer za 
koristewe na retori~ki figuri vo argumentativni 
celi. No, avtorot na tekstot „Ne prifa}am razli~nos­
ti, tuku li~nosti” ne zapira tuka, tuku prodol`uva 
da nabrojuva i drugi zakani i opasnosti so koi {to 
}e se soo~at „de~iwata” ako so prifa}aweto na 
razli~nosta prifatime i deka seksualnata orien­
tacija e izbor:

„Transvestijata i transseksualnosta ne gi ni spomnavme. 
No, tuka ni{to ne zavr{uva. Zamislete {to se mo`e da im 
ponudime, ili da tolerirame i da ozakonime vo kontekst 
na politi~kata svest (fa{izam, rasizam, defetizam, 
nihilizam, makijavelizam...), na kulturnite matrici 
(kanibalizam, feti{izam, sadizam...), na socijalnite 
i intelektualnite raslojuvawa itn. Da gi prifatime 
razli~nostite! Sarkazmot ednostavno e neizbe`en.”

Argumentot   zavr{uva vo sarkasti~en stil so otfrla­
we na ona {to Vladikata Metodij go ~uvstvuva kako 
moralno „nepristoen predlog” ­ „Da gi prifatime 

“Or should we point out to them, that with a certain risk to 
the genetic structure of their descendants, they may choose 
someone from their next of kin. Something beginning with 
the letter ‘i’.”

After warning of the danger “beginning with the letter 
‘i’” – incest, Bishop Metodij’s argument against homo-
sexuality as a choice draws moral energy from what is to 
him the obvious unacceptability of other possible sexual 
differences:

“Our tolerance and fantasy can go as far as to offer or accept 
someone to realize their orientation towards different types 
of brutes and wild creatures as well as towards other exam-
ples of livestock.  What sorts of variations and permutations 
there are just in the realms of sexuality.“ 

The quote is an unusual example of the use of rhetorical 
figures in argumentative purposes. However, the author 
of the text “I Do Not Accept Differences, But Personali-
ties” does not stop here, rather he continues to name 
other dangers and threats “little children” will face if by 
accepting difference we accept sexual orientation as a 
choice:

“We have not even mentioned transvestism and transsexua-
lity. However, things do not stop here. Imagine all we could 
offer, tolerate and make legal in regard to political con-
sciousness (fascism, racism, defeatism, nihilism, machiavel-
lism…), to cultural schemes (canibalism, fetishism, sadism), 
to social and intellectual disintegrations. Let us accept diffe-
rences! Sarcasm here is simply inevitable.”

The argument closes sarcastically, by defying what Bish-
op Metodij feels as a morally “indecent proposal” – “Let 
us accept differences!”36 The structure of the argument 
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razli~nostite!”36 Strukturata na argumentot mo`e­
me da ja sogledame kako vez vo koj se isprepletuvaat 
dve ni{ki: racionalna ni{ka (imame li krite­
rium za razgrani~uvawe na razli~nostite?)37 i 
iracionalna ni{ka (mobilizirawe na stravovite 
so koristewe na retori~kiot efekt „otvorawe na 
Pandorinata kutija”). Kako {to napreduva argu­
mentot, taka polesno mo`eme da sogledame deka 
racionalnata ni{ka se koristi vo funkcija na 
pothranuvawe na iracionalnoto ­ za mobilizirawe 
na stravovite kaj ~itatelot kakvi se opasnosti gi 
demnat nevinite „de~iwa”. Postepeno, i retori~ki 
ume{no, Vladikata Metodij go soo~uva ~itatelot so 
„prokletstvoto na izborot” vo pogled na toa {to e 
moralno prifatlivo a {to ne e!

Imeno, ako ~itatelot prifati deka seksualnata 
orientacija (no, i polot, i „telesniot aspekt na 
qubovta”) e izbor, toga{ toj samiot ja otvora 
„Pandorinata kutija na zloto”. Ako prifati deka 
homoseksualnosta e izbor mora da gi prifati 
kako mo`en izbor i pedofilijata, incestot, 
zoofilijata, transvestijata, transseksualnosta... 
Ako prifati da gi izlo`i nevinite de~iwa na 
stavot deka homoseksualnosta e izbor, toga{ gi 
izlo`uva na opasnost i od mnogu drugi „­izmi” {to 
demnat vo istata Pandorina kutija: fa{izmot, 
rasizmot, defetizmot, nihilizmot, makijavelizmot, 
kanibalizmot, feti{izmot, sadizmot...

Vladikata Metodij proniklivo zabele`uva deka 
kampawata „Soo~i se so razli~nosta!” ne nudi eti~ki 
kriterium spored koj }e znaeme kade da ja postavime 
granicata vo ogromniot dijapazon na razli~nosti. 
Vrz osnova na toa, i vrz osnova na sopstvenoto 
ubeduvawe deka seksualnata orientacija e li~na 
rabota,38 toj ja promovira sopstvenata parola namesto 

can be seen as a veil in which two threads intertwine: 
the rational (do we have criteria for determining differ-
ences?)37 and the irrational (activating fears by using 
the rhetorical effect of “opening Pandora’s box”). As the 
argument progresses, we can see more clearly that the 
rational thread has a function of nourishing the irratio-
nal – activating the reader’s fears of what danger awaits 
the innocent “little children.” Steadily and with rhetori-
cal skill, Bishop Metodij faces the reader with the “curse 
of choice” regarding what is morally acceptable and what 
is not.

Namely, if the readers accept that sexual orientation (as 
well as sex and “the bodily aspect of love”) is a choice, 
then they themselves open “Pandora’s box.” If they ac-
cept homosexuality as a choice, they must accept pedo-
philia, incest, zoophilia, transvestism, transsexuality as 
possible choices. If they accept to expose the innocent 
little children to the opinion that homosexuality is a 
choice, then they expose them to the danger of many 
other “-isms” lurking in Pandora’s box: fascism, racism, 
defeatism, nihilism, machiavellism, canibalism, fetish-
ism, sadism…

Bishop Metodij preceived sharply that the campaign 
“Face the differences!” does not offer an ethical criterion 
setting the limits in the great variety of differences. Based 
on this, and based on his own belief that sexual orienta-
tion is a personal issue,38 he promotes his own slogan 
instead of a conclusion: “I do not accept differences. I 
accept personalities!”
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zaklu~ok: „Ne prifa}am razli~nosti. Prifa}am 
li~nosti!”

Nedoslednost vo pristapot

Nedoslednosta vo pristapot e o~igledna: Vladikata 
Metodij go pravi istoto ona {to im go zabele`uva 
na svoite oponenti. Na primer, od edna strana toj 
uka`uva deka e apsurdno „... pra{aweto za homoseksu­
alizmot i homoseksualnosta da se sveduva na toa dali 
nie ne{to prifa}ame ili ne.” Od druga strana pak, 
negoviot zaklu~ok „Ne prifa}am razli~nosti” mo`e 
da se tolkuva kako odgovor tokmu na takvo pra{awe. 
Imeno, ako razli~nosta proizleguva od grev, a ho­
moseksualnosta e razli~nost, neprifa}aweto na 
razli~nosta implicira neprifa}awe na homosek­
sualnosta!

Isto taka, eden od negovite glavni prigovori e deka 
porakata „Soo~i se so razli~nosta!” ne vospostavu­
va moralna granica pome|u razli~nosti. Me|utoa, 
namesto Vladikata Metodij da ponudi eti~ki krite­
rium spored koj }e znaeme kade da ja postavime grani­
cata vo ogromniot dijapazon na razli~nosti, toj gi 
otfrla site so parolata „Ne prifa}am razli~nosti!” 
Ednostavno, za nego sekoja razli~nost proizleguva 
od grev i kako takva e moralno neprifatliva.

No, {to e toga{ prifatlivo za Vladikata Metodij? 
[to vsu{nost prifa}a toj koga veli deka prifa}a 
„li~nosti?” Dali toj dopu{ta mo`nost homoseksual­
cite da bidat „li~nosti!” Za nego, homoseksualnosta 
e grev koj n$ pravi razli~ni ­ nesli~ni na na{ata 
priroda! Homoseksualnosta e razli~nost, a Vladi­
kata Metodij ne prifa}a razli~nosti, isto kako {to 
ne prifa}a ni grevovi. Od vakvata mo`na interpre­
tacija proizleguva ne samo deka ne ja prifa}a ho­

Inconsistency of Approach

The inconsistency of approach is obvious: Bishop Meto-
dij does the same thing for which he criticises his oppo-
nents. For instance, on the one hand he points out that 
it is absurd “to reduce the question of  homosexuality 
to whether we accept something or not.” On the other 
hand, his conclusion “I do not accept differences” can 
be interpreted as an answer to such a question. Namely, 
if difference originates from sin, and homosexuality is 
difference, not accepting difference implies not accept-
ing homosexuality!

Also, one of his chief objections is that the message “Face 
the differences!” does not set moral limits among diffe-
rences. However, instead of offering an ethical criterion 
setting the limit in the great realm of differences, Bishop 
Metodij casts everyone away with the slogan “I do not 
accept differences!” For him, every difference originates 
from sin and as such is morally unacceptable. 

Then what is acceptable for Bishop Metodij? In fact, what 
does he really accept when he says he accepts “persona-
lities?” Does he give homosexuals the opportunity to be 
“personalities?” For him, homosexuality is a sin making 
us different – unlike our nature! Homosexuality is dif-
ference, and Bishop Metodij does not accept differences 
just like he does not accept sins. This possible interpreta-
tion implies not only that he does not accept homosexu-
ality as a choice, but homosexuality in general!
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moseksualnosta kako izbor, tuku deka ne ja prifa}a 
voop{to!

Druga mo`na interpretacija e deka negovata paro­
la „Prifa}am li~nosti” sepak, barem vo zarodi{, 
sodr`i nekakov moralen kriterium spored koj mo`at 
da bidat prifateni i lu|eto so poinakva seksualna 
orientacija. Imeno, ako „li~nosti” se onie koi }e 
odlu~at da go preobrazat sopstveniot eros (spored 
principite na hristijanskata asketika), onie koi 
}e prifatat deka nivnata seksualna orientacija ne 
e opcija (tuku „dar”), i onie koi nema da se „razmav­
tuvaat” so nea („kako so zname”), toga{ seksualnata 
orientacija voop{to ne bi bila bitna vo procen­
kata dali nekoj e „li~nost” ili ne e! 

Spored ovaa poblagonaklona interpretacija, Vladi­
kata Metodij bi mo`el da gi prifati kako „li~nosti” 
duri i onie lu|e koi re{ile da go preobratat svo­
jot homoseksualen eros so toa {to }e se zamona{at. 
Imeno, ako nekoj odbere aseksualen asketski `ivot 
za da go preobrazuva sopstveniot eros (bez razlika 
dali e homoseksualen ili heteroseksualen), toga{ 
bi mo`el da bide nagraden kako „li~nost” od Crkva­
ta. Poto~no, od onie crkovni „li~nosti” koi imaat 
kriterium, vlast i mo} da odlu~uvaat {to e „na{ata 
priroda”, {to e sli~no a {to nesli~no na na{ata 
priroda, {to e grev i {to ne e i, najposle, koi lu|e 
se, a koi ne se „li~nosti”.

No, pozicijata na Vladikata Metodij se soo~uva i 
so u{te edna paradoksalna posledica. Ako mo`at da 
bidat prifateni kako „li~nosti” samo onie koi }e 
gi prifatat principite na hristijanskata asketika 
i }e `iveat spored niv, toga{ ispa|a deka Vladi­
kata Metodij ne gi prifa}a nitu mnozinstvoto hete­
roseksualci koi se obiduvaat na najrazli~en mo`en 
na~in da go izrazat sopstveniot seksualen eros. 

Another possible interpretation is that his slogan “I ac-
cept personalities,” still, at least in its origin contains a 
moral criterion which suggests the accepting of people 
with different sexual orientations. Namely, if “personali-
ties” are those who decide to transform their own eros 
(according to the principles of Christian asceticism), 
those who accept that their sexual orientation is not an 
option (but rather, a “gift”), and those who will not “wave 
it around” (“like a flag”), then sexual orientation would 
not be important in judging whether someone is a “per-
son” or not!

According to this more favorable interpretation, Bishop 
Metodij would accept as “personalities” even those who 
decided to transform their homosexual eros by taking 
monastic vows. Namely, if someone choses an asexual 
ascetic life in order to transform their own eros (regard-
less of whether it is homosexual or heterosexual), then 
they will be rewarded as “personalities” by the Church. 
More precisely, by those “personalities” of the Church 
who have the criteria, authority and power to decide 
what “our nature” means, what is like and what unlike 
our nature, what is sin and what is not, and finally, which 
people are, and which are not “personalities.” 

However, Bishop Metodij’s position faces us with anoth-
er paradoxical consequence. If only those accepting and 
living by the principles of Christian asceticism can be ac-
cepted as “personalities,” then it turns out that Bishop 
Metodij also does not accept the majority of heterosexu-
als who try to express their own sexual eros in many diffe-
rent ways. 
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Retori~ki manipulacii i kategorijalni gre{ki

„Nekoi lo{i argumenti nikoga{ ne umiraat!”39 ­ 
proniklivo zabele`a Korvino poso~uvaj}i na argu­
mentot deka prifa}aweto na homoseksualnosta vodi 
kon prifa}awe i na poligamijata, bestijalnosta i 
incestot. Privle~nata mo} na vakvite „argumenti” 
se sostoi tokmu vo toa {to tie ni{to ne doka`uvaat, 
tuku se obiduvaat da go prefrlat tovarot na dokazot 
na sprotivnata strana. Sega sme nie dovedeni vo si­
tuacija da doka`uvame zo{to ne bi bila prifatliva 
i poligamijata, bestijalnosta i incestot. Na 
sli~en na~in i Vladikata Metodij se obiduva da go 
prefrli tovarot na dokazot: ako homoseksualnosta 
(kako izbor) e moralno prifatliva, zo{to toga{ 
da ne bidat prifatlivi i pedofilijata, incestot, 
zoofilijata, transvestijata, transseksualnosta, i 
u{te eden cel kup stra{ni „­izmi?” Sega nie sme na 
red da doka`uvame cel kup raboti!

Argumentot na Vladikata Metodij e varijacija 
na edna klasi~na retori~ka manipulacija: Ako A 
(prifa}aweto na homoseksualnosta kako izbor) mo`e 
da se slu~i, toga{ i B (prifa}aweto na pedofili­
jata, incestot, zoofilijata... kako izbor) neizbe`no 
}e se slu~i. Najnapred ume{no se kreira „lizgav 
teren” (slippery slope), i se kombinira so manevarot 
„pla{ilo”: B e pogre{no, zatoa i A e pogre{no 
(„pla{ilo” ­ straw man)! Vakvite manipulacii se 
omileni kaj protivnicite na kakvi bilo socijalni 
promeni, koi sekoj predlog za menuvawe na status 
kvo situacijata go gledaat kako obid za otvorawe na 
Pandorinata kutija na zloto. Vakvite „argumenti” ne 
nudat nikakvo opravduvawe zo{to homoseksualnosta 
logi~ki bi trebalo da ja povrzeme so  pedofilijata, 
incestot, zoofilijata... Bez vospostavuvawe na takvi 
logi~ki vrski, vakvite prividni „argumenti” ne se 
ni{to drugo osven ~isti retori~ki manipulacii.

Rhetorical Manipulation and Category Mistakes

“Some bad arguments never die!”39 – was Corvino’s
witty remark in pointing out that accepting homosexu-
ality leads to accepting polygamy, bestiality and incest. 
The appeal of such “arguments” lies in the fact that they 
do not prove anything, rather attempt to shift the bur-
den of proof on the opposite side. Thus, we are put in 
the position to prove why polygamy, bestiality and in-
cest would be unacceptable.  Similarly, Bishop Metodij 
attempts to shift the burden of proof: if homosexuality 
(as a choice) is morally acceptable, then why aren’t pe-
dophilia, incest, zoophilia, transvestism, transsexualism 
and a whole lot of other scary “-isms?” Now it is our turn 
to prove a whole lot of things.

Bishop Metodij’s argument is a variation of a classic rhe-
torical manipulation: If A (accepting homosexuality as a 
choice) can occur, then B (accepting pedophilia, incest, 
zoophilia… as a choice) will inevitably occur, as well. At 
first, a “slippery slope” is skillfully created, and com-
bined with the “straw man”: B is wrong, thus A is wrong 
too! Such manipulation is favored among the opposers 
of any type of social change. They see every initiative for 
changing the status quo of a situation as an endeavour 
to open Pandora’s box. Such “arguments” offer no ex-
cuse as to why homosexuality should be logically linked 
to pedophilia, incest, zoophilia… Without establishing 
such logical links, these seeming “arguments” amount to 
mere rhetorical manipulation. 
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Pokraj toa, retori~kata manipulacija na Vladikata 
Metodij ne e imuna nitu od kategorijalni gre{ki ­ 
stavawe na kategorii od eden logi~ki tip vo ist ko{ 
so kategorii od drug logi~ki tip. Homoseksualnosta 
(zaedno so heteroseksualnosta i biseksualnosta) e 
kategorija od logi~kiot tip seksualna orientaci­
ja. Pedofilijata, incestot, zoofilijata se katego­
rii od drug logi~ki tip ­ parafilija. Fa{izmot, 
rasizmot, defetizmot, nihilizmot, makijavelizmot, 
kanibalizmot, feti{izmot, sadizmot... ­ site 
zavr{uvaat na „­izam”, no povtorno stanuva zbor 
za kategorii od mo{ne razli~ni logi~ki tipovi. 
Stavaweto na edna seksualna orientacija vo ist ko{ 
so parafilija, i vo ist ko{ so eden kup raznorodni 
„­izmi”, bez da se vospostavi bilo kakva logi~ka 
vrska pome|u niv e mo{ne providna retori~ka 
manipulacija.

„Argumentot” na Vladikata Metodij e moderna ver­
zija na drevnite „argumenti” deka sodomijata e naj­
odvraten kriminal na teloto, i predvesnik na ~uma, 
glad, kolera i zemjotresi.40 Sodomijata so vekovi bila 
najostro kaznuvana kako grev i kako zlostor protiv 
prirodata,41 a so toj termin bilo ozna~uvano sekoe 
nekonformisti~ko seksualno povedenie: ne samo 
analniot seks, tuku i oralniot seks, masturbacijata, 
pa vo nekoi slu~ai duri i heteroseksualniot odnos 
pome|u Evrein i hristijanka. Tvrdeweto deka 
prifa}aweto na homoseksualnosta kako izbor vodi 
kon prifa}awe na fa{izmot, rasizmot, defetizmot, 
nihilizmot, makijavelizmot, kanibalizmot... e lo­
gi~ki isto tolku zasnovano kako i tvrdeweto deka 
masturbacijata, oralniot seks, analniot seks..., se 
predvesnici na ~uma, glad, kolera i zemjotresi.

In addition, Bishop Metodij’s rhetorical manipulation is 
not immune to category mistakes – putting categories 
of one logical type in the same basket with categories of 
another logical type. Homosexuality (together with hete-
rosexuality and bisexuality) is a category of the sexual 
orientation logical type. Pedophilia, incest and zoophilia 
are categories of another logical type - paraphilia. Fas-
cism, racism, defeatism, nihilism, machiavellism, canni-
balism, fetishism, sadism… - all end in “-ism,” however 
they belong to categories of different logical types. Pu-
tting sexual orientation in the same basket with para-
philia, and in the same basket with a whole lot of diffe-
rent “-isms” without establishing any kind of logical link 
among them whatsoever is an extremely transparent 
rhetorical manipulation. 

Bishop Metodij’s “argument” is a modern version of the 
ancient “arguments” that sodomy is the most detestable 
act of crime over the body, prophesying plagues, hunger, 
cholera and earthquakes.40 Sodomy was severely prose-
cuted as a sin and as a crime against nature,41 and this 
term marked every unconventional sexual behavior: not 
just anal sex, but also oral sex, masturbation, and in some 
cases even the heterosexual relations between a Jewish 
man and a Christian woman. The claim that accepting 
homosexuality as a choice leads to the accepting of fas-
cism, racism, defeatism, nihilism, machavelism, canni-
balism, etc., is just as logically sound as claiming that 
masturbation, oral sex, anal sex, etc., prophesy plagues, 
hunger, cholera and earthquakes. 
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(Zlo)upotrebuvaj}i go incestot protiv 
„nenormalnata” homoseksualnost!

Nekoi retori~ki manipulacii navistina ne umi­
raat: Ako go prifatime homoseksualniot brak, 
toga{ zo{to da ne go prifatime i incestot? Koj e 
logi~kiot razlog za isklu~uvawe na incestot pome|u 
dvajca vozrasni? @estokite protivnici na homosek­
sualnite brakovi vo SAD go iznesoa sledniov „pro­
tiv­argument”: Ako dvajca ma`i mo`at da stapat vo 
brak, toga{ „Ma` i `ena ­ spored sopstvena odluka, 
so napolneti 25 godini, koi se brat i sestra ­ ne 
treba da bidat diskriminirani zatoa {to imaat 
geneti~ka vrska”.42

Varijaciite na tema incest vs. homoseksualnost 
stanaa osobeno popularni i na na{ite prostori. 
Edna takva hipoteti~ka varijacija iznesuva 
univerzitetskiot profesor Ferid Muhi} pri 
promocijata na knigata na Kenet Dover „Gr~ka 
homoseksualnost”. Hipoteti~kite razmisluvawa na 
profesorot vo me|uvreme prerasnuvaat vo krucijalni 
„protiv­argumenti” koi so voinstven, bokserski 
`argon gi zastapuva vo svojata kolumna objavena vo 
„Crnogorski monitor”:

„Da pretpostavime deka site tri uslovi se ispolneti: 
partnerite se i polnoletni, i sakaat da stapat vo odnos 
so slobodna odluka, a pokraj toa i se sakaat. Predlagam 
da se pretpostavi u{te samo edna sitnica (vo par 
varijanti) deka toa se: a. tatko i }erka; b. majka i sin; 
v. sestra i brat; tatko i sin; g. majka i }erka; d. brat i 
brat; |. sestra i sestra!”43

Profesorot po filosofija saka da vospostavi    
mo{ne ednostavno i retori~ki uverlivo logi~ko 
sledstvo. Imeno, ako homoseksualnite vrski se 

(Ab)using Incest against “Abnormal” 
Homosexuality!

Some rhetorical manipulations indeed never die: if we 
accept homosexual marriages, why cannot we accept in-
cest, too? What is the logical reason for ruling out incest 
between two adults? The fervent opponents of homosexu-
al marriages in the USA presented the following “coun-
ter-argument”: if two men can wed, then “a man and a 
woman - consensual, 25 years old, who are brother and 
sister - should not be discriminated against because they 
have a genetic relationship.”42

The variations on the theme incest vs. homosexuality be-
came increasingly popular in our regions, as well.  Such 
a hypothetical variation was presented by the university 
professor Ferid Muhic during the promotion of the Ken-
neth J. Dover’s book “Greek Homosexuality.” The hypo-
thetical ponderings of the professor meanwhile develo-
ped into crucial “counter-arguments”, supported with 
a belligerent, boxer jargon in his column published in 
“Montenegrin Monitor”:

“Let us presume that all three pre-requirements have been 
met: the partners are adults and want to engage in a relation-
ship by free will; in addition to this they also love each other. 
I suggest we presume the existence of another trivial matter 
(in two variations), that these are: a) father and daughter; b) 
mother and son; c) sister and brother; d) father and son; e) 
mother and daughter, f) brother and brother; g) sister and 
sister!” 43

The philosophy professor intends to establish a very 
simple and rhetorically convincing logical consequence. 
Namely, if homosexual relations are normal, then,
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normalni, toga{ bi trebalo da sleduva i deka 
incestuoznite vrski se normalni:

„Ima li makar eden branitel na tezata za homosek­
sualnosta kako sosem legitimna, normalna vrska, koja 
po ni{to ne se razlikuva od heteroseksualnata, koj }e 
se soglasi so toa vrz osnova na sopstvenite premisi 
da go izvle~e zaklu~okot za normalnosta na vakvite 
odnosi!?”

Potoa sleduva klasi~niot manevar od omilenata 
igra na profesorot po filosofija ­ partija tenis 
vo koja namesto top~e, so ironi~en zamav se prefrla 
preku mre`ata tovarot na doka`uvaweto: Ako ima 
nekoj koj }e se soglasi deka i incestuoznite odnosi se 
normalni, „[...] }e bide mnogu zabavno da se sledi kako 
se obiduva da ja promovira sopstvenata incestuoznost 
vo normalen odnos.” Ako pak nema branitel na tezata 
deka incestuoznite odnosi se ne{to normalno, 
„kade e razlikata na koja go gradi svoeto odbivawe 
da gi poistoveti ovie odnosi so svoeto zalagawe za 
normalnosta na homoseksualnosta?”

Zna~i, mal retori~ki manevar, i onie {to smetaat 
deka homoseksualnite vrski ne se normalni ne treba 
ni{to da doka`uvaat tuku onie {to smetaat deka se 
isto tolku normalni kako i heteroseksualnite vr­
ski. Vtorive treba da doka`at ili deka i incestu­
oznite vrski se normalni, ili pak da objasnat zo{to 
odbivaat da ja prifatat incestuoznata vrska koga 
i taa gi zadovoluva ograni~uva~kite uslovi {to 
samite gi postavuvaat: polnoletni partneri, slo­
bodna odluka, zaemna qubov.

Kako {to uka`uva i Korvino, vakvite „argumenti” ne 
se nitu ne{to novo nitu nepoznato. Incestot kako 
„pla{ilo” svoevremeno e koristen i vo retori~kite 
manevri protiv prifa}aweto na brakovite pome|u 

accordingly, incestuous relationships are also normal:

“Is there at least one upholder of the thesis regarding ho-
mosexuality as a completely legitimate, normal relationship, 
in no way differing from the heterosexual, who will agree to 
draw a conclusion on the normality of such relationships on 
the basis of their own premises?!”

This is followed by the philosophy professor’s classic ma-
noeuvre – a game of tennis in which instead of a ball, the 
burden of proof is ironically tossed over the net: If there 
is anyone who agrees that incestuous relationships are 
nornal “[...] it will be fun to see how they try to promote 
their own incestiousness as a normal relationship.” If, on 
the other hand, there is no upholder of the thesis that 
incestuous relationships are something normal, “where 
is the difference upon which they base their refusal to 
associate these relationships with their support of the 
normality of homosexuality?” 

Thus, this is a small rhetorical maneouvre attempting 
to prove that those who consider homosexual relation-
ships as something not normal have nothing to prove, 
unlike those who believe that these relationships are just 
as normal as heterosexual ones. The latter have to prove 
that incestuous relationships are normal, or explain why 
they refuse to accept incestuous relationships when they, 
too, meet the restricting requirements set by themselves: 
adult partners, free decision, mutual love. 

As pointed out by Corvino, such “arguments” are neither 
new nor unfamiliar. Incest is also used as a “straw man” 
in rhetorical maneouvres against accepting inter-racial 
marriages. Incest is used as a “straw man” against the 
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lica od razli~ni rasi. Incestot kako „pla{ilo” se 
koristi i protiv legalizacijata na prostitucijata. 
Incestot kako „pla{ilo” be{e iskoristen i vo edno 
kontroverzno intervju na eden senator na SAD.44  
Vpe~atlivosta na vakvite „argumenti” se zasnova 
vrz ili­ili efektot pri postavuvaweto na la`nata 
dilema: ili bezgrani~na seksualna sloboda za site 
(vklu~itelno i incest, pedofilija, zoofilija, 
bigamija, poligamija, prequba...) ili pak otfrlawe 
na homoseksualnosta! Moralnata neprifatlivost na 
bezgrani~nata seksualna sloboda kaj mnozinstvoto 
avtomatski bi trebalo da implicira moralno 
otfrlawe na homoseksualnosta.

Vakvite „argumenti” ja koristat sistemskata sla­
bost na onie {to se obiduvaat da gi legitimiraat 
homoseksualnite vrski so „~ekirawe” na klu~nite 
ograni~uva~ki uslovi {to va`at i za heteroseksu­
alnite vrski. Poso~uvaweto na zabranata na in­
cest poka`uva deka navedenite ograni~uva~ki us­
lovi (polnoletstvoto na partnerite, slobodnoto 
odlu~uvawe i zaemnata qubov) se samo neophodni, no 
ne i dovolni uslovi za legitimirawe na homoseksu­
alnite vrski.45 

Me|utoa, ako poso~uvaweto na incestot mo`e da ima 
nekakva argumentativna te`ina pri osporuvaweto 
na homoseksualnosta, toa bi trebalo da ima potpolno 
ista argumentativna te`ina i pri osporuvaweto na 
heteroseksualnosta. Vo prvite tri od sedumte vari­
janti {to gi naveduva profesorot Muhi} (a. tatko i 
}erka; b. majka i sin; v. sestra i brat) stanuva zbor 
tokmu za zabraneti vidovi heteroseksualni vrski! 
Profesorot kako da e kognitivno slep za princi­
pite na ednakvost i doslednost: ako incestot mo`e da 
se iskoristi kako argument protiv homoseksualnite 
vrski, toga{ toj e isto tolku silen argument i 

legalization of prostitution. Incest was used as a “straw 
man” in a controversial interview of an American Sena-
tor.44 The striking outcome of such “arguments” is based 
on the either-or effect in setting the false dilemma:
either unlimited sexual freedom for all (including incest, 
pedophilia, zoophilia, bigamy, polygamy, adultery…), or 
rejecting homosexuality! The moral unacceptability of 
limitless sexual freedom by the majority should auto-
matically imply moral rejection of homosexuality. 

Such “arguments” employ the systematic weakness of 
those who attempt to make homosexual relationships 
legitimate by ticking off the key restrictive conditions 
applied to heterosexual relationships. Pointing out the 
prohibition of incest indicates that the listed restric-
tive conditions (adult partners, free decision and mu-
tual love) are necessary, but not sufficient conditions for 
making homosexual relationships legitimate.45

However, if the reference to incest bears any argumen-
tative weight in challenging homosexuality, it should 
bear the same argumentative weight in challenging hete-
rosexuality. The first three out of the seven variations 
listed by professor Muhic (a) father and daughter; b) 
mother and son; c) sister and brother) are in fact prohibi-
ted sorts of heterosexual relationships! It seems that the 
professor is cognitively blind to the principles of equality 
and consistency: if incest is used as an argument against 
homosexual relationships, it stands in an equally strong 
position in opposing heterosexual relationships.46 If the 
incest taboo applies to heterosexuals, why can’t it equally 
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protiv heteroseksualnite vrski!46 Ako incest­
tabuto va`i za heteroseksualcite, zo{to toga{ ne 
bi va`elo podednakvo i za homoseksualcite? Ili, 
pak, profesorot Muhi} poseduva nekoi podatoci 
(mo`ebi od pradedoto na negoviot asistent) deka 
homoseksualniot incest e daleku pozastapen od 
heteroseksualniot?47

Kako i da e, „argumentot” na profesorot Muhi} doka­
`uva pove}e otkolku {to e prvobitno zamislen. Ako 
go parafrazirame negoviot omilen filosof Hegel, 
so isturaweto na „ne~istata” voda (homoseksualnos­
ta), toj go isfrla i deteto (heteroseksualnosta)!

Retorikata na gnaseweto

Me|utoa, zavr{nite sogledbi na tekstot na profe­
sorot Muhi} davaat osnova za poinakov zaklu~ok. 
Negovoto eksploatirawe na retorikata na mitskiot 
horor na incest­tabuto mo`e da se sfati poskoro 
kako obid za legitimirawe na li~noto ~uvstvo na 
odvratnost kon samata pomisla na istopolov seks, 
otkolku kako obid za kriti~ko delegitimirawe na 
homoseksualnosta:
 

„Pravete {to }e posakate, no ne osporuvajte ja 
avtenti~nosta na ~uvstvata na site onie ma`i i `eni 
na koi im e gnasna i samata pomisla za seksualen odnos 
so li~nosti od ist pol!”

Stravot deka nekoj se obiduva da ja osporuva 
avtenti~nosta na ~uvstvata na profesorot Muhi} 
e bezdrugo iracionalen. Koj vpro~em se obiduva 
da gi osporuva ~uvstvata na gnasewe kaj site onie 
ma`i i `eni koga }e pomislat na seksualen odnos 
so li~nosti od ist pol? Kulturnoto obezvrednuvawe 
na homoseksualnosta e tipi~no prosledeno so izra­

apply to homosexuals? Or is it that professor Muhic has 
obtained some data (perhaps from the great-grandfather 
of his assistant) that homosexual incest is far more com-
mon than heterosexual incest? 47

Whatever the case, the “argument” of professor Muhic 
proves more than initially concieved. If we paraphrase 
his favorite philosopher Hegel, he throws out the baby 
(heterosexuality) with the bathwater (homosexuality)! 

The Rhetoric of Disgust

Nevertheless, the ending conclusion of professor Muhic’s 
text provides grounds for a different understanding. His 
exploitation of the rhetoric of the mythical horror of the 
incest taboo can be seen more as an attempt to legiti-
mize the personal feeling of disgust at the very thought 
of same-sex relations, rather than an attempt to critically 
delegitimize homosexuality:

“Do what you will, but do not challenge the authenticity of 
the feelings of all those men and women who find the very 
thought of sexual relations with people of the same sex dis-
gusting!” 

The fear that someone is trying to challenge the authen-
ticity of professor Muhic’s feelings is of undoubtedly
irrational. Who, in fact, is trying to challenge the feel-
ing of disgust in all those men and women when they 
think of sexual relations with people of the same sex? 
The cultural devaluing of homosexuality is typically ac-
companied by the expression of those very types of feel-
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zuvawe na tokmu takvi ~uvstva. Ona {to e osobeno 
interesno, e obidot na profesorot da go legitimira 
~uvstvoto na gnasewe kako da e racionalno zasnova­
no ~uvstvo. Vo slu~ajov, ubedlivosta na retorikata 
na gnaseweto se krepi vrz impliciten argument po 
analogija: Kako {to e opravdano na{eto ~uvstvo na 
gnasewe pri samata pomisla na incest, isto taka e 
opravdano i na{eto ~uvstvo na gnasewe pri samata 
pomisla na istopolov seks!

Za `al, uverlivosta na vakviot na~in na rasuduvawe 
kako da e imuna na zabele{kite deka argumentite po 
analogija ne ispora~uvaat sekoga{ logi~ka izves­
nost. Da ne be{e taka, nema{e da bidat tolku popu­
larni argumentite deka tabuto protiv homoseksual­
nosta funkcionira na sli~en na~in kako i tabuto 
protiv incestot, i deka toa vr{i isto tolku polezna 
socijalna funkcija kako i incest­tabuto.48

Incestot ne se javuva samo vo argumentite po analogi­
ja tuku, kako {to vidovme prethodno, i vo retorikata 
koja ja eksploatira metaforata na „lizgaviot teren”. 
Nekoi analiti~ari proniklivo zabele`aa deka in­
cestot ~estopati zazema privilegirana pozicija 
vo vakvite argumenti ne zatoa {to argumentite „za­
lizguvawe kon incest” se logi~ki uverlivi, tuku 
„poradi enormnata mo} na incestot da pobudi gnas­
ewe”.49 Vsu{nost, onie koi nastojuvaat da gi pois­
tovetat istopolovite odnosi so incestot, go kori­
stat incestot kako „potenten simbol na odvratnost”, 
za pottiknuvawe na negativni emocii kaj ~itatelot 
kon nekoj kontaminant {to treba da se inkorporira 
ili asimilira (vo slu~ajov, homoseksualnosta).50

Na raspolagawe ni stojat najrazli~ni strategii 
za obesna`uvawe na uverlivosta na retori~kite 
manevri koi go ekploatiraat incestot kako me­

ings. What is particularly interesting is how the profes-
sor attempts to legitimize the feeling of disgust as if it 
is a rationally based feeling. In this case, the convincing 
rhetoric of disgust feeds upon an implicit argument by 
analogy: the justification of our own feeling of disgust at 
the very thought of incest is analogous to the justifica-
tion of our feeling of disgust at the thought of same-sex 
intercourse!

Unfortunately, the persuasiveness of such judgement 
seems immune to the remarks that the arguments based 
on analogy do not always deliver logical certainty. Other-
wise, the arguments that the taboo against homosexu-
ality functions similarly to the taboo against incest and 
that it has just as useful a social function as the incest 
taboo would not be so popular.48

Incest is not only mentioned in the arguments based on 
analogy, but also, as previously presented, in the rheto-
ric which exploits the metaphor of the “slippery slope.” 
Some analysts cleverly noted that incest frequently takes 
up a privileged position in such arguments not because 
the arguments of “the slippery slope to incest” are logi-
cally convincing, but because of “the enormous power of 
incest to elicit disgust.”49 In fact, those who insist to as-
sociate same-sex relations with incest use it as “a potent 
symbol of disgust” in order to elicit negative emotions in 
the reader towards a certain contaminant which is to be 
incorporated or assimilated (in this case, homosexual-
ity).50 

We have here at our disposal various strategies of weak-
ening the persuasiveness of rhetorical maneuvres which 
exploit incest as a mechanism for eliciting disgust. We 
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hanizam za provocirawe na gnasewe. Ve}e ispro­
bavme nekoi strategii za formalno razotkrivawe 
na „logi~kata izvesnost” na koja plediraat vakvite 
argumenti. Polezno e i poso~uvaweto na istoriski 
primeri kade {to incestot ve}e potfrlil vo ar­
gumentacijata ­ na primer, vo argumentite deka 
dr`avata ima pravo da go zabranuva brakot pome|u 
lica od razli~ni rasi.51 Po dekriminaliziraweto 
na brakot pome|u lica od razli~ni rasi potopot 
ne ja uni{ti dr`avata Misuri, iako e izvesno deka 
bil najavuvan od pobornicite na retorikata na 
„lizgav teren.” I tie, ne se somnevame vo toa, imale 
avtenti~ni ~uvstva na gnasewe pri samata pomisla 
na brak pome|u „bela” `ena i „crn” ma`.

Druga mo`na strategija e razobli~uvaweto na argu­
mentite vo koi odvratnosta se javuva kako razlog za 
nelegalnost, kako {to go pravi toa Marta Nusbaum vo 
pogled na argumentite za kriminalizirawe na „ob­
scenosta” i homoseksualnite odnosi pome|u vozrasni 
lica.52 Isto taka, mo`e da se osporuva i retori~kata 
upotreba na „avtenti~nite ~uvstva na gnasewe” vo 
argumentativni celi. Nesomneno, mo`at da se nave­
dat mnogu istoriski primeri na avtenti~ni ~uvstva 
na gnasewe od samata pomisla na „sodomijata”. Dali 
takvite bezdrugo avtenti~ni ~uvstva na gnasewe pri 
samata pomisla na masturbacija i oralen seks (kako 
oblici na „sodomija”) mo`at da bidat pottik za pro­
fesorot Muhi} moralno da gi osudi masturbacijata 
i oralniot seks denes? Ili duri da povika na nivno 
povtorno kriminalizirawe?

Isto taka, onie {to nastojuvaat da ja poistovetat 
homoseksualnosta so „odvratniot” incest ~estopati 
prenebregnuvaat edna mo{ne bitna razlika. Aktite 
na incest pretstavuvaat krivi~no delo, za razlika 
od homoseksualnite akti koi vo najgolem del od sve­

already tested some strategies of formally unveiling the 
“logical certainty” these arguments claim. It is also use-
ful to point out historical examples where incest already 
failed in argumentation  - for instance, in the arguments 
that the state has the right to forbid marriages between 
people of different races. 51 After decriminalizing mar-
riage between people of different races, the flood did not 
destroy the state of Missouri even though it had been an-
nounced by the supporters of the “slippery slope” rheto-
ric. They too, without doubt, experienced authentic fee-
lings of disgust at the very thought of marriage between 
a “white” woman and a “black” man. 

Another possible strategy is exposing the arguments 
where disgust functions as a reason for illegality, as 
done by Martha Nussbaum regarding the arguments for 
criminalizing “obscenity” and homosexual relationships 
between adults.52 Also,  the rhetorical use of “authentic 
feelings of disgust” in argumentative purposes can be 
challenged. Undoubtedly it is easy to evoke many his-
torical examples of authentic feelings of disgust at the 
very thought of “sodomy.” Have these unquestionably 
authentic feelings of disgust at the very thought of mas-
turbation and oral sex (as forms of “sodomy”) triggered 
professor Muhic to morally condemn masturbation and 
oral sex today, or even call for their re-criminalization? 

In addition, those who insist on associating homo-
sexuality with “disgusting” incest often ignore a very 
important difference. The acts of incest are a criminal 
offence, whereas homosexual acts in most parts of the 
world have been decriminalized. The results of the com-
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tot se dekriminalizirani. Rezultatite od kompa­
rativnata analiza na razli~ni zakonski re{enija 
za incestot se dovolno ilustrativni za toa deka 
nemame nedvosmislen koncept za „odvratniot” in­
cest. Na primer, dali negenitalnata penetracija i 
oralniot seks se podrazbiraat vo definicijata na 
„incestot?”53 Potoa, dali zabranata na incestot bi 
trebalo da se odnesuva samo na krvni srodnici ili 
i na ~lenovi od semejstvoto koi ne se vo krvno srod­
stvo?54

„Argumentite” deka „odvratniot” incest }e ni se iz­
molkne od Pandorinata kutija na zloto ako ja toleri­
rame ne pomalku „odvratnata” homoseksualnost, 
pretpostavuvaat deka incestot e neproblemati~en 
poim, kade {to granicite se mo{ne jasno postaveni. 
No, incestot ne e problemati~en samo kako prav­
na kategorija, tuku i kako psihoanaliti~ki poim. 
Navistina, {to pretstavuva incestot – dali e toa 
poreknata fantazija ili izvr{en akt; dali e toa 
memorija, nastan, ili `elba?55 Ako za Xudit Batler 
ima nedoumici vo pogled na na{eto poimawe na in­
cestot, za nea nema nedoumici vo pogled na toa kako 
incest­tabuto mo`e da slu`i kako instrument za 
isklu~uvawe na homoseksualnata qubov:

„Imeno, ako za incest tabuto isto se pretpostavuva deka 
go instalira subjektot vo heteroseksualna normativnost, 
i ako, kako {to tvrdat nekoi, ova instalirawe e 
ovozmo`uva~kiot uslov za simboli~ki ili kulturno 
inteligibilen `ivot, toga{ homoseksualnata 
qubov se javuva kako neinteligibilno vo ramkite na 
inteligibilnoto: qubov za koja nema mesto vo imeto na 
qubovta, pozicija vo ramkite na familijarnosta {to 
ne e nikakva pozicija.”56

Mo`niot zaklu~ok deka homoseksualnata qubov e 
simboli~ki i kulturno neinteligibilna forma na 

parative analysis on different legal regulations of incest 
sufficiently illustrate the fact that we have an ambigious 
concept of “disgusting” incest. For instance, are non-
genital penetration and oral sex under the definition of 
“incest?”53 Also, would the ban over incest apply only to 
blood relations or also to members of the family that are 
not related by blood?54 

The “arguments” that “disgusting” incest will sneak out of 
Pandora’s box if we do not tolerate the equally “disgust-
ing” homosexuality, assume that incest is an unproble-
matic concept with clearly set boundaries. However, in-
cest is not only problematic as a legal category, but also 
as a psychoanalytical concept. Truly, what is incest – is it 
a disavowed fantasy, or a performed act; is it a memory, 
event, or desire? 55 If Judith Butler doubts our perception 
of incest, she has no doubts over the incest taboo as an 
instrument of excluding homosexual love: 

“For if the incest taboo is also what is supposed to install 
the subject in heterosexual normativity, and if, as some ar-
gue, this installation is the condition of possibility for a sym-
bolically or culturally intelligible life, then homosexual love 
emerges as the unintelligible within the intelligible: a love 
that has no place in the name of love, a position within kin-
ship that is no position.”56

The possible conclusion that homosexual love is sym-
bolically and culturally an unintelligible form of life is 
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`ivot, sleduva od somnitelnite psihoanaliti~ki 
premisi deka incest­tabuto go „instalira subjektot 
vo heteroseksualna normativnost” i deka takvoto 
instalirawe e „ovozmo`uva~ki uslov za eden sim­
boli~ki ili kulturno inteligibilen `ivot”. 
Tokmu zatoa, Batler se zalaga za preispituvawe i 
povtorno promisluvawe na ulogata na zabranata za 
incestot vo psihoanalizata. Vo taa nasoka, taa ja 
promisluva zabranata za incestot i kako za{tita od 
zloupotreba (eksploatacija na qubovta na deteto), 
i kako instrument za zloupotreba (isklu~uvawe na 
homoseksualnata qubov od heteroseksualno­norma­
tivnata sfera prifatena kako obrazec za inteli­
gibilnosta).

Strategijata na Batler e radikalno subverzivna: 
nasproti tendencioznite „argumenti” deka uriva­
weto na edno tabu (homoseksualnosta) vodi kon uri­
vawe na drugi tabua (incestot), taa se nadeva deka 
demistificiraweto na eden psihoanaliti~ki 
mit (za formativnata uloga na incest­tabuto) }e 
ovozmo`i de­tabuizirawe na homoseksualnata 
qubov. Strategijata na Batler e naso~ena protiv
instrumentalizacijata na incest­tabuto vo funk­
cija na obezbeduvawe potkrepa na nastojuvawata za 
kulturno obezvrednuvawe na homoseksualnata qubov.  
Demistifikuvaweto na incestot (kako fenomen ~ie 
spomenuvawe e dovolen razlog za predizvikuvawe 
na gnasewe kaj ogromen broj konzervativci), e 
neophodno za „transgresirawe na granicite” na 
heteroseksualnata normativnost i za sozdavawe na 
simboli~ki i kulturen prostor za homoseksualnata 
qubov kako legitimna i kulturno inteligibilna 
forma na dostoinstven `ivot.

a result of the dubious psychoanalytic premises that the 
incest taboo “installs the subject in heterosexual norma-
tivity” and that such installment is “a condition of pos-
sibility for a symbolically or culturally intelligible life.” 
It is precisely for this reason that Butler supports the 
reviewing and reconsidering of the role played by the 
prohibition of incest in the psychoanalysis. Hence, she 
reconsiders the ban over incest both as protection from 
abuse (exploitation of the love of the child) and as an in-
strument of abuse (excluding homosexual love from the 
heterosexual-normative sphere accepted as the matrix of 
intelligibility).

Butler’s strategy is radically subversive: in opposition 
to the tendentious “arguments” that the destruction of 
a taboo (homosexuality) leads to the destruction of other 
taboos (incest), she hopes that demystifying a psycho-
analytical myth (about the formative role of the incest 
taboo) will enable the taboo of homosexual love to be 
lifted. Butler’s strategy is directed against the instrumen-
tation of the incest taboo in providing support for the at-
tempts for cultural devaluation of homosexual love. The 
demystification of incest (as a phenomenon whose men-
tion is sufficient reason to elicit disgust in a large num-
ber of conservatives) is necessary for “transgressing the 
boundaries” of heterosexual normativity and creating a 
symbolical and cultural space for homosexual love as a 
legitimate and culturally intelligible form of respectable 
life. 

Translated from Macedonian by Rumena Bužarovska
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Bele{ki: 

1. Granicite na slobodata i izborot: Homoseksual­
nosta vo Republika Makedonija (Skopje: Helsin{ki 
komitet za ~ovekovi prava na Republika Makedonija 
i Centar za ~ovekovi prava i razre{uvawe na kon­
flikti, 2002).

2. Anketata e izvedena so 1600 ispitanici ({to pret­
stavuva najmal reprezentativen primerok za popu­
lacijata na Republika Makedonija), pretstavnici na 
~etirite najgolemi etni~ki zaednici vo Republika 
Makedonija (makedonska, albanska, turska i romska), 
so pribli`no ednakov broj na `eni i ma`i i ramno­
merna zastapenost na ~etiri vozrasni grupi (18­25, 
26­37, 38­50 i nad 50 godini).

3. Spored analizata „Ovoj stav go zastapuvaat 24.6% od 
anketiranite so visoko obrazovanie, nasproti 68% 
od anketiranite so nezavr{eno osnovno obrazovanie. 
Razlikata e isto taka mnogu golema kaj pripadnicite 
na razli~ni etni~ki zaednici (12.30% Makedonci 
nasproti 45% Albanci).”

4. I pokraj toa {to samo 48,1% od u~esnicite ne go za­
stapuvaa stavot deka  „Za seksot i seksualnite opre­
delbi ne treba [voop{to] da se zboruva.”

5. Vidi Anthony Giddens, Runaway World (New York: 
Routledge, 2000), 70.

6. Pred s$, problemot na diskriminacijata vrz os­
nova na seksualna orientacija i postojanata zakana 
za socijalno isklu~uvawe vo site sferi od `ivotot. 
(Spored rezultatite od anketata, 46% od anketira­
nite smetaat deka homoseksualcite vo Makedonija se 
diskriminirani.)

7. Zaedni~ko za avtorite na argumentite {to }e gi ana­
lizirame vo ovoj tekst e toa {to stanuva zbor za vi­
soko­kvalifikuvani edukatori koi se neposredno 
vklu~eni vo obrazovniot proces na mladite.

Notes: 

1. The Boundaries of Freedom and Choice: Homosexuali-
ty in the Republic of Macedonia (Skopje: Helsinki Com-
mittee for Human Rights in the Republic of Macedonia 
and Center for Human Rights and Conflict Resolution, 
2002).

2. The survey was carried out with 1600 surveyed individu-
als (the smallest representative sample for the population 
of the Republic of Macedonia), representatives of the four 
largest ethnic communities in the Republic of Macedonia 
(Macedonian, Albanian, Turkish and Roma), with an ap-
proximately equal number of men and women and equal 
distribution of the four adult groups (18-25, 26-37, 38-50 
and over 50).

3. According to the analysis “This is the opinion of 24.6% 
of the surveyed with higher education, as opposed to the 
68% who have not completed their elementary education. 
The difference is large with members of different ethnic 
groups (12.30% Macedonians as opposed to 45% Alba-
nians).”

4. Even though only 48.1% of the participants did not agree 
that “Sex and sexual orientation should not be discussed 
[at all].”

5. Cf. Anthony Giddens. Runaway World (New York: Rout-
ledge, 2000), 70.

6. Mainly, the problem of discrimination based on sexual 
orientation and the continuous threat of social exclusion 
in all realms of life. (According to the results of the survey, 
46% of the surveyed believe that homosexuals in Macedo-
nia are discriminated against.)

7. What is common about the authors of the analyzed argu-
ments in this text is that they are highly qualified educa-
tors directly involved in the education of the youth.
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8. Solun~ev, Risto, „Koj e ovde, vpro~em, homoseksu­
alec?”, Forum 146 (2004).

9. Duri i za narodnite prikazni kade {to se govori 
za istopolov seks, „so sigurnost se znae deka se pri­
fateni od drugite narodi”. (Parafraziran e Kiril 
Penu{liski).

10. Ona {to go krepi Makedonecot da ne padne tolku ni­
sko, spored avtorot, e toa {to „sme s$ u{te svesni za 
padnatosta na ~ovekoviot eros”.

11. Spored ovie rezultati, 44,3% od ispitanicite (55,6% 
­ od 18­25 godini) odgovorile potvrdno na pra{aweto 
„Dali nekoga{ ste zapoznale nekoj homoseksualec?”

12. „Makedonecot e sega na raspa}e, vo opasnost da izleze 
od bitieto i da go proma{i svojot eros... Antivita­
lizmot e pogre{en pogled za eden narod koj e poln so 
`ivotni sokovi, a duri sega mu pretstojat megdani za 
poka`uvawe na kreativnosta. Toj narod ima pravo na 
svoj sopstven diskurs, koj go gleda homoseksualizmot 
i site drugi dekadentni pojavi kako ni~kosan eros i 
kako bolest na du{ata [...]”

13. „[...] jasno e deka individuata ne mo`e da bide 
pogolema od svojot narod [...]”

14. „Mnogu e jasno deka homoseksualizmot e biolo{ki 
}or­sokak, bidej}i dvajca od ist pol ne mo`at da 
sozdadat `ivot ­ ednostavno, zatoa {to prirodata ne 
igra na toj na~in.”

15. Povtorno li tolku brgu zaboravivme koj s$ se slu`e{e 
so “genetski” argumenti?

16. Avtorot ne pravi razlika me|u simptom i naru{uvawe, 
a na momenti nitu pome|u psihologijata i psihi­
jatrijata.

8. Solun~ev, Risto, „Koj e ovde, vpro~em, homoseksu­
alec?”, Forum 146. (2004). (Risto Solunchev, “Who here, 
is in fact, a homosexual?,” Forum 146, 3 March, 2004.)

9. Even in folk tales where same-sex intercourse is men-
tioned, “it is certain that they are accepted by other na-
tions.” (Paraphrase of Kiril Penushliski).

10. What keeps Macedonians from not falling so low, accord-
ing to the author, is that “we are still conscious of the low 
fall of the human eros.”

11. According to these results, 44.3% of the surveyed (55.6 % 
in the age span 18-25) replied positively to the question 
“Have you ever met a homosexual?”

12. “The Macedonian today is at a crossroad, facing the dan-
ger of exiting the being and missing the eros… Anti-vita-
lism is a wrong aspect for a people full of the juices of life, 
a people that has only now begun to face prospects for 
exhibiting creativity. This people has the right to its own 
discourse which sees homosexuality and all other deca-
dent phenomena as toppled eros and as illness of the soul 
[...]” 

13. “[...] it is clear that the individual cannot be greater than 
its nation [...]”

14. “It is quite clear that homosexualism is a biological cul-
de-sac, since two people from the same sex cannot create 
life – simply because nature does not play in that way.”

15. Have we forgotten so soon who employed such “genetic” 
arguments?

16. The author again fails to make a distinction between a 
symptom and a disorder, at moments between psychol-
ogy and psychiatry, as well.
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17. „Vo bro{urata se paradira so sintagmata ‘avtonomija 
nad svoeto telo’, {to podrazbira deka treba da ni se 
ovozmo`i so nego da pravime {to sakame.” 

18. Sepak, ostanuva da visi vo vozduh neodgovorenoto 
pra{awe: {to li pravat vo krevet pove}eto ma`i koi 
stanale homoseksualci kako rezultat na erektilna 
disfunkcija?

19. [to i da zna~i toa. Bezdrugo, vo slu~ajov ne stanuva 
zbor za u{te eden filosofski „izam.”

20. Modernata „Evropska” civilizacija se bazira tokmu 
vrz etikata na ~ovekovite prava, i zabranata na dis­
kriminacija vrz site osnovi ­ vklu~itelno i vrz os­
nova na seksualnata orientacija.

21. Bezdrugo, i imperijata na Aleksandar Makedon­
ski („gr~ka,” ili ne ­ tuka e seedno) po~nala da se 
raspa|a vo momentot koga Aleksandar zaedno so svo­
jot qubovnik Hefajston (po primerot na Ahil i Pa­
trokle) trgnale vo istoriskiot pohod za osvojuvawe 
na dotoga{ poznatiot svet.

22. Vo „carstvoto nebesno”, vo koe sekoga{ se nao|alo 
mesto, i za onie {to vojuvale vo imeto na hristijan­
skiot bog, i za onie {to vojuvale vo imeto na islam­
skiot bog.

23. Kade {to e obrazuvan i obrazuva studenti avtorot na 
ovoj tekst kako asistent po Istorija na filosofi­
jata.

24. Ete u{te edna mo`nost za primena na marksisti~kata 
teorija za otu|uvaweto, tolku popularna na katedrata 
na koja {to raboti avtorot.

25. Risto Solun~ev, „Te{koto, Hajdeger i Hegel (Haremot 
Makedonija)” Forum 152, 2 septemvri, 2004. 

17. “The brochure parades with the phrase ‘autonomy over 
one’s own body’ suggesting we should be allowed to do 
whatever we desire with it.”

18. Nevertheless, the question remains unanswered: what 
do the men who became homosexuals due to erectile 
dysfunction do in bed?

19. Whatever that means. Clearly, this case does not suggest 
another philosophical “ism.”

20. Contemporary “European” civilization is based on the 
ethics of human rights and the prohibition of all types of 
discrimination – including the discrimination on the ba-
sis of sexual orientation.

21. Surely, Alexander the Great’s empire (“Greek” or not – it 
makes no difference here) began to fall apart when Alex-
ander and his lover Hephaestion (following Achilles and 
Patroclus’ example) set out on the historical expedition to 
conquer the yet unknown world.

22. There was always room in the “Kingdom of Heaven” for 
all those who waged war in the name of the Christian God 
as well as for those who waged war in the name of the

 Islamic God.

23. Where the author of this text was educated and currently 
educates students himself as an assistant professor in 
History of Philosophy.

24. This is another opportunity to practice the Marxist theory 
of alienation so popular at the Department where the au-
thor teaches.

25. Risto Solun~ev, „Te{koto, Hajdeger i Hegel (Haremot 
Makedonija)” Forum 152, 2 septemvri, 2004. [Risto 
Solunchev, "The Heavy One, Heidegger and Hegel (Haa-
rem Macedonia), Forum 152, September 2, 2004]
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26. Kerri Houston, ”Diplomatic Missteps: The State Depart-
ment works for the American Left in Macedonia,” January 
06, 2004. http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/
houston200401060853.asp

27. Iako zborot „konzervativen” vo na{iot sekojdneven 
govor se upotrebuva prvenstveno vo omalova`uva~ka 
smisla.

28. Daniel Don~ev, „Soo~i se so razli~nosta!”, Utrin­
ski Vesnik, br. 1317, 8 noemvri 2003. ”Pogre{no e 
toa {to ambasadata na SAD dava pari za bilbordi 
koi go promoviraat homoseksualniot na~in na `ive­
ewe, pogre{no e {to toa se pravi vo edna zemja so 
pokonzervativni vrednosti i pogre{no e zatoa {to 
postojat ogromen broj drugi pova`ni ekonomski i 
socijalni problemi”.

29. „Vo Makedonija e normalno duri i eden Helsin{ki 
komitet da n$ terorizira so pravata na homosek­
sualcite, a pritoa za istiot da ne e tolku su{tinski 
problemot na 40% nevraboteni, na koi im e uskrateno 
pravoto na rabota i na leb.” (Risto Solun~ev, „Te{­
koto, Hajdeger i Hegel (Haremot Makedonija)”, Forum, 
broj 152, 2 septemvri, 2004.) Se razbira, avtorot na 
ovoj argument ne objasnuva zo{to i samiot toj odlu~il 
da napi{e obemen tekst vo koj }e ne „terorizira” so 
ne tolku su{tinski problemi, namesto da napi{e 
„su{tinski tekst” za toa kako da se razre{i problemot 
na 40% nevraboteni. 

30. Vladika Metodij Zlatanov, „Ne prifa}am razli~­
nosti, tuku li~nosti,” Nedelno vreme, 11 dekemvri, 
2005, 20­21. 

31. „Identifikuvawe na LGBT populacijata vo Republika 
Makedonija ­ 2004/2005 godina (rezultati od spro­
vedena anketa)” (Skopje: Helsin{ki komitet za ~ove­
kovi prava na Republika Makedonija & MASSO, 2005). 

26. Kerri Houston, “Diplomatic Missteps: The State Depart-
ment works for the American Left in Macedonia,” Janu-
ary 6, 2004. http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/
houston200401060853.asp

27. Although the word “conservative” in everyday speech is 
primarily used pejoratively.

28. Daniel Doncev, “Face the difference!,” Utrinski Vesnik, 
No. 1317, November 8, 2003. (Daniel Don~ev, „Soo~i 
se so razli~nosta!”, Utrinski Vesnik, br. 1317, 8 no­
emvri 2003.): “It is wrong for the US Embassy to sponsor 
billborads promoting a homosexual way of life, it is wrong 
to do this in a country cherishing more conservative values 
and it is wrong because there are an enormous number of 
other, more important economic and social problems.”

29. “In Macedonia it is even normal that the Helsinki 
 Committee can terrorize us with the rights of homo-

sexuals, but at the same time act as if the problem of 40% 
unemployed without the rights of work and bread is not 
so essential“ (Risto Soluncev, "The Heavy One, Heidegger 
and Hegel (Haarem Macedoni)," Forum 152, 2 Septem-
ber, 2004). Of course, the author of this argument does 
not explain why he himself decided to write a lengthy 
text in which he will “terrorize” us with not so essential 
problems, instead of writing an “essential text” about 
solving the problem of the 40% unemployed.

30. Vladika Metodij Zlatanov, „Ne prifa}am razli~­
nosti, tuku li~nosti,” Nedelno vreme, 11 dekemvri, 
2005, 20­21. (Bishop Metodij Zlatanov “I Do Not Accept 
Differences, But Personalities” Nedelno Vreme, Decem-
ber 11, 2005, 20-21).

31. “Identification of LGBT population in the Republic of 
Macedonia - 2004/2005 (results from a survey taken),“ 
(Skopje: Helsinki Committee for Human Rights of the Re-
public of Macedonia & MASSO, 2005). According to the 
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(”Identification of LGBT* population in the Republic of 
Macedonia - 2004/2005 (results from a survey taken)” 
(Skopje: Helsinki Committee for Human Rights of the 
Republic of Macedonia & MASSO, 2005). Spored rezul­
tatite od istra`uvaweto, 151 lice od 1573 ispitani­
ci potvrdno odgovorile na pra{aweto „Dali s$  u{te 
imate seksualni odnosi so lice od ist pol?” Od niv, 
43 lica ja definirale svojata seksualna orientacija 
kako „isklu~ivo homoseksualna”, 25 kako „prvenstve­
no homoseksualna”, a 70 kako „biseksualna”. 

32. Na A1 televizijata, vo debatnata emisija „^umu”. 

33. U{te eden is~ekor vo odnos na prethodno analizi­
raniot tekst e deka „spekulaciite” na Vladikata ne go 
negiraat postoeweto na homoseksualci vo Republika 
Makedonija: „Poznavam lu|e za koi znam deka se 
homoseksualci. [to mislam jas za niv? Bi gi osudil 
li na smrt? Dali se vinovni ako se rodeni kako 
homoseksualci? Bi gi kaznil li? Bi gi prisilil li 
na popravno heteroseksualno odnesuvawe? Dali bi 
gi zatvoril vo homoseksualni geta ili logori? Bi 
se pravel li deka ne znam deka se poinakvi? Dali se 
homoseksualci ako ~uvstvuvaat takov afinitet ili ako 
se realizirani vo svojata orientacija? Bi se pla{el 
li da ne se zarazam od pederski virus ili sli~no? Bi 
se pla{el li da ne ispadnam seqak ako ka`am deka 
se frikovi? Bi se trudel li da ne ispadnam latenten 
homo ako se obidam da gi opravdam? Bi se trudel li da 
gi razberam, namesto da gi opravduvam? Dali e najkul 
slepo da gi prifatam? Dali so toa bi gi izneveril 
svoite principi?”

34. „Spored hristijanskata asketika, site sme povikani 
da go preobrazuvame sopstveniot eros [...]”

35. „Ona {to ne pravi razli~ni, odnosno nesli~ni na 
na{ata priroda e grevot”.

36. Iako kampawata na CG^P sugerira{e samo soo~uvawe 
so razli~nosta. 

results of the survey, 151 out of 1573 surveyed replied posi-
tively to the question “Do you still have sexual relations 
with a person from the same sex?” Out of these 43 defined 
their sexual orientation as “exclusively homosexual,” 25 
as “primarily homosexual, and 70 as “bisexual.”

32. During the debate show “Chumu” on A1 Television.

33. Another advance in comparision with the previously 
analyzed text is that the ‘speculations’ of Bishop Metodij 
do not deny the existence of homosexuals in the Republic 
of Macedonia:  “I am aquainted with people that I know 
are homosexuals. What do I think of them? Would I 
condemn them to death? Are they guilty for being born as 
homosexuals? Would I punish them? Would I force them 
to corrective heterosexual behavior? Would I imprison 
them in homosexual ghettos or concentration camps? 
Would I pretend I don’t know they are different? Are 
they homosexuals because they feel such inclinations or 
because they have realized their orientation? Would I be 
afraid of contracting a fag virus or something? Would I be 
afraid I’d look like an idiot if I say they are freaks? Would I 
try not to sound like a latent homo if I try to justify them? 
Would I try to understand instead of justify them? Is the 
coolest thing to blindly accept them? Would I let down all 
my principles if I did this?”

34. “According to Christian asceticism, we are all called upon 
to transform our own eros [...]”

35. “What makes us like or unlike our nature is sin.”

36. Even though the CCHR campaign only suggested facing 
differences.
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37. „^ove~koto pametewe izobiluva so ogromen dijapazon 
od razli~nosti. Dali imame kriterium spored 
koj }e znaeme kade da ja postavime granicata na 
kompromisot?” 

38. „Sekoja orientacija i preokupacija e premnogu li~na 
i premnogu skapocena za so nea da se mavta kako so 
zname.” 

39. ”Some bad arguments never die.” John Corvino, ”No Slip-
pery Slope,” Gay & Lesbian Review Worldwide, Vol. 7, 
Issue 3 (Summer 2000).

40. Cf. Donald J. West and Richard Green, Sociolegal Control 
of Homosexuality: A Multi-nation Comparison. (New 
York: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002): 6.

41. Cf. Federico Garza Carvajal, Butterflies Will Burn: Pros-
ecuting Sodomites in Early Modern Spain and Mexico. 
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 2003): 2.

42. Argumentot se pripi{uva na D­r Laura. Citirano 
spored John Corvino, ”No Slippery Slope,” Gay & Lesbian 
Review Worldwide, Vol. 7, Issue 3 (Summer 2000).

43. Ferid Muhić, ”Brda legla, doline se digle”, Crnogorski 
Monitor, 781, 2005. (http://www.monitor.cg.yu/arhiva/
a_781_14.html)

44. ”Sen. Rick Santorum’s Comments on Homosexuality in 
an AP Interview.” The Associated Press, April 22, 2003, 
http://www.sodomylaws.org/santorum/snnews006.
htm:

 „Ako Vrhovniot sud veli deka imate pravo na konsenzua­
len (gej) seks vo va{iot dom, toga{ vie imate pravo na 
bigamija, imate pravo na poligamija, imate pravo na in­
cest, imate pravo na prequba. Imate pravo na bilo {to.”

45. „Argumentot” ja gubi svojata te`ina ako kako ograni­
~uva~ki uslov za seksualnite vrski (i heterosek­

37. “Human memory abounds with a great range of differences. 
Are there criteria to determine where to set the limits of 
compromise?”

38. “Every orientation and preoccupation is too personal and 
too precious to wave around like a flag.”

39. ”Some bad arguments never die.” John Corvino, “No Slip-
pery Slope,” Gay & Lesbian Review Worldwide, Vol. 7, 
Issue 3 (Summer 2000).

40.	 Cf. Donals J. West and Richard Green, Sociolegal Con-
trol of Homosexuality: A Multi-nation Comparison (New 
York: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002): 6.

41. Cf. Federico Garza Carvajal, Butterflies Will Burn: Pros-
ecuting Sodomites in Early Modern Spain and Mexico. 
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 2003): 2.

42.	 The argument is ascribed to Dr. Laura. Quoted in John 
Corvino, “No Slippery Slope,” Gay & Lesbian Review 
Worldwide, Vol. 7, Issue 3 (Summer 2000). 

43. Ferid Muhić, “Brda legla, doline se digle”, Crnogorski 
Monitor, 781, 2005. (http://www.monitor.cg.yu/arhiva/
a_781_14.html)

44. “Sen. Rick Santorum’s Comments on Homosexuality in 
an AP Interview.” The Associated Press, April 22, 2003, 
http://www.sodomylaws.org/santorum/snnews006.
htm:

 “If the Supreme Court says that you have the right to consen-
sual [gay] sex within your home, then you have the right to 
bigamy, you have the right to polygamy, you have the right 
to incest, you have the right to adultery. You have the right to 
anything.”

45. “The argument” loses its value if non-incestuousness is 
added as a restricting condition for sexual relationships 
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sualnite i homoseksualnite) se nadopolni ne­inces­
tuoznosta. Na primer, kako {to uka`uva Korvino: 
”[...] we homosexuals are not asking to engage in polyg-
amy, incest, or bestiality. We are simply asking to engage 
in monogamous, non-incestuous relationships with peo-
ple we love — just like heterosexuals do.” (http://www.
indegayforum.org/authors/corvino/corvino59.html).

 Tuka, vo manir na profesorot (barawe vlakno vo jajce), 
bi mo`ele da mu zabele`ime: a {to ako vrskata ne e 
konsenzualna, ili ako ne e binarna? Kako odgovor, 
Korvino samo bi gi dopolnil ovie ograni~uva~ki us­
lovi {to va`at i za heteroseksualnite vrski.

46. Taka, ako profesorot se soglasuva deka incestuoznite 
odnosi se normalni, }e bide mnogu zabavno da se 
sledi kako samiot toj se obiduva da ja promovira 
sopstvenata incestuoznost vo normalen odnos. Ako 
pak ne ja brani tezata deka incestuoznite odnosi 
se ne{to normalno, toga{ i samiot treba da ka`e 
kade e razlikata na koja go gradi svoeto odbivawe 
da gi poistoveti ovie odnosi so svoeto zalagawe za 
normalnosta na heteroseksualnosta!

47. Korvino go tvrdi tokmu sprotivnoto: „[...] ima daleku 
pove}e heteroseksualen incest otkolku homoseksualen 
incest.” (John Corvino, ”Homosexuality and Morality, 
Part V: Retaining the Moral High Ground”, http://www.
indegayforum.org/authors/corvino/corvino3e.html)

48. Cf. Stanley Kurtz, ”The Libertarian Question: Incest, 
homosexuality, and adultery,” National Review, April 
30, 2003. http://www.nationalreview.com/kurtz/kurtz 
043003.asp.		Spored Kurc, kako {to tabuto protiv in­
cestot gi {titi decata od seksualna zloupotreba od 
drugite ~lenovi na semejstvoto, taka i tabuto protiv 
homoseksualnosta ima polezna funkcija – go {titi 
brakot. Spored nego, erozijata na edno tabu mo`e 
da dovede do erozija na drugite socijalno polezni 
tabua.

49. Courtney Megan Cahill, “Same-Sex Marriage, Slippery 
Slope Rhetorical, and the Politics of Disgust: A Critical 

(both heterosexual and homosexual). For instance, as 
pointed out by Corvino: “[...] we homosexuals are not as-
king to engage in polygamy, incest, or bestiality. We are 
simply asking to engage in monogamous, non-incestuous 
relationships with people we love — just like heterosexu-
als do.” John Corvino, “First Gays, Then Polygamists?” 
(http://www.indegayforum.org/authors/corvino/cor-
vino59.html). Here, in the manner of the professor (nit-
picking), we could remark: what if the relationship is not 
consensual and not binary? Instead of replying, Corvino 
would add the restricting conditions that apply to hetero-
sexual relationships, as well. 

46. Thus, if the professor agrees incestuous relationships are 
normal, it will be amusing to follow his attempt to promote 
his own incestuousness into a normal relationship. If he 
does not defend the thesis that incestious relationships 
are a normal thing, then he has to state the difference on 
which he bases his refusal to assosiate these relationships 
with his support of the normality of heterosexuality! 

47. Corvino claims the exact opposite: “[...] there is far more 
heterosexual incest than homosexual incest.” (John

 Corvino, “Homosexuality and Morality, Part V: Retaining 
the Moral High Ground,” http://www.indegayforum.org/
authors/corvino/corvino3e.html).

48.  Cf. Stanley Kurtz, “The Libertarian Question: Incest, homo-
sexuality, and adultery,” National Review, April 30, 2003. 
http://www.nationalreview.com/kurtz/kurtz043003.
asp. According to Kurtz, just as the taboo against incest 
protects children from the sexual abuse of other members 
of the family, the taboo against homosexuality has a use-
ful function – it protects marriage. According to him, the 
erosion of a taboo can lead to the erosion of other socially 
useful taboos. 

49. Courtney Megan Cahill, “Same-Sex Marriage, Slippery 
Slope Rhetorical, and the Politics of Disgust: A Critical 
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Perspective on Contemporary Family Discourse and the 
Incest Taboo,” Northwestern University Law Review, 
Vol. 99,  No. 4 (2005): 1561

50. Cf. Ibid., 1581.

51. Vrhovniot sud na Misuri, na primer, vo obrazlo`e­
nieto na svojata presuda Dr`avata protiv Xekson 
(1883) naveduva deka “dr`avata go ima istoto pravo 
da go regulira brakot vo ovoj pogled kako {to ima pra­
vo i da go zabrani brakot pome|u bratu~edi i drugi 
krvni vrski” (”the State has the same right to regulate 
marriage in this respect that it has to forbid the intermarri-
age of cousins and other blood relations.”) (Cf. Ibid., 1556).

52. Martha C. Nussbaum, ”Danger to Human Dignity: the 
Revival of Disgust and Shame in the Law.” Chronicle of 
Higher Education; June 8, Vol. 50 Issue 48 (2004): ”Such 
acts should be illegal, it has often been said, because the 
‘average man’ feels disgust when he thinks about them.”

53. Na primer, Kejhil naveduva sudski presudi vo koi in­
cestot se tretira samo kako penisno­vaginalna pen­
etracija (Cf. Cahill, 1560). Zakonskata odredba protiv 
incest („rodoskvernavewe”) vo Republika Makedonija 
podrazbira genitalna penetracija („obquba”),  dodeka 
„rodoskvernaveweto” so dete (pod 14 god.) podrazbira 
i „drugo polovo dejstvo”.

54. Dali zabranata za incest treba da se odnesuva i na 
o~uvot i ma}eata, polubratot i polusestrata? [to 
stanuva so razvedenite o~uvi, kako vo slu~ajot na Vu­
di Alen? Vo zavisnost od pravnite normi, ona {to 
vo nekoja dr`ava se smeta za incestuozno, vo druga 
dr`ava toa mo`e da ne potpa|a pod definicijata na 
incestot.

55. Cf. Judith Butler, ”Quandaries of the Incest Taboo” in 
Undoing Gender (New York: Taylor & Francis Routledge, 
2004): 153.

56. Ibid., 160. 

Perspective on Contemporary Family Discourse and the 
Incest Taboo,” Northwestern University Law Review, 
Vol. 99,  No. 4 (2005): 1561

50. Cf. Ibid., 1581.

51. The Supreme Court of Missouri, for instance, in the 
explication of its verdict State vs. Jackson (1883) claims 
that “the State has the same right to regulate marriage in 
this respect that it has to forbid the intermarriage of cous-
ins and other blood relations.” (Cf. Ibid., 1556).

52. Martha C. Nussbaum. “Danger to Human Dignity: the 
Revival of Disgust and Shame in the Law.” Chronicle of 
Higher Education; June 8, Vol. 50 Issue 48 (2004): “Such 
acts should be illegal, it has often been said, because the 
‘average man’ feels disgust when he thinks about them.”

53. For example, Cahill mentions court verdicts in which in-
cest is regarded only as a penis-vagina penetration (Cf. 
Cahill, 1560). The legal regulations against incest in the 
Republic of Macedonia refers to genital penetration, 
whereas incest with a child (below the age of 14) refes to 
“other sexual action” as well. 

54. Should the prohibition of incest refer to the stepfather 
and stepmother, the half-brother and half-sister? What 
about divorced stepfathers, such as in Woody Allen’s 
case? Depending on legal norms, what one country may 
consider incestuous, may not be under the definition of 
incest in another country. 

55. Cf. Judith Butler, “Quandaries of the Incest Taboo” in 
Undoing Gender (New York: Taylor & Francis Routledge, 
2004):153.

56. Ibid., 160.


