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Xapko

TpajaHoCKM CeHuwTeETO HA

XOMOCEKCYaNnHOCTa KpPYXKu
Hap MakepoHuja

Enxo cenumre kpyku Haj MakeZloHHja - CEHHUIIITETO
Ha xoMoceKcyasHocTa. CuTe CHIM Ha KOH3epBaTUBHATA
MakesioHHja cramuja BO CBET COjy3 3a Jla TO €r30opIiu-
paar oBa ceHure: MakejoHCKaTa IpaBOCIaBHA I[PKBA,
HenmaMmckara Bepcka 3aef[HUIA, eTHO-HAIMOHAIMCTHY-
KUTe MOJUTUYKY NapTUH, AypU U nopaHemHuoT I1per-
cenaten Ha PemybGiuka Maxkenmonuja. Bo mpuiioror
IITO CJIeAW, Ke WJIyCTPHUPaM KaKO OBHE IOJUTHYKHI
,ACTEPYBAUYM Ha JyXOBU“ Oea MOAAPIKAaHHU O] HEKOJIKY
KpeaTopHy Ha jaBHOTO MUCJIEhE KOU ITOHY/IH]ja ,,HETTOOUB-
JINBU apryMEHTHU“ IMPOTHUB XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTA, MPOTUB
YOBEKOBUTE IIpaBa Ha He-XeTepOCEeKCyasluTe, 1a Jypu
Y IPOTHUB CAMHUOT KOHIIENT 32 YOBEKOBU ITpaBa.

OTBOpameTo Ha jaBHaTa Jebara 3a XOMOCEKCYyaJHOCTA
Y YOBEKOBUTe IIpaBa Ha HexeTepoceKcyasluTe Oerre
IIPOBOLIMPAHO O IMybsuKkanujaTa ,['paHunuTe Ha CJI0-
O6omata 1 u360poT: XoMoceKcyastHOcTa BO PemyOsnka
Makenonunja.“* Bo ciomeHnarara myosukaiuja 6ea mper-
CTaBeHU pe3yJITaTUTe OJf CIIPOBeJleHaTa aHKeTa 3a Iep-
IenIyjaTa Ha XOMOCeKcyasiHocTa BO Pemybsinika Make-
JloHwja.” AHaju3aTa Ha CTAaBOBUTE U MHCJEHmATa Ha
aHKETHUpaHUTEe TparaHu 00eJo/leHU 3aIpenacTyBauyKu
MO/IATOLIM: CaMO 25,40 TPOLEHTH O/ UCIUTAHUIIUTE
M3pasuiie COrJIaCHOCT CO CTaBOT ,XOMOCEKCYaJHOCTA ja
cMeTaM 3a HEIITO HOPMAJIHO;“ Aypu 3a 64,1 TPOIEHT

Zarko

Trajanoski The Spectre of

Homosexuality is Haunting
Macedonia

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.”' The pub-
lication featured the results of a survey regarding the
perception of homosexuality in the Republic of Macedo-
nia.” 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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O/l VCIUTAHUIIUTE ,XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTa € OOJIeCT WJIN
MICUXUYKO [TIOPEMETYBAIbE;" a caMo 51,7 IPOLIEHTH He ce
COTrJIacyBaaT CO CTaBOT JIeKa ,, XOMOCEKCyasIHOCTa Tpeba
Jla Ouje ka3HWBaA co 3akoH!“ ako XOMOCeKCyasTHUTe
akTH Oea IEKPUMUHAIM3UPAHU BO 1996 TOJT., CO CTABOT
JleKa XOMOCeKcyasiHocTa Tpeba /1a ce eHaJIu3upa ce co-
IJ1IacyBaatr Jypu 34,2 MPOIEHTH Of ucnutanuiure (of
KOU 17,3 BO 11eJ10CT)!?

Pesysratute o7 mybnkanujata 6ea HEIOCPEAEH TOBOJ,
3a J]a IOYHe IMOOTBOPEHO Jia ce 300pyBa BO jaBHOCTA 3a
CEeKCOT U 3a CeKcyayJiHaTa opueHTamuja.* Pesyararture
oJ1 aHKeTaTa Oea MCKOPHMCTEHH M BO jaBHATa KaMIlamba
Ha [II'YII xoja ro mpomMoBupaiie caoraHot ,,Coouu ce
co paznaukure!“ HemocpesHo moroa ce ciaydu GoOpMHu-
pambe W Ha JPYr'dM OpraHu3alliH, ce CIPOBEA0a APYrd
HCTpakyBaiba, ce MOKpeHaa JApyrd HHUIujaTuBu. He-
KOJIy TOAMHU TOJOI[HA, cJI000AHO MOKEMeE Jja KaskeMe
neka Pemybsimka MakesioHWja He € Beke eHa 07 MaJl-
KyTe 3eMjH BO CBETOT Kajie IIITO HeEMa HHTEH3UBHA pac-
IpaBa 3a CeKCcyajHaTa €IHAKBOCT, 3a PEryJHparbeTo
Ha CEeKCyaJIHOCTa M HAHWHATa Ha cemejctBoTo.” Ce OT-
BOPH paclipaBa M BO II€YaTEHUTE U BO €JIEKTPOHCKHUTE
MeIuyMH, a BO Hea ce BKJIy4Hja U OJipeJieH Opoj jaBHU
JIMYHOCTH U ITPETCTABHUIIY HA MTOJIUTUYKH [TapPTHH.

Bo 0B0j TekcT ke pasriieziaMe /ies1 07 apIyMEHTHUTE KOH Ce
jaBHja KaKo peakiifja Ha OOUIUTE 3a CEH3UOWIU3NPahe
Ha jaBHOTO MUCJIEHhE BO IOTJIe/] Ha IMPOOJIEMUTE CO KON
ce COOUyBaaT XOMOCEKCyalIlnuTe.® ApryMeHTUTe ce U3-
HECEHHM Off TPHU MO3WIUH: a) TPAAUIMOHATHUCTHUYKA,
TEOJIONIKO-HAIIMOHAIUCTHYKA ITO3UIIAja O] CTpaHa Ha
ezieH rpodecop 1o purocodpwuja; 6) MPKOBHA, TEOIOIIKA
MMO3HUIIMja Ha efieH yrieaeH Biaguka (wiedH Ha CBETHOT
cunoy Ha MIILI); B) putocodceka (,,eceHnpjayucTuuka®),
MMO3HUIIMja Ha e/IeH YIJIefieH YHUBEP3UTETCKU Tpodecop
o ¢pusocodwuja.’

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.’

The results of the publication triggered a more open
public discussion on sex and sexual orientation.* 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.> 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.® 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.’
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Herupatwe Ha xomoceKcyanHocTa Bo Peny6smnka
MakepoHuja

Enen on mpBUTe WHTEJIEKTyaJIHH OOWJIM jaBHO Ja ce
apryMeHTHpa IPOTUB WHUIIMjaTUBUTE 3a IIpaBa Ha XO-
MOCEKCYaJIIIUTE, ¥ IPOTUB XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTA BOOIIIIITO,
ro perucrpupame Bo cnucaHuero ,,Popym®, Bo TEKCTOT
CO KOHTpOBep3eH HacsoB ,,Koj e oBze, BOpoueM, Xo-
Mocekcyasnen?“® Yiire co HacJI0BOT, aBTOPOT Ha TEKCTOT
AQHTUIUIINPA eJIeH O] KIIyYHUTe apTyMeHTH IPOTUB aHa-
JM3UTe Ha Iybsmkanwjara ,['paHUIUTEe HA cyIo0omaTa
u u3bopot: XomocekcyasHocta Bo PemybGsiimka Make-
JIOHUja“ ¥ IpOTUB jaBHATa Kammama Ha lleHTapor 3a
rparaHcKu 1 YoBeKoBH mpasa (L[I'YII):

»UTYII cekoram onepupa co GUKTUBHU OpPOjKHU, a IpUTOA
rOBOPH JieKa BO MakesoHMja ©Ma MHOTY XOMOCEKCYaJIIH,
a ce jaBwie caMoO Tpojua, Ouzejku ApPYrUTe ce ILIAIIAT
0Jl HETOJIEPAHTHOCTA HA OMNIITECTBOTO. Bo mpuHIum e

L3

HECEepHO3HO Jia Ce “TEPOPUBUPA CO MPETIIOCTABKY .

ABTOpOT To KopucTu (pakToT feka Bo PenmyOmka Make-
JIOHUja TOrall HeMa jaBHU JIMYHOCTH IITO ja JeKJIapu-
pasie cBojaTa XOMoOceKcyasiHa opueHTanuja. EgHa o
OCHOBHHUTE IIPETIIOCTaBKU BO TeKCTOT ,Koj e oBxe,
BIIPOYEM, XOMOCEKCyasen?,” e eka XOMOCEeKCyaTHOCTa
He My e CBOjcTBeHa Ha MakesIoOHeIoT, /IeKa XOMOCEKCY-
aJIHOCTA € HeIITO CBOjCTBEHO Ha Jipyra IUBUJIN3AIU]a,
mTo cera MakeZoHenoT e iipuHydeH 1a ro npudaru:

»~MaKeOHENOT e JajIeKy O 0Ba. 3aT0a e DeCMICJIEHO HaCIa
KYJITYPOJIOLIKY /1a Ce YHUINTYBA, IPUHYAYBajku ce cebecu
nHbepropHO Aa pudaty ce of Ipyra HuBUiIn3anuja.”

OuursiefHO, aBTOPOT HA TEKCTOT MMa IpobsieM co
npudakameTo Ha GaKTOT JeKa HeKOW MakesoHIU ce
XOMOCeKCyasIIy. 3a Hero, ceelliailia ujieja Ha ,MaKeJI0H-

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?”® 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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CTBOTO" € HECIIOHBA CO 2pesoill Ha ,XOMOCEKCYaTM3MOT".
[ToBeKemaTH BO TEKCTOT ce Cyrepupa Jieka XOMoceKcyasl-
HOCTA € HEIITO Tyro 3a MaKeJIOHCKUOT Hapoy.® Tyroro ce
JIO’KMBYBAa KaKO 3aKaHa KOja IIITO HaCKJIa KyJITYPOJIOIIKHI
ke ro yHUIITA MaKeJIOHEIOT, KOj € JIOBe/IeH BO CHUTya-
1uHja nHPEPUOPHO, M1 HEKPUTHUYKH, J1a TprdakKa ce mTo
nmoara ox EBporma:

»,Ce HaMeTHyBa MpalllambeTo: JaIk HHe, KaKO Hapoa-Cy0jeKT
(a He 0bjexT), MOXKEME J1a OCTaHEME HAJBOP O CUCTEMOT,
Jlayii MOpa HEKPUTHYKHU Jia To nmpudatuMe cexoe ryope Ha
Espomna?“

ITpuTtoa, Ha XOMOCEKCyasTHOCTA He Ce aJIy/Iupa caMo KaKo
Ha ,,fyope Ha EBpona,” TyKy 1 Kako Ha 3aKaHa KOja IIITO
MO2Ke /1a JIoBeZie /10 maj, Ha MakeZOHeI[0T KaKo YOBeK.
W HTEepecHO, 1 He TOMAJIKy CUMIITOMAaTHUYHO, € JIeKa KaKo
spelipe3eHTaTUBeH IpUMepoK‘ Ha MakesioHell e 3e-
MeH TOKMY IIpajieZloTo Ha CaMUOT aBTOP, KOj ,,...IIPBIIAT
ce COOUMJI CO H7iejaTa 3a XOMOCEKCYaJIM3MOT U 3a COJ-
oMHUjaTa, Torall Kora HeKoj mpujares gomiosa ox [lapus
U My KakaJsl Jieka TaMmy Toa e ‘mH’?!“ JloToraii, ako My
BepyBaMe Ha IIPa/ieJIoTO Ha aBTOPOT, ,,10j HUKOraml He
MO2KeJI J1a IOMUCJIY JIeKa YOBEKOT MOJKe /1a TajiHe TOJIKY
HHCKO.“ BO 0BOj KOHTEKCT, HJlejaTa 3a XOMOCEKCYaTHOC-
Ta ce JI0’KMBYBAa KaKO HajHU30K MOpAJIeH I1a/] Ha YOBe-
koT." IIpuToa, moBefieHN cMe BO cUTyanuja sia Tpeba aa
npudaruMe JieKka OHa IITO HEKOrall BaXkeJsio 3a Ipaje-
JIOTO Ha aBTOPOT, Ou Tpebasio /ja BaXKu 3a CUTE CeraniHu
MaxenoH1IH.

Kaxo 1rto MozkeMe Jja BUZIUMe, O/1 e/lHa CTPaHa, aHAJIU3U-
Te Ha pe3yJTaTuTe O/ UCTPaKyBauKaTa aHKeTa CIIpOBe-
JleHa Ha peIpe3eHTAaTHBEH IMPUMEPOK (2002 roj.) ce
HeTrMpaHU KaKO HECepuO3HO ,TEPOpU3HUpaIe CO IIpeT-
nmoctaBku.“"* OJ Apyra cTpaHa mak, He cTaHyBa 300p 3a
»TEPOPU3HUPabe CO IPETIOCTABKU * KOTAa aBTOPOT TBPAU
HEIIITO 32 cuTe MakeZJOHIIU caMO Bp3 OCHOBA HAa UCKa30T

it impossible to relate to the sin of “homosexuality.” The
text suggests many times that homosexuality is some-
thing foreign for the Macedonian people.” 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.'’ 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.

Itis 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.” 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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Ha HETrOBHUOT IPAaJie/I0, KOj He KUBeeJ HUTY BO HAIIIETO
BpeMe, HUTY BO IIOCTOJHUTe TpaHUIM Ha Pemybimka
MakenoHuja.

XoMOCeKCyanHoCTa Kako OnacHocT 3a ,,6uTueTo Ha
MakepoHeuot”

YnorpeOyBajku HeCEKOjHEBEH CIUIET O HAI[MOHA-
JIMCTUYKH U TEOJIONIKH aprYMEHTH, aBTOPOT Ha TEKCTOT
»,KOj € oBze, BIpPOYEM, XOMOCEKCyaseln?“ TH Ipesy-
IIpeZlyBa CBOMTE YHTATEJIM 3a HajoaradykaTra OIacHOCT
ox EBpoma. IIpuToa, HAMOHAIHUCTUYKHATE CEHTUMEHTH
ce MCKOPHCTEHHU 3a J1a ce 00e3BPeIHN XOMOCEKCYaTHOC-
Ta KaKo ,IIpOMalllyBalhe Ha epocoT"/,HUIKOcaH epoc”,
KaKo ,JieKaJleHTHa I10jaBa“, Kako ,00JiecT Ha aymiata“.'
Jypu u fa npudaTHMe JieKa CeKOj Hapo, HMa IIpaBo Ha
CBOj COIICTBEH JUCKYPC, aBTOPOT HE KaXKyBa OJ1 KaJie TOK-
My TOj MMa MpaBo Aa 360pyBa BO UMETO Ha HAPOAOT, U
Jla TO Kpeupa JAUCKYPCOT Ha HapoAoT (HapooT cdareH
HCKJIyYMBO KaKo eiliHoc). Tonky Opry jin 3ab0paBUBME
Ha TOTAJIUTAPUCTHUKUTE apryMeHTH Aeka EBpeurte (Ho,
u Pomure, CIOBEHUTE M XOMOCEKCYaJ/IIUTE) CE€ OIlac-
HOCT 3a ,,0uTHeTo Ha I'epMmaHenort®, leka KOMyHUCTHUTE
ce OMacHOCT 3a ,0UTHETO Ha AMEPUKAHEIOT , U JieKa
KalUTaJINCTUYKaTa ,0yp:koazuja“ e HajrojieMa orac-
HOCT 3a OMTHETO Ha MPOJIeTEPCKUTE (COIUjATUCTHIKH)
Hapoau?

CeHTUMEHTAJIHUOT aHTU-UHAMBUAyaIN3aM'™® Ha aBTO-
POT Cce KpeIu Bp3 HaIlu-apTyMEHTHUTE JleKa XOMOCEKCY-
aJIHOCTa € ,,0MOJIONIKKA KOPCOKaK®,'* U JieKa ,,aHTUBUTA-
JIN3MOT € TIOTPeEIeH MOTJIe] 3a eeH Hapo/l KOj € HOJIH
CO JKUBOTHHU COKOBH“. 3a ’KaJI, TOj HEMa HUTY JIyXOBEH
HUTY MHTEJIEKTyaJIeH ITOTEeHIHjasl 3a /Ia ja COTJIe/ia Tec-
HOTPaZIOCTa Ha COICTBEHUTE HAIMOHAJIMCTUYKU apry-
MeHTHU. FIMeHO, aKo ja cjieJinMe JIOTUKaTa Ha aBTOPOT, HE

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.” 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-individualism® of the author feeds
upon the Nazi-arguments that homosexuality is “a bio-
logical cul-de-sac,”* 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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€ CaMO XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTA ,,0MOJIOIIKH KOPCOKAK" TYKy
A MOHAIITBOTO. Jlasim Toa 3HA4YU AeKa U MOHAIITBOTO,
€O OIVIeJ Ha Toa JeKa He CcOo3aBa >KUBOT, € OIIACHOCT 110
,outruero Ha MakengoHernor?“

A0 MOXeme, KaKo U aBTOPOT, /Ja TBpAUME JeKa ,,0C-
slabeHaTa TeHETCKAa CTPYKTypa Ha HaceJeHUeTo ‘> BO
[IIBeacka ,,ce MOKU M HA MOJEMOT Ha XOMOCEKCYaJIU3-
MOT, 30IIITO UICTOBPEMEHO /1a HE TBPJIME U JIeKa T0/ie-
MOT Ha MOHAIITBOTO BO Make/loHHUja MOXKe /ia ja ocsiabu
y[€HeTcKaTa CTPYKTypa Ha HacesjeHHeTo?“ 30IITo, Ha
IpUMep, TOj He MPeAyIpeIyBa U 32 OACHOCTUTE o1 hU-
JiocodujaTa U O TEOJIOTHjaTa - UMAjKU MPEIBU/, KOJIKY
MHOTY ¢pry1ocodH U TEOJIO3U O/[0paJIe /1a He OCTaBar Io-
TOMCTBO?

KyntypHo o6e3BpeaHyBatbe Ha XOMOCEKCYaNHOCTa

Tekcror ,,Koj e oBz1e, Bmpouem, XoMoceKcyastel?*“ n3oom-
JIyBa CO MHOIITBO AHTOJIOTUCKH IPUMEPH 32 KYJITYPHO
obe3Bpe/iHyBambe Ha XOoMoOceKkcyarHocTa. Kako mro ke
BHUIIME O] HEKOJIKYTe OZI0paHU IPUMEPH, YIIOTPEOEHUTE
~-APIYMEHTH" TOBeKe 300pyBaaT 3a IMPE3UpOT ILITO TO
YYBCTBYBA CAMHOT aBTOP, OTKOJIKY 32 (DEHOMEHOT Ha XO-
MOCEKCYaTHOCTA.

1. XomocekcyanHocilia kako ficuxuyka 6oneci

Maxo Bo TEKCTOT ce 300pyBa 32 XOMOCEKCYTHOCTA U KAKO
3a ¢popma Ha ,, ' aJiTepHATHBHA (/1a HE peyaM MepBEPTH-
paHa) CEKCyaJIHOCT, YECTOIIATH HA Hea Ce ayTyiupa KakKo
Ha CTENEeH Ha ,IICHUXOMATOJIOIIKO HapyIIyBame" WJIN
KaKO Ha ,[ICUXOJIOIIKO HAPYIIIyBathe U THI Ha ICUXUYKA
6osect”. [IpuI0K€HUOT KOHTPA-apPTyMEHT € aHTOJIOTHUC-
KM IIPUMep KaKo 3a 3JI0ymoTpeba Ha apryMeHTalfjaTa,
TaKa U 3a 3JI0ynoTpeba Ha MeTUIIMHCKY (PaKTH:

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™ 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:
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»VICTAaKHYBaI€eTO Ha TOA JIeKa XOMOCEKCYaJIIuTe U Jie30ej-
KHTE BO CBETOT ce I00pO CUTYHUPAHU U OPTaHU3UPAHU TPYITH
KOU OJIMYHO (PYHKI[MOHHMPAAT HA CBOUTE PabOTHU MECTa,
He € JI0OKa3 3a IICUXOJIOIIKOTO 3JIpaBje, 3aroa INTO H
HCKJIYIYUTEJIHO JbyOOMOPHUTE JIyf'e OJJIMYHO paboTaT BO
cBOjaTa 00JiacT, a cemak IMCUXHUjaTprjaTa TOBOPHU 3a Jby6o-
MoOpaTa Kako 3a MCUXOJIOIIKO HAapYIIyBale W TUI Ha IICHU-
xu4ka bosecr.”

Axo ro napadpaszupame 0BOj KOHTpPa-apryMeHT, Ke MO-
»KeMe IT0JIECHO /1a BUAMIME JIeKa CTaHyBa 300p 34 TPYEBUT
MEeHTaJIeH Halop /Ja ce cyrepyupa IpeTcraBaTa 3a XO-
MOCEKCYUTHOCTa He caMO KaKO 3a IICHXOJIOIIKO Hapy-
IIyBame TYKy U KaKO 32 THI Ha IICUXUYKa OoJtecT:

Hcilio xaxo witio 3a /bybomopHuilie 1yde He Moxceme 0a
Kaxceme dexa ce tcuxuuku 30pasu (ticuxujattipujaitia
seau Odexka iliue ce ticuxuuxku 60AHU), UAKO 00AUUHO
PyHKyUOHUpPaaili Ha ceouilie paboiliHu Mmecilia, Waxka
u 3a xomocexcyaayuitie u ne3bejxuitie He moxceme 0a
Kaxceme dexa ce icuxuyku 30pasu, uako 00AUUHO PYHK-
yuoHupaaill Ha ceoutlie paboiliHu Mecila.

IIpuToa, Kako ,KoJjlaTepajiHa IITeTa“ He HacTpajyBaaT
camMo IMPUHIUINTE Ha apryMeHTallljaTa TYKy U camaTa
ncuxvjaTpuja. EKCrumiuTHaTa HaMepa Ha aBTOPOT € Jla
yKake Ha MaHUITyJIal¥ja, HO, UMIUIMIIUTHO U CAMHUOT
TOj MaHUITYJIUPA KOPUCTEjKHU JIaskKHA TTpeMuca (,,[ICHXHU-
jarpujara roBopH 3a JbyOOMOpaTa KaKo 3a ICUXOJIOMIKO
HapYIIyBambe U TUII HA TICUXUYKA OostecT™)!

BeymHocer, spyboMopaTa He € Ha JIMCTaTa HA IICHXU-
jATPUCKU HapyIIyBama,'® KaKo IITO OZlaMHA HE € HUTY
xoMmocekcyaysiHocTa. Ho, eBe, Iypu U XUIIOTETUYKH Ja
npudaTuMe eka 1 JbyboMopaTa ¥ XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTA Ce
,TUII Ha TICUXUYKa 60JIecT,“ MOBTOPHO OCTaHyBa HEjaCHO
301IITO aBTOPOT HE HAITUIIIAJI TEKCT ,,KOj € 0BZiEe, BIpoUeM,
JbyOOMOpeH?,“ BO KOj JbyboMopaTa ke ce 006e3Bpe/IHyBa
KaKO OIIaCHOCT 3a ,,0uTuero Ha MakeoHenor?

“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,'
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. XoMoceKkcyanHociia Kako iocaeguya Ha ,epexiiun-
Ha gucyHkyuja”

Bo u3BecHH MOMEHTH MO2KE JIa I0j/IETe BO AUJIEMA JaJTH
Jla TPOJOJIKUTE /Ia TO YUTaTe TEKCTOT CO CEPUO3HOCT,
WJIM IIPOCTO 3aTOa IIITO CTAaHyBAa HEOUEKYBAaHO 3a0aBeH:

SJleHec, Kaj MOBEKETO MayKH, XOMOCEKCYaJIU3MOT OJTH PaKa
oz paka co (peHOMEHOT Ha epeKTIIHATA ANCHYHKIIH]A.
CraTHCTUKUTE MIOKAXKyBaaT IeKa TOA € JecTa rojasa.

Co orsies Ha Toa IITO AaBTOPOT HE HaBeAyBa O] KaJie Lp-
ImejJl BaKBHU OPHUIHMHAJIHU CTATUCTHYKHU II10AATOLIH (CO
CUTYPHOCT He 0] /[p>KaBHHOT 3aBOJI 32 CTATUCTUKA), OC-
TaHyBa COMHEIKOT JIeKa MOKeOU TyKa cTaHyBa 300p MOB-
TOPHO 32 HEKOW IOAATOIU OJi HETOBHUOT Npajienio (miu
o/l HeroBaTa Iipababa, cTpuHA WU TeTKa). Bo cekoj
cIy4aj, obujieTe ce caMo Jia CH IIPETCTaBUTE KAKO aBTO-
POT CH 3aMUCJIyBa XOMOCEKCYaJIEH OJTHOC BO OTCYCTBO Ha
epekIyja. iy TakBO HEIITO TOj He MOKe HU /ia CH 3a-
Mucan?!

3. AHanHuUoOIl CeKc Kako Hacuaciigo 8p3 iienoilio

He IIOMAJIKy QaHTOJIOTHUCKH (I/I CI/IMHTOMaTI/I‘IEH) e
IIPUJIIOKEHHNOT apryMeHT IIPOTUB ,,aBTOHOMI/IjaTa Haz

“,17

CBOETO TeJIO :

»HaIleTo TeJIo e, BCYIIHOCT, AajJIeKy O Toa Jja Ouje Haia
COTICTBEHOCT, Ouejku Mo MeduHUIIMja HE TO CO3IaBaMe
HUe, TYKy HU To noaapyBa bor - win npupojara, JOKOJIKY
HEKOMY My TIpeYy TEU3MOT. J{ayii HaBUCTHHA UMaMe IIPaBO
Ha HaCWJICTBO Bp3 TaKa CO3/IaJIEHOTO COIICTBEHO TEJIO?
(bPecMuceHoCTa M HEIPUPOAHOCTA HA AaHATTHUOT ceKc!?)“

CpueBrHaTa Ha apryMEHTOT € JIeKa HeMaMe ITpaBO
Ha HACHWJICTBO BP3 COIICTBEHOTO TEJIO, KOE€ HE € Hallla
COTICTBEHOCT, OUiejku HU e mojiapeHo of bor (wau of

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”" 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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mpupozata). IIpuroa, Bo 3arpaja, aHaJIHHUOT cekc (co
ceTa cBOja ,,0eCMHUCJIEHOCT U ,,HEIPUPOTHOCT ) ce cyTe-
pupa Kako oOJIMK Ha HACHUJICTBO BP3 TEJIOTO, KOE €M €
HallIe - ,,COIICTBEHO", €M ,,He € Hallla COIICTBEHOCT!

3Hauu, aBTOPOT HeMa KOTHHUTHUBEH HpPOOJIEM CO IpeT-
CTaBYBAIbETO HAa TOA KAKO M3TJIE/[a XOMOCEKCYATTHUOT Off-
Hoc.'® MefyToa, OUMIJIEIHO € [ieKa TOj uMa IpobseM co
KOHIIENTOT ,,HACUJICTBO Bp3 TeI0oTo“. OcTaHyBa HejacHO,
KaKBO € TOa ,HaCHJICTBO BpP3 TEJIOTO“, KOTa MpH J100po-
BOJIHUOT CEKCyaJIeH OHOC IIapTHEPUTE He UyBCTBYBaaT
00JIKa TYKy 3a7I0BOJICTBO KOE€ MO’KE /ia JIOBEZE JI0 Op-
razam? MoxkebH, ako TeJI0TO € HaBUCTHMHA caMO BO COII-
CTBEHOCT Ha 60T, 00T /I03KUBYBA ,,HACUJICTBO BP3 TEJIOTO
mpu aHajleH cekc. Kora XxomMoceKkcyasliuTe UMaaT CEeKC
6or moKUByBa 00JIKA, a KOTa XeTEPOCEKCYaIUTe HMaaT
cekc, oor ce pajyBa?!

Hcto TaKa, aBTOPOT HE I'l 3araTHyBa CJIEJHUBE IIpalllama
IITO JIOTUYHO ce HaMeTHyBaaT: Kako Toa xeTepocek-
CyaJIIIUTe He BpIIAT HACWJICTBO BP3 TEJIOTO, 4 XOMO-
ceKcyasiuTe BpIIaT HAcWICTBO? Jlaau camo aHAJIHUOT
CeKc moMery XOMOCEKCYaJII € HACHJICTBO BP3 TEJIOTO
WIN U aHAJTHHUOT CeKC Mery xeTepocekcyaru? Jlamm
caMoO aHAJIHMOT CEeKC € HaCUJICTBO BP3 TeJIOTO WU MaK U
OPAJTHUOT CEKC?

4. XoMoceKcyanHocilia KaKo 3HaK 30 geKageHiliHa
yusunuszayuja

KyntypHOTO 00€3Bpe/IHyBalbe Ha XOMOCEKCYaJHOCTA
IIPO/IOJI’KYBa CO KOHCTPYHparme Ha TPaH/INO03HU TPAaHC-
HMCTOPUCKU apryMeHTH KOU ce IIOBUKYBaaT Ha ,,OIIITaTa
3aKOHUTOCT 3a IIUKJIWYHOCT BO ucropmjara“. Taka,
CIIOpe/]T CO3HAHUjaTa Ha aBTOPOT, ,XOMOCEKCYaTu3MOT".

»L..-] CEKOralll ce jaByBaJl KaKO 3HAK Ha JeKaJeHIhjaTa Ha
efHa IUBWIN3AIMja, KAaKO IOCJHEIUNla O pacmazorT Ha

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."® 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

’II
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e€TUYKHUTE CUCTEMH, KaKO 3HAK JIeKa, BO BHTAINCTHYKA
cMUCIa, OUBWIM3ANMjaTa - KOjalTO BO IIPBO BpeMe
O0mia JOBOJHO CIUTHA 32 Ja JOMHUHHPA BO CBETOT - ce
IIOTPOIIIJIA U JieKa ITOYHYBa OHATPE Jja ce TAaHTPEeHU3Upa
U Ja ce pacmara (Ha mpuMmep, ctapara Tpuka, puMcKa, Ia u
TypcKaTa OUBUJIN3anMja), KAKO HEKOja OIIITA 3aKOHUTOCT
3a IMUKJIMIHOCT BO HicTOpHjaTa.”

3Hauu, IpBO Tpeba J1a ce corjlacume JieKa ,XOMOCEKCY-
anu3MoT“’ ama 0alll cekoralll ce jaByBaJl KaKO 3HaK Ha
JIeKa/ieHIIFjaTa Ha eaHa JOMUHAHTHA IUBHJIA3AllHja
(ocTaHyBa HejacHO CHOpe]T KOW CTaTUCTUKU?). AKO TO
npudaruMe Toa (XUIOTETUYKHU, ce pa3bupa), Kako U
(dakToT IeKa cera XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTA € COCTABEH JIeJT Of
»ETUIKHOT CHUCTEM“ Ha MoOjlepHaTa ,EBporcka®“ 1uBuU-
Jm3anyja,*® Toram 6m MopaJie Jja ce corjlacuMe U Jeka
MozepHa EBpona ,loyHyBa OJIHaTpe Jla ce TaHTPeH-
u3Upa U Ja ce pacmara®, Kako IITO TOa IPETXOAHO UM
ce CJIy4WJIo Ha ,cTapaTta rpyka,* puMcKa, a U TypcKaTta
nuBHIn3anuja?!“

Hakyco, npudakameTo Ha XOMOCEKCYaJIHOCTA € IPeT-
CTaBEHO KAaKO IIOYETOK Ha I[UBIUIM3AIMCKA Ipomact!
Be3masky, co XOMOCEKCyaTHOCTa HACTAIyBa U MOTOIIOT,
¥ CaMo 3a OHUE KOU Ke ja ocyZiaT U 0T(pJiaT XOMOCEKCY-

«€ 22

aJIHOCTa Ke MMa cIiac BO »1aPCTBOTO HeOecHO".

He s1n ce nu3HaciynasMe 10CTa BAKBHU CJINYHU TPAHC-UC-
TOPHUCKH ,,apTYMEHTH“ BO €JJHO He TOJIKY JIaJIEUHO BPEME,
KOra Bp3 OCHOBA Ha 3aKOHUTE Ha ,MaTePUjaINCTUIKATA
JnjasieKTUKa“ ce IpefBUAyBallle HEMUHOBHA IIPOIACT
Ha KaUTAJTU3MOT U Jloafame Ha KOMYHU3MOT?

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”® 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,* 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,? 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.”**

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?
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5. Jle3bejcitisoilio kako ilepsep3uja, HYXHO T08p3aHa
co pemuHu3moili

Jleka MMa HeNITO BHCTUHA BO H3peKaTa ,XapTujaTa
TPIU ce“ CBEAOYM U CcTpaHHUIaTa Ha Popym Kajie IITO
e objaBeHa Te3aTa JieKa Jie30€jCTBOTO, KAKO , KEHCKH
XOMOCEKCyaJIn3aM™ | ,JiekaZleHIIFja Ha epocoT BO Iep-
BepTUpaH CeKc,” e ,JMHTepeceH (eHOMEeH, 3aToa IITO €
HY>KHO ITOBpP3aH o (peMHUHU3MOT (IIOMHTEJIUTEHTHUTE 1
MMO’KEHCTBEHUTE (DEMUHUCTKY CE €BEHTYyaTHO OHCEKCY-
ankn)?!“ Hakyco, cute 1e30€ejku ce GEMUHUCTKH, a CAMO
HeKou (PeMUHHUCTKH Ce, EBEHTYyaTHO, Oucekcyaaku!?!

U BO 0BOj ciTyuaj MOBTOPHO ce HAMEeTHYBaaT IIpallamaTa:
Croopes; KOM CTaTUCTUYKU HU3BOPU HeMa (DEMUHUCTKU
XETEPOCEKCYJIKA - Of] U3BOpU OJIMCKU Ha IPajieZ0TO
Ha aBTOpOT? CHOpeJ] KOU KPUTEPUYMU U CTATUCTUUKU
U3BOpHU enaHu (peMuHUCTKU (Oucekcyasku) ce ,IIOHH-
TEJIMTEHTHU U TOXKEHCTBEHU“ o/ ApPYrd (PEMUHUCTKU
(J1e30€jku) - crIopes; KPUTEPUYMUTE U U3BOPUTE OJIMCKU
Ha npababara Ha aBTOopoT? Miu mak, Mokebu, Ha Pu-
JI0coPCKHOT (paKyaTeT>® uMa moceOHU Kputepuymu (u
CTaTUCTUYKH METO/M) 3a IMperno3HaBame (M perucrpu-
pame) Ha ,JIeKaJIeHTHUTE" W ,IlIepBepTUpPaHu” (peMu-
HHUCTK{, U 3a pasrpaHUYyBame Ha OUCEKCYaIKUTE U
ne36ejkute? Kako 1 ce HapekyBa (peMHHHCTHYKATa
dumnocodpuja Ha Pro30PCcKUOT GaAKYIITET - ,,JIeKAAEHT-
Ha“ U ,IiepBepTHUpaHa“ ¢puocoduja Ha HEUHTEJIUTEHT-
HU U HEXEHCTBeHU Jie30ejku (¥, eBeHTyaJIHoO, ,IIOUH-
TEJIMTEHTHH U MOoKeHCTBeHU“ bucekcyasku)?!? I1lTo jin
CTaHyBa IIaK CO MaXkuTe PeMUHUCTU — UJIU TAKBO HEIITO
He MO’Ke HU /1a ce 3aMUCIN?

ABTOpPOT Ha TEKCTOT ce OOWayBa /1a HE IPOCBETJIH U
3a MPUYUHHTE 3a IojaBaTa Ha ¢eMUHHU3MOT. Crioper
ITOMJIQJTMOT aCUCTEHT IO mpeaMeToT ,,CoBpeMeHa puiro-
coduja,“ peMUHUZMOT ce jaByBa 3aT0A ITITO ,,... MAIIIKOCTA

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 Philosophy* 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

’E
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- KaKO IIPUHITHUII - € JlebaylaHcupaHa U He MOXKe J1a Hajze
HAaYMH KaKo Jia To JIOIpe JIPYTHOT I0JI, TyKy To ¢pyc-
TpHUpa CcO CBOjaTa J[yXOBHA UMIIOTeHIUja“. Bo MmaHupu
KapaKTEPUCTHUYHU 32 CBOUTE KOJIETH O] ITOpaHEIIHaTa
KaTeZipa 3a ,MapKcucTuuka puiocoduja’“, Toj nzjaBysa
JleKa ,,0TyfeHOoCcTa Mery JIyfeTo e IIPUYMHA 3a JeKaJeH-
I[ja Ha epOoCcOT BO IIEPBEPTHPAH CeKC, a He 0OpaTHO;
JleKa XOMOCEKCyaJIn3MOT KaKO OpHEeHTanuja co3/aBa

« 24

OTYI'€HOCT Mery XeTepOCEKC YN U XOMOCEKCYaIIIIH .

Bo ciyuajoB, BakBUTE jaBHM OOWAM 3a KYJITYpPHO
00e3Bpe/IHyBabe Ha XOMOCEKCYaJHOCTA U JKEHHUTE He
6u TO 3aciy’)KyBasle HAIIETO BHUMAaHUE JIOKOJIKY He ce
H3HEeCEeHU O7] TO3UIHja Ha JINIIE KOe MMa JINIEHIIA /1A TH
obpasyBa CTyZEHTUTe 3a UcTopHjaTa Ha ¢uiocodujaTa
Ha ZIp>KaBHUOT yHUBep3ureT Bo Ckortje. IIITo 6u Tpeba-
JIO 1a 3aKJIy4ar CTyZeHTHuTe 1o ¢umocoduja Kora ke ro
IIPOYUTAAT MUCJIEEHETO Ha CBOJOT IE/IAror 3a ,JeKaJleH-
I[AjaTa Ha epOCOT BO IIEPBEPTUPAH CEKC Kaj Jie30ejkuTe/
(eMUHHCTKH KaKO MOCJIEeINIA Ha HUBHATA HcpyCcTpHU-
paHocCT of1 ,Kpusara Ha Mamkocra?“ KakBa mpercraBa
6u 10OWIIe 32 JKEHUTE, MAKUTE U He-XETEPOCEKCYAIITUTE
KOra Ke ce coouar co HeroBaTa corsieziboa aeka ,,Huue 6u
ce TOTCMeBaJ co efHa dmaocoduja Ha eBHYycH (Marku
KOU He 3Haar Jla CH UTPaaTr Cco KEHU) KOjallTO TBPAU
JleKa ‘ceKoj MosKe J1a MuHe?

Jlany mpeTcTaByBameTO Ha MaKUTE KOU ,He 3Haar Jia
CU UrpaaT co KEeHH Kako ,eBHYCH"“, Ha KEHHUTEe KaKo
LATPAUKN®, HA (HEMUHUCTKUTE KAKO HEHMHTEJTUT€HTHHU
U HEXKEHCTBEHHU Jie30ejKu (eBEeHTyasTHO OHCEKCyasIKH),
Ha XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTa KaKo ,[IePBEPTUPAH CEKC,” MOXKe
Taka JIECHO /1a MUHE He caMO BO jaBHOCTA, TyKy U Ha
dunocodckuot pakyaret Bo Ckomje?

Hajmocne, kako s ce o6paboryBa IlnaToHOBHOT
Cumiio3uym Ha KaTesipara 3a punocoduja, BKIyIUTETHO

— 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.”**

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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U ujiejaTa Jieka He € OUTHO K020 ce JbyOu, TYKy KaKo ce
spyou? Jlanu m Cokpar (co HeroBuTe mpujareinu) O6u
TpebasIo /1a ce MpeTCTaByBaaT KakKo JIy'e KO ,JIyTaat co
OJIOT®, KaKo ,JIyf'e KOU He ja cakaar pa3jaukara Mery
€pocC U CeKC, ¥ KOU ja IpoMaIuie jbyoboBra?“*

3a NouMTyBaETO HA Pa3/IMKMTE 1 3a NPABOTO Aa ce
6uae noMHaKoB

ITpBara KaMmama Koja T IIPOMOBUPAIIE CEKCYTHUTE
Pa3IMKU NOTTUKHA OYpPHHU PeaknuH U BO IONIMPOKATa
jaBHOCT. Bunbopaure co mopakara ,Coouu ce co
pasaumyHocTa!“ mpen3BHUKaa PEBOJIT HE caMO Kaj JeJT O]
MeZIUYMHUTE TYKY U Kaj JIeJI Of] IOJIUTUIAPUTE.

[TpuToa, HETATUBHUTE PEAKIIU Kaj HEKOU MEUYMH Ce
IIOTKPEILyBaa co apTyMeHTOT JleKa KaMITarbaTa He TU IIPO-
MOBHpa IIpaBaTa Ha HE-XETEPOCEKCYaIIINTe, TYKy JleKa
IIPOMOBHPA HE-XETEPOCEKCYaIHN KUBOTHU CTHJIOBHU
- TIpef ce, /IeKa ja MMPOMOBHPA XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTa KaKO
’KUBOTEH CTWJI. 3a KaJl, apryMeHTOT ,Hemame HHUIITO
IIDOTUB IIpaBaTa HAa XOMOCEKCyaJINTe, HO HMaMe
IIDOTUB IPOMOIMjaTa HA XOMOCEKCYaJIHOCTA KaKo
’KUBOTEH CTIUT He Oellle IeKOHCTPYHPAH HUTY O CTpaHa
Ha OpPraHU3aTOpUTE HUTY OJi CTPAHA HAa KPUTUYKUTE
MUCJIUTEIN KOU IO 00JIMKyBaar jaBHOTO MHeHUE. He Gea
BJIOJKEHU ITOCeOHU HATIOPH 32 JIa ce IPOMOBHPA IPABOTO
Ha HeryBame Ha IOMHAKOB KUBOTEH cTwi. Huty max
Oellle 3acTamyBaHO IIPABOTO Jia ce Ouje pa3yindeH, Kako
CYIITECTBEH acCIeKT Ha MPaBOTO HAa IMPUBATHOCT (Koe
mosipa3bupa U CeKcyasHa NIPHBATHOCT M cj00oza Ha
M3pasyBame Ha CEKCYaIHHOT H/IEHTUTET Ha JINYHOCTA).

HeratuBHuTe peaknuu Kaj Jesa off MOJIUTHYapuTe Oea
MOIIIHe WH/ANKATUBHU. HajHanpes, BucTuHcKa Gypa BO
jaBHOCTAa NpeNU3BHKA H3jaBaTa HA TOTAIIHUOT IIPET-

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?”?

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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cenaren Bopuc TpajkoBcku (M caMHOT XPHUCTHjaHCKU
CBEIITEHNK), BO KOja ja M3pa3y CBOjaTa 3arpernacTeHoCT
IITO KaMIamara Owia mojajp:kaHa o ambacazaTta Ha

CA:

»POHZIOBUTe Ha JlaHOuHUTe 0O0Bp3HuUIM Ha CAJl He Tpeba
Jla ce KOpHUCTaT 3a IIPOMOBHpame Ha aJITepHATUBHU
JKMBOTHU CTHJIOBU BO MojaTa 3eMja, a jac He BepyBaM JieKa
MHO3UHCTBOTO AMEPHUKAHIU Ke TO IeHaT oBa. Hue numame
MHOTY IOIPHUOPUTETHU IIpamiama 3a KOU IITO MOXKarT
Jla ce uckopucrar nmapure. OBa e KpajHO HaBpEAJIMBO 3a
HajrosieMuoT 6poj Jiyfe Bo MakemoHHja KOja MPETCTaByBa
MHOTY KOH3€pBaTHMBHA MeIIaBUHA Ha IIPABOCJIABHO
XpHUCTUjaHCKa U MyCJIMMaHCKa Bepa.” 2

ITokpaj aprymMeHTOT Jileka IIPOMOBHPAETO HA aJITep-
HATUBHU >KUBOTHU CTWJIOBU IIPETCTaByBa HaBpeaa 3a
,KOH3€pPBAaTUBHOTO“” MHO3HUHCTBO, Oellle HCKOPHCTEH
U ,JIOJINTUYKUOT® apryMeHT JileKa IIPOMOBHPAETO HA
CEeKCyasTHaTa Pa3IMYHOCT He e IPUOPHUTETHO Ipallakbe.
BakBuTte aprymeHTH Oea 3aCTallyBaHU U O IPETCTaBHU-
II¥ HA HEKOU OTO3UIMOHY napTuu.?® CJIMYeH apryMeHT,
HO BO MOIIHe mHopajukaiaHa dopma, Gerre ymorpebeH
U 3a Jla ce JUCKpeIUTHpa XeJICHHIIKUOT KOMHTET 3a
YOBEKOBU IpaBa Ha Pemy6imka MakenoHuja, co mei sa
ce eTHKeTHPA 3aCTaIllyBabeTO Ha YOBEKOBUTE IIpPaBa Ha

« 29

XOMOCEKCyaJINUTE KAaKO ,TEPOPU3HUPAILE .

Cemnak, HajpaJIUKaJTHUTE apTYMEHTHU IIPOTUB KaMIIamba-
Ta Ha III'YIl usneroa nypu efHa roguHa IIOJOIHA,
BO TEKCTOT co OombactuueH HaciaoB ,He mpudakam
Pa3JIMYHOCTHU, TYKY JIMYHOCTHU (M CO HE IIOMAaJIKy IIPETEH-
nuo3eH noxHacyaoB ,[osemara saxkua guiaema“.)*® Ha
OBOj TEKCT Ke My ITOCBETHMe IoceOHO BHUMAaHUE, He
caMmo 3aToa IIITO aBTOPOT Ha TEKCTOT e yriieieH Biaavka
(u wien Ha CBeTHOT apxuepejcku cuHo Ha MIILT), TyKy
3aToa IITO CTaHyBa 300p 3a MHTEPEeCHa BapwWjallhja Ha
e/leH o/ KJIaCUYHUTe apryMeHTH CO KOU KyJTYPHO ce
00e3Bpe/THyBa XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTA.

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.”¢

Apart from the argument that promoting alternative
lifestyles was an insult for the “conservative” 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.*® 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.”®

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”).?° 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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3a naXKHuTe annemm

Kako mrTo BUIOBME M O] aHAJIW3aTa Ha TEKCTOT o0ja-
BeH Bo Popym, nebaraTra BO BPCKa CO YOBEKOBUTE IIpa-
Ba Ha XOMOCEKCYaJII[UTe 3alI0YHA CO MPOTHUBCTABYBAE
Ha ,TeoJIOMKU  aprymeHTH. OBOj TpeH| IPOJOIIKU
u Bo naBere TB-mebatm Ha A1l TeneBusujata. Op egHa
cTpaHa, aebarute Oea MCKOPUCTEHU 32 IPOMOBUPAHE
Ha pe3yJTaTUTe Of] HOBOTO HCTPAXKyBame CIPOBEAEHO
og MACCO u XeJCHHHIKHOT KOMHUTET 3a YOBEKOBU
mpaBa. VcTpaKyBameTo HEABOCMHUCIIEHO MOKAXKa JieKa
BO PemybOsinka MakenoHMja UMa 3HaUYUTeNIeH OpOj Iuna
KOW UMaaT CeKCyaJIHH OJTHOCH CO JIuIa o uct mou.> Of
Jipyra cTpaHa, 0eBMe CBeJIOIIU U Ha IPBOTO ,,M3JIeTyBahe "
BO jJaBHOCTAa Ha eJHA JIMYHOCT Koja Oellle MOATOTBEHA
OTBOPEHO Ja 300pyBa 3a cCBOjaTa XOMOCEKCyasHa
OpHMeHTallMja W Ja TH 3acTallyBa CBOUTE YOBEKOBU
mpaBa. I[Ipu IpBOTO jaBHO HCTalyBame, apryMEHTUTE
Ha mpetcemaTeoT Ha MACCO (u3BefmeHHM TOKMY Of
KOHIIENTOT HAa YOBEKOBH IIpaBa) Oea OCIOpPyBaHH
CO H3HECYBame HA TEOJIONIKH IPOTHUB-apIyMEHTH U
COMHUTEJIHH IIUTATH 07 bubirjata BO KOM eKCIUTUIUTHO

ce CIIOMHYyBa 300pOT ,XOMoceKcyaJser .

[Ipucranor Ha Biagukara MeToauj BO HETOBUTE KOJIyM-
HU IPETCTaByBa IPOJOJLKYyBame HAa TPEHJOT 3a OC-
IIOpyBalkhe Ha YOBEKOBUTE IIPaBa Ha XOMOCEKCYIIIUTe
CO HaBeJlyBalbe Ha KJIACUYHM TEOJIOIIKU MPOTHB-apry-
MeHTH. MefyToa, HErOBUOT IIPUCTAI IIPETCTAaByBa U CBO-
eBHJIeH TeOPHUCKU U KPUTHUUYKU HcueKop. Bo Herosure
TEKCTOBH HE CTaHyBa 300D 3a KJIACUYHO MOBUKYBAmhe Ha
HEKOU IPaBOCJIaBHO-TEOJIOIMIKU JOTMHU U LUTHPAbe Ha
oazenHu fesnoBu of, CBetoto nucMo. HeroBuot npucran
He e 00OMUCJIEH KaKO 002MAailicku TYKy KaKO Kpuiliuuku
npucrat. CtaHyBa 300p 32 HU3a PETOPUYKU YEKOPH YHja
HaMepa e Jja ce Pa30TKpUe e/lHa rojieMa MaHUITyJIauja
(,Tonemara naskua nuneMa“) u 7a ce U3HecCaAT JIOTUYKHU

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.?* 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.”*

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!”

:



21

Zarko Trajanoski The Spectre of Homosexuality is haunting Macedonia

HecOOOPJIMBH apTyMEHTH KOU TH IO PUBAaT OCHOBHHUTE
MPUHITAITN Ha KaMIlamaTa ,,CoouH ce co paziuyHocra!®

Hajnanpesi, BO IIEKCOIUPOBCKH IIaTOC, YHUTATEJIOT
ce WMHHUIMpPA BO TEMAaTa CO YKaXKyBameTO JleKa ,Cy-
OOHOCHUTE Mpallama“ He CU T'M IOCTaByBaMe CaMUTE
Hue (,co yepernoT Ha JOPHK U CO IPCTOT HA 4Yeso®)
TYKy ,J€HeC BO TOa He HCIpeBapyBaaT Owibopaute”
(,MCKJIyIUTETHO TpAUTe pekynamMHu mnaHoa“). Iloroa,
CO He MOMAJIKY JpaMaTH4YeH TOH, KaMrmamwara ,Coouu
ce co pazinuuHocTal® - Koja MOBUKYBA Ha TOJIEpAHIIMja
U npudakame Ha PA3IUYHOCTHTE - € OIeHeTa KaKO
,IIDOBOKaIja 0e3 mpecenaH.” ABTOPOT Ha TEKCTOT
HCKPEHO ce o0u/TyBa J1a OZITOBOPY Ha OBaa IPOBOKAIlHja,
HajHAIpe/] W3JI0JKYBAajKU TH COIICTBEHUTE IUJIEMH U
,CIEKYJIAINH >3 BO OTHOC HA XOMOCEKCYAJIIIUTE, a TOTOA
HM3HECYBajKU 'O U COTIICTBEHUOT OOMUCJIEH CTaB.

HwmeHo, ToCTEIEHO U CTAJIOXKEHO, Biraankara Meroauj ce
o0u/TyBa 1a U3TPA/IN COIICTBEHO KOXEPEHTHO CTOjJTHIIITE
HACIIPOTH ,rojieMara jJaxkHa guiema.“ ,['onemara jakHa
JuaeMa, cIopeji aBTOPOT, ce Kpelmu Ha UHTYUIhjaTa
JleKa HU CTOjaT Ha pacliojiararbe caMo JIBE IO3UIUHU:
MO3HUIIHja Ha ,eKCTpeMHHU Jnbepanu“ (KOu ce 3ajiaraat
3a ,JIMI[EMepHa ToJIEpaHIMja Ha Pa3JIMYHOCTUTE") U
MO3UIIMja Ha ,pUTHAHH XoModobmuapu“ (kou ce 3a
TOa ,,IpOBJIEMOT Jla Ce pelllaBa Mo COKAIld U CO JIMHY,
»,CO €KCTEpMUHUpalhe Ha THACHUTE IeepUIlTa U
se36ejku!”).

Bnagukata Mertoauj ce obuwayBa Ja W3rpajgu TpeTa
MOo3UIIMja Koja HeMa Ja Oujie HH ,JIuleMepHO“ ube-
payiHa, HU ,PUTHAHO“ XoModobuyHa. BeymiHocT, TOj
3all0YHyBa Jla ja rpajy cBOjaTa JIMYHA IO3UIMjA BP3
JIOTMUTE Ha ,XpUCTHjaHCKaTa ackeruka.“ Hajuampen,
TOj Imoara oj] MPeTIOCTaBKaTa Jieka COICTBEHHOT €pocC
€ HelTo mTo Tpeba /ia ce mpeobpasu, U JieKa CUTe CMe

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”? 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.?* Then, he states that some things are “a gift,
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IIOBUKAHM Jla TO HampaBuMe Toa.>* IToToa, moara ox Toa
JleKa Hekou paboTH ce ,,1ap, a He onnuja“ (He ce omiyja:
HHaIara crernuuIHOCT KaKo I10JI, HalllaTa CeKcyasiHa
OpHEeHTaIlHja, TEJIECHUOT aclleKT Ha JbyOoBTa“). Ha kpa-
jOT, BO CAMHUTE HETOBH ITIPEMICH € 3a0€eJIeKUTEIEH 0OUI0T
Jla ce Jerpaaupa pasandHocta: Jla ce Ouze pasjimueH e
Jla ce Ouzie HeCJIMYEH Ha colicTBeHaTa mmpupoza! I'peBor
€ OHA IIITO He IpPaBU pa3audHu!®

AprymenTot Ha Biagukara Meroauj, 6apem Ha IIpB 10-
IJIe[l, He € HAaCOYeH KOH XOMOCEKCYaJHOCTA OIIIITO 3e-
MEHO, TYKY KOH IIPETCTaByBatbeTO Ha XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTA
Kako n3060p, Kako omnuja. ITo BOBEAHOTO CYreCTUBHO
mpamame ,Jlaqd Of CYIITUHCKO 3HAuYelbe € HAIIIHOT
1300p WJIM HEIITO APYro?“ Toj HU T MpeodyBa orac-
HOCTUTE INTO Ke IIpou3jie3aT ako mnpudaruMe aeKa
HHaIara crernupuIHOCT KaKo I10JI, HalllaTa CeKcyasIHa
opHeHTallja, TEJIECHUOT acIIeKT Ha JbyOoBTa“ ce OmIlrja,
a He nmap (,ronema cpetuma“). MiMeHo, ako npudarume
JIeKa HalllaTa ceKCyasiHa OpHEeHTaI[{ja € OII[Hja, TOTalll,
mpeaynpeayBa Biagwkara Mertoanj, ,HE IOCTOH
(beHOMEH IIITO HE MOJKE J1a ce ommpaBaa‘“:

~AKO JeunibaTa TH OCBeCcTMMe 3a u300poT na Oumat
XOMOCEKCYaJIIId WM XeTEPOCEKCYaIl, 30IITO He 6u
MO2KeJIe Ia UM ja TIOHy/IUMe MOKHOCTA /Ia Ce OPHUEHTHUPAAT
KOH MHOTY IIocTap ofi cebe, Ha mpumMep? Jla ru npudaTtume
Pa3JIMYHOCTUTE U Jia ja O3akOHUME mnenoduamjata? AKO
Jleriata MOKaT Ja u3bupaaT, MaKo ce HEUCKYCHU, 30IITO
PEIUIIPOYHO TOA HE UM T'0 JJO3BOJIMME U Ha BO3pacHUTE?"

I[To mocouyBameTO Ha IIpBaTa TIoJieMa OIACHOCT 3a
JledribaTa - neouIrjata, apryMeHTOT IIPOJOJI’KYBa CO
IIOCOYyBakb€e Ha YIIITe HEKOU OIMACHOCTH, Ha YIIITE HEKOU
(eHOMEHH ,,ITITO HE MOJKeE /Ia CEe OIMpaBjaaT::

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!®

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”:

’EI
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, 71 1a M yKakeMe Jieka, CO U3BECEeH PU3UK 110 TEHETCKATa
CTPYKTypa Ha OTOMCTBOTO, MOKAT Jia M30epaT ¥ HEKOTO Of

[ 73

6strckoTo cpozcTBo. Hemrro mto moynyBa Ha ‘U

ITo mipe/touyBamETO HA OMMACHOCTA ,IIITO IIOYHYBa Ha ‘U
- UHIIECTOT, apryMeHTOT Ha Biagukara Metoauj npoTus
XOMOCEKCyaTHOCTa KaKo U300p, I[PIIU MOpaJiHa eHepruja
¥ 071 32 HEro OvuIJieHaTa Henpu@aTIUBOCT Ha JAPYTU
MOXKHH CEKCYaJTHU Pa3JIMYHOCTHU:

,Harara TosepaHiyja u paHTazuja MOKe Jia OaT U JI0TaMy
Jla TIOHyAVUMe WiIn Aa npudarrMe HEKOj Ja ja peayn3upa
CBOjaTa OpHEHTanWja M KOH Pa3HU BHUIOBU AU(TaAPUHEA
U KOWTaunma, KaKO U KOH €erseMIUIapU O JAOMAIIHHOT
KpyIeH U cuTeH 1o6uTok. KakBu Bapujanuy v nepMyTamum,
U TOA CaMO BO PAMKUTE HA CEKCYaJHOCTA.

[utaToT npeTcTaByBa HECEKOjAHEBEH IIpUMeEp 3a
KOpHUCTeHe Ha PeTOPUYKHU PUTYPU BO apIyMeHTAaTUBHU
nenu. Ho,aBroporHaTekcror, He mpudakam pasanaHoc-
TH, TYKy JIMYHOCTU He 3aIIMpa TyKa, TYKY IPOJIOJIKYBa
Jla HabpojyBa U APYT'H 3aKaHU U OMACHOCTH CO KOU IITO
ke ce cooyaT ,Jedrbata‘ ako co mnpudakamero Ha
pasnuuHOocTa npudaTuMe U JieKa ceKcyasaHaTa OpHUeH-
Tanuja e usbop:

» ] paHCBeCTHjaTa i TPAHCCEKCYaTHOCTA He TH HY CIIOMHABME.
Ho, Tyxa HUIIITO He 3aBPIIyBa. 3aMICIIETE IITO CE MOXKE J]a UM
[IOHYZAMMe, FJTH J1a TOJIEPIPAME U J1a 03aKOHIMeE BO KOHTEKCT
Ha monuTuykata cBect (dammsam, pacusam, aedeTusam,
HUXWIN3aM, MaK{jaBeJn3aM...), Ha KyJITYPHUTE MaTPUIU
(xanubaymzam, ¢peTuIIn3amM, Caiui3aM...), Ha COIUjaTHUTE
U UHTEJIEKTYaJHUTe paciojyBama WUTH. [la ru mpudartnme
pasnuuHocTHTe! CapKa3MOT eJHOCTABHO € Hen30eKeH.

® ApPryMeHTOT 3aBpIlyBaBO CapKaCTHU4eH CTUJI CO OTdpJia-
" me Ha ona mTo BragukaTa MeToauj TO YyBCTBYBa KAKO
MOPAQJTHO ,,HEIIPUCTOeH mpesyior” - ,Jla ru mpudarume

“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 1.”

After warning of the danger “beginning with the letter
‘1” — 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!”® The structure of the argument
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pasnuuHoctuTe!“3® CTpyKTypaTta Ha apryMeHTOT MOYKe-

Me J1a ja corvieJiaMme Kako Be3 BO KOj Ce HCIPeIIeTyBaaT
JIBE HUIIKH: PAYUOHAAHA HUIIKA (MMame JIM KpHUTe-
pUyM 3a pas3rpaHUYyBalbe€ Ha PpPa3JIuYHOCTHTE?)Y U
upayuoHaaHa Huika (MoOOMJIM3Upamke Ha CTPABOBUTE
CO KODUCTEHE Ha PETOPUYKUOT edeKT ,,0TBOpambe Ha
[Manpopunata kyrwja“). Kako mro HampezayBa apry-
MEHTOT, Taka IIOJIECHO MOXKeMe Ja corjefilame JieKa
pamuoHaJHaTa HHUIIKA Ce KOPHUCTH BO (PYHKIHMja Ha
MOTXpPaHyBakhe Ha HPAIIHOHATHOTO - 32 MOOWITU3UPAEHE
Ha CTPABOBUTE KA YUTATEJIOT KAaKBU CE€ OMACHOCTHU TH
JleMHAT HEBUHUTe ,Jeuntba“. [locTerneHo, 1 peTOPUIKHU
ymeInrHo, Biragukara Metoauj ro coouyBa YUTATEIOT CO
,IIPOKJIETCTBOTO Ha M300pOT“ BO IOTJIE] HA TOA IITO €
MOpaJIHO NpUGATINBO a IITO He e!

HNmeno, ako uwrtaTtesor npudarth JeKa CeKcyaaHaTa
opueHTanuja (HO, W TOJIOT, U ,TEJIECHHUOT ACIEKT Ha
JbyOOBTa“) € M360p, Toraml iioj camuoili ja OTBOpa
S laHAOoprHATa KyTHja Ha 3JI0TO“. AKO mpudaTu aeka
XOMOCeKcyasHocTa € u36op Mopa jga ru npudaTtu
Kako MOKeH u30op W Imemoduimjata, HWHIECTOT,
300(duanjaTa, TpaHCBECTHjaTa, TPaHCCEKCYATHOCTA...
Axo mpudati Aa T'M H3JI0KH HEBUHHUTE JeUydiba Ha
CTaBOT JIeKa XOMOCEKCyaJIHOCcTa € u300p, Toraml I'M
M3JI07KyBa HA OIACHOCT U OJT MHOTY JAPYTH ,,-U3MH " IIITO
JeMHaT BO ucrata IlaHmopuHa KyTuja: (ammusMor,
pacusMmor, 1edheTU3MOT, HUXHJIN3MOT, MAKHjaBEIU3MOT,
KaHUOATN3MOT, PETHUIIIU3MOT, CaIU3MOT...

Bnagukata MeTouj TPOHUKIMBO 3abesexyBa JeKa
KaMIlamarta ,,CoouH ce co pazandHocTa!“ He HyIu ETUUKHA
KPUTEPUYM CIIOPEJ] KOj ke 3HaeMe KaJie /1a ja TOCTaBUMe
rpaHHUIaTa BO OTPOMHHOT AMjalla30H HA Pa3TUYHOCTH.
Bp3 ocHoBa Ha TOa, U Bp3 OCHOBA Ha COIICTBEHOTO
ybenyBame Jieka CeKcyasiHaTa OpUEHTalfja € JIMYHA
pa6ora,® Tojja mpoMoBHpa COIICTBEHATA [TAP0JIa HAMECTO

can be seen as a veil in which two threads intertwine:
the rational (do we have criteria for determining differ-
ences?)?” 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,*® he promotes his own slogan
instead of a conclusion: “I do not accept differences. I
accept personalities!”

:
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3aKIydok: ,He mpudakam pazmmunoctu. ITpudakam
JmyHocTh!“

HepocnepHoct BO npucranor

HenocienHocTta BO MPUCTAIIOT € OUHTJIeIHA: Biiainmkara
MeToiij TO TIpaBU MUCTOTO OHA IIITO UM ro 3abesexyBa
Ha cBouTe onmoHeHTH. Ha mpumep, o efHa cTpaHa TOj
YKa)KyBa JIeKa € aliCyp/HO ,,... TPAIIAkhEeTO 32 XOMOCEKCY-
aJIM3MOT 1 XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTA /1A Ce CBEYBA Ha TOA JTAJIH
HHe HelrTo npudakame win He.“ Of apyra cTpaHa Iak,
HETOBUOT 3aKJIyUOK ,,He mprdakam pasImIHOCTH “ MOKe
Jla ce TOJIKYBa KaKO OZITOBOP TOKMY Ha TaKBO Ipallabe.
HmeHOo, ako pa3yIMIHOCTA MIPOU3JIETYBA Off TPEB, a XO-
MOCEKCYaJTHOCTA € Pa3JIMYHOCT, HempugaKameTo Ha
pa3IMYHOCTa UMILUTUIFPA Henmpudakame HA XOMOCEK-
cyanHocTa!

HcTo Taka, e/ieH 07] HErOBUTE IJIABHU IIPUTOBOPH € JleKa
nmopakara ,,Coouu ce co pazjauyHocTa!“ He BOCIIOCTaBY-
Ba MOpaJiIHa TpaHUIa IToMely pasjuyHocTH. Meryroa,
HaMmecTo Biagukata Metoayj 1a MOHYAN €TUIKHA KPUTE-
pHUYyM crIOpe] KOj ke 3HaeMe Ka/ie /1a ja IOCTaBUMe TPaHU-
11aTa BO OTPOMHHUOT JIUjanla30H Ha Pa3JIMYHOCTH, TOj TH
otdpJia cute co naposiata ,He mpudakam pazauanocru!
EnHocTaBHO, 32 HETO CEKOja PA3JIMIHOCT IIPOU3JIETYBA
O/ TPEB U KaKO TaKBa € MOPATHO HenpudaTInBa.

Ho, mrro e Toram npudartiubo 3a Biagukara Meroauj?
[IIto BcymHOCT mpudaka TOj Kora Besu Jeka mpudaka
HJTATHOCTH ?“ JIaJTi TOj AOMYIIITa MOKHOCT XOMOCEKCYaJI-
uTe J1a Ouaar ,,JImgHoCTH!“ 3a HEero, XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTA
€ TPEB KOj HE MpaBU Pa3jIUYHU - HECJTUYHU HA HaIlata
npupoga! XoMoceKcyasHOCTa € Pa3JIudyHoCT, a Biagu-
kaTa MeTtozuj He Tprdaka pa3JTUIYHOCTH, UCTO KAKO IIITO
He niprdaka HU rpeBoBH. O BaKBaTa MOYKHA MHTEPIIPe-
Tamyja Mpou3JieryBa He caMo JieKa He ja mpudaka xo-

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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MOCEKCYaJTHOCTa KaKo u300p, TYKy JieKa He ja nmpudaka
BOOIIIITO!

Jlpyra MokHa WHTepPIIpeTaIija € JIeKa HeroBaTta Mmapo-
na ,Jlpudakam JUYHOCTH cenak, 6apeM BO 3apOJIHIIL,
COJIP?KU HEKAKOB MOPAJIEH KPUTEPUYM CIIOPE]T KOj MOKAT
Jla buyar npudaTeHu U JIyreTo co MOMHAKBa CEKCyaTHa
opueHTanuja. iMeHo, aKko ,JINYHOCTH ce OHUE KOU Ke
OJTydar Jia To mpeobpasar COICTBEHHOT epoc (croper
MPUHITAITUTE Ha XPUCTHjaHCKAaTa aCKeTHKa), OHHE KOU
ke mpudarar Jieka HIBHaTa CeKCyaJiHa OpUeHTaIja He
e omruja (TyKy ,Jap“), 1 OHuEe KOU HeMa Jia Ce ,pa3MaB-
TyBaaT" co Hea (,KaKo cO 3HaMe"), TOrall CeKcyaJHaTa
OpHieHTaIlfja BOOMIITO He Ou Omyia OMTHA BO MPOILIEH-
KaTa J]aJIi HEKO]J € ,,JINIHOCT WU He e!

Cnopest oBaa mobiaroHakJIOHAa HHTEPIIpeTanyja, Biaau-
kaTa MeTo/iuj 61 MoskeJ ;ja ri mpudaTh KaKo ,,JIMTHOCTH
JIyPH U OHHUE JIyf'e KOU PeIInsie a ro mpeodpaTraT CBO-
jOT XOMOCEKCyaJIeH epoc CO TOa IITO Ke ce 3aMOHaIar.
HNmeHo, ako HEKO] o/10epe aceKcyaseH aCKEeTCKH >KHUBOT
3a J1a To MpeoOpasyBa COICTBEHUOT epoc (0e3 pasyimka
JIAJI € XOMOCEKCYyaJIeH WJIM XeTepOCEKCyaJsieH), TOoralll
O6u Mo2KeJ1 1a Ouie HarpajieH Kako ,JinaHocT o7 IpkBa-
ta. [IoTo4HO, 0/1 OHHE I[PKOBHU ,,JIAYHOCTH KOW UMaaT
KPUTEPUYM, BJIACT U MOK /Ia OJI/Ty4yBaar IITo € ,HallaTa
mpupoza“, MTO € CJIUYHO a IITO HECJIMYHO Ha HalllaTa
MIPUPO/IA, IITO € TPEB U IIITO HE € U, HAjIIOC/Ie, KO JIyre
ce, a KOU He ce ,,JJNYHOCTH".

Ho, nosunujata Ha Bnagukata Meroayj ce coouyBa U
CO YIIITE €/THa TIapa/IoKCcaIHa MocIeAnIa. AKO MOXKaT Jia
O6uaaT npudaTeHu KaKo ,JIMYHOCTH CaMO OHHE KOH Ke
ru npudaraT NPUHIUIINTE HAa XPUCTHUjaHCKATa aCKETUKA
U Ke JKMBear CIIOpeJ HUB, TOTralll Ucrara jeka Biaau-
kaTa MeTo/iuj He rv mpudaka HUTY MHO3UHCTBOTO XeTe-
poceKcyasu Kou ce o0u/IyBaaT Ha Hajpa3IuveH MOKEH
HAYVH JIa T'O U3pa3aT COICTBEHUOT CEKCYyaJieH epoc.

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.

’II
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PeTopquM MaHunynayguu u KaTeropujanHu rpeLwkKu

»,HEeKO! JIONM apryMeHTH HHUKoraml He ymupaat!“®® -
IIPOHUKJINBO 3a0esexxa KopBuHO mocovyBajku Ha apry-
MEHTOT JieKa ITpudakameTo Ha XOMOCEKCYaTTHOCTA BOIU
KOH npudakame 1 Ha MOJIUTaMujaTa, OecTujaIHoCTa U
uHIleCTOT. [IprBIeYHaTa MOK Ha BaKBUTE ,,aPTyMEHTH "
ce COCTOM TOKMY BO TOA IIITO THE HUIIITO He JIOKaKyBaar,
TYKy ce 00uayBaar fja ro npedpsaT TOBapoT Ha JOKa30T
Ha CIIpoTHBHATa cTpaHa. Cera cMe HUe JIOBeIEHU BO CH-
Tyaruja Jia IOKa’KyBaMe 301I1TO He Ou Ouia mpudartimBa
U TnosMramujata, OecTujaiHOcTa U UHIECTOT. Ha
caudeH HauvH U Biagukara Metonnj ce obuayBa aa ro
npedpay TOBApOT Ha JOKA30T: aKO XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTA
(kako m360p) e MopanHO NpudaTINBa, 30IITO TOTAII
Jla He Ouzpat npudatauBu U nexoduanjaTa, HHIECTOT,
300dwarjaTa, TPAHCBECTHjaTa, TPAHCCEKCYaJTHOCTA, U
VIIITE efieH 11eJ1 KyT CTpallH ,,-u3Mu?“ Cera HUe cMe Ha
pen 1a JoKaxkyBaMe IieJ1 Kyl paboru!

AprymenTor Ha Biagmkara Metonuj e Bapujanmja
Ha e/lHA KJIACMYHA PETOPUYKA MaHHIyIanuja: Ako A
(mpudakameTo Ha XOMOCEKCyTHOCTA KaKO N300D) MOKe
Jia ce ciayuu, Toram u b (mpudakamero Ha negoduan-
jara, UHIIECTOT, 300 HIHjaTa... KaKo n300p) HEN30EKHO
ke ce ciayun. HajHampen ymeInrHo ce Kpewpa ,JIM3TaB
tepeH” (slippery slope), u ce koMOUHHpPa cO MaHEBAPOT
Jwrammwio“: b e morpemHo, 3atoa U A € IMOTPENIHO
(,rammwio® - straw man)! BakBuTe MaHUIIyJIAIUM C€
OMUJIEHH Kaj IPOTUBHUITMTE HA KAKBU OMJIO COLMjaTHU
IIPOMEHH, KOU CeKOj IPeAJIoT 3a MeHyBame Ha cillaillyc
K60 cUTyaIfjara ro riaefaat Kako oOua 3a OTBOpame Ha
[TanmopuHaTa KyTHja Ha 3J10TO. BakBuTe ,,aprymeHTH " HE
Hy/IaT HUKAKBO OIIPAB/IyBakb€e 30IIITO XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTA
JIOTUYKH Ou Tpebasio Aa ja moBp3eme co mneaoduanjaTa,
HHIIECTOT, 300dwInjara... be3 BocmocraByBame Ha TAKBU
JIOTUYKU BPCKH, BAKBUTE IPUBU/IHU ,,apPTYMEHTH " HE Ce
HUIIITO IPYTO OCBEH YHCTH PETOPUIKH MAHUITYJIAIIHH.

Rhetorical Manipulation and Category Mistakes

“Some bad arguments never die!” — 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 Metodjj
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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ITokpaj Toa, peTopruykaTa MaHHUIyJIaMja Ha BiagukaTa
Mertonyj He € UMyHa HUTY OJf KATETOPHjaJTHU TPEIIKH -
CTaBa€ Ha KATETOPUH O] €/IeH JIOTHIKH THII BO HCT KOIII
CO KaTETOPHU OJ1 IPYT JIOTUYKH TUI. XOMOCEKCYTHOCTA
(3aeTHO CO XeTepoCeKCyalHOCTa U OHCEKCyasTHOCTa) €
KaTeropuja of] JIOTUYKUOT TUII CeKCYanHa opueHiayu-
ja. llenodunujata, UHIIECTOT, 300¢dUIHjaTa ce KaTero-
pUH Of JIPYT JIOTHMYKU TUI - dapaduauja. Pamusmor,
pacusMor, 1edeTu3MOT, HUXUJIN3MOT, MAaKH1jaBEIU3MOT,
KaHUOQTNU3MOT, (ETHUIIN3MOT, CAJAU3MOT... - CHUTE
3aBpllyBaaT Ha ,-M3aM", HO IIOBTOPHO CTaHyBa 300p
32 KaTETOPHUU O MOIIHE Pa3JIUYHU JIOTUIKH TUIIOBU.
CraBameTo Ha elHA CEKCyasTHAa OpPHUEHTAaIHja BO UCT KOIII
co tlapagunuja, v BO UCT KOII €O eZIeH KYIl Pa3HOPOIHHI
»-U3MHU“, 0e3 7a ce BOCIIOCTABU OWJIO KakKBa JIOTMYKA
BpCKa IoMely HHUB € MOIIHE IPOBU/HA pEeTOpHUYKa
MaHUITyJIalHja.

~AprymeHTOoT Ha Biagmkara Meroauj e MoziepHa Bep-
3Wja Ha JPEBHUTE ,,aPTYMEHTHU" JieKa coJloMHujaTa € Haj-
0/IBpaTeH KPUMUHAJI HA TeJI0TO, ¥ IPEe/IBECHUK Ha YyMa,
J1a]1, Kosepau 3emjorpecu.*° CofoMujara co BEKOBY O¥Ia
HajOCTPO Ka3HyBaHa KaKo IPeB U KaKo 3JIOCTOP NPOTHUB
nmpupojiata,* a co Toj TEPMUH OHJIO 03HAYYBAHO CEKOE
HEeKOH(OPMHUCTUYKO CeKCyaJHO IIOBeJleHHe: He caMo
AHAJHHOT CeKC, TYKY ¥ OPTHUOT CeKC, MacTypbaryjara,
I1a BO HEKOM CJIy4au JAyPHU U XeTePOCEKCYaTHUOT OJHOC
nomely EBpemH u xpuctujanka. TBpaemero eka
npudakameTo Ha XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTa Kako U3060p BOAM
KOH npu@dakare Ha GaIu3MoT, pAaCU3MOT, JeeTU3MOT,
HUXIIN3MOT, MaKHjaBeJIU3MOT, KAaHUOATU3MOT... € JIO-
THYKHU HCTO TOJIKY 3aCHOBAHO KaKO W TBPJEHETO JleKa
MactypbanujaTa, OpaJHUOT CeKC, aHAJIHUOT CEKC..., Ce
IIpe/IBECHUIY Ha YyMa, IJIaJl, Kojiepa U 3eMjOTPeCH.

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.** Sodomy was severely prose-
cuted as a sin and as a crime against nature,* 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.

’II
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(3no)ynoTtpebyBajku ro MHLECTOT NPOTUB
~HEeHOpManHaTa” xomoceKcyanHocr!

Hekou peTopWYKy MaHHITYJIAIUA HABHUCTHHA HE YMH-
paar: Ako 1o mpudaTHMe XOMOCEKCYaTHUOT Opak,
TOTAIIl 30IITO Ja He To npudarume u uHnector? Koj e
JIOTHYKHOT PA3JIOT 32 KCKJIyYyBabe Ha MHI[ECTOT ITOMery
JiBajiia Bo3pacHu? JKecToKuTe MPOTUBHUIIA HA XOMOCEK-
cyanHute 6pakoBu Bo CAJl ro u3Hecoa CJIeTHUOB ,,IIPO-
TUB-apryMeHT": AKO JiBajiia Ma)kKu MOKarT /ia cTamnaTr BO
Opak, Torai ,Ma’k U »KeHa - CIIOpeJi COIICTBEHA O/IJIyKa,
CO HAIIOJIHETH 25 TOAWHH, KOW ce OpaT W cecTpa - He
Tpeba ja OujaT JAMNCKPUMHUHHPAHH 3aToa IITO WMaaT

« 42

F€HETUYKa BPCKaA .

Bapujanuure Ha TeMa HHIECT VS. XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCT
cTaHaa ocoOeHO TOIyJIApHU M HA HAIUTE ITPOCTOPH.
Enna TakBa XWUIOTETWYKA BapHjaldja HU3HECYBa
YHUBEP3HUTETCKUOT Tmpodecop Pepuy Myxuk mpu
nmpoMmonyjata Ha kuHurata Ha Kener [loBep ,I'puka
XOMOCEKCYyTHOCT . XHUIIOTETUUKUTE Pa3MHUCIyBamba Ha
podecopoT BO MelyBpeMe IpepacHyBaatT BO KPYIIHjaTHU
,IIDOTUB-apTYMEHTH“ KOH CO BOUHCTBEH, OOKCEPCKU
»KaproH Iy 3acTallyBa BO CBOjaTa KoJiyMHA o0jaBeHa BO
»LpHOTOPCKH MOHUTOP:

»[1a TPETIIOCTaBUMeE JIEKA CUTE TPHU YCJIOBU CE MCIOIHETH:
MApPTHEPUTE Ce ¥ TIOJIHOJIETHH, U CAKAAT /1a CTAIaT BO OJ{HOC
co c1060/THA O/IJTYKA, a MOKPaj Toa U ce cakaat. [Ipeayaram
7la ce TPETIOCTABH YIITE CaMO €AHa CUTHHUNA (BO map
BapHjaHTH) /IeKa TOA ce: a. TATKO U KepKa; 6. Majka U CHH;
B. cecTpa M 6paT; TaTKO U CHH; I. MajKa u Kepka; /1. 6paT u
Opar; f. cectpa u cecrpal“s

IIpodecopor mo dunocodpuja caka Ja BOCIHOCTABU
MOIIIHE €/IHOCTAaBHO U PETOPUYKU YBEPJIMBO JIOTUYKO
ciencrtBo. VMeHO, ako XOMOCEKCyaJHUTe BPCKU Ce

(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.”

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; €)
mother and daughter, f) brother and brother; g) sister and
sister!” 4

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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HOPDMaJIHHU, TOoraum 6u Tpe6a110 Ja cdiaeayBa U JOeKa
HHIOECTYO3HUTE BPCKH CE€ HOPMAJIHU:

SAMa Jiu Makap efleH OpaHWTesl Ha Te3aTa 3a XOMOCEK-
CyaJIHOCTa KaKO COCEM JIETUTHMHA, HOpMasIHa BPCKA, KOja
10 HUIIITO HE Ce Pa3/INKyBa O] XeTEPOCEKCyalHaTa, Koj ke
ce COTJIacH CO TOa BP3 OCHOBA Ha COIICTBEHUTE IPEMUCHU
Jla TO W3BJIeUe 3aKJIYYOKOT 32 HOPMAIHOCTA Ha BaKBUTE
oxHocH!?“

IToroa cneayBa KJIaCUYHHUOT MaHeBap O/ OMMJIEHATa
urpa Ha npodecopot no durocodpuja - mapTuja TEHUC
BO KOja HaMeCTO TOITYe, CO UPOHUYEH 3aMaB ce mpedpia
MpEKy MpeKaTa TOBAapOT Ha JIOKa)KYBambeTOo: AKO MMa
HEKOj KOj Ke Ce COTJIacH JieKa U HHIIECTYO3HUTE OTHOCH Ce
HOPMAJIHH, ,,|...] Ke 6u/1e MHOTY 3a0aBHO J1a Ce CJIe/TH KaKO
ceoOu/IyBaiaja MpOMOBHPA COIICTBEHATa UHIIECTYO3HOCT
BO HOPMAaJIEH OJTHOC.“ AKO ITak HeMa OpaHuTeI Ha Te3aTa
JleKa WHIIECTYO3HUTE OJHOCH Ce€ HEIITO HOPMAaJIHO,
,KaJie e pa3JIMKara Ha Koja ro Ipajii CBOETO O/I0UBahEe
Ja TH IIOMCTOBETH OBHE OHOCU CO CBOETO 3ajlarambe 3a
HOpPMaJIHOCTa Ha XOMOCEKCyasTHOCTa?“

3Hauu, MaJl PETOPUYKH MaHeBap, U OHUE IIITO CMeTaaT
JleKa XOMOCEKCyaJTHUTe BPCKH He ce HOpMaJIHH He Tpeba
HUIIITO J]a IOKa)KyBaaT TYKy OHHE IIITO CMeTaaT JieKa ce
HCTO TOJIKY HOPMAJIHU KaKO M XETEPOCEKCYaJTHUTE BP-
cku. BropuBe Tpeba jja JOKaXKaT WM JIeKa U UHIECTY-
O3HUTE BPCKU C€ HOPMAJIHU, WJIH IaK Jia 00jacHAT 301IITO
onbuBaaT Ja ja mpudaTaT HMHIECTyO3HATa BpCKa Kora
M Taa TH 33JI0BOJIyBa OTPAHUYYBAUKHUTE YCJIOBHU IITO
CaMHTe TH IIOCTaByBaaT: IOJTHOJIETHU IAPTHEPH, CJIO-
0o1Ha 0/IJTyKa, 3a€MHa Jby0OB.

Kaxko mro ykaskyBa 1 KOpBUHO, BAKBUTE ,,apTyMEHTH " He
ce HUTY HEIlITO HOBO HUTY HEMO3HATO. MHIECTOT KaKo
,IUTAIIIIIIO" CBOEBPEMEHO € KOPUCTEH U BO PETOPUYKHTE
MaHEBpPH NMPOTUB HpHUdaKkameTo Ha OpaKOBUTE OMETY

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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JIVIIA OJT Pa3JIMYHH pacu. MHIIECTOT KaKo ,,[IAIIINI0” ce
KOPHCTH U IIPOTHUB JIerajn3alfjata Ha MIPOCTUTYIHjaTa.
WHIECTOT KAKO ,,IIIAIIII0" Oellle HCKOPHUCTEH U BO €HO
KOHTPOBEP3HO HWHTEPBjy Ha eneH ceHatop Ha CAJ[.*
BreuaTsiiBocTa Ha BaKBUTE ,apTyMEHTH Ce€ 3aCHOBA
Bp3 WIN-UIK edEeKTOT IIPH IOCTaBYBAETO Ha JIaXKHATa
JauieMa: uau Oe3rpaHHYHa ceKCcyasHa cj10007a 3a cuTe
(BKJIydMTEJTHO W UHIECT, nenoduanja, 300duamja,
buraMmuja, oJIMraMuja, Mpesbyoa...) wau maK oTdpiame
Ha xoMocekcyaaHocra! MopasHata HenpugaTJInBOCT Ha
OesrpaHMYHAaTa CEeKCyasiHa ¢1000/1a Kaj MHO3UHCTBOTO
aBTOMAaTCKH OW Tpebaso Jla UMIUIMIHPA MOPAJIHO
oTdpJiarke Ha XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTA.

BakBure ,apryMeHTH ja KOpPHCTAaT CHCTEMCKaTa CJia-
60CT Ha OHMe IITO ce OOW/IyBaatr Jia T JIETUTUMHUPAAT
XOMOCEKCYaJTHUTE BPCKH CO ,UEeKHUpPAbe‘ HA KJIIYIHUTE
OTPAaHUYYBAUKH YCJIOBH IIITO BaXKaT M 32 XETEPOCEKCY-
anHuTe Bpckd. IlocouyBameTo Ha 3abpaHara Ha WH-
IIeCT MOKa)KyBa JleKa HaBEJEHUTE OTPAHUYYyBAUKHU YC-
JIoBU (TIOJIHOJIETCTBOTO HAa MAapTHEPUTE, CJI0D0THOTO
OJUTydyBabe U 3aeMHaTa Jby0OB) ce caMO HEOIIXOJHHU, HO
HE U JIOBOJIHHU YCJIOBH 32 JIETUTUMHUPAE HA XOMOCEKCY-
aJTHUTE BPCKU.®

MeryToa, akO IOCOYYBAHKHETO HA UHIIECTOT MOJKE J1a UMa
HEKAKBa apryMeHTAaTHBHA TEXXHWHA IPU OCIOPYBAHETO
Ha XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTa, Toa 61 TpebaJIo /1a iMa IMOTIIOTHO
HCTa apTYMEHTAaTUBHA TeKUHA U IPU OCIIOPYBAKHETO Ha
XeTepOCeKCyaTHOCTa. BO IpBUTE TPHU O/ CEAyMTe BapHh-
JaHTH IITO ' HaBeayBa npodecopor Myxwuk (a. TaTKO U
Kepka; 0. Majka U CHH; B. cecTpa u Opar) cTaHyBa 300D
TOKMY 3a 3a0paHeTH BHIOBHU XETEPOCEKCYaJTHU BPCKH!
ITpodecopoT Kako Jja € KOTHUTUBHO CJIEN 3a MPUHIU-
[IATE Ha €ZJHAKBOCT U JIOCIEHOCT: aKO MHIIECTOT MOKe Ia
Ce UCKOPHUCTH KaKO apIyYMEHT IPOTHB XOMOCEKCYaTHUTE
BPCKH, TOTAIll TO] € HCTO TOJIKY CHJIEH apryMeHT U

legalization of prostitution. Incest was used as a “straw
man” in a controversial interview of an American Sena-
tor.* 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.*>

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; ¢) 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.*® If the
incest taboo applies to heterosexuals, why can’t it equally
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IPOTHB XeTepoceKcyaaHuTe Bpcku!*® Ako wuHIeCT-
TaOyTO Ba)KHM 32 XeTEPOCEKCYaJIIUTe, 30IITO TOTAIl He
6u BaKesI0 MOJIeTHAKBO U 3a XoMocekcyanuure? Viu,
nak, rnpodecopor MyxuK mocenyBa HEKOU IIOJIATOIN
(Moxkebum of TIPajZieloTO Ha HErOBHOT ACHCTEHT) JeKa
XOMOCEKCYaJIHUOT HHIIECT € JajieKy Ilo3acTaleH of
XeTePOCeKCyaTHUOT?

Kako u 51a e, ,aprymeHTOT" Ha podecopoT Myxuk goKa-
’KyBa ITOBeKe OTKOJIKY IIITO € IPBOOUTHO 3aMUCIeH. AKO
ro napadgpasupaMe HeErOBUOT oMusieH ¢punocod Xeren,
CO HCTYpPAmbeTO Ha ,HeurcraTa“ Boja (XOMOCEeKCyaIHOC-
Ta), TOj ro ucdpJa u eTero (xeTrepocekcyayHocTa)!

PeTopuKaTa Ha rHacemeTo

MeryToa, 3aBpIIHUTE COTJIEAON HA TEKCTOT HA mpode-
copoT MyxuKk naBaaT OCHOBA 32 IIOMHAKOB 3aKJIYYOK.
HeroBoTo ekcruioaTuparme Ha peTOPUKATa HA MUTCKHOT
XOpop Ha HHIECT-TabyTo MOXe 7ja ce chaTu IOCKOPO
KakKo 061/1]_1 3a JIETUTUMHUDPAbE Ha JIMYHOTO YYBCTBO Ha
OZIBPATHOCT KOH caMara IIOMICJIa Ha HCTOIIOJIOB CEKC,
OTKOJIKY KaKO O6I/I]_I 3a KPDUTUYKO JECJIETUTUMHDAbE HA
XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTA:

sllpaBeTe IITO Ke TII0caKkaTe, HO HE OCIOPYyBajTe ja
aBTEHTMYHOCTA HA YyBCTBATa HA CHTE OHHE MAaXK{ U KEHU
Ha KOW MM € THACHA M caMara IIOMUCJIA 33 CEKCYaJIEH OHOC
€O JIMYHOCTH OJ, KCT 1moyr!“

CrpaBoT fgeka Hekoj ce obOuayBa Ja ja oOCIOpyBa
aBTEHTUYHOCTA Ha YyBCTBaTa Ha mpodecopor Myxuk
e Oeszmpyro uparnuoHasieH. Koj Bmpouem ce obuayBa
Jla T OCIIOpYBa YyBCTBATa Ha IHACEH€ Kaj CUTe OHUE
MaKH U JKEeHHU KOra Ke IOMUCJIAT Ha CEKCyaJIeH OJHOC
CO JIMYHOCTH 071 UCT 1oJ1? KyaTypHOTO 00€3BpeIHyBathe
Ha XOMOCEKCYaJIHOCTA € THITMYHO IIPOCJIEZIEHO CO U3pa-

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? 4

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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3yBame Ha TOKMY TakKBH 4yyBcTBa. OHa IITO € 0COOEHO
HMHTEPECHO, € 00UI0T Ha TPO(ECOPOT Jja ro JIETUTUMHPA
YyBCTBOTO Ha THACEHe KAKO JIa € PAI[OHAJIHO 3aCHOBA-
HO 4yBcTBO. Bo cityuajos, ybezmBocTa Ha peTopuKaTa
Ha THACEHETO ce KPelH Bp3 UMIUIUIIUTEH apryMeHT I10
aHasioruja: Kako mro e ompaBzjaHo HalIeTo YyBCTBO HA
rHaceme IIPU caMaTa IIOMHUCJIA Ha MHIIECT, UCTO TaKa €
OIIPaB/IAHO M HAIIIETO YyBCTBO HA THACEHbE MPU camaTa
IIOMUCJIA HA UCTOIIOJIOB CeKc!

3a ’xaJ1, yBEpJIMBOCTA HA BAKBUOT HAYMH Ha pacyAyBambe
KaKo J]a € UMyHA Ha 3a0eJIeNIKuTe JIeKa apryMeHTHUTe 110
aHaJIOTHja He HCIIOpavyyBaaT CeKoraml JIOTUYKa U3Bec-
HocT. /]a He Oemre Taka, HemMalle a OUIAT TOIKY IOITY-
JIApHU apryMeHTHUTe JIeKa TaOyTo IIPOTHUB XOMOCEKCyasI-
HOcTa (DYHKIIIOHHMpPA Ha CJIMYEH HAYMH Kako U TabyTo
IIPOTUB MHIIECTOT, ¥ JIEKA TOA BPIIU UCTO TOJIKY ITOJIe3HA
conpjasHa GYHKIMja KAaKO ¥ UHIIECT-TabyTo.*

VHnecToT He ce jaByBa caMo BO apTyMEHTHTE 10 aHAJIOTH -
ja TyKy, KaKo IITO BUZIOBMeE IIPETXOTHO, ¥ BO pETOPHKATa
Koja ja ekcruioatupa Metagopara Ha ,JIN3raBuOT TEPEH.
Hekou aHasmmTHYapU IPOHUKINBO 3a0esexaa ieKa uH-
IIECTOT YeCTONaTH 3a3eMa IpPUBHIJIETHPAHA IO3UIIHja
BO BaKBUTE apryMeHTH He 3aTO0a IITO apryMeHTHUTE ,,3a-
JIN3TYBamke KOH WHIECT® ce JIOTHYKU YBEDPJIUBU, TYKY
,IIOpaJIi eHOpMHAaTa MOK Ha MHIIECTOT /Ia MoOyiu rHac-
eme“.* BeylrHocT, OHME KOM HAcTOjyBaaT Jia TH IOUC-
TOBETAT HCTOIOJIOBUTE OJIHOCH CO HHIIECTOT, IO KOPH-
CTaT MHIECTOT KAaKO ,,[IOTEHTEH CMOO0JI Ha OZIBPATHOCT ,
3a IOTTUKHYBambe Ha HETATUBHU €MOIINY Kaj YUTATETIOT
KOH HEKOj KOHTAMHUHAHT IITO Tpeba /1a ce MHKOPIIOpupa
WJIM acCUMIIIUPA (BO CJIy4ajoB, XOMOCEKCYyaTHOCTa). >

Ha pacnosiarame HH CTOjaT HAjpa3/IMYHHU CTPATETHH
3a obecHakKyBarbe Ha YBEDJIMBOCTA HA PETOPUYKUTE
MaHeBPH KOU TO eKIUIOATHpaaT HHIECTOT 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.

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.”* 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).>°

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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XaHM3aM 3a MPOBOIMpae Ha rHaceme. Beke wmcmpo-
6aBMe HEKOM cTpaTervu 3a (OpMaTHO PA30TKPUBAHE
Ha ,JIOTHYKATa U3BECHOCT Ha KOja IUIEIUPAAT BAKBUTE
aprymeHTH. [10JIe3HO € U TOCOUYBAETO HA UCTOPUCKH
IIpUMepHU KaJie IITO HHIIECTOT BeKe IOTOPJIMI BO ap-
ryMeHTalyjaTa - Ha IMPUMEDP, BO apryMeHTHUTe JieKa
JIp’KaBaTa MMa IIpaBo Jia To 3abpaHyBa OGpakoT momery
Jina o7 pas3audHu pacu.’' I1o JeKpuMHUHATU3UPAHETO
Ha OpakoT momery JIMIA OFf PA3JIMYHU PACH IOTOIOT
He ja YHUIITHU JIp:KaBaTta Mucypu, Hako e U3BeCcHO JieKa
Ouy HajaByBaH 0] MOOOPDHUIIUTE HA pPETOpPUKATa Ha
,JIU3raB TepeH.“ U1 Tie, HE ce COMHeBaMe BO TOQ, UMAaJle
ABTEHTUYHHU YyBCTBA Ha THAcCEe IIPU caMaTa IoMUcIa
Ha Opak rmomery ,,6eya“ JxeHa u ,I[pH" MazK.

Jlpyra MO:KHa cTpaTeruja € pa3o0JIMIyBambeTO Ha apry-
MEHTHTE BO KOH OJI[BPAaTHOCTA Ce jaByBa KaKO PasJjior 3a
HeJIETAJTHOCT, KaKo IITO ro mpasu Toa Mapra Hycbaym Bo
IIOTJIE]T Ha apTYMEHTHTE 3a KpUMHUHAIN3UPambe Ha ,,00-
CIIEHOCTA"“ 1 XOMOCEKCYaJTHUTE OJTHOCH ITIOMel'y BO3PDACHH
smna.”* Mero Taka, MOKe J1a ce OCIIOPyBa U peTopruyKaTa
ynorpeba Ha ,aBTEHTUYHHTE UyBCTBAa HA IHACEHe“ BO
apryMeHTaTHUBHH I1leii. HecoMHeHO, MOJKaT /1a ce HaBe-
JlaT MHOTY UCTOPUCKHU ITPUMEPH Ha aBTEHTHYHU YyBCTBA
Ha THacembe 0] camara MoMucsIa Ha ,conomujaTta®. Jlamu
TaKBHUTe O€3/Ipyro aBTEHTUYHH YYBCTBA HA THACEIHE IIPU
caMara IoMucjIa Ha Mactypbanpja u opajieH ceke (Kako
00JIUITY Ha ,,coZIOMHja“) MOKAT 1a OUAAT MOTTHK 3a MPO-
decopor Myxuk MopasiHO a TH OCy/lH MacTypbarujara
¥ OPAJTHUOT CceKc JieHec? Vi Aypu /1a MOBUKA HA HUBHO
MMOBTOPHO KPUMHHAJIU3UPAKhEe?

Hcro Taka, oHHMeE IITO HACTOjyBaaT Jia ja IOMCTOBETAT
XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTA CO ,,0JIBPATHUOT WHIIECT YECTOIIATH
npeHeOperHyBaar efiHa MOIIHe OUTHA pa3jinKa. AKTUTE
Ha MHIIECT [IPETCTaByBaaT KPUBUYHO JIEJIO, 32 pas3jnKa
0/ XOMOCEKCYaJTHUTEe aKTH KOU BO HAJTOJIEM JIETI OFf CBe-

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. * 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.?* 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 ce JeKpUMHWHaJIU3WpaHu. Pe3ysrature of KOMIIa-
paTUBHATa aHA/JIM3a Ha PA3/IMYHU 3aKOHCKU pellleHuja
3a MHIIECTOT Ce JIOBOJIHO WJIYCTPAaTHBHU 3a TOoa JeKa
HeMaMe HeJBOCMUCJIEH KOHIIENT 3a ,,0BPaTHUOT WH-
nect. Ha mpumep, 1ayin HereHUTaJIHAaTa MeHeTpaIuja u
OPaJIHUOT CEeKC ce ImoApa3bupaaT Bo AedUHUIIMjaTa HA
LAHIlecTOT?“% TToToa, Masm 3abpaHaTa HAa WHIIECTOT OU
TpebaJio J1a ce OJIHECYBA caMO Ha KPBHU CPOIHUITA HJIH
1 Ha YWIEHOBH O] CEM€EjCTBOTO KOH HE Ce BO KPBHO CPO/I-
CTBO?%

~APTYMEHTUTE" IeKa ,,0JIBPATHUOT" MHIECT K€ HU Ce 13-
MoJIKHe o7 [TangopuHaTa KyTHja Ha 3JI0TO aKO ja TOJIEPH-
pamMe He TOMAJIKy ,OABpaTHaTa“ XOMOCEKCYaJIHOCT,
MPETIIOCTaByBaaT JieKa HHIIECTOT € HempobyieMaTHYeH
IIOUM, KaJIe IIITO TPAHUIIATE CE MOIITHE jJaCHO ITOCTABEHH.
Ho, uHIiectoT He e mpobJsieMaTHYeH caMO KaKO IpaB-
Ha KaTeropuja, TyKy ¥ KaKO IICUXOaHAJIUTHYKH IIOHM.
HaBuctuHa, IITO IpETCTaByBa WMHIECTOT — JAJIM € Toa
ImopekHaTa (aHTa3Wja WM U3BPIIEH aKT; JAJIH € Toa
MeMopHja, HaCTaH, Win keynba?% Ako 3a [lyaur Batiaep
“Ma HeJIOYMUITY BO IIOTJIE/ Ha HAIIeTO ITIONMarbe Ha NH-
[IECTOT, 32 Hea HeMa HeZIOYMUITH BO IOIJIE Ha TOa KaKO
WHIIECT-TabyTO MOKe Jla CJIYKM KaKO WHCTPYMEHT 3a
HCKJIy4yBarb€e Ha XOMOCEKCyaTHaTa JbyOoB:

»,VIMEHO, aKO 3a MHIECT TaOyTO UCTO Ce MPETIIOCTAByBa JleKa
T'O MHCTAJIUPA CyOjEKTOT BO XeTePOCEKCyaTHA HOPMATHUBHOCT,
M aKo, Kako IITO TBPJAT HEKOW, OBa HHCTAJIHpame €
OBO3MOXKYBAUKHOT YCJIOB 32 CHUMOOJIMYKUA HJIU KYJITYPHO
WHTEJIUTUOWIEH  JKUBOT,  TOTAlll  XOMOCEKCyaJIHATa
JbyOOB ce jaByBa KaKO HEMHTEJUTHOHJIHO BO paMKHUTE Ha
WHTEJIUTUOUIHOTO: JbYOOB 3a KOja HEMa MECTO BO IMETO Ha
JpyOOBTa, TIO3UIIMja BO PAMKHUTe Ha (HaMUIMjapHOCTA IIITO
He € HUKaKBa o3uiuja. s

S MOKHHUOT 3aKJIY4OK €Ka XOMOCEKCyaJiHaTa .TI)Y6OB e

CUMOOJIMYKY U KYJITYPHO HEMHTEIUTUOWIHA popMa HA

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?”%® Also, would the ban over incest apply only to
blood relations or also to members of the family that are
not related by blood?>*

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? > 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.”¢

The possible conclusion that homosexual love is sym-
bolically and culturally an unintelligible form of life is
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’KMBOT, CJIEAyBa OJi COMHHUTEIHUTE MCUXOAHATUTHIKHI
MIPEMUCH JieKa UHIECT-Ta0yTO T'0 ,,HHCTAJIHpPa Cy0jeKTOT
BO XEeTEPOCEKCyasTHa HOPMATHBHOCT® M JieKa TaKBOTO
HWHCTaJIMpabe € ,,0BO3MOKYBAaUKH YCJIOB 32 €7leH CHUM-
OOJIMYKM WJIM KyJTYPHO WHTEJIUTUOUIIEH >KHUBOT".
Tokmy 3atoa, Batyiep ce 3asara 3a MpeUCHIUTYBabe U
ITOBTOPHO MTPOMUC/IyBal€e Ha ysiorata Ha 3abpaHara 3a
HHIIECTOT BO ICHXOaHaIM3aTa. Bo Taa Hacoka, Taa ja
IIPOMUCITyBa 3a0paHaTa 3a MHIIECTOT U KaKO 3aIIITUTA Of
3yoyrorpeba (ekcruioaTamyja Ha JbyOOBTa Ha JIETETO),
¥ KaKO MHCTPYMEHT 3a 3J10yIoTpeda (MCKIydyBame Ha
XOMOCEKCyasTHaTa JbyOOB O]l XeTEPOCEKCyaTHO-HOpMa-
TUBHaTa cdepa npudareHa kKako oOpasel] 3a UHTEU-
rubmIHOCTA).

Crparervjata Ha BaTiep e paaukasHO cyOBep3WBHA:
HACIIPOTU TEHEHI[MO3HUTE ,apTyMEHTH JleKa ypHhBa-
IbETO Ha €JTHO Talby (XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTa) BOAU KOH ypH-
Bambe Ha Jpyru Tabya (MHIIECTOT), Taa ce HajeBa JeKa
JEMUCTU(DUIUPALETO HA €[eH IMCUXOAHATUTHIKA
MHT (3a ¢opMaTHBHATA yJIoTa HA HHIECT-TAOyTO) Ke
OBO3MOXKH Jle-Tabyu3upame Ha XOMOCEKCyaJHaTa
JpyOoB. CTparerujata Ha batsiep e HacoueHa IPOTUB
WHCTPYMEHTAaJIN3aIfjaTa Ha HHIECT-TabyTo BO (YHK-
1Mja Ha 00e30eyBarbe MOTKpeIa Ha HACTOjyBamaTa 3a
KYJITYPHO 00€3Bpe/IHyBathe Ha XOMOCEKCYyaIHATa JbyOOB.
JleMmucTH(UKYBAHETO HAa MHIECTOT (Kako (peHOMEH Une
CIIOMEHYBabe € JIOBOJIEH Pa3Jjior 3a IPeU3BUKYBAIbE
Ha THacelme Kaj OrpoMeH OpOj KOH3epBaTHUBIH), €
HEOIIXOTHO 3a ,TPaHCTPeCHpame Ha TPaHUIUTE” Ha
XeTepoceKCyalHaTa HOPMAaTUBHOCT U 3a CO3/IaBaibe Ha
CUMOOJIMYKH U KYJITYPEH MPOCTOP 32 XOMOCEKCyaTHaTa
JbyOOB KaKO JIETUTUMHA U KYJITYPHO WHTEJUTHOUIIHA
dbopma Ha TOCTOMHCTBEH KHUBOT.

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 Buzarovska
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benewku:

I'panuyuitie Ha crobodaitia u uzbopoiii: Xomocexcyan-
Hoctlia 80 Petiybauxa MakedoHuja (Cxomje: XeJICHHIIKA
KOMUTET 3a YOBEKOBHU IpaBa Ha PemyOsimka MakenoHnja
u IleHTap 3a YOBEKOBU IpaBa U pa3pellyBame Ha KOH-
¢ukTH, 2002).

AHKeTaTa € U3Be/leHa o 1600 HCIUTAHUIU (IITO IPET-
CTaByBa HAjMaJI pPelpe3eHTATHUBEH MPUMEPOK 3a IOIy-
snanyjaTa Ha Pemy6inka MakeioHuja), MpeTcTaBHUIIM Ha
YeTHPUTE HAJjroJIEMU €THUYKH 3aeTHUIMN BO PemyOmka
MakenoHuja (MakeIOHCKa, aI0aHCKa, TYPCKA B POMCKA),
€O MPUOJIMKHO €THAKOB OpOj Ha YKEHH B Ma*KH ¥ pAaMHO-
MepHa 3aCcTalleHoCT Ha YeTHPH Bo3pacHU rpymnu (18-25,
26-37, 38-50 1 HaJl 50 TOAUHN).

Croopen aHanusara ,,OBOj cTaB ro 3acramyBaaT 24.6% o
aHKETHPAHUTE CO BUCOKO oOpasoBaHUe, HacIpoTu 68%
0J1 aHKETUPAHUTE CO HE3aBPIIIEHO OCHOBHO 00Opa30BaHUeE.
PazsimkaTa e ucTO Taka MHOTY TOJIeMa Kaj IPUIIaIHULIITE
Ha pa3JIMYHHU €THUYKHU 3aeaHunu (12.30% MakenoHu
HACIPOTH 45% Anbanim).”

U noxpaj Toa mTo camo 48,1% oj y4eCHUIUTE HE IO 3a-
CTaIyBaa CTaBOT JIeKa ,.3a CEKCOT U CeKCYaJHUTe OIlpe-
Jlesiou He Tpeba [BoomTo] 1a ce 360pyBa.

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

IIpen ce, mpobseMOT Ha AUCKpUMHHANMjaTa BpP3 OC-
HOBa Ha ceKCyaJlHa OpMEeHTalMja U IO0CTOjaHaTa 3aKaHa
3a COIMjaTHO UCKJIydyBarbe BO cuTe chepu O/ JKUBOTOT.
(Cnopeqt pesynraTuTe O] aHKeTata, 46% OJi aHKEeTHpa-
HUTe cMeTaar Jieka XoMoceKcyannute Bo Makesonuja ce
JIICKPUMUHUPAHHU.)

3aeHUYKO 32 AaBTOPUTE HA aPTYMEHTHTE IITO Ke I'M aHa-
JiM3vpaMe BO OBOj TEKCT € TOa IITO CTaHyBa 300p 3a BU-
COKO-KBUIN(UKYBAaHU €AyKATOPU KOU CE€ HEMOCPEHO
BKJIyUY€HHU BO 0OPa30BHHUOT IIPOIIEC HA MJIA/IHTE.

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).

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).

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).”

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

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

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.)

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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CostynueB, Pucro, ,Koj e oBae, BIIpOYeM, XOMOCEKCY-
aren?“, @opym 146 (2004).

Jlypu u 3a HaApOJHUTE MPHUKA3HU KaJle IITO Ce TOBOPH
3a HUCTOIOJIOB CEKC, ,CO CUTYPHOCT ce 3Hae JieKa Ce IpH-
darenn ox npyrure Hapoau“. ([Tapadpasupan e Kupun
[Tenynutuckn).

Ona 1rto ro kpernu MaKkeOHEIOT /1a He Taj[He TOJIKY HU-
CKO, CIIOpe aBTOPOT, € Toa IIITO ,,CMe CE YIIITe CBECHU 3a
IMaTHATOCTAa Ha YOBEKOBUOT epoc”.

Criopen oBue pe3yJTaTH, 44,3% ox ucnutanunure (55,6%
- 0/1 18-25 TOZIMHM) OJITOBOPHJIE TOTBPHO HA IPAIIAHETO
»/laJT1 HEKOTAIII CTe 3aI03HajIe HEKOj XOMOCeKcyaser?”

~MaKeIOHEIIOT € cera Ha pacrake, BO OIIACHOCT Jja U3JIe3€
o1 OUTHETO U Ja TO IPOMAaIIU CBOjOT €pocC... AHTUBHUTA-
JIN3MOT € MOTPELIEH TOTJIE 32 €ZIeH HAPO/] KOj € MIOJIH CO
JKMBOTHU COKOBH, a IypH Cera My IIPETCTOjaT MET/IaHU 3a
MIOKaKyBame Ha KpeaTuBHOCTA. TOj HApPOJ UMa MPaBo HA
CBOj COIICTBEH JIUCKYPC, KOj TO IJIeZla XOMOCEKCYaTU3MOT
U CUTE APYTH JIEKAJIEHTHH [10jaBU KAKO HUYKOCAH €POC U
Kako OoJiect Ha mymaTa [...]“

sL..-] JaCHO e Jleka WHAWBHAyaTa He MOXKe Jaa Ouje
roroJieMa oji CBojoT Hapoy [...]*

»MHOTY € jacHO JIeKa XOMOCEKCYaJU3MOT € OHOJIOIIKH
Kop-coKak, Oujejku Bajiia o] WCT IOJI HEe MO’KaT Jaa
CO3/13J1aT JKUBOT - €AHOCTABHO, 3aT0A IIITO PUPO/IAaTa He
WUTpa HA TOj HAYHUH.

IToBTOpHO J1¥ TOJIKY OPTy 3a60paBUBME KOj CE Ce CIIyKellle
€O ,,FEHETCKU " apTyMEHTH ?

ABTOpOT He IPAaBH Pa3JivKa Mel'y CHMIITOM U HAPYIIIyBabe,
a Ha MOMEHTH HUTYy IOMery ICHXOJIOTHjaTa W ICHUXH-
jarpwujara.
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CosyHueB, Pucro, ,Koj e oBme, Bmpouem, XOMOCEKCY-
azner?“, @opym 146. (2004). (Risto Solunchev, “Who here,
is in fact, a homosexual?,” Forum 146, 3 March, 2004.)

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).

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.”

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?”

“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

[..I”

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

“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.”

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

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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»BO OpoIrypara ce mapaaupa co CHHTarMara ‘aBTOHOMUja
HaJI CBOETO TeJIO', IITO ImoaApa3bupa Jeka tpeda Jja Hu ce
OBO3MOXKH CO HETO JIa IPABUMEe IIITO cakame.“

Cenak, ocTaHyBa Jja BHUCH BO BO3J[yX HEOJITOBOPEHOTO
IIpamiame: IITO JIU IPABaT BO KPEBET IIOBEKETO MAKU KO
CTaHAJIE XOMOCEKCYaJIN KAaKO pPe3yJITaT Ha €PEKTHIHA
nuchyHKIja?

IIto u xa 3Hauwm Toa. be3apyro, BO cIy4ajoB He CTaHyBa
300p 3a ymre eneH pumocodcku ,mu3am.”

Mogepnara ,EBporncka“ nusminsanuja ce 6a3upa TOKMy
Bp3 €THKaTa Ha YOBEKOBUTE IIPaBa, U 3abpaHaTa Ha Juc-
KPUMUHAIM]jA BP3 CUTE OCHOBH - BKJIyYHUTEJIHO U BP3 OC-
HOBA Ha CeKCyaJIHaTa OPUEHTAIja.

Besnmpyro, n mmmnepujara Ha Astekcanmap MaxenoH-
cku (,IpUKa,” WK HE - TyKa € CeeJ[HO) IMOYHaja Ja ce
pacmara BO MOMEHTOT Kora AJIEKCAHJIap 3a€IHO CO CBO-
jot ;pyboBHUK XedajeroH (1o mpumepot Ha Axwt u Ila-
TPOKJIE) TPrHAJIE BO UCTOPUCKHOT IIOXOJ] 32 OCBOjyBAHE
HA ZIOTOTAII I03HATHUOT CBET.

Bo ,1japcTtBoTO HEOGECHO®, BO KO€ CEKOrall ce Haorajo
MeCTO, U 332 OHUE IITO BOjyBajie BO IMETO HA XPUCTHjaH-
CKHOT 00T, U 32 OHHE IITO BOjyBajie BO HMETO HA MCJIAM-
CKHOT 6Or.

Kage mto e o6pasysan u o6pa3yBa CTyIeHTH aBTOPOT HA
OBOj TEKCT Kako acucTeHT o Vcropuja Ha durocodu-
jara.

Ere y1rre efHa MOKHOCT 32 MpUMEHA HA MAPKCHUCTHIKATA
TeopwHja 3a OTYIyBAIETO, TOJIKY IIOITyJIApHA HAa KaTezpaTa
Ha KOja IITO paboTH aBTOPOT.

Pucro Comnynues, ,, Temkoro, Xajaerep u Xeren (XapemoT
Maxkenonuja)“ @opym 152, 2 cEeITEMBPH, 2004.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

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

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

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

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.

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.

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.

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

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

Pucro ConyHues, ,, Temkoto, Xajmerep u Xeres (XapeMoT
Maxkenonuja)“ @opym 152, 2 cenTeMBpH, 2004. [Risto
Solunchev, "The Heavy One, Heidegger and Hegel (Haa-
rem Macedonia), Forum 152, September 2, 2004]
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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

Waxo 360poT ,KOH3EpPBATUBEH” BO HAIIMOT CEKOjAHEBEH
roBOp ce ynoTpebyBa MPBEHCTBEHO BO OMAaJIOBAXKyBayKa
cMucIIa.

Haunuen Jlonues, ,,Coounu ce co paznuuHocral!®, Yilipun-
cku BecHuk, Op. 1317, 8 HoemBpu 2003. “IlorpemHo e
Toa mTo ambacaymara Ha CAJl ;maBa mapu 3a Ouinbopau
KOH TO IPOMOBHPAAT XOMOCEKCYAJTHUOT HAYKMH HA JKUBe-
eme, MOTPEIIHO € IITO TOA Cce IPaBH BO eIHA 3eMja CO
IIOKOH3EPBATUBHY BPETHOCTH U IMOTPEIIHO € 3aT0a IITO
II0CTOjaT OrpoMeH Opoj APYTH MOBaXKHU E€KOHOMCKU U
couyjasHu nIpobieMu’.

»,B0 MakesioH1ja € HOPMAJIHO AYPH U e€/ieH XEeJICHHIIIKHI
KOMHTET Jia HE TEPOPU3WpPA CO IIpaBaTa HA XOMOCEK-
CyaJIIuTe, a MPUTOA 32 UCTHOT /1A HE € TOJIKY CYIITUHCKU
1po6J1eMoT Ha 40% HeBPabOTEHN, HA KOU FM € YCKPaTeHO
paBoTo Ha pabora u Ha yeb.“ (Pucro CosyHues, ,Tem-
koto, Xajnerep u Xeren (Xapemor Maxkenonuja)“, @opym,
6poj 152, 2 centeMBpH, 2004.) Ce pazbupa, aBTOPOT Ha
OBOj apryMeHT He 00jacHyBa 30IIITO ¥ CAMHUOT TOj OZJTY I
Jla Hamuire obeMeH TEKCT BO KOj Ke He ,Tepopusupa’ co
He TOJIKYy CYIITHHCKHM IPOOJIeMHU, HaMecTO Jla HAIUIIe
»CYIITHHCKY TEKCT" 32 TOA KAKO /1A Ce Pa3peIy Ipo0IeMOT
Ha 40% HeBpabOTEHU.

Bnanuka Mertonuj 3nartanos, ,He mpudakam pazmimd-
HOCTH, TyKy Ju4HocTH,” HedenHo epeme, 11 IeKeMBpH,
2005, 20-21.

~Anearudukysame HaJII' BT nomysamyjara Bo Permy6imka
MaxkenoHuja - 2004/2005 roauHa (pe3ysITaTh Off CIPO-
BeneHa aHkeTa)“ (Ckorje: XeJICHHIIIKA KOMUTET 3a YOBe-
KoBH mpaBa Ha Perry6inka Makenonuja & MASSO, 2005).
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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

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

Daniel Doncev, “Face the difference!,” Utrinski Vesnik,
No. 1317, November 8, 2003. ([lanuen [Jouues, ,,Cooun
ce co pasnmuHocra!®, Yitipuncku Becruxk, 6p. 1317, 8 HO-
emBpu 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.”

“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.

Bnagmka Meronuj 3nartaHos, ,He mpudakam pasmamy-
HOCTH, TyKy JINYHOCTH,” HedeaHo 8peme, 11 IEKEMBDH,
2005, 20-21. (Bishop Metodij Zlatanov “I Do Not Accept
Differences, But Personalities” Nedelno Vreme, Decem-
ber 11, 2005, 20-21).

“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). Ciopes;, pe3y-
TATUTE O UCTPAXKYBAETO, 151 JIUIIE O 1573 UCIUTAHU-
[IY IOTBP/IHO OAITOBOPHJIE HA IPAIIAKETO ,,J[aIu cé yITe
UMAaTe CEKCyaJTHU OZHOCH CO JIUIE O] UCT moi?“ Op HUB,
43 nuna ja qepuHUpase cBojaTa CeKCyaJiHa OpHEeHTaIHja
KaKoO ,,MCKJIYIYUBO XOMOCEKCyaTHa®, 25 KaKO ,,IIPBEHCTBE-
HO XOMOCEKCYaJIHa“, a 70 KaKo ,0rcekcyamHa“.

Ha A1 reneBusujara, Bo nebaTHaTa emucuja , Yymy*“.

VYirre efeH UCYEKOP BO OAHOC HA IPETXOJHO aHATU3U-
PaHUOT TEKCT € JIeKa ,creKynanuuTe” Ha Biajgukara He 1o
Herupaar IIOCTOEEEeTO Ha XOMOCeKcyaty Bo PemybGiinka
Maxkeqonuja: ,Ilo3HaBaM Jiyfe 3a KOM 3HaM JeKa ce
xoMmocekcyasnnu. IIIto mucinam jac 3a HUB? bu ru ocyaut
s Ha cMpT? Jlaju ce BUHOBHH aKO Ce POJEHU KaKO
xoMocekcyannu? bu ru kazHui gau? bu ru npucuin au
Ha TIOIIPaBHO XeTepPOCEKCYayHO ofHecyBame? Jlanu 6u
TH 3aTBOPUJI BO XOMOCEKCYaJIHH TreTa wiau joropu? bu
ce IIpaBeJI JIU JieKa He 3HaM JieKa ce MoMHaKBu? Jlamu ce
XOMOCEKCYaJII! aKO UyBCTBYBaaT TAKOB a(pUHUTET HJIU AKO
ce peaJIM3UpPaHU BO CBOjaTa OpHeHTaIuja? bu ce miamesn
JIU 12 He ce 3apas3aM o7 [TeZIEPCKU BUPYC WU cIUYHO? bu
ce IUIAIlesI JIU /1a He HCIIalHaM ceJbaK ako Ka)aM JieKa
ce dpukoBu? bu ce Tpy/en v 1a He UCIIaJHAM JIaTeHTeH
XOMO aKo ce obuziaM fia r'u onpasaam? bu ce Tpyzen iu ga
ru pazbepaM, HAMECTO Jia TH onpaBayBaM? Jamm e HajKy
ciero a ru npudaram? Jlaau co Toa 61 TM U3HEBEPUI
CBOUTE MIPUHIUAIN?“

. »,CIopen XpucTHjaHCKaTa aCKeTHKa, CUTE CMe TOBUKAHHU

Jla To mpeobpasyBaMe COIICTBEHUOT epoc [...]“

J
HaIara Ipupo/ia € TPeBoT .

. Mako kamnamara Ha III'1II cyrepupaliie camo coouysarse

CO pa3/IM4YHOCTA.

32.

33-

34.

35-

36.

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.”

During the debate show “Chumu” on A1 Television.

Another advance in comparision with the previously
analyzed text is that the ‘speculations’ of Bishop Metodjij
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?”

“According to Christian asceticism, we are all called upon
to transform our own eros [...]”
“What makes us like or unlike our nature is sin.”

Even though the CCHR campaign only suggested facing
differences.
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»JOBEUKOTO MaMeTeHe N300MITyBa CO OTPOMEH Jfjalla30H
o paziauvHOCTH. Jlasm WMaMe KPHUTEPUYM CHOpEN
KOj ke 3HaeMe KaJie /1a ja IOCTaBUMe TIDaHHIATa Ha
KOMIIPOMHUCOT?“

»,CeKoja opreHTalyja 1 IpeoKyIaliyja e IpeMHOTY JIMYHA
U MPEMHOTY CKaIloIleHa 3a CO Hea /la ce MaBTa KaKO CO
3HaMme.“

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

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

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

AprymenToT ce npunumiya Ha /[-p Jlaypa. llutupano
ctopez; John Corvino, “No Slippery Slope,” Gay & Lesbian
Review Worldwide, Vol. 7, Issue 3 (Summer 2000).

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

“Sen. Rick Santorum’s Comments on Homosexuality in
an AP Interview.” The Associated Press, April 22, 2003,
http://www.sodomylaws.org/santorum/snnewsoo06.
htm:

»~AKO BpXOBHUOT Cy1 Besiu JieKa UMaTe IIPaBO HAa KOHCEH3ya-
JieH (Tej) cekc BO BaIIMOT JIOM, TOTAlll BUE€ MUMaTe IPaBO Ha
Ouramuja, IMare IIpaBo Ha MOJIUTaMUja, UMAaTe MIPAaBO Ha UH-
LIECT, UMaTe IIPaBo Ha pesbyOa. Vimate mpaBo Ha 6mI0 1ITO.“

~APTrYMeHTOT" ja ryOHM cBOjaTa TE€KMHA aKO KaKO OTpaHU-
YyBaYKHU YCJIOB 32 CEKCyaJIHUTE BPCKU (M XeTEepPOCeK-
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“Humanmemory aboundswith agreatrange of differences.
Are there criteria to determine where to set the limits of
compromise?”

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

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

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

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

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

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

“Sen. Rick Santorum’s Comments on Homosexuality in
an AP Interview.” The Associated Press, April 22, 2003,
http://www.sodomylaws.org/santorum/snnewso06.
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.”

“The argument” loses its value if non-incestuousness is
added as a restricting condition for sexual relationships

’EI
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Zarko Trajanoski The Spectre of Homosexuality is haunting Macedonia

CYaJIHUTE U XOMOCEKCYaJIHUTE) Ce HAJ[OMIOJIHYU He-UHIeC-
Tyo3HOcTa. Ha mpumep, kako mrTo yka:xkyBa KopBuHO:
“[...] 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/corvinos9.html).
Tyka, Bo MaHup Ha IpodecopoT (baparbe BJIaKHO BO jajiie),
6u Moxxese na My 3abesiexXuMe: a IITO aKO BPCKATa HE €
KOHCEH3yaJIHa, WX ako He e OuHapHa? Kako oarosop,
KopBuHO camo 6U r'vi IOMOJTHUIT OBHE OTPAHUIYBAUKH YC-
JIOBM IIITO BasKaT U 34 XeTEPOCEKCYaTHUTE BPCKH.

Taxka, ako mpodecopoT ce corjiacypa Jieka HHIECTYO3HUTE
OTHOCU ce HOPMAaJIHH, ke Ouje MHOTy 3a0aBHO Ja ce
cen KaKO CaMUOT TOj ce oOuzyBa Jia ja IIpOMOBHpA
COIICTBEHATa WHIIECTYO3HOCT BO HOPMAaJIeH OJHOC. AKO
IIaK He ja OpaHU Te3ara JleKa WHIIECTYO3HUTE OJIHOCH
Ce HEIITO HOPMAaJIHO, TOTAlll U CaAMHOT Tpeba Ja Kaike
Kajie e pas/iMKaTa Ha Koja TO TPajll CBOETO OJ0UBAIbE
Jla TH TIOMCTOBETU OBHE OJHOCH CO CBOETO 3ajIarame 3a
HOPMAaJIHOCTa Ha XeTepoceKcyaaHocTa!

KopBHHO IO TBP/IU TOKMY CIIPOTHBHOTO: ,,[ ...] ©IMa AajIeKy
TOBEKE XeTEPOCEKCYaIeH MHIIECT OTKOJIKY XOMOCEKCYaIeH
nniect.” (John Corvino, “Homosexuality and Morality,
Part V: Retaining the Moral High Ground”, http://www.
indegayforum.org/authors/corvino/corvinoge.html)

Cf. Stanley Kurtz, “The Libertarian Question: Incest,
homosexuality, and adultery,” National Review, April
30, 2003. http://www.nationalreview.com/kurtz/kurtz
043003.asp. Crnopex Kypii, Kako 1mrrto TabyTo MpOTHB WH-
LIECTOT TY IITHUTH JlelaTa off CeKCyasiHa 3JI0ymoTpeba of
JIPYTUTE YJIEHOBU HA CEMEjCTBOTO, TaKa U TaOyTO ITPOTUB
XOMOCEKCyaJTHOCTa UMa Iosie3Ha GYHKIIUja — IO IITUTH
6pakor. Criopesi Hero, epo3ujaTa Ha egHO Taby MoOxKe
Jla ZIOBeJlEe JI0 epo3uja Ha JIPYTUTE CONHjaJIHO IOJIE3HU
Tabya.

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

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!

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/corvinoge.html).

Cf.Stanley Kurtz, “The Libertarian Question: Incest, homo-
sexuality, and adultery,” National Review, April 30, 2003.
http://www.nationalreview.com/kurtz/kurtzo43003.
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.

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

Cf. Ibid., 1581.

BpxoBHUOT cyz1 Ha Mucypu, Ha mpuMep, BO 06pasiioxe-
HUETO Ha CBojarta mpecyaa /[pxcasaiiia tipoitius [lexcoH
(1883) HaBenmyBa /ieka ,/ApKaBaTa TO UMa MCTOTO MPABO
J1a To perysiupa 6pakoT BO OBOj MOTJIE KAKO IIITO UMa Ipa-
BO H Jia T0O 3abpaHu O6pakoT momery 6patydenu U JIpyru
kpBHU Bpcku“ (“the State has the same right to regulate
marriage in this respect that it has to forbid the intermarri-
age of cousins and otherblood relations.”) (Cf. Ibid., 1556).

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.”

Ha npumep, Kejxu HaBeayBa CyICKHU IPECYIA BO KOU MH-
LIECTOT Ce TPETHUPA CaMO KaKO IeHUCHO-BarMHaIHA TIeH-
erparja (Cf. Cahill, 1560). 3akonckara osipenba mpoTUB
uHiecT (,,poZlockBepHaBeme”) Bo Penybinka MakenoHuja
noapa3bupa reHuTaHA eHerpanyja (,067py6a“), mozexa
»POJTOCKBEPHABEHETO CO JieTe (Mo 14 TO/.) oapa3bupa
U ,,JIDYTO TI0JIOBO JIEjCTBO".

Janu 3abpanara 3a MHIECT Tpeba /ja ce OJHECYBa U HA
OUYyBOT M Makeara, nosyopator u mosycecrparta? IIlto
CTaHyBa CO Pa3BeJIEHUTE OUyBH, KAKO BO CIy4ajoT HA By-
v AneH? Bo 3aBUCHOCT 0] IpaBHUTE HOPMH, OHA IITO
BO HEKOja JIp;KaBa Ce CMeTa 3a WHIIECTyO3HO, BO JIpyra
Jip’KaBa Toa MOJXKe Jla He moTnara moj AedUHUIjaTa Ha
VHIIECTOT.

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

Ibid., 160.
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Perspective on Contemporary Family Discourse and the
Incest Taboo,” Northwestern University Law Review,
Vol. 99, No. 4 (2005): 1561

Cf. Ibid., 1581.

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).

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.”

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.

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.

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

Ibid., 160.
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