Identities )

Katja Kaxnuna | Jle6ej-Hociti/lejHociu:
OyeKyBatbaTta of,
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He e Tosky ,,j1e30€jcKOTO TOA IITO TO MIPOyIyBaMe KOJIKY
IITO TOA C€ MHOIITBEHUTE, IIPDOMEHJIUBUTE IIPOLECU
Kou J1e30€jCKOTO TeJIO T'M 3a3eMa U TH U3BPIILyBa Ha
IIPOIYCHUOT MEHUCKYC IIOMery COIMjaTHOTO U cebHOCTA.

Tamcun Brtron (Tamsin Wilton) 1995: 49

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

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

the lesbian body inhabits and enacts at

the permeable meniscus between the social and the self.

Tamsin Wilton 1995: 49

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CeKcyaniHM MAEHTUTETU: OA KBUP KOHLENLUM
AO UCTOPUCKU MaTepujanusam

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

Sexual identities: from queer conceptions
to historical materialism

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Identity and narrative: Sexual identities
between personal and social

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(Wilton 1995: 30)

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

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

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

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

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

(Wilton 1995: 30)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

[IpeBox ox anrIMcKu jasuk: PogHa PyckoBcka

benewku:

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

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

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

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

Notes:

1.

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

Forexample, see John Boswell’s famous work Christianity,

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

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

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

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

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