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4YOBEKOBU NpaBa

HCTpamyBaH)aTa Ha CeKCyaJiTHaTa OpUEeHTaIluja O]
IocjIeHaTa JIelleHrja Ha MUHATHOT BEK OCTaHaa
3a0eJIe’KaHy BO HEKOJIKY HAyUHH IIPOEKTH, YU U3BEIITAN
IpeIn3BUKaa rojieM HHTePEeC KaKO BO HayYHATa, TaKa U
BO MOIIMPOKATa CBETCKA jaBHOCT. IIpeiMeTOT Ha THe
HCTpaKyBama Oellle MMOTEKJIOTO HAa MalllKaTa XOMOCEK-
CYaJIHOCT.

Bo usBemraTuTe 07 HCTpaXkyBamaTa ce TBpJEIle JieKa
IIOCTOjaT MHAWUKAIINHY 32 OMOJIONIKN OCHOBY Ha MAIIIKaTa
xoMocekcyasaHocT. [loeHTHUTe o7 THe HCTpa)kyBama
HaW/I0a Ha HAjTOJIEM O/ISUB BO aMEPHUKAHCKOTO OIIIII-
TeCTBO. JaBHOCTa pearuparie rpeKky jaBHu gebartu ,3a“ u
LIIPOTUB® CIIEI[UjaJIHUTE MpPaBa HA XOMOCEKCYaJIIIUTE,
TEeCTUPAjKU TU HA TOj HAUMH U3BEIITANTE KAaKO apTyMeH-
Tanuja Bo of0paHaTa Ha CBOUTE CTOjaIUIITA.

VHTEpecoT 3a KCTpakyBamaTta He Oellle OrpaHUYeH CaMOo
Kaj rej/ne30ejCKUTe NBIKEeHha, ONOMETUITUHCKUTE HAYKH
U jaBHUTe ZebaTH 3a MmpaBaTa Ha XOMOCEKCYaJII[HUTE.
MHory GeMUHUCTUYKH aBTOPHU ' KPUTHKyBaa HUBHUTE
Haoju. KpuTHKHTE IJIaBHO ce MOTIIMpPaa Ha UCKYCTBOTO
CO HaTypaJH3MOT KaKO JOMHHAHTHA CTpaTeruja BO
MMpaKTUKAaTa Ha HAyYHUTE UCTPAKyBaba.
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In the last decade of the past century several scientific
projects conducted research into sexual orientation and
the reports aroused great interest not only in the scientific
world, but also in the wider public world. Such research
projects were interested in the origin of male
homosexuality.

The reports claimed that there were indications about the
biological origin of male homosexuality. The arguments
discussed in these research projects were best received
by the American society. The public responded ‘for’ and
‘against’ special rights for homosexuals through public
debates thus testing the reports as arguments in the
defense of their standpoints.

The interest for the research projects was not limited to
gay/lesbian movements, biomedical sciences and public
debates on the rights for homosexuals. Many feminist
authors criticized the findings. Such criticism was based
on the experience with the naturalism as a dominant
strategy in the practice of scientific research.
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Bo pamkuTe Ha r€ej/1e30€jCKOTO ABIKEHE Ce U30CTPHja
TEOPUCKO-TIOJIUTUYKUTE PA3JIMKH IIOMel'y JOMUHAHTHHUTE
CTpyH: ,Tej reH“ cTpyjaTa, KakKo MO3HUIHja LITO TO
IIOJITP>KyBa OMOJIOMIKMOT KOHIIEIIT HA XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTA
O] eJTHa, ¥ OHUE KOU I'0 3aCTaIlyBaa ,,queer CTOjaIuIITeTo,
O/THOCHO CH'TE OHHE KOY Ha HEKOj HAUWH HE Ce ,,cOBIaraat
CO JIOMHHAHTHHUTE XeTePOCEKCyaJHU HOPMAaTUBHU
MIPAaKTUKHU of Apyra crpaHa. KoH ,queer crojanauirero
ce MPUKJTyYHja U OHUE KOU I'0 UCTAaKHyBaa ,u300pOT KaKo
HCXOJIUIIITE HAa CBOjaTa MO3UIIH]ja U criopez] Toa 6ea bI1icKu
710 aHTHHATYPAJINICTHUTE.

He Oerrre Telko /1a ce MPETIOCTaBH JleKa Ke ce MojaBar
HOBH U3BEIITaN O] UCTPA’KyBarba IITO Ke MMaaT 3a IeJl
Jla ja IpoBepaT BaJUAHOCTA Ha U3HeceHUTe Haoau. U
HABHUCTHHA, TAKBU HCTPa’kyBama Oea CIPOBeIEeHU, HO
ITOBEKETO O/ HUB He I'M NOTBP/Hja HAOAUTE 3a OHOJIONI-
KHUTE OCHOBH Ha CeKCyasIHaTa OpHeHTallhja Ha MallIKaTa
XoMoceKcyastHoOCT. VcTo Taka, ce mojaBuja CTyoUU U
KHUTH BO KOU Ce KOMEHTHPAaa CUTe acleKTH oj Aebarara
¥ HUBHaTa MelryceOHa moBp3aHocT. Ho, Kako u co
ITOBTOPEHUTE HAyYHU UCTPa’KyBakba, aBTOPUTE Jtoaraa 10
CKENTHYKHU WM arHOCTUYKH 3aKJIydoI[d. MeTom0/I0TH-
jara ymorpebeHa BO TEOPUCKUTE ITPOIEHKH OOUIHO Oerrie
(peMmuHHCTHYKATA E€MMICTEMOJIOTHja CO KOja ce JTOKaXy-
Ballle MHKOHKJIY3UBHOCTA Ha HAOJUTE, WK CE TBP/IEIIIE
JleKa THe ce WpeJIeBaHTHH BO Oopbara 3a mpaBaTa Ha
XOMOCEKCYaJIITUTE.

Ona mTo ceau MpeTcTaByBa o0 Za ce MpHUKaXKar
TeH3UHTe ToMel'y MeTabU3UIKHUTE, ETUCTEMOJIOIIKUTE 1
MOJINTUYKUTE AUCKYPCH BO (DEMUHUCTUYKUTE U Tej/
J1e30€jCKHU TEOPUCKH ITO3UIINH, BO KOHTEKCT Ha OHUOJIOIII-
KHTE UCTPKYBarha Ha MAIIIKaTa XOMOCEKCYaTHOCT.

Within the gay/lesbian movements, the theoretical and
political differences among the dominant factions became
clearer: the ‘gay gene’ faction, as a position that supported
the biological concept of homosexuality, and those who
supported the ‘queer’ standpoint, i.e. all those who in some
way did not ‘fit in’ with the dominant heterosexual
normative practice. Everyone who underlined the ‘choice’
as an outcome of their position and were close to the anti-
naturalists joined the ‘queer’ standpoint.

It wasn’t difficult to assume that new reports of research
projects would appear in order to verify the validity of the
presented findings. Indeed, such research projects were
carried out but most of them did not confirm the findings
regarding the biological influence on the sexual preference
in male homosexuality. In addition, there were new
studies and books giving comments on all aspects of the
debate and their mutual connection. However, as was the
case with the repeated scientific research projects, the
authors reached sceptical and agnostic conclusions. The
methodology used in the theoretical assessments was
usually the feminist epistemology that proved the
inconclusiveness of the findings, or claimed that the
findings were irrelevant to the struggle for homosexual
rights.

What follows is an attempt to present the opposing views
among the metaphysical, epistemological and political
discourses in feminist and gay/lesbian theoretical
standpoints in the context of the biological research into
male homosexuality.
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Hayka

OBue J1IeHOBY PeaIN3MOT He e 1omysiapeH. Metadusmy-
KaTa JIOKTPUHA [T03HATA KAKO KOHCTPYKTHUBU3aM, BO CHUTE
HEJ3WHU BapUjaHTHU - O] OHTOJIOIIKATA, /10 €ITHCTEMOJIOII-
KaTa 1 JINHIBUCTUYKATA, CTAHyBA JIOMUHAHTHA IO3UIIH]A.
HNaxko nebarata momery peajcTUTe U KOHCTPYKTH-
BHCTHUTE MOKEME JIa ja cIeiMe ce JI0 CPeITHOBEKOBHATA
pacmpasa 3a IPUPOATa U 3HAYEHETO Ha KOHIIENITUTE, Taa
U JIEHEC € KUBA U IIOCTOjaHO T'M MEHYBa KOHTEKCTUTE U
MOTHBUTE 32 HEJ3UHO TOBTOPHO aKTyeJIN3UPAbE.

Bo ¢demuHuMCcTHUYKaTa JUTEpaTypa, pacmpaBaTa 3a
peann3MoT Oellle BOBeZIeHA CO ITO3HATATa PeUYeHUIIa Ha
Cumon /le BoBoap fieka ,,HHKOj He ce para Kako JKeHa,
TYKy cTaHyBa jkeHa“. Bo paHuTe cemymzaecerTy, ,,0TKpH-
THETO“ Ha KaTeropujara ,poA‘ KaKo COIMO-KYJITyPHO
CBOjCTBO, IUCTUHKTHO OJ] KaTeropyjaTa ,l10JI“ IpuJioHece
3a MPOIIMPYBame Ha Aebarara 32 peayim3MOT Ha IOJIETO
Ha aHTPOIIOJIOTHjaTa U colrjasiHara ontosoruja. Cropes
cTaHJapJHaTa WHTepIIpeTaluja, KaTeropujara ,,mos"
pedepupa Ha HEIITO /1a/IeHO, HA HEMEHJIMBO IPUPOTHO
CBOjCTBO, ZI0/IeKa ,,pof1“ pedeprpa Ha COIUO-KYJITYPHUTE
acmekTu. busiejku KaTeropujaTta ,,poA"‘ He 3aBHUCU O]
nazeHu U GUKCUPaHU CBOjCTBA, HEj3WHATA IIPUPOJIA Ce
OTHIIIyBAIlle KAKO KOHCTPYKT. MeryToa, ce mokaa Jeka
U KOHCTPYKTHUTE MOXKe J]a UMaaT cylTuHH. [Ipobiaemor
Oellle BO Toa IITO KaTeropujara ,,poa" Oellle TOJKyBaHA
BO OJTHOC Ha KaTeropujara ,II0JI‘, a Taa pejanuja oerre
O/ITOBOP Ha €/HO OHTOJIONIKO Ipallamwe, HO HE U Ha
MeTapu3nIKOoTO. MeTau3NUKOTO IIpalllabe € Ipallame
3a CyNITHHATA KaKO CBOjCTBO KO€ IIPOHHUKHYBA BO CUTE
WIEHOBU HAa €JlHA KaTeropuja, U Ha KOe MOXKe Jja ce
OZTOBOPH, O€3 71a ce Aazie OATOBOP Ha OHTOJIOMIKOTO.
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SCIENCE

These days realism is not popular. The metaphysical
doctrine better known as constructivism, in all its versions
— from the ontological to the epistemological and
linguistic one, develops into a dominant viewpoint.
Although we are able to follow the debate between the
realists and the constructivists until the medieval
discussion on nature and the meaning of concepts, this
debate is still vivid and constantly changes the contexts
and motives for its re-actualization.

In feminist literature, the discussion on realism was
introduced with the famous citation ‘one is not born a
woman, one becomes one’, by Simone de Beauvoir. In the
early 70s, the ‘discovery’ of the category ‘gender’ as a socio-
cultural feature distinctive from the category ‘sex’,
contributed for the expansion of the debate on realism in
the sphere of anthropology and social ontology. According
to the standard interpretation, the category ‘sex’ refers to
something given, an unalterable natural attribute,
whereas ‘gender’ refers to the socio-cultural aspects. On
the grounds that the category ‘gender’ does not depend
on given and fixed attributes, its nature was described as
a construct. However, it was shown that even constructs
may have an essence. The problem arose due to the fact
that the category ‘gender’ was interpreted with regard to
the category ‘sex’, and this relation was an answer to an
ontological issue, not a metaphysical one. The
metaphysical issue is an issue about the essence as an
attribute typical of every member in a given category, and
an issue that can be answered without providing an
answer to the ontological issue.
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Bo norziesr Ha KaTeropujara ,,poji, ECEHIINjaTu3MOT, KAaKO
HelprudaTIuBa OHTOJIOIIKA MO3UITMja BO COBPEMEHUTE
(pemuHICTHUKNTE TEOPUY, Oellle AecTaOMIN3HUPaH Ha JIBA
HAaYMHA: CO HUCTOpHU3aIHja Ha KaTeropujata U MpeKy
Hej3uHaTa JeKoHeTpyKIyja. Ho, nectopusmor u Mmarepuja-
JIM3MOT UCTO TaKa BeKe He Oea Bo moza. Ctparerujara Ha
JIEKOHCTPYKI[HjaTa ce CIIPOBe/yBallle BO JIBe HACOKU: Ha
MeTapU3NUKHOT MPEAU3BUK Ce OJIr0OBapalle co Je30-
pueHTaIja Ha MeTadU3NIKUOT KOHIENT HA H/IEHTU-
TETOT, OJIUIIETBOPEH BO peJialyjara CylmTrHa,/mojasa. Bo
O/THOC HAa OHTOJIONIKOTO Ipallale ce KOKETHPAIIE CO
JIMHTBUCTHUYKHOT KOHCTPYKTHUBH3aM, CIIOPE]] KOj, HEe CaMO
IITO KaTeropujaTa ,poji* € KOHCTPYKT, TYKY U KaTeropu-
jara ,,-io1“ € KOHCTPYKT MCTO TaKa.

JIvcKyp3uBHUOT KOHCTpyKTHBHU3aM Ha Batiep (Butler,
1990, 1993) Gerre u ce yuITe IpeTCTaByBa MHCIHpaNHja
Ha TEOPETCKOTO IPOMUC/IyBalkhe Ha KaTeTOPUHUTE POJ,
oJI, cekcyaysHocT. O MHOIITBOTO HMHTEPIIPETAIUH,
ToJIKyBameTo Ha ®aycto-Crepiuur (Anne Fausto-
Sterling, 2000), Mmo:xkebu € eHO O/ HajUHTEPECHUTE.
Cnopen @aycro-CrepsuHr, Teopujata Ha baTiep moxke
Jla IPETCTaBYBA M10j0BHA TOUKA BO aHAJIN3aTa U KPUTHU-
KaTa Ha JUCKYpCOT Ha OMOMeIUIMHCKUTE HAYKU.
AHasu3upajku ' OCHOBUTE HA KOHIENITYTHUTE PAMKHU
Ha HCTpaKyBamaTa 3a MHTepceKkcyaysHocTa, daycro-
CTepJIMHT UCTaKHYBaA J€KA ,,... TT0JI/ PO JUCTUHKIIAjaTa
ja orpanmuyBa peMUHHCTHYKATA U Apyrure GOpMHU Ha
a"anuza. TepMHUHOT ,,poJ1* TIOMECTEH BO IMXOTOMU]jaTa,
HY>KHO ja UCKJIydyBa Orosiorujata. Jla ce Mucim KpuTud-
KU 3a OumoJsiorujata cTaHyBa HEBO3MOXKHO IOPAaJH
nosenbaTta peaqHO/KOHCTPYHUPAHO, BO YUU PaAMKH,
3HAEHETO 32 PEAJTHOTO MHOTYMIHA I'0 IIPECINKYBaaT BO
JIOMEHOT Ha HAyKaTa, ICTOBPEMEHO M3eJHATIYBAjKHU TO
OHA IITO € KOHCTpyHpaHo co conujannoro“ (Fausto-
Sterling 2000, 3). Mako raegumretro Ha Paycro-
CTepaHuHT ce MOTIUPA BP3 AUCKYP3UBHUOT KOHC-

With regard to the category ‘gender’, the essentialism, as
an unacceptable ontological viewpoint in the modern
feminist theories, was destabilized in two ways: by
historicizing the category and through its deconstruction.
Nonetheless, historicism and materialism were no longer
in trend. The strategy of deconstruction was carried out
in two directions: the metaphysical challenge was
responded to by disorientating the metaphysical concept
of identity, embodied in the relation essence/appearance.
Regarding the ontological issue, the linguistic
constructivism was being coquetted with, according to
which, not only that the category ‘gender’ is a construct,
but the category ‘sex’ is also a construct.

The discursive constructivism of Butler (Butler, 1990,
1993) was and still is an inspiration of theoretical thinking
on the categories gender, sex and sexuality. Of the many
interpretations, the explanation of Fausto-Sterling (Anne
Fausto-Sterling, 2000) is perhaps one of the most
interesting. According to Fausto-Sterling, Butler’s theory
can be regarded as a starting point in the analysis and
criticism of the discourse of biomedical sciences.
Analyzing the bases of the conceptual outlines of the
research into inter-sexuality, Fausto-Sterling points out
that “the sex/gender dualism limits feminist and other
forms of analysis. The term ‘gender,’” placed in a
dichotomy, necessarily excludes biology. Thinking
critically about biology remains impossible because of the
real/constructed divide, in which many map the
knowledge of the real onto the domain of science while
equating the constructed with the cultural.” (Fausto-
Sterling 2000, 2003) Although Fausto-Sterling’s
viewpoint is based on the discursive constructivism, she
alters it with her argument that “As we grow and develop,
we literally, not just discursively (that is through language
and cultural practice), construct our bodies, incorporating
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TPYKTHUBH3aM, Taa I'o IPeNHaYyBa KOra TBP/IU JeKa ,Kako
IITO pacTeMe U ce pa3BHBaMe, HHe OYKBIHO, HE CaMO
JINCKYP3UBHO (OJHOCHO, HU3 ja3UKOT U KYJITYPHUTE
IIpaKkcH) T KOHCTpyHpaMe HalluTe Teja. 3a Jia Tro
pazbepeMe 3HAUEHETO HA OBA TBPZEHE, HIE MOpaMe /1a
ja pasrpaguMe AUCTUHKIMjaTa MOMery COIUjaTHOTO U
dusuukoro tesio” (Fausto-Sterling, 2000).

OBoj BCKa3 KaKo /1a JaBa HOBY TOJIKyBakka Ha KOHCTPYK-
THBU3MOT IIPOIIMPYBAjKH IO HETOBOTO 3HaUeme. AKO
npudaTUMe JieKa 1a ce Ouje MaTepujajieH 3Ha4yu /1a ce
300pyBa 3a mpolec Ha MaTepujaju3anuja, TOTam
JIUCKYP3UBHUOT KOHCTPYKTUBU3aM Ha batiep mpemu-
HyBa BO JWCKyp3uBeH MarepujanusaM. [lo ceé usriena
neka, criopeg, ®aycro-CTepsivHT, €/lHa O] HAjMOKHUTE
UMIUIMKAIIUU Ha JUCKYP3UBHHOT MaTepHUjan3aM e
MOJKHOCTa 3a JIEKOHCTPYKIIMja Ha AUCTHUHKIIUjaTa
MIpUPOZa/KyATypa Koja ce pedieKTrpa Bo JUXOTOMUHUTE
PO/T10J1, XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCT/XeTepoceKkcyarHocT. [Ipak-
THKyBaHa BO aHAJIM3UTE Ha Hay4yHaTa paboTa, JeKOH-
CTPYKIIMjaTa Ke ja IMOKa)ke HeompaBJaHOCTa HA CTaBOT
JleKa HayKaTa paboTH HAa M BO JJOMEHOT Ha PEASTHOTO.
Cenak, ®aycTo-CTep/IMHT TH 33IP3KyBa JUCTHHKIIHHUTE,
HO CaMO XEYPUCTUIKH, OUIEjKH, KAKO IIITO UCTAKHYBa, BO
KOHTEKCTOT Ha OMOMeIUIIMHCKHUTE HayKHU, JIyIeTo ce
HEIITO U NPUPOJHO U COIHjaJIHO, Ma CIOpPEJ Toa U
apTUQUITIETHH OTHOCHO KOHCTPYHUPAHU CYIIITECTBA.

Cnopen Enuszaber I'poc (Elizabeth Grosz, 1994), ecen-
[1jaJIN3MOT € IIPUPOJIEH HelpujaTes Ha keHuTe. ako
MPUCYTEH U BO PeMUHUCTUUKHUOT JUCKYPC, criopen I'poc,
€CEeHIINjaTU3MOT € TTIOBP3aH CO MaTPHjapXaTHUOT IUCKYPC
TaKa IITO ja OIpaBAyBa CyOOpAUHAIIM]aTa HA JKEHUTE BO
OHOC HAa MakuTe. ECceHIUjaTu3MOT MOBJIEKyBa OHOJIO-
rm3aM, HaTypajau3aM U YHUBep3aJn3aM, KOU IIPeTCTa-
ByBaaT PaMKU U MapaJiIiTMH HA (PYyHKIIMOHUPAIETO Ha
HayKaTa.

2002

experince into our very flash. To understand this claim,
we must erode the distinction between the physical and
the social body.” (Fausto-Sterling, 2000)

It seems that this statement allows for new interpretations
of constructivism thus expanding its meaning. Provided
that we accept that being material means talking about
the process of materializing, then Butler’s discursive
constructivism becomes discursive materialism. After all,
it appears that, according to Fausto-Sterling, one of the
most powerful implications of the discursive materialism
is the possibility of deconstructing the distinction nature/
culture which is reflected in the dichotomies gender/sex,
homosexuality/heterosexuality. Being applied in the
scientific analysis, deconstruction will prove the
groundlessness of the attitude that science works in the
domain of the real. However, Fausto-Sterling maintains
the distinctions, but only from a heuristic aspect, because,
as she points out, in the context of biomedical sciences,
people are both natural and social beings, which makes
them artificial i.e. constructed beings as well.

According to Elisabeth Grosz (Elisabeth Grosz, 1994),
essentialism is a natural enemy of women. Although
present in the feminist discourse, according to Grosz,
essentialism is connected to patriarchal discourse by
justifying female subordination with regard to men.
Essentialism entails biologism, naturalism and
universalism, which are frames and paradigms for the
functioning of science.
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Cnopez oBue MeTadU3UIKU PAMKH, OMOJIOTU3MOT €
IPETCTaBEH BO XHWepapxujaTa Ha OMOJIOIMIKUTE Kallalu-
tTeTd. HatypanmnsmoT Moxke fa 6ue mpeTrcTaBeH Kako
Bep3uja Ha OGMOJIOTU3MOT, HO TOj HE Mopa ja Guze
(¢pukcupan Ha OGUOJOMIKOTO HUBO HA JECKPUIMIIHja.
HaTypasusmoT mpeTnocTaByBa OHTOJIOIIKY JIETEPMITHU-
paHu KamanuTeTH KOW HE Mopa Ja OujaT AajieHu BO
u3muKy TepMHUHHU. YHUBEP3AJINU3MOT HE 3aBUCHU OF
(pusuuko-oHTONOMKHUTE JecKkpunuu. Toj coapxu
OMIITH KAPAaKTEPUCTUKH IIITO MOXKe J1a 6uaaT nepuHm-
PaHU U KaKO COITUO-KYJITYPDHU KaTeTOpPHU.

CHpOTHBHO 0OJ1 €CEHIMjaJIUCTUIKUTE €NHUCTEMOJIOTHH,
demuHHCTHUYKAaTa enmucTeMoIOTHja U procoduja HA
HayKaTa ce aHTHUPeaJMCTUUYKH BO CMUCJA Ha egHA
ITIOCTKYHOBCKa €IHCTeMOJIONIKA rmo3unyja. Cienejku ja
Taa TpajuIiuja, TUE ce AOOJIMKyBaaT A0 OCTAHATUTE
[IPHUO/IM HAa aHAIN3a Ha 3HAMETO U HayKaTa KOUIITO 't
HMCTaKHyBaaT HUBHUTE COIUjTHU U KYJITYPHH aCHEKTH.
Crnopez; (peMuHUCTUYKATA €MHCTEMOJIOTHja U (DUIIOCO-
¢uja Ha HaykaTa, 3HAEHETO U HAYYHUTE MPAKTUKU
ZIeJIyMHO COZPKAT CEKCHUCTUYKH, MAaCKYJIUHUCTUYKHA U
xoM0GOoOUYHY IpeTocTaBKy. HaykaTa Kako MHCTUTY-
I[1ja He MOJKE J1a CTOH HAZ[BOP OJI OIIIITECTBOTO, 11 CLIOPET,
TOQ, OJIpEZIeHN COLIMjaJIHU BJIMjaHUja ce MPUCYTHU BO
caMara KOHIIeNTyaInu3amyja Ha IpeAMETUTE Ha UCTPAKY-
Bamarta. Mako heMHUHUCTIYKATa KPUTHKA HE ja MUCKITY-
YyBa MOXKHOCTA 32 00jeKTHBHO 3Haeme, Cemak, 3a Jia ce
70jae 10 Hero, MOTpebHO e /1a ce oTcTpaHaT MeTadu-
3UYKHUTE MPETHOCTAaBKU KOU HA M3BECEH HAUUH IO
TIOIP?KyBaaT CEKCU3MOT. ,,JJoOpa Hayka“ e oHaa HayKa,
KOjJaIlITO € CBeCHA 3a COI[UjaJTHUTE U MeTa(pU3UIKUTE
MIPETIIOCTABKH BO CBOjaTa IPAKTHKA U KOJaIITO CE CTPEMHU
KOH eJIUMUHUPAe U pPeJaTUBU3anija Ha JUCKPUMHU-
HATOPCKUTE MOJUTHUYKYA UMIUIMKAIIUHN OJ HAYYHUTE
HCTPaKyBamba.

According to these metaphysical frames, biologism is
represented in the hierarchy of biological capacities.
Naturalism can be represented as a version of biologism,
but it does not have to be fixed on the biological level of
description. Naturalism assumes ontologically
determined capacities, not necessarily given in physical
terms. Universalism does not depend on the physical and
ontological descriptions. It includes general
characteristics that can be defined as socio-cultural
categories as well.

Contrary to the essentialist epistemologies, feminist
epistemology and the philosophy of science are anti-
realistic in the sense of a post-Kuhnian epistemological
standpoint. Following this tradition, they draw nearer to
other approaches to knowledge and scientific analysis that
point out their social and cultural aspects. According to
the feminist epistemology and the philosophy of science,
knowledge and the scientific practices encompass sexist,
masculine and homophobic assumptions to some extent.
Science as an institution cannot exist out of society;
therefore, certain social influences are present in the very
conceptualization of the research subjects. Although
feminist criticism does not exclude the possibility of
objective knowledge, still, it is necessary to eliminate any
metaphysical assumptions that support sexism to a certain
degree in order to achieve such knowledge. ‘Good science’
is the science that is aware of the social and metaphysical
assumptions in its practice and one that aims at
eliminating and relativizing the discriminatory political
implications of scientific research.
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®eMUHHU3MOT IO MOBP3yBa KOHCTPYKTHUBU3MOT CO
KpUTHKaTa Ha HaykaTa. Kako mrTo moxeme ga ce
3abesie>xu BO mHTepnperanyujata Ha ®aycro-CrepsuHr,
KOHCTPYKTHBH3MOT C€ jaByBa KaKo a priori apryMeHTa-
[yja MpoTUB MeTaU3UIKUOT Peain3aM Koj e MOBp3aH
CO HOpMAaJIHUTEe NMPAKTUKU Ha HaykaTa. /[eKOHCTPYK-
TUBU3MOT, IIOCTABEH O7] OHAa CTPaHA HA IUXOTOMHjaTa
TpaHCIeHJeHI[Mja/UMaHeHI[ja, Ce HyJIU Kako
TPaHCIEHIEHTAJIEH YBU/, BO YCJIOBUTE M MOKHOCTHUTE 32
Ha/IMUHYBambe Ha WJIe0JIONIKHUTE TPEMIICH Ha HAyKaTa.

FEJ TEH

W3pazorT ,rej reH“ mma noBekekpaTHO 3Haueme. Ce
ynoTpebyBa BO CMICJIA JIa T O3HAYH I'€HETCKUTE JI0Ka3U
32 MAaIIKaTa XOMOCEKCYaJHOCT, HO ¥ KaKO CHHOHHUM 32
TeOpeTCKaTa MO3UI[Hja CIOPe/ KOja MaIllKaTa XOMOCEK-
cyasHOCT UMa buosomky ocHoBU. Hekon TeopeTnyapu
€O TOj U3pa3 ja KOHCTPyHpaaT CHUHTArMmara ,rej reH
AUCKypc“ 3a 03HauUyBamwe Ha OJIeJTHU IOJINEA Ha
OHMOJIOMIKUTE UCTPAXKYBAKa HA CEKCYATHOCTA, KAKO IIITO
ce OuxejBHOpasTHATA TEHETUKA, HEYPOEH/TOKPHUHOJIOTH-
jaTta, conmobnoiorujaTa U eBOJyTUBHATA IICHUXOJIOTHja.
TeoperckaTa OepaTUBHOCT HAa CUHTarMaTa He OTPaHU-
YyyBa HEKaKBa MHTEPAVCIUIUITHADHA METO/[0JIOTH]ja, TYKY
IMOBEKe T'M JIETEKTUPA MOXKHUTE HAaJIOBP3yBama Ha
pe3yJITaTUTE O/ EKCIIEPUMEHTHUTE U HCTPa’KyBamaTa
CIIPOBEZIEHU BO PAMKUTE Ha HaBeJEHUTE JUCIUTINHHU.

[TpuMmep 3a TakBO HAJIOBP3YBAaH€ MOXKE /1A CE Haj/ie BO
ncrpakyBamara Ha Jlesej (Simon LeVay) u Xapmep (Dean
H. Harmer), ynninro Haou Oea mpeMeT Ha TUCKYCHUU.
Bo criucauuero Scientific American (Vol, 270, 1994) Tre
objaByBaaT 3aeJIHMYKA CTYAHja BO KOja TH IPUKAKyBaaT
PE3YJITAaTUTE Off UCTPAKyBamaTa 3a MAIIKaTa XOMOCEK-
CYaJIHOCT IITO TU cripoBesie. Exna rogmHa nmopaxo Jlesej
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Feminism relates constructivism to criticism of science.
As observed in Fausto-Sterling’s interpretation,
constructivism appears as an a priori argumentation
against metaphysical realism that is related to the normal
scientific practices. Deconstructivism, placed on the other
side of the dichotomy transcendence/immanence, is
offered as a transcendental insight in the conditions and
possibilities for overcoming the ideological principles of
science.

GAY GENE

The expression ‘gay gene” has multiple meanings. It is used
to denote genetic evidence for male homosexuality. It is
also used as a synonym for the theoretical viewpoint that
male homosexuality is grounded biologically. Some
theorists use this expression to construct the syntagm ‘gay
gene discourse’ to denote separate fields of biologic
research on sexuality, such as behavioral genetics, neuro-
endocrinology, sociobiology, and evolutional psychology.
The theoretical applicability of the syntagm does not
restrict certain interdisciplinary methodology; it mainly
detects the possible associations to the results gained from
experiments and research carried out within the frames
of the aforementioned disciplines.

An example of such association can be found in LeVay
and Harmer’s research (Simon LeVay and Dean H.
Harmer), whose findings were widely discussed. They
published a joint article in Scientific American (Vol. 270,
1994) where they presented the results of the research
they carried out on male homosexuality. A year earlier,
LeVay had published his book The Sexual Brain (1993)
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ja objaByBa kuHurata The Sexual Brain (1993), a exHa
roguHa nozgoiHa Xapmep 3aeaHo co Korreny (Copeland)
ke ja o6jasu kauraTa The Science of Desire (1994). ITocie
TOJIEMHUOT O/ISUB BO JaBHOCTA HA HUBHUTE JIeJIa, THE, KAaKO
HayYHUIY U KAaKO aKTUBHU YJIEHOBU Ha T'ej JIBIIKEHETO
Oea JIoBeZleHN BO HEOOMYHA IMMO3UIIMja /A ja OLleHyBaaT
cBojaTta paboTa of CTpyYeH U O IOJUTUYKH ACHEKT.
W3rnenare 1exa 3a jaBHOCTa OMOUCTpaXKyBamarta He 6ea
TOJIKY MHTEPECHHU I10 CBOjaTa COAPIKUHA, TYKY IIOBEKe 110
CBOjaTa MOJINTUYKA ¥ PETOPUYKA JUMeH3Hja Bo Aebarara
3a rej mpasara.

BuosonikuTe UCTpaXKyBarba 3a XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTa UMaaT
nosra Tpagunuja. Kapakrepuctuuno 3a paborara Ha
JleBej m XapMmep e Toa IITO THE Ce HAJ[OBp3yBaaT Ha
TaKaHapeYeHUTE ,MOJIEPHU UCTPAKYBaka“, CIIPOBEEHI
Bo 80-Te. lIMmeHO, mojroBHa ocHOBa 3a JleBej Gea
HCTpakyBamaTa BO 00J1acTa Ha HEYPOEHJIOKPHUHOJIO-
rujata Ha ['opcku (Gorski) 1 HeroBute copabOTHUITY KOU
pabotat Ha UCLA. Jlopa Asnen (Laura Allen), uien Ha
HCTPaXyBAaYKHOT THUM, Ke [IOCOYU Ha AuMOpdHATa
CTPYKTYpa BO YOBEYKHOT MO30K: IpylaTa KJIEeTKH
HapeueHU INAH3 BO cpeHUOT IIPEONTUYKN PErMOH Ha
XUIIOTAJIAMYCOT, € IIOTOJIEMa Kaj MasKUTE OTKOJIKY Kaj
JKEHHUTE.

Bo 1991 JleBej ke ce o0Ou/ie 1a CITUTA U J]a TPOBEPHU AU
HeKoja Jipyra rpyna KJIETKH BO CpeJHaTa IMPeonTHYKa
00J1aCT BO MO30KOT BapHpa BO KOHTEKCT HA CEKCyasTHaTa
opueHTanuja. 3a Taa e JIeBej KOpUCTH MPUMEPOITH O]
XUIIOTAJIAMYCOT Ha 19 MaXKU XOMOCEKCYaJIIH U 16 MaxKu
XeTepPOCEeKCyaIIy, I00MeHu o1 ayTorcuja. Bo Habbymy-
BamEeTO Ke OUjaT BKJIYYEHU U 6 JKeHH, UHja CeKcyasiHa
opueHTanuja He e mo3Hara. O MepemaTa U3BPIIEHN BP3
npuMeponuTte, JIeBej ke 0BOU U JIPYTH IPYIU HA KJIETKU
INAH1 u INAH2. CauvyHo Ha ucniuTyBamara Ha ['opcky,
JleBej 3axsyuyBa geka INAH3 e MHOry morosema Kaj

and a year later Harmer, together with Copeland,
published The Science of Desire (1994). After their works
became a great success in public, they, as scientists and
active members of the gay movement, were put in the
unusual position of having to evaluate their work from
both expert and political aspects. It seemed that the public
was not interested in the contents of biomedical research
but rather in the political and rhetorical dimension in the
debate on gay rights.

Biological research on homosexuality has a long tradition.
Typical for the work of LeVay and Harmer is that it is a
continuation of the so-called ‘modern research’ carried
out in the 80s. Namely, a starting point for LeVay was the
research projects in the fields of neuro-endocrinology by
Gorski and his associates who work at UCLA. Laura Allen,
a member of the research team, indicated that the human
brain had a dimorphous structure: a group of cells called
INAHS located in the middle pre-optical region of the
hypothalamus is larger in the male than in the female
brain.

In 1991 LeVay tried to explore and check whether another
group of cells located in the mid pre-optical region of the
brain varied with regard to the sexual preference. For this
purpose, LeVay used samples of the hypothalamus of 19
homosexual men and 16 heterosexual men provided from
autopsies. The study included 6 women whose sexual
preference was unknown. Based on the test and
measurements carried out on the samples, LeVay specified
another group of cells: INAH1 and INAH2. Similar to the
research carried out by Gorski, LeVay concluded that
INAHS3 is much larger in men than in women. However,
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MajkKUTe OTKOJIKY Kaj jxeHuTe. Ho mcTo Taka Toj ke
3abesiexxu ieka obsacta INAHS e morosiema Kaj Makute
XETEPOCEKCYTITH, OTKOJIKY Kaj MayKUTE XOMOCEKCYaJIITH.

MefyToa, 1€jCTBOTO Ha MO30KOT BpP3 CeKCyasiHaTa
OpHeHTaIyja, OAHOCHO BpCcKaTa IIoMery HUB, caMa 1o cebe
He [TOKa’KyBa 30I1ITO Mel'y/IejCTBOTO Ce CJIyUyBa; IIOCTOjaT
JIV TIPOTIECH IIITO ja OBO3MOXKYBAaT Taa peJiaryja U KakBa
e HUBHaTa rprpoza? ExHa o/ MOKHOCTHTE 32 MHTPUCHY-
HUTE Pa3JINKU Ha MO30KOT € Heropara peakIiuja Ha
aHJIPOTEHUTE 32 BpeMe Ha WHAUBU/IYAJTHUOT Pa3Boj.

HerpaxkyBamaTa 3a MOKHATa TeHETCKA YJI0Ta Ha CeKCyal-
HaTa opueHTanuja noBeke 6ea HaCOUYEHH KOH UCIUTY-
BaETO HA TEHETCKOTO BJIMjaHUE, OTKOJIKY Ha TeHEeTCKATa
JlerepMuHanyja. Kako nro e mosHaro, Ma:kuTe MMaar iBa
11oJ10BH XpoMo3oMu X 1 Y: Y XpoM0O30MOT ce 100uBa of
MAaIlIKMOT, AoJAeKa X Off )KeHCKHOT pojauTes. XapMep U
cOpabOTHUIINTE ja ITOCTaBHja XUIIOTEe3aTa 3a yJIoraTa Ha
X XpOMO30MOT Kaj MaIIKUTe XOMOceKcyannu. [IpoekTor
Oemre doKycHpaH Ha 40 CeMejcTBa CO IO /IBa T'ej CUHA.
PesynratuTe o aHaIU3UTE MOKaXKaa Jieka 33 JIBOJKU
CIIO/IEIyBaaT HUCT T€HETCKU MapKep, J0/eKa Kaj celyM
JIBOJKH TOa He e cyIy4aj. X XpOMO30MCKUOT MapKep KOj
Oerrre JeTeKTUPAH Kaj 33-Te ABOjKU € M0o3HAT Kako XQ28.
WuTtepnperanujara feka XQ28 ja oipesryBa cekcyaaHaTa
OpHeHTallfja He MOXKellle a Ou/ie IMPEKTHO ITOCOUEHa,
HO UCTpakyBamwarta Ha JleBej u XapMep IloKarkaa Jieka Taa
e HacJIeJHO OJ[pe/ieHa, Ia CIIopes Toa M OHOJIOIIKYU
npenucnoHupana. Tue ja mocraBuja xumores3aTa 3a
WH/IVPEKTHOTO BJIMjaHue BP3 cHeNU(UIHUOT reHeTCKU
(dakTop HU3 U IPEKY TEMIIEPAMEHTOT, HO KAKO HQjUHTPHU-
raHTHAa MOKHOCT ja HaBeJlyBaaT BpckaTa nmoMmery XQ28
T€HOT W HETOBOTO JIMPEKTHO BJIMjaHUE HA CEKCYasTHO
JUMOp(@HUTE PETHOHU BO MO30KOT, Kako 1ITo e INAHS.
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he also noticed that the INAHS3 region is much larger in
heterosexual men than in homosexual men.

Nevertheless, the influence of the brain on the sexual
preference, i.e. the relationship between them, does not
reveal in itself why such interrelation occurs, if there are
processes that enable this relation and what their nature
is. One of the possibilities for intrinsic differences of the
brain is its reaction to androgens during the individual
development.

The research projects about the possible genetic role of
sexual preference were directed towards examination of
the genetic influence rather than the genetic
determination. It is a known fact that men possess two
sex chromosomes X and Y: the Y chromosome is received
from the father whereas the X chromosome is received
from the mother. Harmer and his associates postulated
the hypothesis about the X chromosome in homosexual
men. The project was focused on 40 families having two
gay sons. The results of the analysis showed that 33
couples shared the same genetic marker, which was not
the case with the other seven couples. The X chromosomal
marker detected in the 33 couples is known as XQ28. The
interpretation that XQ28 determined sexual preference
could not be directly proved; however, LeVay and
Harmer’s research showed that it was determined
hereditarily, thus biologically predisposed. They
postulated the hypothesis about the indirect influence on
the specific genetic factor by way of and through the
temperament, and, as a most intriguing possibility they
indicated the relation between XQ28 gene and its direct
influence on the sexually dimorphous regions in the brain
such as INAH3.
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Waxko u fiBeTe NCTpaKyBama BO KpajHa JINHUja HE HyaT
JUPEKTHH JIOKa3W 32 MaIIKaTa XOMOCEKCYaJIHOCT,
M3BEJIEHUTE TeHepaJu3anuu IITO ce MOTIUpaaT Ha
CTaTHCTUYKaTa METO/Ia, Celak, ce 3Ha4YajHU. [loHOBUTE
HCTpaXKyBarma U TEOPHUCKH aHAJIM3U MOXKAT caMo Jia
pacmpaBaar 3a BpeJHOCTa Ha IPOILEHTUTE U HHUBHATA
MHTepIpeTaluja, Ho KaKo TaKBU THe NpHUIaraaT Ha
BHATPENIHUOT KOHTEKCT Ha HUCTpakyBamara. OHa IITO
IIPEKY HUB He MOJKe JIa Ce I0BeJIe 07 IIPAIIIabe € camaTa
KOHIIENITyaJTHAa pAaMKa Ha HCTPa’KyBarbaTa U MOXKHOCTA 32
TaKOB BUJ| HCTPAKyBamha.

[TpobieMOT Ha T€HEPAJTHUOT MIPUCTANl HA OHMOJIOIIKUTE
TEOPUHU U IIPOEKTH MOKE /1A ce IIOCTAaBU CaMO BO PAMKHUTE
Ha MeTaMeTOZOJIOMIKUTe paciipasy. ®aycro-CTepsinHr ra
KPUTHKYBAIIlE METO/IOJIOMIKNUTE IIPETIIOCTABKU Ha OHO-
JIOIIKUTE MCTPA’KyBama Ha CEKCyaTHOCTA, CIOpe], KOH,
OopraHmu3MuTe Tpeba Jja ce UCIUTYBaaT HE3aBUCHO O]
okostmHaTa. CIPOTUBHO O/1 MHTEPHATIUCTHIKUOT MO/IEII,
Taa ro UCTAKHYBA KOHEKIMOHUCTUYKHOT MOJIEJl HA
ncTpakyBame. Criopes; Toj MoZies1, OpraHu3MoT Tpeba fa
ce TocMaTpa Kako IPOIeC Ha MOCTOjaHU KOHEKITUH CO
OKOJIMHATa KOW Pe3yJITHpPAaT CO HErOBO AMHAMUYKO
obsukyBame. Ho, efiHa 071 HajTyiaBHUTE 3a0€eJIelKy Oerte
JleKa BO paMKHUTe Ha OMoOMCTpa)kyBamaTa Ce MeIlaaT
IIpalIamara 3a CeKCyasrHaTa OpHeHTanKja v 32 POIOBUOT
UJIEHTUTET.

KpuTukara Ha ,r'ej reH JUCKYPCOT O/ €MHCTEMOJIONIKI
acIeKkT M OJi aclekT Ha ¢umio3odujaTa HA HayKaTa
odbopmeHa BO GEMUHUCTUUYKUTE TEOPUHU, OOUYHO ce
ZIBIKEIle BO HEKOJIKY Hacoku. Kako mTo Beke Oerre
KakaHo, peMUHUCTHYKATA EIHUCTEMOJIOTH]ja T KPUTHUKY-
Ballle IPETIIOCTaBKUTe JleKa HayKaTa i HAy4YHOTO 3HaeHe
ce IIPaKTUKU Ha OTKPUBame Ha CTBAPHOCTA, U JIEKA THE
ce coceMa He3aBHCHU O] BPEJHOCTUTE U BIMjaHHUETO Ha
OTIIITECTBOTO.

Although both research projects eventually did not put
forward direct evidence about male homosexuality, the
inferred generalizations based on the statistical method
are still relevant. Current research and theoretical analyses
can only argue about the value of the percentage and its
interpretation but as such they fit in the inner context of
research. The thing such research and analysis cannot
question is the very conceptual framework of research and
the possibility of such type of research.

The problem with the general approach of the biological
theories and projects can be determined only within the
frames of meta-methodological debates. Fausto-Sterling
criticized the methodological assumptions of the
biological research on sexuality that implied independent
examination of organisms from the environment.
Contrary to the internal model, she highlighted the
connectionist model. According to this model, an
organism should be observed as a process of constant
connections with the environment that result in its
dynamic shaping. However, one of the main remarks
against this was that, within the frames of biomedical
research, issues of sexual preference and gender identity
were entwined.

The criticism about ‘gay gene discourse’ from an
epistemological aspect as well as from the aspect of the
philosophy of science created in the feminist theories
progressed in several directions. As previously mentioned,
the feminist epistemology criticized the assumptions that
science and scientific knowledge were the practice of
discovering the reality, and that they were completely
independent from society’s values and impacts.
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CorytacHO €O Taka MOCTaBeHUTe MO3ULINY, KDUTHUUYKATA
aHaIM3a ce TEMEJIH Ha JIBE IIPETIIOCTABKU: JIeKa KOHI[EeII-
Tyajiu3alnyjaTta Ha IpeIMeTOT Ha UCTPa’KyBameTo I't
pedJiekTUpa JOMHUHAHTHUTE CEKCUCTUYKHU, XOMO(O-
OMYHU U XETEPOHOPMATHUBHU CTPATETUH; U JieKa OHOC-
HOTO UCTPa’KyBakhe UMa HeKaKOoB yzesl uin pediekcuja
Bp3 MOJIUTUYKUOT CTAaTyC U ILIeJIUTe HA TpymaTa Koja e
00jeKT Ha UCTPAKYBAETO.

[Ipumep Ha TakBa aHaJN3a HaoraMe BO KPUTUUKHUTE
coryienn6u Ha Bpyku (Robert Alan Brookey) Bo HerosaTa
kHura Reinventing the Male Homosexual: The Rhetoric
and Power of the Gay Gene (2002) ko0ja e moMecTeHa BO
cepujata ,Race, Gender, and Science“ Ha Indiana
University Press mito ja ypeaysa ®@aycto-CrepsinHr.

HerpakyBamaTa Ha MalllkaTa XOMOCEKCYaTHOCT TOj TH
IMOCTaByBa BO KOHTEKCT HAa YOBEKOBHUTE IpPaBa Ha
XOMOCEKCyauIIuTe, 00U/IyBajKu ce Jja ro uAeHTU(PUKYBa
MMOJIUTHYKHUOT KalaluTeT Ha HUCTpakKyBamara. [Iparma-
HETO Ha KOE CaKa J1a OATOBOPH € aJIH ,,T'ej TeH TUCKYPCOT
MoKe Jla GYHKIIMOHUPA KaKO yCIlellHa PeTOPUYKa
cTpaTeruja 3a rej mpasara. 3a Taa Ieji, Bpyku KopucTu
JIBa KOHIIEITA MPEKY KOU MOKe Jia ce 001e OAroOBOp Ha
HETOBOTO ITpalllalbe: KOHIENTOT Ha ,,0MopeTopuka“ u
KOHIIENTOT Ha ,,AMILUTUIIUTHY BepyBama*“.

Konnentor Ha 6MopeTOpUKaTa € pa3BUEeH BO PETOPHY-
KHUTe UCTPaKyBarba HA HAyKaTa U U CJIEU PETOPUUKO-
IparMaTckuTe e(peKTH IITO Taa TH KMa BP3 OIIIITECTBOTO.
JIur (Lyne, 1990, 1993) K0j BIIpOYEM U T'O IIOCTaByBa
KOHIIENITOT, OMOpeToprKaTa ja leruHUpa KaKo cTpare-
rdja 3a U3Haorame M OpraHu3alfja Ha JUCKYPCOT Ha
OumoJsioryjaTta Ha TOj HAYMH IITO JUCKYPCOT IPOHUKHYBA
BO COIIMjaJTHUOT, MOJUTUYKHUOT U MOPAJTHUOT >KUBOT,
MIO/I/IPKYBAjKU OZPEAEHO YOe1yBame.
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In compliance with these standpoints, the critical analysis
is based on two assumptions: that conceptualization of
the research subject matter reflects the dominant sexist,
homophobic and hetero-normative strategies; and that
the relevant research has some kind of influence or
reflection on the political status and the aims of the group
that is being researched.

An example of such analysis can be found in the critical
observations of Brookey (Robert Alan Brookey) in his
book Reinventing the Male Homosexual: The Rhetoric
and Power of the Gay Gene (2002) within the series Race,
Gender, and Science at Indiana University edited by
Fausto-Sterling.

He places research on male homosexuality in the context
of homosexual human rights trying to identify the political
capacity of the research. He attempts to provide an answer
to the question whether the ‘gay gene’ discourse can
function as a successful rhetoric strategy for gay rights.
For this purpose, Brookey makes use of two concepts in
order to answer his question: the concept of “bio-rhetorics’
and the concept of ‘background beliefs’.

The concept of bio-rhetorics is developed in the rhetorical
research of science and observes the rhetorical and
pragmatic effects on society. Lyne (Lyne, 1990, 1993), who
postulated the concept, defines bio-rhetorics as a strategy
for determining and organizing the biological discourse
in such a manner so that it permeates social, political and
moral life, supporting certain belief.
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CorsacHO co KpUTHYKaTa MOK Ha OBOj KOHIENT, bpyku
3aKJIydyBa Jieka jfiebaTara 3a rej mpaBaTa € COOJIBETHA
WIycTpanuja Ha ,rej TeH“ JUCKYPCOT, IPETCTAaBEH BO
MMILUIUKAIHjaTa: XOMOCEKCYaTHOCTA € OMOJIOIIKA - TOTaIIl
XOMOCEKCyaUIIIUTe MOpa Jla UMaaT 3alITUTEHH IIPaBa.

KoHIenToT ,MMIJIMIIUTHU BepyBama“ pa3BUEH O/
Jlouruno (Longino, 1990) o6e36em1yBa COOZIBETHHU
cpezcTBa BO HeHTH(HUKAIlMjaTa Ha apIyMEHTaTUBHUTE
eJIEMEHTH Ha JINCKYPCOT KOj 071 HAYYHOTO e 00e30emyBa
,Tpeba“ Bo jaBHaTa mostmtrka. OJ1 Hej3MHUTE aHAJTU3H Ha
HayJYHUTE UCTPA’KyBamka BO OMOJIOTHjaTa, Taa 3aKIyIyBa
JleKa ce MHTePIpeTUpaaT KaKo MOTPENTHU OJpeIeHHU
HAy4YHHU CO3HAHHUja KOU HE Ce COTJIacyBaaT CO TEKOBHUTE
BepyBamwa BO JIaJIeHU KYJITYPHO-ITUBUJIH3AIUCKHI
koHTeKcTH. Criope JIOHTHHO, UMILIHITUTHUTE BEPYBakbha
TH OZ[pe/lyBaaT HayIHUTE MIPETIIOCTABKU U TH JIETEPMHU-
HHPaaT MPABIUTE U HHTEPIIPETAIINUTE HA OUOJIOIITKUTE
HCTPaKyBamba.

Cnopen Bpykwu, ,rej reH” fuCKypcoT He MOXKe J1a QYyHK-
MOHUPa KaKo OMOPETOPHKa 3aToa IIITO TOj Ce MOTIHPA
Bp3 UMIUIMIUTHUTE BEPYyBama 3a MAIIKaTa XOMOCEK-
CYaJIHOCT Kako (peMHUHU3UPAHOCT U TOA BP3 OCHOBA HA
aCMETPUYHHTE, HOPMATHUBHUTE JMXOTOMHY Ha CeKCyasl-
HOCTA, ITOJIOT U POJIOT. ,,I'ej TeH“ IUCKYpPCOT, OIMUIITYBajKH
ja MamkaTa XOMOCEKCYaJHOCT KaKO OTCTaIlyBame Off
IIOJIOT ¥ TUIIMYHATA CEKCYaJHOCT 3a Koja ce IPETIOo-
CTaByBa JIeKa IPUPOIHO My ITpunara, ciopes bpyku, ou
BO IPWJIOT HA CTABOBUTE 32 Hej3MHATA HaBOJHA IaTO-
JIOIIKA Tpuposa. Bo KOHTEKCTOT Ha Tej ImpaBaTa, TOj
3aKJIydyBa JIeKa ,Iej reH” JUCKYpCOT moBeke QyHK-
IIMOHUPA KaKO OMOPETOPUKA HA MMO3UNIHMjaTa 32 AaHTU-TE]

| TpaBara.

In compliance with the critical power of this concept,
Brookey concludes that the debate on gay rights is an
appropriate illustration of the ‘gay gene’ discourse
represented in the implication: homosexuality is
biologically determined — therefore homosexual rights
should be protected.

The concept of ‘background beliefs’ developed by Longino
(Longino, 1990) accounts for certain means for
identification of the argumentative discourse elements
that transforms the scientific ‘is’ into ‘ought to’ used in
public politics. Based on her analysis of scientific research
into biology, she concludes that certain scientific findings
that do not comply with the current beliefs in a given
cultural and civilizational context are misinterpreted.
According to Longino, the implicit beliefs define scientific
assumptions and determine the trends and
interpretations of biological research.

According to Brookey, the ‘gay gene’ discourse cannot
function as bio-rhetorics because it is based on the
background beliefs about male homosexuality as a
feminized phenomenon as a result of the asymmetric,
normative dichotomies of sexuality, sex and gender. ‘Gay
gene’ discourse, by describing male homosexuality as a
sexual deviation and typical sexuality to which one is
supposed to belong naturally, according to Brookey, is in
favor of the attitudes regarding its allegedly pathological
nature. In the context of gay rights, he concludes that the
‘gay gene’ discourse acts more exactly as a bio-rhetorics
of the position for anti-gay rights.

9
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YosekoBu lpasa

OOU4YHO, TEKCTOBUTE 32 ,I'ej FeH" IUCKYPCOT 3aBPIIyBaaT
CO IIpamamara 3a MOJUTUYKOTO. 3aI0KOUTE 32 COIU-
jasHU MIPOMEHH, cOo MITO O6U OWJI eTMMUHUPAH XUepap-
XUCKHOT U UCKJIYIYBAUKUOT OJHOC IMPETCTABEH BO
pesanuuTe Maxk/’KeHa, XOMOCEKCYaJIHOCT/XeTepo-
CEKCYaJTHOCT, Ce 3aeTHUYKHU U Ha (GEeMUHU3MOT U HA Tej-
Jie36ejckuTe ABKema. Ho, mocTou eiHa MPOHHja Koja e
HajBU/IJINBA BO OHUE KHUTHU U CTYJUH KOU ja CyMUpaaT
TEOPETCKAaTa U MOJIUTHIKATA TO3UIMOHUPAHOCT HA THE
ZBIDKerha. Hekoj IITo He e yriaTeH BO Taa IuTepaTypa ou
ocranas 30yHet. Ha mpumep, Bo ciopoT eceHImjain3am,/
KOHCTPYKTHBHM3aM, OHTOJIOIIIKUTE IIO3UIIHH HE ce IIPolie-
HyBaaT CIOpe] HUBHATa TEOPETCKA YBEPIUBOCT, TYKY HU3
KPUTEPUYMUTE HA MOJIUTUYKATA IIPAarMaTHKa, U Ha TOj
HavuH ja dancudurkyBaaT HUBHATA TEOPUCKA OIPAB-
nmaHoct. M3pasure, ,,CTPaTENIKU eCeHITHjan3aM HJIN
MHOKUHATA -,(peMUHU3MHI, IpeKy Kou, 6bapeM ceMaH-
THYKH, Tpeba /1a ce couyBa €IMHCTBEHOCTA Ha (peMu-
HHUCTUYKHOT Cy0jEKT M UCTOBPEMEHO /A HE Ce MOPEKHe
pa3InIueTo moMery JKeHUTe, YKaXKyBaaT Ha OJIpeZleHHu
TeH3UH. BipoueM, MOKeH JIH € eTUCTEMUYKI TPUDATIINB
KPUTEPHUYM 32 KOHIIENTyaJu3anja Ha YOBEUKUOT
OpraHu3aM U 3a KaalUTETOT 32 CEKCYaJTHOCT, KOHCTPY-
YpaH U IPOILIEHYBaH CIOPe] IParMaTCKO-TIOJTUTHYKUOT
KPUTEPUYM Ha aHTUECEHIINjaTUCTUYKHUOT PEeEMUHU3AM U
rej-queer JIBIMKEHATA, TaKa IITO TEOPHUCKATA KOHIIEM-
Tyajnusanuja Ja He OuJe UMIJIMOUpPaHa HUTY /A
UMIUIAIAPA CEKCU3MU, XOMOpoOuu UTH?

JlorukaTta Ha JeMacKuUpame, [0 cé uU3rjaena, HeMa
HUKaKOB edeKT. KpuTHKuTE Ha JUCKYP3UBHUTE CUCTEMH
Ha HayKara, CO I1eJI /Ia ce ITOKaKaT HUBHUTE UEOJIOIIKHI
U KOHTUTEHTHU MMPETIIOCTAaBKH 3a TOA IIITO € ,,HOPMaJIHO®
WIN ,peaJiHO®, HE MPU0HECYBAAT 32 HUKAKOB PaJUKaJIEH
HUCUYEKOP, 3aT0A IIITO THE HUKOTAII 1 He (PYHKITMOHUpAJIe
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HUMAN RIGHTS

Texts about the ‘gay gene’ discourse are usually finished
raising questions about the political. The attempts for
social changes resulting in the elimination of the
hierarchical and excluding relationship represented in the
relations man/woman, homosexuality/heterosexuality,
are also shared by feminism and gay/lesbian movements.
However, there is an irony which is the most evident in
those books that summarize the theoretical and political
position of the movements. A person unfamiliar with such
literature might be confused. For instance, in the dispute
between essentialism and constructivism, the ontological
standpoints are not evaluated according to their
theoretical credibility, but due to criteria for political
pragmatism, thus falsifying their theoretical justification.
The terms ‘strategic essentialism’ or the plural form
‘feminisms’ that should, at least semantically, preserve the
unity of the female subject and, at the same time, the
diversity among women without it being negated, point
to certain tensions. After all, is it possible to set an
epistemologically acceptable criterion for human body
conceptualization and for the sexual capacity, constructed
and assessed on the basis of the pragmatic and political
criterion for anti-essentialist feminism and gay-queer
movements so that the theoretical conceptualization is
neither implied nor it should imply sexism, homophobia
etc.?

It seems that the logic of unmasking has no effect. Critical
reviews on discursive systems of the science, in order to
present their ideological and contingent assumptions of
what is ‘normal’ or ‘real’, contribute to no radical step
forward because they never functioned on basis of these
dichotomies. Science cares little whether what is a variable
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Ha THe fuxoroMuu. Ha HaykaTa BOOIIIITO HE ¥ € TPIKA
Jlajii OHa IITO e Bapujabyia Ha HEj3MHUTE JUCKYpPCU €
peasiHo wu He. [IpamameTo 3a MeTapU3UIKH CTATyC HA
pedepeHTHTE HA AUCKYypCUTE, OJHOCHO IPAIIAETO 32
HUBHATA PEATTHOCT, CEKOTalll OMJIO IIpalliakhe Ha Pa3rOBOP
u puno3odcko nedbaTrpame.

W camaTa npupojia Ha U3JIaralkbeTo Ha AEMACKUPAKHETO
ocraHyBa npobseMarnyHa. Toa e MOMEHTOT Kajie IITO
JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKUTE YUTAKkA MOTQPIaaT, uako ja
MOTEeHIIUPaaT MpeIIeTEHOCTa Ha OHTOJIOMIKOTO, IOJIU-
TUYKOTO U KyJTYpHOTO. JIorukaTta U pefocjeoT Ha
M3JIarabeTo € MHBepTUPaHa TPaHCLleHleHTaIHA JIOTHUKA,
CO IIITO PeKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa Ha IUXOTOMUUTE Tpeba 1a HU
ITOKa’Ke KaKO Ce COYMHYBa OHA IITO IO pa3bupame Kako

JaJIeHo.

TakBara crparervja BO OYWTe Ha HOPMAJIHUOT TEKOBEH
JICKypC, OOJIMKYBaH KaKO KOHCEH3YaJIHU MPOIEAYPU U
MPAKTUKU BO TOIJIEZ, HA TOA IITO C€ CMETA 32 YCHEITHO
IIOCTaByBame U PEIIaBalbe Ha HEKO] TEOPUCKO-EMITU-
pucku mpobsieM, TpeAu3BUKYBa CMea 1 IO/I0UB, 1 TOA OF
AB€ IIDUYHNHU: NOKOJIKY KDUTHKATa € HU3JI0OKEHA Ha
ja3WKOT Ha TEKOBHUOT HOPMAaJIEH JHCKYpC, Taa ja rybu
MOKTa U Ce [T0jaByBa KAaKO HEKAKBA TEOPHja HAa OHTOJIOIIKA
koHcrupanuja. Ox pyra cTpaHa, JOKOJIKY KPUTHKATA €
M3HeceHa Ha ja3UK KOHCTPYUPAH Kako OHOj kKaj batiep,
Jlepuna u ApyTHUTe, TOTAII ce jaByBa MpobJyieMOT Ha
Hepaszbupame U pancudrKyBame Ha H3BOPHUTE UHTEH-
nuu. PasykasHaTa HEMPEBOIIUBOCT € CEKOTAIIl IPaKTUKa
BO JIUCKYP3UBHUTE IPEMUHH. [IpakTUKUTE Ha O3HAUY-
Bame, KaKo IITO Ce HAYKHUTe, IOBEKe He ce BO HEKO]j
CIIEKYyJIATUBEH IOPEOK IIITO MOXKeE J]a Ce PEKOHCTPYHpPa
Y Y1ja HEOAPIKJIMBOCT MOKeE /A Ce TIOKaYKe TOKMY CO OHUE
MIPUHIINIIN IPEKY KOU ce JiernTuMupa. FiMeHo, iyrabokaTa
IIPEIJIETEHOCT HA OBHE AVCKYPCH Pa3BUBA CTPATETUU HA
OolnnpaBAyBambe€ U JIETUTHUMHpakbEe, KOU HUTY MOXKAT

of its discourse is real or not. The question of metaphysical
status of its discursive referents i.e. the question of its
reality, has always been a matter of discussion and
philosophical debate.

The very nature of the process of unmasking, remains
problematic. It is the point where deconstructionist
readings fail, although they do underline the overlapping
connection between the ontological, political and cultural
aspect. The logic and the sequence of the process of
unmasking is an inverted transcendental logic; thus
reconstruction of the dichotomies should account for how
something we comprehend as given is created.

A strategy of this type from the point of the current normal
discourse, shaped as consensual procedures and practices
with respect to what is regarded as successful postulating
and solving a certain theoretical-empirical problem,
causes laughter and mockery. There are two reasons
causing this: if criticism is presented with the language of
the current normal discourse, it loses its power and
emerges as a theory of ontological conspiracy, and, on the
other hand, if the criticism is presented with the language
constructed as the language of Butler, Derrid4 and others,
then the problem of misunderstanding and falsification
of original intentions occurs. Radical untranslatability is
always a practice with the discursive transitions. The
practices of signifying, such as sciences, are no longer in
a speculative order that can be reconstructed and whose
untenability can be demonstrated by use of the very
principles through which it is legitimized. Namely, the
broad overlapping connection among these discourses
develops strategies for justification and legitimization that
neither can be criticized immanently nor reconstructed.
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UMaHEHTHO Jla c€ KPUTHUKYBaaT, HUTY /la C€ PEKOH-
CTpyHpaar.

[TpumepuTe 3a HEOJIYIHOCTA KAKO JIa ce pearupa Ha
MAaCKyJIMHU3MOT, CEKCU3MOT, XoModobujaTa na JIypu u
Ha XeTepOCeKCyasHaTa HOPMAaTHUBHOCT, Ce TOKaXKaa Co
ZyJieMara 3a YHUTapHOCTa Ha (PEMUHUCTUYKUOT IIOJIH-
TUYKH CyOjEKT U MpaIIameTo Ha ,queer, UIeHTUTETOT.
Cy6Bep3uBHaTa HacMeBKa Ha e(EeKTOT HAa NACTHUIIOT BO
MMapOAVCKUTE MPAKTUKH Ce JJOUeKyBa KaKO TPOTECKA BO
KOja y>KMBa IePBEP3HOCTA HA MUHUYHUOT yM. ,He
Op3ajre. JloroBopere ce HajIIPBO KOU CTe U mTO cTe. Hue
CEeKOoraI cMe IMOATOTBEHH 3a pa3roBop”. Baka Hekako 6u
3ByYesia peyeHHUIaTa 10 OHUEe KOU MMaat mpobyieMu co
UJIEHTUTETOT, A € yIIaTeHa 0/ TEOPUCKHUOT eCTaOIUIIIMEHT.

Kako u /1a e, mpamameTo 32 UJIEHTUTETOT U IOHATAMY
OCTaHyBa IeHTpaJieH NMpobjeM BO JUCKYyPCOT 3a rej
IIpaBaTa U BO JIBIIKEATA 3a rej ocoboayBame. [{mabo-
KaTa MOBP3aHOCT HA /IeJCTBYBAKETO M MOKTA KakKo
3HaYaeH MOJUTHYKH MOMEHT, IIOCTOjaHO IO IIOBUKYBa
TEOPUCKUOT AUCKYPC MOBTOPHO U IMOBTOPHO Ja TO
MPEUCIIUTYBA KOHIENTOT HA WUJIEHTUTETOT U HETOBUTE
MIOJIUTUYKY KAaNalUTETH BO PAMKUTE HAa HOPMAaJIHUTE
nuckypcu. Jlebatute U moaesionTe BO Tej IBUKEHETO
IIpou3JIeryBaaT TOKMY OJi paJUKajHaTa KPUTHKA Ha
KOHIIENITOT HA UIEHTUTETOT. [[0JIUTUYKUOT Heyclex Ha
JIEKOHCTPYKI[UjaTa Ha HJEHTUTETOT IIPOU3JIETyBA O]
(axTOT 1eKa IpU eKCIIO3UIIjaTa 3a HEj3HHOTO TPABUIJIHO
pazbuparbe, Taa € BOBJIEUeHa BO HEJIOCJIETHU CTPATETHU
Ha OIpPAaB/AyBame U JETUTUMHUPAIEe Ha HMOJIUTHUUKUTE U
COITUjaJTHUTE JIBUIKEHA.

Ha npumep, Bo 1ebaTaTa 3a rej mpasata, JUCKycHjaTa Koja
ce ZIBIKU OKOJTy TpAallamara 3a CTaTyCcOT M MPUpPO/aTa
Ha WJIEHTUTETOT, 3alara BO MapaJIOKCATHU CUTYaIlHH.
3acTalHUIIUTE Ha ,queer o U300p“ mo3uIjaTa MOXKaT

2002

Hesitation regarding masculinity, sexism, homophobia,
and heterosexual normative were even more evident with
the dilemma about the unity of the feminist political
subject and the issue of ‘queer’ identity. The subversive
smile of the effect of pastiche in parodic practices is seen
as a grotesque in which the perversity of a cynical mind
enjoys. ‘Do not rush. First, come to terms with who you
are and what you are. We are always prepared to talk.’
Roughly speaking, this is the address of the theoretical
establishment to those who have problems with their
identity.

Nevertheless, the question of identity continues to remain
a focal problem in the discourse on gay rights and gay
liberation movements. The profound connection between
action and power as an important political point
constantly demands from the theoretical discourse to re-
examine the concept of identity and its capacities within
the frames of normal discourses. The debates and
divisions within the gay movement result from the radical
criticism of the concept of identity. The political failure of
the deconstruction of the identity resulted from the fact
that in the course of presenting a detailed explanation so
that it could be comprehended correctly, the
deconstruction of identity was involved in inconsistent
strategies of justification and legitimization of the political
and social movements.

For instance, within the debate on gay rights, the
discussion about the issues regarding the status and
nature of identity becomes paradoxical. The supporters
of the ‘queer by choice’ standpoint may say that they agree
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7la KaYKaT JIeKa THe U HUBHUTE KPUTUYAPH Ce COTIIacyBaaT
3a TOa JIeKa XOMOCEKCYaJIHOCTA He IIpeTcTaByBa QUKCEH
unentutet. Of pyra CTpaHa, BO ,I'ej TeH IUCKYPCOT ce
TBP/Y JleKa XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTa € cTabniieH UeHTHUTET,
CO IITO Ce COIVIACHU M HUBHHUTE KpUTHYApU. ,Queer”
TeopujaTa MOCTOjaHO Ke TW MCTAKHYBa, CIIOPEJ, HUB,
KaTacTpohaTHUTE MOCJIEIUI 32 T'ej 0CI000yBaKETO,
ZIOKOJIKY Ce MHCHCTHPA Ha KaTeropujaTa ,HUJeHTHUTET ,
JI0JIeKa ,T'ej TeH" IUCKYPCOT Ke ja IOBTOPYBa allCypAHOCTa
Ha U/ejaTa 3a paAUKAIHUOT HeuJeHTUTeT. Huty rej
ZIBIDKEHETO U HETOBUTE (POPMU 32 0CII000yBahE, HUTY
(beMUHHU3MOT He NMOCTUTHYBaJle IOMAJIKy 3HAa4YajHHU
pe3yjaratu u NpuAOOUBKH KOTra ce MOTHHpajae HA
eCeHIUjaJTuCTUUKUTE cTojanumra. Meryroa, 1a ce
CaTaHU3WPA €CEHIIUjaJTU3MOT KAaKO CTOjaIUIITE KOe
MMIUIMIIPA aCUMETPUYHU PeJlalliy, Heer3suCTeHTHHU
CBOjCTBa U UJIEHTUTETH, IIITO MTaK, HABOJIHO, 10 JleDUHU-
[yja IpOAyIUpa CEeKCU3MH, U /1a ce ¢aBopu3upa KOH-
CTPYKTHUBU3MOT U HEroBaTa JEeKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHUUKA
BapHjaHTa, 3HAYHU /1A CE OCTaHE 3aTBOPEH BO PAMKHUTE HA
MeTapU3UIKUTE TUjaTIOTHKH.

Kora ke 6ugaT opmypaHu BO TEDMHUHU HA TUCKYPCOT
KOj ce JIEKOHCTPYHUpPA, YBUAUTE O JEKOHCTPYKTHU-
BUCTHUYKHUTE YUTakhA HE IOCTUTHYBAAT PA30PHO JI€jCTBO
KaKo IITO ce MpeTIocTaByBa. VckasuTe, Kako IITO ce
4AZEHTUTETOT € KOHCTPYKT", ,,pPETHOTO € pUKIHja“ u JIp.,
He MpeAu3BUKYBaaT HOBU ,HOPMAJIHU  MCKa3u 4Yuja
CeMaHTHKa Ke ro pedJieKTHpa IeKOHCTPYKTUBHUCTHIKOTO
yuTame Ha MeTadU3UIKUTe Auxoromuu. [Ipumep 3a
JEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHIKUOT CEMAHTUYKHI BUTEJ CPETHY-
BaMe BO auckycujata Ha [lygur Batnep u Karepuna
Kosi030Ba, Ha ceMrHApOT oAp:kaH Bo Oxpu (2000), HA
teMma ,Kpusa Ha cybjektoT”. Kopucrejku ja JIeKOH-
cTpyknujara Ha baTiep Ha AuxoTOMUjaTa 1MoJI/PoJt KaKo
IIPEJ/UIONIKA 32 €JHO HOBO YHTAaHe Ha JUXOTOMHjaTa
peanHo/duxkinuja, Koso3oBa Bo TEKCTOT ,Allopeiliuxe Ha

with their critics that homosexuality is not a fixed identity.
On the other hand, within the ‘gay gene’ discourse, it is
claimed that homosexuality is a stable identity, a
viewpoint supported by their critics. The ‘Queer’ theory
constantly points out, according to their supporters, the
catastrophic consequences on gay liberation if the
category ‘identity’ is insisted upon, and, at the same time,
the ‘gay gene’ discourse reiterates the absurdity of the idea
about radical non-identity. Neither gay movement with
its forms of liberation nor feminism achieved equally
significant results when supporting their viewpoints on
essentialist grounds. However, to satanize essentialism
as a ground that implies asymmetric relations, nonexistent
properties and identities, which produces sexism by
definition, and to favour constructivism and its
deconstructive variant, means to be closed within the
frames of metaphysical dialogisms.

Once formulated in terms of the discourse that is being
deconstructed, the findings of the deconstructive readings
do not accomplish as damaging an effect as assumed.
Statements such as ‘the identity is a construct’, ‘the real is
a fiction’ etc., do not cause new ‘normal’ statements the
semantics of which reflects deconstructive reading of
metaphysical dichotomies. An example of a deconstructive
semantic whirl can be found in the discussion between
Judith Butler and Katerina Kolozova at the seminar held
in Ohrid (2000) entitled The Crisis of the Subject. Using
Butler’s deconstruction of the dichotomy sex/gender as a
basis for new reading and interpretation of the dichotomy
real/fiction, it seems that Kolozova in her text Aporetiké
of the Real (Kolozova 2000) abandons deconstruction and
acknowledges the concept ‘Vision-in-One’ which was
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pearHoTo“ (Kost030Ba, 2000) 10 CE U3TJIE/IA ja HAITYIIITa
JIEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa, MpEeIyIITajKu ce Ha ,BusujaTa-Bo-
Enno®, xoHnenT pa3BueH Bo He-puiaocodujaTta HA
Jlapyen (Laruelle). Mako TekcToT € 0OJIMKYyBaH KaKo
JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKHU 00U, TOj Ha KPajoT Ce OTKPUBA
KaKO JIEKCUYKY CUMYJIAaKPYM Ha JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa KaKko
UHTepIIpeTaTUBHA npakca. Bo Busujara-so-Exno ,,puk-
[yjaTa U PeaJHOTO He ce IPOTUBCTaBEHH, U [ypU HE Ce
HHU IIOCTaBeHU BO (3aemHa) pesnanuja“ (Koso3osa, 2001,
44). IIpusHaBajku ro KOPCOKAKOT HA JIMHTBUCTUYKUOT
KOHCTPYKTUBH3aM, baTyiep ke ce o6uze nHTepupe-
tanujata Ha Koso30Ba /1a ja Hacouyu BO CBOja KOPWUCT,
WHTEPIPETUPAJKU T'O KOPCOKAKOT Ha COICTBEHATA
JIOKTpHHA BO MHUKATOP Ha PeastHoTo. Ho Taa 3abopara
neka PeannoTro kaj Jlapyes He e HEIITO IITO IO TPaHC-
[IeHIUpa ja3UKOT, HUTY ja3UKOT MY € HEIITO TpaHC-
LleHIeHTHO. PasimkasiHaTa ”MaHeHIMja Ha PeasTHOTO He
e pesanuoHO moctaBeHa. Kako u fa e, mpobiaeMoT
ocraHyBa. He e jacHo, kako 61 MOKeJie OJ1 IPUOJIUTE HA
KonoszoBa u BaTtnep ma KoHCTpynpaMe XHIIOTE3U KaKO
CTpaTErnH Ha TEOPUCKO-EMITUPHCKHU UCTPAKyBaha.

Co meKOHCTpYyKITMjaTa Ha MeTaDU3UUKUTE ITPETIIOCTABKU
Ha HOpMAaJIHUTE AUCKYPCH 3HAUM JieKa IIPEMHOTY ce
IpeTocTaByBa. Miejata jeka HOpMaJHUTE JUCKYPCU
Mopaar u Tpeba J1a ru cjenaT mpaBuiiaTa Mo KOU
(byHKIIMOHMpaAT 1 BO CUTyaIllH KOTa Ke ce IOKaKe JIeKa
THe MpaBUJa He ce TOa IITO TM KOHCTUTYHUPA U JIETUTH-
MHUpa KaKO HOPpMaJIHU JUCKYpPCH, 3HAUU Jla Ce uMa
MeTtadu3uIKa Bepba BO HUBHATA palUMOHaIHA MMa-
HeHTHOCT. O/ KpUTUKaTa Ha Pealu3MOT, HUTY MPEKY
palMOHATHUTE PACIIPaBH, HUTY CO IIOMECTYBAamaTa BO
O3HAYyBaYKUTEe MPAKTUKH, HUKAKO HE MOXKeMe Ja
3aKJIy9HMe JIeKa TOj Ke MCUe3He O] CBETOT Ha KUBOTOT
3aToa IITO BeKe HeMa HUKAaKBU PAIlMOHATHU PAa3JI031 1
BEpyBaMe BO HErOBaTa HYKHOCT WJIH JleKa OHUE ITPaKCU

developed within Laruelle’s non-philosophy. Although the
text is shaped as a deconstructive attempt, it eventually
reveals itself as a simulacrum of deconstruction as an
interpretative practice. In Vision-in-One ‘the fiction and
real are not opposed, they are not even placed into
(mutual) relation’ (Kolozova, 2001, 42). Admitting the
dead-end of the linguistic constructivism, Butler tries to
direct Kolozova’s interpretation for her own benefit thus
interpreting the dead-end of her own doctrine as an
indicator of the Real. However, she forgets that the Real
in Laruelle is neither something that transcends language
nor language is something transcending. The radical
imanence of the Real is not posited relationaly. Despite
that, the problem remains. It is not clear how we could
formulate hypotheses as strategies of theoretical-
empirical research using the approaches of Kolozova and
Butler.

The deconstruction of the metaphysical assumptions to
normal discourses means that there is too much assuming.
The idea that normal discourses have to follow the
function rules of functioning even in situations when it is
obvious that those rules are not what constitutes and
legitimizes them as normal discourses, means to have
metaphysical faith in their rational immanence. By virtue
of the critical writing on realism, niether from rational
debates, nor from the shift in the signifying practices, we
can conclude that realism will disappear from the living
world because there are no more rational reasons to
believe in its necessity, or because the practices which are
preconditions for its existence are no longer operative.
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KOH IIPETCTaByBaaT YCJIOBH 32 HETOBO IIOCTOEHE, TIOBEKE
He ce OIlePaTUBHH.

[TpamameTo Koe Tpeba Jia ce MMPENCInTa € JJajiu cTpaTe-
TUHUTE Ha ONPaB/yBame INPUCYTHH BO HOPMAaJHHUOT
JIICKYpPC MOXKaT Jla OumaT OJIOKMpPAHU U CO Toa Jla Ce
ocyeTaT IOTe3UTe MPeKy KOU ce JIETUTHMHPAAT CEKCH3-
MOT, XoM0odo0HjaTa 1 XeTepoceKcyaTHaTa HOPMATHBHOCT.
Hacoxkara mrro cakam ja ja mpezijio»kaM BCYIITHOCT € JIOCTa
kimacuyHa. He crtanyBa 360p ga ce otdpiaT JIeKOH-
CTPYKTUBHUCTUUYKUTE YUTAa, TYKy THE IIOBEKE J1a He ce
3eMaar KaKo eKCIUIMKATUBHYU TEeOPUU Ha IMPOOJIeMHU KON
ce JeUHUPaHU BO TEPMUHU Ha HOPMAJIHUTE JUCKYPCH.
TakBHOT HUBEH CTATyC MPAKTUYHO U cO3/1aBa 3a0yHU U
arcypZHU TEOPUCKU IMO3UIUH KAKO TAaKBU, HO U KOTA THE
KaKO IOJINTHYKO CPEZICTBO Ce JIOBEIyBaaT BO BPCKa CO
MIOJIUTHYIKUTE aHTAKMaHU.

AKO JTIEKOHCTPYKTUBHCTUYKATA U PAIUKATHUTE KPUTHKH
BeKe ro HeMaaT CTaTyCOT Ha HOPMaJIeH eKCIUTHKAaTHBEH
JIMCKypC, TOTalll Beke HeMa oTpeba Jja ce ApaMaTU3upa
MOJKHOCTA 3a JieMacKupambe U JieMUuCcTU(UINpame Ha
MeTaU3UIKUTE JUCTUHKINY U imxoTroMuu. Ho Toa He
3HaA4H JieKa Tpeba fa ce momupume co GakToT eKa THe
ce ymrre GyHKIIMOHUPAAT KaKo IMMPEMUCH, LT MEXaHU3MU
BO CBETOT Ha KUBOTOT, TEOPUCKUTE W apTyMeHTa-
THUBHUTE CTpAaTEruu. Muciaam J€Ka MMa aBTOPHU KOU
BepyBaar JieKa JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa HeMa BeKe /1a TOCTON
Kora Ke ce JIEKOHCTpyHpaaT cuTe MeTa(pu3uIKHu JUXOTO-
MHH, HO J€Ka KMa U TaKBH IIITO B€EPyBaaT BO AUXOTOMHAaTa
HY>KHOCT Ha CBETOT Kako ouuryienna. Gopmyaupajku ja
TaKBaTa CUTyallHja KakKo IIpaimrarbe Ha U300p U O/IyKa
caMo HE OTPTHyBa BO ITOTPEIIHA HACOKA.

BakBuoT pacnopes Ha mpobJyieMHUTe ro IOCTaByBa
IIpe/JIOKEHNOT KPUTUYKHU ITPUO/] BO PAMKHUTE Ha HOpMaJl-
HUTe Auckypcu. [I[pomeHaTa Ha CTaBOT BO OJHOC HA

The issue that needs to be re-examined is whether the
justification strategies typical for the normal discourse can
be blocked thus impeding the moves through which
sexism, homophobia and heterosexual normative
legitimize themselves. The course I would like to suggest
is somewhat classical in its approach. It is not about
rejecting deconstructive readings; rather, they should not
be referred to as explicative theories of problems defined
with terms characteristic for normal discourses. Such
status causes confusion and absurd theoretical viewpoints,
especially when they are used as political means in
connection with political activities.

If deconstructive and radical critical writings have no
longer a status of normal explicative discourse, then there
is no need to dramatize over the possibility of unmasking
and demystifying the metaphysical distinctions and
dichotomies. This does not mean that we have to bring to
terms with the fact that they still function as principles or
mechanisms in the living world, the theoretical and
argumentative strategies. I think that there are authors
who believe that deconstruction no longer exists once all
metaphysical dichotomies are deconstructed, but there
are also authors who believe that the dichotomous
necessity of the world is something apparent. By defining
this situation as an issue of choice and decision, we are
only misled into a wrong direction.

This organization of the problems is setting the suggested
critical approach within the frames of the normal
discourses. The change in attitude regarding essentialism
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€CEeHIINjaJIU3MOT U KOHCTPYKTUBU3MOT U HUBHATA
IIOBP3aHOCT CO MOKHUTE JUCKPUMUHATOPCKU U 0CI000-
JlyBayKU MPAKTUKHU € BO TOA IITO HA THE BPCKU He OU
Tpebaso moBeke fa ce riefa Kako Ha UMIUIMKATUBHU
peJanuu.

Ha ogHocuTe momery oBue MO3UIUH OU MOXKeJe Ja
rjefgaMe KakKoO Ha OIPaBJyBauK{ MPaKTUKHU IITO Ce
MOTIIMPAAT BP3 OJ[pe/IeHN apryMeHTAaTUBHU CTpPATEruM.
3HauW, HA €CEHIMjaIM3MOT MOXKE /1A ce IJIefla KaKo Ha
OIIPaB/lyBalb€ Ha CEKCU3MOT KO€E CE CIIPOBEAYBA CIIOPET,
oapeneHu nmpaswia. Ho, mpupoaaTa Ha OBUe ITpaBUJIa He
€ TakBa IITO THE KpPeupaaT HeKaKBa YHHUBep3aJHA
aKcuoMarTcka IesauHa. TakBata meTadu3uuKa IpeT-
IIOCTaBKa BCYIIHOCT € OHA IITO JleHEC IMPETCTaByBa
npobJsieM: O JIaJKHOCTA Ha €CEHI[MjaJu3MOT Jla ce
3aKJIyYH 32 JIAYKHOCTA Ha CEKCU3MOT U XxoModobujara.
Toa 1mrTo cakam J1a ro MOTEHIIPaM e JleKa MPUpo/iaTa Ha
THE BPCKHU € CEMaHTUYKO-IIParMaTcKa, a He eMUCTEMHUYIKO-
OHTOJIOIIKA. MeryToa, MPUKa30T HA KapaKTEPOT Ha
TaKBUTE CEMAaHTUUKO-IIPAarMaTCKU CTPATEruy ' HaJIMH-
HyBa TPAHUIIUTE HA OBOj TEKCT.
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and constructivism and their connection to the possible
discriminating and liberating practices is reflected in the
fact that these connections should no longer be treated as
implicative relations.

We might regard the relations between these positions as
justifying practices based on certain argumentative
strategies. In other words, essentialism can be treated as
justification of sexism carried out in compliance with
certain rules. However, the nature of these rules does not
allow for creating a universal axiomatic unity. This
metaphysical assumption is the cause of the existing
problem today: to infer the falsity of sexism and
homophobia from the falsity of essentialism. What I wish
to point out is that the nature of these relations is
semantic-pragmatic, not epistemological-ontological.
However, the study of the character of such semantic-
pragmatic strategies surpasses the limits of this text.

Translated by Anastasija Kirkova
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