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Identities

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

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

* * *
Many contemporary critics and commentators in Poland 
noted with a surprise, that after sixteen years of transfor-
mation, rather than stabilising and progressing, Polish 
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Trudov ne e seriozen. Ve}e slu{am nekoi „popretpaz
livi” glasovi. I da, vo pravo se. Statijava ne e seri
ozna. Nitu nejzinata tema. Na krajot na krai{tata, 
kako {to ~udesniot dendi, Oskar Vajld, izvor i maj
stor na seta izve{ta~enost, re~e (parafraziram): 
@ivotot e preseriozen za da go sfa}ame seriozno. 
Ili barem Suzan Zontag (Susan Sontag) tvrdi deka 
ova e eden od negovite aforizmi.

Kvir teorijata ne e nitu seriozna, nitu te{ka. Za 
mnogu akademici feminizmot, gej studiite i ko
ne~no, kvir studiite se „preideolo{ki” i ne pa
suvaat vo vistinskoto akademsko doma}instvo. Toa 
e samo edna gledna to~ka, edna epistemologija. 
Me|utoa, ne onaa koja jas ja zastapuvam. A jas se molam 
vo panteonot na presvetite Xudit Batler (Judith But-
ler) i Mi{el Fuko (Michel Foucault), Sejla Benhabib 
(Seyla Benhabib) i Homi Baba (Homi Bhabha), [an
tal Muf (Chantal Mouffe) i Ernesto Laklau (Ernesto 
Laclau), me|u drugite. ]e ja pro~itate molitvata {to 
ja nau~iv od niv.

* * *
Mnogumina sovremeni kriti~ari i komentatori vo 
Polska se najdoa zateknati {to po {esnaeset godini 
preobrazba, mesto stabilizacija i napredok, pol
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society lives at the verge of a nervous breakdown. How 
did it happen?

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

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

skoto op{testvo `ivee na rabot od nerven slom. 
Kako toa?

Sepak, tekstov nema za cel da odgovori na ova 
pra{awe. Prosto (prosto?) saka da pobara mo`ni 
odgovori mesto da ponudi gotovi re{enija. Ne samo 
zatoa {to bi bilo nerealisti~no, tuku i za{to bi 
& se protivelo na vizijata za politikologijata i 
ulogata na kvir nau~nikot kako {to se zamisleni 
vo tekstov, kako i na site moi akademski proekti. 
Politikologijata ne e vre`ana vo kamen i se raz
viva so soznajnite dostignuvawa od drugi disci
plini. Statijava e samo u{te eden glas vo obidot 
da poka`e kako (vo po{iroka smisla) „kulturnoto” 
i „politi~koto” se dve (od mnogute) lica na na{ata 
stvarnost. Bi sakal osobeno da naglasam deka, 
vo su{tina, ne samo {to mora da „razmisluvame 
pluralisti~ki i multikulturno”, tuku i taka da „se 
odnesuvame”. So drugi zborovi: ne samo {to mora da 
se borime za priznavawe na postmoderniot plurali
zam na kulturi, identiteti, op{testveni stvarnos
ti vo politi~kite teorija i upravuvawe  tuku i nie, 
akademicite, mora da gi vklu~ime vo na{ata metoda. 
Ovde gledam kako kvir teorijata/ite stapuva na sce
na i mo`e da & bide od polza na politikologijata. A 
Polska }e mi poslu`i kako model za ponatamo{no 
prou~uvawe.

Vo prviot „I del – Simptomi” }e gi vovedam prvi~nite 
razmisli i }e gi opi{am ideite i o~ekuvawata na 
tekstov. Potoa, vo vtoriot „II del –Dijagnoza”, }e 
ja prika`am analizata na sovremenata sostojba vo 
Polska. Na kraj, planiram da ja zavr{am statijava 
so „III del – Lek”. Me|utoa, toa ne e krajot na samiot 
tekst. Bidej}i kraevite gi smetam za novi po~etoci, 
ovoj moj nezavr{en tekst treba da e voved za tebe, 
mil ~itatelu.

Robert Kulpa Western Theories, Queer Possibilities, Polish Reality
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Part I – Symptoms

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

It was Michel Foucault, who as one of the first noticed 
that knowledge is the power (1980, 1998, 2000). Through 
examination of various subjects, themes, problems, he 
was always aiming at understanding the way people 
think and categorise their environment. Whether it was 
about sexuality (1998), madness (1994), punishment 
(1995), or philosophy (2002) per se – he hoped (and it 
is an optimistic reading of Foucault) that once we under-
stand what we do and how we are in the world, then it 
will be possible to pursue better, happier life. Enlighten-
ment, Positivism, and their manifestation of the will to 

I del - Simptomi

Xon Breli (John Breuilly), vo vovedot na Nacii 
i nacionalizam (Nations and Nationalism) na Er
nest Gelner (Ernest Gellner), pi{uva deka: „kako 
{to poso~uva Gelner, tranziciite se period na 
su{tinski konflikt, koga nekompatibilni dej
nosti si se sprotistavuvaat, koga lu|eto planiraat 
konkurentni zamisli za nesigurna idnina. Duri po 
nekakov proces na podreduvawe (revolucija, refor
ma, vojna) mo`e da se javi ne{to stabilno” (Breuilly 
2002, XIII). Mo`e zvu~i o~igledno, ama sekojpat e 
polezno da se navede „o~iglednosta” za da se uvidi 
ona {to ve}e ne e tolku jasno. Izvadokov podraz
bira promena, proces, dejstva „netipi~ni” i spro
tivni na sekojdnevnata sostojba. Kako vo vreme na 
vojna, koga „neobi~noto” privremeno se prifa}a, 
no „sekoj” o~ekuva ne{tata da se vratat vo „prirod
nata sostojba” otkako }e zavr{i. Baraweto za ne{to 
stabilno  kako normalno podrazbira i ni se namet
nuva na razni na~ini, no najbitno, vo eden po{irok 
op{testven oblik na vospriemawe, analiza i objas
nuvawe na stvarnosta. Odnosno, {irum akademskite 
diskursi i obrazovnite sistemi ili organizacijata 
na znaeweto vo na{ite (na{i?) zapadni op{testva.

Mi{el Fuko be{e eden od prvite koi zabele`aa 
deka znaeweto e mo} (1980, 1998, 2000). So ispitu
vawe na razli~ni predmeti, temi, problemi, sekoj
pat ima{e za cel da sfati kako lu|eto ja razbiraat 
i kategoriziraat svojata okolina. Bez razlika dali 
stanuva zbor za seksualnosta (1980), ludiloto (1994), 
kaznata (1995) ili filosofijata (2002) per se  se 
nadeva{e (a ova e optimisti~ko tolkuvawe na Fuko) 
deka {tom sfatime {to pravime i kako sme vo sve
tot, }e mo`e da se stremime kon podobar, posre}en 
`ivot. Prosvetitelstvoto, pozitivizmot i nivnata 
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know, (the one that dominates our contemporary life), 
first introduced and settled (in deed) in the 18th century, 
was about categorisation (Crotty 1998, Kukla 2000). En-
lighten age of reason categorised in tables, rows, species, 
sub-families, names, definitions, concepts. By classifica-
tion we hope to order the world in an understandable 
way. 

The positivist origins of the political though were no dif-
ferent in this pursuit. The tendency, as of many other 
clear-cut disciplines, was to explain the world only in 
its own terms and classes, with no regard to other per-
spectives. The mirage of self-sufficiency kept (and still is, 
although not always) the boundaries distinct, where the 
lack of openness for novelty from outside of the disci-
pline went in hand with the lack of wish to communicate 
over boundaries. It may be observed when descending 
from general/philosophical questions of e.g. democracy, 
into more precise and society-grounded problems of 
citizenship or transition. For example, many theories of 
1989 transformation in Central and Eastern Europe (e.g. 
Goldstone 1994 and Skocpol 1979, “revolution theory”, 
“transition theory” or “elites theory”), seem somehow 
too easily forget that what started in 1989 was not only 
about political systems and governing models, but also 
and first of all, about whole society living under those, 
and about cultures organised accordingly to those mod-
els, conveyed as political organism. Until only couple of 
years ago, the positivist political scientists appeared to 
forget that political organisation is the way people sys-
tematise and express themselves in the world. It is about 
how society copes with reality. “Politics,” “democracy,” 
“totalitarianism,” etc. – these terms are not artificial, 
self-reflective modes, distinguished from social reality 
and cultural performance. Good example of the discus-
sion over citizenship, and this insufficiency, can be found 
in Seyla Benhabib’s The Claims of Culture: 

manifestacija na voljata za znaewe za znaewe (koja 
preovladuva vo na{iot sovremen `ivot), prvpat 
vovedeni i vospostaveni (na delo) vo 18 vek, se za
lagaa za kategorizacija (Crotts 1998, Kukla 2000). 
Erata na razumot kategorizira{e vo tabeli, redovi, 
vidovi, potsemejstva, imiwa, definicii, poimi. Se 
nadevame deka so klasifikacija svetot }e go podre
dime na razbirliv na~in.

Pozitivisti~kite koreni na politi~kata misla 
ne se razlikuvaa vo vakviot streme`. Tendencijata, 
kako i kaj mnogu drugi jasno definirani disci
plini, be{e da se objasni svetot samo vo negovite 
odnosi i klasi, bez da se zemat predvid drugi gled
ni to~ki. Iluzijata za samodovolnost gi odr`uva{e 
(i s$ u{te gi odr`uva, iako ne sekoga{) granicite 
jasno iscrtani, a nedostigot na otvorenost kon no
vini nadvor od disciplinata ode{e vo paket so 
nedostigot na `elba da se komunicira preku tie 
granici. Se zabele`uva koga se sleguva od op{tite/
filosofskite pra{awa za, da re~eme, demokratija, 
kon pokonkretnite i poop{testveni problemi na 
dr`avjanstvoto ili tranzicijata. Na primer, mnogu 
teorii za preobrazbata na Centralna i Isto~na Ev
ropa od 1989 godina (kako „teorijata za revolucija” 
na Goldston (Goldstone 1994) i Skokpol (Skocpol 
1979), „tranziciskata teorija” ili „teorijata na 
eliti”) kako premnogu lesno da zaboravija deka vo 
ona {to zapo~na vo 1989 godina ne stanuva{e zbor 
samo za politi~ki sistemi i vladeja~ki modeli, 
tuku prvenstveno za celo edno op{testvo koe `ivee 
vo istite, i za kulturite organizirani spored tie 
modeli, preneseni kako politi~ki organizam. Do 
pred samo nekolku godini pozitivisti~kite poli
tikolozi kako da zaboravaa deka politi~kata organi
zacija e na~inot na koj lu|eto se sistematiziraat i 
izrazuvaat vo svetot. Deka stanuva zbor za toa kako 
op{testvoto se spravuva so stvarnosta. „Politika”, 

Robert Kulpa Western Theories, Queer Possibilities, Polish Reality
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(…) The concept and practise of citizenship was analysed 
largely from a normative perspective (…). Usually one as-
pect – the privileges of political membership – was in the 
foreground. This normative discussion, primary about the 
duties of democratic citizenship and democratic theory, 
was carried out in a sociological vacuum. Political philoso-
phers paid little attention to citizenship as sociological cat-
egory and as a social practise that inserts us into complex 
privileges and duties, entitlements and obligations. Political 
philosophy and political sociology of citizenship went their 
separate ways (Benhabib 2002, 160).

However, as I have written in the opening paragraph, 
the essentials and positivist attitudes are no longer pre-
dominant in the field of political science. Therefore, this 
article is also only the proliferation of already existing 
strands, and is focusing on the question: how can we, 
queer academics, put forward ideas of greater flexibility 
and un-stability, further down, into the hear of political 
sciences. The case of Poland may a good example sup-
porting my idea. None of the presented theories of trans-
formation can explain what happened in Poland between 
1989 and present day; neither describe the transform-
ing process nor democracy models, citizenship, role of 
the state, nation, tradition, and modernity. The answer 
I suggest is that much of the political science apparatus 
was born in the West, stems from the West, and remains 
West-oriented. Even thou it claims to be open for the 
experiences of “The Otherness,” adopting their points 

„demokratija”, „totalitarizam”, itn.  vakvite izra
zi ne se ve{ta~ki, introspektivni sredstva odvoeni 
od op{testvenata stvarnost i kulturnata izvedba. 
Dobar primer za raspravata za dr`avjanstvoto i 
vakvata nedovolnost mo`e da se najde vo Barawata 
na kulturata (The Claims of Culture) na Sejla Ben
habib:

(...) Poimot i dejnosta dr`avjanstvo vo golema mera se 
analiziraa od normativna gledna to~ka (...). Obi~no 
edna strana  privilegijata na politi~ka pripadnost 
 e vo preden plan. Vakvata normativna rasprava, 
prvenstveno za obvrskite na demokratskoto gra|anstvo 
i demokratskata teorija, se vodi vo sociolo{ki vakuum. 
Politi~kite filosofi ne obrnale mnogu vnimanie 
na dr`avjanstvoto kako sociolo{ka kategorija i 
sociolo{ka dejnost koja ni nametnuva slo`eni 
privilegii i dol`nosti, ovlastuvawa i obvrski. 
Politi~kata filosofija i politi~kata sociologija na 
dr`avjanstvoto se razminaa (Benhabib 2002, 160). 

Me|utoa, kako {to navedov vo po~etniot pasus, 
esencijalisti~kite i pozitivisti~kite stavovi 
ve}e ne preovladuvaat vo oblasta na politikologi
jata. Ottuka, statijava e samo {irewe na ve}e postoj
nite ni{ki i se koncentrira na pra{aweto: kako 
nie, kvir akademicite, da proturkame zamisli za 
pogolema fleksibilnost i nestabilnost, podlaboko, 
vo srcevinata na politi~kite nauki. Slu~ajot so 
Polska mo`e da bide dobar primer vo prilog na mo
jata zamisla. Nitu edna od postojnite teorii za pre
obrazbata ne mo`e da objasni {to se slu~uva{e vo 
Polska od 1989 godina do denes; nitu go opi{uvaat 
procesot na preobrazba, nitu demokratskite mode
li, dr`avjanstvoto, ulogata na dr`avata, nacijata, 
tradicijata i sovremenosta. Odgovorot koj go pred
lagam e deka golem del od instrumentite na poli
tikologijata se rodeni na Zapad, poteknuvaat od 
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of view, it is still a “Western Political Theory” disguis-
ing itself into a “Universal Theory.” Will Kymlicka puts it 
straightforward: 

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

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

Part II – Diagnosis: A Queer Thing Called Poland

Having introduced the main idea, let’s now turn to its 
more detailed exemplification. Western liberal demo-
cratic model relies heavily on the liberal notion of social 
contract. One of its embodiments is the “deliberative de-

Zapadot i ostanuvaat zapadno orientirani. Iako 
tvrdat deka se otvoreni kon do`ivuvawata na „Dru
gosta”, deka gi prifa}aat nivnite gledi{ta, s$ u{te 
pretstavuvaat „zapadna politi~ka teorija” zamas
kirana vo „univerzalna teorija”. Vil Kimlika (Will 
Kymlicka) otvoreno veli:

Zapadnata politi~ka tradicija, za ~udo, mol~i okolu 
ovie pra{awa [za multikulturalizmot]. Pove}eto 
organizirani politi~ki zaednici vo poznatata 
istorija bile multietni~ki (...). Sepak, pove}eto 
zapadni politi~ki teoreti~ari rabotat so idealiziran 
model na polis vo koj sogra|anite se od isto poteklo, 
zboruvaat ist jazik i neguvaat ista kultura (Kymlicka 
1995, 2). 

Bi se zapra{ale: kakva vrska ima ova so Polska? 
Odgovorot e sledniov: Polska e nadvor od Zapadot 
kolku {to ne e ni na Istokot. (]e se navratam na 
podelbava podolu vo tekstot.) Taka, vladeja~kite 
(zapadni) politi~ki razmisli za polskata sostojba 
zadol`itelno }e potfrlat, bidej}i poteknuvaat od 
poinakov kontekst i ne mo`at dovolno da ja razbe
rat. Me|utoa, mora da se pojasni i deka „lokalnite” 
polski tradicionalni gledi{ta za specifi~nosta 
na Poljacite vo evropski kontekst se nedovolni. 
Tradicionalnata polska logika, kategorii i rasudu
vawa ve}e ne va`at, beskorisni se. [to zna~i toa vo 
kontekst na prethodno poso~enite celi na stati
java?

II Del - Dijagnoza: ^udnoto ne{to nare~eno Polska

Otkako ja pretstaviv svojata glavna zamisla, sega 
na red e nejzina popodrobna ilustracija. Zapadni
ot liberalnodemokratski model silno se potpira 
vrz liberalniot poim na op{testven dogovor. 

Robert Kulpa Western Theories, Queer Possibilities, Polish Reality
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mocracy model” and more general liberal – communi-
tarian debate (for overview, see Heywood 2003, 2007). 

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

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

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

However optimistic, I cannot stop but think what if some 
of the social and political actors (or, indeed, huge ma-

Edno negovo otelotvorenie e „deliberativniot 
model na demokratija” i poop{tata liberalno
komunitaristi~ka rasprava (kratok pregled vo Hey-
wood 2003, 2007).

Dejvid Miler (David Miller), koj ja zazema desnata 
strana od raspravata, ima golema doverba vo deli
beracijata.

Tvrdeweto se zasnova na demokratskoto odlu~uvawe, 
poznato pod imeto „deliberativna demokratija”. Eden 
demokratski sistem e deliberativen koga odlukite koi 
gi nosi odrazuvaat otvorena rasprava me|u u~esnicite, 
so podgotvenost na lu|eto da gi soslu{aat tu|ite 
stavovi i da gi zemat predvid tu|ite interesi i vo taa 
nasoka da gi vidoizmenat sopstvenite mislewa. (...) Vo 
deliberativnata demokratija, kone~nata odluka mo`e da 
ne e sosema ednoglasna, no treba da pretstavuva pravedna 
ramnote`a me|u razli~nite stavovi izrazeni vo tekot 
na diskusijata za da bide priznaena za merodavna (Miller 
2000, 3).

Deliberativniot model na demokratija se zasnova na 
(la`nata?) verba vo voljata na lu|eto da diskutiraat 
i da donesat zaklu~ok vo ime na zaedni~kata pravda. 
Nejzinite pozitivisti~ki koreni vo „teorijata za 
op{testven dogovor” na @. @. Ruso (J. J. Rousseau) 
i X. Lok (J. Locke) se mnogu o~igledni. I sovre
menite liberalni misliteli go smetaat delibera
tivniot model za mo`en. Sejla Benhabib, istaknata 
nau~ni~ka vo oblasta na postkolonijalnata teorija, 
izjavuva: „Smetam deka od gledna to~ka na delibera
tivnata demokratija mora da sozdavame institucii 
vo koi ~lenovite na ovie [malcinski] zaednici 
mo`at da raspravaat za i da ja dogovaraat idninata 
na svoite uslovi za `ivot” (Benhabib 2002, 185).

Kolku i da sum optimist, ne mo`e da ne se podzamis
lam: {to ako del od op{testvenite i politi~kite 
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jority of them) are not willing to discuss, embracing the 
more reluctant attitudes, the more opponent differs in 
their views? This is the case of Poland, where some of 
the dominant political actors of centre-right provenance 
(Kaczynski brothers’ “Law and Justice,” Roman Gier-
tych’s “League of Polish Families” and Andrzej Lepper’s 
“Selfdefence” – all three parties formed 2005-2007 gov-
ernment) reject anything that is not in accordance with 
their vision of society, “which is the only rightful one”. 
However, liberals and socialists do not differ significant-
ly – they also tend to totalise their view as the only cor-
rect ones.

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

If there is anything to learn for those to questions, it has 
to be that discussion over liberal-communitarian mod-
els can only happen once democracy is mature enough 
to clarify those two. The prerequisite is the necessity of 
advanced liberal democracy to lead discussion about 
any of these political positions. Poland has neither “ad-
vanced,” nor “liberal,” nor “democratic” political system 
(if Western democracies are the ultimate examples, what 
is implicitly present in the discussed theories). The par-
liamentary and presidential elections in 2005 showed 
that Poland did not manage to cope with modernism, 

akteri (ili, duri, mnozinata) ne se podgotveni da 
razgovaraat, tuku se tolku ponepokoleblivi kolku 
{to protivnikot zastapuva poinakvi stavovi? Vakov 
e slu~ajot so Polska, vo koja del od glavnite central
nodesni~arski politi~ki akteri („Zakon i pravda” 
na bra}ata Ka`inski (Kaczynski), „Ligata na polski 
semejstva” na Roman Gjerti~ (Roman Giertych) i „Sa
moodbrana” na And`ej Leper (Andrzej Lepper)  trite 
partii vo sostav na vlasta 20052007) otfrlaat s$ 
{to ne vleguva vo nivnata vizija za op{testvoto, 
„koja e edinstvenata ispravna”. Me|utoa, ni libe
ralite ni socijalistite ne se mnogu poinakvi  i tie 
gi totaliziraat svoite gledi{ta kako edinstveno 
ispravni.

Osven toa, deliberativniot model podrazbira i deka 
malcinstvata kako op{testveni akteri sakaat da ze
mat u~estvo vo demokratijata; potrebno e sozdavawe 
osnovni uslovi vo koi bi igrale potpolno odgovorna 
uloga vo demokratskiot proces (Benhabib 2002, 164
5). No, {to ako gra|anskoto op{testvo e slabo ili 
„nepostoe~ko” (kako vo Polska) i malcinstvata ne 
mo`at da se izrazat na dosleden, mobiliziran i or
ganiziran na~in, da re~eme: da se premestat od kul
turni na politi~ki pozicii?

Ako ima {to da se nau~i od ovie dve pra{awa, toa 
bi bilo deka raspravata okolu liberalnokomu
nitarnite modeli mo`e da se odviva samo otkako 
demokratijata dovolno }e sozree za da gi razliku
va. Preduslov e potrebata od napredna liberalna 
demokratija {to bi ja vodela diskusijata za koja 
bilo od ovie politi~ki pozicii. Polska nema 
nitu „napreden” nitu „liberalen” nitu „demokrat
ski” politi~ki sistem (ako zapadnite demokratii 
se vrvnite primeri, {to se navestuva vo razgleda
nite teorii). Parlamentarnite i pretsedatelskite 
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pluralism, and contemporary’s world process of differ-
entiation. Political science is far too much West-centred 
to recognise that “[l]iberal democracy (…) is not the ap-
plication of the democratic model to a wider context, as 
some would have it; understood as regime, it concerns 
the symbolic ordering of social relations and is much 
more than a mere ‘form of government’” (Mouffe 1996, 
245). 

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

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

These would be:
•	 the strong presence of religion, and especially Catho-

lic Church (Chrypinski 1989, Romaniszyn 2005),

•	martyrdom and victimhood (Janion 2000, Zieliński 
2002),

izbori vo 2005 godina poka`aa deka Polska ne us
peva da se spravi so modernizmot, pluralizmot 
i procesot na razlikuvawe vo sovremeniot svet. 
Politikologijata e premnogu zapadno naso~ena za 
da uvidi deka „[l]iberalnata demokratija (...) ne e 
primena na demokratskiot model vo eden po{irok 
kontekst, kako {to smetaat nekoi; sfatena kako 
re`im, taa podrazbira simboli~ko podreduvawe na 
op{testvenite odnosi i e mnogu pove}e od samo ‘ob
lik na vladeewe’” (Mouffe 1996, 245).

Od druga strana, pak, postojat i polski gledi{ta za 
specifi~nata mestopolo`ba na Polska vo Evropa i 
vo svetot. Tie go gradat poimot koj ovde }e go nare~am 
„tradicionalna polska paradigma/identitet”.

Ako ja razgledame oblasta na nacionalnite iden
titeti vo kontekst na Centralna i Isto~na Evropa, 
opusot literatura koja{to se zanimava so regionov 
deluva obemen i zadovolitelen (Ichijo 2005, za op{t 
pregled). Mnogubrojni se i konceptualizaciite na  
polskiot identitet (na primer, Nycz 2002, Auer 
2004, Romaniszyn 2005 i mnogu drugi). Iako razni 
avtori koi gi analiziraat problemite okolu na
cionalniot identitet vo Polska se koncentriraat 
na razli~ni aspekti, mo`e da se poso~at nekolku 
klu~ni crti koi se javuvaat vo pove}eto trudovi. 
Ovie pet faktori ne pretendiraat da oformat ce
losen ili kone~en spisok karakteristiki  pretsta
vuvaat samo vremena operacionalizacija na inaku 
nejasnata (a mo`e duri i nepostoe~ka) kategorija 
„polski nacionalen identitet”.

Toa bi bile:
•	 Silno prisustvo na religijata, osobeno na 

Katoli~kata crkva (Chrypinski 1989, Romaniszyn 
2005), 

•	 Ma~ni{tvo i `rtva (Janion 2000, Zieliński 
2002),
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•	multi-ethnic society before first world war, between 

wars, and single, almost monolithic ethnicity after 
WWII (Romaniszyn 2005),

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

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

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

•	 exclusively heterosexual dimension of national roles 
(Sypniewski and Warkocki 2004, Mizielińska 2006, 
Umińska 2006).

Below I will suggest that the first four elements, which 
may be seen as foundational, thanks to the processes of 
democratisation Poland started after 1989, do not denote 
the same reality, thus, those elements need to be deeply 
and thoroughly re-thought and re-conceptualised. Their 
importance lays not in the fact that “they are important,” 
but conversely, in the fact that they have lost their 
significance in this “new,” democratic reality, Or in the 
structuralist language, symbolic significant lost their 
real signifiers. Although non-applicable directly, they 
are still circulating and form the base for conservative-
oriented discourses. However, because those factors rely 
on past which was finally discontinued and abolished in 
1989 (underlying again the presumption that pre- and 
communist times did not differ in the construction of 
national identity), one can nowadays find political and 
social life in a queer blur of mismatched idea(lism)s. 

•	 Multietni~ko op{testvo pred Prvata svetska  
vojna i edinstvena, re~isi monolitna pripadnost 
po Vtorata svetska vojna (Romaniszyn 2005), 

•	 Odnosite so Evreite; i so Rusite i Germancite 
(Auer 2004, Zubrzycki 2007),

•	 Ekskluzionisti~ki karakter razgoren od ~uvstvo 
na inferiornost, odnosno nadmo}, kon sosed
nite zemji (Germanija, odnosno Rusija) (Lipski 
1990, Szrett 1990, Nycz 2002),

•	 Od ponovo vreme: kriza na vrednostite vo tekot 
na preobrazbata po 1989 godina i vlezot vo EU 
(Auer 2004, Krzemiński 2001, Kramer 2005), i

•	 Isklu~ivo heteroseksualna dimenzija na na
cionalnite ulogi (Sypniewski and Warkocki 
2004, Mizielińska 2006, Umińska 2006).

Podolu }e navedam deka prvite ~etiri elementi, koi 
mo`e da gi smetame za osnovni poradi procesite na 
demokratizacija {to otpo~naa vo Polska po 1989 
godina, ne ja ozna~uvaat istata stvarnost, pa taka tie 
elementi mora podlaboko i potemelno da se obmislat 
i da se poimaat. Nivnoto zna~ewe ne e vo toa deka „se 
va`ni”, tuku naprotiv, vo toa deka ja izgubile svojata 
va`nost vo „novava” demokratska stvarnost ili, vo 
strukturalisti~ki termini, simboli~kite zna~ewa 
gi zagubile svoite stvarni znaci. Iako ne mo`e 
neposredno da se primenat, s$ u{te se vo optek i ja 
gradat osnovata na konzervativisti~kite diskursi. 
Me|utoa, bidej}i tie faktori se potpiraat na mi
nato koe kone~no be{e prekinato i ukinato vo 1989 
godina (povtorno da ja naglasime pretpostavkata 
deka pretkomunisti~kite i komunisti~kite vremi
wa ne se razlikuvale vo gradeweto na nacionalniot 
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Therefore, the first step to the better understanding 
of endeavours between pluralist and communitarian 
ideologies in Poland is to realise that although the 
object of interests is the same for both (homosexuality, 
pluralism, the EU, etc.), conceptualisations of the latter 
are completely different, thereby producing the common 
impression of a lack of communication between 
opponents. Indeed, in most cases it is exactly “a different 
language” used by each side that disables dialogue and 
discussion. This is especially clear when considering 
recent discussions over values, and supposedly clashes 
of Polish (communitarian) and European (liberal) ones 
(Krzemiński 2001, 64).

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

Today, however, Poles no longer perceive religion as 
the most important in their everyday life. “Sociological 
analysis of Polish religiousness show that great amount 
of Poles treat religious truths and teachings selectively. 
Occasional spectacular gestures, like mass pilgrimages 

identitet), denes mo`e da se pronajde politi~ki 
i op{testven `ivot vo eden ~uden oblak od nekom
patibilni ide(alizm)i. Ottuka, prviot ~ekor kon 
podobro sfa}awe na obidite me|u pluralisti~kite 
i komunitaristi~kite ideologii vo Polska e da 
se uvidi deka, iako predmetot na interes e istiot 
za obete (homoseksualnost, pluralizam, EU, itn.), 
poimawata na vtorata se sosema poinakvi, so {to 
davaat op{t vpe~atok za nedostig na komunikacija 
me|u sprotistavenite strani. Navistina, vo mnogu 
slu~ai tokmu „razli~niot jazik” koj go koristi se
koja od niv gi onevozmo`uvaat dijalogot i disku
sijata. Ova osobeno e jasno koga }e se zemat predvid 
skore{nite raspravi za vrednostite i navodniot 
sudir pome|u polskite (komunitarni) i evropskite 
(liberalni) (Krzemiński 2001, 64).

Religioznosta se poima{e kako kalap za moralot i 
etikata vo sekojdnevniot ̀ ivot, no i kako faktor di
rektno vklu~en vo poimot polski nacionalen iden
titet (Chrypinski 1989, 241). Na nea se povika eden od 
pratenicite od partijata Liga na polski semejstva, 
koga go spomena hristijanskiot (katoli~kiot) krst 
vo eden svoj govor vo sobranieto (parafraziram): 
samo pod ovoj znak Poljakot e Poljak, a Polska mo`e 
da bide Polska. I verskite institucii pomognaa da 
se prenesat drugi kulturni vrednosti niz vremeto 
i prostorot, kako jazikot ili obi~aite i navikite, 
koi ~estopati ne mo`ea da se {irat na drug na~in 
osven preku bitnata nezavisnost na Katoli~kata 
crkva (Auer 2004, 6870).

Me|utoa, denes Poljacite ve}e ne ja smetaat re
ligijata za najzna~ajna vo nivoto sekojdnevie. 
„Sociolo{kata analiza na polskata religioznost 
poka`uva deka golem broj Poljaci se selektivni kon 
verskite vistini i u~ewa. Povremenite spektaku



�0
(…) not always are accompanied by the amelioration of 
religious life” (Brzoza and Sowa 2003, 793). On the other 
hand, religion sneaked into public life through the back 
door: as institutionalised political actor. What was once 
a “religious aspect” of/in national tradition became “The 
(Catholic) Church” marching into politics arm in arm 
with Solidarity workers movement (Auer 2004, 69-70). 
The institutionalisation of religion is not a new occur-
rence, what is then important in the Polish context and 
1989 revolt, is the fact that since Polish monarchy lost its 
administrative “being” as a state in 1795, so did Catholic 
Church its institutional connection to Poland. Through-
out the following years, up until 1989, it was the catholic 
religion that was binding people together, forcing cath-
olic values as the Polish ones (as opposed to Orthodox 
Russian, or Protestant German ones). When (liberal) 
democracy was “installed” in Poland after 1989, new 
vales came into play, strongly enough to push religious 
ones apart of public life. That was the moment when the 
Catholic Church “reinvented” itself and re-established in 
public and political life not through values, but (simply) 
as the institutionalised actor. Hence we no longer talk 
about religiousness on the nation, but about the role of 
The Church in the democratic state politics. 

Primacy of the collective over the individual (Martyrol-
ogy) took various shapes, mainly the form of fighting 
with a (real of imagined) “Oppressor.” How one would 
define it – whether as an invader, occupier or political 
opposition is not important. The stress was on the duty to 
give up one’s personal life and happiness in the name of 
The Polish Nation (Janion 2000, 24). It was also about a 
fight for independence or struggle for survival, cultural as 

larni potfati, kako masovnite axilaci (...) ne se
kojpat se prosledeni so podobruvawe na verskiot 
`ivot” (Brzoza and Sowa 2003, 793). Od druga stra
na, pak, religijata se protna vo javniot `ivot na 
zadna vrata: kako institucionaliziran politi~ki 
akter. Ona {to nekoga{ ja pretstavuva{e „reli
gioznata strana” na/vo nacionalnata tradicija se 
pretvori vo „(Katoli~kata) crkva” koja vleguva vo 
politikata raka pod raka so Rabotni~koto dvi`ewe 
za solidarnost (Auer 2004, 6970). Instituciona
lizacijata na religijata ne e nova pojava, a ona {to 
e zna~ajno vo polskiot kontekst i vostanieto od 1989 
godina e {to polskata monarhija go zagubi svoeto 
administrativno „bitie” vo 1795 godina, kako {to 
Katoli~kata crkva ja zagubi institucionalnata 
vrska so Polska. Vo narednite godini, s$ do 1989 
godina, katoli~kata vera gi povrzuva{e lu|eto, gi 
nametnuva{e katoli~kite vrednosti kako polski 
(nasproti pravoslavnite ruski ili protestant
skite germanski). Koga (liberalnata) demokratija 
„se vospostavi” vo Polska po 1989 godina, vo igra 
vlegoa novi vrednosti, i toa dovolno silno za da 
gi istisnat religioznite od javniot `ivot. Vo toj 
moment Katoli~kata crkva se „preobrazi” i pov
torno se vmetna vo javniot i politi~kiot `ivot ne 
preku vrednostite, tuku (prosto) kako institucio
naliziran akter. Zatoa ne stanuva ve}e zbor za reli
gioznost na edna nacija, tuku za ulogata na Crkvata 
vo demokratskata dr`avna politika.

Prvenstvoto na kolektivot pred poedinecot 
(Martirologija) zede razni oblici, naj~esto na 
borba protiv (vistinski ili zamislen) „ugnetuva~”. 
Kako }e se definira  dali kako napa|a~, okupator 
ili politi~ka opozicija  e nebitno. Akcentot e 
na dol`nosta da se dadat li~niot `ivot i sre}a vo 
ime na polskata nacija (Janion 2000, 24). Stanuva{e 
zbor i za borba za nezavisnost i bitka za opstanok, 
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much as political. Finally, the romantic idea of Poland as 
the Christ of nations, offering itself at the altar of world’s 
freedom (see, for example, Janion [1989, 7] on Polish 
messianic 19th century literature; or Zubrzycki 2007, 
131) is the best example of developing from that moment 
on, a myth of injustice and victimhood in the national 
ego (Zieliński 2002, 108). These features intensified and 
took very precise shape in the 19th century, exactly at the 
moment of a birth of nationalism as ideology (Haywood 
2003, 155-87), slow establishment of liberalism in En-
lightened (Western) Europe, and the disappearance of 
the Commonwealth of Poland and Lithuania from the 
political map of Europe (Romaniszyn 2005, 156).

This component collapsed quicker then anyone would 
have expected. The unity of victorious Solidarity Trade 
Union was “wrecked” by its own members in the first 
fully free parliamentary elections of 1991. Small party in-
terests won over unitary politics.1 This was the first sign 
of pluralism entering the political scene, as much as the 
reaction to communist totalitarianism, or just a sign of 
the new socio-political situation in Poland. “Tearful,” 
“over-angelic” and “full of martyrdom” Polish Messian-
ism (Szrett 1990, 36) had to give space to other prob-
lems that came with the abolishment of communism. 
No longer only were “people” subjects of the nation, but 
also “became” citizens of the state. People had moral 
duties towards their nation, whereas with the growing 
stress on democratisation (as morally neutral process), 
citizens “became” subordinated rather to the legal regu-
lations of the state. The emergence of “new” identities 
and social movements (e.g. greens, feminists, lesbians, 
and gays) and their activities have also pushed the   rela-
tion between the state and its inhabitants towards more 
“neutral” sphere of citizenship rights (Flam 2001). Over-
all, the stress after 1989 was/is on state/citizen pairing, 

kako politi~ki taka i kulturen. I, na krajot, 
romanti~nata zamisla za Polska kako Hristos na 
site nacii, koj se `rtvuva na oltarot na svetskata 
sloboda (vidi, na primer, vo Janion [1989, 7] za pol
skata mesijanska kni`evnost od 19 vek; ili Zubrzycki 
2007, 131) e najdobriot primer za po~etok na razvojot 
na mitot za nepravdata i `rtvata na nacionalnoto 
ego (Zieliński 2002, 108). Ovie karakteristiki se za
silija i zedoa mnogu precizen oblik vo 19 vek, tokmu 
vo momentot na ra|aweto na nacionalizot kako ide
ologija (Haywood 2003, 15587), bavnoto vosposta
vuvawe na liberalizmot vo prosvetenata (Zapadna) 
Evropa i is~eznuvaweto na polskolitvanskata 
dr`ava na dvata naroda od politi~kata karta na Ev
ropa (Romaniszyn 2005, 156).

Ovaa sostojka se raspadna pobrgu otkolku {to se 
o~ekuva{e. Edinstvoto na Sindikatot na solidar
nosta go „uni{tija” samite negovi ~lenovi vo pr
vite celosno slobodni parlamentarni izbori od 
1991 godina. Sitnite partiski interesi ja sovla
daa unitarnata politika.1 Ova be{e prviot znak 
deka pluralizmot stapuva na politi~kata scena, 
kako i reakcijata protiv komunisti~kiot totali
tarizam ili be{e samo znak za novata op{testveno
politi~ka sostojba vo Polska. „Pla~liviot”, „ne
vin” i „ma~eni~ki” polski mesijanizam (Szrett 1990, 
36) mora{e da im otstapi mesto na drugite problemi 
koi se javija so ukinuvaweto na komunizmot. „Lu|eto” 
ve}e ne bea samo podanici na nacijata, tuku „stanaa” 
i gra|ani na dr`avata. Lu|eto imaa moralni obvr-
ski kon svojata nacija, dodeka so s$ pogolemiot ak
cent na demokratizacijata (kako moralno neutralen 
proces), gra|anite nekako „stanaa” pot~ineti na 
pravnite uredbi na dr`avata. I pojavata na „novi” 
identiteti i op{testveni dvi`ewa (na primer, 
zeleni, feministki, gej) i nivnite dejnosti ja pot
turnaa vrskata me|u dr`avata i nejzinite `iteli 
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whereas before it was more about Poland/nation; a shift 
from “cultural” to “civic,” where civic became to play 
greater role (as the processes of (liberal) democratisa-
tion require), which doesn’t exclude the previous (pre 
1989) organisation. Or simply, as Seyla Benhabib wrote: 
“Citizens are not prisoners of their respective states” 
(2002, 172).

Ethnic diversity. The Commonwealth of Poland and 
Lithuania of the pre-partition period (until 1795) and the 
Second Republic (1918-1939) were inhabited by many 
ethnic populations. As Krystyna Romaniszyn states: 
“[t]he ethnic mosaic comprised Ukrainians, Jews, Belar-
ussians, Germans, plus smaller numbers of Lithuanians, 
Russians, Slovaks, Czechs, Tatars, Roma, and folk popu-
lations identifying themselves as ‘indigenous’” (2005, 
160). Overall, they composed more than 30 per cent of 
the total population (Dylągowa 2000, 143-144). Ulti-
mately, Polish culture was founded on these multiethnic 
roots bonded together by the civic political idea(lism)s of 
unity (Walicki 1997, 233).

Today, this third element is not present any more. WWII, 
geographical relocation, and communism had virtually 
ethnically homogenised the population of the Third Re-
public. The gap, however, was never filled with new cre-
ative supplies. The richness of Polish culture, founded 
on its pre-1945 diversity, was somehow detached from 
its roots, but no new sources of inspiration were intro-
duced. Or at least they are not recognised as being so. 
Thus in the 1990s, many cultural critics were constantly 
complaining about the poor condition of Polish cultural 
activity and general crisis (Brzoza and Sowa 2003, 798-

kon „poneutralnata” sfera na gra|anski prava (Flam 
2001). S$ na s$, akcentot po 1989 godina be{e/e na 
odnosot dr`ava/gra|anin, dodeka porano pove}e 
be{e vrz Polska/nacija; premin od „kulturno” vo 
„gra|ansko”, kade gra|anskoto po~na da igra pogole
ma uloga (kako {to nalagaat procesite na (liberal
na) demokratizacija), {to ne ja isklu~uva prethod
nata organizacija (pred 1989 godina). Ili, prosto, 
kako {to napi{a Sejla Benhabib: „Gra|anite ne se 
zatvorenici na svoite dr`avi” (2002, 172).

Nacionalna raznolikost. Vo polskolitvanskata 
Dr`ava na dvata naroda vo periodot pred podelba
ta (do 1795 godina) i Vtorata republika (19181939) 
`iveeja mnogu nacionalnosti. Kako {to veli Kris
tina Romani`in (Krystyna Romaniszyn): „etni~kiot 
mozaik opfa}a{e Ukrainci, Evrei, Belorusi, Ger
manci, kako i pomal broj Litvanci, Rusi, Slovaci, 
^esi, Tatari, Romi i narodi koi se narekuvaa ‘do
morodni’” (2005, 160). S$ na s$, tie so~inuvaa pove}e 
od 30 procenti od sevkupnoto naselenie (Dylągowa 
2000, 143144). Na krajot na krai{tata, polskata 
kultura se zasnova{e na vakvite multietni~ki kore
ni povrzani so gra|anskite politi~ki ide(alizm)i 
za edinstvo (Walicki 1997, 233).

Denes tretiov element otsustvuva. Vtorata svet
ska vojna, geografskata preselba i komunizmot 
prakti~no etni~ki go homogeniziraa naselenieto 
na Tretata republika. Me|utoa, prazninata nikoga{ 
ne se popolni so novi kreativni rezervi. Bogatata 
polska kultura, zasnovana na raznolikosta od pred 
1945 godina, nekako se odvoi od svoite koreni, no ne 
se vovedoa novi izvori na inspiracija. Ili barem 
ne bea prifateni kako takvi. Taka, vo devedeset
tite mnogumina kriti~ari na kulturata postojano 
se ̀ alea za lo{ata sostojba na polskata kulturna dej
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99). On the other hand, the disappearance of ethnic mi-
norities has given Poles the false impression (because it 
is based on ethnic representation, but do not take into 
account other, non-ethnic and “new” identities and at-
titudes) that Polish society is a homogeneous organism. 
This false conviction systematically forms a background 
for conservative-oriented attitudes, especially when dis-
cussing “recent” problems of Polish society, such as xe-
nophobia and discrimination (Umińska 2006).

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

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

Once an irreducible element of the cultural and social 
landscape, Jews are now present in Polish culture in a 
more indirect way. Anti-Semitism, since its direct object 
has virtually vanished from the territory of Poland, 

nost i op{tata kriza (Brzoza and Sowa 2003, 79899). 
Od druga strana, pak, is~eznuvaweto na nacionalnite 
malcinstva im ostavi la`en vpe~atok (za{to se pot
pira na etni~ka zastapenost, ama ne gi zema predvid 
drugite, neetni~ki i „novi” identiteti i odnosi) 
na Poljacite deka polskoto op{testvo e homogen 
organizam. Vakvata zabluda sistematski sozdava os
nova za konzervativisti~ki stavovi, osobeno koga 
stanuva zbor za „ponovite” problemi vo polskoto 
op{testvo kako ksenofobijata i diskriminacijata 
(Umińska 2006).

Prisustvoto na Evreite i granicata Istok/Za-
pad. Iako polskoevrejskite odnosi se del od prob
lemite vo odnos na statusot na kulturnite i na
cionalnite malcinstva vo Polska, tie tolku mnogu 
navleguvaat vo nivnata srcevina, {to e potrebno da 
se razlikuvaat ovie odnosi (na qubov i omraza) (Zu-
brzycki 2007). S$ do Vtorata svetska vojna evrejskoto 
malcinstvo vo Polska pretstavuva{e zna~ajni 10 
procenti od vkupnoto naselenie; Holokaustot go 
svede ovoj broj na del od procent (Romaniszyn 2005, 
167). No, kulturnata vrska pome|u niv se raskina 
duri vo mart 1968 godina. Kako {to pi{uva Stefan 
Auer (Stefan Auer):

„Silnata ironija na polskata istorija e {to posledniot 
zna~aen is~ekor kon etni~ka homogenizacija na zemjata 
se slu~i vo mart 1968 godina, koga komunisti~koto rako
vodstvo otpo~na antisemitska kampawa koja zavr{i so 
proteruvawe na okolu 15.000 pripadnici na skromnata 
preostanata evrejska zaednica vo Polska” (2004, 64; 
kako i Biskupski 2000).

Edno vreme bea nerazdvoen element od kulturniot 
i op{testveniot pejza`, a denes Evreite se prisut
ni vo polskata kultura na poposreden na~in. An
tisemitizmot, bidej}i negovata neposredna cel   
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evolved into a general form of xenophobia. Many 
commentators (see Umińska 2006, 3-4; Graff 2006) point 
towards the fact that there is a parallel between Jews and 
gay people in the role they serve in the Polish society, 
that homophobia is the 21st century anti-Semitism. The 
metaphor may be useful. However, even though issues 
of homophobia and anti-Semitism stem from the same 
xenophobic roots, they still encompass many different 
problems, and thus must not be taken without criticism 
and re-assessment.

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

 
Finally, the last characteristics of “traditional Polishood” 
– the East/West divide – is rather doubtful. After 1989, 
Poland entered world processes of globalisation. The 
trans-national economy, world politics, popular culture, 
fast and easily accessible modes of transport, to name 
a few – all these modern day phenomena could not 
bypass the CEE (Forrester, Zaborowska and Gapova 

prakti~no is~ezna od teritorijata na Polska, se 
razvi vo op{t oblik na ksenofobija. Mnogumi
na komentatori (Umińska 2006, 34; Graff 2006) 
poso~uvaat deka postoi paralela me|u Evreite i gej 
naselenieto vo ulogata {to ja imaat vo polskoto 
op{testvo, deka homofobijata e antisemitizmot na 
21 vek. Metaforava mo`e da bide od polza. Me|utoa, 
iako pra{awata homofobija i antisemitizam 
niknuvaat od istite ksenofobi~ni koreni, sepak 
opfa}aat mnogu raznovidni problemi, pa ne smee da 
im se pristapi bez kritika i preispituvawe.

Postojat u{te dve nacii od osobeno zna~ewe za pol
skoto ~uvstvo za identitet. Germancite i Rusite 
(Romaniszyn 2005, 166) koi pars pro toto istovre
meno gi simboliziraat kopne`ot i odvratnosta 
kon Zapad(na Evropa) i Istok(~nite granici). Toa 
be{e sovr{eno rezimirano od polskiot strip umet
nik And`ej Mle~ko (Andrzej Mleczko) koj vo eden od 
svoite stripovi go nacrta Gospod kako go voveduva 
svetskiot poredok. Koga Polska doa|a na red, veli 
(parafraziram): Polska... Ajde da si poigrame... Da 
gi stavime me|u Rusija i Germanija! Ova e mo`ebi 
ostro, no precizno rezime na polskiot prezir kon 
sosedite. Polskata geografska mestopolo`ba vo 
centarot na Evropa otsekoga{ igrala zna~ajna uloga 
vo procesite na izgradba na identitetot (Auer 2004, 
65); Poljacite niz vekovite se ma~ele da si go pro
najdat patot me|u isto~nite i zapadnite kulturni 
vlijanija.

Kone~no, poslednata karakteristika na „tradi
cionalnata polskost”  granicata Istok/Zapad  e 
malku nejasna. Po 1989 godina Polska vleze vo svet
skite procesi na globalizacija. Transnacionalnata 
ekonomija, svetskata politika, popularnata kultu
ra, brzite i lesno dostapni prevozni sredstva, kako 
samo nekolku primeri  sive ovie moderni projavi 
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2004; Young, Zuelow, and Sturm 2007). Moreover, EU 
accession in 2004, as discussed by Krzemiński (2001), 
is often read as the final answer for a question to which 
tradition Poland belongs. Despite the strong symbolic 
dimension of Polish accession to the EU, some authors, 
however, were and continue to be sceptical about the 
resonance of Western world and the Polish culture. 

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

ne mo`ea da ja odminat CEE (Forrester, Zaborowska 
and Gapova 2004; Young, Zuelow, and Sturm 2007). Os
ven toa, vleguvaweto vo EU vo 2004 godina, kako {to 
rasprava Kr`eminski (Krzemiński 2001), ~estopati 
se tolkuva kako kone~en odgovor na pra{aweto na 
koja tradicija & pripa|a Polska. Me|utoa, i pokraj 
silnata simboli~ka dimenzija na pristapuvawe
to na Polska kon EU, nekoi avtori bea i s$ u{te se 
skepti~ni okolu odekot na zapadniot svet vo pol
skata kultura.

Osobeno e jasno vo pristapot kon problemite so od
nosite na Polska so sosednite zemji, najmnogu so 
Germanija i Rusija. Poljacite se ~uvstvuvaat infe
riorni na prvite, a vo odnos na vtorite, obratno  
nadmo}ni i „podobri” (Lipski 1990, 59; Szrett 1990, 
378). Jan Jozef Lipski ja kritikuva vakvata pod
voenost na „polskata du{a”, nudi dobro potkrepen 
prikaz na istoriski nastani i fakti koi doka`uvaat 
nedovolnost, od koja proizleguva deka takviot pol
ski stav e „~udovi{ten” i „`alen” (1990, 60). So 
prifa}awe deka nema „nie” bez „tie”, Jozef [ret 
(Józef Szrett) izjavuva deka „[n]am, [na Poljacite] ni 
odi vo prilog da se oslobodime od tu|oto ugnetuvawe, 
no i od prezirot i kompleksite” (1990, 38). Taka bi 
se potpomognal procesot na preispituvawe na na
cionalniot identitet. Lipski bara u{te pove}e 
od svoite sonarodnici i pi{uva deka „patriotiz
mot ne e samo po~it i qubov kon tradicijata; tuku 
i besprekorna selekcija i otfrlawe na elementi od 
istata tradicija, kako i obvrska za vakvata intelek
tualna zada~a” (1990, 54). Ova zna~i ne samo da se zabo
ravi na minatoto i kompleksite, kako {to predlaga 
[ret, tuku bara i aktivno spravuvawe so duhovite 
od istoto toa minato i soo~uvawe so predizvikot na 
Drugiot preku prifa}awe na Drugiot vo sebe.
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This idea seems to be very important also for Ryszard 
Nycz in his analytical provision of two concepts of “home” 
as “fatherlands,” found in Czesław Miłosz and Witold 
Gombrowicz’s writings. Elaborating on the “Polish soul” 
as a “mysterious union between the community spirit 
and the spirit of place” (2002, 14), “home” as genius 
loci  (idealised in Romanticism) becomes a fundamental 
issue for the notion of national identity in Poland. While 
reading Miłosz, Nycz calls the poet’s vision a “settling-
in strategy” (2002, 20). It would be characterised by a 
regional and ethnographic approach and an attempt at 
re-discovering small and “new” homelands. Especially 
when the “home,” Poland, does not exist (as during the 
partition period), or is occupied (actually, as during 
the WWII or metaphorically, during the communism). 
“Home” then, becomes a national identity that cannot be 
stable, therefore according to Miłosz, we may only look 
for small and provisional nests. 

The other approach, an “alienation strategy” is found in 
Gombrowicz (2002, 21). Gombrowicz, according to Nycz, 
believes that the modern world is ultimately unsettled, 
therefore people are forced to self-create themselves; to 
establish identity factors within oneself. But this is not 
only the opportunity to be free from certain constraints, 
it is also and most of all, the obligation to acknowledge 
and respect every Other (who is ultimately in the 
same position as the “Self”) (2002, 19-20). We have, 
therefore, in Miłosz and Gombrowicz, two strategies 
of being in the world with oneself and the Other that 
shape the national identity, but in fact, just one vision 
of the relation between the “Self” and the “Other.” The 
recognition of the “Other” must lead us to the abolition 
of the imperial self, acceptance of our own boundaries 
and the existence of the Other. Or in Nycz’s words, both 

Ovaa ideja kako da mu e mnogu zna~ajna i na Ri{ard 
Ni~ (Ryszard Nycz) vo negovata analiza na dvete po
imawa na „domot” kako „tatkovina” koi se sre}avaat 
vo zapisite na ^eslav Milo{ (Czesław Miłosz) i 
Vitold Gombrovi~ (Witold Gombrowicz). So tolku
vawe na „polskata du{a” kako „tainstveno edinstvo 
pome|u duhot na zaedni{tvoto i duhot na mestoto” 
(2002, 12), „domot” kako genius loci (idealiziran 
vo romantizmot) stanuva osnovno pra{awe vo po
imot nacionalen identitet vo Polska. Koga go ~ita 
Milo{, Ni~ ja narekuva vizijata na poetot „strate
gija na stabilizacija” (2002, 20). Taa bi mo`ela 
da se okarakterizirala so regionalen i etnograf
ski pristap i obid odnovo da se otkrijat male~ki 
i „novi” tatkovini. Osobeno koga „domot”, Polska, 
ne postoi (kako vo periodot na podelbata), ili e 
okupiran (vistinski, kako vo Vtorata svetska vojna, 
ili metafori~ki, kako vo vremeto na komunizmot). 
„Domot”, zna~i, stanuva nacionalen identitet koj ne 
mo`e da e stabilen, pa ottuka, spored Milo{, mo`e 
da barame samo male~ki i privremeni kat~iwa.

Drugiot pristap, „strategija na otu|uvawe”, se 
sre}ava kaj Gombrovi~ (Gombrowicz 2002, 21). Gom
brovi~, spored Ni~, veruva deka moderniot svet e vo 
su{tina nemiren, pa lu|eto se prinudeni da se sa
mosozdavaat; da vospostavat faktori na identitet 
vo samite sebe. Ama ova ne e samo mo`nost da se os
lobodi od odredeni stegi, tuku najmnogu dol`nost 
da se priznae i po~ituva sekoj Drug (koj na krajot na 
krai{tata e vo istata polo`ba kako i „Jas”) (2002, 
1920). Zna~i, kaj Milo{ i Gombrovi~ sre}avame dve 
strategii na opstanok vo svetot so samiot sebe i so 
Drugiot koi go oblikuvaat nacionalniot identitet, 
no vo su{tina samo edna vizija za odnosot me|u „Jas” 
i „Drugiot”. Priznavaweto na „Drugiot” mora da n$ 
odvede do ukinuvawe na vladeja~koto jas, prifa}awe 
na sopstvenite ograni~uvawa i postoeweto na Dru
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authors in their writings  postulate the shift “from the 
defence of one’s independence thanks to the effort of 
being different from everything else to the recognition 
thereof in the otherness found in oneself” (2002, 20). 
This statement is very important for me, as it shows that 
their understanding of identification is similar to the one 
found in Queer Theory. It is precisely the same thought 
that may be found in the writings of Judith Butler (who 
draws on the French philosopher Immanuel Levinas 
(Butler and Mizielińska 2006, 27-28)) and other Queer 
theoreticians. Also the fact that we can put Gombrowicz 
and the Queer Theory next to and in the relation to each 
other is very promising and significant in this context.

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

Still, in the same time we should not believe that hav-
ing sharp, clear-cut categories is better then the “chaos.” 
We must resist the need for ordering the world around 
us into finished set of norms. Such practises, originating 
in the 18th century philosophy, are deadly for the rich-
ness of our existence. We must follow Foucault’s words 
that search for commonly acceptable “morality” must 

giot. Ili, po zborovite na Ni~, obajcata avtori vo 
svoite zapisi predlagaat premin „od odbranata na 
sopstvenata nezavisnost blagodarenie na naporot 
da se bide poinakov od s$ drugo, kon priznavaweto 
na drugosta koja se nao|a vo sebe” (2002, 20). Ovaa iz
java mi e mnogu bitna za{to poka`uva deka nivnoto 
sfa}awe za poistovetuvaweto e sli~no na ona vo 
kvir teorijata. Tokmu taa misla mo`e da se sretne 
vo zapisite na Xudit Batler (koja se povikuva na 
francuskiot filosof Imanuel Levinas (Immanuel 
Levinas) (Butler and Mizielińska 2006, 2728)) i drugi 
kvir teoreti~ari. Voedno, toa {to mo`eme Gombro
vi~ i kvir teorijata da gi smestime edno do drugo i 
da najdeme vrska me|u niv mnogu vetuva i zna~i vo 
dadeniov kontekst.

Nakuso, vo preobrazbata na polskiot nacionalen 
identitet vo golema mera stanuva zbor za novo po
imawe na osnovnite vrednosti vrz koi toj se pot
pira. Kako {to se obidov da poka`am, odredeni 
klu~ni karakteristiki na identitetot ne soodvet
stvuvaat so stvarnosta po 1989 godina, pa zatoa i 
nema „o~igledna” potreba odnovo da se obmisli od 
{to se sostoi polskosta vo eden demokratski, ev
ropski, globaliziran svet. Edna od najop{tite i 
najzna~ajni oblasti e preminot od komunitarni i 
konzervativni vo pluralisti~ki i liberalni ide
ologii, koi preovladuvaat vo zapadnata (EU) poli
tika, i nejasnotiite i haosot od vistinski stavovi, 
teoriski gledi{ta i mo`ni pozicii.

Sepak, vo isto vreme ne treba da veruvame deka so 
ostri, jasni kategorii e podobro otkolku vo „haos”. 
Mora da & odoleeme na potrebata da go podredu
vame svetot okolu sebe vo zavr{en sistem od normi. 
Takvite dejnosti, po poteklo od filosofijata od 18 
vek, se pogubni za bogatstvoto na na{eto postoewe. 
Mora da se vodime po zborovite na Fuko deka po
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be catastrophic in consequences and that we must not 
submit to arbitrary imposed “universal necessities.” Cur-
rent situation in Poland need not a set of new edge-sharp 
concepts. The current situation is not simply a conse-
quence of the tradition, communist past, and transition. 
The national identity after 1989, if we agree that it can 
exist at all, is purely new cultural, political, social, and 
economical phenomena. It is undergoing processes of 
formulation, crystallisation, as much as contestation and 
destabilisation. New features are introduced, and old get 
re-evaluated. In words of John Breuilly, “[i]t is necessary 
to look at the modern state as a special institution  or set 
of institutions [my italics – R. K.]which shape organisa-
tion and thinking and even identity in new ways. It can-
not be just considered as some quasi-automatic conse-
quence of economic and cultural change (Breuilly 2002, 
xiv). Therefore, the Polish post-1989 reality cannot be 
constrained by the “traditional Polish paradigm,” but 
can and should enjoy pluralism not even in modern, but 
truly post-modern, sense. And this is what I see as speci-
ficity of Polish case that has not yet been recognised by 
neither politicians, nor activists, nor political theorists. 

Part III – Prescription

As it is written above, the solution can only be-come 
from-within of a queer blur; the one that forms the “out-
side” of established academic disciplines, as much as it 
is not in the activist domain. The following paragraphs 
present just a few conceptions of the possibilities and op-
portunities that open once queer approach is adopted to 
the study of “political phenomena.” Equally, the explicit-

tragata po op{to prifatliv „moral” sekako }e os
tavi katastrofalni posledici i deka ne smeeme da 
im podlegneme na proizvolno nametnatite „uni
verzalni potrebi”. Na momentalnata sostojba vo 
Polska ne & e potreben sistem od novi izostreni 
poimi. Momentalnata sostojba ne e samo posledica 
od tradicijata, komunisti~koto minato i tran
zicijata. Nacionalniot identitet po 1989 godina, 
ako voop{to i prifatime deka postoi, e samo nova 
kulturna, politi~ka, op{testvena i ekonomska po
java. Podlo`en e na proces na formulacija, krista
lizacija, kako i osporuvawe i destabilizacija. Se 
voveduvaat novi karakteristiki, a starite se pre
ispituvaat. Po zborovite na Xon Breli, „neophod
no e modernata dr`ava da ja sfatime kako posebna 
institucija ili sistem institucii [moj kurziv 
 R.K.] koi na nov na~in gi oblikuvaat organizaci
jata i misleweto, pa duri i identitetot. Ne mo`e da 
se sfati kako nekakva kvaziavtomatska posledica od 
ekonomskite i kulturnite promeni” (Breuilly 2002, 
xiv). Ottuka, polskata stvarnost po 1989 godina ne 
mo`e da se ograni~i so „tradicionalnata polska 
paradigma”, no mo`e i treba da u`iva pluralizam 
ne vo moderna, tuku vo vistinski postmoderna smis
la. A ova go gledam kako osobenost na polskiot slu~aj 
koja u{te ne ja prepoznale nitu politi~arite, nitu 
aktivistite, nitu politi~kite teoreti~ari.

III Del - Lek

Kako {to pi{uva pogore, re{enieto mo`e da nas
tane edinstveno vo samata kvir magla; ona {to e 
„nadvor od” vospostavenite akademski disciplini, 
no i ne e vo domenot na aktivistite. Slednive pasusi 
prika`uvaat samo nekolku zamisli za mo`nostite 
koi se otvoraat {tom }e se primeni kvir pristapot 
vo prou~uvaweto na „politi~kite pojavi”. Isto taka, 
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ness of their adaptation for the study of Polish context 
is left to the reader, in the act of active engagement to-
wards which queer ethic urges us both – the writer and 
the reader. 

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

There is also another issue of terminology. In the exist-
ing literature on the subject of sexuality and/or postmod-
ern philosophies, “queer” is identified as either a “queer 
theory” or a “queer activism.” I propose to use “queer 
approach” as the better expression for what is being de-
scribed under both motioned terms. One of the main 
ideas of the queer approach is to dismantle dichotomies 
of social and ideological organisation, which are rooted 
in the essentialist perspective and implemented by the 

nivnoto konkretno prilagoduvawe pri prou~uvaweto 
na polskiot kontekst mu e ostaveno na ~itatelot, vo 
~inot na aktivno vklu~uvawe kon koj kvir etikata 
n$ turka obajcata  i pisatel i ~itatel(ka).

Vo momentov neminovno e objasnuvaweto {to se pod
razbira pod kvir pristap i kvir etika. Terminot 
„kvir pristap”, ili skratenoto „kvir”, se koristi 
kako pridavka, imenka i glagol. Zna~i, sekojpat 
nametnuva i istaknuva nekoja svoja poinakva strana. 
Vakvata fleksibilnost ima za cel da go prilago
di, vidoizmeni i primeni zna~eweto na „kvir” vo 
konkretnata situacijata (re~enica, problem, funk
cija, filosofija, minat nastan, tekovna dejnost, 
itn.) i da go vklopi vo okolniot kontekst. Taka, ve}e 
pretstavuva prv primer za kvir epistemolo{ki 
pristap, razvien vrz osnova na fukoovskite hi
erarhii mo}/znaewe. Te{ko e da se izbegnat normali
zatorskite efekti na kategorizacijata i so toa da se 
spre~i {tetnoto isklu~uvawe na „nepredmetite” 
na kategorizacija. Ova e vtorata karakteristika na 
kvir proektot: da se vospostavi kako eti~ka gledna 
to~ka koja ja interesira neugnetuva~kiot pristap 
kon sozdavaweto znaewe. Da se primeni kvir teori
jata, rodena i razviena vo zapadni akademski kru
govi, vo analizata na postkomunisti~kata preobraz
ba ja povikuva i preispituva nejzinata kvirnost i 
nepokornost.

Postoi u{te eden terminolo{ki problem. Vo postoj
nata literatura na temata seksualnost i/ili post
moderni filosofii, „kvir” se poistovetuva ili so 
„kvir teorija” ili so „kvir aktivizam”. Predlagam 
upotreba na „kvir pristap” kako podobar izraz za 
ona {to go opi{uvaat dvata poso~eni termini. Edna 
od glavnite zamisli na kvir pristapot e da gi rastu
ri dihotomiite na op{testvena i ideolo{ka orga
nizacija, koi vle~at koreni od esencijalisti~koto 
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totalising perspective of patriarchy. Hence separating 
activism from theoretical reflection is to act against the 
very core notion of the described/analysed stance. The 
“queer approach” blurs fake distinctiveness, and insists 
that it is not possible to build active engagement into 
“real” politics without theoretical reflection on a reality. 
Accordingly, the philosophical contemplation cannot oc-
cur in the social, cultural void of “the real.” Using the 
term “queer approach” hence, may be seen as more accu-
rate practice of bringing the idea of queerness to the fore. 
In the same time, the reader must remember that queer 
brings only “better” result, yet never “the best one;” and 
that it is in constant flux, hence never terminates on “the 
one” solution. Therefore, as Sandra Harding proposed to 
use plural when talking about feminist standpoint(s), I 
will insist on the plural use of queer approach(es). There-
fore, what is “queer approach” in this article, is only im-
portant at this particular occasion, serve this meticulous 
purpose, and as far as possible, other users should define 
queer according to their own needs, aims, and contexts.

The first queer aspect I want tо evoke in the context of 
Polish transformation and political theory, is the call for 
the recognition of new, fluent and often undefined, fac-
tors shaping identities, together with consideration of a 
multiplicity of them. All together performing identities 
as unstable constructs, and directing our attention to the 
process of identification, rather than towards “identity.” 
(A good overview and insight can be found in Jenkins 
1996). For example, in the Polish socio-political con-
text, the recognition of gender and sexuality as such new 
identity forming features. Following, is the acceptance of 

gledi{te i se primeneti od totalizatorskata patri
jarhalna gledna to~ka. Zna~i, da se odvoi aktiviz
mot od teoriskata misla zna~i da se dejstvuva protiv 
klu~niot poim vo opi{aniot/analiziraniot stav. 
„Kvir pristapot” ja pomatuva la`nata razli~nost 
i nastojuva na toa deka ne mo`e da se gradi aktivna 
vklu~enost vo „vistinskata” politika bez teoriski 
osvrt vrz stvarnosta. Analogno, filosofskata mis
la ne mo`e da se razvie vo op{testvenata, kulturna 
praznina na „realnoto”. Zna~i, upotrebata na termi
not „kvir pristap” mo`e da se sfati kako popreciz
na dejnost na iznesuvawe na zamislata za kvirnosta 
vo preden plan. Istovremeno, ~itatelot/kata mora 
da ima na um deka kvir dava samo „podobar” rezul
tat, no nikoga{ „najdobriot”; i deka e vo postojan 
tek, zna~i nikoga{ ne zavr{uva so „edinstvenoto” 
re{enie. Ottuka, kako {to Sandra Harding (San-
dra Harding) predlo`i upotreba na mno`ina koga 
se zboruva za feministi~ki stav(ovi), jas }e nas
tojuvam na mno`inata kvir pristap(i). Zna~i ona 
{to vo statijava e „kvir pristap” bitno e samo vo 
dadenava situacija, & slu`i na ovaa konkretna cel, 
a drugite korisnici, kolku {to e mo`no, treba da 
go definiraat квир vo zavisnost od svoite potrebi, 
celi i konteksti.

Prviot kvir aspekt {to bi sakal da ja spomnam vo 
kontekst na polskata preobrazba i politi~kata 
teorija e povikot da se prepoznaat novite, izra
zeni i ~esto nedefinirani faktori koi gi obli
kuvaat identitetite, kako i da se razgleda edno 
takvo mno{tvo. Site zaedno gi performiraat iden
titetite kako nestabilni konstrukti i ni go vrtat 
vnimanieto kon procesot identifikacija, namesto 
kon „identitetot”. (Dobar pregled i sogledba mo`e 
da se najde vo Jenkins 1996). Na primer, vo polskiot 
op{testvenopoliti~ki kontekst, priznavaweto na 
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“uncertainty:” in the sense of social order being in a con-
stant flux, taking shapes depending on situations, social 
interests, and contexts, rather than done “once and for 
all” “society.”

Another plea is for a different conception of a “minority.” 
Instead of traditional essentialist identity based terms, 
we should name minority as social constructs, embody-
ing chosen identities for the particular aim. This neces-
sarily requires this concept to reflect new, post-mod-
ern situation, instead of being clamped to the old relict 
meanings. Minority category was established to monitor 
those, who for some reason were put outside of a major-
ity of the society. Then it was about a control of those, by 
ascribing particular set of rights and obligations to them. 
Finally, it was about preventing the settled/established 
status quo. If we agree that these three points were cru-
cial in the role minority play/played in the social organi-
sation, we must also agree that they loosing its legitimacy 
in modern world (beginning in the 1960 with the contes-
tation movements). The concept of “minority” must be 
changed, so it can reflect these new identities and ways 
they are formed. So stability is no more a value, but flu-
idity; hence putting minorities as “outsiders” no longer 
prevent the transformation. The modern status quo is 
about constant changing rather then the frozen state of 
things. Furthermore, “minority” cannot operate as the 
controlling tool: so called “rights” and “obligations” were 
serving this purpose, but has to be loosen up, so we can 
free ourselves from a social control. Finally, we may be 
forced to abolish this category at all, cease it in existence. 
Maybe only then we will acknowledge that minorities are 
no longer outsiders of/to the society, but constitute its 
core element. That there are no Others, thus no need for 
the monitoring tools, such as the very term “minority.” I 
understand it may be utopian idea, nonetheless I insist 

rodot i seksualnosta kako takvi novi karakteris
tiki koi gradat identiteti. Potoa prifa}aweto na 
„nesigurnosta”: vo smisla, op{testveniot poredok e 
vo postojan tek, zazema oblici vo zavisnost od situa
ciite, op{testvenite interesi i konteksti, a ne e 
„op{testvo” sozdadeno „edna{ zasekoga{”.

Ponatamu, se bara poinakvo poimawe na „malcin
stvo”. Namesto tradicionalnite esencijalisti~ki 
termini za identitetot, malcinstvo e op{testven 
konstrukt koj gi otelotvoruva izbranite identiteti 
za konkretnata namena. Ova neminovno povlekuva 
vakviot poim da odrazuva edna nova, postmoderna 
sostojba, namesto da e utvrden vo starite zaostanati 
zna~ewa. Kategorijata malcinstvo be{e vovedena 
za da se nadgleduvaat onie koi od nekoi pri~ini 
bile izdvoeni od mnozinstvoto vo op{testvoto. 
Toga{ se nalaga{e nivna kontrola so toa {to im se 
dodeluva{e mno`estvo prava i obvrski. I kone~no, 
~uvawe na vospostaveniot status quo. Ako se sogla
sime deka ovie tri to~ki bea su{tinski vo ulogata 
koja malcinstvoto ja igra/igra{e vo op{testvenata 
organizacija, mora da prifatime i deka istite ne 
mo`e da va`at i vo sovremeniot svet (po~nuvaj}i vo 
1960 godina so dvi`ewata za osporuvawe). Poimot 
„malcinstvo” mora da se promeni taka da gi odra
zuva novive identiteti i na~inite na koi se soz
dadeni. Zna~i vrednost ve}e ne e stabilnosta, tuku 
fluidnosta; ottuka so smestuvawe na malcinstvata 
„nadvor”, nema da se spre~i preobrazbata. Moderni
ot status quo se sostoi od postojana promena, a ne od 
vkameneta sostojba na ne{tata. Osven toa, „malcin
stvo” ne mo`e da dejstvuva kako alatka za kontrola: 
takanare~enite „prava” i „obvrski” slu`ele za ovaa 
cel, no mora da se olabavat za da se oslobodime od 
op{testvenata kontrola. Na krajot mo`e da bideme 
prinudeni i sosema da ja ukineme ovaa kategorija, 
da & go prekratime `ivotot. Mo`ebi duri toga{ }e 
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one should try to go for the limits. In deed, that is what 
all the activists do, why couldn’t we, academics, do it the 
same way?

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

uvidime deka malcinstvata ve}e ne se nadvor od 
op{testvoto tuku se negov klu~en element. Deka nema 
Drugi, pa nema nitu potreba od alatki za nadzor, 
kakva {to e i samiot termin „malcinstvo”. Jasno mi 
e deka ova e utopiska zamisla, ama sepak smetam deka 
treba da se odi do kraj. Vo su{tina taka pravat ak
tivistite, zo{to i nie akademicite ne bi mo`ele?

Poslednata to~ka povikuva i voveduva primena i 
priznavawe na faktot deka ni~ija ideologija i 
gledi{te ne odat protiv naukata, kako {to s$ u{te 
smetaat mnogumina (pozitivisti~ki inspirirani). 
Samo protiv la`nite ubeduvawa za objektivnata 
nauka. Jasno izrazenoto gledi{te mo`e samo da 
pomogne vo podobro razbirawe na ne~ii dostignu
vawa ili gre{ki. Mora da prestaneme so verbata 
vo mo`nosta od „objektivnoto znaewe”. (Kolkupati 
ve}e sme go ~ule toa tvrdewe? U{te kolkupati treba 
da go ~ueme?) Toa be{e ideologijata na 18 vek; denes 
ve}e treba da ni e jasno i da otfrlime kakvi bilo 
totalitaristi~ki pritisoci za edinstvo. Potrebata 
op{testvenite nauki da se otvorat kon drugi disci
plini, da se otka`at od ubedenosta vo objektivnost 
i neutralnost, mo`e da ni pomogne da otkrieme deka 
ako e „nejasno”, „nedefinirano” ili „neprecizno”, 
ne zna~i i deka e „neteorisko” ili „neakademsko”. 
Mo`e uspe{no da go vklu~ime ova vo na~inot na koj ja 
sfa}ame naukata za pritoa da otkrieme sosema novi 
gledni to~ki. Ako taka postapime, verojatno }e uvi
dime deka zna~ewata niknuvaat od kontekstot; sekoj
pat koga terminot se koristi, se sozdava i taka ne go 
ograni~uva ishodot so odnapred definirani grupi 
zna~ewa. Prifa}aweto bi podrazbiralo poinakov 
pristap kon svetot. Namesto da se pojde vo svetot so 
odredeni o~ekuvawa i potoa samo da se kategorizira 
(odgore nadolu)  bi se na{le vo navistina edin
stvena polo`ba. Ako trgneme obratno: oddolu, bez 
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but I believe it is not impossible. 

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

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

As Joanna Mizielińska (2006) writes, the queer ethics 
would opt for diversity of moral orders; not nihilism or 
relativism, but pluralisation of moral domains and codes 
of behaviour (214). It would also be characterised by the 
relationship between the “I” and the “Other:” not through 
difference, but sameness – it should be the relation 
of responsibility for each other (219-220). Finally, 
the queer ethics domain would be anti-fundamental 
(opposing any claims that want to establish itself as 
the only ones, including those made by many minority 
groups) (213), and open for the redefinition of a “family” 
(imposed by many discourses as the most important site 
of intertwining various issues and problems needed for 
establishing social order), as chosen kinship relations 
rather than in-born blood dependencies (217). Overall, 

o~ekuvawa i katogorii, ugore, svetot bi ni se videl 
sosema poinakov. I povtorno: mo`ebi e utopiska 
vizija, ama ne mi se gleda nevozmo`na.

Ova nè vodi do u{te eden postulat: teoreti~arite 
treba da veruvaat deka nivnoto delo mo`e da go smeni 
svetot. So drugi zborovi: treba da primenime eden 
aktivisti~ki svetogled. Nebitno e dali promenata 
}e se slu~i poradi mene, no ako samo ja sledam svojata 
vizija, {tom trgne, }e prodol`i (kako domino ili 
sne`na lavina) i eden den promenata }e se slu~i.

Kone~no, s$ {to e napi{ano pogore ima dlaboka 
eti~ka dimenzija, {to e od isklu~itelno zna~ewe 
za naukata. Dodeka istra`uvame, kako da zaboravame 
deka ne pi{uvame za brojki, figuri, akteri, igra~i 
ili slu~ai. Zboruvame za ~ove~ki ̀ ivoti vo koi ima 
bolka, zaguba, radost, solzi, u`ivawe, zadovolstva i 
taka natamu. Taka, ako pokraj mozocite gi vklu~ime 
i srcata, rabotata mo`e da ni se vidi poradosna, 
poisplatliva, poprecizna i pozna~ajna.

Kako {to pi{uva Joana Mizjelinska (Joan-
na Mizielińska 2006), kvir etikata }e se re{i za 
razli~ni moralni poredoci; ne nihilizam ili 
relativizam, tuku pluralizacija na moralnite 
poliwa i kodeksi na odnesuvawe (214). ]e se okarak
terizira i so odnosot me|u „Jas” i „Drugiot”: ne na 
razli~nost, tuku na istost  treba da pretstavuva 
odnos na zaemna odgovornost (219220). Na kraj, po
leto na kvir etikata bi bilo antifundamentalno 
(sprotistaveno na site pretenzii koi sakaat  da se 
nametnat kako edinstveni, vklu~uvaj}i gi i onie 
na golem broj malcinski grupi) (213), i otvoreno za 
redefinicija na „semejstvoto” (nametnato od mnogu 
diskursi kako najbitnoto mesto na proniknuvawe na 
razni pra{awa i problemi potrebni za vospostavu
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Mizielińska clearly states that there is a need of the “queer 
ethics” (220), which not necessarily must be understood 
in traditional terms (as anything queer), and that its 
originality does not stem from the novelty of features, 
but from the uniqueness of the mixture of many already 
existing issues that produce new and original quality. 

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

Notes:
 .
1. The first “free” elections on the 27th October 1991 led 

to enormous fragmentation on the political scene: the 
parliament was composed of 29 parties, with only two of 
them securing 12 per cent of voters support (Chwalba 1999, 
814).

vawe op{testven poredok) kako izbrani rodninski 
vrski mesto vrodeni krvni zavisnosti (217). Op{to 
zemeno, Mizjelinska jasno veli deka ima potreba 
od „kvir etikata” (220), koja ne mora da se sfati vo 
tradicionalna smisla (kako {to i da {to e kvir), 
i deka nejzinata originalnost ne proizleguva od 
novinata na osobinite tuku od edinstvenata smesa 
od golem broj ve}e postojni pra{awa koi sozdavaat 
novo i originalno svojstvo.

Ova pribegnuvawe kon kvir etikata podrazbira deka 
onie koi prifa}aat kvir kako aktivna strategija 
vo svoeto sekojdnevie, ne samo {to se interesiraat 
za seksualnosta tuku, kako {to ve}e spomenav, i za 
mnogu drugi neseksualni dimenzii koi mo`ebi 
vlijaat vrz tu|ite `ivoti. Vo ovaa smisla bitno 
e da se zabele`i deka ova e glednata to~ka koja se 
primenuva vo proektov. Zna~i vlijae ne samo vrz 
`ivotot i poimot objekt/subjekt na istra`uvaweto, 
tuku podednakvo i vrz ~itatelot/kata kako (tivok) 
u~esnik/~ka, sogovornikot/~kata (koj/a se podraz
bira) od kogo/koja se bara odgovornost za ishodot vo 
negoviot/nejziniot `ivot.

Prevod od angliski jazik: Kalina Janeva

Bele{ki:

1. Првите „слободни“ избори на 27 октомври 1991 година 
доведоа до огромна расцепканост на политичката сце-
на: парламентот се состоеше од 29 партии, а само две 
од нив обезбедија 12 проценти поддршка од гласачите 
(Chwalba 1999, 814).
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