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Katja Kahlina Lesbian-ness/Gay-ness: 
The Prospects of 
Combining Macro and 
Micro Perspectives 
in Sexual Identities 
Research*

Ne e tolku „lezbejskoto” toa {to go prou~uvame kolku 
{to toa se mno{tvenite, promenlivite procesi 
koi lezbejskoto telo gi zazema i gi izvr{uva na 

propusniot meniskus pome|u socijalnoto i sebnosta.  

Tamsin Vilton (Tamsin Wilton) 1995: 49

Po pojavata na квир kako nova perspektiva za 
na~inot na koj se proizveduvaat i reproduciraat 
socijalnite strukturi i odnosi vo ranite 1990ti 
godini, konceptot na seksualen identitet kako i 
site formi na identitetna politika stanaa seri
ozna cel na kritika poradi esencijaliziraweto 
i vtemeluvaweto vo postojnite socijalni normi, 
kategorii i podelbi koi se vo osnovata na proiz

It is not so much “the lesbian” which we study, as the 
multiple, shifting processes which  

the lesbian body inhabits and enacts at  
the permeable meniscus between the social and the self. 

Tamsin Wilton 1995: 49

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

Katja Kahlina Lezbej-nost/Gejnost:  
O~ekuvawata od  
kombiniraweto na makro 
i mikro perspektivite 
vo istra`uvaweto na 
seksualnite identiteti*

* Ovoj esej e del od teoriskata ramka na moeto doktor
sko istra`uvawe za gej i lezbejski identiteti vo 
kontekst na gradewe i za~uvuvawe na hrvatskata na
cionalna dr`ava (od 1990 godina do sega). Vo mojot 
doktorski proekt ja ispituvam konstitutivnata uloga 
na heteroseksizmot i specifi~nite rodovi re`imi 
vo nacionalisti~kite i proevropskite proekti 
za gradewe i za~uvuvawe na hrvatskata nacionalna 

* This paper is a part of the theoretical framework of my 
current PhD research on gay and lesbian identities in the 
context of building and upholding Croatian nation-state 
(from 1990 to the present). In my PhD project, I explore 
the constitutive role of heterosexism and specific gender 
regimes in the nationalist and pro-European projects of 
building and upholding the Croatian nation-state in 1990s 
and 2000s. Since the main aim of my research is to ex-
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veduvaweto i odr`uvaweto na op{testvenite 
hierarii. Identifikuvaj}i ja kategorijata na 
seksualen identitet kako opresivna institucija i 
kako del od normativnite praktiki, pove}eto квир 
teoreti~ari predlagaat da se eliminira celiot 
koncept na seksualen identitet i da se razmisluva 
za seksualnosta vo smisla na aktot i na erotskoto 
zadovolstvo. 
  
Sepak, vo konceptot na mno{tvenost i pluralizam 
na docniot kapitalizam koj{to ja opkru`uva 
modernata individua koja sekoga{ ima potreba 
da izgradi unitarna i koherentna „sebnost” 
(Giddens 1993, Castells 1997) od edna strana, i 
dominacijata na heteropatrijarhijata zasnovana vrz 
institucionaliziranata heteroseksualnost kako 
edinstven „doli~en” na~in da se bide seksualen/a 
koj{to isklu~uva neheteroseksualni identiteti i 
praktiki, od druga strana, veruvam deka e od klu~no 
zna~ewe niedno kriti~ko ispituvawe da ne go 
ignorira istrajnoto postoewe na lezbejskite i gej 

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

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

Katja Kahlina Lesbian-ness/Gay-ness

dr`ava vo 1990tite i 2000tite. Bidej}i glavnata 
cel na moeto istra`uvawe e da gi ispitam razli~nite 
na~ini kako lezbejkite i gej licata se gledaat sebe si, 
nivnite seksualni preferenci i praktiki vo vrska so 
nivnoto ~uvstvo na nacionalna pripadnost vo daden 
kontekst, ovoj esej e obid da se izgradi priod koj{to 
}e mi dozvoli da gi istra`am i procenam slednive 
pra{awa koi se klu~ni za mojot proekt: 1) na~inite 
na koi razli~nite socijalni kategorii – rod, sek
sualnost i etnikum, vo mojot slu~aj  funkcioniraat 
kako konstitutivni edni za drugi na makro nivo na 
socijalno strukturirawe; 2) kako lu|eto postaveni 
kako „drugo” vo odnos na nacijata gi pribli`uvaat 
dvete kontradiktorni pozicii i identifikacii 
– seksualni i nacionalni pripadnosti – vo nivnata 
bitka da izgradat unitarno „sebnost”.

amine how lesbians and gays differently see themselves, 
their sexual preferences and practices in relation to their 
sense of national belonging in the given context, this paper 
is an attempt to build an approach which will allow me to 
explore and assess the  following issues that are crucial for 
my project: 1)  the ways different social categories - gen-
der, sexuality and ethnicity in my case - function as con-
stitutive of each other on the macro-level of social struc-
turing; 2) how people positioned as “other” in relation to 
the nation make coherence between the two contradictory 
positions and identifications - sexual and national belong-
ings – in their struggles to build a unitary “self.”
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identitetite kako socijalna realnost. Taka, vo ovoj 
esej }e kombiniram literaturni korpusi, kako {to 
se materijalisti~kofeministi~ka perspektiva za 
socijalnoto i teoriite za „sebnosta” kako reflek
siven avtonarativ, za da gi ispitam potencijalite 
na eden pristap kon seksualnite identiteti 
koj go odbiva esencijalisti~koto gledi{te kon 
identitetot kako dadenost bez celosno da go napu{ti 
poimot za seksualnosta kako identitet.  

Prvo, za da zagovaram pristap koj }e ja zeme predvid 
opstojnosta na kategorijata na seksualen identitet 
koj{to e proizvod na politi~ki i ekonomski, kako 
i ideolo{ki poredok, }e gi razgledam osnovnite 
pretpostavki na novite postmoderni pristapi 
kon subjektivitetite i jazikot, zaedno so kritika 
na prili~no kulturalisti~kiot квир pogled na 
seksualnosta postaven od strana na Rozmari Henesi 
(Rosemary Hennessy) od nejzinata materijalisti~ko 
– feministi~ka perspektiva (Hennessy 1993b, 
2000). Potoa }e preminam na umerenite teorii 
za identitet, koi se konceptualizirani kako 
proizvod na poedine~na avtoreflektivna praktika, 
a ostanuvaat vrzani za odreden sociokulturen 
repertoar prisuten vo dadeniot kontekst, taka 
ovozmo`uvaj}i ni da se pridvi`ime otade podelbata 
dejstvitelnost nasproti struktura (Borneman 1992, 
Somers 1994). Kone~no, }e go pretstavam konceptot 
na Tamsin Vilton (Wilton 1995) za „lezbejnost” (les-
bianness), definiran kako op{testven proces situ
iran vo sodejstvuvaweto na socijalnoto i li~noto. 
Taka, toa e odli~en primer za preispituvaweto na 
seksualniot identitet kako identifikaciska prak
tika, {to ni ovozmo`uva da dademe objasnuvawe 
za dinamikata vo odnos na identifikacijata i da 
bideme pokonkretni vo odnos na procesite koi gi 
istra`uvame. Spojuvaj}i gi dvete pogorni debati, 
mojata cel e da go prifatam pristapot kon seksu

theories about the “self” as a reflexive self-narrative in 
order to explore the potentials of an approach to sexual 
identities that reject the essentialist view on identity as 
a given without completely abandoning the notion of 
sexuality-as-identity. 

Firstly, in order to argue for an approach that will take into 
account the persistence of the category of sexual identity 
that is product of the political and economic as well as 
ideological order, I will discuss the main assumptions 
of new postmodern approaches to the subjectivities and 
language together with a critique of the rather culturalist 
queer view on sexuality posed by Rosemary Hennessy 
from her materialist-feminist perspective (Hennessy 
1993b, 2000). I will then move to the middle ground 
theories of identity that are conceptualized as a product of 
the individual self-reflexive practice, while nevertheless 
bound to a particular socio-cultural repertoire present in 
the given context, thus allowing us to move beyond agency 
vs. structure divide (Borneman 1992, Somers 1994). 
Finally, I will introduce Tamsin Wilton’s (1995) concept 
of “lesbian-ness,” defined as a social process situated in 
the interface between the social and the personal. Hence, 
it is an excellent example of the reassessment of sexual 
identity as a practice of identification, which enables us 
to account for the dynamics in relation to identification 
and be more specific about the processes we explore. By 
bringing the above debates together, my aim is to endorse 
the intermediary approach to sexuality-as-identity 
beyond the essentialism vs. social constructionism divide 
that opens up a space for exploration of the particular 
ways non-heterosexual people handle the conflicting 
meanings of their actual social positions in the constant 
struggle of creating a unitary “self.”  
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alnosta kako identitet, koj ja nadminuva podelbata 
esencijalizam/socijalen konstruktivizam i koj{to 
otvora prostor za istra`uvawe na posebnite na~ini 
na koi neheteroseksualnite lica se spravuvaat so 
konfliktnite zna~ewa na nivnite stvarni soci
jalni pozicii vo postojanata borba na sozdavawe na 
unitarna „sebnost”.  

Seksualni identiteti: od kvir koncepcii  
do istoriski materijalizam

Debati za formiraweto i zna~ewata na modernite 
gej i lezbejski identiteti zapo~naa po pojavata na 
lezbejskoto i gej dvi`ewe na po~etokot na 1970
tite godini vo Soedinetite Amerikanski Dr`avi, 
Avstralija i vo Zapadna Evropa (Wilton 1995). Od 
samiot po~etok, ovie debati, zaedno so studiite za 
gej i lezbejskite identiteti i nivnite istorii se 
vo golema merka del od po{irokite debati za sami
ot identitet po linija na podelbata esencijali
zam/socijalen konstruktivizam (Fuss 1989; Butler 
1993a, Wilton 1995). Pionerskoto delo na Mi{el 
Fuko (Michel Foucault) Istorija na seksualnosta 
(The History of Sexuality) (1988),1 vo koe toj doka`uva 
deka homoseksualnite identiteti se proizvodi 
na psiholo{ki, psihijatriski i medicinski dis
kursi od docniot 19 vek, koga istopolovite ~inovi 
po~naa da se ~itaat kako dokaz za odreden vid lu|e, 
{to dade osnova za kritika na esencijalisti~ki 
poimi za homoseksualni identiteti koja po~iva{e 
vrz pretpostavkata deka gej licata i gej identite
tite postoele niz istorijata2 i vlijaele vrz pojava
ta na socijalniot konstruktivisti~ki pristap kon 
(homo)seksualnite identiteti. Po studiite na Fuko, 
kako i na Meri Mekinto{ (Mary McIntosh) i Xefri 
Viks (Jeffrey Weeks)3, istori~arite na socijalniot 
konstruktivizam4 naglasuvaat deka seksualnite ka

Sexual identities: from queer conceptions  
to historical materialism

Debates on the formation and meanings of the modern 
gay and lesbian identities started after the rise of the 
lesbian and gay movement at the beginning of the 
1970s in the US, Australia and Western Europe (Wilton 
1995). From the very beginning these debates, together 
with studies about gay and lesbian identities and their 
histories, are to a great extent part of the larger debates 
about identity itself along the line of essentialism vs. 
social constructionism division (Fuss 1989; Butler 1993a, 
Wilton 1995). It is Michel Foucault’s groundbreaking 
work The History of Sexuality (1988)1 in which he argues 
that homosexual identities are products of psychological, 
psychiatric and medical discourses of late 19th century 
when same-sex acts began to be read as an evidence of 
a particular type of person, that provided a ground for 
criticism of essentialist notions of homosexual identities 
that are based on the presupposition that gay people and 
gay identities existed throughout history2and influenced 
the emergence of social constructionist approach to 
(homo)sexual identities. Following Foucault’s and also 
Mary McIntosh’s and Jeffrey Weeks’ studies,3 social 
constructionist historians4 emphasize that sexual 
categories are products of specific socio-historical 
contexts, that homosexual identities are creation of late 
19th century Western societies and that it is precisely the 
changes in sexual categories that need to be researched.

Katja Kahlina Lesbian-ness/Gay-ness
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tegorii se proizvodi na specifi~ni socioisto
riski konteksti, deka homoseksualnite identiteti 
se kreacija na zapadnite op{testva od docniot 19 
vek i deka tokmu promenite vo seksualnite kate
gorii se tie {to treba da se istra`uvaat. 

Od po~etokot na 1990tite se pojavi nova tendencija 
vo pristapite kon (homo)seksualnite i gej i lezbej
ski identiteti. Na nejzinoto pojavuvawe povtorno 
vlijae{e deloto na Fuko, zaedno so argumentite na 
Xudit Batler za identitetnite kategorii kako in
strumenti na regulatorni re`imi i, ponatamu, deka 
identitetnite kategorii se sekoga{ i neizbe`no 
isklu~uva~ki praktiki i osnova za heteronorma
tivnost (Butler 1993b). U{te pokonkretno, vo nejzi
niot vlijatelen esej „Imitacija i rodova nepokor
nost”, Batler doka`uva deka da se tvrdi deka nekoj e 
lezbejka/gej sekoga{ pretstavuva ~in na isklu~uvawe, 
„radikalno prikrivawe” so cel da se sozdade povr
zanost (Butler 1993b). Za da se izbegnat isklu~uvawa, 
Batler se zalaga za dekonstrukcija na celiot kon
cept na seksualen identitet (Butler 1993b). Tokmu 
ova barawe za eliminirawe na kategorijata na sek
sualen identitet stana osnova na квир teorijata i 
nejziniot nov pristap kon (homo)seksualnosta.  

Vo sklad so postmodernisti~kata kritikata na 
empirizmot i na golemite narativi, kvir teori
jata go doveduva vo pra{awe poimot seksualnost 
kako stabilen, fiksen identitet i gi izrazuva 
mno{tvoto, nestabilnosta i fluidnosta na sub
jektnite pozicii. U{te pove}e, otkrivaj}i gi iden
titetite kako konvencii i delovi od praktikata na 
(hetero)normirawe, postmodernata lezbejska i gej 
teorija pretstavuva silna kritika na site formi na 
identitetna politika za esencijalizirawe i opred
metuvawe na postojnite socijalni normi, kategorii 
i podelbi preku nivniot poim za identitet kako 

From the beginning of 1990s, a new tendency in 
approaches to (homo)sexuality and gay and lesbian 
identities surfaced. Its emergence was again influenced 
by the work of Foucault, together with Judith Butler’s 
arguments about identity categories as the instruments 
of regulatory regimes and, what is more, that identity 
categories are always and inevitably exclusionary 
practices and the basis of heteronormativity (Butler 
1993b). More specifically, in her influential essay 
“Imitation and Gender Insubordination” Butler argues 
that to claim that one is a lesbian/gay is always an act 
of exclusion, a “radical concealment,” in order to make 
a coherence (Butler 1993b). To avoid exclusions, Butler 
argues for the deconstruction of the whole concept of 
sexual identity (Butler 1993b). It is this demand for 
elimination of the category of sexual identity, which 
became a basis of queer theory and its new approach to 
(homo)sexuality. 

In line with postmodernism’s critique of empiricism 
and grand narratives, queer theory calls into question 
the notion of sexuality as a stable, fixed identity and 
exposes the multiplicity, instability and fluidity of subject 
positions. Moreover, revealing identities as conventions 
and parts of (hetero)normalizing practice, postmodern 
lesbian and gay theory poses a strong critique of all 
forms of identity politics for essentializing and reifying 
the existing social norms, categories and divisions 
through their notion of identity as obvious and authentic 
embodiment (Hennessy 1993b).  
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o~igledno i avtenti~no otelotvoruvawe (Hennessy 
1993b).  

Spored moeto mislewe, od prethodno napravenite 
poenti sledi deka nema somne` vo toa deka ovaa 
nova koncepcija na seksualnosta kako ~in, praktika 
i domen na zadovolstvo pretstavuva neprocenliv 
teoriski pridones za izdignuvawe nad esencija
liziraniot poim na seksualen identitet – li~na, 
stabilna odlika so koja se ra|ame. Sepak, kako {to 
jas gledam na ne{tata, postoi mo`nost postojanoto 
naglasuvawe na beskone~nata promenlivost i fluid
nost da stane ne{to {to Brubeker i Kuper (Brubaker 
i Cooper 2000) go narekuvaat „kli{eiziran kon
struktivizam”, t.e. tendencija deka zadol`itelnite 
karakteristiki na konstruiranite identiteti, kako 
{to se „mno{tveni”, „nestabilni”, „vo tek”, „dogo
voreni” itn. stanuvaat akademski avtomatizmi ~ii 
zna~ewa ne se doveduvaat vo pra{awe, popre~uvaj}i 
na ovoj na~in ponatamo{nite pra{awa za sami
ot proces na proizveduvawe i reproducirawe na 
odredeni identiteti kako op{testveni realnosti. 
So drugi zborovi, toa {to ovie argumenti na socijal
nite konstruktivisti obi~no go ignoriraat e samata 
dimenzija na seksualnosta  nejzinata realnost kako 
identitetna kategorija  koja, kako {to samiot Fuko 
(1988) istaknuva, e formirana vo Evropa od 19 vek, 
so preorientirawe od seksualniot ~in, praktikata, 
kon akterot, i ~ii specifiki se vo kontekst(ite) na 
docniot kapitalizam  (Hennessy 2000). 

Vo vrska so mojot interes za pretpostavuvawe i 
otfrlawe na identitetnite kategorii kako ne
stabilni i kompleksni e u{te eden aspekt na 
postmodernisti~kite pristapi kon (homo)sek
sualnosta, koj be{e seriozno kritikuvan od 
materijalisti~kofeministi~kite akademski mis

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

In relation with my concerns about presupposing 
and dismissing identity categories as unstable and 
complex is another aspect of postmodernist approaches 
to (homo)sexuality that was seriously criticized by 
materialist feminist scholarship – the limitation of 
sexuality to the field of discursive, symbolic, cultural. 

Katja Kahlina Lesbian-ness/Gay-ness
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litel(k)i – ograni~uvaweto na seksualnosta samo 
na oblasta na diskurzivnoto, simboli~koto, kultur
noto. Kako {to istaknuva Rozmari Henesi, edna od 
najistaknatite figuri na materijalisti~kiot fe
minizam vo Soedinetite Amerikanski Dr`avi, od 
gledna to~ka na golem broj postmoderni nau~nici 
koi gi istra`uvaat lezbejskite i gej pra{awa, 
op{testvenite sili koi se osnovata na proizvod
stvoto na seksualni subjektiviteti funkcioniraat 
isklu~ivo vo oblasta na kulturna reprezentacija 
(Hennessy 1993b, 2000). Spored Henesi, takvite kon
cepti na seksualnost koi ne uspevaat da ostvarat vr
ska pome|u kulturnoto proizveduvawe na razlika i 
ekonomskite i politi~kite aspekti na op{testven 
red, gi popre~uvaat ispituvaweto i analiziraweto 
na na~inite na koi op{testvenoto proizveduvawe 
na seksualnosta e povrzano so drugi „op{testveni 
totaliteti”5 kako {to se rodot, klasata, rasata, et
nicitetot itn. vo socioistoriski kontekst na 
kapitalisti~kiot patrijarhat. Bidej}i, kako {to 
Henesi postojano naglasuva, op{testvenite tota
liteti prodol`uvaat da gi strukturiraat na{ite 
`ivoti, pa ottamu analizite koi tvrdat deka go kri
tikuvaat postojniot op{testven red ne mo`e da si 
dozvolat da gi ignoriraat (Hennessy 1993a). Pona
tamu, spored Henesi, identifikuvaj}i ja sovreme
nata „sebnost” kako nestabilna i fragmentirana bez 
da upatat na ideolo{kite, politi~kite i ekonom
skite mehanizmi koi u~estvuvaat vo proizveduvawe
to na takvite subjektiviteti, nekoi postmoderni 
misliteli vsu{nost pridonesuvaat kon  pottiknu
vaweto na proizvodstvoto na subjekt koj se vklo
puva vo neoimperijalisti~kata kapitalisti~ka 
potro{uva~ka kultura koja{to vo golema mera zavi
si od mno{tvenite, fragmentirani subjekti (ibid.).
Namesto toa, Henesi i drugite materijalisti~ki 
feministi se zalagaat e pristap koj{to }e gi isko

As Rosemary Hennessy, one of the most prominent 
figures of materialist feminism in the US points out, 
from the point of view of a large number of postmodern 
scholars researching lesbian and gay issues, social 
forces that are in the basis of production of sexual 
subjectivities operate exclusively in the field of cultural 
representation (Hennessy 1993b, 2000). According to 
Hennessy, such conceptions of sexuality that fail to draw 
a link between cultural production of difference with the 
economic and political aspects of social order, foreclose 
the investigation and analysis of the ways the social 
production of sexuality is interrelated with other “social 
totalities”5 such as gender, class, race, ethnicity etc. in the 
socio-historical context of capitalist patriarchy. Because, 
as Hennessy persistently highlights, social totalities 
remain to structure our lives and therefore the analyses 
that claim to be critical to existing social order cannot 
afford to ignore them (Hennessy 1993a). Furthermore, 
according to Hennessy, by identifying the contemporary 
“self” as unstable and fragmented without referring to 
the ideological, political and economic mechanisms 
that participate in the production of such subjectivities, 
some postmodern scholars actually play their own role 
in fostering production of subject who fit into the neo-
imperial capitalism’s consumer culture, which is in large 
dependent on the multiple, fragmented subjects (ibid.).
Instead, what Hennessy and other materialist feminists 
argue for is an approach that will utilize postmodern 
assumptions about “unstable subject” that is the 
construct of signifying practices rather that some stable 
(essential) entity, however asserting at the same time 
that modes of intelligibility, i.e. the meaning-production 
practice is always influenced by as much as influences 
the political and economic practices in a given socio-
historical context (Hennessy 1993a, Lury 1995). In other 
words, what Rosemary Hennessy calls for is a relational 
approach based on the perception of social in terms of 
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risti postmodernite pretpostavki za „nestabilni
ot subjekt” koj poskoro e konstrukt na ozna~uva~ki 
funkcii otkolku stabilen (su{tinski) entitet, 
sepak istovremeno tvrdej}i deka modelite na in
teligibilnost, t.e. praktikata na proizveduvawe 
na zna~ewe e sekoga{ pod vlijanie, kolku {to i 
samata vlijae politi~kite i ekonomskite prak
tiki vo daden socioistoriski kontekst (Hennessy 
1993a, Lury 1995). So drugi zborovi, Rozmari Henesi 
povikuva na relaciski pristap zasnovan vrz per
cipiraweto na op{testvenoto vo smisla na sistemi 
i strukturi na odnosi vo koi vrskite me|u kultur
nite, ekonomskite i politi~kite praktiki se pre
odredeni (overdetermined).  

Spored moeto mislewe, tokmu konceptot na pre
odredenost go ovozmo`uva ponatamo{noto razmis
luvawe za seksualnite identiteti na na~in koj{to 
bi gi zel predvid i insistiraweto na seksualniot 
identitet kako proces na postojano dogovarawe na 
zna~ewata, karakteristi~noto za квир teorijata, 
zaedno so tvrdewata na materijalisti~kite femi
nisti za vrskite me|u politi~kiot, ekonomski i 
ideolo{kiot red vo sistematskoto proizveduvawe i 
reproducirawe na socijalnite hierarhii. Zemaj}i 
go konceptot na preodredenost, so mali modi
fikacii, od Altiser (Althusser), Henesi (1993a) go 
koristi, me|u drugoto, za konceptualizirawe na 
konstruiraweto na modernite subjekti na na~in 
koj bi gi izbegnal i celosniot determinizam i 
prethodno spomenatiot „kli{eiziran konstruk
tivizam”. Pokonkretno, so konceptualizirawe na 
op{testvenoto kako dominantno kompleksno celo 
so kontradikcija vo negovite osnovi, gledi{teto na 
Altiser ni dozvoluva da razmisluvame za razlikite 
i izmenite kako preodredeni, t.e. kako konkretna 
modifikacija na kompleksnata i kontradiktorna 

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

In my view, it is precisely the concept of over-
determination that makes possible further thinking about 
sexual identities in the way that would take into account 
both the queer theory’s insistence on sexual identity as a 
process of constant negotiation of meanings together with 
the materialist feminist’s arguments about connections 
between the political, economic and ideological order 
in systemic production and reproduction of social 
hierarchies. Taking the concept of over-determination with 
slight modifications from Althusser, Hennessy (1993a) 
makes use of it among other things to conceptualize the 
construction of modern subjects in a way that would 
avoid both complete determinism and the previously 
mentioned “clichéd constructivism.” More specifically, 
by conceptualizing social as a dominating complex whole 
with the contradiction in its bases, Althusser’s view allows 
us to think about differences and alterations as over-
determined, i.e. as concrete modification of the complex 
and contradictory dominating structure that are neither 
stable categories nor pure contingencies (Althusser 
1997). However, as the blind spot of Althusser’s concept 
of over-determination Hennessy identifies his assertion 
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dominantna struktura, koi ne se ni stabilni kate
gorii, nitu ~isti slu~ajnosti (Althusser 1997). 
Sepak, kako nedostatok na Altiseroviot koncept 
na preodredenost, Henesi go identifikuva ne
govoto tvrdewe za ekonomskoto kako „posledna in
stanca” {to ja isklu~uva mo`nosta za kakvi bilo 
op{testveni borbi, osven na onie zasnovani na kla
sata. Ponatamu, prodol`uva Henesi, negovata teori
ja na „interpelacija”6 kako objasnuvawe na formi
raweto na subjektot e prili~no deterministi~ka 
i zatoa ne mo`e da ja objasni socijalnata promena 
(Hennessy 1993a). 

Za da go nadmine Altiseroviot ekonomizam, no za s$ 
u{te da ja za~uva objasnuva~kata mo} na negoviot poim 
na preodredenost, Henesi predlaga pristap koj{to 
go narekuva „globalna teorija na op{testvenoto”. 
Upatuvaj}i na konceptot na „artikulacija” iskovan 
od Laklau (Laclau) i Muf (Mouffe) za objasnuvawe na 
op{testvenoto kako niza od artikulirani sferi, no 
koi go koristat isklu~ivo vo ramkite na domenot 
na diskurzivni praktiki, taa go koristi za kon
ceptualizirawe na „odnosite me|u ideolo{kite, 
ekonomskite i politi~kite sferi na proizvodstvo
to, taka pro{iruvaj}i ja logikata na preodrede
nost vrz op{testvenite odnosi na site nivoa na 
analiza” (Hennessy 1993a: 30). Spored Henesi, tak
vata „globalna teorija na op{testvenoto” treba da 
ovozmo`i ideologijata, odnosno, sklopot praktiki 
na sozdavawe zna~ewa, koi gi so~inuvaat modusite 
na inteligibilnost vo opredelen socioistoriski 
kontekst, da se konceptualizira kako „produktivna 
materijalna praktika vo edna preodredena relaci
ja kon ekonomskite i politi~kite praktiki” (Hen-
nessy 1993a: 30). So drugi zborovi, preispituvaweto 
na Henesi na preodredenosta od perspektiva na „ar
tikulaciski praktiki” otvora prostor da se objasni 

about the economic as the “last instance,” which excludes 
the possibility for any social struggles except for those 
based on the class. What is more, continues Hennessy, 
his theory of “interpellation”6 as an explanation for the 
subject formation is rather determinist and thus cannot 
account for social change (Hennessy 1993a). 

In order to move beyond Althusser’s economism, but still 
to preserve the explanatory power of his notion of over-
determination, Hennessy proposes an approach, which 
she calls a “global theory of the social.” Referring to the 
concept of “articulation” coined by Laclau and Mouffe to 
explain the social as an array of articulated spheres, but 
who employ it exclusively within the domain of discursive 
practices, she uses it to conceptualize “relations among 
ideological, economic and political spheres of production, 
thus broadening the logic of over-determination to social 
relations at all levels of analysis” (Hennessy 1993a: 
30). Such a “global theory of the social,” according to 
Hennessy, should allow ideology i.e. the ensemble of 
meaning-making practices, which constitute the modes 
of intelligibility in particular socio-historical context, to 
be conceptualized as “a productive material practice in 
an over-determined relation to economic and political 
practices” (Hennessy 1993a: 30). In other words, 
Hennessy’s reassessment of the over-determination 
from the perspective of “articulatory practices” opens up 
a space to explain the cultural production of meanings 
as both producing and produced by the economic and 
political structures in the given context. 
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kulturnoto proizveduvawe na zna~ewa i kako ne{to 
{to gi proizveduva i kako proizvedeno od ekonom
skite i politi~kite strukturi vo daden kontekst.  

Vo sklad koncepcijata na Henesi za globalna teo
rija na op{testvenoto kako ubedlivo objasnuvawe na 
na~inite na koi se proizveduvaat i reporoduciraat 
socijalnite hierarhii od edna strana, i so mojot 
interes za „~isto kulturniot” pristap na  квир teo
rijata kon seksualnosta od druga strana, bi sakala 
da go pokrenam slednovo pra{awe/a: kako da se 
iskoristi globalnata teorija na op{testvenoto vo 
ponatamo{nata konceptualizacija na poimot sek-
sualen identitet? Kako da se teoriziraat seksual
nite identiteti bez da se esencijaliziraat ili bez 
da se padne vo zamka na negirawe na nivnoto opsto
juvawe kako op{testvena kategorija? 

Identitet i narativ: Seksualni identiteti  
pome|u li~noto i op{testvenoto 

Kako {to ve}e uka`av, edna od najvlijatelnite 
raspravi za seksualnosta kako sociokulturna kon
strukcija e onaa na Mi{el Fuko (1988). Central
niot argument na negovata tritomna studija e deka 
„seksualnosta” e proizvod na bur`oazijata na doc
niot 18 i raniot 19 vek, koja{to, za da ostvari se
beafirmirawe, po~nala da go neguva teloto, da se 
gri`i za nego, da go pravi izolirano od drugite, 
odnosno, ja primenila tehnologijata na seks ili 
„seksualnost”. Tvrdej}i deka „seksualnosta” e izmis
lica na bur`oazijata, Fuko celosno gi otfrla domi
nantnite tolkuvawa za seksualnosta kako repre
sirana, koi, kako {to istaknuva Fuko, neizbe`no 
pretpostavuvaat postoewe na seksualnosta kako 
su{tinsko, odnapred dadeno mesto na represija koe 
vetuva mo`nost za osloboduvawe (Foucault 1988). 

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

Identity and narrative: Sexual identities  
between personal and social

As I have already indicated, one of the most influential 
discussions about sexuality as a socio-cultural construct is 
the one by Michele Foucault (1988). The central argument 
of his three-volume study is that “sexuality” is a product 
of the late 18th and early 19th century bourgeoisie, who, in 
order to achieve self-affirmation, started to cultivate the 
body, to take care of it, to make it isolated from others 
i.e. employed the technology of sex or “sexuality.” By 
claiming that “sexuality” is an invention of bourgeoisie, 
Foucault completely rejects the dominant interpretations 
of sexuality as repressed, which, as Foucault points out, 
inevitably presuppose the existence of sexuality as an 
essential, as a pre-given site of repression which promises 
the possibility of liberation (Foucault 1988). At the same 
time, in his attempts to break with widely accepted 
repressive paradigm based on the assumption about 
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Vo isto vreme, vo negovite obidi da raskrsti so 
{irokoprifatenite represivni paradigmi zasno
vani vrz pretpostavkata za postoewe na samo eden 
centar na mo} – represivno vospostavuvawe na za
kon – Fuko ja konceptualizira mo}ta kako pozi
tivna i produktivna pove}edimenzionalna mre`a 
na odnosi na mo} koi nikoga{ ne bi mo`ele to~no 
da se lokaliziraat od strana na institucii i me
hanizmi (ibid.). Sepak, po moe viduvawe, toa {to e 
zanemareno vo takva koncepcija na mehanizmite na 
mo}, vo smisla na nelokalizira~ki, transforma
tivni i nestabilni konstelacii na odnosi na mo}, 
e edna opredelna stabilnost na odnosite na mo} niz 
vremeto i trajnosta na opredeleni formacii, in
stitucii, kako i re`imi na dominacija. So drugi 
zborovi, veruvam deka fukoovskiot model na mo} 
koj{to se koristi od nebroeni pozicii bez jasna 
podelba pome|u tie koi dominiraat i tie koi se do
minirani, ni popre~uva da gi vidime na~inite na 
koi ideolo{kite, politi~kite i ekonomskite prak
tiki funkcioniraat zaedno vo proizveduvaweto i 
odr`uvaweto na neednakvi op{testveni odnosi.

Vo eden od negovite podocne`ni esei „Govern
mentalnost” (Govermentality, 1991) Fuko pove}e se 
zanimava so modernata dr`ava kako dominantna 
sociopoliti~ka formacija na kapitalizmot i kon
kretnite vladetelni praktiki koi gi primenuva 
dr`avata (Foucault 1991). Vo soglasnost so negovata 
koncepcija za neksusot mo}/znaewe, mo}ta na vla
data Fuko ja nao|a vo znaeweto na nejzinoto nasele
nie koe se zasnova na proizveduvaweto na izvesni 
kategorii i zna~ewa preku koi naselenieto stanuva 
vidlivo i, so toa, vladlivo (ibid.). Ona {to sleduva 
od tvrdeweto za naselenieto kako centralen problem 
na modernata dr`ava e, od edna strana, raste~koto 
zna~ewe na regulatornite i korektivnite mehnizmi 

the existence of only one center of power – repressive 
institution of law – Foucault conceptualizes power as 
a positive and productive multidimensional web of 
power relations that could never be exactly localized by 
institutions and apparatuses (ibid.). However, in my view, 
what is neglected in such a conception of mechanisms 
of power, in terms of non-localizable, transformative, 
and unstable constellations of power relations, is a 
certain stability of relations of power through time and 
durability of particular formations, institutions, as well 
as the regimes of domination. In other words, I believe 
that Foucauldian model of power that is exercised from 
countless positions with no clear division between those 
who dominate and those who are dominated prevents us 
from seeing the ways in which ideological, political and 
economic practices function together in producing and 
maintaining unequal social relations.

In one of his later essays “Govermentality” (1991) 
Foucault engages more with the modern state as a 
dominating socio-political formation of capitalism and 
the particular governmental practices enacted by the 
state (Foucault 1991). In accordance with his conception 
of power/knowledge nexus, Foucault locates the power 
of government in the knowledge of its population that 
is based on the production of reliable categories and 
meanings through which population becomes visible 
and, thus, governable (ibid.). What is implicit from the 
argument about the population as the central problem of 
the modern state is, on the one hand, growing importance 
of the regulatory and corrective mechanisms at the 
expense of repressive ones, which, consequently, gives 
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na smetka na represivnite, koe, konsekventno, mu 
dava na zakonot nova regulatorna funkcija vo nor
miraweto na op{testvo. Od druga strana, kako {to 
objasnuva Fuko vo prvata kniga na Istorija na sek-
sualnosta (1988), posebno seksot, kako sredstvo 
na pristapuvawe i kon individualnoto telo i kon 
reprodukcijata na celoto naselenie e toj koj{to 
stana osnova za regulativite koi go ovozmo`ija soz
davaweto na ve{ta~ko zedni{tvo me|u seksot, rodot 
i posakuvaweto koe{to go koristat kako zaedni~ko 
veruvawe (Foucault 1988). Edna{ deklarirano kako 
univerzalna vistina, zaedni{tvoto na seksot, ro
dot i seksualnosta stana ultimativna strategija na 
vladeewe, institucionalizirana vo formi kako 
{to se semejstvoto, brakot, heteroseksualnosta i ho
moseksualnosta kako nejzini centralni instrumen
ti (Foucault 1991).

Sepak, koga se rasprava za identitetite, ili popre
cizno ka`ano, seksualnosta kako identitet kako 
poseben oblik na normira~ki praktiki, va`no e 
da se zabele`i deka, kako {to Xon Bornman (John 
Borneman) so pravo istaknuva, interakcijata pome|u 
dr`avata i naselenieto retko zavr{uva so apsolutna 
pobeda na dr`avata (Borneman 1992). Pokonkretno, 
zemaj}i gi argumentite na Fuko za normira~kite 
strategii na dr`avata, odnosno za praktiki na ime
nuvawe i podeluvawe koi gi opredeluvaat konkret
nite kategorii na „sebnost” na toj na~in vramuvaj}i 
gi terminite vo koi gra|anite se gledaat sebesi kako 
pojdovna to~ka, Bornman sepak te`nee da istakne 
deka konkretnite zna~ewa i kategorii proizvedeni 
preku dr`avnite vladetelni praktiki ne im se ed
nostavno nametnati na poedincite. Naprotiv, Born
man tvrdi deka sekoj(a) poedinec(ka) ima kontrola 
vrz upotrebite na kategoriite i vrz kapacitetot na 
avtorefleksija (Borneman 1992). 

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

However, when discussing identities, or, to be more 
precise, sexuality-as-identity, as a particular mode of 
normalizing practices, it is important to note that, as John 
Borneman rightly points out, the interaction between the 
state and the population rarely ends up in the absolute 
victory of the state (Borneman 1992). More precisely, 
taking Foucault’s arguments about the normalizing 
strategies of the state, i.e. practices of naming and 
dividing that define particular categories of the “self” 
thus framing the terms in which citizens see themselves 
as a point of departure, Borneman nevertheless strives to 
emphasize that the particular meanings and categories 
produced through state’s governmental practices are 
not merely imposed onto individuals. On the contrary, 
Borneman argues that every individual has control over 
the uses of categories and the capacity of self-reflection 
(Borneman 1992).
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Ima dva aspekta na tvrdeweto na Bornman koi gi 
smetam za klu~ni za razvivaweto na perspektivata za 
seksualnite identiteti otade podelbata esencijali
zam nasproti socijalen konstrukcionizam. Prviot 
e vo vrska so negovoto objasnuvawe deka dr`avata 
mo`e da bide uspe{na vo ozakonuvaweto na nejzi
nite barawa vrz naselenieto, samo koga poedincite 
internaliziraat odredeni kategorii i zna~ewa i go 
koristat toa za konstruirawe na nivnite sopstveni 
`ivoti vo smisla na spodeleni „master narativi” – 
koherentni prikazni koi se koristat i od strana na 
dr`avata i od strana na poedinci (Borneman 1992). 
So negovata koncepcija na koherentni „master nara
tivi” koi gi oblikuvaat li~nite iskustva vo ne{to 
op{testveno spodeleno, Bornman se pribli`uva do 
poimot na Henesi za „socijalni celosti” vo smisla 
na temelnite principi na socijalno strukturirawe 
koi postojano gi organiziraat `ivotite na lu|eto 
vo odredeni socioistoriski konteksti (Hennessy 
2000). Sli~no na Henesi, Bornman istaknuva deka 
vo soglasnost so logikata na ovie „master narativi”, 
opredeleni vidovi odnosi kako i seksualizirani 
sebnosti se institucionalizirani (Borneman 1992, 
Hennessy 2000).

Vo isto vreme, Bornman ja istaknuva va`nosta na 
kapacitetot na poedinecot za avtorefleksija vo 
procesot na sozdavawe zna~ewa. Pokonkretno, vo 
identifikuvaweto na poedinecot(kata) kako in
stanca vo procesot na sozdavawe na koherentni 
„master narativi”, Bornman ja stava sociokultur
nata praktika na proizveduvawe zna~ewa, kako i 
subjektite, na krstopatot pome|u dr`avata (kako 
moderna dominira~ka struktura) i poedinecot(kata) 
(Borneman 1992). Sli~no razmisluvawe za identite
tite po oskata na interakcija pome|u dejstvitel
nosta i strukturata, t.e. ona {to dozvoluva ~ove~ko 

There are two aspects of Borneman’s argument that 
I find crucial in developing the perspective on sexual 
identities beyond essentialism vs. social constructionism 
division. The first one has to do with his assertion that 
state could only be successful in legitimizing its claims 
on the population when individuals internalize particular 
categories and meanings and use it to construct their own 
lives in terms of shared “master narratives” – coherent 
stories that are utilized by both state and individuals 
(Borneman 1992). With his conception of coherent 
“master narratives” that shape personal experiences 
into something socially shared, Borneman comes close 
to Hennessy’s notion of “social totalities” in terms of 
the underlying principles of social structuring which 
persistently organize people’s lives in the particular 
socio-historical contexts (Hennessy 2000). Similar to 
Hennessy, Borneman points out that in accordance with 
the logic of these “master narratives,” specific kinds of 
relations as well as sexualized selves are institutionalized 
(Borneman 1992, Hennessy 2000).

At the same time, Borneman emphasizes the importance 
of the individual’s capacity for self-reflection in the 
meaning-making process. More specifically, identifying 
the individual as an instance in the process of creation 
of coherent “master narratives,” Borneman places the 
socio-cultural practice of production of meanings as well 
as subjects at the intersection of the state (as a modern 
dominating structure) and the individual (Borneman 
1992). Similar thinking about identities along axis of 
the interaction between agency and structure, i.e. the 
one that allows for human action that is nonetheless 
bounded by social structures is the one developed by 
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dejstvo koe e sepak vrzano so socijalni strukturi, 
e razvieno od strana na Margaret Samers (Marga-
ret Somers 1994). Istaknuvaj}i ja ontolo{kata di
menzija na narativite i narativnosta preku koja 
op{testveniot svet stanuva poimliv i preku koja 
lu|eto gi odreduvaat svoite socijalni identiteti, 
Samers predlaga koncept narativen identitet 
kako narativnost preku koja lu|eto gi konstruiraat 
svoite identiteti potpiraj}i se na prikaznite na 
raspolagawe vo odreden socioistoriski kontekst 
(Somers 1994). Toa {to e implicitno i od tvrdeweto 
na Bornman i od toa na Samers e deka identitetot 
stanuva identitet samo koga lu|eto }e gi interna
liziraat i }e konstruiraat sopstveno zna~ewe okolu 
ovaa internalizacija. 

Lezbej-nost/Gej-nost: seksualen identitet  
kako praktika na identifikacijata

Rekoncipiraweto na seksualniot identitet kako 
interakcija pome|u sociokulturnoto i li~noto 
e predlo`eno od strana na Tamsin Vilton (Tamsin 
Wilton) so nejzinoto preispituvawe na „lezbejsko” 
vo smisla na „lezbejnost”:

lezbejnosta e proizvod na dinami~kite vrski me|u 
individualnata subjektivnost, teloto i op{testvenoto 
[…] i na zna~ewata koi se sozdavaat od ili vo ramkite 
na tie odnosi. 
     (Wilton 1995: 30)

So predlagawe na „lezbejnost” mesto „lezbejsko”, 
Vilton go otfrla stati~kiot poim na identitetot 
kako daden ili nametnat na pasivnite poedinci 
od strana na op{testvenite strukturi, ili deter
minirani od „biologijata”. Mesto toa, taa gi defin
ira seksualnite identiteti kako socijalni procesi, 
dvata smesteni i proizvedeni vo sodejstvo pome|u 

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

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

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

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

(Wilton 1995: 30)

By proposing “lesbian-ness” instead of “lesbian,” Wilton 
rejects the static notion of identity as a given, either 
imposed on the passive individuals by social structures 
or determined by “biology.” Instead, she defines sexual 
identities as social processes both situated in and 
produced by the interface between the socio-cultural 
repertoire available in a particular historical context 
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sociokulturniot repertoar dostapen vo opredelen 
istoriski kontekst i „sebnosta” vo smisla na refle
ksivna avtonaracija. So drugi zborovi, Vilton go 
definira „lezbejsko” kako nestabilna kategorija, 
koja e proizvod {to proizleguva od borbata pome|u 
dominantnite socio/kulturni zna~ewa prisut
ni vo odreden kontekst i stvarnite poedine~ni 
subjektivnosti, t.e. pove}ekratnoto zna~ewe koe 
poedine~nite `eni go izvlekuvaat od nivnite 
iskustva na igrawe na „lezbejsko” (ibid.). 

So nejzinata koncepcija za seksualniot identitet 
kako proces – praktika na identifikacija – Vilson 
vsu{nost go napu{ta premnogu upotrebuvaniot kon
cept na „identitet”, predlo`en od strana na Bru
bejker i Kuper (Brubaker and Cooper 2000) nekolku 
godini podocna vo nivniot vlijatelen esej „Otade 
‘Identitetot’”. Toa {to e zaedni~ko i vo prista
pot na Tamsin Vilton i vo pristapot na Brubejker 
i Kuper, e konceptot na „identitet” kako ne{to koe 
se sozdava vo interakcijata pome|u op{testvenoto 
i li~noto. Ottamu, spored niv, mnogu e va`no da se 
objasni dinamikata vo odnos na identitetot kako 
praktika i da se specifikuvaat procesite {to se 
istra`uvaat. Za da go storat toa, Brubejker i Ku
per osobeno gi voveduvaat analiti~kite kategorii 
na „seberazbirawe” i „sebeidentifikacija” kako 
koncepti koi mo`e da gi objasnat na~inite na koi 
poedinci(ki)te zaemno dejstvuvaat so nametnatite 
kategorii i gi koristat za da izvle~at nekakva smis
la za sebesi, svoite postapki i realnite mno{tveni 
i ~esto kontradiktorni op{testveni pozicii koi 
gi zazemaat (Brubaker and Cooper 2000).

Spored mene, koga stanuva zbor za seksualnosta, tak
vata rekonceptualizacija na identitetot vo smisla 
na identifikacija otvora prostor za istra`uvawe 

and the “self” in terms of a reflexive self-narrative. In 
other words, Wilton identifies “lesbian” as an unstable 
category that is an emerging product of struggle between 
the dominant social/cultural meanings present in a 
particular context and the actual individual subjectivities, 
i.e. the multiple meanings individual women make out of 
their experiences of enacting “lesbian” (ibid.). 

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

In my view, when it comes to sexuality, such re-
conceptualization of identity in terms of identification 
opens up a space for exploring the ways people handle the 
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na na~inite na koi lu|eto se spravuvaat so moder
nata forma na seksualnost kako identitet {to se 
bazira na pretpostavkata na dadena stabilna od
lika. Konkretno, upotrebata na koncepciite na 
„seberazbirawe” i „sebeidentifikacija” mesto 
„identitet”, ni ovozmo`uva da gi ispitame konkret
nite strategii {to lu|eto koi za sebe razmisluvaat 
kako za „gej”/„lezbejka” gi koristat za da gi usogla
sat mno{tvenite, ~esto kontradiktorni pozicii 
i identifikacii so koi se soo~uva „sebnosta” vo 
kontekstot na postojanata borba za sozdavawe na 
ovoj ideal na unitarna „sebnost”. So drugi zborovi, 
prou~uvaweto na procesite na identifikacija ni 
ovozmo`uva da go ispituvame avtoidentitetot vo 
smisla i na fragmentacija i na edinstvo, so toa {to 
}e gi istakneme razli~nite na~ini na koi poedin
cite se spravuvaat so kontekstualnata razli~nost 
i za~uvuvaat koherenten narativ na avtoidentitet. 
Veruvam deka eden pristap koj{to se temeli na pret
stavata na „sebeidentifikacija” kako proces na 
pregovarawe za mno{tvenite i kontradiktornite 
zna~ewa i pozicii, koi spored Vilton „lezbejskoto 
telo gi zazema i gi izvr{uva na propusniot meni
skus pome|u op{testvenoto i sebnosta”, bi otvoril 
prostor za preispituvawe na argumentot za iden
titetot kako inherentno isklu~uva~ka praktika 
(Wilton 1995).  

Kako pretpostavka, niz celiot esej jas predlagav 
pristap kon seksualnosta kako identitet koj{to 
se bazira na dvete, na nekoj na~in povrzani, li
nii na razmisluvawe, koi jas gi smetam za klu~ni 
vo sproveduvawe na istorizirano istra`uvawe za 
seksualnite identiteti. Prvo, mojata pretpostav
ka be{e deka seksualnosta e op{testven totalitet, 
koj{to se vkrstuva so drugi op{testveni totali
teti vo organiziraweto na `ivotot na lu|eto vo 

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

To surmise, all throughout this paper, I have proposed 
an approach to sexuality-as-identity that is based on the 
two, in a way related, lines of reasoning, which I find 
crucial in conducting historicized research about sexual 
identities. Firstly, my assumption was that sexuality is a 
social totality, which intersects with other social totalities 
in organizing people’s lives in the particular historical 
moment. Following the logic of historical materialism, 
I maintain that in the sexual identities research it is 
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opredelen istoriski moment. Sledej}i ja logikata 
na istoriskiot materijalizam, jas smetam deka vo 
istra`uvaweto na seksualniot identitet e va`no da 
se otkrijat na~inite na koi politi~kite i ekonom
skite sili prisutni vo daden socioistoriski kon
tekst se formiraat od dominantnite diskursi na sek
sualnosta, zaedno so nivnite institucionalizirani 
formi. Koristej}i go ova gledi{te, bi mo`ele da gi 
izlo`ime konkretnite mehanizmi na proizvodstvo 
i za~uvuvawe na prinuduva~kata heteroseksualnost 
kako dominanten oblik na seksualnost vo global
niot kapitalizam, kako i da razmisluvame za subjek
tite kako za mno{tveno pozicionirani, kompleks
ni, kontradiktorni, no istovremeno smesteni vo 
sistematski proizvedeni subjektni pozicii. 

Vtoro, mojata cel be{e da gi naglasam koncepciite 
za seksualen identitet koj{to e proizvod na zaemno 
dejstvo pome|u makro procesite na op{testvenoto 
strukturirawe, od edna strana, i poedini~ni prak
tiki na primenuvawe na kategoriite „lezbejka”/
„gej” vo procesite na seberazbirawe. Na ovoj na~in, 
so toa {to }e se zemat predvid i slu~ajnostite na 
identifikaciskite procesi i nivnata relativna 
vremenska trajnost koja{to e posledica na pogo
lemite procesi na socijalno strukturirawe, se 
otvora prostor za istra`uvawe na posebnite na~ini 
i strategii koi gi primenuvaat lezbejkite i gej 
licata za pomiruvawe na kontradikciite na iden
tifikuvaweto kako „lezbejka”/„gej” vo odnos na dru
gite modeli na pripa|awe, kako i identifikaciite 
koi gi izveduvaat vo nivnite sekojdnevni `ivotni 
praktiki. So drugi zborovi, kombiniraweto na is
toriziranata pretstava za seksualnite identiteti 
so preispituvaweto na identitetot vo smisla na 

important to expose the ways the dominant discourses of 
sexuality, together with their institutionalized forms, are 
informed by the political and economic forces present 
in a particular socio-historical context. By utilizing this 
view, we will be able to expose the specific mechanisms of 
production and maintenance of coercive heterosexuality 
as a dominant form of sexuality in the global capitalism 
as well as to think of subjects as multiply positioned, 
complex, contradictory, but at the same time situated in 
the systematically produced subject positions.

Secondly, my aim was to emphasize the conceptions 
of sexual identity that is a product of the interaction 
between macro processes of social structuring on the 
one hand and the individual practices of applying 
the categories of “lesbian”/“gay” in the processes of 
self-understanding. In this way, taking into account 
both the contingencies of identification processes and 
relative durability over time that is effect of the larger 
processes of social structuring opens up a space to 
explore the particular ways and strategies lesbians and 
gays employ in order to reconcile the contradictions of 
identifying as “lesbian/gay” in relation to other modes 
of belonging and identifications enacted in their daily 
life practices. In other words, combining the historicized 
notion of sexual identities with re-evaluation of identity 
in terms of practice of identification will allow us to 
think of instability of identities without falling into a 
trap of “clichéd constructivism” and to move beyond the 
conception of identity as an intrinsically exclusionary 
practice. 
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praktika na identifikuvawe, }e ni dozvoli da raz
misluvame za nestabilnosta na identitetite bez da 
padneme vo zamkata na „kli{eiziran konstruktivi
zam” i da go nadmineme konceptot na identitetot 
kako su{testveno isklu~uva~ka praktika.  

Prevod od angliski jazik: Rodna Ruskovska

Bele{ki:

1. Prviot tom e objaven vo 1976 godina; prviot prevod 
na angliski jazik se pojavi vo 1977 godina (Foucault 
1988).

2. Za primer, vidi go poznatoto delo na John Boswell, 
Christianity, Social Tolerance and Homosexuality: Gay 
People in Western Europe from the Beginning of the 
Christian Era to the Fourteenth Century (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1980).

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

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

Notes:

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

2.  For example, see John Boswell’s famous work Christianity, 
Social Tolerance and Homosexuality: Gay People in 
Western Europe from the Beginning of the Christian 
Era to the Fourteenth Century (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1980).

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

4. See for example Keneth Plummer, ed., The Making of the 
Modern Homosexual (London: Hutchinson, 1981); John 
D’Emilio, Making Trouble: Essays on Gay History, Poli-
tics and the University (New York: Routledge, 1992); and 
John D’Emilio, “Capitalism and Gay Identity,” in Abelove, 
Henry et al., eds., The Lesbian and Gay Studies Reader, 
(New York and London: Routledge, 1993); David M. Hal-
perin, “Is there a History of Sexuality?” in Henry Abelove, 
et al., eds. The Lesbian and Gay Studies Reader (New 
York and London, 1993).
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5. Henesi go koristi terminot „op{testven totalitet” 
za da gi definira socijalnite strukturi koi nepreki
nato gi organiziraa `ivotite na lu|eto vo razni so
cioistoriski konteksti (Hennessy 2000).

6. Raspravaj}i za prirodata na ideologijata, Altiser 
(Althusser 1971) go postavuva konceptot na subjektot  
kako konstitutivna kategorija na seta ideologi
jata. Spored Altiser, ideologijata funkcionira na 
na~in {to gi transformira site poedinci vo sub
jekti vo procesot na interpelacija. Na ovoj na~in, 
procesot na interpelacija – centralen za Altisero
vata teorija na dr`avata – gi objasnuva mehanizmite 
na podlegnuvawe na poedincite na vladeja~kata 
ideologija.  Kako „sekoga{ve}e subjekti”, poedin
cite se interpeliraat so mehanizmi na ogleduva~ko 
prepoznavawe na Subjektot koe rezultira vo pre
poznavaweto na subjektot na drugi subjekti i na sa
miot/samata sebe si. Na toj na~in Altiser ja otkriva 
ideologijata kako pogre{no prepoznavawe, kako meha
nizam na reproducirawe na eksploatira~ki odnosi 
so podlegnuvawe na subjektite (Althusser 1971: 171).  
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