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(Homo)Sexual

“Identity and sexual politics are not
issues defined by particular sexual
preferences.”

(Leo Bersani)

On an April evening in 1997, several
Hungarian gay and other human rights
activists came together to listen to Agnes
Heller, a Hungarian-born  social
philosopher who was invited by the
Habeas Corpus Workgroup to speak about
her views concerning sexual and gender
identities. At the end of the meeting
questions were raised by participants
about the necessity of homosexual
identities, and as far as I remember, there
was only one general agreement reached:
everyone should be able to create and use
his or her self-definition. This paper will
focus on special forms of self-definitions
connected to homosexuality (gayness,
queerness, homo-ness, same-sex desire, etc.), and the context in which they can become
politically activated.

I once read that “integration of homosexuality does not mean anything when the
concept of homosexuality itself is not given theoretical and practical contents” (Hekma
and van der Meer 1992: 128). Although in the original context integration was meant to
be integration into Dutch society, I am now using it as a reminder to integrate
homosexuality into this paper by attempting to provide the concept with theoretical and
practical contents.

Budapest University of Economic Sciences

DEerFNING HOMOSEXUAL POLITICS

The main question is if it is relevant at all to speak about homosexual (or gay, and maybe
queer) politics, especially in Hungary. To answer this question, we should first make the
question meaningful. Ina broad sense homosexual politics can be defined as a symbolic
space to challenge definitions, descriptions, discourses and categories which structure
social space in ways disadvantageous to homosexuals, ie., people who identify
themselves and/or and identified by others as homosexuals. Idealtypically the actors in
homosexual politics are homosexual subjects whose homosexual identities imply
necessary references to the social category and meanings of homosexuality.
Homosexuality without a homosexual subject is purely a specific form of human sexual
behavior which can be practiced by anyone. In this context, same-sex erotic experience
is not relevant to what we call homosexual politics.
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Homosexuality with a homosexual subject was first scientifically documenteq ;
modern sex research as one of the extreme poles of Kinsey’s sexual orientatig
continnum. However, by definition it was impossible to separate this homosexualit
from other transitional sexual subjects whose existence must be implied in such
continuum. In addition, it can be questioned if a Kinsey-type one-dimensional approach
— still centered around the basic opposition of heterosexuality and homosexuality - jg
sufficient in describing the complexity of sexuality. ‘

From the 1970’s, several social psychologists have suggested that “homosexuality
and heterosexuality may be separate, orthogonal erotic dimensions rather than opposite
extremes of a single, bipolar dimension” (Storms 1980: 785). It was also emphasizeq
that masculinity and femininity are not exclusive attachments of one or the other sex,
instead they should be conceptualized as a dualism: “each a separate, socially desirable :
component in both sexes™ (Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp 1975: 38). According to
Kessler and McKenna, the basis of hetero/homosexual classification is the gender
attributing process that is rooted in the reproductive dichotomy usually claimed to be
universal. They also pointed out that “scientists construct dimorphism where there is
continuity” (Kessler and McKenna 1978: 163). Inthe light of these observations we can
argue that individuals can have homosexual and heterosexual as well as masculine and

feminine characteristics all at the same time, which makes it increasingly problematic to
find the ideal subject for homosexual politics.

i ity i iti i d its preliminary condition is the
val identity is a cognitive construction an : is |

: H'C,I%‘?Sexof learniflyg about the category of homogexuallty, thus the mlslilngf
Osswlul;taylization of heterosexual identity can be explamefi by the relative lack o
£ about the heterosexual social category. 'Acco'rd'mg to Jonathap Katz, not
' ing heterosexuality means the admission of its privileged, normative state in
" Studym‘gson to homosexuality: “Such privileging of the norm agcedes to its domination,
compatliln it from questions” (Katz 1990: 8). In consequence, 1t, does not seem ;o make
~ rOtecuchgsense to talk about ‘the’ homosexual idenpty (pr the’ heterosexual i enut;lrl)t,

R0 md we should interpret homosexuality as a situational self-concept com;;fczneu.
ms.teamere are situations in which one feels that s/he is percglved by other§ specifica 3;
Stﬂﬁbmosexual These are usually conflict situations in which the exte?dsllvg relzrlctlleornilo

# partici the sexual aspect — usually in o
‘ f the participants are reduced to one, ! [
aspegtiz(é or h?ghliglg the power balance between the parties. The essence of t%s
relmlll‘::mism seems to be a vicious circle: reducing the whole into a sa]}ent part (the
m;? nce of which is quite relative and questionable itsep‘), and recreating it ag;llp into g
iilh:le This is the recipe to produce a social st1g6m;1 from homosexuality an

mani i 1963).
ized beings from homosexuals (cf. Goﬁ'man. : ’ .
del'11‘“1hus iIZl deﬁnix%g someone as homosexual, that is, in the formation of_ percelt“)ed
homosexual identity (cf. Cass 1984; Troiden 1988), the emphasis is on the interaction
b:tween the defined and the definer where encounters between gl:m can tiz 75;331; 1a)s
’ ith di ial access to power” (Plummer 1 21),
““exchanges’ between groups with differentia '

%Xcl:lomgsexual identities as outcomes of differently lflterpreted power games. If we
?;ke for granted the existence of the “homosexual’ and het.e'rosexgal categO{les,. arguecs1
James Weinrich, it gives power to the creators of the deﬁmtlog)s‘; ‘Aft(ilr ?lgléodelf;rée): arI1n

i i i f Adam” (Weinric : .
er’ is a strategy used at least since thc; time o ' : 176). In
fl(l): E:lgntext of powegryrelations, homosexual identities — _everi) lft th?y are OsIll)lgciggu&Ielsans
f stigmatization but also as
can be seen not only as consequences of s . fie.
i i i i the whole human being. S way,
to reintegrate the stigmatized part into tt um ‘
?ggrléz?ved homoferxual identities’ can become actively functioning, openly ‘presented
i ities’ (cf. Cass 1984; Troiden 1988). . o
1de¥g‘élrees ;re of course, many who do not want to pl:?ly this dehumamzatllon
rehumanizatié)n’ game, and prefer to stay out of it (which in some cases is equabt(;
staying passively within its frames or in other cases to refu§:1ng 11ts le%iltnglzlc;;)hgbezt
i i i has to follow its rigid rules and make
surely, if one decides to win the game, one has t e rles: e hooent
i i yers who thou
. In this sense, homosexual group’ldentltle’s were crea Yy p
?lfaltt united forces could be more effective than individual attempts. Thus homosexual
oup identities can be interpreted on the one hand as forms of straEegy to gain rfaso;lrc;s
z%;d rights, but on the other hand as visible proof of the ‘true nature’ of the
/heterosexual category division. o .
hoglI({)ow do you protest a socially imposed categorization except .by organizing arout{lllc}
the category?” (Epstein 1990: 254). In this case group formaélon is an.esgezlrzz)llllyrrl :lx'sethe
: i d to be organize :
because a real category is mot even neede ) be org :
Strr(?;[li%:}tlion of homosexual group identities is more about 1de.nt1.fylng. with other' grotllllp
E)nembers than with the homosexual category, where the main 1deia 1;11 to glelgzeg: cme1
¢ ’ is ‘us’ s. In this s
oup members as ‘one of us’ — whatever this ‘us’ mean: . ‘
ggrl::: g:hatpcgdiﬂerence from the ‘norm’ is about all that many gegpl}e) in at?lew%?
i i i ’ ise Sloan, cited by Dugg :
unity’ have in common with each otheﬁ (Louise i 128
igr)mrilowtgver, this difference should not be Imstakep foran omnipotent umfyllng kﬁ)rce,
espécially if we consider how unanalyz'ed the noz’m is, and ho’w little is actually known
about the people labeled by the collective noun, ‘homosexual’.
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THE MEANING OF HOMOSEXUALITY

The meaning of homosexuality — like that of gender, which is formed by equally
significant components: gender identity reflecting one’s own feelings vis-a-vis gender
attribution by others (cf. Kessler and McKenna 1978) — can only be fully recovered if
we take into account both the self-identification and the attribution aspects.
Examining homosexuality in the context of identification, the core concept is that of
homosexual identity. “A concept in need of definition” was the title of Vivienne Cass’
article on the topic, which can be rephrased as “a concept with too many definitions.”
For example, in this article alone five meanings of homosexual identity are listed: 1.
defining oneself as gay; 2. a sense of self as gay; 3. image of self as homosexual; 4.
the way the homosexual person is; 5. consistent behavior in relation to homosexually
related activity (cf. Cass 1984: 108). Examining these meanings could reveal the
possibility for different sets of self-perceptions regarding the social category of
homosexuals. Their main elements are knowledge of a group in society called
homosexuals as well as personal interpretations of homosexual experience. Too many
meanings is only one of the problems which make the concept of homosexual identity
difficult to apply. Another, possibly even more bothersome question is what the
homosexual identity can be contrasted with. The concept of homosexual identity
implies a necessary reference to the social category of homosexuality. However if we
want to focus on the social category of heterosexuality as a necessary reference for a
possible concept of heterosexual identity, there is hardly anything to use. In addition,
Wwe can mention the common experience of everyday life, the needless assertion of a
person’s heterosexuality: “person’ implies heterosexual without indication to the
contrary. And yet the normal person is not ‘heterosexual’ in any defining sense; he
engages in heterosexual activity from time to time but hardly any information about his

or her character, behavior, lifestyle or interest is inferable from this fact” (Boswell
1990: 161).

94replika



Let us now briefly examine homosexuality from another viewpoint, that g
attributing processes. In this context I will focus on those phenomena which surroung
the social functioning of the term ‘homosexual’: stereotypes, prejudice, discriminatig
We can think of stereotypes as “category-based expectations,” prejudice as “personal
disposition or response orientation toward a particular social group” and discrimination
as “differential behavior directed toward individuals or groups as a function of category
membership” (cf. Brewer 1994: 317). These phenomena have multiple functiong
including the promotion of cognitive economy (complexity reduction), ego Protection
(anxiety reduction), and socialization.

Earlier, especially in studies of ethnic stereotypes, more individualized explanatory
models were applied with emphasis on complexity and anxiety reduction needs, and
with very little or no attention paid to the social fitting function. From these studies we
could learn about, for example, certain types of personality — the authoritarian, the
prejudiced (cf. Allport 1958) — and their sometimes pathologically described traits.
Following this pattern, most of the research on attitudes toward homosexuality centered
around personalized characteristics and concentrated on the interpersonal level of
analysis while the exploration of the social context (the intergroup level) was almost
totally neglected. Additionally, there is a real problem with prejudice against
homosexuals, which is the impossibility to define its objective meanings: “There exist
only a range of different ideological positions each positing its own definition of what
constitutes a ‘prejudiced’ attitude towards homosexuals” (Kitzinger 1987: 156).
Definitions of prejudice thus very much depend on the ideological context, and the
motivations of ‘experts’ creating the definitions are at least as important as their
findings.

In comparison with prejudicial disposition, discriminatory behavior is a more
‘tangible asset’ to tackle. Discrimination is often viewed simply on the interpersonal
level as the behavioral component of individual prejudice. According to this logic, first
there must be prejudice and then discrimination follows, while in reality we have to
recognize their interactions: prejudice does not only support but also stems from the

institutionally restrictive arrangements of a society. As Pettigrew argues, “institu-
tionalized discrimination is the core of the problem” (Pettigrew 1986: 172), and this
underlines the importance of intergroup analysis where discrimination can reflect the
different access of social groups to resources and power (cf. Brewer 1994: 3 19).

Problems deriving from the fluid meaning of individual prejudice can be avoided by
considering discrimination more as a type of intergroup behavior than as an
interpersonal one (cf. Tajfel 1978). In this context the basis of interactions is not the
personality but the group membership: members of the outgroup are likely to be seen in
a homogenized way, as an undifferentiated mass detached from social existence. The
detachment of outgroup members from commonly shared social life is generated by (and
certainly also generates) stereotypes. Stereotypes are descriptions about what outgroup
members are like. They can function both in individual and in social contexts, but their
contents mediate characteristics of intergroup behavior: applying stereotypes to
someone is equal to “robbing that person of his or her individuality” and substituting it

with attributes believed to be collectively shared in an outgroup (cf. Snyder and Miene
1994: 34). Gardner points out the significance of consensually defined stereotypes
which have much social support because of their seemingly cognitive basis. Their
contents thus can be perceived more like facts than beliefs; in this sense “cognitive
factors rather than motivational ones underline stereotypes about outgroups” (Gardner
1994: 19). For example, years ago a Hungarian police department officer made the
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i i nt: “One thousand homosexuals can annually seduce about
‘Ifouowuflgurr)t]g;llf tf)titiegrl?;etn-year-old boys or more. It canlead to there being ever more
~ §:.009 p?uals ie.. those men who do not produce descendants for the future.’f1 Once
g??: Slfjnds c;f été’reotypes are established with a negative evaluative connotation, they
- in justifying discrimination. '
CanT%eer‘éi”Z?el,nsjt:ls’sgypigcal attributions as specific foqns of categoriz’anon and pa1:t Ff
le’s usual cognitive activity can be seen as expressions ofa group’s cultgral beliefs.
il attributions seem to operate on the ready-made base of social categories, and say
Thesein our case about the socio-cultural background of the heterpsexual society than
moret the homosexuals. In fact, we can argue that homosexuality was creqted as a
il;?e‘iosexual concept (gaining social meanings only .in felation to heterose;n}:lahty), ;hux:
. this sense the homosexualization of homosexuality is the. main goal of homose
lr(l)litics. However, this is a valid goal only as far as sexuality is still considered to be

fully heterosexualized.

ACTORS IN THE HUNGARIAN (HoMO) SEXUAL-POLITICAL ARENA

Homeros-Lambda

here are three homosexual organizations which are oﬂ?cially recognized by
iﬁeHsl‘:nmg;ry;Iomeros—Lambda is the oldest (fgrmed in.1988). and its pioneer characit:g
determined its main task: to reduce the shock it caused in society. By now, Homeros n
gained a slightly old-fashioned reputation, as its members are .relatlvely’ old, anc}]ilt as
practically no activity at all. Homeros is begt f:harac‘tenz.ed by its psyc latns(‘;
president’s views according to which homosexugllty is a primarily psychologma] yfa;x1
partly biologically determined condition. Stamng from the Freudian concept of t i
“polimorph pervert child,” he argues that the dominant mother ﬁgu.re' has tl;z g;'leates
responsibility for involving her son in h;r “unhappy anq usua}ly fqgld “tll(l); s ”Zways
complaining to him about men, and in this way forcing hnp to identify with her. ,
From the statutes of Homeros we learn that “ab‘out five percent of our cou;xltly.s
population is homosexual (including lesbians), dlffegng .from.tl}e rest of society only in
their sexual habits. In the case of such a sizable r{unopty, hldmg sexugl tendencies is
not desirable in any case, but in the present situation '1t is 'espeplall_y ’dangerlou’s’
considering the fact that AIDS first appeared exactly in FhlS minority’s circ etzlsl
(Homeros Statutes 1988). The main purpose of .the association was to promote the
social integration of homosexuals by organizing leisure activities as w<_311 as mtr‘oducmgi
AIDS prevention measures. Homeros has enter;d Hungarian quhc life by using a se
of essentialist arguments focusing on the biologically and/or universally given essence
of homosexuality (connected to psychological defects, genes, hqrmones, temptahgns,
etc.). This set of claims, inherited from theology and medical sc’l’ence, seemed gtg (; a
useful compass to navigate the “swampy sexgal. landscape (Week_s 19 1 ).
Additionally, there is a double function of essentialism: on one hand, it can play a

ion 1 i i i 1 Murderers, written in 1990 by Karoly
1 The quotation is from a book with the tendentious title Homosexua: rers,
M:ﬁ(ilnk() who — according to his own introduction — was led ‘fonly by the wish to war,r,l parents and teachers
because if they pay more attention in the future, fewer boys will become homosexual.
2 Interview with Dr. Lajos Romsauer, psychiatrist (Homeros 1991: 3).
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strategic role in homosexual legitimization, but on the other hand, it can also strengthen
people’s “dependence on experts and authorities for guidance” (Tiefer 1990: 320). The
precondition for this ‘good for gays — good for experts’ function is that categories of
sexual orientation are not questioned, but based on objective and stable properties.

Lambda-Budapest

The second organization, Lambda-Budapest, was founded in 1991 by a small circle of
younger people who parted from the Homeros mainly because they wanted to publish
their own magazine, Mdsok. Their main concern is still to publish the magazine and thus
their major role is to serve the gay public by spreading information in the form of news,
ads and advertising. The magazine, the only one of its kind in the country, provides gays
with possible means of creating their symbolic environment and of maintaining the
appearance of a gay movement.

The original program of AMdsok published in the first issue could be summarized as
follows: the magazine wanted to represent homosexual life in its entirety, and in a
manner which could empower those who face their otherness only with great difficulty.
In a later issue of the same year, the five main forms of discrimination were listed with
which Hungarian gays had to cope. These were: limited career opportunities (homo-
sexuals cannot be teachers or soldiers in Hungary); different age of consent for hetero-
and homosexual relations; records on homosexuals at official places (like police
departments, venereal disease clinics); publications generating hatred against homo-
sexuals; no state subvention for homosexual organizations leading to the impossibility
of representing a Hungarian ‘minority of a few hundred thousand people’.

Since then, the debates over discrimination have lost their dynamic: by 1997 the basic
tone of Masok describing the Hungarian situation seems to be more optimistic (and there
are more imported bad news stories from other countries). The structure of grievances
has also changed. Claiming state subvention for minority groups (and in this case the
ethnically modeled minority status itself can also be disputed) does not seem to be a
valid reference point any more in a situation where minority interests are mainly
represented in and mostly referred to by private foundations and NGOs. Claims for
protection against hate-inciting publications can be rejected by claims for freedom of
expression. The problem with those allegedly extant official records on homosexuals
seems to be decreasing because they are partly transferred to the agencies of AIDS
prevention organizations. Limited career opportunities remain, but there is slightly less
emphasis on them. The different age of consent is the only old grievance which
preserved its full force, especially because nothing has changed with it. Moreover, it
became something like a general metaphor for Hungarian homosexuality-related
problems: the state legally and publicly discriminates homosexual relations and at the
same time privileges heterosexual ones. This way the state intrudes not only into the
bedroom but also into the private life strategies of the concerned individuals.

As mentioned above, Mdsok wanted to represent homosexuality in its entirety which
included the publication of “homosexual pictures’ portraying naked and half-naked men
including penises. This ‘sexy element’ made the character of Mdsok a bit controversial.
Some people could never reconcile the serious ideas of representing homosexual

3 This ended quite recently when a new legal regulation broadened the definition of sex products to include
pictures of sexual organs. Sex products are penalized by tax and other fees.
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interests with the lascivious images of proudly erect penises.* Mdsok is an open forum
for struggling against social stigmatization and discrimination, and Lambda-Budapest,
the association whose members produce the magazine, is mainly organized around a
socio-cultural identity “constructed from ingredients outside the individual such as
social intolerance, legal persecution and the gay subculture as refuge and hospice” (De
Cecco and Shively 1984: 10).

Szivarvany-Hattér

The third officially registered organization, the Héttér (Background) Support Group was
organized around a gay help-line in 1995. Originally, Hattér was a subgroup of the gay
rights organization Szivdrvdany (Rainbow) but their practical plans could not be realized
within the institutional framework of the umbrella group since the state rejected its
registration. The story of this rejection became an infamous one. In Hungary non-
governmental organizations have to be registered at court, but courts do not have the
right to intervene in internal organizational rules: their only function is to keep the
organization operating in accordance with the law. However, in the case of Szivarvany
the registration was refused, at first on the grounds that the organization did not
introduce an 18 year age limit for applicants. No one seemed to pay attention to the fact
that there are no laws or regulations in Hungary which would provide legal support for
this condition of the court. In the first round there was yet another serious obstacle
allegedly preventing the court from registering Szivarvany, and it was its name. Instead
of using the term ‘homosexual’, they called themselves a ‘meleg’ (meaning literally
‘warm’, figuratively ‘gay’) group. The court did not want to accept this self-definition,
referring to it as ambiguous. This argument was not used later on, but it indicates the
nature of the court’s negative preconceptions concerning homosexuality.

The court of first instance argued that it would constitute criminal behavior if under-
age youth and adults established sexual relations within this organization. Surprisingly,
the court of appeal arrived at a different conclusion and reasoned that the danger in
officially registering a group like Szivarvany would derive from the bad personal
examples adult gays would set for the youngsters by their ‘immoral and unhealthy’
lifestyle. Finally, the constitutional court rejected the registration on the basis of yet
another argument: here the potentially ‘serious future consequences’ were emphasized
of youth making decisions for which they were still too immature and inexperienced; it
was thus deemed absolutely necessary to prevent them — by legal force if required —
from the irresponsible steps leading to membership in an organization related to
homosexuality.

In fact, Szivarvany (with its full name: Rainbow Association for the Rights of Gays)
was formed in 1994 in order to fight discrimination. In their view homosexuals would
be able to achieve their aims only if they introduced their situation not as a particularly
homosexual issue but as a general human one: the central problem was not homosexual
emancipation but the contradiction between official social and individual interpretations
of what is understood as homosexuality. They perceived the different forms of
discrimination not only as negative actions calling for reactions, but also as symptoms

4 According to David Morgan erection can also communicate rebellious social meanings as it has “an
irrationality about it which contrasts markedly with Western, and especially middle class, one might assume,
themes of control and predictability. The erection is a jester in the wings of the civilizing process” (Morgan,
1993: 75-76).
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of a broader social situation to be analyzed and possibly changed. It is probably not an

accident that this organization generated the most intensive public attention: maybe thj

was/is the only group with real political potential. After the shameful Hungarian courg
experience, two founding members of Szivarvdny have turned to the Human Rightg

Committee of Strasbourg for support claiming that the Hungarian authorities hay
violated the European Convention on Human Rights.

Today, the Hdttér Support Group seems to be the most active (and interactive) of thy

Hungarian gay organizations: its services are based on the experience of members whg
realized the potentials of the protected environment offered by the telephone. Thus, to
contact them one does not have to ‘come out’ or be involved in real homosexual
activities. This support group concentrates on mental health issues, crisis intervention,

dealing with both self-attributed and externally attributed homosexuality, as well a

spreading practical information. Consequently its main goal is to comfort and inform —

and not to politicize.

Other Initiatives

Following the official setback of Szivdrvdny there were a few initiatives in trying to f
reflect on the problematic character of the homo/heterosexual categorization itself. One
of them was NINCS (Non-Existent), a group for people ‘without sexual/gender identity’,
and another was called Didkok a Nemi Soksziniségért (Students for Sexual/Gender
Multi-Coloredness). In 1996, a group consisting primarily of members of NINCS,
Szivarvany and other organizations, established the Habeas Corpus Munkacsoport
(Habeas Corpus Workgroup, HCM) whose main field of practical activity is to organize
legal protection against all kinds of discrimination deriving from one’s sex, form of
family, bodily traits, sexual interest, nourishment, smoking or non-smoking habits, and
so on. The guiding principles of HCM include respecting everyone’s right of self-
definition, respecting each other’s taste, and emphasizing the “originality of love and
sexual fantasy” instead of always applying a dichotomous formula, the bipolar myth of

homo/heterosexuality.

These initiatives can be seen as exciting intellectual adventures with very little
likelihood to induce any change. The reasons for this are multiple: it seems that the
social claims based on sexual orientation categories are more intelligible for many
people than “the gospel that the hetero/homosexual distinction is a social fiction”
(Epstein 1990: 243). For some it must also be difficult to realize how the category of
heterosexuality or homosexuality is gaining its “culture-dependent, relational and
perhaps, not objective” meanings from the surrounding socio-cultural environment

(Stein 1990: 325). Additionally, the idea that “we want to be recognized but not as
homosexuals” can be interpreted as ambiguous, and therefore to claim that “we are

different” without being willing to define that difference may seem disturbing for many
(cf. Bersani 1995: 68-69).5

Besides the larger scale organizations there are smaller specialized gay groups without public goals, like the
Jewish group, the Christian group, the group for married gays and the gay excursion group. Within these
usually very small communities it is difficult to decide what is the more dominant group formation force:
being gay or being, for example, Jewish.
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By loo
origina) iti i ies which are structuring social space in ways
e definitions, discourses, categories which are g in

Cr-]al(lii:;gntageous to homosexuals) the weakest element seems to be'the ‘deﬁmtlon of
tillginosexual’ itself. There are various valid answers to the question ‘who are the
o ribabili ity i ult to the inadequacy of the category
i ribability of homosexuality is the result to quacy of

{Iﬁd?rslgsexual’t:y“lnadequate, that is, in that we can’t really classﬂ'z behavior on the one
hagld and the term can’t restore a type of experience on the other” (Foucault 1982: 15).

THE RELEVANCE OF HoMOSEXUAL (OR GAY, AND MAYBE QUEER) POLITICS

king over what has been said we can discover traces of vulnerability in our
definition of homosexual politics. In that definition (i.e., symbolic space to

<uals?” — many of which are totally incompatible with each other. The

It is also tempting to forget that homosexual politics is not only a symbolic field but

also a very realistic venture which inclu.des.practical decisions, strategies for survn./ali
competition for social recognition, distribution of resources, and so on. In theoretica
arch it might be sufficient to uncover, analyze and deconstruct the structures
g;)s;ﬁnaﬁng a given social space. Here deconstruction signifies a.mode of reorganizing
our logic of perception: for example, queer theory become§ activated by Shl?mg the
focus from homosexuality to heterosexuality, from }he marginal to tl}e cen’:(rua;ll cature —
where heterosexuality is the compulsory expression qf a normative se fregnpe.
However, in the context of politics mere deconstruction 1s not enough for transforming
cither symbolic or non-symbolic structures. We might be able to reorganize oEr own
logic of perception successfully but the same success cannot be guareglteed in the ca}s;e
of our political opponents, and even in the unlikely case of success, to demystlfy. t4 e
hegemonic regimes of the normal doesn’t render them inoperative” (Bersani 1995: 4).

In terms of local needs and inventions, we can observe different — however

i coexisting — sexual-political trends. For example, in Hungary, like in other
;(z)xlrtn:t:)?%entral andgEastemEurope, “gays and lesbians are organizing and. trying to
manifest an identity and a lifestyle publicly” (Bgcl_l 1993). In North—Amenca, al} of
those who resist a male-dominated, white, capitalistic, hete.ro‘-‘semst culture are put into
the “same queer bag” (cf. Bersani 1995: 71) where queer is by definition whatever is

at odds with the normal, the legitimate, the dominant. There is nothing particular to

which it necessarily refers” (Halperin 1995: 62). In various Scandinavian countries, on

d, we can witness the vanishing of the modern homosexual subject' who is
E‘lzllelgitr?; rolgagme bomb, encoded with its own explos'ion. Or perhaps rather its own
discreet disappearance. The very circumstances which form the chkground of ms
existence also act towards eliminating him; at the same time, he himself helps this

> (Bech 1997: 195). .

pr(}(:f:ii?‘?gof it is relevant to speak about homosexual pplitics —in Hungary, as “fell
— especially because analyzing its different forms and meanings w11_l direct our attention
to its broader context: the social organizing principles of scfxuahty and gender. For
example, answering the question “What makes a person either a homosexua} or a
heterosexual?’ can be just as problematic as answenng.‘What makes a person enthqr a
man or a woman?’ We have to realize that the questions themselves appear to give
support to assumptions that a person is eithgr a horpogexual or a heterosexual, a woman
or a man, and that there is no problem in differentiating b‘etween thelp (cf. Kesslqr and
McKenna 1978: 163). Still, in both cases we have the option of examining the arbitrary
character of the traditional bipolarities and interpreting the apparent counterpoles as sets
of interwoven, inseparable meanings. It can also come to mind that there are cultures
which have not formulated their concepts of gender in terms of Fhe well-knoyvn
symmetrical dualism, and there are others which do not have formal notions of sexuality
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at all (cf. Ortner and Whitehead 1981). As Pat Caplan argues, “what is sexual in ong
context may not be so in another: an experience becomes sexual by application of
socially learned meanings” (Caplan 1987: 2; cf. Ross and Rapp 1983).

In this field, therefore there are several further connections to make and various
possibilities to discover. It is a bit like peeling Clifford Geertz’s onion: “One may have
the illusion that by peeling off one layer after another one comes nearer to the core of
sexuality, after which one realizes that all the different layers [i.e., economics, politics,
families, identities, preferences, and so on] together form its essence” (Wekker 1993:
152; cf. Ross and Rapp 1983). :
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