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The author overexaggerates and at least one of her claims is a lie (see below). According to her 
women in most of Eastern and a lot of Central Europe are safe from rape and other atrocities only in a 
kitchen (the danger of rape probably persist in many kitchens too, but if they take a step outside…) 
since many Central and Eastern European countries have banned same sex marriage even in their 
constitutions (Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, Bulgaria, Poland, Slovakia, Lithuania, Latvia, Belorussia…) 
and according to the author heterosexism and rape are inextricable… 
In relation to the illegality of same sex marriage, the author either doesn’t know or completely ignores 
the fact that homosexual relations alone are still illegal in much of the world. 
Note though, that despite the prohibition of same sex marriage, the violence and murder of 
homosexuals isn’t high in Central and Eastern Europe although hooligans here often prefer beating 
homosexuals to heterosexuals. 

Most of the societies (even Western – gendered western dichotomy) are more-or-less patriarchal 
(even Sweden has SD; a notable exception of patriarchate is Nepal which is a matriarchate)  
feminists are critics of “maleness” and “femaleness”. 

→ indeed, children are brought up in the spirit of the gendered dichotomy from the 
earliest age [e.g. boys are told not to cry like little girls, meaning girls are weak and 
cry – CHILDREN ARE CHILDREN FOR GOD’S SAKE (speaking of children crying, 
Croatian word derište – brat – comes from the word derati – to cry – because 
children – boys and girls – CRY!)] 

Nationalism is often associated with sexism (gendering nationalism). That can be seen in many 
ultranationalists considering primary woman’s role in society be to reproduce (the nation), taking care 
of children and their families, leave the important decisions to men and providing men with support. 

Reproduction – biological and social – is fundamental to nationalism. 

→ hence heterosexism’s importance in nationalism (reproduction is only possible with 
heterosexuality) 

Nationalism can be either state-led (assimilation of all within a state to the states preferred cultural 
forms) or state-
nationalism of stateless nations). 

Nationalism is particularly problematic from the point of view of those whose identity is at odds with 
the projected image off homogenous national identity. 

3 “faces” of nationalism: liberation (the positive association of nationalism with self-determination and 
democratization), exclusivity (the promotion of homogeneity and difference from “others”) and 
domination (suppressing difference within the group and/or “domination” of outsiders in the name of 
the group). 

- Euro-centrism 

Feminists and nationalists view each other with suspicion, if not hostility. 

The author argues that nationalism is no longer assumed to be progressive force for change. The 
article is from 1999. The author quoted this statement from a source from 1994. Sadly, this is not true 
anymore – not in Europe at least – with far right political parties gaining more support and even 
entering parliaments (e.g. Jobbik and SD). 

The author argues heterosexism presupposes a binary male-female sex coding of polarized and 
hierarchical male and female identities (“obviously” based on a dichotomy of bio-physical features). 
Heterosexuality is considered the only normal mode of sexual identity, sexual practice and social 
relations. 
I just don’t understand how presupposing a “binary male-female sex coding” can be strange, let 
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alone bad. That is a fact. Furthermore, on what else but the dichotomy of bio-physical features can 
the “male-female sexual coding” be based? Then the word “polarized”. Of course humans (and most 
of the other species on the planet) are “polarized” into males and females. Why emphasize sex 
differences by words such as “polarized”? As for “normalness”, it is difficult to define what 
“normal” human behaviour is since humans are intelligent beings and each person behaves 
differently. The same goes for identities. We define our identities by our feelings and those feelings 
may vary a lot. By normal behaviour, we usually mean behaviour that isn’t harmful to others. 
Having a sexual intercourse, homosexual intercourse included, with consent doesn’t harm anybody. 
That is why we (I, at least) consider homosexual behaviour normal. Although we can accept 
homosexual behaviour, when we look at the “binary male-female sex encoding”, we can’t say that 
homosexuality is normal, rather that it’s a common deviation of sexuality. Different sexes exist 
because of the reproduction of a species. Reproduction is achieved through sexuality. That’s the 
prime function of sexuality, pleasure is just a side-effect people enjoy. In order for reproduction to 
work, both sexes are needed, meaning homosexual intercourse is never going to result in 
reproduction. Although reproduction, which is impossible in homosexual intercourse, as the prime 
function of sexuality can’t be disputed; ill treatment of homosexuals can’t be justified. Finally, the 
word “hierarchical” makes me think that heterosexism is just a form of sexism. I am pretty sure 
there are homophobic women who don’t embrace the superiority of men… 

Heterosexism refers to the exclusion of non-heterosexual identities and practices. 

Sub- and transnational social movements transgress territorial boundaries favouring identities based 
on ecological, racial/ethnic, feminist, religious and other commitments. 
The author argues those commitments are non-state based, but I question that argument. Ethnicity 
is the most frequent element of (ethno)nation-states. Religion can also be the element nation-
states are based on [Hindu nationalists in India (Brubaker; 2004)]. Likewise, a state can be based on 
both of the mentioned elements (Bosnia). 

Subnational conflicts expose the illusion of homogeneity promoted in national narratives. 

Identities are ongoing processes. They are embedded in and interact with historically specific social 
contexts (material conditions, social practices and institutional structures). 

Personal gender identities constitute a core sense of “self”. 

The identity in models of human nature, citizenship, the rational actor, the knowing subject, economic 
man and political agency isn’t gender neutral, but masculine [and typically European (she’s probably 
referring to European origin here, a “polite” way for Americans to say “white man”) and heterosexual] 
 androcentrism – often marginalizes women. 

heteropatriarchy – heterosexist patriarchate 

Sex is male-female biological difference. Gender is masculine-feminine subjectivity. Sexuality is 
heterosexual-homosexual identification. 

Heterosexism is “naturalized” through religious dogma. 

Hegemonic masculinity constituted by heterosexual practice normalizes subordination of women. 

Writing has worked in favour of “maleness” [spreading the word of the thought (the Bible constitutes 
of heterosexism) and women are still kept illiterate in some parts of the world]. We can look at writing 
as a tool. Unfortunately, many tools have been misused throughout history. 

Heterosexism, especially masculine dominance (just sexism?!), was part of early state-making, 
especially in Europe. 

In Athenian political theory, men gave birth to immortal ideas and the state. 

homosociality – socializing only with the same sex 
Paradoxically, while homosexuality is discouraged, homosociality is encouraged in heterosexism 
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Homosociality is practised in military. Militarization is a male rite of passage. It encourages men to 
bond politically and militarily as they play out the us/them script of protecting “their own women”. 
Military provides men with unique opportunity to experience intimacy with men, in ways that 
heterosexist identities otherwise forbid. 
In the army, men are allowed to experience erotic, sexual and emotional impulses that they would 
otherwise “have to” censor for fear of being seen as homosexual and therefore not real men. Much 
more “colourful” description on page 52 of the article. 

In many countries women are encouraged (or forced) to bear as many children as possible. The goal is 
to increase the population (or keep it from decreasing, which the author ignores). There is sometimes 
the opposite scenario, a scenario of preventing further, usually rapid, population growth by 
discouragement of bearing many children. 
Nationalism implements both scenarios. The first one to expand its own nation and the second to 
contract the other(s). It often combines them. Methods of encouragement and, especially, 
discouragement have changed, however, at least in Western societies. Nazi Germany used selective 
breeding to purify the German blood, implementing castration to those the Nazi considered 
undesirable. In modern Singapore, higher class is encouraged to bear children through financial 
benefits while the middle and lower classes are discouraged. 
However, the author simply disregards demographic issues. Indeed, China with the population of 
well over a billion would have difficulty providing for its citizens if the population growth had 
persisted, especially considering that eastern China is so densely populated and central China isn’t 
fit for living. 
Without pro-natalist policies, France would face depopulation, like Germany. Societies indeed 
suffer from depopulation because it causes a lot of demographic issues. Who is going to work and, 
thus, sustain a society (financing of health care system, which elderly people desperately need, 
included) when the number of elderly people constitutes more than a fourth of the population? 
What is the future of a society where the young constitute less than a fourth of the population? 
Japan is already facing such a dire situation. Without a working pro-natalist policy, estimates say 
Croatia will “lose” one million people in the next 20-50 years. The population of Croatia “loses” 
40 000 people, which is the size of a midsized Croatian town, every year. It is easy to look at 
natalist policies as evil from a country not facing such a dire situation, a country that has been 
made on immigration anyway, so immigration population policy is likely to continue sustaining the 

country. 

Battle of nursery is ensuring that children are brought up in culturally “appropriate” ways. This may 
involve regulation through religious dogma, legislation (by enforcing legislation regarding marriage, 
child custody, and property and citizenship inheritance, the state controls the reproduction of 
membership claims), social norms and coercion (good examples of Canada, the UK and Australia on 
page 46 of the article). 

Since women are expected to bring up children in heteropatriarchal conditions, they are assigned the 
responsibility for inculcating culturally appropriate beliefs (ironically, those beliefs are 
heteropatriarchal), behaviours and loyalties. 

Language is a codified meaning system. 

Denial of same-sex marriage prevents homosexuals to enjoy the privileges available to heterosexual 
couples, such as legal protections and welfare benefits. In regard to immigration and citizenship rights, 
this discrimination works across the borders. 
I’d like to point out here, that although the same-sex marriage is banned from Croatian constitution, 
homosexual couples can enter a “lifetime” partnership. The partnership enables same-sex couples to 
have every legal right (and welfare benefit) heterosexual couples have although adoption is still under 
debate. This makes a “lifetime partnership” a marriage with a different name. 

Zionism considered women to be embodiment of the home front. 
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Hindu nationals party justifies Hindu violence by pointing to the sexually predatory Muslim male and 
vulnerable Hindu woman, thus making the raped Hindu woman the symbol of the victimization of the 
entire Hindu community. 

→ saving women from the oppression of their “own” men 

The Saur Revolution (1978) in Afghanistan was committed to transforming patriarchal and tribal 
authority, but encountered especially fierce resistance in relation to improving the lives of women, 
who were denied even literacy. Although mujahidin forces fought among themselves, the men all 
agreed on the “question of women”. The very first order of the new government, in 1992, was that all 
women should wear veils. 

Women in Kuwait don’t have the right to vote. 

Female respectability and masculine decency were singled out off the identities and practices of 
colonizers to demonstrate “backwardness” of indigenous peoples. 

→ by assuming a position of sympathy with the unfree and oppressed womanhood of 
India, the colonial mind was able to transform this figure of the Indian woman into a 
sign of the inherently oppressive and unfree nature of the entire cultural tradition of a 
country   

In the Gulf War the “oppression” of Arab women (veiled, confined; not allowed to drive cars) was 
contrasted with the “independence” of American women (armed, at large, able to drive tanks), thus 
suggesting a “civilizing” tone to the war against Iraq. 
Why are the words oppression and independence in quotes? Quotes suggest Arab women aren’t 
really oppressed and American women aren’t really independent. Arab women would laugh aloud if 
an American woman told them she wasn’t independent. Despite the still patriarchal society of the 
US, women are very independent in the US compared with their status in many Arab states where 
the position of women can truly be described as “oppression”. The author backs this claim herself 
by saying that Arab women weren’t even allowed to drive in the Gulf War (still the case in Saudi 
Arabia, which was an ally of the West in the Gulf War…). 
The article was written 13 years ago. Seems the status of women in Western societies has made a 
big progress since then. In the past 13 years, many countries have had a female head of state (e.g. 
Germany, Finland, Australia, Croatia, Brazil). The current president of South Korea, a strongly 
patriarchal state, is a woman (Bak Geunhye). Men still remain the most numerous heads of state, 
but this clearly shows that women in Western societies, where they enjoy almost (depending from 
country to country) the same status as men, are truly independent compared with Arab women, 
who truly are oppressed. 

Throughout history, women participated in wars. The author states: working in underground 
movements, passing information and weapons, organizing their communities for military action, 
taking up arms themselves, and occasionally leading troops into battle. This sounds more like women 
involvement in recent wars, hardly throughout history. However, she also lists servicing roles (feeding, 
clothing and nursing combatants) which women have indeed done in wars throughout history. 
Participation of women in wars is further strengthened by the fact that wives have always been moral 
support to their husbands, a lot of whom were armymen. Moral support is even more significant 
during war time. 

Women and children (civilians actually) have become those most likely to lose lives in wars. Figures 
show a steady increase of civilian casualties since WWI (20% in WWI  50% in WWII  80% in the 
Vietnam War  up to 90% in current conflicts). 

Throughout history, and in most countries today, women and homosexuals have been excluded from 
military service. 



V. Spike Peterson: Sexing Political Identities / Nationalism as Heterosexism 

Heterosexism demonizes and even criminalizes none-productive sex. Demonizing none-productive 
heterosexual sex is very hypocritical, because rarely anyone has only productive sex, including those 
that advocate the “demonization”. 

Even though she acknowledges male parenting and care-giving “take many forms”, the author claims 
that men are encouraged nowhere to parent. Globally looking, men probably aren’t encouraged to 
parent in most of the world, but nowhere… hardly, especially in Western societies. Most men who 
have the option to engage in parenting indeed don’t engage in it fully. 

Expect of being situated differently than men, women are situated differently among themselves. 

Labour, or rather certain jobs, is gender divided (e.g. housekeepers, nannies, nurses…). 

Heterosexism isn’t the most visible aspect of political identities and their potential conflicts. 

I am going to quote the author now: Particularly chilling examples of decrying abortion as treason are 
quoted in Julie Mostov’s discussion of nationalism in the Balkans. She writes: 

Croatian President Franjo Tuđman blamed the tragedy of Croatian nation on “women, 
pornography and abortion”… 

This is the lie I mentioned before. Although Tuđman is often idealized in Croatia, he did have his 
vices (such as wanting to divide Bosnia). However, he definitely did not blame the “tragedy” of 
Croatian nation on women and abortion. Firstly, some of his close associates were women, one of 
whom, Jadranka Kosor, became Croatian Prime Minister a decade later. Secondly, he was proud of 
the rights women in Croatia had (and still have) (including the right to abort) and had no intention 
of reducing them. If indeed he thought of the abortion as such a “tragedy”, there wouldn’t be any 
discussions about illegalizing abortions in Croatia now because they would have been illegalized a 
long time ago since Tuđman was Alfa & Omega of Croatia in the nineties. I can’t be sure what 
stance regarding pornography the late President had. All I know is that his nephew’s (“Porno 
Tuđman”) porno film is quite popular on the Internet. 
Finally, labelling the “examples of decrying abortion as treason” as chilling is particularly 
concerning since at least one of the “chilling” examples is a lie. 

Regarding systematic rape in national conflicts, atrocities are associated with such conflicts. Rape is 
one of those atrocities. It is aimed towards an enemy. Although Muslims were the biggest victim of 
the war of Bosnia, making Muslim women indeed the biggest rape victims of Bosnian War; women of 
every ethnicity were raped by other ethnicities. 

The author argues about the of nation-as-woman metaphor (Motherland). She argues that 
“Motherland” represents woman’s body that is ever in danger of violation – by “foreign” males/sperm 
– from which she needs protection. In addition, there is the patriarchal metaphor [men (warriors) who 
can’t defend their woman/nation against rape (“violation by foreign sperm”) have lost their “claim” to 
that body, that land]. 
We all cry for our mothers, not fathers, in a time of need; despite our age, sex, sexual orientation, 
ideology and personal beliefs. Isn’t that why we associate our homeland with a mother, thus calling 
it MOTHERland1? 
In addition, homeland is often referred to as fatherland. (as Topelius referred to Finland in the 
Book of Our Country). 

→ rape becomes a metaphor of national or state humiliation (the rape of Kuwait) 

The author argues that since defenders of the Motherland are masculinized (men), woman is seen as 
man’s possession that needs protection and, thus, is valued as a means to achieve male-defined ends. 

                                                 
1 Besides, we can only be 100% (99%, actually because there’s always the possibility of giving a wrong baby to 
the mother) certain who our mother is (without a DNA test, of course). 
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She then describes the Motherland (woman) as a ship of state driven by a man. Although this 
description is a bit overexaggerated, it makes sense. 

Imagining the “beloved” country as a female child, lesbian, a prostitute or a post-menopausal wise 
woman generates quite “different” pictures. I must say that I’ve never thought what kind of a 
“woman” I imagine my motherland to be, but no, I can honestly say I’ve never imagined her as a 
prostitute. 

The author quotes Beverly Allen’s notes about Italian nationalism in which she says that gendering 
“terrorism” as male insures the gendering of the victim as female. 
I’m no linguist so I’m not going to argue in how many languages “terrorism” is masculine here, but I 
am sure that the word isn’t masculine in every language (in English for starters, “terrorism” is 
neutral, just like “land” and all the other nouns that don’t define gender). I do realize, though, that 
if we were to engage in language analyses, we would come to a lot of “conclusions” (e.g. that the 
English are very egoistic because of all the pronouns in English, only “I” is capitalized). 


