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The separation of sexuality from gender, suggested by Gayle Rubin in "Thinking Sex," had the potential to challenge the binary frames within which sexual practices, sexual object choices, sexual desires are collapsed with gender identities and anatomical sex. Prying open the causal and continuous relationship assumed in heterosexist, misogynist frames between gender and sexuality should help us see the surprising and diverse combinations of a range of aspects of social and psychic life; it should help both terms, gender and sexuality, move. However, some of our recent efforts to introduce desire into the definition of lesbianism and distance it from imperatives to identify with and as women have cast (feminine) gender as mere masquerade or as a constraint to be escaped, overridden, or left aside as the more radical work of queering the world proceeds. Such conceptions reproduce stereotypes of femininity and emotional bonds between women as quasi-natural, undifferentiated enmeshments that can only be shorn by way of identifications with (homosexual) men or with sexuality. Given the culture in which we live, it is no surprise that queer theorists, too, would repeat the age-old gesture of figuring lesbian desire in phallic terms in order to distinguish it from what then appears to be the fixed ground or maternal swamp of woman-identification. But making "lesbian" signify desire and difference between women too often leaves femininity's traditional association with attachment, enmeshment, and home intact, fails to reconceptualize homosocial relations among women, and damages feminist and queer projects. 

What troubles me is the defensive refusal on the part of queer theorists who have defined sexuality against gender to make the figure-ground relationship between sexuality and (feminine) gender mobile, fluid, or reversible so that new or different configurations of identification and desire, homosociality and homosexuality, reproductivity and productivity can emerge, so that lesbian desire might make a bigger difference to the symbolic and social arrangements into which it is now more insistently inserted. Casting sexuality as that which exceeds, transgresses, or supercedes gender aborts the very promise that the separation of gender and sexuality, feminist studies and lesbian/gay studies seemed to hold. It also indulges in the kind of liberationism that inevitably plagues projects that center sex and separate it out from other dimensions of social and psychic life. 

When I complain about the tendency to relegate not only femininity, but also feminism to the asexual realm of reproduction, as I do in my readings of Eve Sedgwick's anti-homophobic axioms,(1) I am not suggesting that every critic pay equal attention to every issue, nor do I mean that we should try to get everything out of the morass of the Real into the grasp of language and culture. That would assume that the Real, or everything that exceeds our grasp, could be symbolized, socialized, or rationalized. It would also falsely assume, as Luce Irigaray reminds us, that there is space for feminine difference to be something other than masculine or its negative image when it appears in the Symbolic. I am suggesting that we stop defining queerness as mobile and fluid in relation to what then gets construed as stagnant and ensnaring, and as associated with a maternal, anachronistic, and putatively puritanical feminism. Just as it is true that too many queer theorists have constructed feminism as a homogeneous field in need of the intervention of desire and conflict, it also true that too many feminists see queer theory and activism as disruptive of the potential solidarities and shared interests among women. Understanding the complexities of gender and sexuality and opening spaces for their reconfiguration requires that we introduce desire and conflict into the assumption of female proximity and immediacy, and that we acknowledge the vulnerabilities, identifications, and unmanageable bodies at the heart of queer sexualities. 

Queer uses of Foucault are responsible, in part, for an overly sociological and negative view of gender, identity, even interiority as traps and prisons.(2) Having accepted the claim that interiorities and core gender identities are effects of normalizing, disciplinary mechanisms, many queer theorists seem to think that gender identities are therefore only constraining, and can be overridden by the greater mobility of queer desires. Predictably enough, gender of the constraining sort gets coded implicitly, when not explicitly, as female while sexuality takes on the universality of man. Our subjection to dichotomizing gender norms is then considered to be at the heart of a disciplining, regulatory psyche. But we should remember that the internalization of gender and sexual norms, the shaping of bodily surfaces and boundaries as effects of social injunctions are not coterminous with the psyche or its tasks as a whole. 

Gender identity does often seem to organize or define the very processes through which it itself takes shape, thus, to constitute a ground. After all, the culture tends to arrange virtually every dimension of social and psychic life around sexual difference, as if our sex were the core and cause. To contest that construction of our sex as core and cause does not or should not negate the integration or coherence that a particular configuration of sexual difference, in its articulation with other aspects of social and psychic life, achieves and sustains in individuals over the course of time. Interactions between organisms and environments produce articulations of which our relation to sexual difference is a crucial piece, but not exclusive cause. 

Neither gender nor psychic life as a whole are states; they are open processes that gestalt in ways that remain consistent over time without becoming closed or completely insular. Gender operates then at many finely differentiated levels and ought not to be conceived as one solid kernel. In addition to the performative dimension of what comes to seem essential, or relatively stable and lasting, namely, the enfoldings of an outside that become embodied as they become psyche, there are also unconscious gender-performative aspects of our defenses and resistances as well as of our pleasures. There is the most literal kind of performative expression of gender, a volitional dramatization in the service, say, of seduction. And there is the Real of sexual difference that has no fixed content, but which operates as a drag on the wish to have or be everything, as well as on illusions of mastery, knowledge, and control. It exerts its own pressures, always in some relation to what the organism-psyche is in the process of integrating and abjecting. Unmasking gender performativity, on however deep a level, does not do away with gender or even gender identity. It has the potential, however, of making "gender" less controlling, but only if we abandon the simplistic assumption that it has a completely imperial grasp on the psyche in the first place. Queer deconstructions of gender, in other words, cannot do all the earth-shattering work they seem to promise, because gender identity is not the whole of psychic life. Still, that is not to say those deconstructions are therefore insignificant. 

What we come to experience as our relation to sexual difference, our most deeply felt sense of gender is, in part, the consequence of reducing a complex set of articulations to a false unity under the sign of sex. This, it seems to me, was one of Foucault's more important points. The goal, then, should not be to do away with gender, as if that were possible, or to leave it intact as though it were a state, or to override or contradict it with our more mobile desires. We might rather value it as an aspect of the uniqueness of personalities without letting it bind and control qualities, experiences, behaviors that the culture divides up rigidly between two supposedly different sexes.(3) Queer or perverse desires do not seem very transformative if the claims made in their name rely on conceptions of gender and psychic life as either so fluid as to be irrelevant or so fixed and punitive that they have to be escaped. 

At the most fundamental level, where the organism's central dilemma of attachment to self and other begins, sexual difference plays a belated or secondary role, and its definition as ground may, as Elisabeth Bronfen and Carol Maxwell Miller suggest, operate as a defense against basic terrors of abandonment and suffocation. In Over Her Dead Body, Bronfen suggests that reducing femininity to masculinity's other, on the one hand, and/or to a pre- and unarticulable outside, on the other, may be one of the primary ways that we all defend against those primal struggles to survive. I am interested in how lesbianism comes to operate as such a defense, in work deemed to represent it positively and in explicitly homophobic work as well. I will return to this discussion of gender, sexual difference, and psychic life, but first, I want to use two texts from turn-of-the-century Germany to demonstrate that our current bind has a long history and to make the case for more finely differentiated notions of how gender and sexuality operate. 

"What Interest Does the Women's Movement Have in the Homosexual Question?" Openly homosexual Anna Rueling delivered a speech on this question at the annual conference of the Scientific Humanitarian Committee on October 8, 1904, at a time when a relationship between the two movements was yet to be articulated.(4) In that speech, Rueling characterizes the women's movement as a product of civilization that has finally allowed women to take back "the ancient human right that was taken from her by raw force" (93). That characterization displays popular nineteenth-century views of the progress of civilization from the use of brutal force to more mediated forms of governance. Rueling views the homosexual question, on the other hand, as a question of the natural rights that accrue to an innate condition, not in terms of the historical achievement of a requisite level of human civilization; for her, as for the founder of the Scientific Humanitarian Committee, Magnus Hirschfeld, homosexuality was a fact of nature, but also a bridge, "the natural and obvious link between men and women" (83). In this sense, homosexuality was both an effect of civilization and its future realization or demise, and a throwback to an earlier period, since a lack of differentiation between the sexes was considered characteristic of more primitive societies. I would suggest that the notion of a "third sex," distinct from either the first or second, and individualized into a form with its own laws, saved this form of homosexuality from appearing to fall back or regress. Advocates for the third sex emphasized the "civilized" qualities of its members. 

Rueling points immediately to the invisibility of female homosexuals, which she attributes to women's absence or exclusion from the criminal code that makes male homosexuality a punishable offense. She sets out to make female homosexuality articulate within the terms of social life, claiming along the way that homosexual women are crucial to the entire social structure, despite their invisibility. And she tips her hat to the group to which she is speaking, asserting that the only homosexual group that acknowledges women's importance and puts them on an equal footing with homosexual men is Magnus Hirschfeld's Scientific Humanitarian Committee. She was right, of course, to distinguish Hirschfeld's organization from other groups, such as Benedict Friedlander's "Community of the Special," a group of men that propagated the superior value of manliness and denigrated women. Still, there would be problems for "femininity" within the third sex. In the efforts to bridge the gap between the women's movement and the homosexual question, homosexual women will be defined as more masculine and valued, even as they are stigmatized, for manly qualities. Still, it was virtually impossible in 1904 to make female homosexuality articulate as sexual without the supplement of masculinity as the means of refusing the association of women with the constraints of the private, familial sphere. 

Rueling links the feminist struggle for women's independence and equality to homosexual women's need for education and jobs, making homosexual women the privileged figure of women's independence. The common fight against moralism and its studied ignorance of scientific reason is what unites the movements. For Rueling, as for many others, homosexuality and feminism constituted two crucial sites for the battle over the limits of state control, the reach of criminal law, and the rights to privacy. But the desperate association of homosexuality with science and enlightenment over against moral sentiment and irrational needs represents a paradoxical wish. The move from obscurity out into the light of scientific scrutiny and scientific fact also risks dissolving the very distinctness of homosexuality and its function as the secret key to sexual enlightenment. The dangers of science and education emerge, indeed, when Rueling contributes to the rhetoric of discipline and the good of the nation and its health, an hygienic discourse that helps her decide what institutions homosexuals are actually fit to enter. 

In response to anyone who might worry about unmarried homosexual women adding to the number of spinsters, Rueling assures her audience that homosexual women display "none of the ridiculed characteristics attributed to the average single heterosexual woman." "This proves," she continues, "that sensible and moderate satisfaction of the sex drive also keeps women full of life, fresh and active, while absolute sexual abstinence easily causes those unpleasant qualities we find in the spinster, such as meanness, hysteria, irritability, etc." (88). I suppose at one level we could read this passage as refreshingly pro-sex, given the period in which it was written. Even here, however, we see the regulatory rhetorics of health and deviance at work, in the effort to circumscribe what sensible and moderate satisfactions of the sexual drive might be. The meanness and irritability of the spinster may actually be more suggestive of desire than the sensible and moderate satisfactions of homosexual women. At any rate, given the mean-spiritedness of the passage, we would have to wonder whether sex really cures the propensity to meanness in homosexual women. 

Rueling enjoins leaders of the Women's Movement to educate the public about the existence of homosexuality and help fight the contempt and open scorn to which homosexuals are subject. She berates feminists for failing to acknowledge the homosexuality of its members and its leaders. "Considering the contributions made to the women's movement by homosexual women for decades, it is amazing that the large and influential organizations of the movement have never lifted a finger to improve the civil rights and social standing of their numerous Uranian members" (91).(5) She threatens a kind of outing when she suggests that many, if not most of the leaders of the women's movement are homosexual women. She could name them, if she were so inclined, but she also teases her readers by pointing out that she should not have to, because only the blindest could fail to recognize them for what they are. 

Rueling distinguishes between a merely psychological and an absolute homosexuality. Psychological homosexuals have masculine characteristics but that masculinity does not generate sexual desire for women. Absolute homosexuality includes a masculine psyche and homosexual desire. Masculinity of the psyche, accompanied or not by sexual desire, makes homosexual women different from normal women, who are more prone to hysteria and whose emotionality clouds their thinking and reasoning abilities. Homosexual (read: masculine) women are "like the average man, more objective, energetic, and goal oriented than the feminine woman." Rueling hastens to add that "the homosexual woman does not imitate man, she is inherently similar to him" (85). 

Rueling's mapping of sex and sexuality hints at the influence of the notoriously misogynist, homophobic, and anti-Semitic Otto Weininger, whose theories of innate bisexuality helped him make a case for the superiority of a specifically Christian masculinity and, hence, manly Aryan men. Weininger's wacky, eventually popular claims challenged the highly touted division of the sexes as mere ideals that obscured the fluidity of sex characteristics within and across bodies. But Weininger put the brakes on that fluidity in time to distinguish men from women. Anatomical males and females might have varying degrees of masculinity and femininity within them, but men were still superior to women, regardless of the relative proportions. In the chapter of Sex and Character devoted to women's emancipation, Weininger suggests that the masculinity in women desires independence, while feminism's most formidable enemies are the women within women. Weininger acknowledges the achievements of great women through history, citing the most famous by name and calling them homosexual. Still, he hastens to add that the most feminine man is superior to the most masculine woman, and he reserves particular contempt for effeminate men, normal women, and Jews, who were equivalent to women in his scheme. 

Rueling follows Weininger in his high valuation of homosexual women's greater masculinity, their objectivity, capacity to reason, dedication to work, and transcendence of normal women's emotionality. She cites Weininger directly in order to disagree with his claim that all the most accomplished women in history have been homosexuals. She even engages in debates over the putative homosexuality of specific women named by Weininger. Despite her own propensity to overvalue masculinity in women, Rueling claims to believe that "women in general are equal to men." In the sentence that follows, however, Rueling makes homosexual women more equal. "I am convinced," she writes, "that the homosexual woman is particularly capable of playing a leading role in the international women's rights movement for equality" (91). In the end, it seems that education for Rueling functions primarily to separate the girls from the homosexuals. 

The more equal status of homosexual women emerges again when she tries to alleviate the worry among men that women's emancipation means competition with men for jobs. "The combination of masculine and feminine characteristics varies so much from one person to another," she writes, "that all children, whether masculine or feminine, should be educated for independence in the name of simple justice" (89). Though all women should be educated and prepared for meaningful work, most women, according to Rueling, will continue to choose motherhood as their vocation. Normal women will inevitably choose what comes naturally to them. Manly men will still be better suited for certain forms of physical labor, women for more traditionally women's work, and both men and women will be capable of performing those tasks that require neither manly men nor feminine women. Even in the university, where men display the deepest fears of competition with women, male academics exaggerate the problem. "Homosexual women are well suited for sciences and scholarship," she says, "because they have those qualities lacking in feminine women: greater objectivity, energy, and perseverence" (90), and heterosexual women may also become doctors and scientists, but most normal women will prefer marriage and family. And, apparently, Rueling sees little chance that the number of homosexual women will pose a serious threat to male positions. 

Rueling ends by linking homosexuality and prostitution, which was one of the privileged sites of regulatory concern and feminist reform efforts in Germany. "In a certain sense," she argues, "the struggle of the homosexual woman for social acceptance is also a struggle against prostitution" (93). Rueling backs up her claim by estimating that as many as twenty percent of all prostitutes are homosexual women whose heterosexual prostitution represents nothing more than income and whose private lives are organized around their homosexuality. If women in general, and homosexual women in particular, had more options, prostitution could be diminished, according to Rueling. The diminishing of prostitution leads Rueling to her concluding remarks, filled with metaphors of light, hope for the future, and the ends of false morality and darkness. But prostitution remains a drag on this way out of the darkness. Just before concluding her speech, Rueling admits that reforms might diminish prostitution, but could never eliminate it, implying unwittingly that the project of enlightenment itself requires an obscurity in relation to which it can do its scrutinizing, gazing, and disciplining work. 

Let me highlight what I take to be some of the strategic but ultimately problematic gestures in Rueling's speech, with particular attention to the problems that seem to anticipate current debates. First, a particular sexual identity, female homosexuality, is linked to autonomy and distinguished from the dependencies and enmeshments of the average woman. It is the phallic supplement to their "womanness" that makes female homosexuals more equal than other women and more free of particularity. Or, to put it more accurately, to make them distinct from the particularities, insularities, and quasi-natural wishes of average women Rueling represents them in phallic terms. Second, active sexual desire, independence, and uniqueness are associated with greater intelligence, increased self-awareness, and greater freedom from the constraints of a feminized psyche. Masculinity is the ingredient that makes the difference and blinds Rueling to her own unconscious complicity with the disciplining effects of enlightened sociality. Third, mobility becomes possible and visible in the form of an escape from reproduction, families, households, and private lives, with the consequence that sexual, economic, and political autonomy get defined in non-relational terms. Fourth, the category of normal women who will always want to marry and stay at home remains as crucial to homosexual women and their sense of mobility as it does to men. Those undifferentiated, privatized, maternal keepers of hearth and home remain a drag on what might otherwise mean complete rootlessness, rationalization, and societalization, not to mention the dissolution of sexual difference in a public world of abstract individualism and economic competition. Fifth, work is distinguished from what most normal women do in a way that becomes the defining feature and, perhaps, the primary defense of homosexual women. In Rueling, as in other feminist works of the period, this capacity and desire to work is associated with a freedom from particular attachments and family that ultimately serves the nation and its health. Finally, all these assumptions about the relationships among sexuality, intelligence, and modernity participate, even if unwittingly, in a colonial discourse that equates civilization with reason, autonomy, manliness, and clear differentiations between the sexes over against less individualized, less intelligent women, children, and lower races. 

Aimee Duc's 1901 novel, Are They Women? (Sind es Frauen?), reproduces many of these gestures in a more entertaining form.(6) The novel introduces us to a group of women who identify themselves in the newly available terms of the third sex, terms they attribute to Richard von Krafft-Ebing and his Psychopathia Sexualis. Though narrated in the third person, the novel is written about and from the perspective of a main character, Minotschka Fernandoff, a student of literature and philosophy who is described as half Russian and half French. We are introduced to Minotschka and to her circle of friends at the point at which they are studying in Genf, Switzerland. From about 1870, Zurich, in particular, but Switzerland, more generally, was associated for many women (and many anti-feminists) with women's wish for education and autonomy. The experience of student life in Switzerland, where women had access to university study before they did elsewhere, is often represented as only a temporary phase in the biographies of women who lived and studied there. In her study of lesbianism in Austria at the turn of the century, Hanna Hacker exposes the extent to which "the student years" then became a code that referred to the biographical experience of social life and learning with like-minded women. 

The group to which we are introduced in Duc's novel is emphatically cosmopolitan, or, in other words, European since the novel's few allusions to the exoticism and foreignness of the Orient and Australia make it completely evident what the limits of that specifically European modern cosmopolitanism were. The group includes Minotschka's lover, Marta, a Polish countess, who is independently wealthy and studies music for the fun of it; and a Russian physician, Dr. Tatjana Kassberg, who is described as a cynical, somewhat false, and unpopular woman, and is assumed by the entire group to be a nihilist. Her mysterious connections with Russians who have been deported from Switzerland anticipates her own necessary flight out of Genf to avoid arrest for running a secret press in the service of Russian nihilist groups. Frau Annie is a married woman who remains married for the sake of children, and who often feels uncomfortable in the group's discussions of marriage and men. Pierette is described as a second-rate Swiss actress; Zeline Ardy is a Viennese medical student; and her partner, Berta Cohn, is a Jew from Prague who is only seventeen or eighteen years old, but said to be taller, stronger, and apparently smarter than the rest of them. Two uninteresting Germans and a French woman who speaks no German round out the group. 

Other than their national heritage, we learn nothing about the family backgrounds of these women; indeed, they are cast as happily orphaned and at home in any major city with a significant number of women like themselves. The novel seems to be structured by a shift from this initial celebration of cosmopolitan rootlessness and alternative affiliations to what becomes an ultimately melancholic longing for attachments that recapitulate identifications with home, family, and nation. I am going to suggest, however, that apparent shift opens up the possibility of rethinking the relations between the more public world of knowledge and commerce and the supposedly private and constraining world of home, family, and love. 

Minotschka Fernandoff is described in terms that echo those characteristics that Krafft-Ebing and a range of other sexologists highlight as typical of contrary female sexual types.(7) The novel opens with Minotschka's exit from a lecture hall at the university. In terms that immediately set her apart from her fellow students, she leaves the university building before the great mass of students, hurries down the steps and onto the streets of Genf where she attracts the attention of passers-by, to whose looks Minotschka seems oblivious. That form of oblivion to the gaze of others protects Minotschka and displays her refusal to shy away from the stigma she knows is attached to her. 

In the two paragraphs that describe Minotschka's external appearance, we get a range of Krafft-Ebing's favored symptoms of contrary sexual types: Minotschka combines a mannish gait with an underlying feminine coquettishness and her boyish, youthful, energetic movements give her unconsciously feminine coquettishness a unique quality. She is wearing a simple black dress, a tie, and a straw hat; she carries a walking stick, which Krafft-Ebing lists along with umbrellas and other self-evidently phallic objects typically carried by women who constitute the third sex. It is the walking stick that attracts the attention of the people in the streets who, we are told, fail to notice the limp that makes the stick necessary, and instead impute dark, ugly motives to Minotschka's insistence on carrying such an object. Minotschka requires the walking stick in order to climb the steep streets of Genf because she suffers from a nervous weakness in her left ankle. This attribution to her of nervous weakness coheres with various nineteenth-century constructions of homosexuality but is less interesting than the attribution to her of a psychic wound for which the phallic stick compensates and which only the complement of a feminine woman can ultimately heal or cover up. And this novel makes room for the most feminine of women in the category of the third sex, even as it seems to valorize manliness and to turn the feminine woman into Minotschka's walking stick. In the process, however, it may also expose manliness in men and in women as a defense, rather than a state of interiority. 

At one level, the plot of this "Trivialroman" is simple and true to cheap romances. Girl falls in love with girl, girl loses girl, girl finds girl again and they live happily ever after. If I were to put it in more modern terms, the plot would sound a little more complicated and a lot campier: manly young woman, henceforth, butch, falls in love with feminine homosexual woman, or femme; that "falling" is masked by the butch's dedication to work, politics, and the deflection of emotion. Butch loses femme to a man; butch falls apart and gives up her work to return to mother(land); butch and femme meet again by chance over the dead body of the femme's husband in a Paris cemetery; butch uses her wounds but also her pride to force the femme to explain, defend, and justify herself, then plead for the reconciliation that the butch knows will heal her own pain. Or, we could read it another way. Feminine woman falls in love with Mannweib, masks that falling with various forms of caretaking that expose the only apparently stronger butch's wound. Femme abandons butch for wounded father figure, then emerges again over the husband's dead body. Femme lets the hutch think that the butch has the power to decide to reconcile, instead of exposing the femme-mommie, hutch-baby dynamic that is really at work. Butch is granted the role of tyrant by a supposedly contrite, obedient femme who leads the butch by the hand into the sunset. 

Now, let me offer a slightly more detailed version of the plot, such as it is. We learn from a number of broad hints and explicit assertions early on that Minotschka and the Countess Marta are a couple. Marta is called away from Genf to tend to her sick father. While she is gone Mintoschka is tempted by another feminine woman, the actress Pierette, who begs Minotschka to take her along to Munich, where Minotschka has plans to pursue her studies. Minotschka has a hostile encounter during this period with a certain Dr. Laura who comes to Genf to propose marriage to her for the second time, only to find himself barraged by feminist diatribes about his disgraceful views of women. When the countess returns from her father's sickbed, the two women spend an idyllic vacation together that ultimately makes them restless about neglecting their work. Work, we are told, staves off the hysterias and romantic longings that plague normal women. When Marta's father dies suddenly, the countess leaves Genf again without knowing when she will be able to return. In the meantime, Minotschka moves with her Russian friend Boris and Pierette to Munich. The move to Munich occurs sooner than planned because the university has been interrupted by the explosion of a set of scandals. One of the members of the third sex group, Dr. Kassberg, has been forced to flee Switzerland for illegal political activities in support of nihilists in Russia. 

In Munich, Minotschka works, attends the gatherings of the third sex group, joins a group of avowed third-sex bikers (bicyclers), and works some more. After a period of only sporadic and lackluster correspondence from Marta, Minotschka receives the letter that brings her world crashing down around her. The Countess writes that she has married an officer she met while on a rest cure on the North Sea. In response to this news, Minotschka suffers a prolonged, severe breakdown. For four weeks she locks herself in her apartment and refuses all visitors. Her landlady excuses her distance from her friends by telling them she is working on a book and cannot be disturbed. When she finally emerges, she attends one of the third sex gatherings in order to make Marta's exclusion from the group official. 

For the next two years, she ceases to participate in any social life, watches as the circle of homosexual women disperses to all parts of the Eurocentric globe, returning "home" out of necessity or choice. Minotschka prepares for the job she has been offered as head of an Australian school, but her despair remains too great to allow her to pursue her professional goals. She buries herself in fantasies or memories of "Heimat," the homeland which she associates with the mother, her mother country, mother tongue, France. Eventually, she refuses her position in Sydney and travels to Paris where she hopes to fight off what she now considers to have been the arrogance of her student years and to begin a new life. Apparently, she hopes to make her student years a mere stage to be outgrown. Minotschka resists her memories of the countess by immersing herself in the past, in home, in familiar bread, familiar food, familiar wine. But her longings return and interrupt her good intentions. On a walk through a Paris cemetery, where she seeks peace and quiet, Minotschka just happens to come upon a woman in mourning clothes whose sexiness and appeal remind her of Marta. Lo and behold, it turns out to be Marta, who is visiting the grave of her dead husband and who recognizes and embraces Minotschka. After pleading for forgiveness, Marta convinces Minotschka to make a life with her, half a year every year in Warsaw and the other half in Paris, their respective parental homes. They go off into the sunlight arm and arm and we presume they live happily ever after. 

It is easy to see why this novel has been hailed as one of the first "positive" representations of lesbian love. That is how it was advertised by the Amazon Press when it was reissued in 1976 and by scholars of turn-of-the-century homosexual literature.(8) After all, not a single one of the women dies or commits suicide and the homosexual couple ends up together in the end. Readers have celebrated not only this happy romance plot, but also the book's feminist politics. The love story I have just recounted takes up remarkably little space in this short novel which is more fully devoted to the representation of political discussions among the women, as well as to their political debates with unwitting men. (We neither meet nor hear from a single "normal woman.") At one level, it is a deeply conservative novel, one that appears to renege on its early dedication to an educated, politically aware elite community of women. But I prefer to read it as a reminder to Minotschka and then to us of how braided the only apparently distinct worlds of average women and extraordinary homosexuals are. 

For now, I want to dwell on a series of those political discussions and diatribe s that offer what for me has always been an amusing view of what the feminist politics of these homosexual women were, and I will in turn relate those politics to other definitions of female homosexuality. Two discussions dominate the first gathering described in the novel. Shortly after the women arrive at Minotschka's apartment, they are engaged by their host in a heated discussion of a former member of the group who is now married to a man.(9) In response to their host's pedantic diatribe, other women work to re-establish the boundaries around what they wish were the non-contradictory category of the "third sex" by supposing that this particular woman had never really been one of them, that her claims to have been part of the third sex were fraudulent, and that she was actually a woman all along. The difficulty sustaining the neat division between real and unreal members of the third sex, between the inside and outside of the category, emerges when one of the women reminds Minotschka, the most vociferous critic of this woman's fraudulence, that she herself had once been married to a man. In response to this reminder, Minotschka can manage only the ultimately weak assertion that her earlier marriage "was different." Duc's novel is filled with conversations in which Minotschka and her circle of friends expend considerable effort keeping the category of women, that is, the second sex distinct from themselves. Those boundary concerns are characteristic of other writings on female homosexuality at the time. Duc's novel takes a slightly different tack than Rueling's speech, making feminine women homosexual, but representing them as lacking, as waiting for "the human being" in them to be saved. 

Minotschka and friends spend the second half of the evening lamenting the systematic suppression of evidence of the existence of a third sex, and Minotschka attacks her friends who study medicine for failing to focus their research and writing on its existence. Dr. Kassberg, the only woman who ever seems to contest Minotschka's pedantry in any serious way, challenges her host to offer evidence for the existence of a third sex with its own laws. She wonders instead whether such women as themselves are merely exceptions, anomalies whose "extraordinary intelligence has lulled their sexuality to sleep or even killed it off" (17). Minotschka rejects the doctor's view without making explicit their at least slight disagreement over the relationship between sexuality and intelligence. The intensity of Minotschka's impassioned speechifying suggests, when her relationship with Marta may not, that sexuality might have been sublimated, even repressed, but not killed off. 

Minotschka then claims that if medical scientists were to inform the public about what they know, the woman question would not only take a different turn, it would no longer be a woman's question at all, but a question of the third sex. In the first of many such gestures, Minotschka takes the lead in separating the category of normal women from the category of women who belong to the third sex and want, therefore, to be emancipated. Such views are consistent with other contemporary efforts, anti-feminist as well as feminist, to confine the desire for emancipation to members of the third sex, to homosexual women. In her speech Rueling more radically phallicizes the desire for emancipation and female homosexuality, but does not obscure the emancipatory concerns of heterosexual women as thoroughly as does Minotschka's equation of feminism with female homosexuality. 

Minotschka's girlfriend, Marta, the Polish Countess, sustains the evening discussion at her lover's home by lamenting how little they do to make the existence of a third sex public, with the consequence that women commit themselves to marriages that make them and their husbands miserable. Distinguishing third sex women from real women, the countess speaks of her frustration over the requirements of feminine masquerade, the injunction to act or perform like normal women which is a painful struggle for them. Other than the attention Minotschka attracts in the streets, the women never cause any suspicion (of deviance) among the people they encounter in the world of bars, concerts, and universities. Their difference makes its appearance in their own insistent verbal attempts to define their uniqueness. 

In an affect-laden bit of sarcasm, Minotschka points to the sorry state of heterosexual marriage, those "unhealthy relationships on which the foundation of the state is supposed to rest" (22). And Dr. Kassberg concurs, adding that hysteria is caused by "the false sexual life imposed on unsensual normal women and on members of the third sex in marriage" (23). She speaks more than once of the brutalities of the marital bedroom and makes a plea, along with her colleagues, for women's education and preparation for work. All the women emphasize how offensive it is to be forced into marriages that offend their sense of aesthetics, but their eugenicist interests in the health of marriage and the nation do not emerge as explicitly as they do in Rueling's speech with its disciplinary and hygienic gestures. 

The conversation among Minotschka and friends shifts to love, to the incredibly irrational, self-destructive things women do for love. Minotschka argues that love is always more or less about sex and leads to irrationalities for that reason. Because well-developed minds and intelligence stand in inverse proportion to more vulgar or brutal sexual instincts, she suggests that "the more intelligent person will necessarily always love more happily." "A person who puts a lot of energy and intensity into intellectual life has no time to think so much about the satisfactions of love," she waxes with great confidence (24). Minotschka's conclusions can be paraphrased in the following terms. Love is a preoccupation of women with lesser intelligence who lack the most important ingredients of happiness, namely, work, and the development of their minds. People of greater intelligence and with purposeful lives love more happily, because they are less given to the deleterious effects of excessive fantasy and imagination. Minotschka's own susceptibility to love's unhappinesses becomes painfully obvious only after we have been treated to a number of these protests distancing her from the unhappinesses and hysterias of the average woman. 

This lengthy discussion takes up twenty-seven pages of a ninety-five-page novel. And, then, we are treated to another lengthy example of Minotschka's pedantic, if articulate, outbursts during the visit of a certain Dr. Laum, a male acquaintance who has announced his intention to propose to her for a second time. Unable to avoid seeing him, Minotschka invites her friends Frau Annie and Boris to join her for the encounter. Boris is a medical student who wisely keeps the true nature of his affections for Minotschka concealed. The minute Dr. Laum has made himself at home, Minotschka offers him sherry and proposes the following toast: "So, Dr. Laum, let's toast on the occasion of this first reunion, to my future - that it should bring me happiness! And to my remaining happy in my independent life, just as I am now" (31-32). The good doctor displays some embarrassment at this all too obvious refusal of his unarticulated marriage proposal, and responds by saying he will toast to her happiness, but not in its current form, rather to her happiness "at the side of a beloved man." As the narrator assures us, Dr. Laum could not have made a bigger mistake. "Nothing infuriated Minotschka, that strong independent nature more than the eternal reference to men as Happiness-Attributes" (32). 

Just when the conversation seems to be taking a less problematic turn, Dr. Laum makes the mistake of reporting that his sister has studied music only as a way of passing time until she is married, and though she is already twenty-five years old, he hopes that something will soon work out. This inspires another set of angry speeches from Minotschka about the disgrace involved in thinking of women's education as mere preparation for marriage, for the manhunt, as she calls it. Dr. Laum, who is completely out of his league, suggests that all women should marry and want to marry. Frau Annie decides to respond to this indignity, explaining to Dr. Laum that not all women want to marry and some most definitely should not. "We are all human beings, and only then sexual beings. All sexual beings are certainly humans, but not all human beings are sexual beings," she says (34). Dr. Laum finds this argument confusing and asks whether they understand the burden placed on families and the state by women who remain spinsters forever. This opens the way for another moment of pedantry from Minotschka about the importance of women's work and women's education. Suddenly Dr. Laum goes on the offensive and argues that only emancipated women oppose marriage and want education. "We shouldn't give in to them," he allows, "because in its truest form women's emancipation is the negation of marriage. Unfeminine women are a monstrosity for everyone" (35-36). In one of her more subtle rejoinders, Minotschka concedes Dr. Laum's point, only to give his definition of femininity a new twist. "What is the concept 'femininity,'" she asks with her usual rhetorical flourish, "but a wish dictated and enforced by men who want to shape the woman according to their own tastes." She holds forth again, that the women who are made in the image of man are actually the "unfeminine" ones. "The truly 'feminine' ones," she claims, "would be those who hold their own individuality completely for themselves, and who constitute a particular species, psychically and physically" (36). In a rare allusion to motherhood, Minotschka allows that woman as mother is feminine by definition and apparently constitutes a category separate from truly feminine women and unfeminine ones as well. 

How, asks the doggedly confused Dr. Laum, does one discover femininity then? To this Minotschka offers one of her few potentially off-color responses when she suggests that she "has [her] ways." But she goes on to explain the importance again of education for all women, so that they can make informed choices about what they want to do with their lives. As always, Minotschka and Frau Annie assure Dr. Laum that most women will still prefer marriage and family over career, but Dr. Laum cannot be comforted about the problem of competition between men and women, about the reduction of the relations between the sexes to that. Minotschka's hard edge allows her to be positively joyful about the survival of the fittest, a survival and triumph that have nothing to do with physical strength, according to our lovable pedant, but everything to do with intelligence. "Sex makes no difference," she claims, "and in the end hard work and competence will be decisive" (38). In a final desperate attempt to win a point, Dr. Laum warns against the dissolution of households and the end of domesticity. "The word 'Hausfrau' will eventually be completely devalued" (40), he argues. Frau Annie applauds the very trend that Dr. Laum fears. She suggests that social life has already moved out of the home and into public places, and she offers a wonderful description of how much better it is for women to have holiday dinners at restaurants or inns rather than at home, where they are also served rather than being exhausted from waiting on men and children. This move out away from home, then, is inevitable and positive. Dr. Laum worries that "the domestic hearth will become more and more monotonous, boring, and empty." Yes it will, responds Minotscka, "because even now it cannot compete with what is available outside the home" (41). 

The autonomy of these women haunts the heterosexual male characters in the novel who fear that the rationalization of the domestic will destabilize not only gender relations, but the social contract and the nation as a whole. Their relation to the women who identify as members of the third sex could be characterized as fetishistic; they actively seek discussion and debate with these women only to disavow the difference, in particular the specifically sexual difference, that these women represent. But, of course, Minotschka's relation to femininity, vulnerability, and attachments other than intellectual ones is also characterized by disavowal. Despite her often brilliant exposes of men's tendency to eroticize women's obscurity, she replicates that very dynamic as she projects onto normal women those psychological weaknesses from which she imagines herself to be free. In the end, love and unconscious identifications prove to be as powerful in determining Minotschka's fate as are her professional ambitions or her identification with the category of the third sex. 

The novel, written about Minotschka Fernandoff, also seems to have enough distance from her perspectives on herself to allow for an ironic reversal in the end. The characters around her operate as a kind of chorus for her diatribes about the status of women, the deplorable state of marriage, and scientists' shameful disavowals of what they know, namely the existence in nature of a third sex. The minor characters have little life of their own and the arrangement of these figures around the lead has a number of effects. First, their lack of individuality seems to support Minotschka's claims to independence and self-sufficiency, which, in turn, depend for their intelligibility on a dependent, feminine chorus. Second, in the process through which Minotschka is distinguished not only from so-called normal women, but also from the women in her group, the more mannish woman that she is becomes the ideal or at least most prominent type of third sexer, making cross-gender identification and homosexual object choice cohere, and autonomy a decidedly, or at least, apparently, masculine preserve. The consequence of her prominence as ideal type is that the more feminine women ultimately become marginal, even suspect by virtue of their apparent ability to pass more easily into a heterosexual role, this in spite of those very women's disclaimers. The feminine women become visible primarily as objects of Minotschka's desire, introducing conventional gender differences into a category that has often been characterized only in the terms of cross-gender identifications. 

This recognition and representation of differences between and among homosexual women distinguishes the novel from the prejudices of the sexologists for whom feminine homosexual women could not be real homosexuals. In Are They Women? the category of feminine homosexual women causes trouble but is not uniformly dismissed as inauthentic. Still, in her relationships with the actress Pierette, for example, Minotschka demonstrates how the assumption of the masculine position is linked to an intolerance of what feminine women, even feminine homosexuals, supposedly lack. When Pierette begs Minotschka to take her along to Munich, she begins with a series of apologies and hesitations that provoke Minotschka to command her to get on with it and forget all the introductions. The narrator informs us, as if we didn't know by now, that Minotschka could be brutal in response to indecisive, hesitant women. "She hated everything that lacked energy or force" (46). The dashes that punctuate the rest of Pierette's efforts to convince Minotschka to take her with her to Germany make the feminine homosexual woman's timidity even more evident. Minotschka's sense of superiority is displayed not only in her position as caretaker, perhaps as maternal caretaker, but also in her tone. When Pierette breaks into tears, Minotschka refers to her as a "little goose" in a tone described as deeper and darker than usual. She comforts Pierette with the words, "you nutty, dumb little thing" and along the way, agrees to take Pierette along with her to Munich, but not without educating the actress in the value of independence, making her promise that she will learn German in the meantime. "I just want to save and sustain the human being in you," Minotschka says, "that is our obligation" (48). But Minotschka's sense of obligation to the human being in Pierette becomes Pierette's experience of passion, in passages that associate Minotschka with autonomy, work, and political commitment and Pierette with timidity, irrational frivolity, dependence, and love. Pierette will become independent, but not masculine, and Minotschka will fall apart without becoming a femme. 

Minotschka's mannish independence (or defense) suffers an enormous blow when her lover leaves her for a man, exposing not only the vulnerability at the heart of Minotschka's defenses, but also the fragility of the boundaries around the category of the third sex and the always ambiguous status of the feminine homosexual woman. The loss of the loved object creates a crisis in Minotschka that exposes her genuine desire for the Countess, but also her vulnerability to love's unhappinesses. Her response takes the form of a melancholic longing for home, specifically for the mother's home, for France, the mother tongue, and for what she describes as the smells, the sounds, the sights, and associations of childhood. This return to Paris does not represent a return to actual family or friends, but to a fantasmatic identification with what has been lost or disavowed in the effort to define female homosexuality against female afflictions. 

Suddenly, it is as if Minotschka's political and intellectual ideals had only temporarily defended against a wound or loss that structures not only her relation to gender and sexuality, but also to nation and home. And what is lost is not only the loved object, but faith in the stability of the boundaries between the second and third sexes, between homosexuality and heterosexuality, faith also in the possibility of sustaining alternative forms of attachment and affiliation in opposition to those deemed more primary. 

Whereas the movement between cities, countries, and languages was once the condition of her freedom, but also apparently of her identity, it is now experienced as symptomatic of confusion, detachment, and loss. A positive, mobile, denaturalization of gender and national identity becomes a negative, melancholic homelessness. The structures of melancholy that differentiate the two women from one another - Minotschka's loss of the mother, Marta's of the father - also motivate their erotic relation to one another and their plan to live half a year on Marta's father's estate in Poland and the other half in Minotschka's mother's country of origin, France. On the face of it, this fantasy relationship conceived in a cemetery prevents the women's return home from being reduced to heterosexual normalcy, even if their agreement to be tyrant and obedient wife to each other recapitulates primary attachments to lost parental objects and is a profoundly melancholic reproduction. 

But there are other sources of loss and melancholy, the loss, for instance, of the community of homosexual women that supported Minotschka's political, emotional, and intellectual certainties. The novel indeed demonstrates the absence of social, institutional, and discursive supports for female homosociality or non-sexual heterosociality for women. In this story, Minotschka loses faith in the community before she actually loses that community, faith in the stability of distinctions, boundaries, and differences. Her loss of her walking stick, Marta, shatters her faith in the power of science to make a discrete third sex with its own laws, and to control gender and sexuality in a way that would protect her from wayward women, but also from the qualities in herself that fail to fit the rigid forms of disidentification and cross-identification that she champions. 

The loss also shatters what come to seem like bourgeois pretenses. When Minotschka first reads Marta's fateful letter, she has her friend Boris accompany her through the streets of Munich, streets she is suddenly unable to negotiate. She walks in circles, aimlessly, unable to find her way, and eventually ends up on the bad side of town, as though her bourgeois certainties, her knowledge, and goals had constituted only a thin veil over inner and outer chaos, a chaos represented by the uncivilized sexualities of the lower classes. Minotschka rediscovers, finds Marta again not on the streets of Paris, in the midst of the sensations of smell, taste, and sight she associates with home, but in what she describes as the stillness of the cemetery, and, even more specifically, the peacefulness of the graves of the poor, whose plots are covered with the natural beauty of colorful flowers, eschewing all pomp and pretense. What supports the attachment now is each woman's relation to abandonment and death. 

How do we read Mintoschka's identifications with science, objectivity, and work, once those identifications and their supporting disidentifications seem to shatter? We could read her "butchness" as phallic imposture that cracks to expose the real woman underneath. Or, we could read her butch performances as strategic masquerades that allow her entry into the male-defined realms of scholarship and exchange. Both interpretations are based on superficial accounts of how gender and sexual difference operate. Underneath Minotschka's butch defenses is not "a woman" but a butch who has defended against a range of things, including the qualities of vulnerability, dependence, and attachment too often associated with femininity and women. Minotschka is clearly constrained by social constructions of manliness and citizenship, defined as objective, abstract, disembodied, and independent. She is also constrained by the association of vulnerability, emotionality, hysteria, and particularity exclusively with women. When she is forced to encounter her own overwhelming emotionality and vulnerability, those qualities may feel like cross-gender behaviors or feelings, and they may change her relation to her butchness, but they do not change her relation to gender. 

Minotschka appears to go through a period of regression to the point of a certain fantasized confluence or loss of self in the (m)other, but she emerges out of the dead to discover her own desire and her capacity to attach from a position that remains butch, even though it can now be characterized as tyrannical only with a great deal of irony. Dissolving the defense against qualities that have been made to seem cross-gendered does not change the configuration of sexual differences consolidated over time as gender identity, but such dissolution could change the affective and behavioral dimensions that she allows as part of her felt sense of gender. Minotschka does not become a femme, nor does she become androgynous; she becomes less defended, but her butchness remains important to her, as well as to the Countess. When the hysterical Pierette agrees to try to do what would mitigate her helplessness, hysteria, and dependence, those new behaviors might seem cross-gendered to her, but her new-found strength, independence, ability to earn her own living does not turn her into a butch or an androgyne. They change her relation to her own femmeness. Dissolving defenses and resistances reveals what the women share, the terrors of attachment and its potential failures that our tenacious insistence on sexual division may help us conceal. The redistribution of qualities and experiences and behaviors across only apparently definitive divisions by sex does not undo the tight psychic braid that comes to be defined as or in relation to our gender. Of course, our only access to those regions is through the tight braid of sexual difference with the various dimensions and levels of psychic life. But to suggest that we can never dispense with the lenses of gender is not the same as imagining that gender actually organizes social and psychic life in an absolutely imperial way. 

What of the Countess, the feminine homosexual woman? How do we avoid the trap of casting Minotschka's phallic performances as veils or defenses and Marta's femininity as somehow self-evident or psychologically undifferentiated? Marta's return home to her dying father, her assuming of his estate, her connection then to a family history, to land, and to country isolate her from the alternative public that was possible in Genf or in Munich, and, according to her, make her vulnerable to the seductions of heterosexual marriage. Her marriage was a mistake caused by the confusions of grief and loneliness. If Minotschka has defenses against the possibility of abandonment and loss of control, Marta had defences throughout against attachment to self and to others. Her apparent function as walking stick/phallus for her partners masks what may well be a resistance to losing herself, a resistance that takes the form of an appearance of pure devotion. In that sense, Minotschka and Marta are both confronted with fundamental psychic dilemmas against which Marta has as many defenses as Minotschka. In any case, the relationship between them is generated by similarities, proximities, and shared interests, but also by erotic differences that demonstrate the profound effects of kinship on these women so intent on disavowing family life. 

I dwell on this point in order to challenge the false alternatives to which we are so often treated - rigid gender differences or androgynous indifference. Over against both of those possibilities, some queer theory, as I argue above, has embraced the notion that gender is infinitely changeable and/or irrelevant to the far greater mobility of our desires. Such notions are often tied, however loosely and problematically, to the Foucaultian argument that power in the modern world operates primarily by way of the normalization, discipline, and regulation of sexuality, by way of norms that are internalized and then begin to appear to be the truth of our selves or subjectivities. Foucault's model of bio-politics, its disciplinary mechanisms, and its strong critique of enlightenment as itself an unstable and defensive policing has proved crucial to reading late nineteenth-century or turn-of-the-century texts. However, I see two problems with becoming too enamoured of a stripped-down version of this conceptual model. First, it seems to lead some theorists to abandon the discourse of rights completely in favor of the "real" workings of power that are masked by democratic rhetoric and legal rights. Despite the disapproving stares of Swiss citizens and Minotschka's own policing of her self, normativity may not have been these homosexual women's biggest problem. What they needed were rights to education, jobs, housing, and resources that would have allowed them new concerns and new configurations of private and public spaces and concerns. 

Second, the focus on normalization has led some to represent psychic life as nothing more or less than the interiorization of a punitive outside and to suppose, somewhat paradoxically, that the psyche is therefore easily manipulable or a mere ruse that discursive change, awareness and/or desire will help us overcome. In this view, gender, considered by some to organize psychic life, becomes voluntary and fictional in the strongest sense as well. Such a view adopts the simplistic assumption that the line of force operates in only one direction, from outside in, which then seems to imply either the dystopian or utopian possibility of total social control. Even more sophisticated versions of constructionism fall into the trap of making femininity or the female body a fixed ground against which an implicitly male, masculine, or abstracted social has the power to move, to change, and to influence. But neither the psyche nor the body are direct or simple effects of internalized norms. They are also irreducible to their conceptualization as inevitable failures to replicate those norms. They are, at any given moment, rich, densely overdetermined, and open sites that exert their own pressures, not primarily through conscious will, but by virtue of the agency of a never static givenness, and its convergences and interactions with what it encounters, internally, and in the world thought to be outside itself. 

The assumption that a thoroughly gendered psychic life constitutes only a burden seems to have led to a radical anti-normativity and a romantic celebration of queerness or homo-ness as the very demise of current forms of societalization. In some queer work, the very fact of attachment has been cast as only punitive and constraining because already socially constructed, so that indifference to objects, or the assumption of a position beyond objects - the position, for instance, of death - becomes the putative achievement or goal of queer theory. To be radical is to locate oneself outside or in a transgressive relation to kinship or community because those relationships have already been so thoroughly societalized, normalized, and then internalized as self-control and discipline. Radical anti-normativity throws out a lot of babies with a lot of bathwater, family along with its normalizing and constraining functions and forms; concerns about children, along with the disidentification of sexuality from reproduction; psychological health, along with its history of discipline and punishment, responsibility to what is given, in the effort to destabilize what has incorrectly and destructively been considered unchangeable essence. Implicit in these constructions of queerness, I fear, is the lure of an existence without limit, without bodies or psyches, and certainly without mothers, as well as a refusal to acknowledge the agency exerted by the givenness of bodies and psyches in history, or by the circumstances in which we find ourselves with others. An enormous fear of ordinariness or normalcy results in superficial accounts of the complex imbrication of sexuality with other aspects of social and psychic life, and in far too little attention to the dilemmas of the average people that we also are. 

Notes 

1 I develop my critiques of Sedgwick's construction of gender and feminism in a recent essay entitled "Sexualities without Genders and Other Queer Utopias." 

2 Here I am thinking of Judith Butler's analysis of gender performativity in Gender Trouble, which seems at times to subject Foucault's History of Sexuality to too strict a reading of Discipline and Punish in order to avoid the kinds of voluntarist and idealist readings of her work that have marked queer theory nonetheless. 

3 I am indebted to the work of Dr. Carol Maxwell Miller and to my discussions with her for these ideas and their formulation. 

4 The Scientific Humanitarian Committee was founded by Dr. Magnus Hirschfeld in 1897 to study sexuality and homosexuality, in particular, and to advocate for the rights of "the third sex." 

5 The term Uranian came into use as a term for homosexual in the work of Karl Heinrich Ulrichs (1825-1895), a lawyer who wrote and lobbied for the legal rights of homosexuals. Ulrichs took the term from Greek mythology and it was used interchangeably with homosexual by a range of thinkers, including Rueling. 

6 "Aimee Duc" was a pseudonym. The author was born in 1869 in Strassburg and grew up in France. She was married to a Swiss man and eventually landed in Berlin where she was the chief editor of a women's magazine and publisher of the Berlin Modekorrespondenz. She published several other short novels in addition to her journalistic writing. Sections of the novel are translated in Fadermann and Eriksson, Lesbians in Germany: 1890s-1920s. The translations in this essay are my own. 

7 For a more detailed account of how Krafft-Ebing's constructions of female homosexuality entered into lesbian literature and self-representations, see Hanna Hacker's study of lesbianism in Austria. 

8 For a thorough study of homosexual literature or literature on the third sex at the turn of the century, see Jones. 

9 This account of the women's efforts to define the third sex appears in a slightly different version in my "Sexual Practice and Changing Lesbian Identities." 
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