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Strange Bedfellows: An Introduction

DANIEL BOYARIN, DANIEL ITZKOVITZ, AND ANN PELLEGRINI

The essays in this volume explore the relays between Jewishness and queer-
ness, between homophobia and antisemitism, and between queer theory and
theorizations of Jewishness. The volume is not so much interested in reveal-
ing—outing?—“queer Jews” as it is in exploring the complex of social
arrangements and processes through which modern Jewish and homosexual
identities emerged as traces of each other. Queer Theory and the Jewish Ques-
tion thus enacts a change in object from uncovering the hidden histories of
homosexuals who were also Jewish or Jews who were also homosexual to an-
alyzing the rhetorical and theoretical connections that tie together the con-
stellations “Jew” and “homosexual.” While there are no simple equations be-
tween Jewish and queer identities, Jewishness and queerness yet utilize and are
bound up with one another in particularly resonant ways. This crossover also
extends to the modern discourses of antisemitism and homophobia, with
stereotypes of the Jew frequently underwriting pop cultural and scientific no-
tions of the homosexual. And vice versa.

To bring the matter to a sharper point: there may just be something queer
about the Jew . . . and something, well, racy about the homosexual. Among
other things, this means that the circuit jew-queer is not only theoretical but
has had—and still has—profound implications for the ways in which Jewish
and queer bodies are lived. (Certainly, the interconnections have had impli-
cations for how Jewish and queer bodies have died.)

The popular notion that Jews embodied non-normative sexual and gen-
der categories is long-standing. Recent work in Jewish cultural studies by Jay
Geller (“Paleontological”), Sander Gilman (Freud, Race, and Gender), and
others documents attributions of “softness” to Jewish men predating the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries, the historical period addressed by most of the
essays in this volume. Moreover, in his Nationalism and Sexuality George
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Mosse offered an in-depth exploration of the intertwined discourses of mas-
culinity, citizenship, and nationalism in post-Enlightenment Europe (espe-
cially in Germany) as well as the ways that Jews (especially but not only Jew-
ish men) were powerfully associated with the abjected homosexual in these
discourses.

Provocatively, these stereotypes of Jewish “gender trouble” were not al-
ways rejected by Jews themselves. Indeed, in his 1997 study Unheroic Con-
duct: The Rise of Heterosexuality and the Invention of the Jewish Man Daniel
Boyarin identifies traces of a “soft” Jewish masculinity in the Talmud and the
succeeding culture of rabbinic Judaism. Boyarin proceeds to make a claim for
the effeminization of Jewish masculinity as a sort of oppositional (and incip-
iently postcolonial) discourse. For Jews living under the Roman Empire, he
suggests, the softness of rabbinic masculinity with its focus on study and texts
might have offered a rallying point for Jewish self-affirmation over and against
a “hard,” martial Roman-ness. Of course, as Boyarin also makes clear, this val-
orization of male effeminacy could go hand in hand with the devaluation of
women. That is, the cultural value rabbinic Judaism placed on soft masculin-
ity was in no way a rebuff of patriarchy and male privilege. Additionally, later
intra-Jewish developments—Herzl’s Zionism, for example, with its idealized
“muscle Jew”—suggest that over time the positive valence Jewish gender dif-
ference may have held for some Jews would become increasingly difficult to
sustain.

Certainly, by the mid-nineteenth century antisemitic stereotypes of a
weak and passive Jewish masculinity were given dangerous new direction
when they were grafted onto emerging discourses of race and sexuality. New
scientific disciplines helped to produce and codify social and moral distinc-
tions between groups by identifying “essential” markers of difference and
grounding them in nature (Geller, “(G)nos(e)ology”). This biologization of
difference can be seen in the invention or, perhaps more accurately, reinven-
tion of Jewish difference as a matter of race. It was as if Jewish gender and sex-
ual life, both real and imagined, provided the key to unlocking Jewish racial
difference. Long-standing stereotypes of Jewish gender difference were thus
translated into signs of racial difference, operating as a kind of visible proof
text. So, for example, the alleged failure of the male Jew to embody “proper”
masculinity became the indelible evidence of the racial difference of all Jews.

Within the terms of this transcription, the male Jew stands in for all Jews:
it is the Jewish male’s difference from “normal” masculinity that signs the dif-
ference of Jews as a group from, variously, Europeans, Aryans, Christians. As
Ann Pellegrini has noted elsewhere, within the terms of the homology in which
Jew = woman all Jews are womanly but no women are Jews (Performance Anx-
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zeties). We will come back to this point. For now we want to note that in this
historical period (and even well after) antisemitic representations of Jewish dif-
ference, as well as Jewish responses to these depictions, were, in essence, argu-
ing over norms of manliness. Thus, although the two “sides” disagreed—and
profoundly—as to whether or not Jews fulfilled these norms, it yet seems sig-
nificant that both antisemitism and those discourses counter to it (e.g., Wis-
senschaft des Judentums (the science of Judaism), Zionism, and even much con-
temporary Jewish studies) could agree on at least this point: androcentrism.

If gender provided a ready interpretive grid through which nineteenth-
century science could detect and interpret the racial difference of the Jew, the
masculine/feminine axis was also being fit to another emerging taxonomy of
difference: the modern discourse of sexuality with its “specification” and “so-
lidification” of individuals—to use Foucault’s terminology (History of Sexual-
ity, 42—44)—into distinct sexual personages, such as “the homosexual” or “the
female sexual invert.” The nineteenth century, then, witnessed not just the
emergence of the modern Jew but the emergence also of the modern homo-
sexual. This is more than historical coincidence, as this volume aims to show.

It has become almost a commonplace, after Foucault, to assert that sexu-
ality is socially constructed. But what does this claim mean? The very notion
that humans can be distinguished and categorized—as if they belong to sep-
arate sexual species—on the basis of whom and how they characteristically de-
sire is a fundamentally novel and culture-bound historical development. Ad-
ditionally, as Foucault and others have argued, this notion is by and large a
product of the nineteenth century (Davidson; D’Emilio; Duggan; Foucault).
Some historians of British sexual life have argued that modern homosexual
identity and cultural forms can be found a century earlier, in eighteenth-
century “Molly Houses,” for example (Bray; Trumbach). But whether we set
down the eighteenth or nineteenth centuries as the birth dates of modern ho-
mosexuality, our point remains the same. Modern categories of sexual dis-
tinction, most prominently the homo/heterosexual distinction, are just that:
modern inventions, social artifacts, not natural givens.

Queer Studies and the Jewish Question

The new sciences of race and sex emergent in the nineteenth century were ef-
fectively “secularizing” Jewish difference. It is not that Jewish religious prac-
tices and identifications ceased to matter as identity markers of difference.
Rather, race, which was held to be an objectively measurable, indelible differ-
ence, rationalized Jewish difference. And it did so all the more powerfully for
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being drawn through stock stereotypes of sexual difference. Thus claims
abound in both popular and scientific literature in Europe and America in-
sinuating the Jewish male’s sexual difference from other men. From Otto
Weininger’s homology Jew = woman (Harrowitz), to Leopold Bloom’s preg-
nancy (Reizbaum), to Leopold and Loeb’s murderous conjunction of Jewish
difference and sexual deviance (Miller; and Franklin in this volume), modern
Jewishness became as much a category of gender as of race. Moreover, because
homosexuality was initially characterized as a matter of sexual, or gender, in-
version (a characterization that understood the “bad” object choice as effect
not cause), the Jew’s gender trouble was seen to bear more than a family re-
semblance to the homosexual’s sexual inversion.

Significantly, this crossing went both ways, for a cluster of nineteenth-
century stereotypes of the Jew came to circle around the homosexual as well.
As Matti Bunzl has suggested, then, it is not just that the modern Jew was
being secularized and homosexualized—the “homosexual,” whom scientis sex-
ualis and its various practitioners were so busily identifying and diagnosing,
was also being “raced” (“Jews, Queers, and Other Symptoms”).

And yet, connections between the construction of modern Jewish racial-
ized identity and the construction of modern sexuality have been an under-
theorized aspect of even the newly queered Jewish studies. We can certainly
espy something of the racialized anxieties of sexology when Havelock Ellis
complains, in his study of sexual inversion, about the infelicity of the “bas-
tard term [homosexual] compounded of Greek and Latin elements” (Studies
in the Psychology of Sex, part 4: “Sexual Inversion,” 2). This discomfort with
linguistic hybridity indexes worries over miscegenation so prevalent in Ellis’s
own day.!

The invention of the modern homosexual may also index—and this is
Bunzl’s particular pointer for this volume—worries over Jewish racial differ-
ence. Thus, any project of tracing, in Bunzl’s words, the “racial contour of the
modern homosexual” must engage the history of modern Jewish identity and
ask “to what degree the codification of the modern homosexual was inflected
by images of racialized Jewish difference” (338). His challenge—to reread
founding texts of sexology and other “expert” discourses on homosexuality in
order “to understand whether the ‘Jew’ may have been the original ‘Urning,’
the Jewess’ the original ‘Urningin’ (338)—even finds one tentative answer in
Jay Geller’s contribution to this volume. Geller outlines the stakes of the de-
bate within the early twentieth-century German homosexual emancipation
movement over the gendering of the model [male] homosexual. Where Mag-
nus Hirschfeld proposed a third sex model of homosexuality, his fellow Jew
Benedict Friedlinder countered with a conception of manly desire purged of
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any stain of effeminizing Jewish difference. Tragically, Friedlinder’s metaphor-
ic purging would shortly be literalized.

The Woman Question, Still and Again

As even this cursory summary of the debate between Hirschfeld and Friedlin-
der suggests, the sciences of sexuality and race, as they focused in on the “ho-
mosexual” and the “Jew,” were largely male affairs. Both the “Jewess” and the
female “sexual invert” (a predecessor of the twentieth-century “lesbian”) fig-
ured far less frequently in the popular and scientific literature of the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. What the Jewess and the female sexual
invert both shared was their alleged excess; both types went beyond the
bounds of female virtue and sexual propriety; they were too active in their de-
sires. That said, the female sexual invert was yet characterized less by her de-
sire for other women than by her transgression of womanliness. This is be-
cause theories of female homosexuality were consistently and notoriously
unable to conceptualize the status of the “feminine” object of the female sex-
ual inverts desire. As the term 7nvert suggests, the latter did her gender upside
down. That she might desire other women, “like” a man, was the final proof
of her inversion. However, the diagnosis might be made even in the absence
of same-sex desire, which provided sufficient but not necessary warrant for the
charge. Indeed, in some of the carliest documents on female sexual inversion,
advocacy of women’s suffrage functioned as a telling sign. And, as George
Chauncey Jr. has shown in his study of the transition from thinking and
speaking of sexual inversion to thinking and speaking of homosexuality, the
shift happened more gradually and more unevenly in the case of women. That
is, the association between female same-sex object choice and female sexual
inversion (female masculinity) outlasted, at least in the medical literature, the
association between male same-sex object choice and male sexual inversion
(male effeminacy).

The manliness and self-promotion with which the female sexual invert
was charged also featured in some of the stereotypes of the “Jewess,” who was
sometimes portrayed as pushy, unladylike in her entry into and activity in the
world of paid labor. But the Jewess was perhaps associated above all with ex-
cessive femininity and sexuality: the belle juive was a dangerous seductress
who might lead [Christian] men to their doom: a kind of fifth columnist, in-
filtrating the enemy camp—Ilike Judith—and intermarrying (beheading the
purity of blood). Yet, in her sexual aggressiveness and deceit, the Jewess’s fem-
ininity was all show, a cover for femininity’s failure, hence the paradox that
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the Jewess could be at once too much and not enough of a woman. In this we
also see—as with the workings of misogyny, homophobia, and antisemitism
more generally—that contradictions, far from incapacitating stereotypes, may
actually energize and enable them (Bloch; Sedgwick, Epistemology).

Jewish Studies and the Queer Question

American Jewish studies has taken its cue—generally, a recuperative one—
from the project of Wissenschafi, the science of Judaism, that also developed
during the very mid-nineteenth-century moment in which Jewish emancipa-
tion movements built steam against an emerging antisemitism. The focus, that
is, has largely been on the genius and persistence of the Jewish people. Simi-
larly, much of the gay and lesbian studies that developed later, in the 1970s and
early 1980s, was animated by an imperative to discover and make visible what
had earlier been obscured and denied. While we recognize the importance of
these projects, which constitute life-affirming and field-clearing responses to
long histories of institutional marginalization and silencing, nonetheless the
project of this volume is not a recuperative one. The work in this volume is in-
debted to recent developments in the fields of Jewish cultural studies and queer
theory.

Both Jewish cultural studies and queer theory find an alternative impetus,
grounded less in the positivism of identities than in the shifting terrain of dis-
course; these dynamic new fields of interdisciplinary inquiry open possibili-
ties that cross disciplines, cultures, identifications, and identities. That said, it
is not as if Jewish cultural studies and queer theory are strangers to the polit-
ical claims that energized Jewish studies and lesbian and gay studies in their
earlier incarnations. We want to recognize the ongoing pull of identity and
identity politics, even as we mark the necessary trouble and incitement of
identities that refuse to come clean or become simple.

Programs and Risks: “Queers Are Like Jews, Aren't They?”

We also must mark the risks in making too simple a move from Jewish to
queer or from queer to Jewish. For, in the very gesture of making difference
newly visible, analogy may flatten difference. We begin by reprinting two cel-
ebrated essays—by Marjorie Garber and Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick—that are
foundational to this volume. Each begins to show what such an analogy (Jew-
homosexual and Jew-queer) might look like, and together they provide a
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springboard for the rest of the volume. We lead off with two excerpts from
Garber’s magisterial 1992 study Vested Interests: Cross-Dressing and Cultural
Anxiety, because in some ways they most clearly articulate the queer gender-
ing of Jews that is the beginning, it seems, of their queer sexualization.

In the first excerpt Garber analyzes Barbra Streisand’s filmic version of the
Isaac Bashevis Singer story “Yentl the Yeshiva Boy,” in which an eastern Eu-
ropean Jewish girl cross-dresses as a boy in order to gain access to Torah study.
For Garber, the Jew functions as the sign of cultural category crisis: “the im-
migrant, between nations, forced out of one role that no longer fits. . . and
into another role, that of stranger in a strange land.” Moreover, that category
crisis is doubled, in Garber’s view, by another, namely, that of Barbra
Streisand herself, “a Jewish musical star, with unWASPy looks, a big nose, and
a reputation in the business for shrewdness (read, in the ethnic stereotype,
‘pushy’).” Streisand’s presence thus “redoubles this already doubled story.”

Garber here touches, of course, on a crucial moment in the construction
of Jewish gender implied by Yentl. If a Jewish woman can pass as a man, this
is because, at least according to stereotype, she is already something of a man.
(As Mandy Patinkin’s character says of the girl-boy Yentl, “She was a guy, pe-
riod.”) Or, perhaps, and just as well, a Jewish girl can be a Jewish boy, because
Jewish boys are already girls? Both work, and they work together at the level
of cultural discourses that the film Yen#/ embodies and represents.

As also shown in other works of American pop culture (Woody Allen,
Philip Roth), the sensibility that Jews do gender differently (queerly) is very
clearly thematized in Streisand’s film and her persona both in the film and
outside it. Garber powerfully articulates Streisand’s role as phallic American
Jewish woman, thereby providing us with the female partner to Allen’s femi-
nized American Jewish man. At the same time, as Garber emphasizes,
Streisand aggressively insists on Yentl’s (and her own) heterosexuality. Not
only does this double insistence straighten out Singer’s short story, Streisand’s
source material, it also foregrounds the gender/sex anxiety that Jewish alter-
native gendering continues to raise for modern Jews. Garber’s concluding ob-
servations on Singer’s original story, which had its own very different and
powerful inscription of transvestism, open up new angles from which to con-
sider earlier moments in the cultural history of Jewish cross-gendering.

This is not an easy history to consider. As Garber makes clear in the sec-
ond excerpt from Vested Interests, there is a disturbing complicity between the
female-to-male cross-dressing embodied by Yentl and antisemitic stereotypes
of Jews as always already womanly. Given the ugly and even genocidal histo-
ry of these stereotypes, is it possible, Garber wonders, to recuperate and re-
politicize the “feminization” of the Jewish man?
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Category crises are also very much at the heart of Eve Sedgwick’s project.
In reprinting her already often reprinted essay “Epistemology of the Closet”
in this volume we hope also to resituate it. That is, we aim to bring out even
more sharply the galvanizing force of SedgwicK’s forays into the intersections
jewish-queer as well as Jewish studies—queer studies. Certainly her book-
length scudy Epistemology of the Closet helped to make lesbian and gay schol-
arship central to academic inquiry, particularly in the humanities, by showing
how the demarcation homo/heterosexual has itself been central to the making
of modernity.

If Sedgwick’s essay and the book-length study that shares its name helped
to incite paradigm shifts in queer scholarship on sexuality and in literary and
cultural studies in general, they have also had vital implications for Jewish cul-
tural studies. What makes the excerpt from Epistemology of the Closet so im-
portantly pivotal to the work of this volume is that Sedgwick goes on to il-
lustrate her thesis—*I think a whole cluster of the most crucial sites for the
contestation of meaning in twentieth-century Western culture are conse-
quentially and quite indelibly marked with the historical specificity of ho-
mosocial/homosexual definition, notably but not exclusively male, from
around the turn of the century’—via a fascinating analysis of the “Jewish clos-
et” and “the drama of Jewish self-identification” as it is represented in two
retellings (Racine’s and Proust’s) of the Book of Esther.

“The story of Esther,” Sedgwick suggests, “seems a model for a certain
simplified but highly potent imagining of coming out and its transformative
potential.” Sedgwick goes on to tease out parallels between Esther’s attempt
to manage knowledge of her Jewishness and the dizzying swirl of anxieties
around knowing and “unknowing” that encircle the homosexual closet. Sedg-
wick pushes her analogy quite far indeed—and with very telling and reveal-
ing effect; at the same time, she seeks sensitively to delineate important spaces
of difference between the Jewish and the gay closets.

As many of the essays in this volume will attest, both Garber’s and Sedg-
wick’s work have been enormously generative—and risk taking. In the first of
the new essays written for this volume, “Queers Are Like Jews, Aren’t They?
Analogy and Alliance Politics,” Janet R. Jakobsen takes on the task of theo-
rizing the risks attendant to analogical thinking: “Jews are like queers.” Jakob-
sen’s riveting essay shows that even as “the logic of equivalence,” or analogy,
has been effective in making space for new varieties of “human rights” dis-
courses and political movements, it has, in fact, provided little basis for coali-
tion between such movements. In making likeness or similarity the ground of
political coalition—or academic inquiry, for that matter—we may inadver-
tently write over, erase, difference.
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The challenge for this volume, then, is that of forging connections be-
tween Jewish cultural studies and queer theory, between Jew and queer, be-
tween Jew and transgendered, and between Jew and homosexual without clos-
ing down differences between, among, and within each point of comparison.
We need not give up analogies altogether, but, as Jakobsen suggests, we must
work to develop a language that can recognize the “multiple social relations”
at once named and, too often, elided in the work of analogy.

Along the way she puts pressure not just on the analogy between Jews and
queers but on the extension of the term gueer itself. “What does queer mean
if it is not simply a multiculti version of sexuality?” This is a vital question,
and one pursued in various ways throughout this volume. If gueer is to be
more than a simple replacement term for homosexual—and if queer theory is
to be more than a fancy way of saying more of the same—then it is necessary
to work at the in-between spaces in which no one difference is elevated above
all others. These seem to us some of the promises, and some of the challenges,
of thinking at the intersection “Jew-queer.”

From Jakobsen’s programmatic essay the collection moves on to a group
of essays that interrogate the political economies of the dominating analogy
homosexual/Jew in various ways and at various (related) historical sites. The
first of these is Jay Geller’s “Freud, Blither, and the Secessio Inversa: Minner-
biinde, Homosexuality, and Freud’s Theory of Cultural Formation.” In a fas-
cinating exploration of an underexamined historical encounter, Geller de-
scribes the very specific, very historical entanglements of Freud with
sociologist Hans Bliiher, the theoretician of homoeroticism in the German
youth movement, the Wandervogel, to the greater illumination of the cultur-
al entailments and meanings of both.

In the light of Matti Bunzl’s challenge to queer theory to consider how
the racialization of the Jew may have affected the production of the modern
homosexual, Geller’s discussion of the little-known Bliiher is especially in-
triguing. Geller illuminates the crucial role played by Blither in the “public
dissemination of a racial typology of homosexualities: the opposition be-
tween the healthy inversion characteristic of manly Germanic men and the
decadent homosexuality of effeminate Jews.” Blither’s typological distinction
would later be taken up and institutionalized, though in very different di-
rections, by German Jews. Magnus Hirschfeld embraced effeminacy under
the banner of a third-sex model of male homosexuality, whereas Benedike
Friedlinder, a convert to Christianity and an important source for the
Freikorps (Theweleit) and the SS, rejected the effeminate, “Jewish” model of
homosexuality, instead promoting the homosexual man as the purest expres-
sion of Aryan manhood.
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Turning to roughly the same historical period in the United States, Paul B.
Franklin offers a detailed excavation of the infamous Leopold and Loeb case to
show how the homosexual and the Jew were implicitly and explicitly under-
stood in terms of one another in early twentieth-century American popular
culture. In the antisemitic and homophobic terrain of the American 1920s,
“Leopold and Loeb were two Jewish boys whose Jewishness ‘naturally’ predis-
posed them to homosexuality, a ‘crime against nature’ that incited them to fur-
ther crimes against humanity.” Franklin’s meticulous analysis demonstrates
how the American public came to understand itself against the multiple
“crimes” that emerge in the case: not only the crime of murder but, more in-
sidiously, the overlapping crimes of homosexuality and Jewishness. This essay
thereby unearths astonishingly straightforward analogies between Jew and ho-
mosexual (such as Edward Stevenson’s, who in 1908 challenged, “Show me a
Jew and you show me a Uranian”). Even more significant, Franklin shows how
a systemic set of associative interconnections between gays and Jews functions
in public discourse.

In her contribution to this volume Alisa Solomon traces the ongoing life
of associations between Jewishness and queerness and their effect on the po-
litical imaginary of the state of Israel. Solomon shows how Zionism’s exalted
Muskeljuden, or “muscle Jews,” cast their shadow not only over Israel’s politi-
cal mainstream but also over the fledgling gay rights movement in Israel. As
she indicates, the contemporary political debate, in which an antigay religious
right is pitted against a secular and “tolerant” liberalism lately welcoming of
homosexuality, is still staged within the boundaries of an exclusively Jewish,
masculinist—that is, a Zionist—mentality. Solomon challenges the limita-
tions of this vision, suggesting that a truly queer internationalism—which she
believes the Israeli drag queen Dana International emblematizes—is not real-
ized in the contemporary Israeli gay movement.

A masculinist imaginary is also the target of Daniel Boyarin’s essay, “Ho-
mophobia and the Postcoloniality of the Jewish Science.” In this essay Bo-
yarin turns his attention to the masculinist fantasies—and signal blind
spots—of Freud. How, Boyarin asks, are we to make sense of the misogyny,
racism, and homophobia that, as it were, color Freud’s thinking? As Boyarin
suggests, some of the most deeply reactionary moments in Freud—such as his
attribution of penis envy to all women and castration anxiety to all men—
trace the faultlines of a subject divided against himself. Boyarin’s critical in-
tervention here is to reread Freud’s explanation of the etiology of the castra-
tion complex. In Freud’s Analysis of a Phobia of a Five-Year-Old Boy, also
known as the case of Little Hans, Freud asserts both that the castration com-
plex is the “deepest unconscious root of anti-semitism” and, in the next
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breath, that “there is no stronger unconscious root for [men’s] sense of supe-
riority over women.” Boyarin goes on to reveal a link between antisemitism,
misogyny, and fantasies of phallic wholeness and phallic lack: the gender trou-
ble of the Jewish male. It is the troubling difference of the Jewish man that
Freud sought continually to keep at bay, in large part by projecting the specter
of difference elsewhere and onto the bodies of some other others.

The displacement and divided consciousness Boyarin perceives in the case
of Freud are not unique to Freud, of course, as Boyarin also demonstrates. In
fact, to make this point and its implications clearer, Boyarin stages an en-
counter between Freud and another paradigmatic postcolonial subject, Frantz
Fanon. By bringing together Freud and Fanon—rereading each in the light of
the other—Boyarin is able to return psychoanalysis to history and thus to sug-
gest the conditions of emergence not just of an influential body of theory but
also, and more crucially, to show something of the way bodies get formed and
deformed in the crucible of a colonial race/gender system.

With its shuttling between the historical and the textual, Boyarin’s essay
provides a neat bridge to our next cluster of essays, which concern themselves
with Jewish responses to the stigmatized linkage of Jewishness to dangerous
sexual difference. Bruce Rosenstock’s essay reads the Messiah fantasies of
seventeenth-century Spanish converso Abraham Miguel Cardoso as a signal
moment in the history of Jewish homoeroticism. Cardoso’s fantasy resitu-
ates—and potentially “outs’—the homoeroticism of Jewish religious practice.
While earlier stages of the rabbinic imaginaire understood God’s subjects to
be in a feminine position with respect to the masculine deity, preserving a
male-female erotics even in its breach, Cardoso deploys a phallic male-male
model. In his fantasy he is one of the two Messiahs projected in rabbinic lit-
erature, the Messiah ben Ephraim (or ben Yoseph), while the much more fa-
mous Shabbetai Zevi was the Messiah ben David. As Rosenstock argues, Car-
doso then goes on to project the homoerotic joining of these two Messiahs in
“unabashedly sexual” terms, imagining himself “the human analog of Yesod,
the divine phallus.”

The explicitly homoerotic theme of the last section of Rosenstock’s essay
is not the least of his essay’s contributions to this volume. He also makes won-
derful use of Sedgwick’s “homosexual panic,” as he analyzes the complex sit-
uation of conversos. Rosenstock analyzes the messianic unions articulated by
his subject both as an example and as a special case of the homoerotic themes
so basic to medieval kabbalah (see Wolfson 369-77). This article, unique as
such within the collection, articulates the virtues of some aspects of queer
theory when addressed to distinctly premodern texts and problems of the Jew-
ish question. Through judicious employment of queer theory and historical



DANIEL BOYARIN, DANIEL ITZKOVITZ, AND ANN PELLEGRINI

contextualization, Rosenstock provides a novel answer to the origins of some
striking and puzzling themes in Spanish kabbalah itself.

The issue of homoerotic love, its representation in and reverberations for
a Jewish cultural context, are also at the heart of Naomi Seidman’s essay. In a
close reading of the Yiddish theater classic 7he Dybbuk, Seidman argues that
the play contains two love relationships: a doomed heterosexual romance as
well as a thinly veiled love relation between the unhappy couple’s fathers. In
a subtle reading, Seidman suggests that the play enacts a symbolic marriage
between the two fathers,? displacing the heterosexual relationship supposedly
at the center of the tragedy. In fact, Seidman argues, the heterosexual narra-
tive of The Dybbuk is epiphenomenal to the fathers’ ill-fated romance; it is the
fathers’ love—with its tragic ending—that ultimately drives the young couple
to their doom.

From here we take a big step forward into another modernity—the Unit-
ed States in the final third of the twentieth century—and Stacy Wolf’s medi-
tation on a quintessential object of Camp cathexis, “Barbra Streisand’s ‘Funny
Gitl’ Body.” In arguing for the buoyant queerness of Streisand’s body, defi-
antly marked as Jewish, Wolf here offers a riveting companion essay to Mar-
jorie Garber’s earlier discussion of Streisand’s attempts to normalize—
straighten out—Yentl’s gender trouble. Wolf’s imaginative engagement with
Streisand effectively (and affectively) articulates a space of desire at the cross-
roads of this cross-cultural cross-gendering: Jew/Queer/Lesbian/Woman. Im-
portantly, Wolf’s essay also brings out the “Jewess,” giving her pride of place.
In this, Wolf is an odd woman out in this volume, as she traces something of
the stakes for Jewish women’s bodies and subjectivities of the queer-Jew con-
nection.

Affect and performativity, which provide methodological touchstones for
Wolf, are also critical to Michael Moon’s essay. Willing anachronism, he con-
jures and imaginatively reconstructs Henry James’s apparent (and apparently
queer) flircation with Yiddish theater; Moon reflects on the Yiddish theater
that at once attracted and appalled James, juxtaposing these reflections with a
consideration of the latter-day theatrical turns of Charles Ludlam and Ethyl
Eichelberger. After tracing the Yiddish/queer overlay in both Ludlam’s and
Eichelberger’s bodies of work, in the end Moon lovingly indicates how such
queer nexuses of desire and identification might powerfully contribute to an
understanding of “protoqueer” childhood.

The final cluster of essays comes at the queer-Jewish connections from the
perspective of non-Jewish fantasies about the Jew (fantasies also illuminated
in Moon’s discussion of Henry James). Jacob Press sets a historicist stage for
us in his reading of one of the founding texts of English literature and culture,
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Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales. Press focuses his attention on the “Prioress’s Tale,”
connecting that text’s narrative to allegations of ritual murder that were first
brought against Jews in medieval England and then spread to the continent.
As Press details, “The tale of ritual murder is premised upon the viability of a
parallel between the pure body of the boy and virginity of Mary.” Both in
turn represent the vulnerable body of the Church, which is threatened by
penetration at the hands of perfidious Jews. Chaucer’s “Prioress’s Tale” is “by
far the richest surviving medieval rendering of the narrative of ritual murder

. . written in close imitation of the stylistic and narrative conventions and
content” of literary and popular renderings of the ritual murder of Litde
Hugh of Lincoln. After teasing out the (for lack of better term) homophobic
aspects of these narratives of ritual murder, as they are brought against Jews,
Press goes on to advance the startling claim—important for the history of sex-
uality as well as for Jewish history—that “Chaucer’s embedded story is the
distant but direct ancestor of modern psychological master-narratives of the
consolidation of male homosexual identity.”

David Hirsch also takes historicist aim at the English literary canon, read-
ing Charles Dickens’s Oliver Twist in the light of the development of British
“family values” in the early part of the nineteenth century. In contrast to the
mainstream of Dickens scholarship, Hirsch indicates “how [Dickens’s] depic-
tion of the ‘love of families’ extends itself quietly and subtly into a nationalist
and even racist ideology.” For Hirsch, Oliver Twisf’s “story of an orphan’s dis-
covery of familial identity serves as an allegorical history of the ascendant
middle class in England, which is defined not only though opposition to the
deviant familial orders of the working and upper classes but also through a
racial-religious opposition to the queerly atomized familial order of Fagin ‘the
Jew.”” Hirsch here exposes yet another nexus between the Jew and the queer:
both are outsiders to the order of the middle-class family.?

Compellingly, disturbingly, Fagin “the Jew” also recalls aspects of
Chaucer’s “Prioress’s Tale.” Hirsch recounts associations between Fagin and
the Jews of Chaucer’s story, associations that would not have been lost on
Dickens’s contemporary readership. Indeed, in an interpretive move that
dovetails with Press’s reading, Hirsch explicitly connects Fagin’s character with
the pederastic Jews of the narratives of William of Norwich, Simon of Trent,
and Hugh of Lincoln. In so doing, Hirsch persuasively explains why Fagin
must be a pederastic Jew, that this is, indeed, not an isolated speech act of an-
tisemitism on Dickens’s part but central to the project (an incoherent one, as
Hirsch shows) of the production of “Christian” family values.

In his essay on Proust’s Jewish and queer question, Jonathan Freedman ar-
ticulates yet another aspect to the persistent association in modern European
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culture between Jews and sexual deviance. To theoreticians of the Metropole,
the Jews in their midst were a conundrum: not a religious group per se (for
many were freethinkers or converts), not a language group, not a race, not a
nation. In the face of such a “semiotic void,” Freedman suggests, “a language
of sexual aberration could serve to ground the radically amorphous figure of
the Jew: the simultancously emerging terminologies of sexual perversion
could provide a definition for a Jewish identity that was increasingly under-
stood as pliable, metamorphic, ambiguous.” This developing language, with
its scientistic heft, offered at least “one tidy box” in which to contain Jews’
“proliferating indecipherability.”

Buct this “discursive cross-referencing,” as Freedman calls it, could be put
to multiple uses, sometimes even subversive ones. Freedman marks Proust’s
Recherche as the richest example of a project that enlists this “discursive cross-
referencing” not to disenfranchise (or worse) Jews and homosexuals but to
queer identity, to question “the adequacy of race and sexuality—those two
problematic taxonomies with which the nineteenth century has endowed
us—to define essential properties of being.” Where Hirsch exposes the man-
ifold dangers of this cross-referencing when it is put to work for “the” nation,
Freedman indicates something of its destabilizing potential. He reveals how
Proust’s cross-referencing of the Jew and the sodomite may point “to a more
expansive understanding of the intimate relation between Jewishness and id-
ioms of race and nation at the emergence of all these fraught and consequen-
tial reifications.” In an essay full of exciting suggestions, one of the most ex-
citing is this: For Proust’s Belle Epoque France, Freedman argues, Jewishness
was more problematic than homosexuality, such that in Proust the latter is in
part the cipher of the former (a reversal of the relation we frequently find in
American texts of the twentieth century).

Together, Jacob Press, David Hirsch, and Jonathan Freedman demonstrate
the culture- and history-making potentialities of literary texts. Their historicist
analyses reveal the literary text not as the product of its times, nor as the au-
thorial signature of individual “genius,” but as one of the producers of its
times, part and parcel of the discursive structures that it both inhabits and cre-
ates.* Daniel Fischlin continues the French connection but looks at a very dif-
ferent sort of text, Jean Cocteau’s La Belle et la béte, wondering why Cocteau,
in immediate postliberation France, thought it worthwhile to create a film
with distinctly antisemitic moments. Fischlin cites an attack on Cocteau by a
certain Laubreaux—lauded by Céline no less—that accuses him of producing
“Jewish theater,” and suggests that “the rhetoric of antisemitism evident in
Laubreaux’s attack . . . may well be a displacement for an attack on his sexual-
ity . . . thus confirming yet again the discomfiting homologies between these



Strange Bedfellows: An Introduction

two forms of alien otherness.” Fischlin further suggests that “Cocteau’s own
ambivalent antisemitism may well” represent a kind of bait and switch. By fo-
cusing negative attention on what he was not—Jewish—perhaps Cocteau
hoped to turn the censor’s gaze away from what he was, homosexual. Paradox-
ically, Fischlin observes, “breaking the signifying chain that linked Jew to ho-
mosexual . . . was necessarily reinforcing the connections between the two.”

However, Fischlin goes far beyond this initial interpretive gambit, subtly
moving “to put pressure on the very signifying structures of the film itself as
a symptomatic and historicized instance of the way in which antisemitisms
operate and circulate.” Fischlin does not ignore Cocteau’s personal agency and
affect in the production of the filmic text, but neither does he make them the
meaning of the film. He thus expands rather than contracts the field of inter-
pretation. Once more, we find the queer-Jew nexus central to the project of
bourgeois nation building via the displaced othering of a sexual “deviant”: the
(male) Jew. And once again we benefit from the critical energies of a close and
contextual reading operated under the sign of a queer theory that is also his-
toriography.

In a moving and deeply personal coda to this volume’s questions and con-
cerns, Judith Butler takes us back to Germany, scene of so many losses for
Jews and a range of other queers in the century just past. She does not only
recount two different trips she made to Germany, one pre- and the other pos-
tunification, she also records differences in the way she “experienced being a
Jew” in these two recollected Germanys. The new and newly reunified Ger-
many that Butler recalls in her essay is a Germany yet riven by the “problem”
of difference and haunted by the Jewish question. Vitally, her reflections on
Germany—and on what Germany in some way made of her—open onto a
larger set of questions about the historical and affective burdens of memory,
identification, and difference. Among other things, Butler illuminates the dis-
orienting power of the past as it flashes up into the present.

On the one hand, Butler suggests, the struggle of contemporary Germans
to account for violence against “foreigners” is overburdened by an earlier his-
tory of National Socialism and its genocidal violence against Jews (and other
“Others”). Publicly to acknowledge and grapple with the larger social and cul-
tural frames of neo-Nazi violence in the present seems to promise only the re-
turn to paralyzing guilt for the violences of the past. Accordingly, Butler sug-
gests, in an anguished defense against the flashing up of past into the present,
newspaper accounts of racist attacks on refugees tended to focus on the in-
jured psyches of the perpetrators of violence, asking what happened to them,
how are they so damaged, that they act out their wounded masculinity on the
body of nameless others?
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On the other hand, and alongside the deflections of what she terms a
“popular therapeutic conservatism,” the new Germany Butler visited in 1994
was also celebrating Jewish contributions to German culture. For example,
Budler details a 1994 Berlin exposition commemorating Jewish resistance to
Nazism. “Postwall,” she explains, such a celebration of Jewish resistance and
agency serves at once “to deflect from the present crisis of racist division and
to enact its imaginary resolution.” Monument to memory and amnesia at
once, then, the exposition promised a different kind of flashing up of past
into present. As Butler explains, “The exposition was structured by a certain
nostalgic utopia in which ‘the past’ furnished the resources for elaborating a
muldicultural ideal for Berlin, except that it is precisely Berlin’s past that is
thetorically cast as the obstacle to such a collaboration.”

In her essay’s concluding anecdote, Butler herself becomes the anxious
site/sight for the overlay of past and present, Jew and queer, foreigner and cit-
izen. There is no simple resolution to the series of displacements (analogies
run amok) Butler charts in her essay—and which she herself comes to em-
body in her dizzying final scene. We are left rather with a cautionary tale
about the work of analogy.

The volume thus comes full circle to the question and questioning of anal-
ogy: “Jews are like queers, arent they?” It is worth recalling, with Janet Jakob-
sen, the considerable risks of analogy. To the extent that analogies demand like-
ness (Jew = woman, Jew = queer, queer = Jew), they also produce it. Thus the
very analogical thinking that strives to open up fresh insights may foreclose
spaces for difference. These risks are more than academic. The larger project of
this volume is how to hold open a space (the space of analogy?) for other pos-
sible futures. These are queer and Jewish questions worth pursuing.

Notes

1. For a recent study of the formative role played by the black/white “color line” in the
invention and elaboration of U.S. models of homosexual identity, see Somerville’s Queer-
ing the Color Line.

2. This is a bond more explicit than the homosociality thematized in Sedgwicks Be-
tween Men, but it is still played out over the bodies of women. As support for Seidman’s
reading, we might mention here that in the Hassidic Shivhei Habesht (hagiography of the
founder of Hassidism), a homoerotic love between the bride’s brother and the bridegroom
is made the condition for the effectuation of a marriage, suggesting that this was, indeed,
a Hassidic commonplace.

3. This dis-placement eccentric to “the family” recalls David M. Halperin’s enunciation
of “queer” as a positionality resistant to the regime of “normal” heterosexuality. Hirsch’s
contribution to the volume also articulates well with Mosse’s overlapping account of bour-
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geois sensibility, sexuality, and nationalism in his Nationalism and Sexuality and The Image
of Man.

4. In contrast to earlier historicist moves that understand and read the text as a trans-
parent reflector of its sociocultural and political histories, the newer historicism treats lit-
erature as an opaque and complex participant in ramified and not at all self-consistent mo-
ments. These moments themselves help to construct social and cultural differences in
service of projects of hegemony and power, as well as—sometimes—in the service of high-
ly critical treatments of those moments. Hence, the cooperation of close reading and con-
text, arguably the most significant of contributions of theory to practical critical projects,
to interpretation in praxis. “New historicist” reading is, therefore, anything but reductive,
as all three of these exemplary essays show.

5. A compelling parallel to this phenomenon surfaces in Alice Kaplan’s reading of Jean-
Paul Sartre’s The Childhood of a Leader. In that text Sartre shows how a feminized, homo-
sexualized Frenchman constructs himself as male by the abjection of Jews. As Kaplan ar-
gues with respect to that French fascist, “Only anti-Semitism succeeds in giving him the
gift of masculinity he has sought” (19), thus anticipating Fischlin’s claim vis-a-vis Cocteau.
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Category Crises: The Way of the Cross
and the Jewish Star

MARJORIE GARBER

In her 1992 study Vested Interests: Cross-Dressing and Cultural Anxiery, Mar-
jorie Garber considers the “nature and significance both of the ‘fact’ of
cross-dressing and of the historically recurrent fascination with it” (3).
Throughout, she pays especial attention to the logics and effects of cross-
dressing, the way transvestism variously calls up and secks to manage “cate-
gory crisis.” On the one hand, cross-dressing sparks “a failure of definition-
al distinction,” potentially allowing “boundary crossing from one
(apparently distinct) category to another” (16)—for example, from black to
white, male to female, or, of especial import for this volume, Jew to Chris-
tian. On the other, the mechanics of displacement unleashed by cross-
dressing in its various (dis)guises may also be turned back to stabilize, or
conserve, cultural norms. We can see this tension between disruption and
conservation (or normalization) played out in the cross-dressed figure of
Yentl, which Garber examines in the first of two excerpts from Vested Inter-
ests reprinted below. In it, she contrasts the labile potentialities of I. B.
Singer’s “Yentl the Yeshiva Boy” with the heteronormative “straightened”
version on offer in Barbra Streisand’s filmic adaptation. Garber’s discussion
of these two Yentls is immediately preceded by her analysis of attempts to
stage-manage, or tame, Shakespeare’s cross-dressed female characters. If the
cross-dressed figure of Yentl has some features in common with Shake-
speare’s Rosalind or Viola, Yentl also allegorizes anti-Semitic stereotypes of
“the Jew as always-already a woman.” Thus, in the second excerpt from Vest-
ed Interests, Garber considers this disturbing overlay of sexual and racial
stereotypes as she pursues the vexed crossings of “woman” and “Jew.”
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A Tale of Two Singers

What a strange power there is in clothing.

—I. B. Singer, “Yentl the Yeshiva Boy”

The point is made remarkably in the contrast between I. B. Singer’s short
story, “Yentl the Yeshiva Boy,” published in 1962, and the 1983 Barbra
Streisand film Yentl, adapted from Singer’s work. For Streisand makes her film
a classic progress narrative or role-model allegory for the eighties, the story of
a woman’s liberation from old world patriarchy, the emigration of a Jewish
Princess to the new world of Hollywood. Singer’s story, by contrast, insists not
only upon the quasi-mystical otherness of his nineteenth-century old world
setting but also upon the transvestite as a subject rather than a “stage.” The
“Anshel” of his tale escapes, is not converted but dispersed and reborn.

In Streisand’s film, jokingly described by Hollywood skeptics as “Zoozsie
on the Roof.”! Yentl is a young girl who is more interested in studying the He-
brew scriptures with her scholar father than in buying fish with the local
housewives. When her father dies, she faces herself in the mirror (in an im-
portant narcissistic moment), cuts off her long hair, and, dressed as a boy, sets
off to become a scholar and spend her life reading the Torah. She takes the
name “Anshel,” which, since it was the name of her brother who died in child-
hood, represents her fantasied male self. (Compare this to Viola/Cesario’s af-
fecting litdle story in Twelfth Night about a mythical “sister” who never told
her love, and pined away—or, equally pertinent, Viola’s decision to dress her-
self, in her guise as “Cesario,” exactly like her brother, Sebastian.)

Inevitably, Yentl/Anshel meets a young man, Avigdor (Mandy Patinkin),
with whom she falls in love, though he himself is in love with Hadass (Amy
Irving). When Avigdor’s marriage is prevented (his brother had committed
suicide, rendering the whole family outcast and unsuitable for alliance), he
urges “Anshel” to marry Hadass. A comic series of episodes follows, including
one rather pointed scene at the tailor’s, where the terrified husband-to-be is
being fitted for a wedding suit. In the course of a long, determinedly broad
song-and-dance number the audience is invited to speculate on “Anshel™s
trousers, and on what the tailors see—and don’t see—beneath them in the
course of their work.

These tailors, like the tailors who intimidated Freud’s Wolf~-Man, are
Schneiders, cutters—a word related, as Freud points out, to the verb beschnei-
den, “to circumcise.”” Are Orthodox Jewish men, ritually circumcised, really any
different from women? the film seems, teasingly, to ask. Streisand/Yentl/“An-
shel,” reenacting in comic (and musical) terms the always-already of castra-
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tion/circumcision, draws attention to her quandary—the heterosexual female
transvestite facing the prospect of marriage to a woman—as incapacity. In the
next scenes, of the wedding and its remarkably eroticized aftermath, she will tri-
umph over that apparent obstacle.

On the wedding night, “Anshel” persuades Hadass that there is no rush
to consummate their marriage—that Hadass should choose sex rather than
having it forced upon her. In an extraordinarily tender and erotic scene of in-
struction, the forbidden sexual energy is deflected into a mutual reading of
the Talmud, with Streisand (the woman playing a woman dressed as a man)
teaching Irving how to understand the Law. This is one of the scenes that
most reminds me of Rosalind in As You Like It, in her guise as “Ganymede”
teaching Orlando how to show his love.

Streisand’s film is at least on the surface normatively heterosexual, so that
this dangerous liminal moment in which Hadass falls in love with Yentl/An-
shel is flanked—so to speak—on the one side by an early, comic moment in
which Yentl/Anshel has to share a bed with Avigdor (who of course thinks
she’s a boy, and doesn’t therefore understand her reluctance to strip and get
under the covers) and on the other side by the revelation scene, in which Yentl
declares her “true” sexual identity to Avigdor, ultimately baring her breasts to
resolve his doubt.

Yet the scene between Streisand and Amy Irving smoulders with repressed
sexuality. Irving later declared that she was “pretty excited. I mean, I'm the
first female to have a screen kiss with Barbra Streisand! She refused to re-
hearse, but after the first take she said, ‘It’s not so bad. I¢s like kissing an arm.’
I was a little insulted, because I believed so much that she was a boy that I'd
sort of fallen in love with her” (Considine, 344). In another interview she ex-
plained that Streisand “was like the male lead, and she gave me the feminine
lead. No problems.” Is Irving’s “like” a comparative, or eighties babble-speak
punctuation for emphasis? Was Streisand the male lead—or just an imper-
sonator? Her own response to “Anshel’s” undecidable and undeniable eroti-
cism was, predictably, a kind of appropriative denial. When Hollywood pro-
ducer Howard Rosenman, attending a private screening of Yentl, told her,
“You were fabulous as a boy. Anshel was very sexy,” she replied, he says, “very
cutelike, in that nasal voice, ‘Howard! Anshel is taken’” (Considine, 351).

Mandy Patinkin, the (“other”) male lead, remarked of Streisand’s per-
formance, “I never thought of her as a girl. She was a guy, period.” On the
other hand, he said Streisand-as-director was “demanding, yet flexible and
compassionate, with the gentleness of a woman” (Considine, 344). On
screen, Patinkin’s Avigdor is at first horrified, then attracted, as is the norm in
contemporary cross-dressing films (compare James Garner’s King Marchand
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in Victorl Victoria). “1 should have known,” he says, as he admits his love for
her. An active, learned, acceptably transgressive figure (as contrasted with the
unliberated Hadass, who cooks, bakes, and smilingly serves the men their fa-
vorite dishes), Yentl is the “new woman” of the eighties, a fit partner for a
scholar—if she will only renounce her ambitions.

But the mechanism of substitution that is almost always a textual or dra-
matic effect of the transvestite in literature is again in force. Streisand as Yentl
declines to marry Avigdor because she wants to be a scholar more than she
wants to be anyone’s wife. Happily, however, Avigdor’s first love Hadass is still
around, now educated through her “romantic friendship” or homoerotic
transferential reading experiences with “Anshel.” As the film ends, the trans-
vestite “vanishes” and is dispersed; Avigdor and Hadass will marry and have a
better—i.e., more modern and more equal—marriage than they would have
if both had not fallen in love with “Anshel.” Yentl herself, now dressed like a
woman, is on a boat going to America, where she can presumably live the life
of a scholar without disguising her gender identity.

Thus, instead of class substituting for gender, national culture does so. The
transvestite is a sign of the category crisis of the immigrant, between nations,
forced out of one role that no longer fits (here, on the surface, because a
woman can’t be a scholar; but not very far beneath the surface, because of
poverty, anti-Semitism, and pogrom, Jewish as well as female) and into an-
other role, that of a stranger in a strange land. Streisand’s own cultural iden-
tity as a Jewish musical star, with unWASPy looks, a big nose, and a reputa-
tion in the business for shrewdness (read, in the ethnic stereotype, “pushy”),
redoubles this already doubled story. As a Jewish woman in a star category
usually occupied by gentiles (despite—or because of—the fact that many
male movie moguls were Jews) she is Yentl/Anshel in another sense as well,
“masquerading” as a regular movie star when in fact she differs from them in
an important way.

Critics of the film have wished that it could be more progressively femi-
nist than it is, given its date. “It is not,” writes one observer, “so much a film
about women’s right to an education as it is a personal statement by Streisand
about her own determination to exert influence in a world still dominated by
male power structures.”® The glee in certain quarters when Streisand was
“stiffed” in the Oscar nominations, nominated for neither Best Actress nor
Best Director (though she had campaigned for the attention of both Jewish
and women voters in the Motion Picture Academy, and had earlier been given
the Golden Globe award for Best Director), seemed to reinforce this male
ambivalence about her career path, and to emphasize her insider-outsider po-
sition. “The Oscar nominations are out and Barbra Streisand didn’t get any,”
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gloated Johnny Carson on the Tonight Show. “Today she found out the true
meaning of The Big Chill.”>

Yet this analysis leaves out her Jewishness, which, in a plot line chosen
presumably for its at least glancing relevance to her personal situation, is ex-
tremely striking. The unusual spelling of Streisand’s first name, “Barbra” with-
out the conventional third “a,” is a kind of marker of her implicitly defiant
difference. Nor is it surprising that the expression of difference should mani-
fest itself in a transvestite vehicle. In fact, that transvestism here should be not
only a sign of itself, and its attendant anxieties, including pan-eroticism (both
Avigdor and Hadass fall in love with “Anshel,” the transferential object of de-
site, who then strategically and inevitably subtracts “himself”), but also of
other contingent and contiguous category crises (oppression of Jews in East-
ern Europe, and the need or desire to emigrate; oppression or at least a cer-
tain “attitude” about female Jewish artists in Hollywood, and about women
in the producer’s role—the role so often occupied by Jewish men) is a com-
pelling illustration of what I take to be the power of the transvestite in litera-
ture and culture. Streisand, who displaces both WASP women and Jewish
men in her dual roles as star and producer, lobbied long and hard to get this
particular property to work as a film. Her first public appearance on behalf of
the film took place, perhaps significantly, at the annual United Jewish Appeal
dinner in New York, where she was designated the UJA Man of the Year.

Yet on the surface Streisand’s Yent/ presents itself not as a disruption but
as a progress narrative, the story of a woman’s quest for education—in fact,
the story of two women’s quests. For Hadass is another version of the “nor-
malized” Yentl, a sympathetic figure who—like Celia in As You Like Ir—
comes to conclusions about the gender dissymmetries of love and power very
similar to those of the cross-dressed woman. According to this reading, Yentl
learns something both for and from Hadass, just as Celia profits from Ros-
alind’s cross-dressing, and Nerissa from Portia’s. Yen#/ thus becomes a story of
female bonding or sisterhood, as well as a story of heterosexual love in con-
flict with professional fulfillment. As we have noted, Streisand aggressively de-
nied any non-heterosexual possibilities encrypted in her text (“It was like kiss-
ing an arm”; “Howard! Anshel is taken”).

Although her film makes much of the threat of cutting implied in the tai-
lor scene, Streisand herself refused the unkindest cut, the loss of her long
hair. Despite the alacrity with which many film actresses shed their locks on
the way to movie stardom (Bette Davis and Glenda Jackson as the bald Eliz-
abeth I, Meryl Streep in Sophies Choice, Vanessa Redgrave with her scalp
shaved as Fania Fenelon in Playing for Time), Streisand wore a wig, and cut
it, not her own hair, when she transformed herself in the film’s key scene into
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a boy. “As a boy,” reported a makeup artist who was on the scene, “she wore
a short wig throughout the entire movie. There was no way she was going to
part with those Medusa curls of hers. She loved her long hair” (Considine,
361-62).

The barb in “Medusa curls” is clear, whatever the makeup artist’s knowl-
edge of Freud. Streisand was—in this view—a self-made phallic woman, and
one who refused to decapitate or castrate herself. Freud, writing of “the phal-
lic mother, of whom we are afraid,” notes that “the mythological creation,
Medusa’s head, can be traced back to the same motifof fright at castration,”®
and remarks upon the paradoxical empowerment of the terrifying spectacle:

The sight of Medusa’s head makes the spectator stiff with terror, turns
him to stone. Observe that we have here once again the same origin from
the castration complex and the same transformation of affect! For be-
coming stiff means an erection. Thus in the original situation it offers
consolation to the spectator: he is still in possession of a penis, and the
stiffening reassures him of the fact.”

Streisand herself offered a physiological interpretation of Orthodox Ju-
daism’s division of labor between men and women. “I think it has to do with
erections,” she said. “A man is so capable of feeling impotent that what makes
him able to have an erection a lot of the time is the weakness of women”
(Considine, 341). “It’s not law,” she said, “It’s bullshit. Men have used these
things to put women in their place.” In view of these comments, it is perhaps
not surprising that I. B. Singer failed to admire her interpretation of his tale.

Singer spoke out angrily in the “Arts and Leisure” section of the Sunday
New York Times, lamenting the addition of music to his story and singling out
the star for blame: “My story was in no way material for a musical, certainly
not the kind Miss Streisand has given us. Let me say: one cannot cover up
with songs the shortcomings of the direction and acting.” Above all he criti-
cized the ending, which differed sharply from the original.

“Was going to America Miss Streisand’s idea of a happy ending for Yense”
he asked with withering contempt. “What would Yentl have done in Ameri-
ca? Worked in a sweatshop twelve hours a day when there is no time for learn-
ing? Would she try to marry a salesman in New York, move to the Bronx or
Brooklyn and rent an apartment with an icebox and dumbwaiter?” “Weren't
there enough yeshivas in Poland or in Lithuania where she could continue to
study?”® The gravamen of his charge was that the film was too commercial—
and that Streisand was no Yentl, lacking “her character, her ideals, her sacri-
fice, her great passion for spiritual achievement.”
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The Yentl of Singer’s 1984 blast at Streisand was, then, apparently a nice
Jewish girl with a passion for Talmud, who needed, above all, a time and place
for study—not the spoiled and materialistic Jewish Princess that he (and
Johnny Carson) perceived in Streisand. But the Yentl of Singer’s 1962 story is
something rather different: a figure of ambivalence, complex subjectivity, and
erotic power, who resembles a scholatly version of Gautier’s Théodore as Ros-
alind. In fact, Yentl as transvestite contravenes both Streisand’s reading of the
story and Singer’s own. To see how that happens, and what its theoretical con-
sequences may be for the progress narrative, it may be useful to return to the
text of I. B. Singer’s story, “Yentl the Yeshiva Boy.”

In Singer’s story, Yentl, the daughter of a Jewish scholar, longs to study the
Torah. Forbidden to do so by Jewish law, she studies secretly with her father
until he dies. “She had proved so apt a pupil that her father used to say:
“Yentl—you have the soul of a man.” ‘So why was I born a woman?”” she asks,

%«

and he answers, “‘Even heaven makes mistakes.”” “There was no doubt about

it,” says the narrator,

Yentl was unlike any of the girls in Yanev—tall, thin, bony, with small
breasts and narrow hips. On Sabbath afternoons, when her father slept,
she would dress up in his trousers, his fringed garment, his silk coat, his
skull-cap, his velvet hat, and study her reflection in the mirror. She
looked like a dark, handsome young man. There was even a slight down
on her upper lip.?

After her father’s death Yentl cuts her hair, dresses herself in her father’s
clothes, and sets off for Lubin. She takes a new name, “Anshel,” after an uncle
who had died, and joins up with a group of young students. (The replacement
of Singer’s “uncle” with Streisand’s “brother” adds pathos—since the brother
would have to have died in childhood—and also allows for the possibility of
a ghostly “double” on the model of Viola’s brother Sebastian.) Befriended by
Avigdor, who takes “Anshel” with him to his yeshiva and chooses “him” for a
study partner, she soon finds herself in a characteristic and problematic
predicament: secretly in love with Avigdor, she is urged by him to marry his
former fiancée Hadass.

“Stripped of gaberdine and trousers she was once more Yentl, a girl of
marriageable age, in love with a young man who was betrothed to another”
(Singer, 169). In this situation Yentl/Anshel sounds once again a little like
Rosalind—“Alas the day, what shall I do with my doublet and hose?” (AYZ/
3.2.219)—and even more like Viola—" . . . and I (poor monster) fond as
much on him” (7V 2.2.34)—but with a disconcerting psychosexual twist.
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For she dreams that “she had been at the same time a man and a woman,
wearing both a woman’s bodice and a man’s fringed garment. . . . Only now
did Yentl grasp the meaning of the Torah’s prohibition against wearing the
clothes of the other sex. By doing so one deceived not only others but also
oneself” (Singer, 169-70). With consternation, Anshel (as Singer refers to the
cross-dressed protagonist throughout his tale) finds herself/himself proposing
to Hadass, and only afterward rationalizes the proposal as something that she
(or he) is really doing for Avigdor.

After the wedding the bride’s parents, according to custom, inspect the
wedding sheets for signs that the marriage had been consummated, and dis-
cover traces of blood. As the narrative informs us, with an infuriating lack of
specificity, “Anshel had found a way to deflower the bride.” “Hadass in her in-
nocence was unaware that things weren’t quite as they should have been.”
This cool, almost detached tone is quite different from Streisand and Irving’s
highly eroticized scene of displaced instruction. Meanwhile “Anshel” and
Avigdor continue to be study partners, taking up—all too pertinently—the
study of the Tractate on Menstruous Women (Singer, 179).

Buct all is not perfect. Anshel begins to feel pain at deceiving Hadass, and,
besides, “he” fears exposure: how long can he avoid going to the public baths?
So Anshel stages a scene of self-revelation to Avigdor, proclaiming “I'm not a
man but a woman,” and then undressing in front of him. Avigdor, who at first
doesn’t believe a word of this story, and indeed begins to fear that the disrob-
ing Anshel “might want to practice pederasty” (Singer, 183), is swiftly con-
vinced by what he sees, though when Yentl resumes her men’s clothing Avig-
dor thinks for a moment he has been dreaming. “I'm neither the one nor the
other,” declares Yentl/Anshel. (Compare this to Théodore’s declaration, “In
truth, neither sex is really mine.”) “Only now did [Avigdor] realize that An-
shel’s cheeks were too smooth for a man’s, the hair too abundant, the hands
too small” (Singer, 185). “All Anshel’s explanations seemed to point to one
thing: she had the soul of a man and the body of a woman” (Singer, 187).
“What a strange power there is in clothing,” Avigdor thinks (Singer, 188). He,
and later others, even suspect that Anshel is a demon.

In Singer’s story, Anshel sends Hadass divorce papers by messenger, and
disappears. Avigdor, who had been married to someone else (but that’s an-
other story), also obtains a divorce and, to the brief scandal of the town, he
and Hadass are married. When their child is born, “those assembled at the cir-
cumcision could scarcely believe their ears when they heard the father name
his son Anshel” (Singer, 192).

One crucial difference, then, between the story and the film is that in the
film “Anshel” disappears and Yentl escapes, travels, traverses a boundary—in
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this case the ocean dividing Old World from New. In Singer’s story, “Anshel”
is reborn as the child of Avigdor and Hadass. In both cases, however, “Anshel”
is an overdetermined site of desire. Both Amy Irving and Mandy Patinkin de-
clare their love to Streisand; she is 70#, as was the original plan, merely a trans-
ferential object for Hadass, but is instead the chosen beloved. In Singer’s ac-
count, both Avigdor and Hadass are full of sadness rather than joy on their
wedding day. Speculation about why Anshel had left town and sent his wife
divorce papers runs riot. “Truth itself,” observes the narrator, in a Poe-like
statement that reflects directly on cross-dressing in the text, “is often con-
cealed in such a way that the harder you look for it, the harder it is to find”
(Singer, 192).

But what of the child, “Anshel”—#his Anshel demonstrably a boy, since
his naming occurs at his circumcision? This boy, both addition and substitu-
tion, replaces and does not replace the absent Anshel who was brought into
being by Yentl. Once again the transvestite escapes, and returns powerfully
and uncannily as the “loved boy.” What is the relation between this boy and
the transvestite?

Let us call him the changeling boy.

Jew, Woman, Homosexual

“Blessed art Thou, O Lord our God, King of the Universe, who hast not made me a
woman.”

—Morning service for Orthodox Jews, preliminary blessings'®

The German actor Curt Bois, perhaps best known to modern audiences as the
pickpocket in Casablanca, appeared in a 1927 film, Der Furst von Pappenheim,
as a vaudeville entertainer who performs in drag. In the film Bois’s character
consents to a rendezvous after the show with a rich man (Hans Junkermann)
who doesn’t know he’s a man. The results are predictably comic, the same old
story of cross-dressed mistaken identity and double-take. But there was one
complicating factor, not within the film itself but subsequent to its release.
For Bois was a Jew. After he fled Germany during the Nazi regime, the Nazis
excerpted clips from this film to “prove” that Jewish men “minced about in
women’s clothes.”!!

Historically Jews in Europe—both men and women—had long been sub-
ject to sumptuary laws of a stigmatizing kind. Yellow circles made of cord at
least an inch thick had to be worn on the chests of Venetian Jews by an order
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of 1430; Pisa a century earlier had required an “O of red cloth”; and Rome
insisted that male Jews wear red tabards and Jewish women red overskirts.!2
Red or yellow clothing signs continued to be required of Jews in Italian city-
states throughout the Renaissance, prefiguring the equally infamous yellow
stars-of-David imposed by Nazi law. Other distinguishing signs, notably the
earring, were traditional among Jews and also among prostitutes, so that the
supposed “connection between Jews and prostitutes” could be enforced by
sartorial fiat, as well as by a social and political rhetoric of pollution (Hughes,
37). By a deliberate and powerful campaign of degradation and re-marking,
prostitutes and Jewish money-lenders, both construed as somehow necessary
for the service of the state, were conflated into a single class: “loose women
and Jews formed a single sumptuary category” (Hughes, 47).

Not only sartorially, but also “scientifically” and “theoretically,” the idea
of the Jewish man as “effeminate” as well as “degenerate” has a long and
unlovely history in European culture. Otto Weininger’s Sex and Character,
perhaps the most influential work of pseudoscience written on the topic in
the nineteenth century, was published after the suicide of the author, himself
a Jew, in 1903. Weininger set out to prove that all Jews were, essentially,
women. “Those who have no soul can have no craving for immortality, and
so it is with the woman and the Jew,” wrote Weininger.!? “As there is no real
dignity in women, so what is meant by the word ‘gentleman’ does not exist
amongst the Jews” (Weininger, 308). “Jews and women are devoid of hu-
mour, but addicted to mockery” (Weininger, 319). “Judaism is saturated
with femininity,” he declared (Weininger, 306). And, yet again, “The true
conception of the State is foreign to the Jew, because he, like the woman, is
wanting in personality; his failure to grasp the idea of true society is due to
his lack of a free intelligible ego. Like women, Jews tend to adhere together”
(Weininger, 307-8).

Before we dismiss this as the social psychology of a singular crackpot, of
interest only to bigots and the morally deranged, we should note that, at the
time that it appeared, Weininger’s book impressed Freud, a Jew—and Char-
lotte Perkins Gilman, a feminist—as a major contribution to the understand-
ing of human psychology.'® It is even clear why this might be so. Freud and
Breuer are singled out for praise in Weininger’s discussion of hysteria
(Weininger, 267-77), and indeed Weininger’s explanation of what he means
by Jewishness (“I do not refer to a nation or to a race, to a creed or to a scrip-
ture . . . but mankind in general, in so far as it has a share in the platonic idea
of Judaism”; Weininger, 306) sounds very like Freud’s own conflicted credo as
expressed in the preface to the Hebrew translation of Zotem and Taboo, where
Freud refers to himself as “an author who is ignorant of the language of holy
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writ, who is completely estranged from the religion of his fathers—as well as
from every other religion—and who cannot take a share in nationalist ideals,
but who has yet never repudiated his people, who feels that he is in his es-
sential nature a Jew and who has no desire to alter that nature.”

Charcot, the Paris physician and theorist of hysteria after whom Freud
was to name his eldest son, drew attention to “the especially marked predis-
position of the Jewish race for hysteria’!® and other kinds of mental illness—
due, he thought, to inbreeding. Charcot had identified and charted an
iconography of hysteria—a series of ritualized, dance-like gestures and gri-
maces—to which, once again, could be compared the “gesticulation” of the
Jew.!” Here, too, was a model against which Freud was anxious to define him-
self; he would be like the French doctor, whom he so much admired, not the
(female or Jewish) patients.

As for Gilman, she would have found in Weininger’s book an entire chap-
ter of praise for “Emanicipated Women,” with specific mention of Sappho,
George Sand, Madame de Staél, George Eliot, and Rosa Bonheur, among oth-
ers, as individuals who had transcended their debilitating condition of wom-
anhood: “the degree of emancipation and the proportion of maleness in the
composition of a woman are practically identical,” he wrote. “Homo-sexuality
in a woman is the outcome of her masculinity and presupposes a higher de-
gree of development” (Weininger, 66). Where emancipation movements in
the mass are doomed to self-obliteration, individual women had it within
their power to become like men.

“Manliness,” not gender, is Weininger’s chief concern. Like Freud’s friend
Fliess he believed in the importance of periodicity, and noted that the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries, like (he thought) the tenth, fifteenth, and six-
teenth, were marked by “an increased production of male women, and by a
similar increase in female men.” The “enormous recent increase in a kind of
dandified homo-sexuality” was a sign of the “increasing effeminacy of the age”
(Weininger, 73)—of which, once again, the Jew-as-woman was also a preem-
inent sign.

Furthermore, the way Jews supposedly spoke, with a break in the voice
and a sing-song manner, set Jewish men apart, and linked them with femi-
nized males or castrates. The Jewish “break in the voice,” like the “soft weak-
ness of form,” “femininity,” and “Orientalism” of the Jewish man, were at-
tributed by Walter Rathenau to inbreeding and separateness: “In the midst of
a German life, a separate, strange race . . . an Asiatic horde.”!8 (Rathenau—
another German Jew, who like Weininger sought to establish his own differ-
ence within Jewishness—was later to become the foreign minister of the
Weimar Republic, thus repositioning himself as a quintessential insider rather
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than a “foreign” Jewish outsider.) “The change of voice signaled the mas-
culinization of the male; its absence signaled the breaking of the voice, the
male’s inability to assume anything but a ‘perverted’ sexual identity” (Gilman,
Sexualiry, 260).

Indeed, the curious quality of the Jew’s voice was also one of the identi-
fying stigmata of the homosexual according to nineteenth-century typologies,
so that the connection between Jewishness and “perversion” was further
“demonstrated” or “proven” by this alleged symptom. Like the “masquerade
squeak” deliberately adopted by participants in eighteenth-century English
masquerades, obscuring gender identities and “suggesting comic emascula-
tion,”!?
of infantilism and bestiality. The voice became itself an indication of unman-
liness, a kind of aural clothing that linked Jew and “woman,” Jew and emas-
culated man, Jew and degenerate male homosexual.

this auditory sign was taken as both an index of corruption and a sign

Marcel Proust, a homosexual and a half-Jew, explicitly compared the two
conditions: each—homosexuality and Judaism—was in his view “an incur-
able disease.”?* Homosexuals, like Jews, were described by their enemies as
discernibly members of a race, and each recognized fellow members of the
“brotherhood” instinctively. Proust’s Charles Swann is a Jew in love with a
courtesan; his homosexual Baron de Charlus is a gossip as well as an aesthete,
an effeminate dandy and a snob. Proust himself exemplified the tendency of
the persecuted to ally themselves with their persecutors, depicting his homo-
sexual characters as both degenerate and feminine, and—at the same time—
fighting a duel with another homosexual who had put Proust’s own manliness
in question.

How does this feminization of the Jewish man—the voice, the shrug, the
small hands, the extravagant gestures, the “Oriental” aspect—manifest itself
in the lexicon of cross-dressing? In part by the crossing of the dandy and the
aesthete—in Proust; in Nightwood's Baron Felix Volkbein (“still spatted, still
wearing his cutaway,” moving “with a humble hysteria among the decaying
brocades and laces of the Carnavalet’ [9, 11]); in Radclyffe Hall’s figure of the
artist Adolphe Blanc, who designed ballets and ladies’ gowns for a living, a ho-
mosexual and a “gentle and learned Jew” (The Well of Loneliness, 352)—with
the Hasid.

The traditional long gown (Shylock’s “Jewish gaberdine”) and uncut hair,
the lively gesticulation (and wild, ecstatic dancing) of the Hasidic sect—all
these could be regarded as woman-like or “feminine,” as well as simply for-
eign or alien. Adolf Hitler in Mein Kampf dramatically describes his en-
counter with the phantom of Jewishness in the streets of Vienna—the same
city where Freud was attempting to erase the visible signs of “Jewish effemi-
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nacy”: “Once, as I was strolling through the Inner City,” Hitler writes, “I sud-
denly encountered an apparition in a black caftan and black hair locks. Is this
a Jew? was my first thought.”?! And the longer he “stared at this foreign face,
scrutinizing feature for feature, the more my first question assumed a new
form: Is this a German?” The “unclean dress and . . . generally unheroic ap-
pearance of the Jews,” “these caftan-wearers,” convince Hitler that he is face
to face with otherness—with the not-self (which is to say, the self he fears).
When he contemplates “their activity in the press, art, literature, and the the-
ater,” he concludes that Jews have been “chosen” to spread “literary filth, artis-
tic trash, and theatrical idiocy.” The chapter in which he sets out this conver-
sion experience is called, straightforwardly, “Transformation Into an
Anti-Semite.”

As we have seen, Yentl—both the Streisand film and the Singer short
story—allegorizes this subtext of the Jew as always-already a woman in a spir-
it diametrically opposed to the vituperative claims of anti-Semitism. Yet the
secret—open to the audience and the reader—of “Anshel™s gender tells a
double-edged story about the “manliness” of Torah study and scholarship. In
Jewish tradition there is no higher calling for a man; as witness, for example,
the tension in the film Hester Street (1975) between the assimilated husband,
eager for commercial success, and the retiring scholar whom the heroine fi-
nally marries. Which is the “real man” here? And in the case of Yentl, is the
“real” story one of a woman who needs to “become a man” in order to study
Torah—or the story of a Torah scholar who is “revealed” to be a woman?
When at the Second Zionist Congress in 1898 Max Nordau called for all Jews
to become “muscle Jews” rather than pale, thin-chested “coffeehouse Jews,”??
he was responding in part to this uncomfortable schism within Jewish identi-
ty, as well as to the racialist cult of “manliness” then rampant in Germany.

One mode of Jewish “manliness” mandated a life of study; another ac-
cepted a definition of “manhood” based upon martial values and physical per-
fectionism. Here, too, definitions of “homosexuality” cross with stereotypes of
Jewish male identity, for the “homosexual” could be either super-male, espe-
cially manly and virile, and therefore associating only with other men (rather
than with polluting and “effeminizing” women), or, on the other hand, a “de-
generate” “aesthete,” blurring the boundaries of male and female—Carpen-
ter’s Intermediate Sex, Symonds and others’ “Uranians.” Thus the popular
English writer Hector Hugh Munroe, better known as Saki—himself a ho-
mosexual—endorsed prevailing social prejudices against Jews and effeminate
men, and spoke enthusiastically about male-bonding in wartime; he enlisted
in the British Army during World War I, although he was forty years old, and
was killed at the front.”> Meanwhile yet another German Jew, Benedict
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Friedlinder, wrote against Jews in defense of homosexuals, claiming that it was
Jews who falsely impugned the manliness of homosexuals as a way of defam-
ing Aryan virility. 4

Friedlinder’s animus was at least in part a reaction against the followers of
Magnus Hirschfeld, the homosexual rights reformer who was also a Jew. Yet
the strategy of pitting one minority against another, even (or especially) when
one might be thought of as a member of both groups, is a familiar device for
self-exoneration. “Self-hatred,” an attitude all too easily ascribed to both ho-
mosexuals and Jews, is often claimed as the underlying rationale for figures like
Friedlinder, Rathenau, and especially Weininger, whose suicide is read as proof
of his internal struggle. Whatever the psychological truth of this claim, the de-
sire to move from outsider to insider status, to resolve category crises by dis-
placing blame onto a minority group from which one can distance oneself,
seems to have operated with uncanny effectiveness in the recoding of the Jew
as a “woman,” the ostensible opposite of the “manly” Aryan—and the “manly”
homosexual.

That Jews were “fantastic,” “Oriental,” and “especially female”>>—that
they were, in fact, whether by social oppression or biological inheritance, “no
more than degenerate, masturbating women” (Gilman, Sexuality, 267)—was
a common charge in the early years of the twentieth century, against which
Freud and others struggled by attempting to articulate universal, as opposed
to racially separate, human characteristics. As I have pointed out elsewhere,
“Jew” and “woman” are both entities of difference for Freud, against which he
defines himself.2° This desire, not to be categorized and stigmatized as a fem-
inized Jew, is one factor that motivates Freud’s typologies of sexuality and his
desire for the universal.

For example, as Sander Gilman notes, it was alleged by some in the early
Church that Jewish men menstruated; Freud and his friend Wilhelm Fliess
theorized a male as well as a female periodicity that was universal, and not
specific to Jews. Fliess became—Dbriefly—celebrated as the theorist of the nose
as a site of primary sexual neurosis; a “suspicious shape to the nose” was
thought (by Fliess, at least) to be the result of masturbation, and he frequent-
ly performed operations on the noses of patients to relieve neurotic symp-
toms.?” It is almost surely no accident that the nose was a legible marker of
Jewishness—especially for Jewish men. Moreover, the most obvious “sign” of
Jewish “feminization” was the practice of circumcision, the ritual practice that
most directly and visibly offered a threat to “manhood.” As Gilman points
out, “the late nineteenth-century view associated the act of religious circum-
cision with the act of castration, the feminizing of the Jew in the act of mak-
ing him a Jew” (Gilman, Sexualiry, 265). Fliess’s obsession with nasal sur-
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gery—and Freud’s enthusiastic endorsement of it—might be regarded as a
displacement upward, as well as a displacement away from the Jewish-specific
and toward the medical-universal. That some of Fliess's most troubled cases
were the cases of women whose noses were said to evince neurotic signs sug-
gests the lengths to which this mechanism of displacement could go, to dis-
tance the male Jewish physician from the specter of Jewish effeminacy, and
from the haunting fear of the Jew-as-woman.

Stanley Cavell locates the shadow of this fear in The Merchant of Venice,
in the possibility that Shylock, bargaining for the pound of flesh to be “cut off
and taken, in which part of your body pleaseth me” (MV 1.3.146-147),
might be intending “to do to him what circumcision, in certain frames of
mind, is imagined to do, i.e., to castrate,”*® and thus to perpetrate on the
body of his double the marking of his own difference. We might, indeed, sus-
pect that representations of Shylock over the years would have touched on
this slippage between “Jew” and “woman,” from the “Jewish gaberdine” to the
constant taunt of questionable manhood (Shylock “gelded” of his daughter
and his ducats, his “two stones, two rich and precious stones” taken by Jessi-
ca so that she becomes, in his unwary phrase, and at his cost, the phallic
woman: “She hath the stones upon her, and the ducats” [MV2.8.22]). (Here
it is not without interest that it is the Jewish woman who gelds or castrates her
own father; as with James Joyce’s Bella Cohen—or indeed with the stereotyp-
ical “Jewish American Princesses” of macho-Jewish writers like Roth and
Mailer—the fantasized Jewish woman crosses over into the space of “mas-
culinity” which is put in question by the ambivalent cultural status of the Jew-
ish man.)

The stage Jew’s false nose and wig as well as his skirtlike “gaberdine” (a
garment, incidentally, worn elsewhere in Shakespeare only by Caliban) offer
a panoply of “detachable parts,” of which the circumcised penis is the invisi-
ble but nonetheless dominant sign, the index of anxiety—and consequently
of a certain recurrent risibility. The nose fixation is much more overtly played
out in Marlowe’s Jew of Malta than in Shakespeare’s Merchant, for Barabas, the
Maltese Jew, keeps a Turkish servant who revels in the length of his own nose,
and declares that it is sure to please his master.

The wig question, however, has preoccupied some chroniclers of Mer-
chant onstage to what seems a surprising degree: did Burbage wear a red
wig—and a long nose—when the play was first performed by Shakespeare’s
company? Why was Edmund Kean the first to wear a black wig after so many
others had—perhaps in imitation of the traditional iconography of Judas Is-
cariot—worn red ones? (Because he was poor, and probably had only a black
and a gray wig in his collection of stage props, runs the accepted answer.)?
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The wig, in other contexts a shorthand sign of male-to-female gender imper-
sonation, here attaches itself to the question of signatory Jewishness. Attach-
es, and detaches, for the wig is a quintessentially detachable part, yet another
index of the displacement upward of anxieties of loss. In a way the Shylock
wig might be compared to the beards of the female transvestite saints: as si-
multaneously superfluous and necessary, defining and putting in question
identities of gender, religion, and belief.

Moreover, we might note that in the Orthodox Jewish tradition it is
women, and not men, who wear wigs after marriage, as a way of concealing
their looks, a sign of modesty and domesticity like the veil. The Orthodox
Jewish woman of Eastern Europe cut her hair off after marriage so that she
would no longer be attractive to men (other than her husband). Over her
shorn hair she wore a wig, called a sheitt—a device that could still be seen on
immigrant women in New York’s Lower East Side in the early part of this cen-
tury. The sheitl looked like a wig; that was part of its function, since an at-
tractive and deceptively “natural” hairdo would defeat the purpose.

This emphasis placed upon Shylock’s wig by nineteenth-century theater
historians—and by the actors themselves—may thus reflect a displacement
from a stereotype of the Jewish woman—at least the “Oriental” or Eastern
European variety, very “foreign” in appearance to Western European eyes—
onto the stigmatized Jewish man, who is once again coded “as” a woman by
this preoccupation with the style and type of his wig.

In terms of stage history, although representations of Shylock have ranged
from comic to tragic, from racist to sympathetic, from red-wigged to black-
and gray-bearded, Shakespeare’s Jew has not been overtly “feminized,” despite
the standard shrugs and the occasional lisp affected by actors in search of “au-
thenticity.” Twentieth-century productions have tended to be wary of Shy-
locK’s dignity; Olivier played the part as if he were Disraeli, in frock coat and
top hat. In light of the connection between the cross-dressed woman and the
Jew, it seems to me significant that the two most notable stage Shylocks in re-
cent years, Antony Sher and Dustin Hoffman, have both achieved success in
cross-dressed roles: Hoffman as “Dorothy Michaels” in 7oozsie, Sher as the
transsexual hero of the 1987 film Shadey.

There was also quite a vogue for female Shylocks, that is to say, actresses
playing the part of Shylock, in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
In the 1820s Clara Fisher was praised in both England and America for her
interpretation of the role. The celebrated American Charlotte Cushman, who
had played Portia to the Shylocks of William Macready and Edwin Booth,
achieved considerable success in the part of the Jew in the 1860s. As with
Cushman’s other male Shakespearean roles—as Romeo, Hamlet, and Iago—
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her performance was assessed on its own terms, not as a curiosity, and this
seems also to have been the case with the Shylock of Mrs. Catherine
Macready, the eminent Shakespearean’s wife.

A few years later, however, the oddness of a woman playing Shylock dom-
inated at least some of the reviews; when Lucille La Verne played the role in
London in 1929 the London Times critic commented that “this Shylock occa-
sionally left the Rialto; never the Contralto.”® Appearing as it did on the eve
of the U.S. stock market crash, this glib dismissal of the female Shylock
among the money-changers has its own ironic and defensive tone.

Female children also played Shylock in the middle of the nineteenth cen-
tury: Jean M. Davenport, Lora Gordon Boon (with her sister Anna Isabella
playing Portia), and the infant prodigies Kate and Ellen Bateman; at four
years of age, Ellen’s Shylock and her six-year-old sister’s Portia played to first-
run theaters as well as to lecture halls. The nineteenth century’s penchant for
both child actors and male impersonators makes these Shylocks less anom-
alous than they might seem at first (Ellen Bateman, for example, also played
Richard III and Lady Macbeth), but the phenomenon is nonetheless worthy
of mention.

The theme of castration that could be readily discerned beneath the sur-
face of the play also led to at least one pertinent drag production of Merchant
by Harvard’s all-male Hasty Pudding Theatricals, a 1915 show entitled 7%e
Fattest Calf, in which the intactness of Antonio’s padded, outsize, elaborately
measured lower leg is preserved against Shylock’s designs by a double-cross-
dressed Portia, a male student playing a woman playing a boy.

It is, in fact, this particular mechanism of displacement which gives such
force to the transvestite transformation of Leopold Bloom in the Nighttown
section of Joyce’s Ulysses. Gilbert and Gubar, in discussing Bloom in Night-
town, never mention his Jewishness; for them the fantasy of Bloom in
corsets, petticoats, and fringes suggests that “to become a female or to be like
a female is not only figuratively but literally to be de-graded, to lose one’s
place in the preordained hierarchy that patriarchal culture associates with
gender.”?!

Yet the key passages in this phantasmagoric section of Ulysses point to a
relationship between Bloom’s Jewish identity and his role as “the new wom-
anly man.”%? Diagnosed by “Dr Malachi Mulligan, sex specialist,” as “bisexu-
ally abnormal,” with “hereditary epilepsy . . . the result of unbridled lust,”
showing “marked symptoms of chronic exhibitionism” and “prematurely bald
from selfabuse™ (Ulysses, 493), he is endowed with many of the “symptoms”
of supposed Jewish degeneration. In the next sequence he becomes not only
a woman but a mother, giving birth to “cight male yellow and white children”
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who “are immediately appointed to positions of high public trust” and high
finance (Ulysses, 494), as Bloom is asked whether he is “the Messiah ben
Joseph or ben David.”

The domination sequence with Bella/Bello Cohen in which Bloom
turns into a “soubrette” who will be dressed in lace, frills, and corsets is
likewise cross-cut with anti-Semitic stereotypes; Bella herself, “a massive
whoremistress,” has “a sprouting moustache” and an “olive face, heavy,
slightly sweated, and fullnosed, with orange-tainted nostrils” (Ulpsses,
527)—all parodic traits of the “Jewess.” Her transformation into Bello,
“with bobbed hair, purple gills, fat moustache rings round his shaven
mouth, in mountaineer’s puttees, green silverbuttoned coat, sport skirt and
alpine hat with moorcock’s feather” (Ulysses, 531), is not so much the por-
trait of a man, despite the male pronouns that now describe “him,” as it is
the caricature of a mannish lesbian.

As for Bloom, now “a charming soubrette with dauby cheeks, mustard
hair and large male hands and nose, leering mouth” (Ulysses, 536), the nose
is, once again, the giveaway—the nose and the gesticulating hands. It is “with
hands and features working” that he offers his exculpatory “confession™ “It
was Gerald converted me to be a true corsetlover when I was female imper-
sonator in the High School play Vice Versa. It was dear Gerald. He got that
kink, fascinated by sister’s stays. Now dearest Gerald uses pinky greasepaint
and gilds his eyelids” (Ulysses, 536).

Bello, poking under Bloom’s skirts, compares his “limp” penis to Boylan’s
“fullgrown . . . weapon,” and suggests that he take up the style of the effemi-
nate cross-dresser: “the scanty, daringly short skirt, riding up at the knee to

show a peep of white pantalette, is a potent weapon. . . . Learn the smooth
mincing walk on four inch Louis XV heels, the Grecian bend with provoking
croup, the thighs fluescent, knees modestly kissing . . . Pander to their Go-

morrahan vices . . . What else are you good for, an impotent thing like you?”
(Ulysses, 540). And Bloom, as he “simpers with forefinger in mouth,” per-
forms the specific act of sensual finger sucking that Freud, citing the Hun-
garian pediatrician Lindner, read as the pathological, masturbatory, and auto-
erotic “image of the female as child.”

In other words, Leopold Bloom’s transformation into a “woman,” and,
moreover, into a pathological, infantile, and perverse figure who is also a “fe-
male impersonator” capable of “Gomorrahan vices,” is not a sign that he is “a
‘new womanly man’ whose secret manliness may ultimately seduce and subdue
insubordinate New Women,” as Gilbert and Gubar would have it (Sexchanges,
3306), but rather a sign of the interimplication of the Jew, the homosexual, and
the “woman” in late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century culture.

36



Category Crises

These examples of gender crossover have focused on the feminization of
the Jewish male, a common, even an obsessive concomitant to anti-Semitic
thought and to the gesture of disavowal (“that is not me”; “that is the not-me”)
exemplified in Hitler’s “recognition” of the Jew in Mein Kampf—a “recogni-
tion” that, in effect, codes the Jew as the unheimlich, the uncanny, the repressed
that will always return—the very essence of the Wandering Jew. I want to close
this section, however, by briefly considering a couple of examples of anti-
Semitic gender critique that work slightly differently, and then glancing at one
theatrical strategy that repositions the cross-dressed Jewish man.

Jean-Paul Sartre’s novella, “The Childhood of a Leader” (“CEnfance d’un
chef”), tells the story of a young boy, unsure about his own gender role, who
fantasizes about his mother’s masculinity. “What would happen if they took
away Mama’s dress, and if she put on Papa’s pants?” “Perhaps it would make
her grow a black moustache—just like that.”3* As Alice Kaplan points out,
the moustache is “a clear cultural signifier, by 1939, of Hitler” and “a complex
ideological sign in this novel,” since it marks an imaginary or fantasized pro-
jection by the boy, Lucien, onto his mother’s face, and thus onto the face of
the French motherland. The transitional object for Lucien is not only the
moustache—the novella ends with his looking in the mirror and deciding to
grow one of his own—but also anti-Semitism. He reads Barres's Les Déracinés,
and determines on an identification for himself that involves the exclusion of
“non-French” Jews. Lucien’s early experience with homosexuality contributes
to his resolution to seek a renewed “masculinity” for himself. Treated in child-
hood by his mother’s friends like a “little girl,” he reinvents maleness, through
the fantasized phallic French mother, by defining it against the Jews—and the
Jew (homosexual; “little girl”; child) in himself. “Only anti-Semitism,” as Ka-
plan shrewdly notes, “succeeds in giving him the gift of masculinity he has
sought since the first scene of the novel.”%

My second example comes from Cabaret, the film about decadent Berlin
in which—as we have already noticed—transvestism plays a key role. The
transvestite “women” (Elke, Inge) encountered by the protagonist in the men’s
room and the nightclub are not, so far as we know it, Jews: they are identified
as male Germans in drag. But in the cabaret act performed by Joel Grey as the
demonic master of ceremonies there 7s a representation of Jewishness, coyly
disclosed in the scurrilous final line of a song apparently bathetic and empty.
The act involves a female figure in a gorilla suit and frilly pink costume, about
whom the m.c. croons, “If You Could See Her with My Eyes.” The song, ap-
parently a lament for star-crossed love, describes the cruelty of the outside
world in failing to acknowledge his beloved’s qualities; throughout, the goril-
la twitls on his arm, bats her eyelashes, and generally makes herself ludicrous,
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until the close, when the refrain “If you could see her with my eyes . .. ” con-
cludes with a conspiratorial hiss: “ . . . she wouldn’t look Jewish at all.”

The band’s ironic fanfare underscores the point; the contrast with the
film’s shy and beautiful Jewish heroine could hardly be greater. Here cross-
species representation marks the Jewish woman as dark, animal, hairy, and
witless; the “feminized” m.c. with his painted lips and the male-to-female
transvestites in the chorus usurp and co-opt both all “male” and all “female”
space onstage, leaving “the Jew” to be represented by a gorilla in a tutu.

As a final footnote to this we might take note of the anti-Semitic vaude-
ville act in Joseph Losey’s 1976 film about Nazism and identity in wartime
France, Mr. Klein. Modeled on the infamous Nazi propaganda film Jew Siiss
(1941), the act features a street singer whose jewelry is stolen by a sneaky car-
icature of a Jew, while the club audience roars with delight. The singer is
played by a “female impersonator, dressed and made up in dark expressionis-
tic style.”3° As with Joel Grey and his fellow vaudevillians in Cabaret, here “fe-
male impersonator” itself becomes a privileged category, endorsing a certain
kind of decadence and crossover while denying and stigmatizing the Jew as
outside that aesthetic economy. Female impersonation, while on the one hand
a sign of decadence, was thus also a prerogative of power. Jews could be “fem-
inized,” but that was not at all the same as choosing to play a female role.

It would remain, some years later, for a Borscht Belt comedian like Mil-
ton Berle, whose routines so often included a drag act, to cross-dress for suc-
cess, recuperating, however unconsciously, this “feminization” of the Jewish
man, and deploying gender parody as an empowering strategy. For Berle, a
Jewish comic nicknamed “Mr. Television” because of the popularity of his
Texaco Star Theater when it appeared on NBC in 1948, was in some ways the
premier video entertainer of the post-war era. “He was a man who wasnt
afraid of a dress,” wrote the New York Times in fond retrospect, “and for four
years he owned Saturday night.”¥’
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Epistemology of the Closet

EVE KOSOFSKY SEDGWICK

The lie, the perfect lie, about people we know, about the relations we have had with
them, about our motive for some action, formulated in totally different terms, the lie
as to what we are, whom we love, what we feel with regard to people who love us . . .
that lie is one of the few things in the world that can open windows for us on to what
is new and unknown, that can awaken in us sleeping senses for the contemplation of
universes that otherwise we should never have known.

—Proust, The Captive

The epistemology of the closet is not a dated subject or a superseded regime
of knowing. While the events of June, 1969, and later vitally reinvigorated
many people’s sense of the potency, magnetism, and promise of gay self-
disclosure, nevertheless the reign of the telling secret was scarcely overturned
with Stonewall. Quite the opposite, in some ways. To the fine antennae of
public attention the freshness of every drama of (especially involuntary) gay
uncovering seems if anything heightened in surprise and delectability, rather
than staled, by the increasingly intense atmosphere of public articulations of
and about the love that is famous for daring not speak its name. So resilient
and productive a structure of narrative will not readily surrender its hold on
important forms of social meaning. As D. A. Miller points out, secrecy can
function as

the subjective practice in which the oppositions of private/public, in-
side/outside, subject/object are established, and the sanctity of their first
term kept inviolate. And the phenomenon of the “open secret” does not,
as one might think, bring about the collapse of those binarisms and their
ideological effects, but rather attests to their fantasmatic recovery.1

Even at an individual level, there are remarkably few of even the most open-
ly gay people who are not deliberately in the closet with someone personally
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or economically or institutionally important to them. Furthermore, the dead-
ly elasticity of heterosexist presumption means that, like Wendy in Peter Pan,
people find new walls springing up around them even as they drowse: every
encounter with a new classful of students, to say nothing of a new boss, so-
cial worker, loan officer, landlord, doctor, erects new closets whose fraught
and characteristic laws of optics and physics exact from at least gay people
new surveys, new calculations, new draughts and requisitions of secrecy or
disclosure. Even an out gay person deals daily with interlocutors about whom
she doesn’t know whether they know or not; it is equally difficult to guess for
any given interlocutor whether, if they did know, the knowledge would seem
very important. Nor—at the most basic level—is it unaccountable that some-
one who wanted a job, custody or visiting rights, insurance, protection from
violence, from “therapy,” from distorting stereotype, from insulting scrutiny,
from simple insult, from forcible interpretation of their bodily product could
deliberately choose to remain in or to reenter the closet in some or all seg-
ments of their life. The gay closet is not a feature only of the lives of gay peo-
ple. But for many gay people it is still the fundamental feature of social life;
and there can be few gay people, however courageous and forthright by habit,
however fortunate in the support of their immediate communities, in whose
lives the closet is not still a shaping presence.

To say, as I will be saying here, that the epistemology of the closet has
given an overarching consistency to gay culture and identity throughout the
twentieth century is not to deny that crucial possibilities around and out-
side the closet have been subject to most consequential change, for gay peo-
ple. There are risks in making salient the continuity and centrality of the
closet, in a historical narrative that does not have as a fulcrum a saving vi-
sion—whether located in past or future—of its apocalyptic rupture. A med-
itation that lacks that particular utopian organization will risk glamorizing
the closet itself, if only by default; will risk presenting as inevitable or some-
how valuable its exactions, its deformations, its disempowerment and sheer
pain. If these risks are worth running, it is partly because the nonutopian
traditions of gay writing, thought, and culture have remained so inex-
haustibly and gorgeously productive for later gay thinkers, in the absence of
a rationalizing or often even of a forgiving reading of their politics. The
epistemology of the closet has also been, however, on a far vaster scale and
with a less honorific inflection, inexhaustibly productive of modern West-
ern culture and history at large. While that may be reason enough for tak-
ing it as a subject of interrogation, it should not be reason enough for fo-
cusing scrutiny on those who inhabit the closet (however equivocally) to the
exclusion of those in the ambient heterosexist culture who enjoin it and
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whose intimate representational needs it serves in a way less extortionate to
themselves.

I scarcely know at this stage a consistent alternative proceeding, however;
and it may well be that, for reasons to be discussed, no such consistency is
possible. At least to enlarge the circumference of scrutiny and to vary by some
new assays of saltation the angle of its address will be among the method-
ological projects of this discussion.

In Montgomery County, Maryland, in 1973, an cighth-grade earth science
teacher named Acanfora was transferred to a nonteaching position by the
Board of Education when they learned he was gay. When Acanfora spoke to
news media, such as “60 Minutes” and the Public Broadcasting System, about
his situation, he was refused a new contract entirely. Acanfora sued. The fed-
eral district court that first heard his case supported the action and rationale
of the Board of Education, holding that Acanfora’s recourse to the media had
brought undue attention to himself and his sexuality, to a degree that would
be deleterious to the educational process. The Fourth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals disagreed. They considered Acanfora’s public disclosures to be protected
speech under the First Amendment. Although they overruled the lower
court’s rationale, however, the appellate court affirmed its decision not to
allow Acanfora to return to teaching. Indeed, they denied his standing to
bring the suit in the first place, on the grounds that he had failed to note on
his original employment application that he had been, in college, an officer of
a student homophile organization—a notation that would, as school officials
admitted in court, have prevented his ever being hired. The rationale for
keeping Acanfora out of his classroom was thus no longer that he had dis-
closed too much about his homosexuality, but quite the opposite, that he had
not disclosed enough.? The Supreme Court declined to entertain an appeal.
It is striking that each of the two rulings in Acanfora emphasized that the
teacher’s homosexuality “itself” would not have provided an acceptable
ground for denying him employment. Each of the courts relied in its decision
on an implicit distinction between the supposedly protected and bracketable
fact of Acanfora’s homosexuality proper, on the one hand, and on the other
hand his highly vulnerable management of information about it. So very vul-
nerable does this latter exercise prove to be, however, and vulnerable to such
a contradictory array of interdictions, that the space for simply existing as a
gay person who is a teacher is in fact bayonetted through and through, from
both sides, by the vectors of a disclosure at once compulsory and forbidden.
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A related incoherence couched in the resonant terms of the distinction of
public from private riddles the contemporary legal space of gay being. When
it refused in 1985 to consider an appeal in Rowland v. Mad River Local School
District, the U.S. Supreme Court let stand the firing of a bisexual guidance
counselor for coming out to some of her colleagues; the act of coming out was
judged not to be highly protected under the First Amendment because it does
not constitute speech on a matter “of public concern.” It was, of course, only
eighteen months later that the same U.S. Supreme Court ruled, in response
to Michael Hardwick’s contention that it’s nobody’s business if he do, that it
ain’t: if homosexuality is not, however densely adjudicated, to be considered
a matter of public concern, neither in the Supreme Court’s binding opinion
does it subsist under the mantle of the private

The most obvious fact about this history of judicial formulations is that
it codifies an excruciating system of double binds, systematically oppressing
gay people, identities, and acts by undermining through contradictory con-
straints on discourse the grounds of their very being. That immediately polit-
ical recognition may be supplemented, however, by a historical hypothesis
that goes in the other direction. I want to argue that a lot of the energy of at-
tention and demarcation that has swirled around issues of homosexuality
since the end of the nineteenth century, in Europe and the United States, has
been impelled by the distinctively indicative relation of homosexuality to
wider mappings of secrecy and disclosure, and of the private and the public,
that were and are critically problematical for the gender, sexual, and econom-
ic structures of the heterosexist culture at large, mappings whose enabling but
dangerous incoherence has become oppressively, durably condensed in certain
figures of homosexuality. “The closet” and “coming out,” now verging on all-
purpose phrases for the potent crossing and recrossing of almost any politi-
cally charged lines of representation, have been the gravest and most magnet-
ic of those figures.

The closet is the defining structure for gay oppression in the twentieth cen-
tury. The legal couching, by civil liberties lawyers, of Bowers v. Hardwick as an
issue in the first place of a Constitutional right to privacy, and the liberal focus
in the aftermath of that decision on the image of the bedroom invaded by po-
licemen—"Letting the Cops Back into Michael Hardwick’s Bedroom,” the Na-
tive headlined*—as though political empowerment were a matter of getting
the cops back on the street where they belong and sexuality back into the im-
permeable space where i belongs, are among other things extensions of, and
testimony to the power of, the image of the closet. The durability of the image
is perpetuated even as its intelligibility is challenged in antihomophobic re-
sponses like the following, to Hardwick, addressed to gay readers:

44



Epistemology of the Closet

What can you do—alone? The answer is obvious. Youre 7oz alone, and
you can't afford to try to be. That closet door—never very secure as pro-
tection—is even more dangerous now. You must come out, for your own
sake and for the sake of all of us.?

The image of coming out regularly interfaces the image of the closet, and its
seemingly unambivalent public siting can be counterposed as a salvational
epistemologic certainty against the very equivocal privacy afforded by the clos-
et: “If every gay person came out to his or her family,” the same article goes on,
“a hundred million Americans could be brought to our side. Employers and
straight friends could mean a hundred million more.” And yet the Mad River
School District’s refusal to hear a woman’s coming out as an authentically pub-
lic speech act is echoed in the frigid response given many acts of coming out:
“That’s fine, but why did you think I'd want to know about it?”

Gay thinkers of the twentieth century have, as we'll see, never been blind
to the damaging contradictions of this compromised metaphor of 77z and our
of the closet of privacy. But its origins in European culture are, as the writ-
ings of Foucault have shown, so ramified—and its relation to the “larger,”
i.e., ostensibly nongay-related, topologies of privacy in the culture is, as the
figure of Foucault dramatized, so critical, so enfolding, so representational—
that the simple vesting of some alternative metaphor has never, either, been
a true possibility.

I recently heard someone on National Public Radio refer to the sixties
as the decade when Black people came out of the closet. For that matter, I
recently gave an MLA talk purporting to explain how it’s possible to come
out of the closet as a fat woman. The apparent floating-free from its gay ori-
gins of that phrase “coming out of the closet” in recent usage might suggest
that the trope of the closet is so close to the heart of some modern preoc-
cupations that it could be, or has been, evacuated of its historical gay speci-
ficity. But I hypothesize that exactly the opposite is true. I think that a
whole cluster of the most crucial sites for the contestation of meaning in
twentieth-century Western culture are consequentially and quite indelibly
marked with the historical specificity of homosocial/homosexual definition,
notably but not exclusively male, from around the turn of the century.®
Among those sites are, as I have indicated, the pairings secrecy/disclosure
and private/public. Along with and sometimes through these epistemologi-
cally charged pairings, condensed in the figures of “the closet” and “coming
out,” this very specific crisis of definition has then ineffaceably marked
other pairings as basic to modern cultural organization as masculine/femi-
nine, majority/minority, innocence/initiation, natural/artificial, new/old,
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growth/decadence, urbane/provincial, health/illness, same/different, cogni-
tion/paranoia, art/kitsch, sincerity/sentimentality, and voluntarity/addic-
tion. So permeative has the suffusing stain of homo/heterosexual crisis been
that to discuss any of these indices in any context, in the absence of an an-
tihomophobic analysis, must perhaps be to perpetuate unknowingly com-
pulsions implicit in each.

For any modern question of sexuality, knowledge/ignorance is more than
merely one in a metonymic chain of such binarisms. The process, narrowly
bordered at first in European culture but sharply broadened and accelerated
after the late eighteenth century, by which “knowledge” and “sex” become con-
ceptually inseparable from one another—so that knowledge means in the first
place sexual knowledge; ignorance, sexual ignorance; and epistemological pres-
sure of any sort seems a force increasingly saturated with sexual impulsion—
was sketched in Volume I of Foucault’s History of Sexuality. In a sense, this was
a process, protracted almost to retardation, of exfoliating the biblical genesis by
which what we now know as sexuality is frui—apparently the only fruit—to
be plucked from the tree of knowledge. Cognition itself, sexuality itself, and
transgression itself have always been ready in Western culture to be magnetized
into an unyielding though not an unfissured alignment with one another, and
the period initiated by Romanticism accomplished this disposition through a
remarkably broad confluence of different languages and institutions.

In some texts, such as Diderots La Religieuse, that were influential early
in this process, the desire that represents sexuality per se, and hence sexual
knowledge and knowledge per se, is a same-sex desire.” This possibility, how-
ever, was repressed with increasing energy, and hence increasing visibility, as
the nineteenth-century culture of the individual proceeded to elaborate a ver-
sion of knowledge/sexuality increasingly structured by its pointed cognitive
refusal of sexuality between women, between men. The gradually reifying ef-
fect of this refusal® meant that by the end of the nineteenth century, when it
had become fully current—as obvious to Queen Victoria as to Freud—that
knowledge meant sexual knowledge, and secrets sexual secrets, there had in
fact developed one particular sexuality that was distinctively constituted as se-
crecy: the perfect object for the by now insatiably exacerbated epistemologi-
cal/sexual anxiety of the turn-of-the-century subject. Again, it was a long
chain of originally scriptural identifications of a sexuality with a particular
cognitive positioning (in this case, St. Paul’s routinely reproduced and re-
worked denomination of sodomy as the crime whose name is not to be ut-
tered, hence whose accessibility to knowledge is uniquely preterited) that cul-
minated in Lord Alfred Douglas’s epochal public utterance, in 1894, “I am
the Love that dare not speak its name.” In such texts as Billy Budd and Do-
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rian Gray and through their influence, the subject—the thematics—of
knowledge and ignorance themselves, of innocence and initiation, of secrecy
and disclosure, became not contingently but integrally infused with one par-
ticular object of cognition: no longer sexuality as a whole but even more
specifically, now, the homosexual topic. And the condensation of the world of
possibilities surrounding same-sex sexuality—including, shall we say, both
gay desires and the most rabid phobias against them—the condensation of
this plurality to zhe homosexual topic that now formed the accusative case of
modern processes of personal knowing, was not the least infliction of the
turn-of-the-century crisis of sexual definition.

To explore the differences it makes when secrecy itself becomes manifest
as this secret, let me begin by twining together in a short anachronistic braid
a variety of exemplary narratives—literary, biographical, imaginary—that
begin with the moment on July 1, 1986, when the decision in Bowers v.
Hardwick was announced, a moment which, sandwiched between a weekend
of Gay Pride parades nationwide, the announcement of a vengeful new AIDS
policy by the Justice Department, and an upcoming media-riveting long
weekend of hilarity or hysteria focused on the national fetishization in a huge
hollow blind spike-headed female body of the abstraction Liberty, and occur-
ring in an ambient medium for gay men and their families and friends of wave
on wave of renewed loss, mourning, and refreshed personal fear, left many
people feeling as if at any rate one’s own particular car had finally let go for-
ever of the tracks of the roller coaster.

In many discussions I heard or participated in immediately after the
Supreme Court ruling in Bowers v. Hardwick, antihomophobic or gay women
and men speculated—more or less empathetically or venomously—about the
sexuality of the people most involved with the decision. The question kept
coming up, in different tones, of what it could have felt like to be a closeted
gay court assistant, or clerk, or justice, who might have had some degree, even
a very high one, of instrumentality in conceiving or formulating or “refining”
or logistically facilitating this ruling, these ignominious majority opinions,
the assaultive sentences in which they were framed.

That train of painful imaginings was fraught with the epistemological dis-
tinctiveness of gay identity and gay situation in our culture. Vibrantly reso-
nant as the image of the closet is for many modern oppressions, it is indica-
tive for homophobia in a way it cannot be for other oppressions. Racism, for
instance, is based on a stigma that is visible in all but exceptional cases (cases
that are neither rare nor irrelevant, but that delineate the outlines rather than
coloring the center of racial experience); so are the oppressions based on gen-
der, age, size, physical handicap. Ethnic/cultural/religious oppressions such as
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anti-Semitism are more analogous in that the stigmatized individual has at
least notionally some discretion—although, importantly, it is never to be
taken for granted how much—over other people’s knowledge of her or his
membership in the group: one could “come out as” a Jew or Gypsy, in a het-
erogeneous urbanized society, much more intelligibly than one could typical-
ly “come out as,” say, female, Black, old, a wheelchair user, or fat. A (for in-
stance) Jewish or Gypsy identity, and hence a Jewish or Gypsy secrecy or
closet, would nonetheless differ again from the distinctive gay versions of
these things in its clear ancestral linearity and answerability, in the roots (how-
ever tortuous and ambivalent) of cultural identification through each indi-
vidual’s originary culture of (at a minimum) the family.

Proust, in fact, insistently suggests as a sort of limit-case of one kind of
coming out precisely the drama of Jewish self-identification, embodied in the
Book of Esther and in Racine’s recasting of it that is quoted throughout the
“Sodom and Gomorrah” books of A la recherche. The story of Esther seems a
model for a certain simplified but highly potent imagining of coming out and
its transformative potential. In concealing her Judaism from her husband,
King Assuérus (Ahasuerus), Esther the Queen feels she is concealing, simply,
her identity: “The King is to this day unaware who I am.”!? Esther’s deception
is made necessary by the powerful ideology that makes Assuérus categorize her
people as unclean (“cette source impure” [1039]) and an abomination against
nature (“Il nous croit en horreur A toute la nature” [174]). The sincere, rela-
tively abstract Jew-hatred of this fuddled but omnipotent king undergoes con-
stant stimulation from the grandiose cynicism of his advisor Aman (Haman),
who dreams of an entire planet exemplarily cleansed of the perverse element.

1 want it said one day in awestruck centuries:

“There once used to be Jews, there was an insolent race;

widespread, they used to cover the whole face of the earth;

a single one dared draw on himself the wrath of Aman,

at once they disappeared, every one, from the earth.”
(476-80)

The king acquiesces in Aman’s genocidal plot, and Esther is told by her
cousin, guardian, and Jewish conscience Mardochée (Mordecai) that the time
for her revelation has come; at this moment the particular operation of sus-
pense around her would be recognizable to any gay person who has inched to-
ward coming out to homophobic parents. “And if I perish, I perish,” she says
in the Bible (Esther 4:16). That the avowal of her secret identity will have an
immense potency is clear, is the premise of the story. All that remains to be
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seen is whether under its explosive pressure the king’s “political” animus
against her kind will demolish his “personal” love for her, or vice versa: will
he declare her as good as, or better, dead? Or will he soon be found at a neigh-
borhood bookstore, hoping not to be recognized by the salesperson who is
ringing up his copy of Loving Someone Jewish?

The biblical story and Racinian play, bearable to read in their balance of
the holocaustal with the intimate only because one knows how the story will
end,!! are enactments of a particular dream or fantasy of coming out. Esther’s
eloquence, in the event, is resisted by only five lines of her husband’s demur-
ral or shock: essentially at the instant she names herself, both her ruler and
Aman see that the anti-Semites are lost (“AMAN, tout bas: Je tremble”
[1033]). Revelation of identity in the space of intimate love effortlessly over-
turns an entire public systematics of the natural and the unnatural, the pure
and the impure. The peculiar strike that the story makes to the heart is that
Esther’s small, individual ability to risk losing the love and countenance of her
master has the power to save not only her own space in life but her people.

It would not be hard to imagine a version of Esther set in the Supreme
Court in the days immediately before the decision in Bowers v. Hardwick.
Cast as the ingenue in the title role a hypothetical closeted gay clerk, as As-
suérus a hypothetical Justice of the same gender who is about to make a ma-
jority of five in support of the Georgia law. The Justice has grown fond of the
clerk, oddly fonder than s/he is used to being of clerks, and . . . In our com-
pulsive recursions to the question of the sexualities of court personnel, such a
scenario was close to the minds of my friends and me in many forms. In the
passionate dissenting opinions, were there not the traces of others’ comings-
out already performed; could even the dissents themselves represent such per-
formances, Justice coming out to Justice? With the blood-let tatters of what
risky comings-out achieved and then overridden—friends’, clerks’, employ-
ees’, children’s—was the imperious prose of the majority opinions lined?
More painful and frequent were thoughts of all the coming out that had not

happened, of the women and men who had not in some more modern idiom
said, with Esther,

1 dare to beg you, both for my own life

and the sad days of an ill-fated people

that you have condemned o perish with me.
(1029-31)

What was lost in the absence of such scenes was not, either, the opportu-
nity to evoke with eloquence a perhaps demeaning pathos like Esther’s. It was

49



EVE KOSOFSKY SEDGWICK

something much more precious: evocation, articulation, of the dumb As-
suérus in all his imperial ineloquent bathos of unknowing: “A périr? Vous?
Quel peuple?” (“To perish? You? What people?” [1032]). “What people?” in-
deed—why, as it oddly happens, the very people whose eradication he per-
sonally is just on the point of effecting. But only with the utterance of these
blank syllables, making the weight of Assuérus’s powerful ignorance sudden-
ly audible—not least to him—in the same register as the weight of Esther’s
and Mardochée’s private knowledge, can any open flow of power become pos-
sible. It is here that Aman begins to tremble.

Just so with coming out: it can bring about the revelation of a powerful
unknowing as unknowing, not as a vacuum or as the blank it can pretend to
be but as a weighty and occupied and consequential epistemological space.
Esther’s avowal allows Assuérus to make visible two such spaces at once:
“You?” “What people?” He has been blindly presuming about herself,!? and
simply blind to the race to whose extinction he has pledged himself. What?
yor're one of thosee Huh? youw're a whar This frightening thunder can also,
however, be the sound of manna falling.

There is no question that to fixate, as I have done, on the scenario sketched
here more than flirts with sentimentality. This is true for quite explicable rea-
sons. First, we have too much cause to know how limited a leverage any in-
dividual revelation can exercise over collectively scaled and institutionally em-
bodied oppressions. Acknowledgment of this disproportion does not mean
that the consequences of such acts as coming out can be circumscribed with-
in predetermined boundaries, as if between “personal” and “political” realms,
nor does it require us to deny how disproportionately powerful and disrup-
tive such acts can be. But the brute incommensurability has nonetheless to be
acknowledged. In the theatrical display of an already institutionalized igno-
rance no transformative potential is to be looked for.

There is another whole family of reasons why too long a lingering on mo-
ments of Esther-style avowal must misrepresent the truths of homophobic op-
pression; these go back to the important differences between Jewish (here I
mean Racinian-Jewish) and gay identity and oppression. Even in the “Sodom
and Gomorrah” books of Proust, after all, and especially in La Prisonniére,
where Esther is so insistently invoked, the play does not offer an efficacious
model of transformative revelation. To the contrary: La Prisonniére is, notably,
the book whose Racine-quoting hero has the most disastrous incapacity either
to come out or fo be come out ro.

50



Epistemology of the Closet

The suggested closeted Supreme Court clerk who struggled with the pos-
sibility of a self-revelation that might perceptibly strengthen gay sisters and
brothers, but would radically endanger at least the foreseen course of her or
his own life, would have an imagination filled with possibilities beyond those
foreseen by Esther in her moment of risk. It is these possibilities that mark the
distinctive structures of the epistemology of the closet. The clerk’s authority
to describe her or his own sexuality might well be impeached; the avowal
might well only further perturb an already stirred-up current of the open se-
cret; the avowal might well represent an aggression against someone with
whom the clerk felt, after all, a real bond; the nongay-identified Justice might
well feel too shaken in her or his own self-perception, or in the perception of
the bond with the clerk, to respond with anything but an increased rigor; the
clerk might well, through the avowal, be getting dangerously into the vicini-
ty of the explosive-mined closet of a covertly gay Justice; the clerk might well
fear being too isolated or self-doubting to be able to sustain the consequences
of the avowal; the intersection of gay revelation with underlying gender ex-
pectations might well be too confusing or disorienting, for one or the other,
to provide an intelligible basis for change.

To spell these risks and circumscriptions out more fully in the compari-
son with Esther

1. Although neither the Bible nor Racine indicates in what, if any, reli-
gious behaviors or beliefs Esther’s Jewish identity may be manifested, here is
no suggestion that that identity might be a debatable, a porous, a mutable fact
about her. “Esther, my lord, had a Jew for her father” (1033)—ergo, Esther is
a Jew. Taken aback though he is by this announcement, Assuérus does not
suggest that Esther is going through a phase, or is just angry at Gentiles, or
could change if she only loved him enough to get counseling. Nor do such
undermining possibilities occur to Esther. The Jewish identity in this play—
whatever it may consist of in real life in a given historical context—has a so-
lidicy whose very unequivocalness grounds the story of Esther’s equivocation
and her subsequent self-disclosure. In the processes of gay self-disclosure, by
contrast, in a twentieth-century context, questions of authority and evidence
can be the first to arise. “How do you know you’re really gay? Why be in such
a hurry to jump to conclusions? After all, what you're saying is only based on
a few feelings, not real actions [or alternatively: on a few actions, not neces-
sarily your real feelings]; hadn’t you better talk to a therapist and find out?”
Such responses—and their occurrence in the people come out to can seem a
belated echo of their occurrence in the person coming out—reveal how prob-
lematical at present is the very concept of gay identity, as well as how intensely
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it is resisted and how far authority over its definition has been distanced from
the gay subject her- or himself.

2. Esther expects Assuérus to be altogether surprised by her self-disclosure; and
he is. Her confident sense of control over other people’s knowledge about her
is in contrast to the radical uncertainty closeted gay people are likely to feel
about who is in control of information about their sexual identity. This has
something to do with a realism about secrets that is greater in most people’s
lives than it is in Bible stories; but it has much more to do with complications
in the notion of gay identity, so that no one person can take control over all
the multiple, often contradictory codes by which information about sexual
identity and activity can seem to be conveyed. In many, if not most, relation-
ships, coming out is a matter of crystallizing intuitions or convictions that
had been in the air for a while already and had already established their own
power-circuits of silent contempt, silent blackmail, silent glamorization, silent
complicity. After all, the position of those who think they know something
about one thatr one may not know oneselfis an excited and empowered one—
whether what they think one doesn’t know is that one somehow #s homosex-
ual, or merely that one’s supposed secret is known to them. The glass closet
can license insult (“I'd never have said those things if I'd known you were
gay!”—yeah, sure); it can also license far warmer relations, but (and) relations
whose potential for exploitiveness is built into the optics of the asymmetrical,
the specularized, and the inexplicit.!? There are sunny and apparently simpli-
fying versions of coming out under these circumstances: a woman painfully
decides to tell her mother that she’s a lesbian, and her mother responds,
“Yeah, I sort of thought you might be when you and Joan started sleeping to-
gether ten years ago.” More often this fact makes the closet and its exits not
more but less straightforward, however; not, often, more equable, but more
volatile or even violent. Living in and hence coming out of the closet are never
matters of the purely hermetic; the personal and political geographies to be
surveyed here are instead the more imponderable and convulsive ones of the
open secret.

3. Esther worries that her revelation might destroy her or fail to help her peo-
ple, but it does not seem to her likely to damage Assuérus, and it does not indeed
damage him. When gay people in a homophobic society come out, on the
other hand, perhaps especially to parents or spouses, it is with the conscious-
ness of a potential for serious injury that is likely to go in both directions. The
pathogenic secret itself, even, can circulate contagiously as a secret: a mother
says that her adult child’s coming out of the closet with her has plunged her,
in turn, into the closet in her conservative community. In fantasy, though not
in fantasy only, against the fear of being killed or wished dead by (say) one’s
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parents in such a revelation there is apt to recoil the often more intensely
imagined possibility of its killing zbem. There is no guarantee that being
under threat from a double-edged weapon is a more powerful position than
getting the ordinary axe, but it is certain to be more destabilizing.

4. The inert substance of Assuérus seems to have no definitional involvement
with the religious/ethnic identity of Esther. He sees neither himself nor their re-
lationship differently when he sees that she is different from what he had
thought her. The double-edged potential for injury in the scene of gay coming
out, by contrast, results partly from the fact that the erotic identity of the per-
son who receives the disclosure is apt also to be implicated in, hence perturbed
by it. This is true first and generally because erotic identity, of all things, is
never to be circumscribed simply as itself, can never not be relational, is never
to be perceived or known by anyone outside of a structure of transference and
countertransference. Second and specifically it is true because the incoherences
and contradictions of homosexual identity in twentieth-century culture are re-
sponsive to and hence evocative of the incoherences and contradictions of
compulsory heterosexuality.

5. There is no suggestion that Assuérus might himself be a_Jew in disguise. But
it is entirely within the experience of gay people to find that a homophobic
figure in power has, if anything, a disproportionate likelihood of being gay
and closeted. Some examples and implications of this are discussed toward the
end of chapter 5 of Epistemology of the Closer; there is more to this story. Let
it stand here merely to demonstrate again that gay identity is a convoluted
and off-centering possession if it is a possession at all; even to come out does
not end anyone’s relation to the closet, including turbulently the closet of the
other.

6. Esther knows who her people are and has an immediate answerability to
them. Unlike gay people, who seldom grow up in gay families; who are ex-
posed to their culture’s, if not their parents’, high ambient homophobia long
before either they or those who care for them know that they are among those
who most urgently need to define themselves against it; who have with diffi-
culty and always belatedly to patch together from fragments a community, a
usable heritage, a politics of survival or resistance; unlike these, Esther has in-
tact and to hand the identity and history and commitments she was brought
up in, personified and legitimated in a visible figure of authority, her guardian
Mardochée.

7. Correspondingly, Esther’s avowal occurs within and perpetuates a cober-
ent system of gender subordination. Nothing is more explicit, in the Bible, about
Esther’s marriage than its origin in a crisis of patriarchy and its value as a pre-
servative of female discipline. When the Gentile Vashti, her predecessor as
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Ahasueruss queen, had refused to be put on exhibition to his drunk men
friends, “the wise men, which knew the times,” saw that

Vashti the queen hath not done wrong to the king only, but also to all
the princes, and to all the people that are in all the provinces of the king
Ahasuerus. For this deed of the queen shall come abroad unto all
women, so that they shall despise their husbands in their eyes, when it
shall be reported. (Esther 1:13-17)

Esther the Jew is introduced onto this scene as a salvific ideal of female sub-
missiveness, her single moment of risk with the king given point by her cus-
tomary pliancy. (Even today, Jewish little girls are educated in gender roles—
fondness for being looked at, fearlessness in defense of “their people,”
nonsolidarity with their sex—through masquerading as Queen Esther at
Purim; I have a snapshot of myself at about five, barefoot in the pretty
“Queen Esther” dress my grandmother made [white satin, gold spangles],
making a careful eyes-down toe-pointed curtsey at [presumably] my father,
who is manifest in the picture only as the flashgun that hurls my shadow, pil-
laring up tall and black, over the dwarfed sofa onto the wall behind me.)
Moreover, the literal patriarchism that makes coming out to parents the best
emotional analogy to Esther’s self-disclosure to her husband is shown with un-
usual clarity to function through the male traffic in women: Esther’s real mis-
sion, as a wife, is to get her guardian Mardochée installed in place of Aman as
the king’s favorite and advisor. And the instability and danger that by contrast
lurk in the Gentile Aman’s relation to the king seem, Iago-like, to attach to
the inadequate heterosexual buffering of the inexplicit intensities between
them. If the story of Esther reflects a firm Jewish choice of a minority politics
based on a conservative reinscription of gender roles, however, such a choice
has never been able to be made intelligibly by gay people in a modern culture
(although there have been repeated attempts at making it, especially by men).
Instead, both within and outside of homosexual-rights movements, the con-
tradictory understandings of same-sex bonding and desire and of male and fe-
male gay identity have crossed and recrossed the definitional lines of gender
identity with such disruptive frequency that the concepts “minority” and
“gender” themselves have lost a good deal of their categorizing (though cer-
tainly not of their performative) force.

Each of these complicating possibilities stems at least partly from the plu-
rality and the cumulative incoherence of modern ways of conceptualizing
same-sex desire and, hence, gay identity; an incoherence that answers, too, to
the incoherence with which Aeterosexual desire and identity are conceptual-
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ized. A long, populous theoretical project of interrogating and historicizing
the self-evidence of the pseudo-symmetrical opposition homosexual/hetero-
sexual (or gay/straight) as categories of persons will be assumed rather than
summarized here. Foucault among other historians locates in about the nine-
teenth century a shift in European thought from viewing same-sex sexuality
as a matter of prohibited and isolated genital aczs (acts to which, in that view,
anyone might be liable who did not have their appetites in general under close
control) to viewing it as a function of stable definitions of identity (so that
one’s personality structure might mark one as @ homosexual, even, perhaps, in
the absence of any genital activity at all). Thus, according to Alan Bray, “To
talk of an individual [in the Renaissance] as being or not being a homosexu-
al’ is an anachronism and ruinously misleading,”'* whereas the period stretch-
ing roughly between Wilde and Proust was prodigally productive of attempts
to name, explain, and define this new kind of creature, the homosexual per-
son—a project so urgent that it spawned in its rage of distinction an even
newer category, that of the heterosexual person.!

To question the natural self-evidence of this opposition between gay and
straight as distinct kinds of persons is not, however, to dismantle it. Perhaps
no one should wish it to do so; substantial groups of women and men under
this representational regime have found that the nominative category “homo-
sexual,” or its more recent near-synonyms, does have a real power to organize
and describe their experience of their own sexuality and identity, enough at
any rate to make their self-application of it (even when only tacit) worth the
enormous accompanying costs. If only for this reason, the categorization
commands respect. And even more at the level of groups than of individuals,
the durability of any politics or ideology that would be so much as permissive
of same-sex sexuality has seemed, in the twentieth century, to depend on a
definition of homosexual persons as a distinct, minority population, however
produced or labeled.'® Far beyond any cognitively or politically enabling ef-
fects on the people whom it claims to describe, moreover, the nominative cat-
egory of “the homosexual” has robustly failed to disintegrate under the pres-
sure of decade after decade, battery after battery of deconstructive
exposure—evidently not in the first place because of its meaningfulness to
those whom it defines but because of its indispensableness to those who de-
fine themselves as against it.

For surely, if paradoxically, it is the paranoid insistence with which the
definitional barriers between “the homosexual” (minority) and “the hetero-
sexual” (majority) are fortified, in the twentieth century, by nonhomosexuals,
and especially by men against men, that most saps one’s ability to believe in
“the homosexual” as an unproblematically discrete category of persons. Even
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the homophobic fifties folk wisdom of 7ea and Sympathy detects that the man
who most electrifies those barriers is the one whose own current is at most in-
termittently direct. It was in the period of the so-called “invention of the ‘ho-
mosexual”” that Freud gave psychological texture and credibility to a counter-
valent, universalizing mapping of this territory, based on the supposed
protean mobility of sexual desire and on the potential bisexuality of every
human creature; a mapping that implies no presumption that one’s sexual
penchant will always incline toward persons of a single gender, and that of-
fers, additionally, a richly denaturalizing description of the psychological mo-
tives and mechanisms of male paranoid, projective homophobic definition
and enforcement. Freud’s antiminoritizing account only gained, moreover, in
influence by being articulated through a developmental narrative in which
heterosexist and masculinist ethical sanctions found ready camouflage. If the
new common wisdom that hotly overt homophobes are men who are “inse-
cure about their masculinity” supplements the implausible, necessary illusion
that there could be a secure version of masculinity (known, presumably, by the
coolness of its homophobic enforcement) and a stable, intelligible way for
men to feel about other men in modern heterosexual capitalist patriarchy,
what tighter turn could there be to the screw of an already off-center, always
at fault, endlessly blackmailable male identity ready to be manipulated into
any labor of channeled violence?!”

It remained for work emerging from the later feminist and gay movements
to begin to clarify why the male paranoid project had become so urgent in the
maintenance of gender subordination; and it remained for a stunningly effica-
cious coup of feminist redefinition to transform lesbianism, in a predominant
view, from a matter of female virilization to one of woman-identification.!® Al-
though the post-Stonewall, predominantly male gay liberation movement has
had a more distinct political presence than radical lesbianism and has present-
ed potent new images of gay people and gay communities, along with a stit-
ring new family of narrative structures attached to coming oug, it has offered
few new analytic facilities for the question of homo/heterosexual definition
prior to the moment of individual coming out. That has not, indeed, been its
project. In fact, except for a newly productive interest in historicizing gay def-
inition itself, the array of analytic tools available today to anyone thinking
about issues of homo/heterosexual definition is remarkably little enriched from
that available to, say, Proust. Of the strange plethora of “explanatory” schemas
newly available to Proust and his contemporaries, especially in support of mi-
noritizing views, some have been superseded, forgotten, or rendered by histo-
ry too unpalatable to be appealed to explicitly. (Many of the supposedly lost
ones do survive, if not in sexological terminology, then in folk wisdom and
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“commonsense.” One is never surprised, either, when they reemerge under
new names on the Science page of the Zimes; the men-women of Sodom ma-
triculate as the “sissy boys” of Yale University Press.)!” But there are few new
entries. Most moderately to well-educated Western people in the twentieth
century seem to share a similar understanding of homosexual definition, inde-
pendent of whether they themselves are gay or straight, homophobic or anti-
homophobic. That understanding is close to what Proust’s probably was, what
for that matter mine is and probably yours. That is to say, it is organized
around a radical and irreducible incoherence. It holds the minoritizing view
that there is a distinct population of persons who “really are” gay; at the same
time, it holds the universalizing views that sexual desire is an unpredictably
powerful solvent of stable identities; that apparently heterosexual persons and
object choices are strongly marked by same-sex influences and desires, and vice
versa for apparently homosexual ones; and that at least male heterosexual iden-
tity and modern masculinist culture may require for their maintenance the
scapegoating crystallization of a same-sex male desire that is widespread and in
the first place internal 2

It has been the project of many, many writers and thinkers of many dif-
ferent kinds to adjudicate between the minoritizing and universalizing views
of sexual definition and to resolve this conceptual incoherence. With whatev-
er success, on their own terms, they have accomplished the project, none of
them has budged in one direction or other the absolute hold of this yoking of
contradictory views on modern discourse. A higher valuation on the transfor-
mative and labile play of desire, a higher valuation on gay identity and gay
community: neither of these, nor their opposite, often far more potent de-
preciations, seems to get any purchase on the stranglehold of the available and
ruling paradigm-clash. And this incoherence has prevailed for at least three-
quarters of a century. Sometimes, but not always, it has taken the form of a
confrontation or nonconfrontation between politics and theory. A perfect ex-
ample of this potent incoherence was the anomalous legal situation of gay
people and acts in this country after one recent legal ruling. The Supreme
Court in Bowers v. Hardwick notoriously left the individual states free to pro-
hibit any acts they wish to define as “sodomy,” by whomsoever performed,
with no fear at all of impinging on any rights, and particularly privacy rights,
safeguarded by the Constitution; yet only shortly thereafter a panel of the
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ruled (in Sergeant Perry ]. Watkins v. United
States Army) that homosexual persons, as a particular kind of person, are enti-
tled to Constitutional protections under the Equal Protection clause.?! To be
gay in this system is to come under the radically overlapping aegises of a uni-
versalizing discourse of acts and a minoritizing discourse of persons. Just at
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the moment, at least within the discourse of law, the former of these prohibits
what the latter of them protects; but in the concurrent public-health con-
structions related to AIDS, for instance, it is far from clear that a minoritiz-
ing discourse of persons (“risk groups”) is not even more oppressive than the
competing, universalizing discourse of acts (“safer sex”). In the double binds
implicit in the space ovetlapped by the two, at any rate, every matter of defi-
nitional control is fraught with consequence.

The energy-expensive but apparently static clinch between minoritizing
and universalizing views of homo/heterosexual definition is not, either, the only
major conceptual siege under which modern homosexual and heterosexist
fates are enacted. The second one, as important as the first and intimately en-
tangled with it, has to do with defining the relation to gender of homosexual
persons and same-sex desires. (It was in this conceptual register that the radical-
feminist reframing of lesbianism as woman-identification was such a power-
ful move.) Enduringly since at least the turn of the century, there have
presided two contradictory rropes of gender through which same-sex desire
could be understood. On the one hand there was, and there persists, differ-
ently coded (in the homophobic folklore and science surrounding those “sissy
boys” and their mannish sisters, but also in the heart and guts of much living
gay and lesbian culture), the trope of inversion, anima muliebris in corpore vir-
ili inclusa—"a woman’s soul trapped in a mans body’—and vice versa. As
such writers as Christopher Craft have made clear, one vital impulse of this
trope is the preservation of an essential heterosexuality within desire itself,
through a particular reading of the homosexuality of persons: desire, in this
view, by definition subsists in the current that runs between one male self and
one female self, in whatever sex of bodies these selves may be manifested.??
Proust was not the first to demonstrate—nor, for that matter, was the Shake-
speare of the comedies—that while these attributions of “true” “inner” het-
erogender may be made to stick, in a haphazard way, so long as dyads of peo-
ple are all that are in question, the broadening of view to include any larger
circuit of desire must necessarily reduce the inversion or liminality trope to a
choreography of breathless farce. Not a jot the less for that has the trope of
inversion remained a fixture of modern discourse of same-sex desire; indeed,
under the banners of androgyny or, more graphically, “genderfuck,” the dizzy-
ing instability of this model has itself become a token of value.

Charged as it may be with value, the persistence of the inversion trope has
been yoked, however, to that of its contradictory counterpart, the trope of
gender separatism. Under this latter view, far from its being of the essence of
desire to cross boundaries of gender, it is instead the most natural thing in the
world that people of the same gender, people grouped together under the sin-
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Models of Gay/Straight Definition in Terms of Overlapping Sexuality and Gender

gle most determinative diacritical mark of social organization, people whose
economic, institutional, emotional, physical needs and knowledges may have
so much in common, should bond together also on the axis of sexual desire.
As the substitution of the phrase “woman-identified woman” for “lesbian”
suggests, as indeed does the concept of the continuum of male or female ho-
mosocial desire, this trope tends to reassimilate to one another identification
and desire, where inversion models, by contrast, depend on their distinctness.
Gender-separatist models would thus place the woman-loving woman and
the man-loving man each at the “natural” defining center of their own gen-
der, again in contrast to inversion models that locate gay people—whether bi-
ologically or culturally—at the threshold between genders.

The immanence of each of these models throughout the history of mod-
ern gay definition is clear from the early split in the German homosexual
rights movement between Magnus Hirschfeld, founder (in 1897) of the
Scientific-Humanitarian Committee, a believer in the “third sex” who posit-
ed, in Don Mager’s paraphrase, “an exact equation . . . between cross-gender
behaviors and homosexual desire”; and Benedict Friedlinder, co-founder (in
1902) of the Community of the Special, who concluded to the contrary “that
homosexuality was the highest, most perfect evolutionary stage of gender dif-
ferentiation.”? As James Steakley explains, “the true #ypus inversus,” accord-
ing to this latter argument, “as distinct from the effeminate homosexual, was
seen as the founder of patriarchal society and ranked above the heterosexual
in terms of his capacity for leadership and heroism.”?*

Like the dynamic impasse between minoritizing and universalizing views
of homosexual definition, that between transitive and separatist tropes of ho-
mosexual gender has its own complicated history, an especially crucial one for
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any understanding of modern gender asymmetry, oppression, and resistance.
One thing that does emerge with clarity from this complex and contradictory
map of sexual and gender definition is that the possible grounds to be found
there for alliance and cross-identification among various groups will also be
plural. To take the issue of gender definition alone: under a gender-separatist
topos, lesbians have looked for identifications and alliances among women in
general, including straight women (as in Adrienne Rich’s “lesbian continuum”
model); and gay men, as in Friedlinder’s model—or more recent “male liber-
ation” models—of masculinity, might look for them among men in general,
including straight men. “The erotic and social presumption of women is our
enemy,” Friedlinder wrote in his “Seven Theses on Homosexuality” (1908).2
Under a topos of gender inversion or liminality, in contrast, gay men have
looked to identify with straight women (on the grounds that they are also
“feminine” or also desire men), or with lesbians (on the grounds that they oc-
cupy a similarly liminal position); while lesbians have analogously looked to
identify with gay men or, though this latter identification has not been strong
since second-wave feminism, with straight men. (Of course, the political out-
comes of all these trajectories of potential identification have been radically,
often violently, shaped by differential historical forces, notably homophobia
and sexism.) Note, however, that this schematization over “the issue of gender
definition alone” also does impinge on the issue of homo/heterosexual defini-
tion, as well, and in an unexpectedly chiasmic way. Gender-separatist models
like Rich’s or Friedlinder’s scem to tend toward wuniversalizing understandings
of homo/heterosexual potential. To the degree that gender-inzegrative inversion
or liminality models, such as Hirschfeld’s “third-sex” model, suggest an alliance
or identity between lesbians and gay men, on the other hand, they tend toward
gay-separatist, minoritizing models of specifically gay identity and politics.
Steakley makes a useful series of comparisons between Hirschfeld’s Scientific-
Humanitarian Committee and Friedlinder’s Community of the Special:

Within the homosexual emancipation movement there was a deep fac-
tionalization between the Committee and the Community. . . . [TThe
Committee was an organization of men and women, whereas the Com-
munity was exclusively male. . . . The Committee called homosexuals a
third sex in an effort to win the basic rights accorded the other two; the
Community scorned this as a beggarly plea for mercy and touted the no-
tion of supervirile bisexuality.2°

These crossings are quite contingent, however; Freud’s universalizing under-
standing of sexual definition seems to go with an integrative, inversion model
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of gender definition, for instance. And, more broadly, the routes to be taken
across this misleadingly symmetrical map are fractured in a particular histor-
ical situation by the profound asymmetries of gender oppression and hetero-
sexist oppression.

Like the effect of the minoritizing/universalizing impasse, in short, that of
the impasse of gender definition must be seen first of all in the creation of a
field of intractable, highly structured discursive incoherence at a crucial node
of social organization, in this case the node at which any gender is discrimi-
nated. I have no optimism at all about the availability of a standpoint of
thought from which either question could be intelligibly, never mind effica-
ciously, adjudicated, given that the same yoking of contradictions has
presided over all the thought on the subject, and all its violent and pregnant
modern history, that has gone to form our own thought. Instead, the more
promising project would seem to be a study of the incoherent dispensation it-
self, the indisseverable girdle of incongruities under whose discomfiting span,
for most of a century, have unfolded both the most generative and the most
murderous plots of our culture.
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Queers Are Like Jews, Aren’t They? Analogy

and Alliance Politics

JANET R. JAKOBSEN

Queers are like Jews. Aren't they?

What does it mean to pose the Jewish question in relation to queer theo-
ry? Is there any one Jewish question? And does not the Jewish question also
pose the question of queer theory itself? What is the relationship between
“Jewish” and “queer”? Does queer, after all, refer to the identity of those with
whom it is most commonly associated in the current milieu: homosexuals and
other sexual dissidents? Or does queer mean something, well, “different” than
that, different than a catch-all category with reference to sexuality? And if
queer refers to something else—to, for example, that which is other, different,
odd, gueer—what is its relation to the specific difference (queerness?) of Jew-
ish? One can certainly imagine instances in which it would be quite queer to
be Jewish. But, if we simply take up the concept in this manner—that Jews
are the queers of this or that setting—does not all difference get colonized
into “queer”? And, doesn’t the specter of sexual identity continue to haunt the
word queer, leaving sexuality as the fundamental difference? What if Jewish is
taken to mean something more than a specific difference? What of the impli-
cations of Jewishness beyond Jewish difference?! What if Jews are taken to
represent a fundamental difference—that which is unassimilable in moderni-
ty, for example?? In the end, do Jewish and queer become the same simply be-
cause both are different?

For the purpose of this essay, I would like to explore these questions
through the specificity and complexity of historical relation. I would like to
suggest that there are overlapping relations between the “Jewish question” as
a fundamental question of difference posed to modernity and the question of
difference posed by queer theory. Some of the similarities between these two
differences may, in fact, be traced through a genealogy of their interrelations.
And yet they are not the same. Jews are not simply the queers of the catego-
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ry modernity or even religion. By positing the question of similarity “Queers
are like Jews, aren’t they?” in its historical relation between homosexuals and
Jews, I hope to elucidate a fundamental complexity of such histories. The sim-
ilarities and differences of the two categories are not fully specifiable, because
the categories are not fully separable. They are overlapping—intertwined
even—but not coextensive. Along the way I hope to look into the possibility
of reinvigorating the queer question in queer theory: What does queer mean
if it is not simply a multiculti version of sexuality?

Analogy

Queers are like Jews. Aren’t they?

The longstanding associations, both implicit and explicit, of homosexuals
and Jews, at least in terms of antisemitic and antihomosexual discourses, can
still be found in contemporary sites ranging from new-right hate groups to
the Supreme Court.> In 1996, for example, Supreme Court Justice Scalia’s
dissent from the decision striking down Colorado’s antigay amendment 2
sounds as if it comes directly from The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.* Scalia
portrays homosexuals, like Jews, as a small but overprivileged minority with
both financial capital and political influence well in excess of either numbers
or justified expectation.

The question for activists is what to make of this analogy. How do we re-
spond to such derogatory comparisons? And, given the conservative force of
such analogies when used by the right, how do we think about the uses of
analogy that have become relatively commonplace in progressive politics? For
example, the 1993 March on Washington for Lesbian, Gay, and Bi Equal
Rights and Liberation was rife with analogies to the 1963 Civil Rights March.
These analogies were employed to demonstrate the need for civil rights pro-
tections for sexual minorities that would be similar to those offered to racial
minorities. This use of analogy proved to be effective in certain ways but
problematic in others. Concerns about analogizing sexuality to race have
ranged from the issue of “appropriation” to the loss of historical specificity.

There is no question that analogies can be powerful in both progressive
and conservative politics. For progressives analogies can show that one form
of political oppression and/or struggle is like another. For example, if an au-
dience already recognizes that racism is politically indefensible, then analo-
gizing sexuality to race can make heterosexism equally indefensible. Analogy
is often used in legal reasoning, to show, for example, that one type of dis-
criminatory action is like another when the latter is already clearly subject to
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legal regulation or penalty. Thus, to show that one form of discrimination is
like another, already regulated form would provide the basis for successful
litigation.

The use of analogy is particularly powerful because it draws on a language
of equality that has been central to modern political discourse. In their im-
portant book, Hegemony and Socialist Strategy, Ernesto Laclau and Chantal
Mouffe (1985) have demonstrated how analogies employ a logic of equiva-
lence by which multiple struggles can be recognized. Laclau and Mouffe also
believe that these equivalences can connect movements to each other. They
argue, for example, that in the nineteenth century arguments for the recogni-
tion of sexism and women’s rights were made on the basis of an analogy to the
already established discourse of the “rights of man.” Thus, Mary Woll-
stonecraft “displaced [the discourse of rights] from equality between citizens
to the field of equality between the sexes” (154). Positioning women’s rights
as like the rights of citizens (men) makes women equal to men, just as all cit-
izens are equal to each other. This move also makes social movements equiv-
alent to one another. If women are equal to men just as citizens are equal to
one another, then women are also equal to citizens and the movements for
democracy (equality of citizens) and women’s rights (equality for women) are
equivalent. For Laclau and Moulffe this logic of equivalence can join move-
ments in a common struggle for equality and democracy.

We can see in the history of social movements in the U.S. some of Laclau
and Mouffe’s analysis being played out. The power of claiming equivalence is
evident in the social movements—feminist, civil rights, international human
rights—that have time and again been founded upon it. The logic of equiva-
lence has allowed claims for equality and rights to circulate among move-
ments. It has not, however, been effective in connecting these movements to
each other.

More than that, the very act of making the analogy and displacing the
logic of equality from one movement to another can pull apart those move-
ments it would seem to connect. It can create women’s rights as an au-
tonomous field of activity, separate from but equal to other forms of struggle
for rights. If equivalence creates autonomous fields, separate from one anoth-
er, then analogies employed within the logic of equivalence may actually un-
dercut, rather than enable, alliances among movements.’

Bug, in addition to providing the logic of equivalence, analogies are also
employed to provide the affect of connection, specifically to promote solidar-
ity by creating empathy across different experiences. As Trina Grillo and
Stephanie M. Wildman (1997) argue in their critique of analogies:
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Analogies are necessary tools to teach and to explain, so that we can bet-
ter understand each other’s experiences and realities. We have no other
way to understand others’ lives, except by making analogies to our own
experience. Thus, the use of analogies provides both the key to greater
comprehension and the danger of false understanding. (44-45)

Grillo and Wildman go on to discuss what, through their own use of analo-
gies in various settings, they came to perceive as “the dangers inherent in what
had previously seemed to us to be a creative and solidarity-producing
process—analogizing sex discrimination to race discrimination. These dan-
gers were obscured by the promise that to discuss and compare oppressions
might lead to coalition building and understanding” (46). They argue that
analogy has three basic and interrelated problems, problems that have also
been identified by a number of other critics.® First, even as the meaning of the
first term in an analogy (e.g., sexism) depends on the second term to which it
is analogized (racism), the analogy tends to make the first term the center of
analysis while marginalizing (if including at all) any analysis of the second
term. So, for example, if we say sexism is like racism, we may go on to ana-
lyze sexism in great depth without necessarily giving much attention to racism
except insofar as it sets up our analysis of sexism.” Not only do we learn noth-
ing more about racism, but we learn nothing about the relationship between
sexism and racism. Thus the analogy reduces the relationship between various
“oppressions” to their similarities, and the complexities of their interrelation
are lost.

Second, by emphasizing the ways in which “oppressions” are like one an-
other, analogy can give the sense that it explains everything about any experi-
ence of oppression, such that, for example, the pain of particular experiences
of sexism is lost to the ways in which it is like racism. Often, then, the speci-
ficity of each experience is lost to a generalized sense of oppression in which all
oppressions are (generally) like each other. Moreover, those who have experi-
enced sexism but not racism can think that they then understand racism on
the basis of their experience. Thus, on the basis of such analogies, generalized
processes like “othering” or “marginalization” can come to describe the mech-
anism of all oppressions and the historical specificity of racism or sexism is lost.

Third, analogy tends to create two distinctive groups. In Grillo and
Wildman’s example women who experience sexism are constituted as a dis-
tinct category from people of color who experience racism. This move tends
to elide the intersection between the two, creating the now infamous con-
junction “women and people of color,” which erases the existence of women
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of color and simultaneously constitutes “women” as “white.” Once such sep-
arate fields are created, it becomes much harder to form alliances, because
women now names a white category separated off from people of color, and any
desire for alliance is already undercut by the assertion of autonomy. Moreover,
other potential lines of complication, but also connection—class or religion,
for example—are also elided as constitutive of both sexism and racism. Anti-
sexist and antiracist movements are also, then, conceptually separated from
each other by the analogy, despite their long histories of interrelation. This
context of relation, and its attendant ambiguities and complexities, provides
the potential building blocks for alliance among analogized terms or the
movements that they name, and yet analogy works precisely by eliding such
specifics.

None of these terms—sexism, racism, heterosexism—is either unambiguous
or fully autonomous from others, although the invocation of each term also
has specific effects. This fundamental complexity—that the constitutive terms
of politics are both interdependent so as to be resistant to specification and
have specific effects—is one that the use of analogy is too narrow to recognize.
This is not to say that it is not useful to name such distinct fields and to con-
sider the specific effects of such naming, but it is to say that simple analogies
will be likely to obscure these specifics, especially in terms of interrelation, and
will be unlikely to form the basis for alliance.

These problems with analogy can have significant political effects. Let us
return for a moment to the example of the 1993 March on Washington for
Lesbian, Gay, and Bi Equal Rights and Liberation and its use of analogies to
the 1963 Civil Rights March.® While depending on the recognition that race
was a category worthy of civil rights protections, the argument that march or-
ganizers produced for gay and lesbian civil rights made no active connections
between antiracist and antiheterosexist struggles. Despite interventions
around this issue from various quarters, the public face of the march, as seen,
for example, in videotapes produced by the National Gay and Lesbian Task
Force and the Human Rights Campaign (then Fund) often failed to produce
connections with predominantly African American movements for civil
rights. Rather, what was produced was a “gay community” that was distinct
from (although supposedly similar to) its African American predecessor in
struggle. In its distinction this “gay community” ended up looking much like
the dominant public who was the audience for the analogy: predominantly
white with a contained African American minority. In the march videos
analogies to the 1963 civil rights march are rife, while images of African
Americans are segregated and contained within the “broader” (read: white)
“gay community.” The NGLTF tape Marching for Freedom opens with the
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evocation of African American freedom struggles through song and then
moves into a series of interviews with mostly white marchers who proclaim
their normalcy and similarity to the general public. In the Human Rights
Campaign Fund tape Prelude to Vicrory the evocation of diversity is shown
through a series of performances in which people of color are always bracket-
ed by white people.

The use of this analogy reduced the relation between oppressions to one
of similarity. In this formulation “lesbian and gays” are discriminated against
“like African Americans.” Here, the analogy fails to recognize historical dif-
ferences, such as the historical effects of racialization grounded not merely in
discrimination but in the history of slavery. Moreover, this analytic reduction
allows those on the political right to challenge claims for lesbian and gay
rights simply by enumerating the historical differences between racism and
heterosexism. The right-wing videotape Gay Rights, Special Rights takes pre-
cisely this tack. This videotape was extremely successful in splitting African
Americans from political alliances with gay rights movements, and this suc-
cess was based in part on the problematic nature of the analogy between sex-
uality and race that was deployed by gay rights advocates. In this instance the
progressive use of analogy played into the hands of the right.

So, should progressives stop using analogies? Will they only be effective
for conservatives? One of the reasons that analogy is so effective for conserva-
tives while it so often fails to accomplish its intended effects in progressive
politics is the structure of analogy itself. Christina Crosby (1994) has explored
the structuring effects of analogy. Because analogy is a form of metaphor,
analogy accomplishes its work through the transfer of properties from one set
of terms to another. To describe this movement, Crosby draws on the theory
of Ch. Perelman who points out that with metaphors “it is essential, for anal-
ogy to fulfill its argumentative role, that the first [term] be less known, in
some respect, than the second . . . which must structure the analogy. We will
call the [term] which is the object of the discourse the #héme and the second,
thanks to its effecting the [metaphoric] transfer [of meaning], the phore of the
analogy” (Perelman 4, quoted in Crosby 24). So, in Grillo and Wildman’s ex-
ample, sexism is the zhéme and racism is the phore, and in the 1993 March on
Washington, heterosexism and gay and lesbian rights is the #héme and racism
and civil rights for African Americans is the phoros. The legal recognition of
racism as a clear wrong that should be remedied through civil rights has ob-
viously had a large effect on progressive political discourse. In this sense
racism is more well known than sexism or heterosexism. Civil rights protec-
tions against gender discrimination were included in the 1964 Civil Rights
Act because opponents of the bill thought that it would be impossible to stop
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protections against race-based discrimination but that the inclusion of gender
might kill the bill (and, of course, protections against discrimination on the
basis of sexual orientation were not included at all). Thus movements at-
tempting to demonstrate to U.S. society that sexism or heterosexism is wrong
and should be legally prohibited have in their use of analogies depended upon
the development of a particular consensus about racism.

Racism has provided the ground for these analogies, and this means that
likening sexism and heterosexism to racism communicates differently than
likening racism to sexism and heterosexism. This is not to say that the analo-
gy cannot be used in the other directions—that racism is like heterosexism,
for example—but what is communicated by this reversal will be different, be-
cause heteosexism will provide the ground of knowledge. It is quite clear that
in the legal arena to liken racism to heterosexism will have different effects,
because heterosexism has no legal standing; the analogy would be obviously
ineffective. The two analogies also have different meanings in interpersonal
settings like those described by Grillo and Wildman. In some ways it might
be effective in a multicultural setting to say that racism is like heterosexism,
as an attempt to enable white gays and lesbians to think about racism. But, as
Grillo and Wildman report, its effectiveness is limited precisely because white
gays and lesbians can understand racism only insofar as it is like heterosexism.
The ground of the analogy—in this case heterosexism—provides the mean-
ing of the analogy and also sets the limits of this meaning.

Crosby concludes that: “The equivalence created in analogy, then, re-
quires that the #héme have value relative to the phore” In other words, the first
term is dependent on the second. The two terms are not simply equivalent
and they cannot necessarily be interchanged. In fact, the ground of the anal-
ogy must be kept stable in order to shift our understanding of the theme. It
is because we supposedly know and understand racism and know how to act
to prohibit it that our knowledge of sexism can shift. If sexism is like racism,
then what was once accepted as an appropriate set of social relations—in
which women could, for example, be denied jobs simply because they were
women—becomes legally prohibited discrimination. The use of analogy by
the organizers of the 1993 March on Washington was intended to accomplish
a similar shift. If heterosexism is like racism, then discrimination against gays
and lesbians is no longer an acceptable form of social relation. But in each of
these shifts, the ground of the analogy—racism—must remain stable when,
in fact, the predominant understanding of racism in the U.S. and the social
consensus that it is wrong is actually very weak. Progressives argue that sexu-
al orientation should be a protected category, like race, but it is hardly as if
legal prohibition has effectively protected people of color from racism in U.S.
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society. This sense, that the theme of an analogy depends on the ground, is
part of what can undercut the feelings of empathy among groups that Grillo
and Wildman had hoped to produce. Those who fought for civil rights pro-
tections can feel used when their struggles are invoked as the stable ground of
analogy without recognition of either the difficulties of those struggles or the
continuing fragility of civil rights protections when it comes to race. Thus, it
should not surprise us that, for example, in the very same political discourses
that invoke and depend on analogy to the domination of African Americans,
gay and lesbian politics reiterates this very domination. Advocates of gay and
lesbian rights—even as they invoke the analogy—can ignore, marginalize,
and exploit the struggles of African Americans, thus reenacting the racism of
mainstream American political life.

To return to the topic at hand, we can now see why the claim that queers
are like Jews is so effective specifically in conservative politics, i.e., politics that
are simultaneously homophobic and antisemitic. Because the théme must
have value relative to the phoros, then the question of the domination of
queers depends upon the maintenance of the domination of Jews as well. The
analogy effectively marks both as appropriately dominated and makes that
domination interdependent. Because the interdependence is not simply in-
terchangeable, however, to claim that queers are like Jews in a progressive nar-
rative is to maintain this dependence on the domination of Jews. So, the claim
that queers are subject to domination in the United States in the same way
that antisemitism operates, is dependent on maintaining the specific value of
the phoros—i.e., the domination of Jews—and the progressive claims of
queers (insofar as they are based on this analogy) are also based on the con-
tinuation of antisemitism.

The internal structure of analogy, then, makes it particularly effective as a
tool to iterate dominations across categories and much less effective in at-
tempts to avoid such (re)iterations. In fact, this argument shows how various
dominations are linked within discursive structures and how these linkages re-
inforce specific domination. Resistance that is dependent on these very same
structures is thus unlikely to be effective.

Nonetheless, I do not advocate eschewing analogy entirely. Even in build-
ing this argument I have depended on analogies, demonstrating some of the
effects of saying that queers are like Jews, by considering what we know about
other analogies. In the rest of this essay I will argue for a form of analogy that
can recognize the complexity of relation named by it. The mechanism by
which metaphoric transfers occur are not simple, because they depend on a
fundamental category error. Analogizing queers to Jews violates the categories
that might otherwise separate them. This category error is potentially a space
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of constraint—it can focus our understanding of heterosexism by constrain-
ing our knowledge of antisemitism—but it is also a space of possibility pro-
vided that the analogy is used to destabilize the phore as well as the théme. If,
when analogizing heterosexism to racism, we were to destabilize racism even
as we changed perceptions of heterosexism, the effects would be quite differ-
ent from those that depend on a stable concept of (and, thus, themselves often
enact) racism. Similarly, in my analysis above, I have tried to destabilize our
understanding of the ground of my own analogy, by shifting our understand-
ing of the heterosexism-racism relation. In other words, I have not simply said
queers are like Jews just as heterosexism is like racism. I have not left the
heterosexism-racism relation intact as a stable ground for the queer-Jew rela-
tion. This destabilization of the ground of the metaphor resists both the racist
implications of the heterosexism-racism analogy and it changes what we think
we know about the queer-Jew relation. It demands that we rethink the queer-
Jewish relation in a complex manner. It shows that we don’t yet know what it
might mean to say, “Queers are like Jews, aren’t they?”

Contextualizing Analogies: Genealogies of Relation

The first question we must ask is: who are the “queers,” and who are the
“Jews” that they are like? One way to simultaneously shift both theme and
phoros is to play out the relational context of the two terms. Providing con-
text broadens the setting of the analogy, so that we can see the breadth, com-
plexities, and ambiguities of the relations between the terms. Contextualiza-
tion can also allow us to broaden the reach of the analogy beyond the two
terms gueer and Jew. In doing so, we can resist some of the limits set by the
invocation of the terms alone, thus allowing the ground of the analogy itself
to shift. This is the power of what Michel Foucault has called “gencalogical”
work, and it enables us to ask not just who are the queers and who are the
Jews but also how did they come to be so. Are they fully separable? And, how
might we bring them together in a manner that both recognizes and resists
the limits of each?

I begin my contextualizing genealogies, somewhat paradoxically, by nar-
rowing the reach of the term gueer in order to consider its specific implication
in a genealogy of homosexuality. 1 take up this initial specifying strategy so that
by the end of this essay I will be better able to realize the potential of gueer as
it might extend beyond homosexual. If we hope eventually to destabilize the
connections between contemporary invocations of gueer and the politics of
sexuality, and of homosexuality in particular, we must first address the homo-
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sexual genealogy of queers. David M. Halperin (1995), for example, speaks of
“the ability of ‘queer’ to define (homo)sexual identity oppositionally and rela-
tionally but not necessarily substantively, not as a positivity, but as a posi-
tionality, not as a thing, but as a resistance to the norm” (66). Halperin uses
the parenthetical “(homo)sexual identity” to show a relation to queer possi-
bility without making the two terms coextensive. This attention to a homo-
sexual genealogy of contemporary queers is particularly important because the
queer-Jewish relation is historically grounded in and continues to work out of
an attribution of complicity between the two specifically in antihomosexual
and antisemitic discourses. One way to establish a more positive force to the
analogy—one in which the queer-Jewish relation to difference is in play—is
to recognize, and then resist, the constitution of their relation within a nega-
tive discourse.

As with analogy itself, negative discourse presents us with both constraints
and possibilities. For example, Foucault (1980) tells us in The History of Sex-
uality, volume 1 that medicalized discourse about homosexuality in the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries, while largely “negative” toward homo-
sexuality was also part of the constitutive technology for both homosexuality
and heterosexuality. John D’Emilio (1983), in the now classic “Capitalism
and Gay Identity,” takes a more Marxian view, arguing that medical theories
“were an ideological response to a new way of organizing one’s personal life.
The popularization of the medical model, in turn, affected the consciousness
of the women and men who experienced homosexual desire, so that they
came to define themselves through their erotic life” (105).

Both histories raise (although admittedly to a different extent) the ques-
tion of the constitutive power of negative discourses in relation to the exis-
tence and/or consciousness of those named through the negative.” D’Emilio
goes on to say, in enumerating the various mechanisms of repression in the
postwar period that led specifically to modern “gay identity”: “Although gay
community was a precondition for a mass movement, the oppression of les-
bians and gay men was the force that propelled the movement into exis-
tence. . . . The danger involved in being gay rose even as the possibilities of
being gay were enhanced. Gay liberation was a response to this contradiction”
(107-8). In D’Emilio’s Marxian terms contradictions within capitalism  si-
multaneously opened the space for the construction of gay identity, for the
possibility of organizing one’s life around erotic activity, and necessitated in-
stitutional attempts to repress the possibility of such life organization. Gay
liberation as a social movement works to make of this contradiction an open-
ing to possibility, to turn its determination into overdeterminations in favor

of the possibility of gay life.
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What are the complexities of working to form social movement in this
space? Not only did the contradiction of antihomosexual discourse form a
space in which gay identity could be elaborated, but Foucault would encour-
age us to think of the ways in which the discourse of antithomosexuality con-
tributed to the content of this new space for gay identity. The space of possi-
bility is not a content-free zone; we do not enter it and fashion new
possibilities in any way we like. Moreover, by failing to take into account the
ways in which negative discourses form the content of homosexual or gay pos-
sibility we fail to take into account certain constitutive assumptions that can
thereby operate with more power than they might otherwise.

Thus the various mechanisms that D’Emilio names as sites of gay repres-
sion become important for thinking through gay possibility in the contem-
porary historical moment as we continue to work with the effects of the post-
war construction of gay identity. If the contemporary invocation of queer at
once depends upon but hopes to shift this gay identity, then we must think
through the genealogy of both gzy and queer. In describing the discourses that
formed gay identity, D’Emilio names what have become since the time of his
writing the usual suspects:

The Right scapegoated “sexual perverts” during the McCarthy era. Eisen-
hower imposed a total ban on the employment of gay women and men
by the federal government and government contractors. Purges of les-
bians and homosexuals from the military rose sharply. The FBI institut-
ed widespread surveillance of organizations, such as the Daughters of
Bilitis and the Mattachine Society. The Post Office placed tracers on the
correspondence of gay men and passed evidence of homosexual activity
on to employers. Urban vice squads invaded private homes, made sweeps
of lesbian and gay male bars, entrapped gay men in public places, and fo-
mented local witch hunts. (108)

What connects these various sites of antihomosexual activity into what could
accurately be called an antihomosexual discourse is the role that repression of
gays plays across these various institutions. Specifically, antihomosexuality is
constructed as a legitimate site of widespread government concern in part
through its connection with anticommunism in the McCarthy era (note, for
example, the language of “purges” that D’Emilio uses). Homosexuals are po-
sitioned as a fundamental internal security threat that is connected to the
threat of communism.

To understand “capitalism and gay identity,” then, we must also under-
stand anticommunism and the homosexual threat. What makes this issue par-
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ticularly relevant is, of course, that in 1950s anticommunist rhetoric this
threat is, in fact, triune, with the unholy linkage of “godlessness, communism
and homosexuality” articulating the parameters of the enemies of the Ameri-
can nation. Insofar as godlessness serves as a code word for secular Judaism in
this context, it places homosexuals (at least in antisemitic and antihomosexu-
al terms) in a particular relation to Jews. Thus, as D’Emilio points out, the
development of “gay identity” as described in this period occurs not only in
relation to mobility, urbanization, and freedom from the “family,” as a unit of
economic production, but in relation to an antihomosexual discourse con-
nected to anticommunist and antisemitic conspiracy theory.

We now have a sense of a context that extends beyond queers and Jews to
a network of discursive relations between capitalism, antisemitism, and gay
identity. But, just as we must explore homosexuality as articulated in the post-
war form of “gay identity,” we must also consider the specifically modern form
of antisemitism. Moishe Postone (1980) has provided a synopsis that is at once
brilliant and devastating in his reading of the ongoing cultural effects of the
Nazi Holocaust. In the modern period, Postone argues, the long-standing as-
sociation of Jews with money is articulated with capitalism in a specific way.
Under capitalism “value” names both a concrete relation between (in the sim-
plest terms) an object and its use and an abstract relation represented through
money as the value of an object when it can be exchanged. Postone argues that
in modern antisemitism Jews, a group that was supposedly mobile, transna-
tional, and related to international finance, become identified with the abstract
side of the binary. Jews came to embody “the abstract domination of capital,
which—particularly with rapid industrialization—caught people up in a web
of dynamic forces they could not understand, [this abstract domination] be-
came perceived as the domination of International Jewry” (107).

Yet National Socialism was able to harness this antimodern impulse and
maintain its own commitment to capitalism and to industrial production by
splitting the double meaning of value into its abstract and concrete compo-
nents. National Socialism could react against capital in antisemitic discourse
and simultaneously embrace industrial production by reifying the concrete
side of this double valence as good, healthy, natural, and, most important, as
opposed to the abstraction of capitalism in the form of finance.!° By focusing
on industrial production as the “good” (because concrete) site of capitalism,
Nazi discourse could, in fact, locate Jews as the source of all abstract threats
to industrial production. Thus, in a crucial twist, Jews were not only the
agents of an abstract and threatening finance capitalism, they were also locat-
ed as the conspiracy behind the other threat to industrial production, inter-
national socialism. To demonstrate how Jews could be placed on both these
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seemingly opposed positions, Postone provides the example of a Nazi poster
in which a Jew is shown pulling the strings of both a threatening finance cap-
italism and a menacing socialism.

Postwar America presents us with both certain continuations of the dy-
namic that Postone describes and some important differences and complica-
tions. First the continuations: it seems clear that the American cold war dis-
course of the 1950s that connected “godlessness, communism, and
homosexuality” as the description of both the external threat opposed to the
United States and the threat of subversion from within the United States, is,
in part, a continuation of precisely the ideology that Postone describes. The
naming of communism in relation to godlessness plays on the double nature
of antisemitism analyzed by Postone. When placed in relation to communism
godlessness can name those Jews who are not communists, but rather represent
the international finance conspiracy. At the same time god/essness in the Amer-
ican cold war formulation can work as a code word for the type of secular Jew-
ish socialism that was targeted by National Socialism. Postone argues that the
culture the Nazis sought to destroy in the Holocaust was in part designated
specifically as eastern European Judaism because of the ways in which eastern
European Jewish culture was frequently both secular and socialist.!! Thus it is
no accident that it was the Rosenbergs who embodied this threat in the Amer-
ican context.

The addition of homosexuality to this list served a particular purpose in
the postwar U.S. by providing an embodied site for the conspiracy theory to
operate that could pose a threat in alliance with the international Jewish con-
spiracy so as to maintain the sense of threat even in the post-Holocaust situ-
ation. Homosexuals and the discourses that form them are constructed not
only on the basis of analogy to Jews but as the crucial allies of Jews in the post-
Holocaust moment. Moreover, these connections mean that both Jews and
communists could also be accused of being homosexual. The intertwining of
the alliance could also lead to identity. In a never ending circle of identifica-
tion, communists could be (identified as) Jews could be (identified as) ho-
mosexuals could be (identified as) communists.

What, then, are the differences between the U.S. and the historical situa-
tion that grounds Postone’s analysis? In the U.S. context antisemitic and an-
tihomosexual discourse does work to manage the double discourse of value as
described by Postone, but it does so in a different manner. National Socialists
located themselves on one side of the binary between abstract and concrete
value. They extolled the concrete as a site of liberation. This liberation was
possible through the absolute destruction of the other side—the abstract—as
embodied by Jews. Postone thus reads the “work will make you free” inscrip-
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tion over the gates of Auschwitz as not a nonsensical or hypocritical claim but
as the ideology of liberation espoused by those who established the camp. The
embrace of the concrete, and of an ideology of concrete labor in particular,
was the site of liberation. U.S. ideology, however—particularly in its cold war
form—rejected a full embrace of either the abstract or the concrete sides of
the binary.

Concrete work in this American schema is necessary, but is good only if
it is also associated with the freedom of mobility (in both class and geographic
terms) and the abstraction of capital. Abstraction is good, but only so long as
it is under U.S. control. For America to embrace the concrete would be to
give up some benefits of association with abstract capital and with finance in
particular. It would be to think of America as a site fully determined by in-
dustrial production, while the profits of the stock market might go elsewhere.
To be identified only with industry would be to hold America in place, not
allowing it to grow with capital. To move completely toward the abstraction
of capital, however, would make America subject to the whims of financial
markets, unable to fall back on the moral claims of working for a living as a
justification for the expectation that the market will serve American’s interests.
If Americans work hard, they deserve a good standard of living, and inter-
ventions in the market to “protect” America are justifiable on these grounds.
The move to reject both full abstraction and full concretization, to keep
America hovering between these two poles, is part of an effort to protect
America from any form of determination—ecither abstract or concrete—by
capitalism. The fundamental U.S. ideology, then, is to protect capitalism as
freedom—freedom from determination.

Within this ideology Jews and homosexuals (or Jewish homosexuals/ho-
mosexual Jews) might represent the abstract threats, but the threat of being
trapped in the concrete was crystallized in the postwar period in relation to
ongoing contestation of that quintessentially American form of hatred, white
supremacy, specifically as manifested in the domination of African Ameri-
cans. Various forms of white supremacist retrenchment were underway
through the 1950s. In particular, relations between “white America,” and
African Americans were being reworked, in part as a response to the effects
of social changes wrought by the war and the integration of the military. If
military service is central to citizenship in the modern nation (Meyer 1996),
then the racial integration of the military posed the possibility of wide-
ranging social effects. Renewed racial discrimination, signaled by changes
such as the addition of the Confederate “Stars and Bars” to the flags of sev-
eral Southern states in the 1950s and 1960s, was the response to this and
other moves toward racial integration.
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Although antisemitism and white supremacy in the United States have
often functioned together historically, in the postwar period they could also
function as the splitting of different forms of hate, separated and projected
onto different sites. This differentiated hate provides enemies that are, in the
case of African Americans, presumed to be visibly identifiable and that, in the
case of Jews, could be invisible enemies to white Christian society. The two
oppositions—Christian-Jewish and black-white—work differently from each
other, but they are also articulated so that they materialize an opposition be-
tween Jews and blacks that connects Christianity and whiteness and then lo-
cates this configuration—Christian-whiteness—as the middle or center.
Thus, this network of relations works to fix “Jews” in the postwar period as
white, at least insofar as they are made distinct from black, a shift from some
previous imaginations of Jew. With Christian-whiteness at the center of this
network, both African American Christianity and non-Christian whiteness
are marginalized, but in different ways so as to do different work in the net-
work as a whole.

The main work of the invisible threat is to posit a site of threatening
power in excess of any visible power relations in U.S. society.!? Thus, even if
American world dominance or Christian and white dominance within the
United States appears secure, there is a continuing need for vigilance, and
even the extension of domination, because “America” can never know the full
extent of the threat. The discourses of visibility and invisibility can also inter-
act, where the “surplus visibility” ascribed to particular persons, like African
Americans, is “seen” as a sign of the ever threatening inordinate power of the
invisible conspiracy. If white America can see what a threat African Americans
are, how ever much more threatening must be the conspirators that are invis-
ible. Jews and African Americans might join forces. They could be configured
as allies. But they might also be separated as opponents, a schema in conso-
nance with the historical fluctuations in “black-Jewish” relations.

Because homosexuals took up a position that could in the post-Holocaust
moment stand in for Jews, the invisible threat of “homosexuality” could be
considered similarly abstract and in need of surveillance so as to rout out pos-
sible subversives. In the postwar moment it would have been difficult to see
Jews alone as the site of an international conspiracy of inordinate power, but
when tied to their coconspirators the seriousness of threat to the United States
was a different matter. Importantly, homosexuals in their alliance (and/or
identity) with Jews also form an invisible threat—you can’t always tell who
they are just by looking—and become associated with whiteness. Thus ho-
mosexuals along with Jews could become opposed to African Americans. As
should be unsurprising after Foucault, these assumptions grounded in anti-
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homosexual discourse often carry over into the elaboration of a discourse
called homosexuality. In fact, as various critiques have demonstrated, coming-
out stories and other cornerstones of “gay identity” often carry with them the
assumption of whiteness (Martin 1988; Pellegrini 1998).13

The importance of considering this history is that it provides the rela-
tional context that is invoked in the claim to analogy as well as in the hope
for alliance. Homosexuals are like Jews in antisemitic and antihomosexual
discourse. Like Jews, you can’t tell who they are just by looking; like Jews they
are associated with capitalism (are, in fact, if D’Emilio is right, a product of
capitalism), and they appear to have economic power not accorded to “visi-
ble” minorities; like Jews they are geographically mobile (hence the sense of
the otherwise nonsensical proclamation that homosexuals should “go back
where they came from”); like Jews they appear to have inordinate political
power in comparison to their numbers (hence the importance of right-wing
arguments that Kinsey’s “10 percent” must be an inflated estimate).

I have suggested, however, that if this relation is taken up in progressive
politics in terms of analogy it might not produce an alliance. It is true that if
homosexuals and Jews are allied or even identified in antisemitic and antiho-
mosexual discourse, then that alliance can become part of the elaboration of
homosexuality or Jewishness as a discourse. But such a transfer will not nec-
essarily happen. Moreover, if homosexuals and Jews are allies because they are
analogized in discourses of social hierarchy and domination, then the alliance
can easily break down, once the analogy shifts. Jews and African Americans
were sometimes allied in a discourse of common enmity. During the Jim
Crow era signs in front of establishments that were segregated for “whites”
might read, “No Blacks or Jews.” And, yet, when the historical conditions of
enmity changed, as Jim Crow was undermined and, crucially, as Jews “became
white” over the course of the twentieth century, the positive basis for alliance
had not been established strongly enough for it to hold.'* Here the alliance
broke down because the ways in which Jews and African Americans were dif-
ferent could be exploited to undermine any connection based on the ways in
which they were similar. Thus analogy provides a shaky basis for alliance pre-
cisely because it does not imagine a connection in which oz likeness and dif-
ference could be the basis for connection and collaboration.

Relational rereading of the historical narrative of the production of gay
identity produces a different story, however. Relational context makes for
both the limits and the possibilities of any given historical site. The categories
of race, religion, ethnicity, and sexuality are not fully distinct entities that are
separable either analytically or politically. White supremacy can name a hier-
archy over both African Americans and Jews or it can name a discourse that
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separates African Americans and Jews who might or might not be “white.”
Thus, even if Jews and homosexuals are able to form a positive alliance based
on their common enemies, this alliance will not necessarily be progressive.
Homosexuals and Jews might, for example, become allied in a mutual
“whiteness,” but this could hardly be thought of as a progressive alliance.

Relational reading, then, shifts our thinking in at least two ways. First, we
must think of the ways in which homosexuals are both like and different from
Jews, and second, we must place this pairing in its context. One way to think
of this relation where, for example, Jews and homosexuals are both like each
other but allied as distinctive actors as well is “twinning.” Twins, whether fra-
ternal or identical, are, after all, different people who may be like each other
and who may (or may not) act together. One of my concerns is how to max-
imize the radical political potential of such twinning.

Unlike the relations of analogy where one term effectively elides or even
replaces that to which it is analogized, in this conceptualization both terms re-
main present, and they may form an active relationship of complicity or al-
liance. Homosexuals and Jews are not just like each other; they may act to-
gether. The valence of the terms complicity or alliance depends on whether this
relation is configured as an accusation of conspiracy or a promise of positive
action, but I would suggest that progressive politics would do well to recon-
sider the possibilities presented by complicity.

If we take up the space of linkage as a projection of complicity rather
than simply analogy—in particular, if we think of “Jews” and “homosexuals”
as twins, as different persons with historical ties that enable them to stand in
for one another but also to choose whether or not to act in concert—then
we can begin to articulate the complexity of relations that might form the
basis for an alliance. Thinking of Jews and homosexuals as in a complicitous,
rather than analogous, relation can then be part of a process for thinking
about how to subvert the network of power that ties together antisemitic, an-
tihomosexual, and white supremacist discourses. By recognizing that Jews
and homosexuals are not just like each other but may act together, we must
also ask about the conditions of possibility for such action and about its ef-
fects. Will the pairing of homosexuals and Jews reinforce or resist racial dom-
ination? Fleshing out histories of relations that are condensed into analogies
can help us to address networks of power rather than singular oppositions or
pairings.

And what of contemporary relations? What if we move from the valence
of homosexuality and gay identity to that of queers? Queers are like Jews.
Aren’t they?
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Doing Differently: Jewish Queers?

The hope for a revitalized sense of queer possibility in the 1990s was intend-
ed to help move beyond some of the limits posed by homosexuality and gay
identity as a basis for a progressive or radical politics of sexuality. Queers took
up a potentially pejorative epithet in the hopes of reworking it for progressive
purposes. Queers are not just those who are different and reviled, queers are
those whose difference is potentially resistant, subversive, perhaps even liber-
atory. It was supposed to name a space of difference that didn’t just produce
a new identity—homosexuals who are different from heterosexuals, gays who
are different from straights—but might also allow us to remain in the space
of difference itself, without being trapped in identity.

While the use of gueer is meant to create a particular site of openness, to
assume it as completely open can also be misleading. Queer cannot simply be
appropriated as “free” from the antihomosexual and antisemitic discourses
that form it. As Judith Butler has so clearly described, the task of reclaiming
such words carries with it traces of the violences of its constitution.!> And as
Halperin suggests, the assertion of queer as a site of open possibility can make
it seem as though issues of race and class differences among various “queers”
have been transcended and that something like “queer solidarity has decisive-
ly triumphed over historical divisions” (64). Recognizing the historical con-
ditions of queer possibility can, in fact, make it more likely that the invoca-
tion of queer will realize its potential openness, because it can show the
conditions that must be addressed for the triumph of “queer solidarity.”
Without active resistance to the limits of this history, i.e., resistance that goes
beyond the claim that queer is different, what is materialized is precisely an
indifference to racial location, such that (as has been borne out all too fre-
quently in queer spaces) it just so happens that “queers” are white (and ho-
mosexual). Here the network of discursive relations that places homosexuals
in complicity with Jews and in opposition to African Americans can in its
continuing effects configure queers in a similar position.

The hope based on the analogy between queers and Jews is that a differ-
ent and more open meaning for queers and Jews might be realized through
the analogy. The hope, in fact, is that the representation of “difference” of-
fered by both queers and Jews could be pulled together to create an alliance.
This hope might be realized, but analogy provides a shaky basis for such hope.
As we have seen, the analogy depends on stable ground. It locks Jews into a
specific location. Moreover, if Jews are locked into an identity—even if that
identity is “different”—then the meaning of queer when analogized to Jews
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will also produce an identity. Ultimately, the logic of the analogy and its sta-
ble ground will produce precisely the type of identity that both those queers
and those Jews who have promoted the progressive understanding of Jewish
difference have hoped to avoid.

Must we think, however, of Jews as the stable ground for an identity? Is
Jewishness something that we are? Or, could it, like queer, be something that
we do?!¢ In asking these questions, 'm suggesting that we understand both
“queer” and “Jewishness” as something that we do in complicated relation to
the historical possibilities of who we are. This opens up two moves in build-
ing on analogies as the basis for alliances: 1. it makes both the theme (in this
case queers) and the phoros (in this case Jews) of the analogy mobile; 2. it al-
lows us to respond context, to the specific and complex history of the terms
invoked by the analogy.

In turning to the performative, I am obviously referring to Judith Butler’s
(1993) theory that bodies are produced in their particular form through the
iteration of the norms that (in)form such categories as sex and race. While
such categories are not simply chosen but are rather command performances,
the question of how we do our identities is nonetheless an important one in
understanding the play of power that enables both the command and the per-
formance. In her later work Butler (1997) has reconceptualized agency with-
in the context of power relations, arguing that the institution of any norm
also institutes ambivalence within the subject of power. This ambivalence in-
duces both the iteration of the norm and resistance to it and thus can become
the site for iterating the norm differently, for shifting its ground.

My suggestion is that thinking the possibilities of alliance also requires
thinking through the networks of relations that constitute any given norm or
social category. If sex or race is constituted within a network of social rela-
tions, a network of normative enactments, then these plays invoke such net-
works. Importantly, just as the institution of any given norm institutes a slip-
page and ambivalence that opens a space for agency, so also the multiple
norms of social categorization open spaces for multiple enactments. The work
that analogy and alliance can do is to bring together more than one term.
Queers and Jews can, for example, act in complicity. To do so in ways that
subvert conspiracy theory requires making the norms of each term mobile.
This opens the possibility of playing norms off against each other.

In thinking through the possibilities of playing off multiple norms, I am
deeply indebted to a panel on Jewish performativity at the 1997 American
Studies Association meeting that included Jill Dolan, Carol Batker, Laura
Levitt, Ann Pellegrini, and a reading by Stacy Wolf of Barbra Streisand’s queer
performances that appears in slightly different form in this volume. In a com-
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plicated reading, Wolf argues that Streisand “queers” a number of norms—of
voice, body, and action. I have considered this example at length, elsewhere
(Jakobsen 1998b), but I return to it here because Wolf’s analysis provides a
particularly useful reading of the move from the noun of identity to the per-
formative verb by reading Barbra Streisand’s Jewishness not in her identity but
in a particular and varied set of activities. For example, Wolf reads that para-
digmatic marker of Streisand’s Jewishness—her nose—not simply as a physi-
cal characteristic but as an action—a refusal, in fact—a refusal to get it
“fixed.” This refusal is also a refusal of the reduction of Jewishness to white-
ness that is part of the postwar conspiracy theory. Streisand acts so as to re-
main visibly Jewish, refusing to assimilate Jewishness to a white identity that
is merely “religiously” different.

Interestingly, this refusal, and the difference that embodies it, works on
behalf of Streisand in relation to the norms of the market. In other words, it
does not “queer” her marketability but is instead part of her star quality. This
is “difference as charisma.” Wolf thus complicates the argument, noting that
“it’s impossible to identify with Streisand’s body. Hers is not a face that makes
an un-bobbed nose take heart.” This claim follows Wolf’s expression of her
own desires to be “not a JAP, not a mother—but a star.”

Wolf’s reading of Streisand’s Jewishness in relation to queer possibility has
particularly radical potential in thinking through the implications of analogy,
and of the analogy between queers and Jews in particular, because it destabi-
lizes the ground of the analogy. If Streisand’s Jewishness is related not to her
heritage per se but to her actions, we no longer know precisely what it means
to be Jewish. What it means to be Jewish will depend upon enactments of Jew-
ishness, so we cannot know in advance what it means that queers are like Jews.
We cannot fix queerness in a Jewish base, because the base itself is not “fixed.”

More than this, Wolf attributes not just Jewishness but queerness to
Steisand. Barbra is queer not because of her identity per se, nor because of her
difference per se, but because of a set of associations, of alliances and complic-
ities between homosexuals and Streisand. Thus queer and Jew are here pro-
duced as intertwined categories. In fact, we cannot precisely determine which
might be the ground of affinity and which the figure. In one sense Streisand’s
Jewishness is located precisely in her queerness: in her refusal to be simply
“white” (and, therefore, presumably “Christian”) by getting her nose fixed. In
another sense her queerness is located in her Jewishness, which is part of what
produces Streisand’s popularity within a queerly inflected homosexual culture.
Queers can identify with her so much, not simply because she has a huge voice
and star quality—so does Julie Andrews—Dbut because she’s different. She isn't
simply white and Christian. Barbra doesn’t quite fit. This intertwined queer
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Jewishness/Jewish queerness could be the starting point for a wider queer/Jew-
ish resistance to white supremacy (although, again, not necessarily—only if we
make it so).

Because of this intertwining in which neither “queer” nor “Jewish” is the
ground of the analogy, yet their meanings are determined in their relation to
each other, Wolf pursues the Jewish question in queer theory mainly through
the interrogative. In Funny Girl, for example, which she argues is not so
much about Fanny Brice as it is about Streisand playing Fanny Brice, Wolf
makes the following observation about the norms of “womanhood”: “As she
[Streisand/Fanny] becomes what a ‘woman’ should be—a star, married,
monied—the film reiterates how Fanny is not like other women. Is this dif-
ference queer?” Here the question seems to imply that Jewishness can queer
certain dominant norms like “woman,” (and its presumption of both Chris-
tian and heteronormativity). Yet later in the essay Wolf argues that the way
that Streisand in particular does Jewishness might also queer dominant rep-
resentations of Jewish women: “After World War II, images of the Jewish
mother appeared, and then around 1960, images of the Jewish American
Princess proliferated. Streisand’s performance in Funny Girl relies on and
troubles (queers?) these representations.” Note that once again “(queers?)” is
here placed in the interrogative. At this moment Wolf shifts from the adjec-
tival form of “What's Jewish about this? What's gueer about this?” (emphasis
added) to the verb form: Streisand “queers?” dominant representations. Fur-
ther, she suggests that this activitcy—to queer?—Dboth “relies on and troubles”
the norm. The network of norms is both empowering and constraining.
Streisand’s ability to trouble some norms—Christian, American, woman—is
enabled, in part, by her reliance on others—marketability.

The simultaneous resistance to multiple norms allows for connections or
alliances between persons or movements that might not be available if the
norms were played differently. The twinning of Jew and homosexual might not
produce a queer alliance, but if the connection is played out it might provide
the site for queering both antisemitic and antihomosexual discourses. Henry
Abelove has argued that “queer” is a politically useful sign because it is a pos-
sible site for persons to come together who might not otherwise be able to rec-
ognize themselves as allies.!”” He bases this claim on a historical reading of a
particular set of alliances in the 1950s, thinking particularly of Frank O’Hara
and Paul Goodman.'® Here queer is indeed a site that enables cross-racial al-
liances, but the specific conditions that made alliance possible in one situation
would have to be considered in any attempt to reinvigorate it in another.

Wolf’s reading of “queering?” in relation to Streisand’s Jewishness enables
us to undo both queers and Jews as stable terms in an analogy and to see them
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as intertwined terms in complicity, but the effects of such a possible alliance
depend on how it is played out in a broader context. In particular, if we un-
derstand Jewishness as an identity that is only distinguished from dominant
American Christianity on the basis of religion, we do not destabilize the net-
work of relations that holds white Christianity at the center and opposes Jews
and African Americans. This “respectable” way of doing Jewishness might
make some Jews the allies of some queers, but the alliance would only work
for those who wish to be similarly allied to white Christians in maintaining
the privileges of race. This need not be the case, however. Queering? Jewish-
ness/Jewish queerness can also queer dominant racial norms, including gen-
dered racial norms. In so doing the act of queering? can forge a connection to
those parts of Jewish history in which Jews are not necessarily white. If queers
are like Jews in this sense, we can be reminded that the actors in queer histo-
ry, including founding moments like the Stonewall riots, have not necessari-
ly been white.

What's needed to actualize the radical possibilities of the queer-Jewish re-
lation, then, is an analysis that recognizes multiple social relations, the norms
of which form any particular social location along with strategic action to sub-
vert those norms in their multiplicity. The argument from analogy, rather
than highlighting such relational complexities, can tend to elide them. When
one social category is claimed to be like another, the two are set up as distinct
entities rather than complexly interrelated social possibilities. The specifics,
for example, of the historical relations that made homosexuals like Jews are
most often not acknowledged by an analogy between the two, yet those his-
torical relations are crucial to the formation Jews and queers, not only in re-
lation to each other but also in relation to a dominant and white supremacist
culture and the “others” who are subordinated by that dominance.

If, however, queers and Jews work actively to destabilize their associa-
tion with whiteness, they also close off specific antisemitic and heterosexist
tropes such as the claim that they represent an “overprivileged” (because
white) “minority” (because not heterosexual or Christian). This type of re-
sistance creates possibilities for intervening in contemporary right-wing
politics. Current attempts by the Christian right to form alliances with con-
servatives in the black church have been based on claims to a shared Chris-
tianity that opposes both Jews and homosexuals and that highlights African
Americans as the “true” minority. This enables a type of language used in
Gay Rights, Special Rights that pits racial minorities against other less de-
serving minorities even as the tape locates all civil rights—even those offer-
ing protections against racial discrimination—as special rights. Moreover,
attempts to ally with conservative Jews, as in the not particularly effective
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but nonetheless indicative attempts by the (predominantly Protestant)
Christian Coalition to form Catholic and Jewish alliances, have been or-
ganized around claims of a shared Christian and Jewish ethic that opposes
homosexuality, thus leaving parts of the analogy intact—queers may still be
like Jews in their supposed class and race privilege—while disabling an al-
liance between them. Thus the reason to develop a better language for de-
scribing relations among oppressed groups is not simply one of theoretical
correctness, but is rather a crucial matter of political effectiveness.

This new language need not eschew analogy entirely. It needs rather to rec-
ognize the complexity of relation named by analogy. Analogy as a form of
metaphor accomplishes its work through movement, through the transfer of
properties from one set of terms to another. The mechanism by which such
transfers occur is not simple, because the transfers depend on a fundamental
category error. Analogizing queers to Jews violates the categories that might
otherwise separate them. This category error is potentially a space of constraint
or of possibility. After all, queers, in all of their diversity and complexity, are
not like Jews, in all of their diversity and complexity. But, if read in a compli-
cated manner, the analogy can be seen to sustain both similarity and difference.
As Christina Crosby notes, “The opening of the metaphoric transposition . . .
opens the possibility of transformation, for the ‘is’ of metaphor is simultane-
ously an ‘is not,” an ‘as if” [queers both are and are not like Jews]. . . . This ‘is
not’ allows for the possibility of a ‘way out’ of our current system” (1663), in
which differences produce interchangeable enemies, rather than allies.

Thus the Jewish question in relation to queer theory also raises the queer
question of relation to difference. Crosby suggests that the opening provided
by the complexity of metaphorization is a site in which “one might address
metaphorically the difference within difference” (ibid.), meaning the “is like”
and “is not like” that is carried by any specification of difference, whether
queer or Jewish. To raise the Jewish question in relation to queer theory, then,
is also to ask whether we can queer? queers.

Notes

1. See, for example, Daniel and Jonathan Boyarin’s (1993, 1997) reading of the impli-
cations of Jewish cultural studies for our understanding of “diaspora.”

2. Jean-Francois Lyotard (1990) reads Jewish difference in this manner. For a critique
of this reading see Shapiro (1994) and Boyarin and Boyarin (1993).

3. See Blee (2002) for descriptions of some of these connections in new right hate groups.

4. For an extended discussion of Scalia’s dissent see Jakobsen and Pellegrini (1999).

5. For a critique of autonomy in relation to alliance see Jakobsen (1998a), particularly
chapter 2.
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6. See, for example, Judith Butler (1994).

7. Jean Fagan Yellin (1989) has done an extensive analysis of some of these problems in
nineteenth-century social movements when white women began to describe women’s
rights on the basis of an analogy with slavery.

8. I have considered this example at length in Jakobsen (1998a), chapter 4.

9. Daniel Itzkovitz (1997) has already beautifully explored some of these relations in
the first half of the twentieth century. See also Erin Carlston’s (1998) work in Thinking
Fascism, which traces the connection between antisemitism and antihomosexuality, back to
Proust. I will focus on the second half of postwar period, because that is the time named
by John D’Emilio as crucial for the formation of contemporary “gay identity.”

10. Postone (1980) says, “On the logical level of capital, this ‘double character’ allows
industrial production to appear as a purely material, creative process, separable from capi-
tal. Industrial capital then appears as the linear descendent of ‘natural’ artisanal labor, in op-
position to parasitic’ finance capital. Whereas the form appears ‘organically rooted,” the lat-
ter does not. Capital itself—or what is understood as the negative aspect of capitalism—is
understood only in terms of the manifest form of its abstract dimension: finance and in-
terest capital” (100). This splitting then allows for “anti-modern” movements that simul-
taneously can embrace the development of industrial production and technology. As Pos-
tone concludes, “It is precisely the hypostatization of the concrete and the identification of
capital with the manifest abstract which renders this ideology so functional for the devel-
opment of industrial capitalism in crisis” (111).

11. For more on Jewish secularism see Irene Klepfisz's (1990) “Yiddishkeit in America.”

12. We see this dynamic is at work in discussions of race in affirmative action policies
in hiring when the relatively small changes in labor market segregation in relation to the
structure of labor markets as a whole are seen to have either “solved the problem” of race
or have even “gone too far” the “other way.”

13. Even within the text of “Capitalism and Gay Identity,” D’Emilio (1983) is uncer-
tain how to understand homosexuality within African American communities. Part of
D’Emilio’s argument is that the economic freedom from kinship networks provided by the
development of capitalism in conjunction with postwar geographic mobility contributed
to gay possibilities. Thus, within his argument the more freedom from kin networks in a
given community the more openness it should display to homosexuality. He writes, “In
contrast [to this argument], for reasons not altogether clear, urban black communities
[with strong kinship ties] appeared relatively tolerant of homosexuality. The popularity in
the 1920s and 1930s of songs with lesbian and gay male themes—B.D. Woman,” ‘Prove
It on Me,” ‘Sissy Man,” ‘Fairey Blues'—suggests an openness about homosexual expression
at odds with the mores of whites” (106). If, however, antihomosexual discourse is, in part,
constitutive of “homosexuality,” the relative openness to homosexuality in African Ameri-
can communities that is recorded by D’Emilio may be an indicator of the different stakes
for African Americans in routing out invisible enemies. Importantly, the African American
sites to which D’Emilio refers are cultural sites that are not necessarily tied to Christiani-
ty. The stakes of African American Christianity in antihomosexual discourse are quite com-
plicated, as African American Christianity is both implicated in relation to and distin-
guished from the white Christianity that forms the center of “American” ideology. Thus,
African American communities may be more open to homosexuality at some points, while
remaining at other points closed to homosexuality in ways that are connected to those of
the dominant society.
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14. The results of this breakdown have been played out in electoral politics in New
York City, as the Democratic majority in the city has been split, often along lines that di-
vided Jews and African Americans (in the race between David Dinkins and Rudolf Guil-
iani) or between Jews and a coalition of people of color (in the race between Mark Green
and Michael Bloomberg after Green’s primary race with Fernando Ferrer).

15. For an extended consideration of the reappropriation of “queer” for radical politi-
cal purposes see Butler (1993), chapter 8.

16. I've explored the possibility of queer as a means of doing rather than being at length
in Jakobsen (1998b).

17. Henry Abelove, personal communication, May 1997.

18. For a brief rendition of his reading of Frank O’Hara, see Abelove (1995).
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Freud, Bliiher, and the Secessio Inversa:
Miinnerbiinde, Homosexuality, and Freud’s
Theory of Cultural Formation

JAY GELLER

In Totem and Taboo Sigmund Freud endeavored not only to reconstruct the
origins of religion but also those of sociopolitical life. Out of threads of British
colonial ethnography (Atkinson, Darwin, Lang, Robertson-Smith, Spencer
and Gillen, Westermark) Freud manifestly wove together his narrative of the
primal horde (Urhorde), the murder of the father by the band of brothers, and
its consequences. Upon this evolutionary patchwork Totem and Taboo would
read the Oedipus complex, Freud’s algorithm of individual development and
desire within the nuclear family, into the origin of human culture.!

This essay argues that the warp and woof that structures Freud’s tapestry
of human history is less the confluence of British imperialism and Austrian
bourgeois social norms than the entanglement of the gendered, ethnic posi-
tion of this son of Ostjuden living and writing in the metropole with a par-
ticular strand of argument that emerged out of the enthusiasm and Minner-
phantasien (male fantasies) surrounding Germany’s late nineteenth-century
colonial adventures: Hans Blither’s sexualizing of the ethnographer Heinrich
Schurtz’s theories about the foundation and governance of the state by male
associations.

Despite devastating critiques by anthropologists of his “just-so story,””
Freud remained until the last stubbornly convinced of its truth.® Yet, as the
tale traversed his corpus from Totem and Taboo to Moses and Monotheism,
Freud would continually tinker with the relationships within the band of
brothers, especially with the role played by homosexuality. This essay argues
that the changes in Freud’s depiction of homosexuality in his accounts of so-
cial origins—the increasingly sharp distinction between homosociality and
homosexuality that ultimately culminated in the foreclosure of homosexuali-
ty from Freud’s narrative—may be connected with the antisemitic, Vilkisch
turn of Minnerbund theories as well as the racialization of homosexual iden-
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tities. In the wake of both Blither’s writings and the loss of Germany’s over-
seas colonies some postwar German ideologues and ethnographers recolo-
nized their tribal past with homogeneous communities led by cultic bands of
male warriors, while others endeavored—far too successfully—to restore
those idealized Minnerbiinde (male bands) in the present. Moreover, Bliiher’s
work facilitated the public dissemination of a racial typology of homosexual-
ities: the opposition between the healthy inversion characteristic of manly
Germanic men and the decadent homosexuality of effeminate Jews.

Overdetermined Origins

Freud’s work, like so many other psychical acts, was overdetermined.* For
Freud this story of beginnings was meant also to signify an end—and indeed
ensured one. He wrote to his colleague Karl Abraham that his study would “cut
us off cleanly from all Aryan religiousness” associated with the psychoanalytic
movement, namely, C. G. Jung.’ It did. Further as some have noted, Freud’s
account of the primal horde with its violent and jealous father, with its band
of parricidal sons, with its guilc-motivated apotheosis of the paternal imago,
may well be said to characterize the psychoanalytic movement.® Others have
taken a different biographical tack and posited Freud’s own ambivalent rela-
tionship to his father.” Still others have also indicated that, rather than tracing
the origin of social life, he was backdating the bourgeois family of his own
day.® In this last endeavor Freud joined with the vast majority of ethnographers
and social thinkers who viewed kinship ties—and naturalized familial roles—
as the crucial form of social organization of tribal societies (Naturvilker).” They
further considered the paternalistic family as both the culmination of those so-
cieties’ evolutionary development and the foundation of modern European
(Kulturvélker) civil life.

Freud’s exercise in genealogical construction was, however, perhaps less
the blind bourgeois tendency to universalize its historical norms'® than the no
less unconscious attempt to legitimize both his own position as a postcolonial
subject and the institution of socialization and identity formation—the fam-
ily—that was under siege.!!

Postcolonial as Prehistoric

From the time of Freud’s birth to the publication of 7otem and Taboo the Jew-
ish population of Vienna increased some twenty-eightfold, from around
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6,000 to over 175,000. Waves of Jews from the impoverished provinces of
Galicia as well as from Bohemia, Moravia, and Hungary streamed into the
imperial capital. Generations who had experienced ghettoization, extensive
civil, economic, and vocational restrictions, and a traditional Jewish lifestyle
found themselves emancipated citizens with access to secular education (Bi/-
dung) as well as the liberal professions and with a Judaism redefined as a pri-
vate religion rather than a way of life. Yet these assimilation-seeking former
inhabitants of the Austro-Hungarian periphery also found themselves still
largely engaged in commerce and finance, residing primarily in districts with
large Jewish populations and subject to discrimination, prejudice, and antise-
mitic representations.'2

Such was also the trajectory followed by Sigmund Freud. Born in
Freiberg, Moravia, he and his family moved to Vienna when he was three.
They lived in the district of Leopoldstadt where the vast majority of Jews from
the periphery of the Austro-Hungarian Empire had emigrated and where
most of the lower-class Viennese Jews such as the Freuds resided; Leopold-
stadt figured “the Jewish ghetto in the popular imagination.”!® Despite their
tenuous financial situation, his parents ensured that young Sigmund acquired
a bourgeois Bildung at gymnasium and university; he then pursued a bour-
geois career path, and after marriage resided in a bourgeois district. Although
he never denied—denial struck him as “not only undignified but outright
foolish”'4—and indeed frequently asserted that he was a Jew, Freud realized
that he was not in control of the significance of that identification. For many
gentiles—and not a few assimilated Jews—"Jew” conveyed the image of the
Ostjude, the east European shtetl Jew.!” This identification was in part sus-
tained because a cultural division of labor between Austro-Germans and Jews
remained even though the types of employment in bourgeois Vienna had
changed.'® Also contributing to this identification was the migration of Os-
guden in and through central Europe, especially after the pogroms of the last
decades of the nineteenth century and the first decades of the twentieth. Fur-
ther, the identification was in part generated by a need to make distinctions.
Such differentiation helped create, maintain, and confirm identities that
could replace those eroded by the forces of modernization, secularization, and
commodification. These identities were forged out of the “natural” differences
of nation and race, sex and gender. For Freud’s German readers the space be-
tween the inhabitants of the colonizing metropole and those of the colonized
periphery created, maintained, and confirmed those essential and hierarchical
differences; however, when the colonized entered the metropole and accul-
turated, the ever precarious identities of the dominant population became
more so. To counter the threat, the colonizers imagine the postcolonial sub-
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ject is merely mimicking them; underlying differences remain and are forever
betrayed.!” The Jews, for example, perform their difference; their purported
disintegrative intellect and particularity correspond to the presumed disinte-
grative effect of their presence amid the would-be homogeneous and harmo-
nious dominant culture of the metropole.

Thus throughout his adult life Freud endeavored to distance psycho-
analysis from the label “Jewish science,” himself from the linguistic, cultural,
and religious accoutrements of his more traditional forebears, and both from
the antisemitic representations that littered public—and private—life.!8 Like
other black faces, Freud wore the white masks of Austro-German bourgeois
sexual, gender, and familial identities!’—identities that psychoanalytic dis-
course sustained as much as it provided the narratives and tools to subvert
them. And like other postcolonial subjects he internalized the intertwined
dominant antisemitic, misogynist, colonialist,?’ and homophobic discourses
that regularly and traumatically bombarded the Jews (and himself as a Jew)
with the opposition between the virile masculine norm and hypervirile cum
effeminate other. Freud then reinscribed these images as well as those norms
in a hegemonic discourse (the science of psychoanalysis) that in part project-
ed them upon those other Jews (not to be confused with Jewishness per se) as
well as women, homosexuals, so-called primitives, the masses, and neurotics,
and in part he transformed these representations into universal characteris-
tics.?! Freud’s repudiation of traditional Jewry climaxed with his depiction of
the savage Hebrews in Moses and Monotheism. This mass of ex-slaves was un-
able to renounce its instincts—unlike their later Jewish and bourgeois de-
scendants—and as a consequence murdered their leader Moses.

Faulting the Feminizing Family

In discursively acting out his position within the dominant order, Freud
sought to defend not only his place there but that order itself. As Freud was
preparing his first major foray into societal origins, the bourgeois family was
going largely unchallenged in ethnographic and historical discourses; howev-
er, its political significance was being contested throughout central Europe.
The contradictory changes that this region experienced going into the prewar
years of the twentieth century—industrialization, bureaucratization, urban-
ization, increasing commodification, women’s emancipation, the decline of
liberalism amid the rise of mass politics, as well as the perception of demo-
graphic decline, feminization,?? syphilization, and enervation—led to a revolt
of sons (and daughters) against the fathers?® and the old order. In crepuscular
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Vienna not only was the legitimacy of the family in question, so was that of
the paternalistic state. In a society in which conventional identities were emp-
tied of their assumed essences and values, in which traditional elites were
countered by mass politics, and in which rational morality competed with
nonrational violence, the state was viewed as nothing but sterile convention,
hierarchy, and constraint.?* Critiques proliferated. Alternatives were pro-
pounded.

In Totem and 1aboo Freud was not just responding to the crisis by an-
choring the family in the origin of human society, he was also responding to
an alternative notion of the political that emerged amid the confluence of the
newly self-conscious youth culture?> and several other new powerful male-
exclusive social formations in Germany: the friendship circle around Kaiser
Wilhelm II, the homosexual orientation of which was a public secret until
Harden’s articles transformed it into a public scandal;?® that other friendship
circle about Benedict Friedlaender; the self-proclaimed elite of manly men
who pursued eros uranios and formed the Greek-miming Gemeinschaft der
Eigenen (community of the special);?’ the circle of poets, critics, and idoliz-
ers surrounding Stefan Georg; and the ultra-virile community of colonial en-
trepreneurs (which after World War I and the loss of the colonies was
matched by the Freikorps, who shared frontline experience of trench war-
fare).?® Within these romanticized communities of male comrades organized
about charismatic leaders—perhaps best exemplified by Hans Bliiher’s histo-
ry of the individual circles (Horden) of the Wandervogelbewegung (the German
youth movement)?’—the (antibourgeois and antifeminist) notion of the male
band as the foundation of the political began to be theorized as the counter
to the woman- and Jewish-coded family held responsible for both the bu-
reaucratic anonymity of modern public life and the “feminization” of social
life.>® In particular, the development of the (homo)sexualized and later racial-
ized version of the Minnerbund initially disseminated by Wandervoge! (mem-
ber of the youth movement) Hans Bliither may explain the persistent return
of Freud’s construct of the primal horde throughout the rest of his writing life.

Correspondences

While writing Zotem and Taboo Freud was engaged in an extensive epistolary
debate and an exchange of writings with Blither over the nature of homosexu-
ality and its role, in particular, in the German youth movement and by exten-
sion in social formation.>! The then twenty-three-year-old Bliiher was one of
the leading thinkers of the German youth movement and theoretician of the
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role of homoeroticism in male groups; he would soon add philosopher, psy-
chiatrist, and author of a series of anti-Jewish (and antifeminist) tracts, such as
Secessio Judaica, which argued for the severing of the Jews and their corruptive
and carnal modes of thinking from Germans, Germany, and German cul-
ture, to his list of credits. During their exchange Blither moved from effusive
paeans to Freud in public article as well as private letter, to contributions to
several Freud-aligned—and nonaligned—psychoanalytic journals, to the pub-
lication of an open letter detailing his dissent from Freud’s understanding of
homosexuality, and, finally after contact between the two men had been sev-
ered, to the denunciation of the “decadent,” “Jewish-liberal conception” (Ku/-
turanschauung)®® of inversion that psychoanalysis came to exemplify.>

In his initial contact with the father of psychoanalysis, Blither notes that
his recent encounter with Freud’s writings was for him a “true illumina-
tion.”?> He was particularly moved by “‘Civilized’ Sexual Morality and Mod-
ern Nervous Illness,” in which Freud first speculates on the relationship be-
tween sexual life and stage of cultural development, specifically on
“progressive [instinctual] renunciation in the course of the evolution of civi-
lization.”?® Both Bliiher and Freud would continue to examine this relation-
ship, but what most struck Blither about Freud’s essay was how he determined
and then distinguished between two forms of “developmental” displacement
of the reproductive function, two nondegenerate deviations from the cultur-
al norm: perversion and inversion (or homosexuality). As he had in the first
of his Three Essays on Sexuality, Freud argued in “Civilized Sexual Morality”
that neither perverts nor inverts form a degenerate group of individuals sepa-
rated from the rest of humanity but rather represent a variant of sexual aim
or object that all human beings at some point in their development, con-
sciously or unconsciously, desire.’” Just as significant for Bliiher, by distin-
guishing inversion from perversion Freud relieved homosexuality from the
medico-moral onus that still clung to the term perversion. Moreover while
Freud argues that psychoneurosis is the negative form of perversion, he
makes—at this juncture—no corresponding neurotic determination of inver-
sion. Rather than a degeneration from the evolutionary pinnacle that is mod-
ern civilization, homosexuals are “often distinguished by their . . . special ap-
titude for cultural sublimation.”*® Not only do they creatively contribute to
the progressive development of society but homosexual behavior may itself be
a consequence of the development of “civilized” sexual morality. Modern Eu-
ropean society supports the suppression of all forms of the sexual instinct ex-
cept for the purpose of reproduction and then only permitted within the con-
fines of a legal marriage; consequently, “a blocking of the main stream of
libido has caused a widening in the side-channel of homosexuality.”*
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Blither commends Freud’s refusal to classify inversion as either a perver-
sion or a sign of degeneration and adds, moreover, that he understands why
Freud’s writing on inversion vacillates between pathological and nonpatho-
logical, negative and positive, categories—Freud speaks of “people suffering
from inversion” and of inversion as a developmental stage that is overcome: as
a physician Freud was more concerned with disturbed individuals, more con-
cerned with discerning causes of the disturbance and viewing manifest be-
haviors as symptoms of something else. Nonetheless, Blither’s own experience
of nonsublimated inversion in its culture-promoting role suggested that
Freud’s theory could no doubt think through that too. To that end he also
sought to enlist Freud in helping him secure the publication of the third vol-
ume of his history of the Wandervogel, The German Youth Movement as an
Erotic Phenomenon, which specifically addressed the sexual structure of this
“clearly inverted social complex.”#°

In response, Freud was rather guarded regarding Blither’s judgment of
homosexuality. He notes that the negative side is more worthy of attention.
Freud defines that negative aspect as impotence with women. Blither makes
the point in his subsequent letter to Freud that for nonneurotic inverts im-
potence with women is unimportant since their psychosexual orientation is
exclusively toward men. It is only when they despise and attempt to suppress
their orientation that neurosis arises. More significant, although Freud did
recommend Bliiher’s work to another psychoanalysis-friendly publisher, he
informed Blither that any word from him (i.e., Freud) to his publisher
Deuticke about printing a volume addressing the theme of homosexuality
would meet without success.4! The sexual inquisition unleashed by the
Harden-Eulenburg-Moltke affair rippled throughout German and German-
speaking society.*?

Freud became the first outside Blither’s immediate circle to receive the
work. In the letter accompanying the manuscript, Blither expresses the hope
that it will overcome the differences in judgment between himself and Freud
and Freud realize that Blither’s work would fill a gap in his theory of sexuali-
ty. And, as in his first letter, Bliiher decorates his supplements to Freud’s the-
ory with the most effusive praise of the “honored master” whom Bliiher cred-
its with crystalizing his work.%3

Freud returns the compliment, by extending his respect for Bliither’s work
on the youth movement.* Blither’s contention that the German male youth
movement entailed a revolution against the rule of the fathers (Viiterkultur)
appeared to comport with Freud’s own working out of the once-and-future
social conflict between generations in the writing in which he was then en-
gaged: Torem and Taboo. However, Freud strenuously disagreed with aspects
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of the second component of Bliiher’s analysis of the youth movement: his par-
ticular characterization of the movement as an “erotic phenomenon.” While
Freud described what he had read as “much more intelligent than most of all
the literature from the homosexual community and more correct than most
of the medical literature”—outside of Freud himself—he takes issue with
Bliiher’s argument that the persecutors of homosexuals in the German youth
movement are neurotic, repressed homosexuals who project their own strug-
gles with their sexual inclinations by attacking the openly homosexual mem-
bers of the movement. Repressed they may be, but they are not neurotics, re-
turns Freud, who reserves this honor for those who are among the persecuted.
He sends Bliiher a copy of the Schreber case study to demonstrate his point.%>
Regardless whether in that same letter Freud’s expressed relief when Blither
confides to him that that he (i.e., Bliiher) doesn’t consider himself an invert—
“By the way it pleases me to hear that you no longer count yourself among
the inverts, because I have seen little good from them”4®—reveals bourgeois
homophobia or, echoing ““Civilized” Sexual Morality,” his pragmatic recogni-
tion that prospects for an open homosexual in 1912 were very limited and
life extremely difficult,?” Blither’s evangel of inversion was ground for debate
and neither dismissal nor derision. Freud was usually willing to admit into
his circle an initially errant acolyte representative of fields and groups previ-
ously indifferent or resistant to psychoanalysis, confident that he could guide
them to adopt the true line and thereby allow psychoanalysis to colonize

these new regions.48

Versions of Inversion

While homosexuality at this point in Freud’s theorization was held to be con-
ditioned by fixation at an earlier stage of development,®® for Bliiher inversion
was inborn. Unlike the Zwischenstufentheorie, or theory of intermediate (sex-
ual) types (i.e, the third sex), propounded by Magnus Hirschfeld and his sup-
porters—whose Jewishness Blither would in later writings readily note as if to
imply some connection between effeminacy, decadence, and Jewishness*'—
the authentic invert was not the often physiologically hermaphroditic effem-
inate male (der invertierte Weibling)—in Blither’s terms the homosexual—de-
picted by Hirschfeld,’! but the manly man (der Miinnerbeld, hero of men).>?
These heroic men are socially and sexually oriented toward other men; con-
currently, these charismatic inverts are the idealized object of male desire. In
this characterization Blither was following the lead of Benedict Friedlaender

and, before him, Gustav Jaeger and his notion of the “supervirile man.”?
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Blither also posited a third type, the latent homosexual, who unconscious-
ly struggled against this tendency with the consequential neurotic reaction of
becoming a persecutor of inverts—or, conversely, as in the case of Judge Schre-
ber, of becoming a paranoiac. Blither would designate both latent and feminine
homosexuality as pathological conditions; “normal [homosexuality] in the an-
”54 By 1913 in the conclusion to
his “Three Fundamental Forms of Homosexuality” (a copy of which he had
sent to Freud)® effeminacy is ultimately delineated as less an inborn possibility

cient sense” is by contrast “thoroughly healthy.

than an effect of decadence. Blither would®® argue that effeminacy—as the
characteristic form of inversion in the Roman Empire—is a form of decadent
homosexuality that grows out of racial mixing (Rassenmischung), inbreeding
(Engzucht), and misery (Verelendung). Magnus Hirschfeld, the editor of the
Yearbook for Sexual Intermediate Types (Jahrbuch fiir sexuelle Zwischenstufen) in
which Bliiher’s long essay was slated to appear, insisted that this passage be ex-
punged. Later this characteristic sexual life of a society in decline would come
to be qualified as Jewish—“the ‘decadent portion’ of the Jewish race.”’

Unlike the third sex theorists Blither does not propose a multitude of gen-
ders but instead a spectrum of sexual practices and relationships from friend-
ship to genital sex engaged by manly men. More to the point, inversion is not
about genitality but about love and respect, “the affirmation of a man based
upon his worth.”® Inversion is about the relations between authentic, re-
sponsible, idealistic men. It is a universal (male) disposition, not an extrava-
gance of nature. For Blither inversion (as opposed to homosexuality) is not a
sign of degeneration, rather it is a manifestation of men’s sexual-social talent
for socializing and state building. Erotic relationships (as opposed to either
carnal or mechanical—e.g., economic, political—ties) determine male al-
liances. Inversion is not effeminization; it is neither an identification with the
mother nor an assumption of a passive attitude, as Freud sometimes theo-
rized.>® The invert is a virile agent. The space of his activity is the only “pro-
ductive social form”: masculine society (miéinnliche Gesellschafi) or the male
band (Minnerbund). According to Bliiher, all previous theoreticians of the
state who derive the monarchy and hence the state from the institution of the
family are making superficial analogies.®® The sole purpose of the family, that
product of the heterosexual drive component of men’s®! fundamental bisexu-
al nature, is the reproduction of the species.®?

While Freud, for his part, recognized that homosexual desire—which he
modeled after heterosexual desire—is a component of human bisexuality, ho-
mosexuality remained a stage to be worked through, overcome, or sublimat-
ed. Homosexuality is derivative and not original, but not to be ignored. Fur-
ther, where Freud located the reproduction both of the species and of
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individual identity in the family, Bliiher separated these two processes: male
identity forms in masculine society largely through identification with the
nonpaternal Minnerheld.®® In sum, Bliither biologizes gender and sexual dif-
ference rather than, according to Freud, effecting it as either a developmental
process or a product of the economy of desire: male libido turned toward men
in the absence of women. Rather than a force for individual development, ho-
mosexuality for Freud disrupts or closes off advancement—unless sublimat-
ed. These disagreements between Freud and Bliiher were irreconcilable.® To
accept Bliiher’s theory would have forced Freud to abandon (or at least seri-
ously modify) his construction of both homosexuality and the dynamics of
the primal horde/brother band: Oedipus would be dethroned and perhaps re-
placed by his father Laius.®

So, against Blither’s implicit alternative narrative of homosexual social de-
velopment, Freud endeavors to isolate any necessary role for homosexuality—
it becomes epiphenomenal, not generative. Although in his initial discussion
of the primal horde in Zotem and 1aboo Freud suggests that the band of ex-
pelled brothers may have been held together by homosexual feelings and acts,
ultimately he distinguishes their homosocial bonds from homosexual attrac-
tion when he reminds the reader not to forget that it was hate of the father
rather than affection that led to the parricide; they share a fraternal tie based
on not treating one another as the father. Homosexual desires are not as pow-
erful as potentially fratricidal heterosexual ones; Freud posits the institution
of the law of incest to prevent heterosexual rivalry and preserve the brother
band after the murder of the father because “[hetero]sexual desires do not
unite men but divide them.” Then, as his genealogy of religious development
progresses, the formation of the family in patriarchal society restores the fun-
damental structure of the primal horde.%

Freud next discusses the primal horde in the once lost metapsychological
paper “The Overview of the Transference Neuroses.” In the surviving draft
Freud attempted to tie the development of particular neuroses phylogeneti-
cally with stages in the historical development of humanity. He elaborated
further on the homosexual relationship among the excluded sons. Unlike
Totem and Taboo the later work explicitly connects social feelings with subli-
mated homosexuality: living together had to bring the brothers’ social feelings
to the fore and could have been built upon homosexual sexual satisfaction.
Further, Freud contends that “it is very possible that the long-sought heredi-
tary disposition for homosexuality can be glimpsed in the inheritance of this
phase of the human condition. The social feelings that originated here, subli-
mated from homosexuality, became mankind’s lasting possession, however,
and the basis for every later society.”
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Of course, Freud does recognize a few problems with his theory, and in
order to resolve them he once again boxes out any generative role for homo-
sexual desire. For example, unless they have triumphed over the father and
gained possession of the women,

the psychological condition of the banished sons, bound together in ho-
mosexuality, cannot influence the next generations, for they die out as in-
fertile branches of the family. . . . But if they do achieve this triumph,
then it is one generation’s experience that must be denied the necessary

unlimited reproduction.®’

In other words, that generation of brothers, once having renounced women
and found their sexual satisfaction with each other, remain fixated in their ho-
mosexual stage of development and, as a consequence, remain impotent with
women. Freud gets around this reproductive bottleneck through the youngest
son, who, thanks to the protection of his mother, avoids castration; he too
suffers the vicissitudes of the male sex, is tempted to renounce women and
leave the horde, but does not. Although at that stage he was disposed toward
homosexuality, he neither realized this possibility nor remained fixated at that
stage; homosexuality as an inherited disposition then is propagated through
his descendants. Thus, while Freud can explain how humanity survived, he
still begs the question of how these dispositions were genetically passed on.%®

Sources

When Freud read Blither's The German Youth Movement as Erotic Phenome-
non he was no doubt struck by the extensive use the author made of his the-
ories.? He was the source for many of Bliiher’s psychological assumptions; in
particular Freud’s theories of bisexuality, repression, and neurosis provided
Blither with a way of understanding the persecutors as repressed homosexu-
als.”® His employment of Freud indeed led several reviewers in Austrian Wan-
dervogel journals to attack him and contributed to others questioning
Blither’s German identity. Such remarks as “Hey, is Blither a Jew?” and
“Bliiher’s book is sick. There is something like a struggle between the German
race and another! This one may not forget” were printed.”!

These responses to Bliiher’s work were not surprising, since the youth
movement had become increasingly racially polarized. Perhaps leading the
way were the groups in Austria: they included an Aryan paragraph in their
Krems convention of 1913: “We do not want the Slavs, Jews, or French
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[Wilsche] among our ranks.” Karl Fischer, the former leader of the Wander-
vogel in whose defense Bliiher was most vociferous, argued for a separate Jew-
ish organization that expressed “Semitic culture.” Other prewar symptoms in-
clude the 1912 Zittau case in which a Jewish girl was refused membership
because, it was argued, the Wandervogel was a “German movement” that had
no use for Jews; another was the publication of Friedrich Wilhelm Fulda’s
German or Nationalist: A Contribution from the Youth Movement to the Race
Question (Leipzig 1913). One Wandervogel journal, Fiihrer Zeitung, asserted
that “the Wandervogel is neither a depository for old boots formerly worn by
flac-footed [Jews] and stinking of garlic nor is it an object of speculation for
Jewish enterprises.””? Sigfried Copalle, one of the founders of the movement,
later wrote that even when not so manifestly antisemitic the youth move-
ments were very much influenced by the radical right, antisemitic media of
the time. For example, the recommended reading list of the youth movement
paper, Deutsche Zeitung, excluded Jewish and Catholic writers, as well as those
cosmopolitans Goethe and Schiller, but included Theodor Fritsch’s Antise-
mitic Handbook. The works of Paul de Lagarde, Paul Langbehn, and Houston
Stewart Chamberlain were standard reading among Wandervogel.”? In the
second volume of his history of the Wandervogel, Blither remarks at how
many members identified themselves with the values embodied in Langbehn’s
Rembrandt as Educator and figured themselves as Rembrandt-Germans.
Bliiher also notes Fischer’s desire to separate German and “Semitic” youth
movements.”4

While these and other racial discourses would eventually have a greater
influence on Bliiher’s writing, they were not absent from 7he German Youth
Movement as Erotic Phenomenon—for Freud was not the only source for
Bliiher’s conception of inversion. While writing that work Bliiher was dis-
tilling the fruits of his own experience of the youth culture as embodied by
the Wandervogel, of the rampant homophobia generated by the Harden-
Eulenburg-Moltke scandal, of the subsequent purge of any suspected ho-
mosexual members of the Wandervogel (which Bliiher chronicled in his his-
tory of the movement),”> and of his reading of Benedict Friedlaender,
especially his The Renaissance of Eros Uranios.”®

Friedlaender’s influence on Bliiher’s early work is clear—as the accusation of
plagiarism by Friedlaender’s intellectual heirs might attest.”” Similar to the later
elaboration by Bliiher,”® Friedlaender distinguished between the female family
sphere and the exclusively male sociopolitical sphere founded upon male-male
sociality. Friedlaender sought validation of his theories of innate male-male at-
traction both in the practices of ancient Greece and of so-called primitive peo-
ple (Naturvilker)’: societies that did not suppress the male’s natural instinct for
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male friendship. Friedlaender explained the presence of this in a tropismatic
characteristic of human physiology that Gustav Jaeger before him proposed as
grounded in the perception of aromas or what Friedlaender prefered to call
chemotaxis (117ff, 214ff).%° Friedlaender asserted that not only are homosexu-
als attracted to the olfactive emissions of other homosexuals, and repulsed by
the scent of women, but that male-to-male chemotaxis occurs in all men; it is
only his repulsion from women that distinguishes the invert from the hetero-
sexual. Still following Jaeger, Friedlaender considered the natural repulsion of
Europeans toward those internally and externally colonized peoples, the Jews
and the Africans (cf. 123), as the exemplary instance of chemotaxis. Thus the
stereotype of the foetor judaicus or Jewish stench is grounded in physiological
truth; Jews smell different because they are different. Beyond the descriptive
level, Friedlaender also followed Jaeger in his antipathy toward Jews, although
the extremely misogynist Friedlaender justified his aversion on what he per-
ceived as the Jewish feminizing influence on society as well as his belief that the
inflated status of women and the prohibition against male-male love were racial-
ly Jewish institutions. Moreover, for Friedlaender the Jewish family sense rein-
forced that bourgeois institution.

Friedlaender also transformed Jaeger’s notion of the supervirile male into
the homosexual Minnerheld, the hero of men. Thus, in contrast to Hirschfeld’s
depiction of the homosexual as an effeminate male, Friedlaender’s determina-
tion of the invert was a manly man, the most exemplary of which was that Min-
nerheld, the charismatic leader about whom the group of men, both inverted
and not, were oriented. When detailing his understanding of the role of inver-
sion in male groups, Bliiher readily appropriated Friedlaender’s conception of
the manly hero of men. Further echoing Friedlaender, Blither argued that the
family (as the product of the heterosexual drive) was in no way the basis for state
formation—rather the state was founded on homosexual drives.®! He conclud-
ed that inversion, attraction toward the charismatic Minnerheld, is the organ-
izing principle of society.

In “The Three Basic Forms of Homosexuality,” published with an open
letter publicizing his disagreements with Freud over homosexuality just before
the appearance of Totem and Taboo, Blither elaborates further on the sources
for his understanding of the role of male associations in the formation of the
state. That essay, among other provocations, acknowledges Otto Weininger—
who, since the 1903 publication of his misogynist and antisemitic Sex and
Character and subsequent suicide, had been a problematic figure for Freud—
along with the aforementioned antisemites Gustav Jaeger and Benedict Fried-
laender as contributors to his understanding. At this juncture Freud discon-
tinued their correspondence.
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Soon thereafter the anti-Jewish implications of Bliiher’s theories (already
suggested by his references to those three predecessors) became manifest. Al-
ready in the Youth Movement as an Erotic Phenomenon Blither notes that the
membership of the youth circles (Horden) “strongly emphasized German
racial type.”8? As new editions of Bliiher’s work appeared during the 1910s,
his depiction of the healthy inversion of the Minnerbund increasingly bor-
rowed from the rhetoric of German racialism and Vélkisch ideology. Thus as
opposed to Germanic inversion Blither would pejoratively categorize the ho-
mosexuality of so-called weibliche Miinner (effeminate men) as the decadent-
Jewish type; eventually the evaluation of psychoanalysis shifted from a form
of enlightenment to the Jewish mimetic translation of Christian confession
and penitence—and mimesis was far from a favorable quality for Bliiher.®3

Blither’s sources for his “Three Basic Forms” were not limited to Freud
or various acknowledged and unacknowledged anti-Jewish writers; he also
cites, most notably, Heinrich Schurtz.34 This primacy accorded Schurtz also
reveals how Germany’s colonial experience affected the theorizing of new so-
cietal origins and forms. Schurtz had been the primary research assistant at
the Bremer Ubersee-Museum and the beneficiary of the flood of colonial ar-
tifacts deposited there, especially after Germany entered into the colonial
competition in 1884.85 Schurtzs first major distillation of his work at the
Ubersee-Museum, the 1900 Early History of Culture, provided intimations of
the theory of the formation and development of society®® that he would
elaborate two years later in Age Classes and Male Bands (Altersklassen und
Miinnerbiinde).¥” Schurtz argued that the sib obsession of ethnographic
predecessors had blinded them to a phenomenon that was not derivative
from the family but intrinsic to itself: the existence of age classes and men’s
houses. He also argued that all attempts to found society and the state on the
family were retrojections. Schurtz grounded the development of the major
social institutions of culture in two fundamental natural differentiations:
first is the opposed psychologies of men and women, second is the antago-
nism between younger and older generations. The social instinct of men, as
opposed to the familial instinct of women, led to the formation of men’s
houses, which were often distinguished by age.

Just as the perception of the important role of kinship may be tied to the
tendency of bourgeois thinkers to view the institution of the bourgeois fami-
ly as both the culmination of an evolutionary trajectory and the universal
standard, Schurtz may well have been drawing upon those social tendencies
out of which the Wandervogel and the various antibourgeois male movements
noted above emerged in Germany and other German-speaking lands.
Schurtz’s title captured these alternatives to the bourgeois family: age classes



JAY GELLER

and male associations. His theorizing of a natural difference—gender—res-
onated in a world in which capitalism and modernization had collapsed tradi-
tional identities and differences into so much exchange value, in which bureau-
cracy had rendered the individual anonymous; the Gesellschafi now recognized
as feminine had eviscerated, unmanned, the masculine Gemeinschafi. Bliiher
took Schurz’s work and sexualized it. And description paved the way for action.

The Erotics of Race

Already planning it in 1913 while corresponding with Freud,®® Blither pub-
lished volume 1 of The Role of the Erotic in Masculine Society in 1917; the sec-
ond volume appeared a year later. He felt this work provided both the biologi-
cal and the empirical basis for his earlier claim that the youth movement was an
erotic phenomenon; it also demonstrated that the youth groups were not the
exception but the rule. To these ends Blither embraces Schurtzs data and valu-
ation of the bipolar gendered nature of human society.?” While noting that
Schurtz skirts the sexual content of these male associations, Bliiher cites Karsch-
Haack’s Das gleichgeschlechtliche Liebesleben bei den Naturvilken’® as supple-
mental evidence for the “strong inclination toward inversion” in tribal soci-
eties.”! Blither then argues that Schurtz’s own speculation about a male social
instinct proves more tautologous than sociological and offers instead his own
more dynamic—psychosexual—theory: the existence of male-male (mann-
miinnliche) attraction and of the invert type (¢ypus inversus) as explanation.

In Role of the Erotic Blither writes that “beyond the socializing principle of
the family that feed off the Eros of male and female, a second principle is at
work in mankind, ‘masculine society,” which owes its existence to male-male
Eros, and finds its expression in male bonding.” In contrast to Schurtzs work,
this second principle is neither supplementary nor complementary to the first;
it is to an extent its adversary:

In all species where the familial urge is the sole determinant . . . the con-
struction of a collective is impossible. The family can function as a con-
stitutive element of the State, but not more. And wherever nature has
produced species capable of developing a viable state, this has been made
possible only by smashing the role of the family and the male-female sex-

ual urges as sole social determinants.”?

The Minnerbund bound together by male-male eros embodies the second
principle that overcomes the claims of the family and heterosexuality.
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For Bliiher, the inverse of the inverted type is neither the heterosexual nor
the effeminate male but the Jew:

With the Jews it is as follows: they suffer at one and the same time from
a weakness in male-bonding and a hypertrophy of the family. They are
submerged in the family and familial relations. . . . Loyalty, unity, and
bonding are no concern of the Jew. Consequently, where other peoples
profit from a fruitful interaction of the two forms of socialization [i.c.,
the family and the Minnerbund], with the Jews there is a sterile division.
Nature has visited this fate upon them and thus they wander through his-
tory, cursed never to be a people [Volk], always to remain a mere race.
They have lost their state.

There are people who are simply exterminated as peoples and who there-
fore disappear, but this cannot be the case with the Jews, for a secret
process internal to their being as a people constantly displaces the ener-
gies typically directed toward male bonding onto the family. . . . Conse-
quently the Jews maintain themselves as 7ace through this overemphasis
of the family.”

Here Bliiher touches upon the riddle and scandal that the Jews presented
to European modernity. The riddle is how have the Jews persisted without a
state; and the scandal: that they have persisted without a state. Since the state
was understood as the objectification of a “civilized” people (a Kulturvolk as
opposed to a Naturvolk), the survival of the stateless Jews threatened the le-
gitimacy of the colonizer state. Jewish persistence presented intimations of its
(i.e., the colonizer state’s) mortality. Against these threats the accusation that
the Jews form a state within a state was propounded, thereby both denying
the paradox and concretizing the threat.

Other thinkers from Spinoza in the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus to Freud
in Moses and Monotheism have made other efforts to solve this scandalous co-
nundrum; and Spinoza’s answer-—with which Freud concurred, seeking to
suppress it if not repress it—was the feminization of the Jews.

As for the fact that [the Jews] have survived their dispersion and the loss of
their state for so many years, there is nothing miraculous in that, since they
have incurred universal hatred by cutting themselves off completely from
all other peoples . . . by preserving the mark of circumcision with such de-
voutness. That their survival is largely due to the hatred of the Gentiles has
already been shown by experience. . . . The mark of circumcision is also, I
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think, of great importance in this connexion; so much so that in my view
it alone will preserve the Jewish people for all time; indeed, did not the
principles of their religion make them effeminate [effoerminarent] 1 should
be quite convinced that some day when the opportunity arises . . . they will
establish their state once more, and that God will chose them afresh.?*

Blither comes to a similar conclusion: Jewish statelessness and survival are
connected to their effeminacy. That is, the Jews have devoted themselves ex-
clusively to the woman’s realm of the family and have focused upon the
woman-associated reproductive instinct. The importance placed on circumci-
sion confirms this since this sign fetishizes that instinct. In Secessio Judaica
Blither explicitly ascribes effeminacy to the Jews: “The correlation of mascu-
line nature with German essence and a feminine and servile nature with the
Jewish essence is an unmediated intuition of the German people, which from
day to day becomes more certain.”

But the Jews pose an even greater peril to modern society: not only do
they threaten the formation of the state, they also portend the subversion of
the Vilkisch family: “There are men so burdened by the incestuous drives of
the Penelope type [i.e., woman-as-wife-and-mother] that they are driven to
marry into a foreign race. This is particularly characteristic of the Jews and,
notably, even among the Zionist Jews, who consciously promote their own
racial type for both sexes while being unconsciously driven toward foreign
races.”? By so characterizing the Jews, Bliiher has depicted them as the patho-
graphic homosexual that Freudian theory argues is motivated by a primal fear
of incest and hence avoids sex with all women.”” The Jews represent the kind
of homosexual, the inverted Weibling, from whom Blither sought to distin-
guish his Minnerheld.

Bliiher’s exemplar of the inverted Minnerheld who forms the Minner-
bund is Carl Peters. In his The Founding of German East Africa Peters describes
the colonial community of males bound to one another without the presence
of women. Blither in turn describes Peters as an inexhaustible conqueror, or-
ganizer, man of action, a politico who will have nothing to do with women.”®
This designation of the colonialist self-construction as exemplary demon-
strates that the experience of German colonialism led writers to draw upon a
different reservoir of fantasies than those generated prior to Germany’s entry
into the colonial venture.”” No longer either the representative of a familial,
kinder, gentler colonialism or the lone investigator opening up virgin territo-
ry, the German male colonialist became the vanguard of the Herrenvolk (mas-
ter race). With the loss of those colonies after World War I, German ethno-
graphic analysis of tribal societies turned to another idealized vanguard: the
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ecstatic warrior male cultic bands that led the ancient Germanic tribes. Posit-
ed as a source and foundation of the religious, ethical, and political life of the
German Volk, this construct provided a counter to the cultural claims of the
Western colonial powers.

The scientific and popular image of those original Germans had been that
of the peasant during the nineteenth century. As a pure racial image it was
embraced by the “conservative-German cultural wing”; however, such blood-
and-soil romanticism was denounced by Bliiher: explicitly as nonheroic, ret-
rograde kitsch, implicitly for valorizing the family as the foundation of Ger-
manness.'% Other models would follow, including the idyllic vision drawn
from the Icelandic sagas of a noble clan that trusts in the gods who in turn
vouchsafe their paradisical situation. In the 1920s, however, another model
emerged among the students of the Viennese scholar of ancient Germanic
studies Rudolf Much, which drew from Schurtz’s and Blither’s writings on
Minnerbiinde. It posited an ecstatic warrior male cultic group as most char-
acteristic of the ancient Germans. These secret societies were responsible for
warring against human and demonic enemies and thereby protecting the tribe
on both the material and spiritual levels. Weiser’s 1927 Ancient Germanic
Youth Initiation Rites and Male Bands and Hofler's 1934 Secret Cultic Groups
of the Germans in particular emphasized not only that these groups lorded
over the tribe but also that they bore within themselves state-forming power.
He held that they were a source and foundation of the religious, ethical, and
political, in sum, of the cultural life of the German Volk to the present—the
national socialist present.!%!

Anthropologists also revisited the phenomenon of Minnerbiinde after the
loss of Germany’s colonial possessions; however, unlike Schurtz, whose in-
ventory of colonial appropriations was conditioned by the crises gripping
Wilhelmine Germany, these researchers took a proactive stance in their
ethnographic comparisons and exemplars. Wilhelm E. MiihImann, a student
of Eugen Fischer, who developed his theories of racial eugenics and misce-
genation while working in German Southwest Africa, focused on cultures
with state-forming, militaristic-ascetic male bands. Such culling of heroic
types to form elite Minnerbiinde is typical of racial groups like the Polyne-
sian Arioi and the ancient Germans, which are born both to expand their

102 Tdentifications of this sort

hegemony and to dominate other populations.
were picked up by both postwar youth groups and the right-wing paramili-
tary Freicorps and then by Nazi ideologues like Alfred Baeumler, the author
of Male Band and Science, who already in the 1920s directed students to call
to mind the Minnerbiinde of earlier times out of which the original state

emerged. Ultimately Himmler embraced the Minnerbund in his vision of the
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SS.193 These racial and ultimately antisemitic reconstructions and realizations
of the Minnerbund idea diverged from Bliiher’s conception by both deem-
phasizing the erotic dimension and, since race was their fundamental propo-
sition, fusing the male socializing-and-state-forming drive with the reproduc-
tive instinct. They did retain Blither’s positioning of Jewry as the antithetical
enemy of masculine society.

Disavowing Homosexuality

This positioning of the Jew as effeminate homosexual and social threat could
not have appealed to Freud—that “manly” postcolonial Jewish subject. In the
cases that preceded his encounter with Bliiher, cases in which he was working
through his theory of homosexuality, Freud made every effort to sever the
connection between homosexuality and male Jewry. As I have argued else-
where,'% in “Analysis of a Phobia in a Five-Year Old Boy” Freud made every
thetorical effort to belie the continuation of the young Jewish boy Little

Hans’s homosexual “accesses”!%°

after the resolution of his anxiety neurosis
and, by never acknowledging his patient’s Jewishness, to deny the relationship
between Hans’s circumcised identity and the castration complex at the root of
both those “accesses” and that neurosis. Even when Freud returns to this case
in the 1926 Inbibitions, Symptoms, and Anxiety,'°® he pointedly refuses to ex-
plain Little Hans’s neurosis in terms of the negative oedipal complex, where-
by the boy assumes a passive, feminine atticude toward the father, emphasiz-
ing instead that “little Oedipus,” as Freud refers to Little Hans, continued to
be characterized by an “energetic masculinity.”!%” Similarly, in his study of the
relationship between Judge Schreber’s repressed homosexuality and his para-
noia, Freud avoids any suggestion of Schreber’s identification with the Wan-
dering Jew; Freud also further distanced this Jewish-identified psychotic from
effeminacy by reading Schreber’s feminizing emasculation as castration.!%8
The singular status Freud accorded Schreber—making his case paradigmatic
for the psychological effects of repressed homosexuality—became a major
point of contention between Freud and Blither. One more instance of Freud’s
efforts to screen this connection between Jewishness and homosexuality ulti-
mately appears when Freud publishes From the History of an Infantile Neuro-
sisin 1918, the year the second volume of The Role of the Erotic appeared. The
infantile neurosis belonged to Sergei Pankeieff, also known as the “Wolf
Man,” whom Freud was seeing during the period leading up to his first com-
munication with Blither. When assaying the factors that contributed to the
Wolf Man’s latent homosexuality (i.e., his negative Oedipus complex as Freud



Freud, Bliiher, and the Secessio Inversa

eventually described it), Freud includes circumcision; however, he specifies
that it is the circumcision of Christ, which the young Sergei would have
learned “during the readings and discussions of the sacred story.”1%?

The association of effeminate homosexuality and the Jews was not the
only aspect of Blither’s text that would have been of concern to Freud. Exac-
erbating its problematic reception by Freud would have been the prominant
place Freud’s Diimon and the object of his homosexual affect, Wilhelm Fliess,
assumes in Blither’s volumes.!!® Upon opening the work, Freud would have
discovered that, in addition to discussing the blatantly antisemitic homosex-
ual Friedlaender as precursor and devoting once again considerable attention
to the for Freud ever problematic homosexual Otto Weininger, Bliiher im-
mediately addresses Fliess's work. Blither argues that Fliesss “valuable” re-
search on male and female periodicity and on the relationship between smell
and sexuality—the two major research areas that preoccupy the Freud-Fliess
correspondence—grounds his (i.e., Blither’s) own conclusions about the bio-
logical basis of marriage.!'! Upon completing the work, Freud would again
have Fliess’s presence rubbed into his face: not only did Fliess and Bliiher
share the same publisher, Verlag Eugen Diederichs, which was the leading dis-
seminator of writings from the German masculinist counterculture, but ad-
vertisements for Fliess’s works also covered the back page of Bliiher’s work.

In Freud’s works that appear after the publication of 7he Role of the Erot-
ic, with its elaboration of the universal (homo)erotic character of masculine so-
ciety and of male identity formation, homosexuality becomes more and more
marginal to Freud’s theory of social origins. Thus, when he brings up the pri-
mal horde and its successors in his work on Group Psychology and the Analysis
of the Ego, homosexuality is relegated to a footnote that elaborates upon what
he means by emotional ties forced upon (i.e., they are extrinsic) the brothers
by the inhibition of their sexual aims [toward their mothers]. This footnote
does make an interesting addition by suggesting that only through this reori-
entation—that is, by displacing their love and desire from the father as well as
the mother—could they kill him.!!? Freud further equivocates on the role of
homosexual ties in the relationship between sublimated libido and sociality; as
Diana Fuss also suggests, here Freud conceptualizes “homosexuality and ho-
mosociality as absolutely distinct categories.”!!3 The former is a matter of de-
sire and object choice, the latter created by identification.

Soon after the publication of Group Psychology, Blither’s widely read anti-
semitic pamphlet Secessio Judaica appeared.’ In that text the work of the
“Jew Sigmund Freud” is presented as exemplary of corrupt Jewish ways of

thinking due to its “pure materialism” and “insidious presuppositions.”!!>

More significant than the specifics of Bliiher’s latest mad ravings''® was, as
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discussed above, the appropriation of his work by racialist theoreticians and
street fighters. Freud describes Bliiher at this time as one of the “prophets of
these out-of-joint times.” While Freud argues that such “collective psychoses”

17 nevertheless his two later discussions of

of the Germans are beyond reason,
the primal horde, in Civilization and Its Discontents and “The Acquisition and
Control of Fire,”!18

izing of the Minnerbund. In these texts homosexuality among the brothers

appear to reflect an additional distancing or recharacter-

has shifted its locus from sociality to rivalry. Both these discussions emphasize
the importance of renouncing homosexuality for cultural and technological
progress to take place.

Putting out fire by micturation . . . was therefore a kind of sexual act with
a male, an enjoyment of sexual potency in homosexual competition. The
first person to renounce this desire and spare the fire was able to carry it
off with him and subdue it to his own use. By damping down the fire of
his own sexual excitation, he had tamed the natural force of fire. This great
cultural conquest was thus the reward for his renunciation of instinct.

Where Freud invokes homosociality it does not serve a genetic function,
rather it emerges as an external happenstance; any sexual content to these re-
lations derives from displaced heterosexual libido:

The work of civilization has become increasingly the business of men, it
confronts them with ever more difficult tasks and compels them to carry
out instinctual sublimations. . . . [H]e has to accomplish his task by mak-
ing an expedient distribution of his libido. What he employs for cultural
aims he to a great extent withdraws from women and sexual life. His con-
stant association with men, and his dependence on his relations with
them, even estrange him from his duties as a husband and father.

The communal life of humanity, Freud argues, is founded upon “the power
of love, which made the man unwilling to be deprived of his sexual object—
the woman—, and made the woman unwilling to be deprived of the part of
herself which had been separated from her—her child.” The family is “the
germ-cell of civilization.”!?” Diminution of its role and the shift in its tenor
suggest that Freud may well be motivated by the specific threat that Minner-
bund theory and practice presents to him and his fellow Jews.

Finally, when Freud transfers his consideration of the primal horde to the
deserts of Midian in Moses and Monotheism, any suggestion of homosexuality
in the relationships and rivalries between the brothers is avoided. Instead he



Freud, Bliiher, and the Secessio Inversa

writes that the brothers clubbed together and stole wives. While such avoid-
ance behavior accords with Freud’s desire to silence the association of male
Jews with effeminate homosexuals as well as his desire to maintain the truth
of his theory, he may also be distancing himself and the Jewish people from
the now Aryan-identified—and Germany-ruling—Minnerbund.

Yet Freud implicates homosexual rivalry when addressing the origins of
antisemitism. One of the “deeper motives” he proposes posits a Christianity
jealous of its elder brother (“the first-born favorite child of God the Father”),
Judaism. This unconscious motive is conjoined with another: the “disagree-
able, uncanny impression” created by that “custom by which the Jews marked
off their aloof position”: circumcision. The attempt to foreclose the “dreaded
castration idea” that Freud considers as a primary root of antisemitism is also
one of the sources of adult homosexuality.!?° Indeed, in his 1922 essay, “Some
Neurotic Mechanisms in Jealousy, Paranoia, and Homosexuality,” Freud sug-
gests that two primary factors that lead to the development of homosexuality
are the fear of castration—whether manifest in a horror of women as a con-
sequence of the discovery that they do not have a penis or in a renunciation
of women in order to avoid the potentially dangerous rivalry with the father
and father figures—and the repression and transformation of the hostile and
jealous rivalry with an older brother.!?! Antisemitism hence is motivated by
the attempt to disavow homosexuality, and Freud, even as he has sustained the
internalized heterosexual norms and his own theory, here engaged in post-
colonial mimicry and in the process reversed the stereotypical roles of the
nonvirile, homosexual Jews and the virile, heterosexual non-Jews.'?? But all
was for naught as the Minnerbund drove the father of psychoanalysis from
his home.

The End of a Rivalry

As Freud’s primal horde with its internalized bourgeois European norms trav-
eled from TZotem and Taboo to Moses and Monotheism, so the notion of the
Minnerbund transferred from a fund of colonial knowledge, to a metropole
viewed as alienated from its own colonizing force, to an unmanned state col-
onizing its past, to a masculine society colonizing the colonizers. During this
period Freud engaged and disengaged Blither who drew upon that fund to
generate theories about the foundational role of eros in the formation of mas-
culine societies and states. As this essay has demonstrated, this conflict of
social-ontological visions of identity and state formation—between the pater-
nalistic family represented by Freud and the distinct homosocial masculine
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society professed by Bliiher, between the postcolonial’s mimicry of the colo-
nizer (with its potential for subverting the latter) and the colonialist’s phan-
tasmatic appropriation and transmogrification of the colonized (with its po-
tential for erasing the latter)—was mediated by rival conceptions of
homosexuality and of their relationships to the Jews. Thus Blither in The Role
of the Erotic ties the psychoanalytic notion of curing inversion to a most pro-
found agreement with the “norms of the bourgeois order”—and that the
physician “perceives only the family and is blind to masculine society.”!?? Be-
yond the texts discussed above, Freud, for his part, is simply dismissive of
Blither personally. Commenting to Werner Achelis in 1927 about his corre-
spondent’s manuscript “The Problem of Dreams: A Philosophical Essay,”
Freud wrote, “I several times felt that the essay contained quite ‘brilliant
thoughts. At other times, for instance when you invite the reader to admire
Blither’s genius, I had the impression of being faced with two worlds separat-
ed by an unbridgeable gulf.”1?4

Yet Freud, dying in exile like many of his “people” after the Minnerbund
called National Socialism had extended its rule to Vienna, offered his last
word—Ilast completed work—Moses and Monotheism, which chronicles how the
children of Israel, acting like the noninverted band of brothers who had been

exiled from the primal horde, murdered “the greatest of [Jewry’s] sons.” 12>
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Jew Boys, Queer Boys: Rhetorics of Antisemitism and
Homophobia in the Trial of Nathan “Babe” Leopold Jr.
and Richard “Dickie” Loeb

PAUL B. FRANKLIN

All the comments about the supposed stronger sexual drive among Jews have no basis
in fact; most frequently they are sexual neurasthenics. Above all, the number of Jewish
homosexuals is extraordinarily high.

—Moses Julius Gutmann, Uber den heutigen Stand der Rasse- und Krankheitsfrage der Juden

Both of these boys were deficient in potency. It is doubtful if either of them, certainly
Leopold, ever attained a hetero-sexual object love, even in approximation. The arrest of
their affective development would tend in both instances to keep them at a level which
would result in manifestations of a more or less homo-sexual character.

—Dr. William Alanson White, Report on Richard Loeb and Nathan Leopold

On 21 May 1924 Nathan “Babe” Leopold Jr. (age nineteen) and his lover,
Richard “Dickie” Loeb (age eighteen), members of two illustrious, wealthy,
Chicago German-Jewish families, kidnapped fourteen-year-old Bobby
Franks—Loeb’s second cousin from an equally well-to-do Hyde Park Jewish
family—and brutally murdered him with a chisel. They disposed of Franks’s
naked, mutilated body in a culvert and subsequently tried to extort a
$10,000 ransom from his family. Like seasoned criminals, Leopold and Loeb
meticulously plotted the murder, envisioning it as the perfect crime. Instead
of eluding capture and outwitting the criminal justice system, however, they
botched their efforts. By the time the ransom note arrived, police had dis-
covered the cadaver along with a pair of unusual eyeglasses that had fallen
out of Leopold’s jacket pocket. This telltale piece of evidence eventually led
to their capture. Defended by Clarence Darrow, the most charismatic and
controversial criminal lawyer of his day as well as an outspoken opponent of
capital punishment, Leopold and Loeb miraculously escaped the death
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penalty and instead received a sentence of life plus ninety-nine years in
prison (figure 1).

Although journalists dubbed their heinous deed “the crime of the centu-
ry,” the avalanche of publicity and the spectacle surrounding their prosecu-
tion made it one of the trials of the twentieth century. The Leopold and Loeb
case became a cause célebre in American culture of the 1920s, in part because
it crystallized a plethora of highly contested social and sexual discourses rang-
ing from homosexuality, juvenile criminality, and atheism to excessive wealth,
psychiatry, and capital punishment. The young men’s privileged backgrounds
and intellectual acumen made the motive and barbarity of their act all the
more incomprehensible.! On the surface, nothing about Leopold and Loeb
suggested the profile of ruthless criminals.

The fascination surrounding the kidnap-murder of Franks still endures,
largely because of the numerous fictionalized stage, screen, and literary adap-
tations of the case. Alfred Hitchcock based his 1948 homoerotic thriller Rope
on a 1929 theatrical dramatization of the crime by the English author Patrick
Hamilton. In 1959 Richard Fleischer directed Compulsion with Orson Welles
in the role of Darrow, a cinematic venture inspired by Meyer Levin’s best-
selling 1956 novel of the same title in which the author redefined the limits
of historical fiction, portraying Leopold and Loeb as sex-starved, heterosexual
teens. Barbet Schroeder’s recent movie Murder by Numbers (2002) is of the
same genre. Tom Kalin’s acclaimed 1992 film Swoon is one of several post-
Stonewall, gay ruminations on the crime, which include the plays Never the
Sinner (1985) by John Logan and Leopold and Loeb (1978) by George Singer.

While certain scholars have analyzed these popular adaptations of the
Leopold and Loeb case, most have overlooked the original crime and trial 2
The few who have examined the latter have ignored the subtle rhetoric sur-
rounding the defendants’ Jewishness and homosexuality, both in the public
reception of the crime and during the prosecution. The historian Paula Fass,
for example, maintains that “Leopold and Loeb’s Jewishness was not stressed
in the press” and further contends that “the public was largely guarded from
specific knowledge about the details of Leopold and Loeb’s homosexual rela-
tionship.” These conclusions, however, do not hold up to historical scruti-
ny.# Fass fails to recognize that while references to homosexuality and Jewish-
ness in the press and the courtroom often were whispered or shrouded in
innuendo, homophobia and antisemitism nevertheless were writ large in the
public reception of the crime and trial. What went unsaid in the course of the
investigation and prosecution of Leopold and Loeb did so precisely because it
went without saying. These youths were construed to be two Jewish teens
whose Jewishness “naturally” predisposed them to homosexuality, a “crime
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Figure 1. Renowned defense lawyer Clarence Darrow (center) with his youthful clients, Nathan
“Babe” Leopold Jr. (/eff) and Richard “Dickie” Loeb (right), guarded by two officers of the
Chicago court. Courtesy and with the permission of the Charles Deering McCormick Library
of Special Collections, Northwestern University.

against nature” that incited them to commit further crimes against humani-
ty. As I will demonstrate, the intimately entangled rhetorics of antisemitism
and homophobia voiced in the wake of Bobby Franks’s disappearance em-
bodied widespread debates regarding the increasing visibility of Jews, homo-
sexuals, and homosexual Jews in American culture of the 1920s.

From the moment investigators recovered the youthful corpse on the
morning of May 22, theories of a homosexual motive abounded. On May 24
the Chicago Daily Tribune reported: “Some of the police and some persons
close to the [Franks] family believe the boy [was] the victim of a degenerate
who sought to cloak his act and the boy’s presumed accidental death by the
demands for money.”> The New York Times noted that “a general round-up of
all persons suspected of being degenerates had been ordered.”® In the days fol-
lowing the murder, the Chicago Herald and Examiner held a contest for the
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best theory of the crime, and entries poured in from some forty states, many
of which proposed that Franks was “the victim of subnormal persons and that
that was the reason the body was found nude.”” Detectives launched their in-
vestigation by questioning several unmarried male teachers who taught at the
exclusive Harvard School where Franks was a student and from which Loeb
graduated.® The myth of the male homosexual as child molester held sway
during the initial stages of the inquest.

The suspicion that a homosexual kidnapped and murdered Franks inten-
sified after Dr. Joseph Springer, the coroner’s physician, submitted his report.
Even though Springer testified that the boy’s “rectum was dilated and would
admit easily one middle finger,” he also concluded that “there was no evidence
of a recent forcible dilation.”” Many in the Chicago community, including
members of the police force, however, refused to accept such an assessment.
Harry Olson, chief justice of the Municipal Court of Chicago, admitted that
he doubted “whether this was a kidnaping case at all. . . . The killing may have
been accidental as a result of possible abuse of the Franks™ boy, or it may have
been done to silence him so that he could not tell of such abuse.”!® When
asked by reporters whether Franks was “attacked,” detectives cautiously re-
sponded, the “coroner’s physicians say he probably was not, although it is dif-
ficult to determine this. Attempts to attack him might have been made, and
some forms of attacks accomplished without leaving external evidence of vi-
olence.”!! For this apparently motiveless crime, homosexuality could be mo-
tive—and crime—enough.

Other speculations regarding the perpetrator(s), many of which con-
tained antisemitic overtones, reinforced the belief that a homosexual killed
Franks. Like their homosexual counterparts, Jews too presumably preyed
upon helpless innocent children. Beginning in the Middle Ages, European
Christians accused Jews of abducting their male offspring and either con-
verting them to Judaism through forcible circumcision or murdering them
in a sadistic, symbolic reenactment of the Passion.!? Leopold’s and Loeb’s
ruthless violation of Franks echoed these antisemitic notions, especially con-
sidering the fact that Jacob Franks, the victim’s father, previously renounced
his Jewishness in favor of Christian Science and buried his son according to
the rituals of this denomination.!

Of all the clues recovered from the scene of the crime, Leopold’s eyeglass-
es provided law enforcement and the Chicago community with the most
bountiful fodder to draw together homosexuality, Jewishness, degeneracy, and
perversion. The May 24 headline of the Chicago Daily Tribune heralded,
“Glasses Near Body Not Such as Man Wears.” The article went on to explain:
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A woman probably owned the pair of small horn rimmed spectacles
picked up in the south side swamp. . . . “It would be a strange kind of
man, a little bit of a wizened faced fellow, who could wear these,” said
one of the opticians. . . . Not only are the circumferences of the lenses ex-
traordinarily small for men’s glasses but the ear supports are far too short
for the average masculine head, it was pointed out. Illustrating his argu-
ment, one of the opticians attempted to fit the glasses upon a detective.

The effect was grotesque.14

These peculiar spectacles appeared to belong not only to a kind of she-male
but one from upper-class, cultivated stock. Chief of Detectives Michael
Hughes bolstered such an interpretation in a public statement:

We know this: that they were not purchased by a laboring man or a man
who is employed with his hands. They are the type which a scholarly per-
son, one who reads a great deal or was under considerable eye strain would
wear. . . . Those who labor physically do not need such spectacles. . . . I
am told it must have been a highly intellectual person who wore these
glasses. A high strung, nervous temperament. Such a person would be
likely to need such spectacles, and it is such a person we must look for.!>

Appropriately, these dark brown, mottled, horn-rimmed eyeglasses were clas-
sified stylistically as “library.”'® Hughes undoubtedly formulated his profile of
the neurotic, bookish murderer based, in part, on the typewritten ransom let-
ter received by Mr. and Mrs. Franks the day after their son disappeared. Crim-
inologists observed that the literate quality of this text, including the uncom-
mon spelling of “kidnaped,” as well as the handwriting on the envelope
revealed the handiwork of an erudite individual.!”

The contrast between the virile male laborer, who works with his hands
rather than with his mind and eyes, and the intellectual, a puzzlingly gender-
less “person,” dovetails with antisemitic characterizations of Jewish men as ef-
feminate.'® In 1920 the renowned Jewish eugenist Abraham Myerson attrib-
uted the lack of masculinity in Jewish men to the history of antisemitism.
With the rise of Christianity “the Jew became excluded from the soil. . . . In
other words, he was excluded from all occupations in the pursuit of which the
manual motor side of his nature might find expression.”!? As a result of such “so-
cial heredity,” Jewish men staked a claim to and made a mark for themselves
in the realm of scholarly and mercantile pursuits rather than in the wheat
fields or on the athletic field. According to Elisha Friedman, these occupations
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restricted the male Jew’s “muscular expression, stunted his motor mechanism,
and afforded none of the relief from mental tension that is obtained through
the exercise of large muscles of the trunk and of the limbs.”?? A bespectacled,
Jewish weakling only would have had strength enough to abduct a boy.

The explicitly homophobic and implicitly antisemitic hypotheses ad-
vanced by law enforcement and the Chicago community regarding Franks’s
killer(s) seemed justified after detectives traced ownership of the eyeglasses to
Leopold.?! Officers brought him in for questioning on May 30, and the press
immediately launched a sensationalistic campaign in which they portrayed
the young man as an effeminate, Jewish egghead who spent more time alone
reading or with birds (he was an accomplished ornithologist) than carousing
with other boys. One journalist confirmed that Leopold was “the type of man
the oculist told the police would wear such glasses—a student, a scholar, a
reader,” while another distinguished his interest in ornithology as an “eccen-
tric fetish” that constituted “the only romance of his life.”?? Despite his arcane
hobby, commentators and investigators alike acknowledged Leopold to be “a
superior mind” and an “intellectual giant.”?® He graduated Phi Beta Kappa
from the University of Chicago at eighteen with a bachelor’s degree in phi-
losophy, won admission to Harvard Law School at nineteen, and displayed a
familiarity with fifteen languages. While not as accomplished as his lover,
Loeb nevertheless also distinguished himself as a wunderkind. Finishing high
school at fourteen, he earned his bachelors degree from the University of
Michigan at seventeen, making him the youngest graduate in that institution’s
history. At the time of the kidnap-murder, he was enrolled in the graduate his-
tory program at the University of Chicago.

The scholarly achievements of Leopold and Loeb gave credence to the
long-standing belief, common among both Jews and gentiles, that Jewish men
were intellectually superior to their Christian counterparts. In a series of 1916
articles in Harper’s Weekly devoted to Jews in America, editor Norman Hap-
good asserted that the “one possession in which the Jew is everywhere superi-
or to the rest of the population is education” and, as a result, “Jews take the
best education wherever they can find it.”?* In 1924 Jewish American psy-
choanalyst Israel Wechsler reiterated this belief, noting that Jews possessed an
unusual “eagerness to acquire an education at all costs.”?> Statistics confirm
Hapgood’s and Wechsler’s opinions. Jews accounted only for about 3.5 per-
cent of the American population in 1917, but during the 1918-19 academic
year, they comprised 20.4 percent of all undergraduates enrolled in the coun-
try’s thirty most prestigious colleges and universities.?®

While such statistics were a source of great pride among Jews, in the eyes
of antisemites, they merely confirmed the suspicion that Jews had colonized
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the educational system and stacked the deck to their own advantage. In the
late 1910s and 1920s, several American colleges and universities retaliated, re-
structuring their admissions policies in order to limit the number of Jews on
their campuses. Criteria for admission shifted from academic excellence to
other more “gentlemanly” qualities like character, personality, leadership
skills, and social adaptability.?” In 1922 President Abbott Lawrence Lowell of
Harvard, who also was the vice president of the federal Immigration Restric-
tion League, publicly supported the use of quotas to reduce the number of
Jews at his university as well as the number of students who did not come
from upper-class wasp families. Numerous students and faculty agreed, fear-
ing a New Jerusalem in Harvard Yard. “The Jews tend to overrun the college,
to spoil it for the native-born Anglo-Saxon young persons for whom it was
built and whom it really wants,” one undergraduate complained.”® Harvard
never instituted such quotas, but President Lowell’s blatant antisemitism
caused a storm of controversy and left an ineradicable mark on American
higher education.?”

The exceptional intellectual abilities of Leopold and Loeb stupefied
many. Others, however, construed these talents as indicative of their physi-
cal and mental degeneracy, not to mention their moral perversity. Accord-
ing to one Chicago journalist, in the wake of the youths’ arrest and confes-
sion, “psycho-analysts are telling again the theory, enunciated years ago,
that the end results of precocity are often perversion, at least mental and
moral.” She went on to characterize Leopold as an individual who “ab-
sorbed books and facts and theorems with a facility that became, almost a
‘mental deformity.””® Reverend Billy Sunday, the professional baseball
player turned evangelist, denounced the crime as the result of “precocious
brains, salacious books, infidel minds,” while the noted Freudian Dr. A. A.
Brill informed the New York Times that “the precocious are always abnor-
mal.”! G. K. Chesterton, the English author, literary critic, and Roman
Catholic convert, made a similar argument, declaring that the case was a
slap in the face

for those who are always telling us that Utopia will be built upon the
broad and solid foundation of Education. . . . No type could be more
completely educated, in the sense used by modern educationalists, than
these Jewish intellectuals [who] reached the other end of nowhere, the
last point of nihilism and anarchy, much quicker because of the speeding
up of their mental development by education. . . . If they had been ut-
terly illiterate they might possibly have grown to a green old age in health
and happiness.>
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The psychiatrist Leonard Blumgart suggested, at least in Leopold’s case, that
his brilliance was the compensatory result of his homosexuality: “The over-
development of Leopold’s intellectual life was a never-ending and ineffectu-
al attempt to defend himself against his own homosexual perversion.”?3
Since the late nineteenth century, the American medical discourse of homo-
sexuality routinely identified male homosexuals, like Jewish men, as intellec-
tually gifted, an assessment that undoubtedly informed Blumgarts evalua-
tion of Leopold.?*

Certain actions taken by Leopold and Loeb before and after the kidnap-
murder reveal that these two prodigies possessed remarkable common sense
as well as extraordinary aptitude. As if aware that their crime would be per-
ceived as the handiwork of homosexual Jews, they carefully planted clues to
lead the police astray. Principal among these was the adoption of various
aliases, all of which were unmistakably non-Jewish sounding. During pre-
liminary preparations for the crime, they opened bank accounts as well as
rented a hotel room and an automobile under the names “Morton D. Bal-
lard” (Leopold) and “Louis Mason” (Loeb) and together signed the type-
written ransom letter “George Johnson.” Furthermore, before disposing of
Franks’s corpse, they poured hydrochloric acid over the face and genitals in
an attempt to render it unidentifiable. Disfiguring Franks’s visage and sexu-
al organs, Leopold and Loeb appear to have intended to efface the boy’s Jew-
ish identity, an identity indelibly marked on his body in the form of his nose
and his circumcised penis—the former being a metonymic marker for the
latter. Such a gesture symbolically reenacted the ritual of circumcision and
thus literalized the antisemitic notion that the practice was pathological and
perverse.35 Finally, the lovers invented an alibi both to distance themselves
physically from the scene of the crime and to defend themselves from the ho-
mosexual intrigue that instantly enveloped it. If apprehended, they agreed to
tell their interlocutors that on the evening of the murder they dined togeth-
er, picked up two female prostitutes, and drove around the city with them.
Their plan, however, backfired.

Even though the police identified Leopold alone as a suspect in the crime,
investigators also brought in Loeb for questioning, since he figured in the for-
mer’s alibi. Nervous and overwhelmed, Leopold’s “companion,” as the press
initially identified him, cracked under the pressure of the interrogation and
forgot several details of their story.>® Their cover blown, they soon separately
confessed to the kidnap-murder of Franks, each blaming the other for strik-
ing the fatal blow with the chisel. With the perpetrators finally apprehended,
the press zealously competed in its treatment of the case, generating a stream
of copy on every imaginable facet of the young men’s lives and personalities.
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The American public rarely had witnessed such an orgy of media coverage.
The first wave of articles and exposés relied heavily on the contents of the po-
lice interrogation and the teens’ confessions, transcripts of which the media
mysteriously acquired. During questioning, officers and prosecuting attorneys
not only solicited a detailed account of the kidnap-murder from Leopold and
Loeb but also tried to entrap them into admitting they were homosexual:

ASSISTANT STATE’S ATTORNEY JOHN SBARBARO: Did you ever commit any
acts of perversion on either one of these boys [Loeb or Richard Rubel, a
Jewish friend]?

LEOPOLD: No, sir.

sBABARO: Or they on you?

LEOPOLD: No, sir.

SBABARO: Are you positive of that?

LEOPOLD: | am positive of that.

SBABARO: There wasn't any rumor around that you had?

LEOPOLD: Yes, sir.3’

The rumor to which Sbabaro alluded surfaced when detectives searched
Loeb’s house and retrieved a letter sent to him by Leopold after an argument.
In it he advised his lover that they take measures to conceal their relationship
because of a tidal wave of gossip initiated by one of Loeb’s fraternity brothers
who, in the summer of 1921, discovered them in bed together. Leopold ex-
plained: “Now, the word of advice. I do not wish to influence your position
either way but I do want to warn you that in case you admit it advisable to
discontinue friendship that in both of our interests extreme care must be used.
Motifs [rumors] of falling out of cock suckers would be sure to be popular
which is patently undesirable and which forms an irksome but unavoidable

738 “Falling out of cock suckers” referred to

apparent bond between us.
Leopold’s concern that their friends and associates would interpret their dis-
agreement as a homosexual lover’s quarrel.

Leopold’s fear that he and Loeb would be forced out of the closet proved
to be well-founded. Through direct and oblique references, the prosecution
and the press identified the young felons as both Jewish and homosexual. Of-
ficer James Gortland testified that, during initial questioning, he suggested to
Leopold that “people will probably think that this crime was probably due to
early religious training.”?® After police arrested and charged the teens with the
kidnap-murder, the editors of the Chicago Daily Tribune announced that the
importance of this case lay in the fact that “it concerns a particular people.
The three principals in the tragedy are of one race. The Franks boy, Leopold
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and Loeb are all Jews.”#® Queried by journalists as to whether they could have
convicted these “two erotic youths” without their confessions, assistant pros-
ecuting attorneys boastfully replied in the affirmative, stating that, along with
the hard evidence, “there was the suspicion that the murderers were perverts
and Leopold and Loeb had been thought ‘queer’ by their classmates, and
Leopold was a profound student of perversion.”! Furthermore, throughout
the trial the prosecution repeatedly described Leopold and Loeb as “pervert-
ed” and “abnormal,” two adjectives historically associated with both homo-
sexuals and Jews during this period.*?

Antisemitic characterizations of Leopold received a new homophobic
spin in the press when detectives discovered that his scholarly proclivities
included the sexual and even the homosexual. In his confession Leopold re-
vealed his familiarity with the work of Sappho, a Greek “homo-sexualist,”
as he termed her, and admitted that he had read Havelock Ellis's Sexual
Inversion (1897), the most widely circulated English-language study of
homosexuality at the time. He also expressed a great fondness for Pietro
Aretino, the Italian Renaissance poet whose erotic verse he studied closely
and considered translating, as well as Oscar Wilde, whom he identified as a
“pervert” and whom the press described as one of his “heroes.”®® After
Wilde’s own trials in 1895 for “posing as a sodomite,” during which prose-
cutors introduced his novel 7he Portrair of Dorian Grey (1891) as categoric
proof of his sexual perversity, reading and writing literature became poten-
tially homosexual acts.44 However, as this case demonstrates, reading and
writing scientific texts, reading and writing Leopold’s and Loeb’s bodies,
never cast suspicion on either the reader or the author. Books and reading
were undoubtedly Leopold’s first love, a passion ignited at a very early age.
Proof of this rested on the tip of his Jewish nose in the form of his eye-
glasses, which he acquired expressly in order to alleviate ocular strain caused
by overconsumption of the written word. If one’s eyes are the window to
one’s soul, then Leopold was a textbook case, a book entirely readable by its
cover, even when inverted.

Numerous medical specialists and social commentators believed that
Leopold and Loeb could be read like books and argued that their perversions
manifested themselves on the surface of their bodies. Such somatic explana-
tions of criminality were steeped in the pseudoscientific traditions of phrenol-
ogy and physiognomy, two taxonomic systems largely responsible for the cod-
ification of both Jewish and homosexual difference. Photographs and
drawings of Leopold’s and Loeb’s physiognomies peppered Chicago newspa-
pers, and various medical analysts offered expert interpretations of these im-
ages (figure 2). After reviewing a dozen such photographs, veteran phrenolo-
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Figure 2. Phrenological diagrams of Leopold’s and Loeb’s heads reproduced in the Chicago
Daily Tribune, 5 June 1924, p. 2. As the accompanying article explains, the newspaper created
these drawings based on an examination of a dozen photographs of the criminals by Dr. James
M. Fitzgerald, “expert in character analysis,” whose “thirty-five years™ training have given him a
reputation for phrenological deduction.”

gist Dr. James M. Fitzgerald, for example, concluded that “Leopold is the
male, Loeb is the female, when it comes to a comparison of the temperaments
of these two.”#> He further observed that Leopold exhibited a curved skull ex-
emplifying an excessive ego as well as moral and religious bankruptcy, a pro-
truding “sex center” revealing how “his sex feelings predominate in his social
ideals,” a large nose indicative of aggressiveness, sensuous lips, and the ears of
someone with a dynamic personality.“> Charles A. Bonniwell, a “nationally
known psycho-analyst,” deduced that Loeb possessed a head displaying a “fine
balance between a feminine and masculine type,” heavy eyebrows signifying
a passionate nature, a full mouth, eyes revealing a selfish personality, and puffy
eyelids suggestive of promiscuity.” The popularity of such studies led the
prosecution to consider introducing into evidence numerous photographs
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taken of the youths at the time of their confessions in order to “prove murder
proclivities through the character revealed in physiognomies.”$

In nearly all the pretrial media coverage, investigators and journalists alike
assumed that Leopold was the controlling “mastermind” behind the kidnap-
murder and Loeb was his passive coconspirator, a “suggestible type” not en-
tirely responsible for his actions. “I guess I yessed Babe a lot,” Loeb confessed
to a reporter.”? Tall, debonair, and strikingly handsome, Loeb was extremely
popular with young women, many of whom pledged their allegiance to him
upon his arrest and flocked to the courthouse to catch a glimpse of him dur-
ing the hearing. In a profound moment of homophobic blockage, Chicagoans
appeared unable to comprehend the fact that Loeb was Leopold’s lover and
presumed instead that the latter must have lured the former into committing
homosexual acts, just as he had persuaded him to become his accomplice. Dr.
Sanger Brown, a Chicago psychiatrist who allegedly examined the youths, de-
termined that while Loeb suffered from “moral insanity” Leopold was the vic-
tim of “abnormal sexuality.”>® Perhaps hoping to receive a lighter sentence,
Loeb willingly collaborated in the characterization of his best friend as the
true homosexual. He not only claimed to be “disgusted” by their sexual rela-
tionship but flaunted his heterosexuality in front of journalists: “Girls? Sure I
like girls. I was out with a girl on Friday night after the affair [the kidnap-
murder] and with another on Sunday night.”! Alongside reports addressing
the teens’” homosexuality, numerous other articles chronicled Loeb’s apparent
heterosexual exploits. “It is an easy thing to locate girls who knew ‘Dickie,”
one female pundit divulged, “but girls who were fond of Nathan Leopold,
girls who admit that they have been half in love with ‘Babe’ Leopold, are not
so easy to find. Dick’s career with the girls began when he was 13 years old.”?
Lorraine Nathan, who identified herself as Loeb’s fiancée, publicly announced
that she was prepared to testify on behalf of her future husband in order to
allay rumors that he was homosexual.>® Did the Chicago community refuse
to accept Loeb as a real homosexual because, in fact, he was not a real Jew,
having been born of a Catholic mother? By contrast, with his dark complex-
ion, small stature, hooded eyes, large nose, thick hair, and prominent lips,
Leopold was unmistakably Semitic and, therefore, a natural born homosexu-
al. In the words of Edward Stevenson, an American gay man who wrote a his-
tory of homosexuality in 1908: “A crude saying among the observers of ura-
nianism [homosexuality] is ‘Show me a Jew and you show me an Uranian’
[male homosexual].”>*

For certain Jewish Americans, however, the homosexuality of Leopold
and Loeb proved not that they were too Jewish but rather that they were not
Jewish enough. In an article originally published in the jewish Courier and
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subsequently reprinted in the Chicago Daily Tribune, Dr. S. M. Melamed
blamed Christian America for the kidnap-murder of Franks: “The truth is
that these two Jewish boys were not under the influence of Judaism, and they
are not Jewish products, and the Jewish people has no moral control over
them.”>> Moreover, he insinuated that homosexuality itself was a Christian
phenomenon, the perverse effects of which Leopold and Loeb would have es-
caped if they had been good Jews and refused to assimilate:

If the parents of these two boys had given the children a Jewish educa-
tion, . . . if they had interested themselves in Jewish problems, . . . if they
had been consciously Jewish with Jewish souls, they would certainly not
have devoted their entire time to “pleasure and good times.” . . . You cant
convince me that if these two capable Jewish boys had interested them-
selves in Jewish problems . . . that they would have surrendered them-

selves to wild and unnatural passions.’®

Melamed also judged Leopold and Loeb to be lapsed Jews because they came
from wealthy families: “The two sons of the Jewish millionaires, who grew up
without any ideals in life—moral ‘do nothings—are only a sad example of a
life of moral anarchy. I always feared for the rich Jews who had no Jewish
ideals.””” Money and greed blinded the teens to the importance of tradition-
al, Jewish family values. They seemed to confirm Melamed’s hypothesis when
they admitted to investigators that, prior to choosing Franks as their victim,
they contemplated kidnapping their fathers, Leopold’s younger brother, Ar-
mand “Billie” Deutsch—another neighborhood youth—and their close
friend Richard Rubel, all of whom were Jewish.®

During the 1920s many non-Jewish Americans construed moneymaking
to be a new religion among immigrant Jews; it appeared to offer a surefire
means by which to assimilate and simultaneously accumulate power and
prestige. The public preoccupation with the extraordinary wealth of the
Leopold and Loeb families should be understood within this historical
framework. In article after article the press trumpeted the youths as sons of
Jewish mercantile millionaires, eventually forcing Darrow to admit: “If we
fail in this defense it will not be for lack of money. It will be on account of
money. Money has been the most serious handicap that we have met. There
are times when poverty is fortunate.”>® Following their arrest, the Chicago
Sunday Tribune published twin articles, side by side, in which journalists
traced the genealogy of these two Jewish families’ fortunes, the combined
value of which was estimated to be between fifteen and twenty-five million
dollars.®® Listing the German-Jewish forebears of both families along with
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their various intermarriages to members of other rich Chicago Jewish fami-
lies, journalists concluded that the Leopold and Loeb clans formed part of
an elite and somewhat mysterious “Jewish ‘400.”°! In a comparable com-
mentary, another reporter asserted that “Nathan Leopold, Jr., is related to
every branch of a little royalty of wealth which Chicago has long recog-
nized.”®? While politely portraying the Leopold and Loeb families as impe-
rial households, this writer insinuated that the business empires controlled
by both made them an aristocracy of an entirely different patrimony; that is
to say, a Jewish mafia.

From the moment police arrested and charged Leopold and Loeb, anxi-
eties ran high that their families would flex their financial muscle and enlist
the aid of the Jewish mafia in order to save the teens from the gallows. The
appointment of Benjamin Bachrach and Walter Bachrach, Loeb’s cousins, as
part of the defense team appeared to corroborate the existence of such a plot.
An attaché from the state’s attorney’s office summarized the prosecution’s fear
of a Jewish conspiracy to thwart justice when he conceded that “behind the
complacent confessing of Nathan and Richard . . . there lies their family mil-
lions.”®® The office of the state’s attorney explained the logic behind the re-
puted scheme: “If your father had $10,000,000 hed spend at least
$5,000,000 to prevent your being hanged . . . and we suppose it will be mil-
lions versus the death penalty.”®* Outlandish comments attributed to Leopold
further exacerbated this theory. The Chicago Daily Tribune affirmed that
“young Leopold, son of the prominent manufacturer, is sure money can do
anything. . .. “You know,” he said [to investigators], ‘we've got a lot of dough,
I don’t know how many millions. How about fixing this thing up by getting
to a few of the jurors?’”® The suspicion that Jewish wealth and influence
would be dispensed to procure Leopold’s and Loeb’s freedom drove their fa-
thers to issue a joint statement in which they assured the public that “in no
event will the families of the accused boys use money in any attempt to de-
feat justice.”® The Leopold and Loeb case presented a point of contact in a
larger debate waged throughout the early decades of the twentieth century
concerning alleged Jewish dominance in the American business world as well
as the class bias of the criminal justice system.®”

With so much negative and sensational pretrial publicity, the defense
team realized that their chances of winning a full acquittal for Leopold and
Loeb were extremely slim. The cavalier manner in which both youths con-
fessed to the crime and the subsequent assistance they provided law enforce-
ment in collecting evidence also made it seem unlikely that the defense could
prove them guilty by reason of insanity. In a surprise maneuver, Darrow en-
tered a plea of guilty, circumventing a jury trial as well as the legal quagmire
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of an insanity defense. Left to argue for a lesser sentence before the judge, the
defense team engaged the expert services of physicians and psychiatrists, col-
lectively known as alienists, in order to demonstrate that while their clients
were not legally insane they did suffer from the far more ambiguous mental
illness of “abnormality,” in which unconscious processes and childhood expe-
riences determined an individual’s adult actions. These doctors included three
renowned psychiatrists—referred to by State’s Attorney Crowe as “The Three
Wise Men from the East”—a local neuropsychiatrist, and two well-known
physicians. The prosecution quickly followed suit, enlisting four other distin-
guished health professionals as expert witnesses.

This widely publicized roster of eminent medical men promised to trans-
form the criminal proceedings, in the words of one Chicago reporter, into “a
battle of alienists rather than a battle of lawyers.”é8 In fact, the emphasis
placed on the testimony of the ten medical specialists, both on the witness
stand and in the press, as well as the individual prestige of those involved in
the case gave psychiatry and its offshoot, psychoanalysis, a popular visibility
previously unparalleled in American culture.®” The press recycled the daily
doses of abnormal psychology, psychiatry, and psychoanalysis dispensed in the
courtroom in an attempt to increase readership as well as to sate the public’s
fascination with the trial. In their competition to feed the frenzy kindled by
the hearings, fierce rivalries broke out among several newspapers. One in-
volved Sigmund Freud. The publishing magnate William Randolph Hearst,
owner of the Chicago Herald and Examiner, tried to persuade Freud to cross
the Adlantic to analyze Leopold and Loeb and testify at their trial. Despite an
offer of $500,000 and a chartered ship to transport him, the father of psy-
choanalysis respectfully declined the invitation, claiming he was too ill with
cancer to travel.”? Robert R. McCormick, editor of the Chicago Daily Tribune,
made a similar counteroffer to Freud, which he also refused.”!

During the trial, State’s Attorney Crowe capitalized on the public enmity
harbored against the Leopold and Loeb families for their excessive wealth. He
argued before the court that two main motives fueled the kidnap-murder of
Bobby Franks, homosexual desire and a desire for money. “Money is the mo-
tive in this case. . . . All through this case it is money, money, money.”’? Such
rationale seemed somewhat counterintuitive, especially considering that both
Leopold and Loeb received sizable allowances and possessed hefty bank ac-
counts. Crowe, however, characterized the young men as money-grubbing
Jews whose family riches warped their sense of reality and aroused in them an
insatiable lust for financial gain. He discovered supporting evidence for his
theory in Leopold’s admission that he considered becoming a clever “financial
criminal” after finishing law school.”? Further clues, surfacing in Loeb’s bank
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statements, documented a series of mysterious deposits that Crowe tried to
argue were the booty from several petty robberies committed by the young
man prior to the kidnap-murder. He concluded that Leopold must have been
aware of these criminal infractions and used this knowledge to blackmail
Loeb into submitting sexually to his “vile and unnatural practices.””# Finally,
the prosecution maintained that Leopold planned to use his share of the ran-
som in order to indulge his homosexual lust: “If the glasses had never been
found, if the State’s Attorney had not fastened the crime upon these two de-
fendants, Nathan Leopold would be in Paris or some other of the gay capitals
of Europe, indulging his unnatural lust with the $5,000 he had wrung from
Jacob Franks.””>

In his counterassault on Crowe’s portrayal of Leopold and Loeb as greedy
Jewish homosexuals, Darrow shrewdly invoked a host of antisemitic and ho-
mophobic stereotypes of his own, all of which, ironically, worked to his
clients’ advantage. Throughout the course of the trial, he never called Leopold
and Loeb by their given names. Despite the fact that both young men were
in their late teens, Darrow continually referred to them in the diminutive as
“Babe” Leopold and “Dickie” Loeb or generically as “boys” and “children”:

My clients are boys. . . . There is not an act in all this horrible tragedy
that was not the act of a child, the act of a child wandering around in the
morning of life, moved by the new feelings of a boy, moved by the un-
controlled impulses which his teaching was not strong enough to take

care of, moved by the dreams and the hallucinations which haunt the
brain of a child.”®

In this game of courtroom psychology, Darrow tried to temper the pretrial
perception of Leopold and Loeb as ruthless, Nietzschean masterminds by de-
picting them as helpless, naive minors who did not deserve the death penal-
ty. His relentless infantalization of the teens, however, also resonated with the
homophobic psychoanalytic conception of male homosexuality as arrested de-
velopment. In the Freudian trajectory every little boy passes #hrough homo-
sexuality on his merry way to heterosexuality, and those who miss the boat
sink into the abyss of sexual perversity. Even non-Freudians, like Havelock
Ellis, argued that arrested development was foundational to male homosexu-
ality: “If we are justified in believing that there is a tendency for inverted per-
sons [homosexuals] to be somewhat arrested in development, approaching the
child type, we may connect this fact with the sexual precocity sometimes
marked in inverts, for precocity is commonly accompanied by rapid arrest in
development.””” Correspondingly, since Jews were also thought to suffer from
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precocity, and many Christians understood Christianity to be the fulfillment
of Judaism, Jews were assumed to be immature and childlike. Wechsler theo-
rized the propensity for neurosis among Jews in these evolutionary terms:

It has been said that phylogenetically every race passes through the in-
fantile stage of phantasy before it enters the adult one, when the sense of
reality is developed. Neurosis is the by-product of one of the stages of
racial development. With the race, as with the individual, the possibility
of neurosis is the inevitable accompaniment of the progress from child-
hood through adolescence to maturity.”®

With such a neurotic nature, the Jewish “race” appeared permanently moored
in the stages of physical and mental development endemic to childhood. Dar-
row’s infantalization of “Babe” Leopold and “Dickie” Loeb relied on a similar-
ly skewed syllogistic logic in which homosexuality was to heterosexuality not
only as childhood was to adulthood but also as Judaism was to Christianity.

The expert testimony offered by the alienists for the defense corroborat-
ed Darrow’s portrait of the youths as stuck in childhood. Both Leopold and
Loeb allegedly suffered from an “infantile level of development,” with mental
ages equal to those of children between four and seven years old.” Dr. Harold
Hulbert asserted that Loeb’s psychological maturation actually had regressed:
“This arrested maturity has retrogressed recently and the future probable de-
terioration of the personality can only be estimated.”®® Leopold was small and
sickly as a youngster, and his petite stature accompanied him into adulthood.
Loeb began puberty late. At the age of eighteen he still possessed three baby
teeth and a prepubescent voice.8! All these childlike abnormalities led Dr.
William A. White, president of the American Psychiatric Association, to tes-
tify for the defense that “the arrest of their affective development would tend
in both instances to keep them at a level which would result in manifestations
of a more or less homo-sexual character.”?

Darrow built his defense mainly upon a medical report prepared by Dr.
Hulbert and Dr. Karl M. Bowman, chief medical officer of the Boston Psy-
chopathic Hospital and a specialist in endocrinology, that chronicled the psy-
chological and physical development of Leopold and Loeb. Eighty thousand
words long, this report included the most intimate details regarding every-
thing from their family histories, educational backgrounds, and bodily meas-
urements to their sexual histories, personal fantasies, and metabolic func-
tions. Although intended to humanize the youths and portray them as pitiful
victims of the depraved modern world, the infamous Hulbert-Bowman re-
port, as it became known, also represented Leopold and Loeb as freaks of
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nature, riddled with a host of emotional and physical maladies most of
which happened to be associated with Jewish men and male homosexuals.
For example, the doctors reported that Leopold displayed effeminate facial
expressions, cross-dressed at the age of one, and spent two years at an all-girl
elementary school. At nine he had a tonsillectomy that he believed miracu-
lously transformed him from a girl into a boy. A swarthy physical coward
with an abundance of body hair, Leopold supposedly described himself to
Hulbert and Bowman as a “terrific neurasthenic in a nervous tantrum.”®? At
twelve his female governess began to molest him sexually, introducing her
charge to a host of perverse practices and ideas to which he became addict-
ed. Never attracted to the opposite sex, he had his first homosexual experi-
ence at thirteen, began to masturbate chronically at fourteen, and soon after
developed an inferiority complex because he was circumcised, for which he
compensated with his bookishness. Hulbert and Bowman diagnosed
Leopold with neurocirculatory asthenia, acidosis, an ossified pineal gland,
overactive thyroid and pituitary glands, and dementia praecox (schizophre-
nia), a mental disorder commonly ascribed to both Jewish men and male ho-
mosexuals.84 Similarly, they described Loeb as a weak and sickly child who
became increasingly effeminate because of his overprotective female nanny,
who refused to allow him to play with other boys. In his solitude he con-
structed an elaborate fantasy life fueled by the many detective stories he sur-
reptitiously consumed, texts that doctors later blamed for his interest in
crime. Loeb experienced fainting spells, indulged in self-pity, and contracted
gonorrhea at fifteen from a loose woman. His dysfunctional endocrine gland
resulted in a variety of psychological disorders, including excessive intelli-
gence, naive judgment, selfishness, mimicry, compulsiveness, and general
immorality.®> Of a slightly neurotic disposition, Loeb also exhibited muscle
twitches in his face and lips.®¢ In their attempt to identify and catalogue the
surplus of physical and psychological afflictions that allegedly plagued
Leopold and Loeb, Hulbert and Bowman treated the youths as virtual guinea
pigs. Their report verified, beyond a reasonable doubt, the standard medical
opinion of their day that Jews, homosexuals, and especially Jewish homosex-
uals were pathologically disease-ridden beings whose presence in modern so-
ciety threatened the health and welfare of the general community.

Of all the salacious details contained in the Hulbert-Bowman report,
those surrounding Leopold’s and Loeb’s sexual relationship captivated the
court and the public most. Before the trial general consensus identified
Leopold—the true Jew and the real homosexual—as the evil instigator who
coerced Loeb into performing both homosexual and criminal acts. To the
shock of many, however, Hulbert and Bowman discovered that Loeb actually
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masterminded the kidnap-murder. Furthermore, the doctors reported that
the two youths entered into a pact with one another when they were fourteen
and fifteen years old, the terms of which dictated that Loeb indulge Leopold
sexually as long as the latter reciprocated and committed felonies with the for-
mer. Enchanted by Loeb’s beauty, brawn, and brilliance, Leopold accepted
this arrangement in the hope of fulfilling a recurring sadomasochistic fantasy
in which he played the role of a loyal and submissive slave who uncondition-
ally followed the orders of his master-king. Testifying for the defense, Dr.
William Healy, an expert on juvenile psychopathology, informed the judge in
camera that, in accordance with their pact, Leopold and Loeb “experimented
with mouth perversions” and engaged in intercrural sexual intercourse during
which Loeb, allegedly disgusted by Leopold’s homosexual desires, pretended
to be drunk.®” Upholding his end of their sexual contract for four full years,
Loeb’s capacity for revulsion knew no bounds.

State’s Attorney Crowe capitalized upon the defense’s revelations regard-
ing Leopold’s and Loeb’s “compact” in order to establish a homosexual mo-
tive for the kidnap-murder. He grilled Healy in cross-examination, pressuring
him to admit publicly that the pact was a homosexual one. Healy, however,
refused and instead described Leopold’s and Loeb’s sexual agreement as
“childish” and “absurd” rather than perverse or pathological.®® Bowing to
Freud, he argued that such an accord was a “natural” part of normal child-
hood psychosexual development. When Dr. Hulbert took the stand, he also
downplayed the homosexual aspect of the pact, claiming that Leopold and
Loeb entered into it out of desperation rather than true love:

Loeb did not crave the companionship of Leopold, nor did he respect
him thoroughly. . . . Leopold did not like the faults, the criminalities of
Loeb, but he did need someone in his life to carry out his king-slave
phantasy. . . . The ideas that each proposed to the other were repulsive.
Their friendship was not based so much on desire as need, they being

what they were.??

Darrow, in his dazzling final plea before the court, subtly contradicted the
testimony of his expert witnesses and reworked Crowe’s allegations of a ho-
mosexual plot: “Tell me, was this compact the act of normal boys, of boys
who think and feel as boys should—boys who have the thoughts and emo-
tions and physical life that boys should have? There is nothing in all of it that
corresponds with normal life. There is a weird, strange, unnatural disease in
all of it which is responsible for this deed.”® In this stunningly choreo-
graphed maneuver, Darrow effectively assented to the boys” “abnormality,”
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even as he studiously avoided using the term homosexual. Deploying such
strategic homophobia, Darrow beat Crowe at his own game.

The courtroom conflict between the prosecution and the defense was, in
effect, a kind of collaboration in which both factions drew on homophobic
and antisemitic rhetoric to bolster their arguments. In his final decision Judge
Caverly sided with Darrow and agreed that while Leopold and Loeb were not
legally insane they were “mentally diseased” and, therefore, deserved to be in-
carcerated and not executed. Unlike Crowe, who crooned, “No one has been
able to give this mental disease a name,” Judge Caverly declared, “They have
been shown in essential respects to be abnormal; had they been normal they
would not have committed the crime.”! Through a spectacular set of inter-
polations, the judge confirmed that the psychological malady that dared not
speak its name but nonetheless plagued Leopold and Loeb was, in fact, Jew-
ish homosexuality.

To be sure, Leopold and Loeb were far from “normal.” They brutally
murdered a teenage boy. However, in a cultural milieu that, as Daniel Boyarin
has argued, “produced a perfect and synergistic match between homophobia
and anti-Semitism,” normalcy would have remained forever elusive for these
two young men.”” Through the late nineteenth and into the early twentieth
century two discourses of difference—homosexuality and Jewishness—them-
selves modeled after and indebted to that of female sexual difference, inflect-
ed, reflected, and deflected one another in powerful and profound ways. The
Leopold and Loeb case remains a pivotal moment in the modern history of
Jews, homosexuals, and homosexual Jews because it witnessed the explicit and
explosive collapse of homophobia into antisemitism and vice versa, proving,
once and for all, that the distance between the positions “homosexual” and

“Jew” might be traversed in a heartbeat.
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Viva la Diva Citizenship: Post-Zionism and Gay Rights

ALISA SOLOMON

It was a down-to-the-wire, nail-biting finish for Israeli pop star Dana Inter-
national as the last votes in the 1998 Eurovision song contest were tallied in
Birmingham, England. But by the time Macedonia, the last country voting
on the World Cup of pop tunes, had weighed in, it was certain that Dana In-
ternational had edged out Malta, the nearest contender. She swept onto the
stage for a victory bow, wearing a feather-bedecked Gaultier gown and wav-
ing a large Israeli flag. The blue Star of David flapped triumphantly against a
wash of magenta disco light as Dana curtsied and called out, “Next Year in
Jerusalem,” appropriating an ancient prayer to refer to the Eurovision tradi-
tion that the winner’s country hosts the contest the following year.!

The timing back home couldn’t have been better. Isracl was in the midst
of celebrating its fiftieth anniversary as a state—indeed, Dana told one inter-
viewer that her prize was a birthday gift to the nation’>—and the country was
pitched in bitter internal battle over national definition. Never mind the
country’s jubilee slogan, “Together in Pride, Together in Hope.” As the Israeli
historian and journalist Tom Segev said, “It’s four words long [in Hebrew] but
half of them are wrong: We're not together.”? Dana International’s victory
came as a particularly vivid flashpoint, illuminating the increasing polariza-
tion between theocratic and secular ideals of the state and marking a progres-
sive victory in one skirmish of the escalating Israeli culture war.

Dana, after all, is a transsexual with abiding ties to Israel’s gay commu-
nity. She started her career as a drag queen performing in the gay bars of Tel
Aviv when she was still Yaron Cohen (born in 1969 to working-class immi-
grant parents from Yemen). Her fitness to represent the country, even in a
kitsch song contest, had been hotly debated for months in the pages of the
Israeli press, and even on the floor of the Knesset. (The Israeli Defense
Forces had already rejected her as unfit to represent the country through the
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typically obligatory military service.) One right-wing religious party tried to
win a court injunction to prevent her from participating in the contest,
going so far as to threaten to bring down the government if she were al-
lowed to sing for Israel.

The objection was not based on the ultra-Orthodox prohibitions against
women singing in public; rabbis had determined that because Dana Interna-
tional had been born male she was permitted to sing in front of men, and
could even be counted in a minyan, the quorum of 10 men required for Jew-
ish prayer. Rather, it was her transsexuality itself and her association with ho-
mosexuality that riled the rabbis. “I won for Israel and for all the world’s
gays,”® Dana told the press in Birmingham right after her victory. Israel’s
deputy health minister, Rabbi Shlomo Benizri, of the far-right Shas party was
not impressed. “Dana is an aberration,” he said. “Even in Sodom there was
nothing like it.”

The Eurovision finals had taken place only days after Israel’s ultra-Orthodox
political parties shut down a performance of the Batsheva Dance Company at
the official state anniversary celebrations in Jerusalem, objecting to a sequence
in which male dancers stripped to their underwear. So when tens of thousands
of Israelis poured into Rabin Square in Tel Aviv to celebrate Dana’s triumph,
waving Israeli and rainbow flags alike, they were manifesting something more
than pride in the popularity of the winning song, “Viva to the Diva.”® They
were reveling in an almost literal instance of what Lauren Berlant calls “Diva
Citizenship”:

Diva Citizenship occurs when a person stages a dramatic coup in a pub-
lic sphere in which she does not have privilege. Flashing up and startling
the public, she puts the dominant story into suspended animation; as
though recording an estranging voice-over to a film we have all already
seen, she re-narrates the dominant history as one that the abjected peo-
ple have once lived sotto voce, but no more; and she challenges her au-
dience to identify with the enormity of the suffering she has narrated
and the courage she has had to produce, calling on people to change the
social and institutional practices of citizenship to which they currently

consent.7

To be sure, Dana does not renarrate Israel’s history in the voice of those
historically most abjected by the dominant story of Zionism. As she has noted
herself, “It’s easier to be a transsexual in Israel than an Arab.”® Nonetheless,
she does put the dominant story in suspended animation by bringing to the
surface, and calling into question, the prime national ideals of heterosexual
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masculinity. She challenges the dominant old story of Zionism as the making
of a new Jewish man by proposing that Israel’s 7ew new Jewish man may be
a woman.

Much has been written in recent years about the masculinizing and het-
erosexualizing project of Herzlian Zionism particularly for the European Jew-
ish male.” The Jewish movement for expressing territorial nationalism was,
according to this compelling view, a means of remaking the image of the
pasty, degenerate, sissy—that is, queer—/uden of Europe as the powerful,
dominant—that is, sexually normative—~Muskeljuden of their own romantic
homeland. As Daniel Boyarin has succinctly put it, Zionism can be construed
as a male “return to Phallustine, not to Palestine.”!°

But if European Jews went to Palestine to become “normalized” as men,
Dana International reversed the process. She went from Israel to Europe to
become a woman (her 1993 genital surgery, described repeatedly and in de-
tail in the Israeli press after the Eurovision contest, took place in Britain) and
then she sashayed her queer femininity across the Eurovision stage. (Several
European journalists could not resist the old imagery and made some kind of
wisecrack about Yaron Cohen taking his circumcision a little too far.) Dana’s
symbolic rejection of the fundaments of Zionism goes even further. She
turned in a priestly, Israeli name for the moniker of a rootless cosmopolitan.
What kind of Zionist calls herself International—and sings in Arabic as well
as in Hebrew (and in French and English, as well)? “We don’t need borders,”
Dana proclaimed exultantly the day after her Eurovision victory, in the ulti-
mate rebuke to the ideal of the nation-state.!!

Though Dana demurs in interviews when questions about the Israeli-
Palestinian peace process come up, claiming that she is not at all political, her
act of Diva Citizenship has profoundly radical potential because it challenges
the very core of Zionism at a moment when Israel is anxiously renegotiating
its national self-image. Her emergence as a national emblem—of democracy
or of decadence, depending on one’s point of view—throws light upon the
way in which Zionism redeploys queerness as a trope precisely at a moment
when the meaning of Zionism is being vigorously contested. It illuminates the
way Israel’s gay movement functions within the paradigm of old Herzlian
Zionism and, at the same time, both shapes and reflects a post-Zionist ideol-
ogy. Finally, because acts of Diva Citizenship tend to “emerge in moments of
such extraordinary political paralysis that acts of language [or song] can feel
like explosives that shake the ground of collective existence,”'? the commo-
tion over Dana International helps open public space for the deeper critiques
of Jewish collective existence offered by the left of Israel’s peace camp, a sig-
nificant proportion of which is lesbian.
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Post-Zionism’s Opening to Gay Rights

Two important developments over the last decade have made Dana’s inter-
vention possible by themselves challenging Zionism’s early invocation of
queerness as a negative term against which to define the national ethos. First,
actually existing homosexuals offer a de facto rejection of Zionism’s hetero-
sexualizing program. As they have come out of the closet in increasing num-
bers in recent years and organized themselves into a civil rights movement,
their very visibility has, of course, defied heterosexist presumptions. (Israel
held its first gay pride parade in June 1998, drawing some three thousand
marchers, eight Knesset members among them. Participants were quoted in
press reports on the parade as crediting Dana International with motivating
the high turnout.)!? Along with the work of sympathetic straight legislators,
Israel’s central gay rights group, the Society for the Protection of Personal
Rights (formed in 1975) has pressed for legal recognition that gays have yet
to win in much of the United States. Sodomy was decriminalized in 1988
when Shulamit Aloni quietly pushed repeal of the antigay law through the
Knesset. Then, when the Labor party returned to power in 1992, a series of
pro-gay initiatives rushed through the liberal opening. Yael Dayan spearhead-
ed the addition of the words sexual orientation to workplace antidiscrimina-
tion laws in 1992, and then chaired the Knesset’s first subcommittee on gay
and lesbian affairs. In 1993, after the sensational testimony of a prominent
scientist who had been hounded out of a top-secret army post because he was
gay, the military asserted that gay men and lesbians would be recruited and
promoted without regard to their sexual orientation. And a year later the
Supreme Court ruled that El Al had to grant the same privileges to its em-
ployees’ same-sex domestic partners that it did to their lawful spouses. Tel
Aviv University quickly followed suit. Even the public school system institut-
ed guidelines for counseling gay students. Soon a sitcom on the state TV
channel sported a lovable, wise-cracking, out gay character, and a weekly pro-
gram of political satire featuring a quartet of drag queens is wildly popular. At
this writing, a lesbian couple is suing for the right to adopt each other’s chil-
dren. An out lesbian was elected to Tel Aviv’s city council in October 1998.
The second development that has altered the value of queerness for Zion-
ism has been the increasing political empowerment of Israel’s Orthodox right
wing.'4 Partially in response to the visibility and achievements of the gay
rights movement, the Orthodox right often rails against gays and lesbians,
much like their fundamentalist Christian counterparts in the United States.
In their campaign against Yitzhak Rabin’s pursuit of the Oslo peace accords
in 1993, the rabbis of the right argued that he was unfit for office because,
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among other things, he permitted the establishment of a subcommittee on
gay rights in the Knesset and even authorized a permit allowing a Palestinian
man from the Gaza Strip to remain overnight in Israel—so that he could stay
with his Jewish-Israeli male lover.

Though the Orthodox right makes up only a small minority of Israel’s
Jewish population, it wields enormous influence, not least because it has fre-
quently given the Likud Party the votes it needs to form a government. Sec-
ular Israelis—the vast majority of the citizenry—increasingly resent that
power. They object to the high government subsidies for religious schools, to
the right’s control of marriage and other institutions, and, most of all perhaps,
to the draft exemption enjoyed by religious young men, who thereby avoid
the three years of basic service, which starts at age eighteen for other men, and
the more than thirty years of reserve duty that follow.

In Israel, then, the right’s attack on homosexuality is widely regarded as
only one element of a strategy for establishing a theocratic state, a strategy
that must be resisted if life is to remain supportable for secular Israelis (at least
for the Jewish ones). Thus in today’s Israeli culture war, queerness—or at least
the tolerance of queerness—has acquired a new rhetorical value for main-
stream Zionism: standing against the imposition of fundamentalist religious
law, it has come to stand for democratic liberalism.

That notion itself has critical consequences for any Zionism, of course,
and the emergence of a gay rights discourse is helping to force a reexamina-
tion of how far democracy can go in Israel, as long as it remains the Jewish
state. (About a fifth of the citizenry is Arab.)!® Indeed, the achievements and
strategies of the gay movement signal perhaps most starkly the stakes in Is-
rael’s current identity crisis. Gay visibility and political enfranchisement are
both a consequence of what scholars have begun to call “post-Zionism” and
one of its sharpest instruments.

The term post-Zionism is being used in several contradictory ways in con-
temporary Israel, and different wings of the gay movement line up under one
or another of these competing definitions. All of them open up space for a
discourse of individual rights.

In one sense—Yitzhak Rabin’s sense—the term asserts that Zionism ful-
filled its revolutionary objectives, and that they should be sustained and cele-
brated. Further, it acknowledges that now that Jews have secured their home-
land they can go about tidying it up. Thus the old promise—nationalism
now; women’s (or Mizrachi or even gay or Arab) rights later—has come due.
The second use of post-Zionism describes, with a sneer, a decline from a col-
lective ethos of solidarity to an everybody-for-themselves notion of society.
This version rues the young generation’s lack of ideological commitment and
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wags a finger as they go off to party in India or to make a bundle in the he-
donistic States. Yet even this post-Zionism admits that through its exaltation
of the individual such materialistic self-centeredness might help let in some
rays of liberal rights. Only a small group of leftist intellectuals asserts a radi-
cal post-Zionism, one that argues that Israel cannot solve its domestic prob-
lems nor integrate itself into the Middle East without true de-Zionization—
Israel becoming a state for all its citizens, abolishing the Law of Return and
overturning laws that discriminate against Arabs. This view holds onto the
idea that there is a social good, but says it can no longer be based on Judaism.
Instead it posits a truly multiethnic and multicultural society whose contours
will be shaped by a new discussion that, this time, will include women,
queers, Mizrachi Jews, Palestinians, and so on.10

What all formulations of post-Zionism share is a recognition that Israel’s
famous national consensus is coming unglued and moving away from what
the political historian Yaron Ezrahi calls “the elevating [of] the spiritual and
moral significance of the collective narrative”!’ that converged in religious,
nationalist, and socialist Zionisms. Rifts between the ultra-Orthodox and the
secular, as well as between Ashkenazi and Mizrachi Jews, and between men
and women, long-time fissures in the collective Zionist ground, are fracturing
into deep and dangerous chasms. And that’s not even to mention divisions be-
tween Jewish and Arab citizens of Israel, this last never being part of the con-
sensus to begin with.

Scholars offer competing explanations of this monumental change in Is-
racli consciousness. At one end of the spectrum Ezrahi ascribes it almost en-
tirely to the disastrous 1982 invasion of Lebanon, the first Israeli war to lack
widespread public support and the first in which the Jewish citizenry did not
accept their sons’ loss of life because they did not perceive it to serve any
greater good. While no one disputes that the Lebanon War was a turning
point, deeper critics of Zionism see earlier cracks in collectivism. Zeev Stern-
hell, for one, questions the very idea that socialism ever underpinned Israeli
ideology, arguing in his book, The Founding Myths of Israel, that socialist rhet-
oric was deployed in the service of a much more nationalistic collectivism.!®
David Ben-Gurion and the state’s other founding fathers were bourgeois au-
tocrats, not committed socialists, he argues. (No wonder, Sternhell notes, that
the country’s Labor Party has always been the party of the upper middle class
and not of the workers.) Further, Sternhell suggests that the main function of
the kibbutzim—which were never home to more than 6 percent of the pop-
ulation—was propagandistic: by holding up the kibbutzim as the state’s es-
sential means of social organization, founders promoted ideals of self-sacrifice,
voluntarism, camaraderie, and patriotism (among Jews only, of course) with-
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out living up to those principles in political, economic, or civic institutions.
Thus the very foundation for the national consensus was purely symbolic.
That’s why it was only a generation before it broke apart.

Now that the disjunction between rhetoric and reality has roared to the
surface—a result not only of the Lebanon War but also of the first intifada
and the opening of classified documents from the founding years that has pro-
duced a spate of new historiography debunking the hoary myths—Jewish Is-
raelis are increasingly regarding themselves not primarily as actors in the
Zionist drama of Return but as distinct citizens deserving of privacy and lib-
eral rights. (The global economy is no small factor either; the old social ethos
of collective responsibility is being eclipsed most of all by a theology of con-
sumerist individualism. Israel is rapidly privatizing its healthcare and other
public services as its leaps headlong into free-market mania.)

The importance of this change for the gay and lesbian movement is obvi-
ous: the discourse of gay rights, especially in the legal arena, could not have
sprouted without a seedbed of privacy principles. Thus, for example, recent
Supreme Court rulings allowing families who have lost sons in military oper-
ations to write words of their own choosing on their sons’ gravestones, instead
of an undifferentiated state-scripted epitaph that extols all fallen soldiers, both
reflects and feeds gay victories. (The name Society for the Protection of Person-
al Rights was no accident; only this year did the group change its name to the
Association of Gay Men, Lesbians, and Bisexuals in Israel.)

Another result of this mass psychic shift, Ezrahi argues, is that it has made
autobiography an acceptable genre for the first time in Israeli letters. For sev-
eral decades only hardcore pioneers published memoirs, and then they were
all about their heroic efforts to help build the nation. Now the country has
caught the confessional craze; personal stories are being published—and
bought. Thus, that narrative so essential—indeed, so taken for granted—in
Western lesbian and gay movements now finds welcome expression in Israel:
the coming-out story. (To be sure, the globalization of the publishing market
and the international broadcast of American talk shows has influenced this
trend, too. More important, perhaps, is that many gay Israelis have spent time
amid the gay subcultures of Europe and North America and that the move-
ment in Israel includes many post-Stonewall North American immigrants.
Some Tel Aviv meetings of gay groups include so many members from abroad
that they are conducted in English.)

The coming-out story forms the core of one of the first gay theater per-
formances in Israel (which toured the U.S. in 1998 as part of country’s fifti-
eth anniversary celebrations, under the auspices of the consulate general.) In
the hour-long piece, called Words of His Own, three charming self-described
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fags tell about coming to terms with their sexuality, lusting after unavailable
men, consummating thrilling affairs, adjusting to the demands of relation-
ships. Based on fiction and memoirs by gay Israeli writers, the performance is
a series of autobiographical monologues.

Buc if the out personal histories in this piece participate in the post-
Zionist enterprise of divulging individual narratives, it remains at the same
time thoroughly within a Zionist clasp: this is Rabin-style post-Zionism,
which moves beyond ideology without looking back to reopen such questions
as what it means to be a Jewish state. For example, it is offered as a given in
the play that all the characters are Jewish. The one in five Israeli citizens who
is Arab does not figure in these stories (except in one instance, as the object
of one man’s Orientalist sexual fantasies). And not surprisingly, given the re-
quirement that Jewish Israeli men do army reserve service until age fifty-five,
the military is a frequent setting for the heroes’ encounters. In all, the piece
presents sweet, adorable, Jewish Israclis whose foibles and predicaments any-
one can identify with, assuring audiences that even queers can take part in the
Zionist project of the “normalization of the Jews.”

Indeed, the simple fact of a gay movement represents an exemplary in-
stance of liberal Zionism’s definition of normalization: being just like Euro-
pean nations. As gays are increasingly visible and accepted in Western soci-
eties, Israel assures that it is keeping up with “normality” by having its own
out gays. As one gay activist tellingly remarked, explaining to an American
journalist how far the Israeli movement has come in the last decade, “We were
in the Middle Ages in 1988. Now we're at the same level as about any other
country in Europe.”! (The supposition that Israel is, somehow, iz Europe,
also reveals the extent to which the mainstream gay movement falls in step

with the Ashkenazic hegemony of mainstream Zionism.)?°

Out of the Closets and Into the State

Even as the assertion of gay rights pries open the cracks in the consensus, the
gay movement itself, like the society at large, is seeing old fault lines widen as
an essentially assimilationist effort that would see gays welcomed into the
Zionist embrace develops parallel to a more radical vision that imagines gay
equality in a state of all its citizens. Generally, this division breaks most neatly
along gender lines, which is no surprise given the masculinist imperatives of
Herzlian Zionism and their saturation of the culture through its militarization.

For gay Jewish men, who serve in the military whether or not they ask or
tell, queerness is not an exogenous stance. It might be a lonely, tortured,
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teased, or barren place, but Jewishness and maleness assure that even gay men
can enter—really must enter—the patriotic fold. (Of course there are men
who resist. Reservists in Yesh Gvul, for example, started refusing to serve in
the Occupied Territories during the first intifada.) It’s femaleness, not homo-
sexuality per se, that Zionist nationalism cannot abide.

To be sure, all nationalisms are masculinist, and modern movements to
become “new men” were always about beefing up. But in its peculiar admix-
ture of blood-and-soil ardor dressed in messianic armor, of the despised dias-
poric “degenerate” pumping up into the robust promised land pioneer, Zion-
ism exaggerated the tendency. This was the “new man” on steroids.

Indeed, Zionism has fulfilled one promise at least: Muskeljuden run
amok in the Holy Land. But the sissy has not been buried, cannot be buried.
The hard exterior conceals—but doesn’t entirely obliterate—the feeble ori-
gins. On the contrary. Israel has always been invested in sustaining the mem-
ory of Jewish vulnerability. Early Zionist propaganda distributed in America
and Europe nicknamed the Israeli-born Jew the sabra, after the prickly local
cactus whose fruit is tough on the outside and sweet on the inside, to promote
the image of a strong but never thoroughly defended Israeli. Other propa-
ganda materials featured gun-wielding, orange-toting, tanned young women,
though such state-sanctioned power girls barely existed. As Simona Sharoni
forcefully argues, the pictures of girls with guns for consumption abroad
served two nationalistic purposes. First, they suggested that Israel was so
threatened, so embattled, that it even had to send its women into combat.
And second, they advertised a view of Israel as enlightened democracy in a
land of barbarians by depicting Israeli women as active, equal partners in na-
tion building, unlike those veiled and suppressed wives of Arabs.?!

In reality, with rare exceptions during the war of independence, women
did not carry guns, and in the military today at least 70 percent of them are
confined to care-taking posts such as parachute-folding and typing. During
basic training they receive instruction in the application of cosmetics. Posters
of fierce women in uniforms tacked up in Hebrew schools all over America
notwithstanding, the IDF is a thoroughly masculinist and homosocial realm.

If false images of women are employed to appeal to external audiences, the
soft core must remain available internally in another way, as a reference point
to a past that is frequently called upon to do rhetorical, troop-rousing, mission-
justifying duty. Despite having one of the most extensive, high-tech, and pow-
erful armies in the world, Israel also finds an advantage in being seen as the ul-
timate victim—surrounded by irredeemably hostile, congenitally Jew-hating
enemies. Indeed, being the eternal victim renders the IDF unassailable: if
Arabs are born to hate Jews, Israeli state policies—as enforced by the powerful
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army—cannot be recognized as enflaming Arab enmity. What is worse, Israel
uses the Holocaust shamelessly to assert its own perpetual vicitimization, con-
stantly calling forth the very image of itself that it claims to want to erase.??

Thus the Musklejud plays out his greatest triumph as an endlessly repeat-
able drama: overcoming the sissy within. Queerness, then, enacts an impor-
tant role in the Zionist project and needs not only to be kept around but to
be endlessly reproduced. More than acting as a counterpoint to the (presum-
ably) straight Musklejud, queer men—the idea of queer men—Ilegitimate the
need for their own ongoing, always incomplete, repression. But unlike other
military cultures that also hype hypermasculinity, Zionism ascribes a positive
value to the soft sabra core as well, for the threat of vulnerability is what guar-
antees international affection and protection for the state; it is the cushiony
bedrock of Israel’s very raison d’étre.

To be sure, this is a matter of rhetorical abstraction; the IDF is no more
free of homophobia than other armies, and real gay men are offered no spe-
cial privileges for the rhetorical duty that queerness performs. Still, there are
compelling ways in which this paradigm allows entry to gay men secking na-
tional acceptance. Queerness has a venerated role in the Zionist narrative; gay
men can be interpellated into the national ethos by virtue of its valuable func-
tion. They can come out and be ingathered at one and the same time. In both
instances they are fulfilling their own historical destiny—and Israel’s.

It is no surprise, therefore, that the mainstream gay movement has not
sought to challenge Zionism, but to be pressed to its bosom. Nor that it has
attempted to do so by claiming a piece of Zionism’s most vaunted, defining
emblems: the Land and the Holocaust. Certainly these terms are always con-
tested, and, predictably, trying to queer them has outraged their most miser-
ly protectors—even though the gay movement’s most publicized actions
around Land and Holocaust did not challenge these pillars of Zionism but
paid homage to them.

In the carlier action the gay movement asserted its worthiness of the na-
tion by attempting to engage in the quintessential Zionist gesture: planting
trees. At a 1979 meeting of the World Congress of Gay and Lesbian Jewish
Organizations, an international group of gay Jews raised money for three
thousand trees for a grove near Lahav, in the Negev. But for years the Jewish
National Fund, which controls 90 percent of Israeli land and is entrusted with
the job of “Judaizing” it, had refused to inscribe a plaque at the site naming
the donors. So in 1992 the SPPR issued an ultimatum to the JNE “If it does
not fully honor its thirteen-year pledge to dedicate the plaque at Lahav for-
est,” wrote SPPR spokesperson Liora Moriel in a public statement, “the SPPR
will hold demonstrations, petition the public and lobby MKs [Knesset mem-
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bers] to ensure that justice is done.”?® The failure to see a broader injustice in
the very effort—the expropriation of Palestinian land that such tree plantings
not only mark but gloat over—suggests that the tree-planting episode Zion-
ized the queer movement more than it queered Zionism.

A more complex and controversial way in which the movement essential-
ly wrapped itself in the flag was by staging a memorial ceremony in 1994 for
homosexuals who perished in the Holocaust. Beyond the chutzpah of recog-
nizing non-Jews as victims of Nazi extermination, the SPPR service also at-
tempted to claim space in one of the country’s most sacred and symbolic are-
nas: it was to take place at Yad Vashem, the Holocaust memorial museum in
Jerusalem. While the wreath laying and recitation of Yizkor was absolutely
sincere, the ceremony must also be read within the larger context in which the
Shoah circulates in Israeli discourse: as the often crassly contested site through
which Jews compete for authenticity and political rectitude.

As Tom Segev has painfully demonstrated in 7he Seventh Million,** the
Shoah was manipulated early on to serve nationalist objectives. Since the rise
of Likud in the mid-1970s especially, it has been widely invoked to justify the
occupation. Menachem Begin said that when Israeli tanks rolled into Beirut
he felt as if he were storming Berlin to catch Hitler in his bunker, but it was
the liberal politician Abba Eban who referred to the green line dividing Israel
from the West Bank and Gaza as “Auschwitz borders.” In the 1980s Israeli
high school students started being taken on an annual field trip to the death
camps of Europe as one means of indoctrinating them into a fortress mental-
ity. Certainly the SPPR was honoring the homosexuals who perished under
Nazism, but this group, too, was deploying the Shoah to justify its cause. Yad
Vashem is not just a national shrine, it is also, as an editorial defending the
gay ceremony put it, “a repository of the nation’s collective memory, a re-
minder of the commonality of Jewish destiny.”?> By bringing some 150 gay
and lesbian Jews to lay a wreath in the Hall of Remembrance, SPPR was
claiming to be part of that commonality too.

That content was not lost on the religious right, which predictably went
berserk. They took out ads in the paper condemning homosexuality as a ha-
lakhic abomination and threatening Yad Vashem with a boycott for desecrat-
ing the memory of the holy victims of the Shoah. On the day of the ceremo-
ny they attempted to block the driveway when buses arrived and then
disrupted the service inside the Hall of Remembrance. “AIDS is your pun-
ishment!” shouted one protester—a sentiment that authorized him as a guest
on Israel’s leading TV talk show Popolitica.

The Israeli media couldn’t get enough of the incident. TV news coverage re-
peatedly showed a clip of two men yelling the words of the Kaddish at each
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other—one a protester being dragged away by a policeman, the other a partic-
ipant in the ceremony, intoning the old Aramaic prayer under a torrent of tears.

Thus, in the images of hoary haredim (ultra-Orthodox) and horrified
homos hollering at each other, the Isracli public saw the rawest representation
of their most explosive social drama. In a thoroughly post-Zionist twist, the
gay action came to stand for secular values of free speech and assembly, while
the religious objections threatened theocracy—Dboth values displayed, of
course, in specifically Jewish terms. Thus even as right-wing a paper as the
Jerusalem Post ran an editorial justifying the gay assembly (while invoking lib-
eral democracy to defend, at the same time, its publication of the right-wing’s
advertisement the day before). An editorial in Haaretz went further, noting
the vicious irony of inciting violence to protect the memory of Holocaust vic-
tims. Through this action gays and lesbians became heroes of secular liberal-
ism; the religious right remains their only staunch opponents.

Viva la Diva Citizen

The only opponents, that is, of the assimilationist gay movement. The more
radical wing is considered downright traitorous, for it attaches queer libera-
tion to liberation for all. Even Arabs.

If Daniel Boyarin is right that “Diaspora is essentially queer,”® then
Zionism—the supplanting of diaspora—is essentially antiqueer. And then it
only follows that queerness is anti-Zionist. The radical wing of the gay move-
ment might not take on either loaded label—gueer or anti-Zionise—but they
are battling the inequities that are built into the very foundations of Jewish
nationalism. A huge proportion of activists in the radical wing of the Israeli
peace movement are lesbians—close to a third in some cities.?’

To this day in Israel there is little space for women to enter political dis-
course on equal footing with men. After all, they haven't “earned” their place
in the discussion by “defending” the country. When women have spoken
up—even in as unprovocative a way as standing silently on a street corner
every week, as the Women in Black began doing during the first intifada—
the opposition has been expressed in violent sexual terms. “You should be
fucked by an Arab,” was a common shout flung, along with oranges, out of
passing car windows at women standing with “End the Occupation” signs in
Jerusalem. It is the nationalistic corollary to that crude old insult that lesbians
are merely women in need of a man’s “good fuck.”?®

Zionism’s masculinizing project has been harder to crack than its impera-
tive to male heterosexuality. An early Zionist adage, variously attributed, of-
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fers, in a telling, heavily gendered fantasy, the meaning of a Jewish state: the
place where a (female) Jewish prostitute could be arrested by a (male) Jewish
policeman and tried by a (male) Jewish judge; today, on the supposedly egal-
itarian kibbutzim women still tend to be relegated to child care and kitchen
duties. Israeli feminists have frequently been accused of treason for demand-
ing equality. In the words of the feminist activist and former Knesset member
Marcia Feedman, Israel is a country “where the liberation of women . . . [is]
seen as a threat to national security.”?

Even the mainstream peace movement casts women into the exclusive role
of grieving mothers—from the founding of Peace Now in 1978, when male
organizers would not let a female officer sign their joint letter to Begin op-
posing the occupation, to a recent group called the Four Mothers, women
who worked to end military operations in Lebanon. Ben-Gurion once
summed up the attitude most starkly: “Any Jewish woman who, as far as it de-
pends on her does not bring into the world at least four healthy children” is
like “a soldier who evades military service.”3°

Lesbians who have refused to comply with the assigned duties as wives
and mothers are making a political statement larger than the familiar feminist
gesture. They are rejecting their given role in the nationalism that is the only
otherwise unbroken piece of the fragile national consensus. It is precisely their
lesbianism that enables their public displays of defection.?!

During the hoopla over Israel’s fiftieth anniversary, an alternative ceremo-
ny was held by the peace camp in which activists from a range of groups were
invited to light and dedicate torches. Gila Svirsky, leader of the feminist peace
group Bat Shalom, came out as a lesbian as she lit her torch in honor of all
the women’s peace groups and their feminist vision. Such groups, she said,
have “always included a high proportion of lesbians. The time has finally
come to make note of this important contribution.”?

Bat Shalom is one of the most active groups in the peace camp producing
public events (as distinct from long-standing direct-action groups, such as
Physicians for Human Rights, which quietly goes about improving Palestini-
ans access to medical supplies and services)—the only one, for example, to
organize a counterdemonstration to Israel’s most nationalistic secular holiday,
Jerusalem Day, on which thousands of soldiers parade around the walls of the
Old City to celebrate “unified Jerusalem.” (Never mind that the city remains
divided—taxis at the bus station on the west, Jewish side, typically refuse to
take passengers to the east, Arab side.) Meanwhile, right-wing extremists pa-
rade through Palestinian neighborhoods, rifles slung across their backs. Bat
Shalom and its supporters—about seventy at the 1998 demonstration—stood
in a long line on a hill overlooking the nationalistic fervor, holding signs with
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such slogans as “East Jerusalem is Occupied Territory”—enough to provoke
some men to leave death threats on the group’s answering machine. Bat
Shalom was also involved in organizing Israel’s first conference on conscien-
tious objection in October 1998—a subject so touchy in a state that glorifies
its military that the participants were hounded out of the kibbutz where the
conference was supposed to have taken place by a dozen people shouting such
things as, “Had we had an army then, my family would not have burned in
Auschwitz.”33 The 150 conference-goers assembled, instead, in one organiz-
er’s backyard and got on with their effort, in Svirsky’s words, “to rethink—to
get past the veils of convention and myth—the issues of militarism in Israeli
society and service in the army.”>* They listened to testimonies, read by
women, of young men discharged from the army on the grounds of “unfit-
ness” because of their conscientious objection (for which there is no legal pro-
vision in Israel). They heard narratives directly from four young men and one
woman recounting their ordeals of refusing to serve.

These stories, of course, might constitute Israel's most profound acts of
Diva Citizenship, if only they garnered the all-important mega-publicity that,
Berlant notes, is crucial to its impact, for they, most urgently, “call[_] on peo-
ple to change the social and institutional practices of citizenship to which they
currently consent.”® Neither Svirsky nor the military refuseniks, nor the
physicians working with PHR, will ever sashay onto an international stage in
a Gaultier gown, but with critiques of Zionism that actach its animating mas-
culinist and heterosexist values to its chauvinism and political recalcitrance,
their threat to the state’s “dominant story” runs deeper than Dana Interna-
tional’s. This is the Diva Citizen waiting in the wings, ready to enter the spot-
light Dana International has attracted—if no one pulls the plug.

Notes

1. Dana International, quoted in Barbara Demick, “Isracli Star in Spotlight for Her
Singing and Her Past,” Inquirer (London), 18 June 1998.

2. Dana International quoted in H. Keinon, “A Victory not Celebrated by Everyone,”
Jerusalem Post, 11 May 1998.

3. Author’s interview with Tom Segev, New York City, 4 May 1998.

4. Dana International quoted in Tor Henning Pederson, “Dana Will Not Come to Mo-
markedet,” Blikk (Norway), trans. DRK for the website “The Other 10%: The Gay and
Lesbian Student Union of the Hebrew University,” http://www.ma.huji.ac.il/*7Edafid/
dana.html.

5. Shlomo Benizri quoted in Allison Kaplan Sommer, “The Divine Miss Dana,”
Jerusalem Post, 10 May 1998.

6. The full text of Dana’s prize-winning song, written by Yoav Ginay, is “There is a
woman who is larger than life. / With senses only she owns. / There is magic and there are



Viva la Diva Citizenship

tough days, / and a stage, which is hers alone. / For the angels, Diva is an empire. / On
stage, Diva is hysteria. / She is all a love song. / Diva, we will cheer, Diva Victoria,
Aphrodite. / Viva la diva, viva Victoria, Cleopatra. / There are women, tears of life, / They
will carry out a wordless prayer. / For the angels, Diva is an empire. / On stage, Diva is
hysteria. / She is all a love song./ Diva, we will cheer.”

7. Lauren Berlant, The Queen of America Goes to Washington City: Essays on Sex and Cit-
izenship (Durham: Duke University Press, 1997), p. 223.

8. Dana International quoted in Demick.

9. See Michael Berkowitz, Western Jewry and the Zionist Project, 1914—1933 (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996); David Biale, Eros and the Jews: From Biblical
Israel to Contemporary America (New York: Basic, 1992); Daniel Boyarin, Unberoic Con-
duct: The Rise of Heterosexuality and the Invention of Jewish Man (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1997); Paul Breines, Tough Jews: Political Fantasies and the Moral Dilem-
ma of American Jewry (New York: Basic, 1990); Howard Eilberg-Schwartz, God’s Phallus
and other Problems for Men and Monotheism (Boston: Beacon, 1994); Howard Eilberg-
Schwartz, ed., Peaple of the Body: Jews and Judaism from an Embodied Perspective (Albany:
SUNY Press, 1992); Sander Gilman, Jewish Self-Hatred: Anti-Semitism and the Hidden
Language of the Jews (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986); Sander Gilman,
The Jews Body (London: Routledge, 1991); George Mosse, Confronting the Nation: Jewish
and Western Nationalism (New England: Brandeis University Press, 1993); Naomi Seid-
man, A Marriage Made in Heaven? The Sexual Politics of Hebrew and Yiddish (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1997). The urtexts, of course, are Max Nordau’s Degenera-
tion, introduction by George Mosse (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1968) and his
“Muskeljudentum” in The Jew in the Modern World: A Documentary History, ed. Paul R.
Mendes-Flohr and Jehuda Reinharz (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), pp.
434-35.

10. Boyarin, p. 222.

11. Dana International quoted in Times of London, 11 May 1998.

12. Berlant, p. 223.

13. See, for instance, Avi Machlis, “Israeli Gays, Lesbians March Amid Growing Ac-
ceptance,” Jewish Telegraphic Agency, 10 July 1998. One marcher, Amnon Rahav, is quot-
ed as saying, “Dana International has created a very strong momentum.”

14. Of course the Orthodox have had political power from the earliest days of the state
thanks to what's known as Ben-Gurion’s “historic compromise” with the rabbis. But since
the rise of Likud, they have acquired more influence on Israeli-Arab relations as well as on
internal affairs. Ironically, one victory they won from Ben-Gurion—their control of mar-
riage—has backfired in gay rights cases brought to court. Because there is no civil marriage
in Israel, many secular straight couples choose not to be legally married, yet the law rec-
ognizes their status as a couple. Thus when gays sued for parallel benefits there was no re-
course to the argument that only married people were eligible for such benefits.

15. There is a growing population of other non-Jews as well—untold numbers of the
émigrés from the former Soviet republics as well as the increasing numbers of (nonvoting)
guest workers from Thailand, Rumania, and elsewhere, who have replaced Palestinian labor.

16. For a thorough discussion of these different trends, see Ilan Pappé, “Post-Zionist
Critique on Israel and the Palestinians, Part 1: The Academic Debate,” Journal of Palestine
Studies, 26:2 (Winter 1997): 29-41; “Post-Zionist Critique on Israel and the Palestinians,
Part 2: The Media,” Journal of Palestine Studies, 26:3 (Spring 1997): 37-43; “Post-Zionist



ALISA SOLOMON

Critique on Israel and the Palestinians, Part 3: Popular Culture,” Journal of Palestine Stud-
ies, 26:4 (Summer 1997): 60-69. See also Uri Ram, The Changing Agenda of Israeli Soci-
ology: Theory, Ideology, and Identity (New York: SUNY Press, 1995).

17. Yaron Ezrahi, Rubber Bullets: Power and Conscience in Modern Israel (New York: Far-
rar, Straus and Giroux, 1997), p. 83.

18. Zeev Sternhell, The Founding Myths of Israel (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1998).

19. Joyce Sala, executive board member of the Society for the Protection of Personal
Rights for Gay Men, Lesbians, and Bisexuals in Israel, quoted by Sandi Dubowski in a re-
port from Israel in 10 Percent (July/August 1994): 47-49 and 70.

20. For a thorough summary of the hegemony of an Ashkenazi perspective in Zionist
ideology and implementation, see Ella Shohat, “Sephardim in Israel: Zionism from the
Standpoint of Its Jewish Victims,” Social Text: Theory, Culture, and Ideology, 19/20 (Fall
1988): 1-35.

21. Simona Sharoni, Gender and the Israel-Palestinian Conflict: The Politics of Women’s
Resistance (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1995).

22. There are innumerable examples of the abuse of Holocaust imagery in contempo-
rary Israeli politics—even in popular journalistic accounts. In From Beirut to Jerusalem
(New York: Anchor, 1989) Thomas Friedman states, “Israeli leaders such as Golda Meir,
Menachem Begin, and Yitzhak Shamir, instead of fighting against the ‘Holocausting’ of the
Israeli psyche, actually encouraged it, turning the Palestinians into the new Nazis and Is-
rael into a modern-day Warsaw Ghetto aligned against the world. Begin, more than any
other figure, reintroduced into public rhetoric the language of the Israeli as the inheritor
of the traditional Jewish role of victim, whose fate, like that of all Jewish in history, is to
dwell alone.” He concludes, “Israel today is becoming Yad Vashem with an air force”
(280-281). David K. Shipler writes, in Arab and Jew: Wounded Spirits in the Promised Land
(New York: Penguin, 1986) that the memory of the Holocaust “in Israel, of all places . . .
is also frequently cheapened by Jews who use it for political propaganda” (345). Shipler
cites posters from the eighties showing Anwar Sadat with swastikas drawn on his necktie.
More recently, as Avishai Margalit recounts in “The Kitsch of Israel” (New York Review of
Books, 24 November 1988, 20—-24), Israel answered the internal and external criticism of
its response to the 7ntifada with its “secret weapon, the Holocaust. In Israel this year we
had longer, and more vulgar, memorial services for the Holocaust than any I can remem-
ber previously. But the climax was an event that, even in a kitsch-haunted country like this
one, many people felt went too far. It was a Holocaust Quiz, shot ‘on location’ in Poland.”
He quotes Benjamin Netanyahu asserting, “Arafat is worse than Hitler.”

23. Liora Moriel, “Battle of the Plaque,” letter to the editor, jerusalem Post, 6 June
1992.

24. Tom Segev, The Seventh Million: The Israclis and the Holocaust, trans. Haim Watz-
man (New York: Hill and Wang, 1993).

25. “Desecrating Yad Vashem,” editorial, Jerusalem Post, 1 June 1994, p. 6.

26. Boyarin, p. 231.

27. Hannah Safran, “Alliance and Denial: Feminist Lesbian Protest Within Women in
Black,” Masters thesis in Liberal Studies, Simmons College, 1994, p. 23.

28. Similarly, when a group of American Jews stood with anti-occupation signs along-
side New York’s annual Isracl Parade—a parade that promotes “Greater Isracl”—spectators
would spit and yell at them, and even threaten them with violence. They would screw up



Viva la Diva Citizenship

their faces and scream out the worst insults they could think of: “You're the ones Hitler
should have gotten!” and “Faggot!” That this right-wing parade became the site of a battle
for gay inclusion, when New York’s lesbian and gay synagogue, Congregation Beth Sim-
chat Torah, was denied permission to march, only shows how thoroughly unquestioning
Zionism has become equated with Jewish identity in the U.S.

29. Marcia Freedman, quoted in Sharoni, p. 40.

30. David Ben-Gurion, quoted in Sharoni, p. 96.

31. In a series of profiles collected in Lesbior: Israel Lesbians Talk Abour Sexuality, Fem-
inism, Judaism, and Their Lives, ed. Tracy Moore (London: Cassell, 1995), Isracli lesbians
often associate sexual dissidence with sympathy for the plight of Palestinians.

32. Gila Svirsky, email correspondence, 7 May 1998.

33. Ibid., 3 November 1998.

34. Tbid.

35. Berlang, p. 223.



Homophobia and the Postcoloniality
of the “Jewish Science”

DANIEL BOYARIN

In his essay on “The Uncanny” Freud writes of a moment in which he looks
by accident into a mirror and thinks he sees someone else: “I can still recol-
lect that I thoroughly disliked his appearance. . . . Is it not possible, though,
that our dislike of [the double] was a vestigial trace of the archaic reaction
which feels the ‘double’ to be something uncanny?” (Freud, “Uncanny” 248).!
In another place Freud had written that circumcision “makes a disagreeable,
uncanny impression, which is to be explained, no doubt by its recalling the
dreaded castration” (Moses 91).2 Reading these two “uncanny’s in conjunc-
tion with each other, as I think we must, leads to the conclusion that seeing
himself in the mirror produced in Freud the same feeling of uncanniness that
he himself claims are produced in the antisemite who looks at the Jew. It is
himself that he dislikes. It is precisely the “sight,” as it were, of his circumcised
penis in the mirror that, recalling “the dreaded castration,” arouses Freud’s
uncanny feeling, his “thorough dislike” or misrecognition of himself in the
mirror. It is, accordingly, impossible to maintain that Freud intended this dis-
agreeable, uncanny impression to be only the province of gentiles (contra
Geller, “Paleontological” 57; Geller, “Glance” 438). The “appearance” that
Freud thoroughly dislikes is the appearance of his own circumcised penis.>
This essay will consist of an extended meditation on this moment in
which, unlike the imaginary wholeness that Lacan finds in the mirror, it is
precisely the misrecognition, the doubling of self, that Freud, as postcolonial
subject, finds when he looks in his mirror.# In the first moment of the read-
ing, I will suggest that this misrecognition is the precise historical moment
that makes psychoanalysis possible. In the second moment of the reading, I
will argue that the very doubling of self (“less than one and double” in Bhab-
ha’s aphorism) that generates the knowledge that is psychoanalysis also pro-
duces a series of potentially toxic political symptoms in both Freud and
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Fanon, symptoms that have perhaps not yet been diagnosed in the manner
that I do here. At the same time, then, that I wish to make a case for avail-
ability or possibility of a privileged epistemological position for the colonized
subject, a knowledge of lack that has liberatory effect, I shall also be thor-
oughly problematizing that very privilege via an exploration of the poisonous
discursive effects, in both Freud and Fanon, of the attempt to unknow that
which is known.

Before Fanon, Freud seems to have realized that the “colonized as con-
structed by colonialist ideology is the very figure of the divided subject posit-
ed by psychoanalytic theory to refute humanism’s myth of the unified self”
(Parry 29). “Humanism’s myth,” in a profound sense, is a colonial myth. It
would therefore follow that psychoanalysis is au fond not so much a Jewish
science as a science of the doubled colonized subject, more perhaps than its
practitioners have ever realized or conceded. Doubling of self is endemic to
the colonial psyche. As James C. Scott observes, “When the script is rigid
and the consequences of a mistake large, subordinate groups may experience
their conformity as a species of manipulation. Insofar as the conformity is
tactical it is surely manipulative. This attitude again requires a division of the
self in which one self observes, perhaps cynically and approvingly, the per-
formance of the other self” (Scott, Domination 33). From this perspective, it
is no accident that psychoanalysis has proven so productive in the formation
of theories of colonialism. Accordingly, Fanon’s psychology of colonial sub-
jectivity would be a strong development of insights that are already there, as
it were, in the Freudian text. The recognition, raised to exquisite lucidity by
Fanon, that the paradigm of the other within is the doubled self of colonial-
ism, suggests a new significance for psychoanalysis as an instrument in the
interpretation of Jewish history; neither in the form of applied psychoanaly-
sis nor as psychohistory but rather as a symptom of a crisis of the subject
shared by Jews and other postcolonial (“modernizing”) peoples and also as a
product of a recognition peculiarly available to such people’s doubled con-
sciousnesses.” Freud himself seems to have intimated this relationship. The
otherness of the subject to itself is once referred to by Freud as “the State
Within the State,” the pejorative for the twin others within the German
state: women and Jews (Geller, “Paleontological” 56). For colonial subjects
like Freud and Fanon, the cultural world, their identity, and their allegiances
have been doubled; they live “lives in between,” in Leo Spitzer (the
Younger’s) evocative term (Spitzer, Lives).

There is a stunning moment in Freud’s Analysis of a Phobia in a Five-Year-
Old-Boy: “Little Hans” (1909) in which the epistemology of the doubled con-
sciousness of the Jew is disclosed at the originary moment of Freud’s theory
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of subject formation—the castration complex. At the point where Freud is
presenting Little Hans’s castration complex, he claims:

The piece of enlightenment which Hans had been given a short time be-
fore to the effect that women really do not possess a widdler was bound
to have had a shattering effect upon his self-confidence and to have
aroused his castration complex. . . . Could it be that living beings really
did exist which did not possess widdlers? If so, it would no longer be so
incredible that they could take his own widdler away, and, as it were,

make him into a woman. (Analysis 36)

This is an amazing act of interpretation. Earlier in the text Freud had in-
formed us that Hans’s mother had threatened him with actual castration if
he continued masturbating, and that this was the source of his “castration
complex” (8). This is, in fact, the first time that the term castzration complex
appears in Freud’s texts (editors’ note ad loc). This threat, however, had not
produced any symptoms in Hans at the time. In fact, he quite insouciantly
informed his mother that he would then “widdle with his bottom.” The
symptoms that Freud wishes to associate with anxiety about having his penis
cut off appear—following the course of Nachtriiglichkeit—more than a year
later. Having been instructed by his father in the difference between men’s
and women’s genitals—his mother does not, in fact, possess a widdler, and
his sister’s will not grow—Hans, according to Freud, mobilized the anxiety
that had been initiated by his mother’s threat in deferred action (35) upon
his accession to knowledge of sexual difference. This, then, constitutes in
somewhat attenuated form the “sighting” of the mother’s genitals that arous-
es the castration complex.

Freud, however, at this moment informs us of another etiology for the
onset of the castration complex, in addition to the “sight” of the female gen-
italia, namely, the “hearing” of the little boy about the damaged (castrated)
penis of the circumcised Jewish male. He writes:

I cannot interrupt the discussion so far as to demonstrate the typical
character of the unconscious train of thought which I think there is here
reason for attributing to little Hans. The castration complex is the deep-
est unconscious root of anti-semitism; for even in the nursery little boys
hear that a Jew has something cut off his penis—a piece of his penis, they
think—and this gives them the right to despise Jews. And there is no
stronger unconscious root for the sense of superiority over women.
Weininger (the young philosopher who, highly gifted but sexually de-
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ranged, committed suicide after producing his remarkable book
Geschlecht und Charakter [1903]), in a chapter that attracted much at-
tention, treated Jews and women with equal hostility and overwhelmed
them with the same insults. Being a neurotic, Weininger was completely
under the sway of his infantile complexes; and from that standpoint what
is common to Jews and women is their relation to the castration complex.

(Freud, Analysis 198-99)

Freud does not interrupt his text to demonstrate what he takes to be Little
Hans’s “unconscious train of thought”—one that is, moreover, qualified as
being “typical.” He does, however, provide us with the outlines of precisely
this train of thought: that Little Hans had heard that Jews have something cut
off their “widdlers” when they are infants and that this has provoked (or at
least contributed to) Hans’s castration fantasies and fears. What is more, we
are informed that this is the deepest root of antisemitism, that knowledge of
the Jew’s circumcision interacts with the gentile’s castration complex.

Freud elaborates: “And there is no stronger unconscious root for the sense
of superiority over women,” a highly ambiguous formulation that supports
more than one interpretation. What, after all, is the antecedent for the anapho-
ra of this sentence—the subject, here, of “there is”? One quite easy possibility
is to read that the sense of superiority over women emerges from the posses-
sion of a penis, just as contempt for Jews apparently obtains from their “lack”
of a penis. There is, however, a more radical reading within the syntax: what
produces a sense of superiority over women is that little boys hear in the nurs-
ery that Jews have something cut off their penises and thereby conclude that
they are women who look like men or, perhaps more exactly, that they are men
who have become women.® This would be the most frightening possibility of
all, because it powerfully and directly raises the specter of the man’s potential
“unmanning.”” These readings are not contradictory, though the second is the
more disturbing (and more revealing) double of the first. Moreover the associ-
ation of male Jews and women had a basis in European cultural history, if not
(as Freud would have it) in universal psychology.

1. “Universalizing Is a Symptom”; or, Little Hans Was Jewish

Freud writes that little (gentile) boys hear in the nursery about Jewish cir-
cumcision, and this hearing contributes to their castration anxiety. Moreover
it produces in them antisemitic contempt for Jews, which is similar or even
identical to the feelings of superiority that men have over women. Weininger
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was one such “little (gentile) boy,” except for one thing: Weininger was Jew-
ish, a fact that Freud chose to conceal. It would certainly have been apposite
for Freud to emphasize Weininger’s Jewishness in a context where the “un-
conscious root of anti-semitism” is at issue; this is no trivial ellipsis.® The oc-
clusion of Weininger’s Jewishness is doubled by another, even more significant
occlusion: the fact that “Little Hans” was also Jewish. Hans too did not hear
about Jews having something cut off their penises; he, in fact, possessed such
a “damaged penis,” as did Freud himself.

In presenting “Little Hans” and Weininger as if they were gentiles gazing,
as it were, at the Jewish penis and becoming filled with fear and loathing, I
want to suggest that Freud is actually representing himself (or at least an as-
pect of himself) gazing at his own circumcised penis and being filled with fear
and loathing. Indeed, this interpretation is an ineluctable consequence of the
logic of Freud’s position. The much maligned Fritz Wittels seems to have cot-
toned on to this point when he glosses Freud as arguing that “the unconscious
thus despises the Jews because they have been castrated, and at the same time
dreads them because they castrate their children” (Wittels, Sigmund 358).
Wittels has read Freud well here. Since the fear of castration was, for him, un-
conscious and therefore a psychic universal, how, for Freud, could the re-
sponse to his own circumcision differ from the reaction to someone else’s cir-
cumcision? The reading of the note on circumcision in “Little Hans” thus
doubles and confirms the interpretation offered above of Freud’s uncanny
gaze at himself in the mirror. I contend tha, like Fanon, Freud is “forever in
combat with his own image” (Black 194)—he is in a relentless war with his
own penis—and that Freud’s Jewishness compounds an already “masculine”
conflict between potency and castration.

Hearing about the circumcision of Jews, Freud claims, arouses fears of
being castrated, just as seeing women’s genitals or hearing about women’s bod-
ies arouse similar fears. If both male Jews and women are castrated only from
the standpoint of infantile complexes, it would appear from the logic of
Freud’s position that in the “healthy” adult neither ought to be perceived as
castrated or, what is from my perspective the same thing, each should be re-
cognized as equally castrated as all subjects.” The “neurotic” Weininger treat-
ed women and Jews with equal hostility because neither of them possess the
penis, but they are both castrated only “from the standpoint of the infantile
complexes,” the stage at which Weininger was fixated. However, as the cas-
tration complex is “dissolved,” these unrealistic fears ought—if the standpoint
is no longer to be the “infantile” one of the neurotic Weininger—to give way
then to a “normal” (noninfantile) appreciation of the equal value of women
and Jews.
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In Freud’s own account, however, the castration fantasy—the assumption
that women have something missing and are inferior—remains the uncon-
scious root of misogyny and clearly not only in infants or neurotics, since
Freud considers a perception of male superiority as a simple truism in adult
males and not a marginal and pathological form. After all, the “repudiation of
femininity is the bedrock of psychoanalysis” in Freud’s famous 1937 formu-
lation. As Jessica Benjamin has put it, “We might hope that the boy’s ‘tri-
umphant contempt’ for women would dissipate as he grew up—but such
contempt was hardly considered pathological” (Benjamin, Bonds 160). Simi-
larly, the fantasy that Jews have something missing, the lesson learned in the
nursery, remains the unconscious fantasy that produces antisemitism in adults
as well, and no one has argued that antisemitism is only a childhood illness.
As John Brenkman has written, “The simple positive Oedipus complex sim-
plifies the child’s multifarious attachments to this one heterosexual drama in
an attempt to explain how the so-called bisexual male child, filled with con-
tradictory ideas about the salient differences between his parents, uncertain of
his own or others’ gender, . . . rife!® with passive and active sexual aims to-
ward both parents, reemerges on the other side of latency and adolescence
merely a more or less neurotic heterosexual” (Straight 123). Following
Brenkman’s extension of Freud, then, neither of these neuroses is ever com-
pletely resolved in adulthood (ibid. 17). But, given his statements about Lit-
tle Hans’s circumcision, rather than pathologizing antisemitism, Freud was, in
fact, naturalizing it via the castration complex.

2. The Race/Gender System

Freud was delving here at the crossroads of race and gender discourse where the
secrets of both have been buried. “Racial” and sexual identity obtain from the
same subjectifying moment of the castration complex (Seshadri-Crooks,
“Comedy”). The most compelling sign of Jewish racial difference is, for Freud,
the circumcised penis of the male Jew. Since for him, however, circumcision is
psychically analogous to castration, the sign of racial difference becomes virtu-
ally identical to the sign of sexual difference. A look at the circumcised penis
is the same as a look at the castrated penis of the female, and race and gender
converge in the subjectivity of the Christian (heterosexual), masculine subject,
putative possessor of the phallus. The cofunctioning of race and gender in the
description of Jews as “women” is now more intelligible.!! If, as Juliet Mitchell
remarks, “Freud always insisted that it was the presence or absence of the phal-
lus and nothing else that marked the distinction between the sexes” (Mitchell,
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“Introduction” 6) and Jews lack the phallus, then it would follow clearly that
Jews are, to all intents and purposes, “women” (Carpenter, “Bit”).!?

This moment of convergence is, I suggest, not unique to the racial differ-
ence of Jewishness, but it is crucial in the discourse of racial formation. The
circumcision/castration of the Jew is only the most visible metaphor for the
imbrications of race and gender in the production of the Jewish male and thus
extendable to other discourses of race as well. In contrast to Gilman (Freud
passim) and others who seem to find in Freud’s racial situation an explanation
for psychoanalysis that, effectively, cancels it as knowledge of sexual differ-
ence, | contend that the specificity of Freud’s own racial difference may have
helped him gain insight into sexual differentiation and its intersections with
race in general. I suggest that the most important commentary on Freud’s in-
choate but palpable racial theory is actually Frantz Fanon’s Black Skins, White
Masks, in part because both Freud and Fanon have privileged, potential access
to the same kind of pain-ful knowledge. The colonized subjectivity that
Fanon anatomizes and enacts—so brilliantly and so painfully—is closely anal-
ogous to the subjectivity of the fin-de-siécle Viennese Jewish transplant!?:
“Not yet white, no longer wholly black, I was damned” (Black 138).

In Freud’s note on Little Hans, we find not only an anatomy of misogy-
ny and of antisemitism—Dboth interpreted as products of the unconscious—
but also of Jewish/(post)colonial'4 self-contempt, also construed as a near in-
evitability. In other words, I suggest that Freud essentially accepzs Weininger’s
argument—indeed that that is the reason Freud cites him here, and not as an
example of the gentile pathology of antisemitism, for which he would be a
rather bizarre example indeed. I should emphasize, however, this is not an
idiosyncrasy on Freud’s part. Gerald Stieg has made an analogous point with
reference to a similar moment in Kafka, “It is beyond question that such texts
are treating something besides the private sphere and that the epoch itself is
being heard.” Stieg chillingly continues: “The uncanny part is that in such
writings the most dreadful aspects of the political propaganda of National So-
cialism seem to present themselves in the most private sphere, internalized to
the point of self-torture” (“Kafka” 198). Thus, it seems, was Freud’s self-torture
as well.

Increasingl