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, the following respon s to our questions e
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that energize our everyday teaching and writing, reading and thinking. o

Transgender Studies: Queer Theory's Evil Twin
Susan Stryker

If queer theory was born of the union of sexuality studies and feminism, transgen-
der studies can be considered queer theorys evil twin: it has the same parentage
but willfully disrupts the privileged family narratives that favor sexual 1dent1tv
labels (like gay, lesbian, bisexual, and heterosexual) over the gender categoues
(like man and woman) that enable desire to take shape and find its aim.

In the first volume of GL(Q 1 published my first academic article, “My

Words to Victor Frankenstein above the Village of Chamounix: Performing Trans-
gender Rage.” an autobiographically inflected performance piece drawn from my
experiences of coming out as a transsexual.! The article addressed four distinet
theoretical moments. The first was Judith Butler’s then recent, now paradigmatic
linkage of gender with the notion of trouble. Gender’s absence renders sexuality
largely incoherent, yet gender refuses to be the stable foundation on which a sys-
tem of sexuality can be theorized.? A critical reappraisal of transsexuality, I felt,
promised a timely and significant contribution to the analysis of the intersection of
gender and sexuality. The second moment was the appearance of Sandy Stones
“The ‘Empire” Strikes Back: A Posttranssexual Manifesto,” which pointedly eriti-
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feminist and leshian. I saw GLQ as the leading vehicle for advanci ("*‘*_ ¢

queer theory, and I saw in queer theory a potential for attacking the anti mc 188
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and sexuality without resorting to a reactionary, homophobic, and misogyr

counteroffensive. | sought instead to dissolve and recast the ground that identity Vi

genders in the process of staking its tent. By denaturalizing and thus deprlv'llﬁg;:-:: e

Ing nontransgender practices of embodiment and identification, and by simultane-
ously enacting a new narrative of the wedding of self and flesh, I intended to cre-
ate new territories, both analytic and material, for a critically refigured transsexual
practice. Embracing and identifving with the figure of Frankensteins monster,
claiming the transformative power of a return from abjection, felt like the right way
to go.

Looking back a decade later. I see that in having chosen to speak as a
famous literary monster, I not only found a potent voice through which to offer an
early formulation of transgender theory but also situated myself (again, like
Frankenstein’s monster) in a drama of familial abandonment, a fantasy of revenge
against those who had cast me out, and a yearning for personal ledemptlonmé.
wanted to help define “queer” as a family to which transsexuals belonged. The
queer vision that animated my life, and the lives of so many others in the bnef 1 m,

torical moment of the early 1990s, held out the dazzling PrOSpect .

satory, utopian reconfiguration of community
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prehended through a lens that privileges sexual orientation and s' '
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the primary means of differing from heteronormativity. : ‘ Ly
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to contain all gender trouble, thereby helping secure both homosexuality and h -

Most disturbingly, “transgender” increasingly functions as the snt’e"f
erosexuality as stable and normative categories of personhood. This has damagmg, x
isolative political correlaries. It is the same developmental logic that transformed .. b
an antiassimilationist “queer” politics into a more palatable LGBT civil rights

movement, with T reduced to merely another (easily detached) genre of sexual

identity rather than perceived, like race or class, as something that cuts across '}}I 3
existing sexualities, revealing in often unexpected ways the means through which 3 .

all identities achieve their specificities. e
The field of transgender studies has taken shape over the past decade in
the shadow of queer theory. Sometimes it has claimed its place in the queer fam- g
ily and offered an in-house critique, and sometimes it has angrily spurned its lin-
eage and set out to make a home of its own. Either way, transgender studies is fol-
lowing its own trajectory and has the potential o address emerging problems in
the critical study of gender and sexuality, identity, embodiment, and desire in ways :'.?
that gay, lesbian, and queer studies have not always successfully managed. This
seems particularly true of the ways that transgender studies resonate with dii‘s;'_,”"‘ff"
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ity studies and intersex studies, two other critical enterprises that lnvestlga

ical forms of embodiment and subjectivity that do not readily reduce 10 «-ra
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The Categories Themselves
David Valentine

This forum seeks to consider the relationship between sexuality and gender. Still,

for me, there is a question that needs to be asked before we can explore that rela-

tionship: among those human experiences in which we are interested, which c’o‘ﬂﬁf

as “gendered” and which as “sexual”? Or, more simply, what exactly do we me:
e by sexuallty and “gender”? Putting these terms in quotation marks hﬂi

f fhat “gender” and “sexuality” are themselves categorles th‘ai' ol

nea those of other categories, these meanings can shi -' istoric
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