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During the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, basic ques-
tions of gender formed a crucible of intense debate. How should the
new man and the new woman of the emergent middle class be consti-
tuted? Such questions were basic to middle-class self-construction.
Answers were sought in countless philosophical tracts, in novels and
plays, in medical treatises, and in popular journals. Despite innumer-
able differences of detail, the intellectual elites who set the tone of these
debates swiftly established a normative framework.1 They attributed
gender distinctions to speci‹c qualities, which they constructed as
rooted in nature. To summarize the newly formulated gender order,
which Karin Hausen characterized as a “Polarisierung der Gesch-
lechtscharaktere [polarization of the sexes],” women should be passive,
religious, emotional, and dependent, and their proper place was the
home. They were supposed to have the particular ability of being “nat-
ural”—as Gellert had put it, for example, in his famous and most
in›uential theory of letter writing. Men should be active and indepen-
dent, committed to reason and science, and fashioned for public life.
Relations between the sexes should be based on love within marriage
and should resemble the bond between master and subject. This is, for
example, the gist of Friedrich Schleiermacher’s sermons, and such
ideas also appear in numerous other texts from the turn of the nine-
teenth century.2

However, this discourse of gender difference took place not only
within the new reading clubs and in journals and books but also in
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middle-class households.3 Furthermore, a precise reconstruction of
gender relations as practiced within marriage demonstrates that the
cohabitation of the new man “of sense and moderation”—as Isabel V.
Hull describes him4—and his spouse shows that many men and woman
especially of the Protestant educated middle class were almost obsessed
by questions of gender difference. How was the gender system con-
structed, tested, challenged, and reworked, both in imagination and in
daily life? How were femininity and masculinity simultaneously ‹xed
and challenged within the couple? How did middle-class spouses read
the debates on gender systems? People interpreted and wielded these
debates in very diverse ways; moreover, the discourse could at times
develop special dynamics of its own. This chapter will explore these
dynamics and thereby the question of how the gender relations were
remodeled in turn-of-the-nineteenth-century middle-class circles, using
the example of the matrimonial life of Friedrich and Käthe Roth, a
married couple who belonged to the Protestant educated middle class
(Bildungsbürgertum).

Käthe Roth was born in 1792 in the free imperial city of Nuremberg,
the eldest daughter of a wealthy merchant and his wife, who also origi-
nated from merchant stock. In 1806 she met Friedrich Roth, who had
been born in 1780 to a Stuttgart teacher and now served as a public
counsel. They married in 1809 and moved a year later to the Bavarian
capital city, Munich, where Roth served initially in the Ministry of
Finance and later as the most senior state of‹cial for affairs of the
Protestant Church. Between the ages of eighteen and twenty-seven,
Käthe gave birth to six children, ‹ve of whom reached maturity. Thanks
not least to Käthe’s dowry of ten thousand guilders and her share in her
parents’ business, the Roth family lived in af›uence in the Maxvorstadt,
Munich’s ‹nest residential district. From its origins on the drawing
board at the start of the nineteenth century, this quarter rapidly became
the favored district of ‹nancial and court aristocrats and of senior
Bavarian of‹cials. The Roths circulated in this milieu, particularly
among the “Protestant northern lights” of the educational establish-
ment: professors, college presidents, royal tutors, and ministry of‹cials.5

How did this educated middle-class couple construct their married life?

I.

Shortly after their wedding, Käthe Roth called her husband “the hap-
piness of my life.”6 Even fourteen years later, she wrote to Friedrich,
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“Oh, how I look forward to your return, my most beloved; I cannot
contain my yearning much longer.”7 At around the same time,
Friedrich Roth similarly declared his love: “You, my dearest posses-
sion . . . we [are] as one, and that surpasses everything in the world.
You belong to me and I belong to you as to no other. And of that I am
so certain and so assured that I need neither suppress nor constrain
that affection.”8 Several years earlier, he had thanked God for “this
highest and ‹nest gift, that we are of one mind and one heart, ever
closer each day. You have given me wonderful guidance and many
great things, yet this is the greatest and most complete, indeed, the core
of my life.”9 Heartfelt affection or love were certainly not portrayed in
every relevant document of the time, nor is there any basis on which to
claim that in the majority of cases married life was shaped by love.
However, Friedrich and Käthe Roth clearly portrayed their marriage
as a love match. In this they conformed to much of the discourse that
held that the new middle-class marriage should involve love, not
merely, as frequent criticism contended, a contract of convenience.

The Roths described themselves, however, as less representative of a
second and no less central criterion that was repeatedly expressed in
the relevant debates. Their relationship was in no way constructed as
one of master and subject, as Schleiermacher put it and as it was
invoked by the normative framework of the time. The Roths certainly
were an unequally related couple, a couple of difference: one was more
“natural,” the other more “rational.” Inequality and hierarchy how-
ever, do not necessarily imply a master-subject relationship. On the
contrary, this inequality was constructed in the countless letters and
diaries as the fortunate opportunity of a lifelong Bildungsroman.
Inequality did not necessarily imply unhappiness or suffering, victim
or perpetrator, as is widely and too quickly assumed. Rather, it could
be described—and to some degree perceived—as a positive difference
that begets a unique quality.

What comprised Käthe and Friedrich Roth’s lifelong Bildungsro-
man? An important component consisted in the unequal exchange of
education (Bildung) on the one hand and of morals and manners on the
other. The husband provided education and in return received moral-
ity and religion, which the wife cultivated in the domestic sphere.10 This
was an unequal relationship for the simple reason that women were
barred from institutionalized education.11 Their access to schooling
occurred exclusively through the mediation of brothers, fathers, or
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spouses.12 Acquisition of the rudimentary skills of, for example, for-
eign languages as well as knowledge of the cultural canon were thereby
largely denied to women, while their attainment of the central cultural
techniques of writing and reading was rendered substantially more
dif‹cult. The ‹rst hesitant attempts to establish girls’ schools com-
menced at the beginning of the nineteenth century: Nuremberg’s ‹rst
private educational institution for girls opened its doors in 1811, and a
state girls’ school followed in 1823. These institutions emphasized reli-
gion and needlework and ignored subjects such as Latin and Greek
that were studied at the boys grammar school. Objections raised
against unequal access to educational establishments were only very
sporadic. Neither Käthe Roth nor women such as Therese Huber or
Johanna Schopenhauer, who had sought to bring about equality in
education, demanded expanded formal schooling opportunities for
women. On the contrary, these women unanimously af‹rmed that
equality achieved by these means would be dangerous. It would neces-
sarily lead to women becoming transmuted into the monstrous ‹gure
of the educated female and, as Schopenhauer put it, one’s “dislike of
the prospect of being considered a female scholar” was great indeed.13

Ultimately, no one wanted to be perceived, in Huber’s formulation, as
“unlovable and unnatural.”14 Caroline von Schlegel’s critique of
Dorothea Schlözer, who, thanks to her father’s instruction, had
become a learned woman, is also typical: “It is true, Dörtchen is
blessed with in‹nite talent and intellect, but this is to her misfortune.
For given these abilities and her father’s bizarre projects, which are
bound to kindle the utmost vanity, she can expect neither true happi-
ness nor respect. A lady is valued only according to her qualities as a
lady.”15

Although women were excluded from public education, they could
create a new informal educational environment within the matrimonial
world. Moreover, through the unequal exchange of educational skills
within marriage, the kernel of a quintessentially middle-class sensibil-
ity could develop—that is, a consciousness of gaining admission to a
higher realm of the sublime. The couple’s educational intercourse gen-
erated the intimate cultural environment that was to become the prime
credential of middle-class identity construction. Furthermore, the next
generation, which, as is well known, included the founders of the mid-
dle-class women’s movement, drew on what their mothers had learned
in this educational environment to launch a renewed discussion of the

Inequality as Felicitous Opportunity 117



gender regime and to demand vociferously female participation not
merely in the cultural domestic sphere of their mothers’ generation but
also in of‹cial educational institutions.

II.

What was the nature of the cultured couple’s informal conjugal world
of education, this essential element of the emergent gender order of the
early nineteenth century? At its heart lay the two core cultural tech-
niques of writing and reading.

Husbands assisted their spouses in what was termed good writing,
which primarily signi‹ed stylistically meticulous letter writing. Given
that women were usually less well educated in this skill, which numer-
ous school curricula expressly required, learning from their husbands
in a sense completed women’s instruction in letter writing.16 At ‹rst
glance, the instruction of wives by their husbands appears paradoxical,
if one considers the fact that women were “the real letter writers and we
men . . . only dabble,” as Schleiermacher put it—after apprising his
betrothed of his concept of the structure and contents of an accom-
plished letter.17 Since the 1751 appearance of Christian Fürchtegott
Gellert’s informative book, Letters, with a Practical Discussion of Good
Taste, women had been viewed as the more gifted—indeed, exem-
plary—letter writers. Gellert’s norm-setting reformulation of the con-
tent and function of letters contended that they were, like speech, the
expression of natural beauty and should impart the “authentic imprint
of the spontaneous phrasing of each individual’s thoughts and utter-
ances”18 rather than amassing a series of arti‹cial and polite phrases in
the pursuit of excessively strategic aims, as had previously been the
custom. If one accepts Gellert’s equation of femininity and natural-
ness—“My principle has always been that ladies who write well surpass
us in naturalness,” he wrote19—it follows that women were the supe-
rior letter writers. The seeming implicit paradox—that men privately
tutored their wives in the skills of writing—disappears with the obvious
assumption that a masculine complement was required to discover this
special feminine talent. Women’s writing may by nature be more spon-
taneous and genuine, but these characteristics must ‹rst be brought to
light. The husband uncovers and nurtures what lies dormant in his
spouse and consequently takes his place in the honorable tradition that
began with Gellert, encouraging “the lady in particular to write in a
natural style.”20
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The new model of letter writing formulated by Gellert and others set
a standard for Käthe and Friedrich Roth as they endeavored to write
“natural” letters. Thus, a series of correspondence from the early
period of their marriage concerns the husband’s instruction of his
spouse in letter writing. In one of his ‹rst letters to his wife, Friedrich
critically commented on Käthe’s style and orthography: “You are
becoming ever more skilled, dearest one—Everything in your letter is
good, both narrative and response. Not anywhere in the text is there a
period missing.”21 For their part, wives settled into their positions as
pupils, troubling their husbands with anxious questions about the mer-
its of their letters.

Notwithstanding the ambivalence with which this peculiar matri-
monial relationship may be judged, there is no doubt that, through the
process of learning and teaching, married couples developed a greater
mutuality, their inequality lessening to the extent that the wife’s style
faithfully acquired Gellertian naturalness. Käthe Roth became not
only an equally valued correspondent but also an equal conversation
partner on matter of letters. Educated middle-class couples frequently
conversed about the form and content of letters, discussing the merits
of this or that depiction. Käthe Roth declared her astonishment that
she “could write so many and such long letters” and hoped that her
husband would “praise” her.22 Friedrich Roth then commented on his
wife’s progress in the composition of her letters: “In the greater for-
mality and the power of your narration I notice with pleasure the pos-
itive results of your studies. . . . I know that I could not expect this if
you did not hold me dear.”23 Thus, one sees the connection between
letter writing and the conjugal bond. In short, correspondence pro-
vided a theme in common, forming a new mutuality for the couple.24

Not infrequently these discussions about letters would quickly give
way to a new imbalance, only in this case, of course—with reference to
Gellert—to the husband’s disadvantage. Käthe Roth was perceived
before long as highly competent if not superior to her husband in the
skill of letter writing. This competence was unquestionably double
edged, for she received considerable recognition as a letter writer while
simultaneously con‹rming her position within the region of natural-
ness; she thus ‹xed her own narrow borders and reinforced within
them a speci‹c gender system.

As a primary means of middle-class self-presentation, letters were
held in special esteem. Using Gellert’s conception, their form and style
expressed changes to the self-construction of the middle class, fashion-
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ing a direct counterposition to the affectation and arti‹ciality ascribed
to the aristocracy. “The immediate, just as it reaches my pen,”25 was
dramatized here; everything “that touches me, myself,”26 Friedrich
Roth averred, was written down, “directly as it strikes me.”27 Letters
were to be the bearers of authenticity, of naturalness, and of individu-
ality—qualities perceived as middle class rather than aristocratic.28 In
short, letters—especially those written by women, who were accorded
a unique competence in the realm of naturalness and authenticity—
represented the expression and means of middle-class self-construction
and self-presentation, whatever their actual naturalness and however
much they may have concealed rather than revealed the ever-acclaimed
self.29

Friedrich Roth liked to read aloud his wife’s letters, demonstrating
both the extent to which her writing was esteemed and the grati‹cation
she could draw from her skill.30 He regularly shared Käthe’s corre-
spondence not only in the family circle but also at the homes of close or
even distant acquaintances—that is, in the cultural middle class’s pub-
lic spaces of the private sphere. Domestic social gatherings frequently
included readings from contemporary literature and from treatises
from Roman and Greek antiquity—highly esteemed in these circles—
as well as personal correspondence. If the context of their reception
indicates the high regard in which letters were held, audience members’
comments on Käthe Roth’s letters demonstrate that they were mani-
festly accorded an aesthetic quality. Lotte Jacobi, sister of Friedrich
Jacobi, the president of the Bavarian Academy of Sciences, said of one
of Käthe Roth’s letters that “it is as if engraved on copper.”31 On
another occasion, Lotte Jacobi was so enthused by one of Käthe
Roth’s literary portrayals that she copied the relevant section of the let-
ter, causing Friedrich Roth to wonder, “With what literary purpose in
mind?”32 This was no mere idle question: letters were frequently copied
and even published, often without the author’s knowledge.33

One of Käthe Roth’s letters describing the Christmas festival at
Nuremberg was read out not only at the Roths’ home but also at those
of Friedrich Immanuel Niethammer, a Bavarian school reformer, and
of Friedrich Jacobi. Jacobi’s comment that “Kant was correct to seek
to know foreign lands through travel literature rather than through
one’s own voyages”34 emphasizes the fact that letters were viewed as lit-
erary exercises and even as literary texts. This is by no means surpris-
ing if one considers that the period around 1800 represented the heyday
of the epistolary novel and that private correspondence often provided
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the basis of such novels. Those written after Richardson’s Clarissa,
Sophie von La Roche’s Fräulein von Sternheim, and Goethe’s Werther
may not have been great, but they were read just the same. Contempo-
raries treasured the reading aloud of epistolary novels, both printed
and unpublished. The letters of Marie de Sévigné, Louis Adelgunde
Victorie Kulmus, and Meta Moller have retained their fame to this
day, and to complete the circle, Moller corresponded with Richardson.
As this list indicates, the Gellertian thesis of woman’s peculiar rela-
tionship to the letter played a signi‹cant role in the fact that many
women excelled in this ‹eld.

The writing of letters not only represented the product of a success-
ful transaction of educational goods between the Roths but also
opened a door from the private domain into the public literary world.
The letter, even if unprinted, was one of the most promising means by
which women could reach the literary public, as the example of Fanny
Lewald demonstrates.35 In contrast to scienti‹c prose, drama, or
poetry, women were by no means underrepresented in the ‹eld of pub-
lished letters. Käthe Roth and several other women thus experienced
marital inequality not just as an opportunity for a lifelong Bildungsro-
man but also as the chance to move beyond that sphere into the wider,
public world.36 Some women exploited these extradomestic opportuni-
ties and, supported by Gellert’s thesis of women’s speci‹c naturalness,
could even earn money, despite the opprobrium such activities
attracted for middle-class women. Among the most famous of these
female authors were the romantics.

III.

An additional ‹eld in which the domestic world of education could
engender new arrangements and unleash new dynamics that pointed
far beyond marriage was opened up by the second important cultural
activity, reading. Friedrich and Käthe Roth spent a striking amount of
time reading together.

Their reading must be seen in the context of the so-called reading
revolution of the eighteenth century. From the mid-1700s onward,
middle-class women and men devoured increasing numbers of books,
and reading became a distinguishing feature of a new sui generis mid-
dle-class social life. Hardly a soiree, a visit for tea, or a “comfortable
gathering” occurred without some sort of reading—a play, poetry, a
philosophical treatise, or even an entire novel as well as smaller pieces
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such as letters, travel reports, or short works of prose composed by the
participants or by others. The Roths and the educated middle class of
which they were a part developed a regular obsession with this form of
cultured social gathering, and alone and in company they read far
more books than had their parents or grandparents.

What form did this communal reading and discussion of one’s read-
ing experience take? The literary canon received by Käthe and
Friedrich Roth consisted to a large degree of contemporary German
literature. They also frequently read the writers of antiquity, who were
at that time highly esteemed in neohumanist circles. The couple dis-
cussed Herder’s writings; Oliver Goldsmith’s novel, The Vicar of
Wake‹eld; the works of Lady Montagu; Samuel Richardson’s
Clarissa; Schiller’s poetry; the writings of famous eighteenth-century
art historian Johann Joachim Winkelmann; and the legendary poet
Ossian, whom they read in the original Gaelic.37

Friedrich Roth had hardly arrived in Munich when he described to
his wife, still residing in Nuremberg, his new acquaintanceship with
Friedrich Jacobi, whose writings he recommended to her. Käthe Roth
replied that Jacobi’s novel, Woldemar, was “well known.” She contin-
ued, “I would naturally prefer to read it in your company, . . . for now
and again, when I come to places that are obscure to me, the elucida-
tion you give would be much appreciated.”38 Käthe Roth also told her
husband that she would like to hear his opinions of Goethe’s autobi-
ography.39 However, the Roths’ reading material did not consist solely
of belles lettres—a genre increasingly read by women40—but also
included non‹ction. When they did not have the chance to read pieces
together, they nevertheless discussed them, exchanging impressions
from their reading of newspapers such as Minerva, the Rheinischen
Merkur, the Nürnberger Correspondenten, and the Nürnberger
Anzeiger as well as a number of literary magazines.41 Religious litera-
ture also appeared on the Roths’ reading list, including Luther, ser-
mons, and even hymnals.42

The Roths’ reading material thus corresponded to what was preva-
lent at the time and more particularly to the canon recommended by
the writers of etiquette books as suitable for women. Moreover, the
conjugal catalog of works corresponded to the books that Bavarian
educational reformers Friedrich Immanuel Niethammer and Friedrich
Wilhelm Thiersch recommended for German lessons in grammar
schools—that is, works otherwise reserved for males, including
Geßner, Schiller, Goethe, the Nibelungenlied, Klopstock, Jacobi,
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Lessing, Winckelmann, and Herder.43 Reading at home provided
women with a means of gaining what they missed from German
lessons at school. The parallel with the case of marital writing lessons
is obvious. Thanks to their husbands’ instruction, women were intro-
duced to literature that they would otherwise have been unable to read.

The question of what was read leads directly to the question of how.
As in the case of writing, the couple’s transactions with respect to read-
ing occurred, at least early in the marriage, with the husband acting as
private tutor and thus as an unequal partner.44 This dynamic changed,
however, over time as Käthe and Friedrich gradually developed modes
of receiving and methods of discussing reading matter that went
beyond that of the teacher-pupil relationship. To the degree that dis-
cussion centered not so much on questions of which authors should be
read but rather on the content and meaning of what they had read—
the “joint working through of the reception experience”45—a new
mutuality developed between Käthe and Friedrich Roth. In the sense
described by an acquaintance of Käthe Roth’s father, Goethe, when a
text is critically enjoyed and joyfully criticized, “a new work of art” is
born.46 In the Roths’ discussions about a series of articles in the
Rheinischen Merkur, for example, the husband was by no means the
teacher of his wife.47 Reading thus became a new foundation for their
marital relationship—and indeed for all those who had correctly
understood the legendary cry of Goethe’s Lotte, who needed only to
utter “Klopstock!” to communicate her feelings to Werther.

This unequal intellectual exchange produced more than a compen-
satory education for the wife and more than a new footing for the cou-
ple. As in the case of letter writing, women’s intellectual activity
revealed new possibilities, pointing far beyond the gender regime of
difference and thereby alarming many contemporaries. For reading is
not simply a receptive act but always also a productive act of appro-
priation in the sense that readers, within certain bounds, determine
anew the meaning of what they read. All her husband’s suggestions
notwithstanding, Käthe Roth could interpret Clarissa in her own way.
If the absence of possibilities for controlling the practice and results of
reading in general posed a threat, in the case of novels it was a positive
danger, and precisely this hazard received wide discussion during the
reading craze. After all, questions of gender relations lay at the heart of
the novel of the period: as a contemporary put it, novels are “‹ctitious
stories of the events of love . . . for love must be the novel’s actual con-
tent.”48 Each novel thus invited Käthe Roth and her friends to give
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renewed thought to relations between the sexes, thoughts that could
lead in their own directions and, if contemporaries are to be believed,
at times even to outlandish fantasies that targeted the passions, becom-
ing ever more “tempestuous” and threatening to tear down all defenses
against “the force of the sex instinct.”49 Through reading—especially
of novels—a threatening “sentimentality and ecstasy”50 was said to
arise, releasing an absolute frenzy of feelings and desires. And this sen-
timentality in turn threatened to make female readers “distanced and
indifferent . . . toward the ordinary affairs of domestic life.”51

Observers feared that the intense toil of domestic work would slacken,
the household’s peace would be disturbed, and ultimately the entire
domestic arrangement would fall to ruin, all because reading novels led
the lady of the house to neglect her business.

And indeed, insofar as reading offered a pleasurable space for fan-
tasy, these contemporaries were right. On the one hand, fantasizing
could be frightening;52 on the other hand, it could lead to everyday
responsibilities simply being forgotten. Moreover, by proffering role
models that contrasted with readers’ experiences, novels stimulated
women to re›ect on how they might reshape their lives, as Lotte in
Goethe’s Werther did for sections of a generation of women.53 Reading
can serve as a “medium of self-understanding.”54 It can set in motion a
process of re›ection that goes beyond direct attempts at imitation and
in the course of which alternative roles and social identities are discov-
ered.55 The scenes, characters, and ideas depicted in literature may
inspire individuals to reconsider the course of their lives.

Just as letter writing expanded horizons and afforded a path of entry
into the public world, reading doubtless meant far more to Käthe
Roth, who had seen little of the world beyond Nuremberg, Stuttgart,
and Munich, than to her husband, who had visited Paris as a youth.
Also in the metaphorical sense, literature expanded the horizons of
women whose days were spent primarily with housework, needlework,
and raising children and who would otherwise rely on conversation
with maids, relatives, and friends as the source of news. Perhaps Käthe
Roth fared similarly to the pedagogue Caroline Rudolphi, who wrote,
“Everything around me remained bleak” until she became acquainted
with “worldly books”56 as a consequence of her husband’s suggestions
about literature.

No one could block these unintended expansions of horizon gener-
ated by the couple’s joint educational experience. These experiences
were full of contradictions—for example, that between reading that
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was determined and supervised by the husband and the possibility,
inherent in every act of reading, of autonomous interpretation. A con-
trast exists between two possible effects of reading. On the one hand
were the readings that centered on the couple in its intimate domestic
sphere, the ulterior purpose of which, if one considers its subject mat-
ter, was to equip readers for the polarized roles within the gender
regime that had been formulated so clearly by Schleiermacher. On the
other hand, reading created possibilities of challenging, reworking, or
escaping from that same gender system, even if only in one’s own imag-
ination. In the subsequent generation, this incongruity became openly
articulated, as Käthe Roth’s daughters expressed. In the context of the
emergent women’s movement, their generation demanded improved
access for women to the educational institutions of the nondomestic
sphere and re›ected aloud about alternative gender regimes. This next
cohort of women did not seek to expand educational horizons merely
within the realm of the married couple but also beyond, demanding
training colleges for female teachers, debating the issue of higher edu-
cation for girls, and founding women’s educational associations.57

The conjugal relationship founded on the basis of unequal educa-
tional exchange was a novelty in comparison with the previous genera-
tion of the Arbeitspaar, the couple whose relationship was based on
economic roles.58 Of course, the new conjugal model did not always
function as smoothly as it apparently did with the Roths. The few rel-
evant extant sources suggest that Käthe Roth’s sister, Elise, whose hus-
band was likewise a member of the educated middle class, appears to
have been less content with the educational transaction. Hilde Herle-
mann’s experience is also germane. She writes that “the wife’s neces-
sary continued education is the husband’s business; in this way he is
always assured of his superior position.”59 Nevertheless, within this
transaction a new conjugal bond was formed for that generation, and
this bond led to what Heide Wunder has shown to be the replacement
of the “working couple” by the “educated couple.”60

For all the possibilities that this educational transfer opened up for
Käthe Roth and many other educated middle-class women, it became
perhaps more important for the subsequent generation, where an
autonomous dynamic developed. Much evidence indicates that wives
in this later generation sought to do more than merely further their
education within the conjugal sphere. Indeed, their demand for
improved education for women also included the goal of widening the
scope of extramarital education. The contradiction between the open-
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ing of educational opportunities within marriage and the closure of the
same in public appears to have been experienced more acutely by
Käthe Roth’s daughters, who, with redoubled energy, endeavored to
open up alternative professional paths through education. Training
colleges for female teachers were set up, the issue of higher education
for girls was no longer merely debated, and women’s educational asso-
ciations created opportunities for self-help. In 1861 Mathilde Planck
from Württemberg became the ‹rst woman among the Roth family’s
acquaintances of the generation following Käthe Roth to pass the
qualifying examinations to become a teacher. Planck went on to
become a cofounder of the association of Württemberg women’s asso-
ciations.61

This leads us back to the starting point—the question of the remodel-
ing of the gender order, which was posed again and with renewed force
in the continued process of formation of the middle class through the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The relevant texts of
Schleiermacher, Gellert, and many other prominent writers as well as
the debates of middle-class circles show that women were required to
be passive, emotional, gentle, and modest and that marriage was to be
constituted as a master-subject relationship. This suggests that the
remodeling of the gender order was indeed characterized by a polar-
ization of gender characteristics and the subjection of the wife to the
husband, a suggestion that is highlighted by the practices of middle-
class couples. However, couples also found rather different answers to
the question of how to constitute a new and authentically middle-class
gender order, as is apparent from the sketches of the Roths’ everyday
marital life. Instead, a new mutuality of the sexes developed through
the exchange of education that occurred within marriage. New oppor-
tunities thus arose by which married women could compensate for
their inadequate education. Finally, this new conjugal cultural transfer
also ushered in the demands made by Käthe and Friedrich Roth’s chil-
dren and grandchildren that education (Bildung) should also be avail-
able for the female sex outside the domestic sphere. Thus, the marital
life of the educated middle class formed the central site in which by way
of education the couple developed a gender system of difference and
inequality. Second, education offered the female sex that which it was
otherwise denied. Third, foundations were laid for an expansion of
horizons that enabled the growth of the demands of the women’s
movement.
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