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INTRODUCTION

Sexology as a branch of science, that is to say, of medicine
and psychology, is coming of age. The Kinsey Reports
undoubtedly deserve some credit for this fortunate de-
velopment. Mr. Masters’ ‘“Forbidden Sexual Behavior
and Morality” and its publication by the Julian Press is
evidence of attained maturity.

Sexology shows signs of maturing also in the field of
sociology as the work of the marriage counsellors clearly
indicates. Only in our legal statutes and with our law en-
forcement agencies is sexology still an infant, still living
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in the Middle Ages, with superstition, prejudice and ig-
norance replacing logic and scientific fact.

Thoughts like this readily come to one’s mind in read-
ing Mr. Masters’ new and striking discussion of some of
the forbidden things in sex. Much credit and thanks are
due him for his fearless, diligent and painstaking exami-
nation of subjects heretofore treated only superficially
and with much reluctance and caution, even by sexologi-
cal writers.

Nowhere in the scientific or semi-scientific (which is
also sometimes semi-pornographic) literature is anything
found that can—in completeness and objectivity—be
compared to the first part of Masters book dealing with
“Bestiality.” It may well be the “Bible” of all future
studies of this subject.

There exists by now a vast literature on homosexuality.
The respective chapter in the present volume neverthe-
less constitutes a valuable if not indispensable supplement
for all students of the subject.

The section on ‘“Miscegenation” may provoke more
emotional reactions in American readers than the other
four sections, excepting perhaps the last one dealing with
adult-child sex relations. Far-seeing biologists have taken
the stand that the final solution of all racial problems is
integration and amalgamation. The student who wants to
learn facts free from emotional preconceptions will do
well to keep such an opinion in mind when reading Mr.
Masters’ scholarly discussion.

Many hitherto unknown facts have been assembled by
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Mr. Masters in his chapter on “‘Sex and Drugs.” Doctors
and doctors-in-spe will study its contents to their advan-
tage.

A British sexologist once wrote with justifiable sarcasm
“scratch a general practitioner of medicine and you will
find a puritan underneath.” Such, of course, applies like-
wise to the specialist who decries the use of testosterone as
unethical because—horrible dictu—it may in some few
cases increase sex desire and potency.

The sober and factual study of the ““Lolita” and related
“complexes” contains much shocking material, but
“shock” can be a valuable therapeutic agent for a number
of mental disorders, for instance, apathy. Again, students
of this “sex deviation” will have to acknowledge their
debt to Mr. Masters.

Forbidden sex as it exists in Anglo-Saxon countries and
in a Judeo-Christian culture is a wide and fruitful field
for studies, for which the following pages give striking
evidence. It is gratifying to know that Mr. Masters is pre-
paring supplementary publications, not only on further
aspects of homosexuality, but also on such problems as
incest, sado-masochism, vampirism and, finally, prostitu-
tion.

To the extremists among our puritans, anything in sex
that gives pleasure is forbidden. Even in the marriage
bed, the pleasurable part of sex relations can be frowned
upon. Procreation must be the aim, not recreation.

An educational sexological magazine published in the
United States is not allowed to print the word “enjoy-
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ment”’ in referring to sex relations. The censor objects.
“Satisfaction’ is about as far as a writer may go in describ-
ing a sex act.

Among more specific forbidden sex behavior, this
writer has had occasion to study numerous cases of trans-
vestism and transsexualism, problems with which Mr.
Masters will likewise deal in the future.

Transvestism, in sexological practice, chiefly refers to
men who have the often irrepressible desire to wear fe-
male dress. Its more severe stage is represented by the
(rare) transsexual who not only wants to appear as a
woman, but wants to be a woman, as much so as medicine
or surgery can make him one (Example: Christine Jorgen-
sen). Although there is no law that expressly forbids a
man to wear female attire, the sexual implications in the
act make it “forbidden sex.” On many occasions, these
people have been arrested and imprisoned under such
obtuse and legally indefensible charges as ‘“masquerad-
ing,” “disorderly conduct,” or “impersonation.”” The re-
pressive acts of police and the judiciary are unreasonable
because transvestites as such are as harmless as mastur-
bators, needing no sex partner for their particular pursuit
of happiness, and therefore endangering no one.

The transsexual who desires a conversion operation in
order to get rid of those organs that stamp him legally
and anatomically as male, likewise enters the realm of
“forbidden sex.” His plight is often pathetic. Psychiatry,
as proven over and over, has nothing to offer in such
cases. Since, therefore, the mind cannot be adjusted to the
body, an—at least partial—adjustment of the body to the

X1
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mind would seem logical. But few are the surgeons who
dare follow such logic in the face of possible legal objec-
tions based on a law against mayhem. This law originated
in the days of Henry VIII in order to prevent self-mutila-
tion and injury to any part of the body needed to fight in
battle. It stretches the imagination rather far to apply
such function to the male genitalia.

The most frequent ““forbidden sex,” fortunately to be
dealt with in greater detail by Mr. Masters in a future
book, is the sex that can be purchased, mostly for “normal”
—often also for “perverted”—sex acts, and then doubly
forbidden. I am referring to prostitution, the much-
maligned and misnamed oldest profession. This “social
evil” can and has been treated objectively, unemotionally
and scientifically by sexologists, similar to the way Mr.
Masters has treated his present five subjects. They came to
the conclusion that purchasable “sex service” can have
advantages for society and should not be condemned as
“vice.” The opinions of thoughtful men and women have
undoubtedly been influenced by these writings, but it will
take many more of such efforts until their message may
finally reach the minds of law makers and overcome their
inherent inertia, so that a saner and fairer legal code
dealing with human sexuality may emerge.

Harry Benjamin, M.D.
New York City
February 1962



BESTIALITY

The sexual relations of humans with beasts



“The anthropoid is more luckless and
unintelligent than animals, and the
remedy for his ills is not progress,
going forward, which is always to his
grave, but turning backwards. He has
extirpated most of the beasts which
he no longer has as tutors. As a result
he does not know whether to cohabit
with woman, with man, or with
sheep, and there are some who are
enormously aroused by the sight of
a mare. There is a breed of dog that
will copulate with a wolf, and it is
believed that a species of dog is de-
rived from the tiger, and there is the
Babylonian cameleopard; but, for the
most part, the stallion seeks the fe-
male of its kind, and the elephant
hankers after the same sort of animal
that bore him.”
EDWARD DAHLBERG
in The Sorrows of Priapus

PRELIMINARY REMARKS

Artists, looking upon the phenomenon of bestiality—
human-animal sex relationships—f{rom the vantage point
of esthetics, have perceived it as beautiful or ugly, tender
or terrible, grotesque or merely ludicrous.

Theologians, bowing to Biblical prohibitions and bas-
ing their judgments on the conception of man as a spirit-
ual being and of the animal as a merely carnal one, have
regarded the same phenomenon as both a violation of
Biblical edicts and a degradation of man, with the result
that the act of bestiality has been castigated and anath-
ematized as sinful, unnatural, and depraved.
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Present-day scientists, basing their opinions upon ex-
tensive and impeccable data, have concluded that man’s
desire to mate with members of species other than his own
is quite natural, and parallels tendencies to be found
among other representatives of the animal world. There-
fore, science has decreed, bestiality may be condemned
only in terms of arbitrary ethical and metaphysical doc-
trines and not as a violation of the natural order of things.

There are, of course, a host of other perspectives and
blendings of perspectives. My own is closer to the esthetic
than the theological or even the biological-scientific view-
point. From this basically esthetic perspective, but utiliz-
ing certain insights and tools of various systems and
schools of philosophical and psychological thought, I
have undertaken to survey and analyze the meaning and
content of the sexual relations of humans with beasts.

The esthetic vantage point from which I have pro-
ceeded has partially and sometimes largely determined
not only the matter but also the manner of the writing.
Thus, there is both levity and gravity which extend not
just to the subject matter and the conclusions drawn
from it, but also to the tone, the style, and the vocabulary
of the presentation. While this has seemed to me to be
the method most consistent with the pursuit of that chi-
mera objectivity, I am aware that it may also lead to a
certain amount of confusion—an eventuality I hope to
forestall by voicing these prefatory words of caution and
explanation.

Undoubtedly some of the historical material included
here is dubious and quite possibly apocryphal, and some
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of the constructions I have placed on the material are de-
batable. It must be remembered that in dealing with
remote historical data the separation of fact from phan-
tasy is frequently impossible. Phantasy is often scarcely
less important and illuminating than the fact. And any
constructions placed upon any data of this kind, partic-
ularly when the subject is such a controversial and emo-
tive one, will always be debatable.

Lastly, so far as these preliminary remarks are con-
cerned, I would like to say that I have taken the late Dr.
Kinsey at his word as regards the relatively great inci-
dence of “animal contacts” in rural areas—and conceive
of my labor as primarily a contribution to the well-being
of the world’s peasants. But I hope and trust, of course,
that the work will also prove utilitarian, edifying, and of
interest elsewhere.

PREHISTORY OF BESTIALITY

Since prehistoric man was pre-historic, it is doubtless
unnecessary to say that we know nothing of his sexual be-
havior—save that he managed to copulate and thus re-
produce his kind in sufficient numbers to prevent the ex-
tinction of genus Homo. The temptation to speculate
about the sexual and other behavior of prehistoric man
is great—as so many writers have demonstrated, by suc-
cumbing; but it seems best to resolutely resist the seduc-



Forbidden Sexual Behavior and Morality

tion save for a few brief and rather conventional remarks.

Early man was in all likelihood the possessor of a sexual
instinct urging him on to coition and the resultant per-
petuation of his kind. Differing little if at all from other
animals in this respect, he could be assumed to have
been guided instinctually to perform his sexual acts
largely if not exclusively with members of the opposite
sex of his own species. When his biological sex urges were
compellingly present but the usual means of gratifying
them were not at hand, he probably looked about—again
like at least some other animals—for a substitute. It is in
such a situation that bestiality, and conceivably homo-
sexuality and masturbation as well, might first be ex-
pected to occur.?

It is safe enough to speculate that only want of oppor-
tunity or lack of inclination (deriving sometimes, no
doubt, from not having thought of it) would have de-
terred early man from promiscuous sexual intercourse
with other animals. Religious, magical, moral, and es-
thetic objections would scarcely have entered the picture
—so that danger, inconvenience and anatomical discrep-
ancies would have been, once bestiality figured as a
choice, the most likely obstacles.

Having no image of himself as a spiritual being, and
probably not even recognizing any mental distinctions
between himself and other animals, it is likely that pre-
historic man differentiated between the earth’s creatures
only in terms of size, configuration, degree of threat to his
physical safety, and—in some cases, as his intellectual ca-
pacity developed—adaptability to his personal cravings
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and requirements. There could have been none of that
sense of pride in his humanity—with accompanying con-
tempt for beings of a lower order—which later, along
with certain scriptural doctrines and theological specula-
tions, led man to view bestiality as a descent, a degrada-
tion, and a sin.

Having discovered the possibility that other creatures
could be used for sexual intercourse, early man was likely
to have made many such attempts—though it is doubt-
ful that he was so sexually omnivorous as the Christian
and Jewish Adam, who, rabbinical interpreters of the
Old Testament tell us, had intercourse with every crea-
ture before God finally hit upon the idea of woman and
created Eve. Eventually, experience would have taught
man that certain beasts were suitable for sex, just as cer-
tain beasts were suitable for food, while others were no
good for this purpose, or too much trouble, or too danger-
ous to come by. Bestiality, as other facets of man’s be-
havior, would have tended then, eventually, towards
limitations and stereotype. The extension of these self-
imposed practical limitations would have come only
when, centuries and millenia later, the social units of
mankind would have learned the lesson that in the sup-
pression of sexual behavior (though not of sexual desires)
lies one of the secrets of the acquisition and preservation
of individual and institutional authority and power.
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PRIMITIVES

Bestiality is not—though the generalization must allow
for a good many exceptions—a sophisticated variety of
sexual behavior. It is not unreasonable to suppose that
prehistoric man, despite his limited intelligence and
imagination, discovered this practice rather early in his
career and, with the passage of time, even refined and
developed its possibilities.

After man had reached the level achieved by some of
the primitive peoples with whom we are familiar today,
bestiality may well have been one of the regular, if scarcely
preferred, features of sexual life. A factor contributing to
this would have been the domestication of animals—
dogs, horses, cattle, and other creatures with which sex-
ual intercourse presents few problems, and which are,
above all, readily available to the man or woman who
wishes thus to use them.

“Doing what comes naturally,” primitive man did not
have to worry about policemen arresting him and official-
dom prosecuting and sentencing him for “‘monstrous
crimes against nature.”” On the other hand, even some
primitive societies are not altogether lacking in disap-
proval of such sexual practices as bestiality—partially
perhaps as a result of concern over the possible threat to
population increase, a consideration which also played a
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major role in determining many of the old Jewish anti-
sexual prohibitions which anachronistically still reach out
across the centuries to govern us today.

Malinowski, who noted that the Trobrianders have no
laws against bestiality (or homosexuality, masturbation,
exhibitionism, etc.), tells us that offenders are nonetheless
subjected to punishment in the form of derision and con-
tempt: “No one likes to penetrate excrement,” says the
Trobriand Islander (ignorant of the predilections of cer-
tain celebrated sodomists), and ““No one likes a dog better
than a woman.” Meaning, of course, that one ought not
to enjoy such things.

Other primitive peoples of modern times have also
been observed to disapprove, though only mildly, of such
deviant forms of sexual behavior as bestiality and ho-
mosexuality—and somewhat like the Trobianders they
express their lack of approval by poking fun at the mis-
creant rather than by officially condemning and punish-
ing him. It is somewhat saddening to remark that the
primitives display a more tolerant and possibly even
more enlightened approach to sexual behavior than do
the inhabitants of the so-called civilized countries—
though it would be even more civilized, sophisticated,
and admirably charitable if the deviant behavior were
officially and generally ignored and, in the civilized na-
tions, help made unobtrusively available to those who
might choose to accept it. This is, of course, not likely to
occur soon; contemporary societies continue to mani-
fest—by their desire to punish—the neurotic impulses,
repressed cravings, irrational beliefs and attitudes, and
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similar phenomena of the psyche which continue to
dominate them.

ANTIQUITY

With continuing though hopefully not castrate con-
ciseness we will look here only briefly at the ancient
world, arbitrarily limiting the discussion to the Egyptian,
Greek, and Roman civilizations—which will be men-
tioned elsewhere in the text as well. Bestiality, it will have
to be sufficient to say, existed as a rather widespread
practice in all of the nations of antiquity of which we
have adequate records. Where it is not specifically men-
tioned, it may be legitimately inferred on the basis of the
over-all evidence. (I bring up this point because I should
not wish to be accused of exposing to likely censure and
malediction only the Egyptians, the Greeks, and the Ro-
mans—as 1f I were an Arab, insisting that all that is
erotically irregular in this world came out of Turkey.)

In ancient Egypt, the animal aspects of the gods in-
sured that bestiality would be practiced both for religious
and magical purposes. The representation of the Egyp-
tian gods as beings of part-human forms was linked—a
further impetus to bestiality—to the belief that living
animals partook of the divinity of the gods and goddesses
whose forms they shared.?

Humanity 1is indebted to Herodotus for the informa-
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tion that religious bestiality was practiced in Egypt—the
most famous example being, of course, the copulations
of women with goats. Later, Voltaire spoke of sexual re-
lations between Egyptian women and sacred goats, and
cited Plutarch and Pindar as his sources. Another and
still later commentator upon this matter was the scholar
and anthropologist Lang, who advised us that the Egyp-
tian women submitted to he-goats while the “‘men com-
mitted the sin of impurity with she-goats.” The most
famous or infamous example of this was, as is well
known, the Goat of Mendes, who was thought to be the
incarnation of the procreative deity. In the temple at
Mendes, countless persons engaged in worshipful besti-
ality with goats especially trained for the purpose.®

Besides the goat, the Egyptians were known to carnally
consort with the Hamadryas baboon, a semi-divine and
picturesque creature whose talents also included assum-
ing postures of prayer in the temples, waiting on tables,
and removing weeds from garden plots. (Elsewhere in the
Middle East, and the East as well, the baboon was fa-
vored. At El Yemen, trained baboons were popular sex
partners with men and women alike. Similarly, in the
Nile and Indus Valleys, monkeys were instructed in the
art of manipulating the genitals of both sexes. In India,
Hindu holy men were much addicted to bestiality with
sacred monkeys, and sometimes with sacred cows as well.
It is recorded that dog-faced baboons once fornicated
with women throughout Egypt and the length and
breadth of the Arab world.)

It should not be supposed that sacred goats and semi-
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divine baboons exhausted Egyptian ingenuity. To men-
tion only one further example, it has often been related
that the Egyptians mastered the art of sexual congress
with the crocodile—this act being accomplished, say
authorities, by turning the creature onto its back, which
renders it incapable of resisting penetration. These rep-
tilian cohabitations, it was held by the superstitious,
would bring prosperity and restore the potency of men
whose powers, whether owing to age or debauchery, were
flagging.

Turning to the Greeks, we recall with Xenophon how,
during the retreat of the Ten Thousand, there were
abominable unions with goats. A further indication that
the Greek—who perhaps acquired his predilection from
the Egyptian—was sexually concerned with the goat, is
the satyr, a mythical being, half-goat, half-man, who was
noted for his virility and lasciviousness, and who exer-
cised it freely with humans, nymphs, and other creatures.
This leads us to the realm of Greek mythology which is
considered by scholars to provide the best evidence for
the thesis that the incidence of bestiality among the
ancient Greeks was high, and that the attitude toward
this form of sexual expression somewhat less than se-
verely condemnatory.

For example, Norman Haire (Hymen) has noticed
that “since the Greek myths contain many stories of gods
who assumed the shape of animals in order to mate with
mortals, we may judge that even bestiality was not re-
garded as revolting.” We may probably, without wanton
imaginative excess, go a bit farther than Dr. Haire and

12
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assert that bestiality appealed greatly to the Greek imagi-
nation—and not too infrequently to the Greek gonads
as well.

Of the Greek gods who in animal form mated with
mortals, everyone recalls Zeus, who appeared to Europa
as a bull,* to Leda as a swan, and to Persephone as a
serpent. Or Apollo, who in serpent form made love to
Atys. We recall, too, a goodly number of other instances
of bestial intercourse related by the historians and myth-
ologists: Among them, the matings of Aristo Ephesius
with a she-ass, Semiramis, legendary foundress of Baby-
lon, with a stallion, and Fulvius with a mare. From the
union of Pasiphae and the bull was born the Minotaur,
and the mythologists credited other bestial unions with
bringing into the world Satyrs, Centaurs, and other
strange and monstrous creatures.®

Robert Burton (Anatomy of Melancholy) adds to the
list Sphynxes, saying that “not only men go with goats,
swine and horses, but women are inflamed with mad pas-
sion for beasts, whence Minotaurs, Centaurs, Silvanuses,
Sphynxes, etc. . . .” (Of both mythological bestiality and
the resulting monstrous issues I will have considerably
more to say in another place.)

Of the three great antique civilizations here dealt with,
the Roman was the most lavish and factual in its record-
ing of both public and private bestiality. Sometimes ani-
mal intercourse was the practice of shepherds, shep-
herdesses, and other rustic bumpkins; sometimes a whole
population was given to it—as in the case of the Sybarites,
noted for their sodomies and copulations with canines

13
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(as were the Moors, rightly or wrongly, in later times);
on other occasions bestiality was a spectator sport, as in
the case of the exhibitions staged at the Roman Games;
sometimes it was the voluptuous indulgence of noble
Roman ladies; and sometimes even emperors were in-
volved. (Nero, disguised as a wild beast, once invaded the
arena at the Games to assault members of both sexes, a
performance he concluded by casting off his costume and
publicly falling into the embraces of Doryphorous, his
male lover.)

Several writers—Martial among them—have related
that Roman women inserted snakes into their sexual
parts, not only as a means of arriving at orgasm, but also
as a way of keeping cool and averting noisome genital
stenches in the summertime. According to Lucian, the
snakes were also taught to suckle the nipples of the
women’s breasts. Births consequent upon the flagitious
fornications of human females with ophidian paramours
were of course widely reported.

For the Roman Games, male animals of all sorts were
trained from the earliest possible age to copulate with
and even forcibly ravish girls and women. Bulls, giraffes,
leopards, cheetahs, wild boars, zebras, stallions, jack-asses,
huge dogs, various kinds of apes, and other animals were
taught—not without considerable effort on the part of
their trainers—to perform these functions. Some of the
more adaptable and enthusiastic ones were further tu-
tored to commit sodomy on human males and females.

Especially popular at the Games were representations
of scenes from the sexual lives of the gods, a particular

14



BESTIALITY

favorite being Pasiphae and the Bull. Needless to say,
the bulls, stallions, and giraffes, and some of the other
larger animals, inflicted terrible suffering, sometimes
even death, on their victims, who were often virgins and
not infrequently small children.

One appreciatively received spectacle is said to have
been staged at which a hundred tiny blonde girls were
raped simultaneously by a horde of baboons. Chimpan-
zees and ferocious but colorful mandrills, made drunk
by wine and inflamed by the odor of females of their
kind, were loosed upon girls whose genitals had been
drenched with the urine of female chimps and mandrills.

On occasion, as a stirring climax to all of this, the beasts
were permitted to kill and, if they wished, devour their
human victims after assaulting them sexually. Such acts
invariably brought down the house at the Games, and
were even more popular than the often staged but never-
wearied-of human sex orgies.

We need not descend from these heights of pageantry
and lascivious frenzy to consider the mundane frolics of
rustics with such commonplace creatures as goats, sheep,
and ponies.

From the ancient world up through our own time, in
all countries—though more frequently in some than in
others—bestiality was practiced, thought about, dreamed
of, and emerged as myth, fairy tale, folklore, literature,
painting, and sculpture. At the same time, it claimed its
human and animal victims.

Among the Jews, the zooerast (bestialist) was stoned to
death. In the Middle Ages, he was burned, perhaps as a
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reminder to other citizens that burning was the fate of
the Cities of the Plain.

In 1468, Jean Beisse, accused of bestiality with a cow
on one occasion, with a goat on another, was first hanged,
then burned. The animal parties to the crimes were
burned also.

In 1539, Guillaume Garnier, charged with sodomizing
a she-dog, was ordered strangled after he confessed (under
torture) to that abomination. The dog was burned, along
with the trial records which were too horrible and poten-
tially dangerous to be permitted to exist.

In 1601, Claudine de Culam, a young girl of sixteen,
was convicted of copulating with a dog. Both the girl and
the dog were first hanged, then strangled, and finally
burned.

In 1735, Francois Borniche was charged with sexual in-
tercourse with animals. It was greatly feared that “his in-
famous debauches may corrupt the young men.” He was
imprisoned. There is no record of his release.

And so on, up to the present. The sentences grow
lighter; that is, there are fewer executions and lifelong
imprisonments. Nonetheless, the individuals are de-
stroyed. Where the law is lenient, society still takes its
revenge: public scorn and hatred, ostracism, withholding
of work. Always, once the matter has been brought to the
attention of the community, the reprisals are vicious, un-
relenting, remorseless, and total.

The cases cited above are of course only illustrative of
the extremity of the penalties assessed. Many, many others
were also “‘brought to justice.” Despite this, bestiality is
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far from eliminated, and perhaps not even deterred. At
times, as during the witchcraft epidemic, and again in the
eighteenth century, the act was especially commonplace.
During these more sophisticated interludes, pleasure was
less the end pursued by the bestialist than it had been
formerly. Rather, bestiality became an act of revolt or
defiance against God, or the state, or other authority. It
was practiced as a vice, both to show one’s contempt for
official morality and to experience the sense of sinfulness
which intensifies all pleasures.

When such ends as these are pursued, bestiality be-
comes the practice of the nobility, the intellectuals, and
the artists, whose phantasies, particularly, are engaged.
When, at other periods, it is pursued merely as a means of
appeasing the sexual appetite—usually in the absence of
an obtainable human sex partner—it is, as Havelock Ellis
observed, a practice of clodhoppers.

MODERN TIMES

In modern times, the practice of bestiality has been re-
ported with a greater thoroughness than was the case in
the ancient world, and this despite the fact that in the
West at least the practitioners have grown considerably
more furtive. Certainly, the past two hundred years have
seen nothing to compare with the spectacular bestiality of
the Roman Games, a phenomenon unique in all of his-
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tory. The “exhibition” persists, even down to the present
day, but it is conducted stealthily, in defiance of law and
society (though sometimes with the well-remunerated
connivance of the police), and most frequently for secret
circles of debauchees, wealthy tourists, and the like.

The covertness of Western bestiality is not quite ri-
valled by the less inhibited or more impassioned zooerasts
of Africa and the Middle and Far East. This is especially
the case with the primitive and less-than-civilized peoples
whose relatively overt indulgence in bestiality has been
widely and reliably remarked.

Among the Manghabei of Madagascar, for example,
bestiality with calves, kids, and cows has been observed
to be practiced by children and adults alike. Among the
Malayans, the Battaks of Sumatra were renowned for
their addiction to bestiality and other extracoital carou-
sals. And in Kamchatka, it was said of the women that
they were much given to engaging in erotic practices with
dogs.

The Negroes of Zanzibar—remarkable for apparently
developing all of the so-called vices of advanced civiliza-
tions on their own—practiced and perhaps still do,
amongst the multiplicity of their perversions, sodomitic
intercourse with nanny-goats.

Felix Bryk, taking note of an interesting custom, re-
ported that the ‘“Suaheli and Arabians of the coast”
were wont to necrophilously sodomize slain sea-cows, or
dugong, an habituation which caused the missionaries
much spiritual distress.

“This bestial lechery,” Bryk writes,® “is motivated,
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according to the reports of many, by a superstition . . .
it was absolutely necessary for the hunter of the dugong
to cohabit with the animal he had slain, or at his next catch
he would be dragged into the depths of the sea by another
animal. But cohabitation with his prey would, on the
other hand, insure him against such an accident on the
open sea. This sodomy, consequently, is part of magic,
as a preventive act of safeguarding.

“Whether caused by superstition or not, according to
many reports the dugong, when dragged up on land, is to
be mounted by none but fishermen. This is such a gen-
eral occurrence that the people who buy the meat of the
sea-cow make the Islamic fisherman swear by the Koran
that he has had no sexual intercourse with the sea-cow
he is offering for sale. They will not buy the meat from
him unless he swears. They do not want the flesh of a
creature that has served man as a beast of pleasure. That
is cannibalism.”

That the fisherman should be obliged to take this par-
ticular oath on the Koran is, in a way, ironic. Unlike most
of the holy books of mankind, those omniscient Baedekers
to life in this world and entry into the next, the Koran
makes no mention of sexual relations with animals. Since
bestiality was not specifically prohibited by the Prophet,
the Arabs have never taken quite so condemnatory an
attitude towards the practice, and indeed a popular Arab
saying had it that “The pilgrimage to Mecca is not com-
plete without copulating with the camel.”” (It should be
added that the camel is a notoriously unfriendly beast,
little given to affectionate dalliance of any sort with hu-
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mans, and perhaps the saying hints at a greater incidence
of such activity than has ever really been the case.)

So far as the Turks are concerned, it is said—by the
Arabs, of course—that they are not merely ravening rap-
ists and maniacal pederasts, addicted to every erotic
enormity possible with one’s fellow human, but that there
is also no bird or beast, dead or living, with which they
have not at least attempted bestiality. (It is well known
that they are iniquitously enamoured of their mares
which, moreover, they sodomize, rather than using in the
less reprehensible vaginal way.) It may here be noted that
the same has been said of German, especially Prussian,
cavalrymen, and that Hungarian Hussars have also been
victims of this possible canard.

The Egyptian shepherd boy, like his counterpart in the
ancient world, is said to have been on occasion more than
permissibly familiar with his ewes—a charge shepherds
of other lands have also had to bear up under. The Egyp-
tian, however, was said to especially favor fellatio, per-
formed upon him by suckling lambs and goats, and if the
animals required special inducement he would rub honey
or candy on his penis in order to provide it.

G. Robinson Lees asserts that as recently as the early
part of this century the nomads’ practice of copulating
with their cattle constituted an ordinary feature of pas-
toral life among the Palestinian Arabs. Raphael Patai
(Sex and Family Life in the Bible) says that bestiality is
found only rarely among the Rwala Bedouins, occasion-
ally in Central Arabia, and frequently among the semi-
Bedouins of Northern Palestine and in Mecca. In Mo-
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rocco, he adds illuminatingly, the young boys practice
bestiality with she-asses in order to make the penis grow.
Grown-up men are ridiculed for the practice, but they are
not punished so long as they confine their amours to their
own livestock.

We should not take leave of this part of the world with-
out pausing to consider certain behavior brought to our
attention by Allen Edwardes (T he Jewel in the Lotus):
“Neglected or pathologic women, especially in Abyssinia
and the Sudan, smuggled dog-faced apes (girds) into the
harem. These were lusty brutes, known to kill men and
rape women in many parts of the country; and an old
Egyptian saying declared: ‘Nothing poketh and stroketh,
nor lusteth after a female, more strenuously than the
baboon.” Trained, the cynocephalus, drilling vigorously,
endured much longer than the hardiest eunuch. The only
shortcoming was that the penis of the baboon proved
more stiff and sturdy than long and thick, and concubines
demanded ample girth for proper response. Yet those who
could achieve venereal paroxysm by friction of the vagi-
nal orifice and external genitalia were greatly enamoured
of monkeys. Thus the Arab, student of medicine, defi-
nitely held that nymphomania was due to black and yel-
low worms in the vagina: black being bred by the strok-
ings of a Negro, and yellow by the strokings of a domiciled
baboon. Many such women having animal contacts were
considered saints and hooree-yehs (nymphs of heaven).”

Turning westward, we may well be surprised, even
astonished, after all this, to find the learned sexological
pioneer Krafft-Ebing declaring that bestiality is, for the
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human female, limited to intercourse with dogs. In Psy-
chopathia Sexualis, that still instructive catalogue of
man’s sexual vagaries, Krafft-Ebing cites one such case
(of intercourse with canines) of which he had knowledge
—that of a Parisian woman who “showed herself in the
sexual act with a trained bulldog, to a secret circle of
roués, at ten francs a head.”

Herzog's Medical Jurisprudence, which goes into some
detail concerning the various bestial practices of both
men and women, is better, though still inadequately, in-
formed where the female 1s concerned: “‘Bestiality in men
is encountered in many forms. Horses, cows, donkeys,
pigs, goats, sheep, dogs, and barnyard fowls are the ani-
mals most frequently used. In male animals the rectum
is generally used, although in one reported case a man
used the nostrils of a horse. In female animals the pene-
tration may be into either the rectum or the vagina. In
birds the penis is introduced into the cloaca of the bird
and coitus thus accomplished. In many of these cases the
animals used either sicken or die and an examination as
to the cause may find severe injury done to the parts and
throw suspicion on someone who may (then) be caught
in the act.

“In most cases where four-footed animals are used in
bestiality the man plays the active part in pedicatio, but
there are instances where the animal is the active agent,
the human male taking the part of the pathic; thus there
1s the case recorded where a farmer’s rectum was seriously
injured because he used a bull as the active agent.

“In other cases large dogs are used either for the active
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or passive agent in pederasty. Where the dog is used as
the active agent, if the act is interrupted before the dog
has ejaculated, owing to the swelling of the glans of the
penis, which occurs during coitus and which disappears
only after ejaculation, the sudden withdrawal of the penis
while the glans is swollen will often cause a laceration of
the anus.

“. . . Bestiality in women is a great deal more preva-
lent than it i1s in men.”” (The findings of the late Dr. Kin-
sey are in contradiction to this view, though they are of
course confined to the U.S., while Herzog’s is perhaps a
more global perspective.) “Not only lap-dogs and large
dogs, both male and female, can be used for cunnilingus,
but large male dogs are frequently used for actual coitus.
Where large dogs are used for actual coitus in novices to
this practice, there are generally marks from the claws of
the dog, which can be found on the abdomen and on the
inside of both thighs, in parallel arrangement.

“Not only dogs have been used by women in the prac-
tice of bestiality, but a case is related where a number of
congenial souls amused themselves with fishes, by insert-
ing the tail ends of the live fish into the vulva and then by
pressing the head of the fish, would start it to squirming,
thus tickling the vulva. Stekel relates a case where a young
lady managed to use flies for her purpose. She would lie
down on a sofa and separating her thighs would smear
honey on and in the vulva. The flies thus attracted by the
honey would tickle her until her sexual appetite was ap-
peased.”

(The smearing of honey on the male genitalia in order
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to experience titillation by flies is also known to have oc-
curred. The bites of insects, particularly bees, have been
solicited by males both masochistically to enjoy the pain-
ful sensations, and in order to cause the penis to swell and
thus enlarge the organ, after which sexual intercourse was
engaged in before the swelling had a chance to recede.
Female “intercourse” with insects, it may be added, is
said to have been the exotic piéce de resistance of erotic
exhibitions. One such clandestine exhibition—doubtless
the story is a fabrication—is said to have occurred at the
World’s Fair in Chicago, where the theme was ‘“A Cen-
tury of Progress.” Even if there was such an exhibition—
and whether actual or imaginary, it temporarily enriched
the American vernacular of the "Thirties with the term
“fly-fucking’”’—there is no reason to suppose that it neces-
sarily enjoyed the imprimatur of Fair authorities.)

Since the Herzog discussion calls attention to the mat-
ter, it might be well at this point to consider briefly the
dangers associated with bestiality, and these are not all
legal ones. Although the odds weigh heavily against such
an occurrence, there are quite a few cases on record of
individuals injured as a result of having sexual relations
with animals, especially dogs.

Zooerastic (anal) intercourse with the larger animals in
which the human plays the passive role is of course likely
to result in injury to the man or woman involved, and
this 1s particularly true when the individual is not an
habitual passive sodomist and the anus has not made the
accommodation to pedication noted by Tarnowsky (Ped-
erasty in Europe), and others. For this reason, passive anal
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intercourse with animals is rare, apart from the inten-
tional torture of human beings by such means, examples
of which are discussed elsewhere (and which is also now,
happily, rare). But there is on record (it must be a differ-
ent case from that cited by Herzog, or else a later version)
the death of a farmer resulting from his attempt to have
himself buggered by a bull. A few similar instances, in-
volving bulls, stallions, and other large animals, have also
been reported.

The dog, probably the animal most frequently used
in this country for sexual purposes, may inflict serious in-
juries when he is the active agent in either sodomy or
coitus, especially when the act is prematurely (before dis-
charge and detumescence) interrupted. This results from
the peculiar and apparently inutile structure of the dog’s
penis, which has a massive ball or knot near its midpoint.
Once the dog’s phallus has been inserted into either
vagina or anus, and the ball has become engorged, pain-
less withdrawal is almost impossible until after the dog
ejaculates, when shrinkage and flaccidity of both ball and
penis occur. On occasion, in copulation with another dog,
the sphincter of the bitch will clench around the base of
the dog’s penis, preventing the withdrawal of blood from
the organ, and thus maintaining tumescence—and it is
then that dogs become locked painfully together, as many
persons have seen to occur. Eugene Burns (The Sex Life
of Wild Animals) observes that the function of the knot
on the dog’s penis—a structural oddity he shares with the
fox, the coyote, and the wolf—is mysterious, since all of
these animals are able to ejaculate without the knot’s be-
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coming tumescent. Indeed, its only function seems to be
the infelicitous one of causing the male and female beasts
to become the more inextricably joined together, a state
which is invariably productive of suffering and has even
been known to cause the deaths of the animals.

As mentioned, most human injuries resulting from in-
tercourse with canines occur when the participants are
surprised or startled and a forced withdrawal of the dog’s
erect organ is attempted. In one case, a woman was sur-
prised in Washington copulating with a large English
mastiff, and when the terrified couple endeavored to hast-
ily sever the connection the dog’s phallus was so forcefully
removed as to bring about a fatal hemorrhage in the
woman.

In another case, at Omaha, Nebraska, a sixteen-year-old
boy had himself sodomized by a dog and when separation
was attempted the dog “tore through the sphincter ani an
inch into the gluteus muscles.”

Havelock Ellis (Studies in the Psychology of Sex) men-
tions the above cases, and another involving a girl: “In a
Missouri case, which I verified, a smart, pretty, well-edu-
cated country girl was found with a profuse offensive
vaginal discharge which had been present for about a
week, coming on suddenly. After washing the external
genitals and opening the labia three rents were dis-
covered, one through the fourchette and two through the
left nymphae. The vagina was excessively congested and
covered with points bleeding on the slightest irritation.
The patient confessed that one day while playing with
the genitals of a large dog she became excited and thought

26



BESTIALITY

she would have slight coitus. After the dog had made an
entrance she was unable to free herself from him, as he
clasped her so firmly with his forelegs. The penis became
so swollen that the dog could not free himself, although
for more than an hour she made persistent efforts to do
s0.” (sic)

Departing from the painful subject just dealt with, we
note that Kinsey’s inevitable finding (Sexual Behavior in
the Human Male and Sexual Behavior in the Human
Female) that bestiality is more common in the country
than in the city was anticipated in the nineteenth century
by Pastor Wagner who, of course, found the same to be
true for the German Empire of his day. Wagner pub-
lished the results of his survey of rustic behavior in a mas-
sive work which, as the sexologist Moll observed, de-
stroyed once and for all the myth of rural innocence.

Dr. Kinsey, in scrutinizing the sexual outlets of his
American contemporaries, came to the conclusion that
“. . . no other type of sexual activity . . . accounts for
a smaller proportion of the total outlet of the total popu-
lation” than bestiality. (This, it should be understood,
excludes some of the more esoteric practices.)

“In the total population,” Kinsey found, “‘only one
male in twelve or fourteen (estimated at about 8 per cent)
ever has sexual experience with animals.” Among farm
boys he found, however, that between 40 to 5o per cent
had some kind of sexual contact with animals at some
period of their lives, while in some specific Western
localities the incidence reached 65 per cent or even
higher. He believed the incidence for the total popula-
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tion would be considerably greater if city youths had
freer access to animal contacts—a view backed up by his
finding that city boys visiting farms, where the animals
are available for the act, tended to have such contacts far
more frequently than while in the city. Kinsey found the
total incidence of animal contacts among females to be
far lower than among males—only about §.6 per cent of
the female population having experienced such contacts.
He noted that one per cent of the females phantasied
sexual relations with animals while masturbating, and
that another one per cent had dreamed of intercourse
with animals.

Kinsey also provided confirming data for the view
that the sexual contact between male humans and male
animals, either anal or oral, with the human either the
active or the passive agent, may be a homosexual relation-
ship as far as the participating individual is concerned.
Homosexuals also, it has been reported, are sometimes
able to obtain gratification simply by masturbating the
male animal (usually a dog).

On the basis of the conclusion that bestial relationships
may be also homosexual ones, we are probably entitled to
suppose that acts of cunnilingus between human females
and female animals may be homosexual. Where cun-
nilingus is concerned, the active agent is almost always the
animal. Cases of human females performing cunnilingus
on female animals do not seem to have come often to the
public notice, but doubtless occur. (It is somewhat better
known that the fellatio of animals takes place, and that
both human males and human females engage in the
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practice, though again the data are few and the event no
doubt a comparative rarity.)

A point Kinsey does not mention, unless I have missed
it, and which seems to have been neglected by other
writers as well, is that while male bestiality is primarily
the province of the country-dweller, female bestiality is
more likely to be the province of the city-dweller, if only
for the reason that the female can satisfy her desires with
creatures adapted to city life—principally, the dog—
while males are better matched anatomically with such
creatures as goats, sheep, ponies, mares, and heifers. Prob-
ably, too, the city woman, being more sophisticated erot-
ically, will be more inclined to experiment than the rural
woman, who tends at once to lack privacy and to be more
greatly affected by taboos.

Before turning to some of the legal vagaries historically
associated with bestiality, there is one other matter to be
touched upon: The American legend of the Western
sheep-herder and his knee-boots, a piece of folklore no
history of bestiality, however concise, should ever omit to
consider. “A.F.N.,” the able editor-translator of Dubois-
Desaulle’s Bestiality, the only full-length work on this
subject available in English, notes the legend and com-
ments on it with appropriate good humor: “There is no
necessity of limiting this practice (bestial intercourse with
the flocks) to Egypt; our own West has been and still is
justly famous for its caprine amours. In fact, in some sec-
tions the very term sheep-herder carries a contemptible
connotation. Might I pause, however, without throwing
myself open to the charge of facetiousness, to reflect on
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the infinitely greater advantages enjoyed by our con-
temporary Western satyrs? For the unharnessed Egyptian
goat-herd, the restraining of a recalcitrant she-goat must
at times have presented problems well-nigh insurmount-
able. But the well-known device of our sheep-herders,
whose knee-boots readily permit the introduction of the
hind legs of their wooly inamorata, at once impresses
us with the advantages the progress of civilization has
brought about in all fields.”

Like A.F.N. (A. F. Niemoller?), I am inclined to think
that the knee-boot represents, for the shepherd zooerast
or zoophile, a certain advance and advantage over the
barefoot approach of his precursors. Still, there are rea-
sons to think that A.F.N. may be unduly enthusiastic and
optimistic. For example, one would suppose that the hoof
mtroduced into the boot, and which would have to re-
main at shin-level or thereabouts in order to bring human
and animal genitalia into essential contiguity, would be
less than comfortable. What the barefoot or at least boot-
less shepherd did about this disparity of elevation of the
respective private parts has always troubled me. Whether
he placed the rear feet of the animal on a pedestal, or
whether he himself squatted, I have never been able to
learn. Either way, the posture would seem to be an awk-
ward one, and the necessity for restraining the beast
would add to the awkwardness, and increase the chances
of the shepherd’s receiving a nasty kick, which must often
have happened. It is said that when the knee-boots are
worn the sheep-herder neither has to worry about being
kicked nor needs to restrain the animal since a ewe in
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this situation, one is told, will back up rather than go for-
ward, thus facilitating the bestialist’s efforts to fathom her
depths. No doubt the sheep-herder, and the goat-herd be-
fore him, found satisfactory solutions to all of the prob-
lems I have raised. To the uninitiate, however, it must
seem that the game could scarcely be worth the candle.

“Lex semper dabit remedium”

“THE LAW WILL ALWAYS
GIVE A REMEDY

Prophets, kings, philosophers, legislators, and other
would-be moral didacts and dictators of all times and
places have laid down regulations and penalties aimed at
suppressing the omnipresent practice of bestiality. Some
of these edicts purport to be the revealed Word of the Al-
mighty. Others, more modestly, claim merely to be the
immutable, highest, and most sublime expressions of
wisdom and ethics devised by mortal man.

It is not proposed here to examine each of the laws and
ethical pronunciamentos conceived for the purpose of
bringing to justice or branding as depraved, damned, and
delinquent the hapless zoophile. With few exceptions, to
examine a handful of these is to capture the flavor of them
all. This becomes evident if we begin with the Jewish law
of the Old Testament and then leapfrog across the cen-
turies to the current U.S. statutes (which differ mainly in
that the death penalty has been reluctantly abandoned for
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lesser retributions, and in that the animal is no longer re-
garded as a party to the felony).

The Old Testament law with regard to bestiality is set
forth in the book of Leviticus (and elsewhere):

Leviticus 18:23—"Neither shalt thou lie with any
beast to defile thyself therewith: neither shall any woman
stand before a beast to lie down thereto: it is confusion.”

Leviticus 20:15-16—"“And if a man lie with a beast, he
shall surely be put to death: and ye shall slay the beast.

“And if a woman approach unto any beast, and lie
down thereto, thou shalt kill the woman, and the beast:
they shall surely be put to death: their blood shall be
upon them.”

One should always bear in mind, in considering the
sexual prohibitions laid down by the Hebrews and the
severity of the penalties for violating them, that they were
based mainly on what was considered to be an urgent
need to increase population, so that no sexual act was to
be tolerated which was not aimed at procreation; and that
the acts prohibited were quite commonplace among the
people, so that there were, in fact, some legitimate
grounds for regarding those acts as an at least potential
threat to the achievement of the maximum population
increase thought essential to survival. Once this is under-
stood, we will recognize that neither of these factors any
longer obtains; on the one hand, we have no longer such
urgent need, real or imaginary, to increase our numbers
—indeed, it is birth control that is the urgent necessity;
on the other hand, bestiality is certainly not by any means
a commonplace practice. In other words, we do not have
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the problems the Israelites had, and cannot on a realistic,
as distinguished from a superstitious, basis justify the
severe penalties still meted out for this practice.

The law of the Hittites, which antedated the Biblical
law by several centuries, also prescribed the death penalty
for bestiality, but with the stipulation that any offender
might be pardoned by the king, as distinguished from the
Old Testament sentence of death, which was officially at
least unconditional.

Just why the Hittites took a more benign view of bes-
tiality with a horse or a mule than of the same offense
with a cow, hog, or dog, my scholarship does not presently
suffice to say. Doubtless they had their reasons, and the
Hittite Code on bestiality, as cited by Kinsey, does make
the distinction:

“If a man lie with a cow the punishment is death.

“If a man lies with a hog or a dog, he shall die.

“If a bull rear upon a man, the bull shall die, but the
man shall not die.

“If a boar rear upon a man, there is no penalty.

“If a man lies with a horse or a mule, there is no pen-
alty, but he shall not come near the king, and he shall not
become a priest.”

Moving ahead to the eighth century, we perceive that
the spirit of thrift is happily in evidence. That good mer-
chant, Charlemagne, an economist of whom any Rotary
Club or Chamber of Commerce might be proud, ordered
that cows and she-goats involved in bestial relationships
should be executed, but that their flesh should be used for
dog food while their hides should be put to use on his
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farms. Dubois-Desaulle remarks of this that bestiality
must have been very commonplace for Charlemagne to
consider it worth his while to mention the matter in his
Capitularies.

Forging on to the tenth century, we encounter a com-
paratively easy-going policy inaugurated under the pon-
tificate of Pope John XII—an ascendant to the papal
throne whose distinction it is that he ended his mission as
God’s envoy on earth under circumstances unusual even
for the papacy: That is to say, he died in the very act of
adultery.” Under John XII, persons convicted of the high
crime of bestiality could evade the penalty if they would
make a payment of 250 livres to the coffers of the Church.

The fine, as a punishment for bestiality, had also once
been the practice of the ancient Romans, though only as
the result of a legislative oversight. For a time, the pen-
alty was a fine of 10,000 sesterces (the equivalent of a one
thousand dollar fine, or thereabouts, today), but the death
penalty was soon to be invoked.

As suggested, the earlier leniency is not to be taken as
an example of enlightened Roman tolerance for the
fleshly frailties of zooerasts. Rather, careless lawmakers
had negligently lumped bestiality in with pederasty under
the general heading of “sodomy,” and found themselves
in the impossible position of being unable to execute
those whose tastes ran to animals without executing those
whose tastes ran to homosexuality as well, the ranks of the
latter having notoriously included high-ranking Romans
from the emperors on down. Needless to say, astute Ro-
man legislators soon sealed off this legal loophole through
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which were slipping depraved goat-herds, debauched
serving-girls, and other hardened bestialists whose in-
famies Imperial Rome felt obliged to punish by death.

Even previous to the pontificate of Blessed John XII,
periods of penance were being assigned by Catholic con-
fessors to persons confessing to the grievous sin of bes-
tiality. These penances were set forth in the Penitentials,
half-secular, half-ecclesiastical criminal codes in use up to
the thirteenth century. The Penitentials not only specify
varying penalties, according not to divine revelation, but
to the differing views of their respective authors, but
within the same document vary the penance according to
the status of the offender. Thus, penance inflicted on bes-
tialist bishops and priests were somewhat more severe
than those handed out to mere laymen.

Generally, boys confessing to unholy cohabitations
with beasts got off the lightest, a penance of one hundred
days being stipulated by Egbert in the ninth century for
this particular juvenile delinquency. Unmarried men
commonly fared somewhat better than married ones; they
received lighter penances because they had no wives upon
whom to appease their baser appetites and were therefore
more susceptible to the erotic allurements of animals.

Penances ranged in severity from the Penitentiale
Pseudo-Romanum’s one-year penance for married men,
six months for bachelors, to a ten-year penance for bestial-
ity ordered by the Penitentiale Hubertense. Burchard’s
Penitential assigned to unmarried men guilty of bestiality
forty days on bread and water and seven years of penance;
while married men received a ten-year penance. Women
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having the abominable intercourse with horses drew a
seven-year penance from Burchard.

In the Middle Ages, bestiality received full (some
might even say excessive) attention from Catholic jurist-
theologians, whose discussions of the matter would fill
volumes. One thorny problem involved the relationship,
if any, between sexual intercourse with animals on the
one hand, and sexual intercourse with demons (incubi
and succubi) on the other. This was an especially delicate
and difhcult theo-juristic subject for the reason that the
Devil so often assumed animal form (as did his daemonic
minions) for the purpose of concupiscently consorting
with witches; and it was not always possible for even the
most perspicacious and learned inquisitor to determine
with certainty whether the animal was really an animal,
or rather a demon in disguise. One solution to a portion
of this grave dilemma was to distinguish between the
crimes of bestiality—iniquitous carnal intercourse with
animals—and demoniality—the most loathesome, hereti-
cal, meretricious, flagitious, and perverted sexual con-
nection with demons. This did not, of course, enable
witch-hunters to say with precision that a given goat was
or was not a demon, but it did permit of a greater variety
in statutes and writings dealing with the problems.

Demonology aside, Catholic theologians tended for a
time to take the view that bestiality was a crime against
God (it could not very logically be considered a crime
against man), and that therefore the punishment was di-
vine. This could be understood in two ways, and was.
On the one hand, it might be taken to mean that punish-
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ment for bestiality should be left to God, who would han-
dle the matter in the felon’s next life if not in this one.
More commonly, however, the offender was punished in
this life—with the understanding that his executioners
were instruments of Our Father, acting not on their own
behalf, but on His.

Penalties against men and women were, in the Middle
Ages, combined with penalties against the animals in-
volved, so that sometimes human and beast were executed
together.

The Parliament of Paris, 1601, and the Parliament of
Aix, 1679, justified the burning of beasts involved in bes-
tiality not on scriptural grounds, but on the basis that
permitting them to live would perpetuate among men the
‘memory of the odious crimes to which the animals had
been parties, albeit involuntarily.

Sometimes, human and beast were tried together, by
the same judicial body and under similar laws, though
the question of whether the beast had a soul, or could be
credited with free will, and was thus capable of behaving
criminally or sinfully, remained always a matter for
strenuous and intricate debate.

Animals also, on occasion, underwent torture; their
yelps and howls, as they were roasted over slow fires or
suspended head downward by hooks inserted in their
flesh, were taken as confessions of guilt. In one case at
Chartres, in 1606, a dog was tried in absentia and hanged
in efhgy for its participation in an act of bestiality.

By the early seventeenth century, a few persons accused
of bestial intercourse were being set free when the courts
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decided that such connections were anatomically implau-
sible (and also, in at least one case, that while man’s de-
pravity is not to be questioned, an animal will not go
against the intentions of nature). Not so lucky was sixteen-
year-old Claudine de Culam, who came to trial at Ro-
gnon, France, in 1601. In this case, the magistrate—at the
urging of Claudine’s mother, who was stoutly certain of
the girl’s innocence—agreed to put the matter to a scien-
tific or at least pragmatic test.

Claudine, who allegedly had been caught red-handed
copulating with a white, spotted dog, was taken, in the
company of court-appointed female “‘experts,” to a cham-
ber adjacent to the courtroom. The dog was also brought
into the chamber with the defendant.

““The matrons had the young girl undress completely
in order to examine her, and immediately the dog, not
waiting to be put to the test, jumped upon her, and went
about knowing her carnally, ‘which he would perhaps
have accomplished had we not prevented him,” wrote the
matrons in their official proceedings of the transaction.”

Primarily on the basis of this evidence, both the girl
and the dog were strangled and their bodies burned, and
their ashes ‘“‘thrown to the winds,” that as little trace as
possible might remain to remind mankind of their mon-
strous misdeeds.

(The case is described more fully by A. F. Niemoller,
whose Bestiality and the Law is briefly quoted from
above.)

Voltaire, taking as liberal a stand as he could at the
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time, denounced the harshness of the penalty for besti-
ality as it was meted out in Europe:

“There is hardly a tribunal in Europe,” he wrote,
“which has not condemned to the fire some miserable
ones convicted of this turpitude; 1t exists, but it is rare in
Europe. The question has been much discussed whether
the penalty of the fire is not too barbarous today for the
young peasants who alone are guilty of this infamy and
who scarcely differ from the animals with which they
couple.”

(We may assume that Voltaire’s choice of the word “in-
famy” is a concession to the times, and that he regarded
bestiality as at most a misdemeanor. It is interesting to
note that within the same sentence he describes bestiality
as “‘rare in Europe,” while asserting that “there is hardly
a tribunal in Europe” that has not condemned persons to
death for it. This incongruity is perhaps in itself evi-
dential of the distress he felt when contemplating the
disproportion between offense and punishment.)

So far as courts-martial are concerned, it is safe to say
without wading through any great mass of documents
that the mechanization of modern armies has brought
about a decline in the number of cases of bestiality com-
ing before military tribunals. Before the passing of the
horse cavalry, however, stories of bestial intercourse and
cavalrymen caught at it were campfire gossip in the armies
of all nations, and penalties ranged from on-the-spot rep-
rimands through fines and prison terms and dishonorable
discharges up to execution by firing squads.
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Even with the demise of the cavalry, the disappearance
of the mule from camp life, and the banishment of most
all other beasts from military establishments as well, bes-
tiality has not vanished entirely from the juristic proceed-
ings of the armed services. Thus, one U.S. case was being
appealed as recently as 1960, and at least two others were
tried in the European Theater of Operations during
World War II. In two of the cases, the defendants were
charged with carnal copulations with chickens, and in the
other case the animal involved was a cow. Thus is re-
flected the oft-lamented decease of the cavalry as the great
majority of all military bestiality cases used, in the good
old days, to involve mares.®

Frederick the Great is said to have dealt with at least
two such (equine, or equestrian) cases. On one occasion,
it is told, he was asked to pass sentence on a cavalryman
who had been caught in the act of copulating with a mare.
Frederick is supposed to have responded: “The fellow 1is
a pig, and should be transferred to the infantry.”

On another occasion, he is said to have dismissed en-
tirely the charge against another member of his armies,
remarking (profanely and flippantly) that soldiers are en-
titled to sexual freedom. It is obvious from his comments
in both cases that he regarded the offense as no more than
a peccadillo.

Dr. Magnus Hirschfeld (Sexual History of the World
War) quotes a Hungarian military physician who told
him that on the Italian front during World War I the
Hungarian Hussars quite frequently copulated with their
mares, and that some of the officers also engaged in this
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practice. According to Hirschfeld’s informant, the (en-
listed) offenders were not tried by courts-martial for their
atrocities, but were flogged on the spot.

While U.S. legislators have shown admirable restraint
where trial and punishment of animals is concerned, there
have still been some quite curious courtroom proceedings
in this country involving bestiality, actual or alleged.

In Indiana in 1858, for example, a slander suit was
brought by Eli and Mary Ausman, man and wife, against
a gentleman going by the name of Veal. This Veal, the
plaintiffs charged, had accused Mrs. Ausman of giving
birth to two puppy dogs in a haystack, with the unmis-
takable implication that she had been guilty of grossly
irregular conduct with a male canine. Veal’s defense attor-
ney held, as a keystone of his client’s plea of innocence,
that there could be no slander for the reason that giving
birth to puppy dogs is manifestly beyond the capabilities
of any human female.

The court, however, in finding for the Ausmans, took
due note of the limitless reaches of human credulity and
ignorance, and stated that the story maliciously circulated
by Veal might well, however preposterous, find its be-
lievers.

Isabel Drummond (T he Sex Paradox) tells us that “In
an Iowa suit a wife who saw her husband having sexual
relations with a cow was granted a divorce, and an Ohio
court decided that the husband’s sexual relations with a
beast, though not constituting adultery, did form the basis
for ‘extreme cruelty.” Unnatural practices of this kind,
the court said, are an ‘infamous indignity to the wife
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and would make the marriage relation so revolting to
her that it would become impossible for her to discharge
the duties of a wife and would defeat the whole purpose
of the relation.”” This would seem to be one of the few
instances where a U.S. court of law has recognized that
the “whole purpose” of marriage is to legitimize the copu-
lations of the marriage partners.

To these oddities let us append only the datum that
certain Catholic writers have pondered the question of
whether bestiality should be a legitimate ground for sepa-
ration—which, assuredly after much soul-searching, they
decided it should.®

Looking now at the present state of legislation aimed at
preserving us from demoralization by the route of ramp-
ant bestiality, most of the U.S. statutes dealing with ani-
mal contacts include this offense under the more general
category of “sodomy,” and possible penalties vary widely
from state to state, as is the case with sex legislation gen-
erally in this country, one state punishing harshly what is
penalized only lightly in another. (The astute American
sex offender, it would seem, should study the laws of the
several sovereign states, and then take care to reside in
one which regards with relative levity the particular
abomination to which he or she happens to be addicted.)

In order to protect society from the depradations of
these (zooerastic and other) fiends, the U.S. offers punish-
ments for sodomy, or “crimes against nature,” ranging
from a year’s imprisonment up through life at hard labor,
though a few states have a fine and/or imprisonment pen-
alty.
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Some states mention, in addition to animals, the pos-
sibility of outrages committed with birds and barnyard
fowls, and specify that almost any kind of contact regarded
as sexual shall constitute the offense. Thus, neither
“penetration” nor spilling of seed, ancient yardsticks in
sex offenses, need be proved, in most states, to have taken
place.

While I have made no check of the matter, it is said
that the average U.S. penalty for bestiality ranges from
two to five years’ imprisonment. It seems likely however
that a good many offenders are permitted to go free on
condition of future asceticism, or have their sentences
suspended with the understanding that they will submit
to the necessary psychiatric reorientation procedures.

The social penalties resulting from being brought to
trial for bestiality are, of course, another matter. Where
this offense is concerned, the attitude of the community
towards the offender can readily be imagined, and how-
ever lenient the court may be, the mere fact that the in-
dividual’s behavior is brought to public notice is sufficient
to make future life in that locality impossible for him
(while of course there is always the danger, which even
spectrally is tormenting, that wherever he goes his sin
may one day catch up with him). It is also worth noting,
as Kinsey has done, that where persons are imprisoned for
bestiality they customarily face unusually harsh mistreat-
ment at the hands of both prison authorities and their
fellow convicts.

The imbecility of American sex statutes is perhaps no-
where more evident to the dispassionate inquirer than in
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this area. In most sexual acts which are punishable, there
is at least the off chance that some other person will be
injured in some way by the conduct of the person engag-
ing in the prohibited behavior. But in the case of besti-
ality, no other person can possibly be injured, unless in
the rare instance where domestic animals belonging to
another person are used and subjected to sadistic or cruel
mistreatment. And even here, in these extremely rare
cases, the damage is one to property only, and property is
quite adequately protected by legislation having nothing
to do with sexual behavior. (We should perhaps grant one
other exception: The possibility of cardiac arrest, little or
large strokes, or other trauma that might be sustained by
elderly ladies chancing to happen upon farmhands in
flagrante delicto with the lap-dog or the livestock.)

But on what possible rational grounds can our society
send to prison for many years, or otherwise severely pun-
ish, the individual who engages in the peccadillo of sexual
relations with an animal? Moreover, given the rather sub-
stantial frequency of such behavior, especially in rural
areas where there is abundant opportunity for it, how can
society justify the undeniably scapegoat prosecution and
persecution of that negligible minority of individuals who
come before the courts to be tried or sentenced outright
on guilty pleas to this offense?

Emotionalism run amok, magical and theological su-
perstition, puritanism, and hysteria are invariably pres-
ent, singly or in combination, in these cases, working to
magnify the significance of the act and to create a psychical
climate wherein few judges are able to function sanely,
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dispassionately, and humanely, as they ought to. Most
often, the offender is some poor farmer or other rustic,
cut off from possibilities to engage in the multiple forni-
cations enjoyed by the bulk of the male population. (I
say male, because apparently only one conviction for bes-
tiality has ever been obtained against a female in this
country. Mentioned by Kinsey, the case is State v. Tarrant
1949:80 N.E. 2d Ohio 509.)

The question will arise, and it is a legitimate one:
What of the rights of the animals? Should they not be
protected by law from abuse at the hands of sex deviates
and rural voluptuaries who would exploit them for erotic
purposes? But in considering the protection of animals,
the same criteria should be applied here as elsewhere—
which implies that the question must be shorn of the
magical-emotional aura with which sexuality tends to
enshroud it. The question will then be seen to be one of
whether the animal is injured, or endures pain, as the re-
sult of the bestial intercourse.

In acts of sadistic bestiality, which are primarily sad-
istic and only secondarily bestiality, the animal does, of
course, require protection. It may be pointed out, how-
ever, that there are ample laws prohibiting cruelty to
animals (ample laws, not ample enforcement), and it is
these laws which should be invoked, whether the cruelty
be sexually or otherwise motivated. There are, indeed, no
grounds for a separate sub-species of legislation where
sex-motivated cruelty to animals is concerned.

Where sadism is not present, there is considerable room
for doubt as to whether there is any cruelty. It has always
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been noted in fact, by ancient historians and up through
Kinsey in our own time, that animals tend to become
affectionately attached (not only physically) to humans
who have sex relations with them, and sometimes have
even been known to forsake intercourse with their own
kind in testimony to their preference for relations with
humans. Whatever one may think of bestiality, this does
not sound as if it were an act of cruelty so far as the ani-
mal is concerned.

And it is in any case ironic and suggestive of hypocrisy
that those who pronounce bestiality to be an act of cruelty
to the animal, and who here evince such touching con-
cern about the animals’ welfare, are in most cases not at
all so concerned about the use of animals for heavy labor,
their unnatural confinement as household pets, their
slaughter for food, their being placed on display in zoos,
and, most odiously of all, their being hunted down and
maimed or killed by so-called sportsmen—all practices
which, beyond the slightest doubt, are more painful and
more inimical to the beasts’ welfare than is the sexual re-
lationship with a human, in which the animal may even
find considerable pleasure.

It must therefore, if we are to be at all realistic, be con-
cluded that any infringement on the rights or protective
needs of animals is a negligible one, and that it is not here
that we should seek to justify our severe punishment of
the individual convicted of bestiality.

I will have more to say about the role of the animal
in the zooerastic and zoophilic relationships in another
place.
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DEVILS, WITCHES, AND
OTHER WONDERS

To the reader who is not familiar with this subject of
bestiality it may seem that what has gone before is both
inordinately bizarre and somehow detached from the real
world. However, the discussion up to the present point is
likely to seem down-to-earth and a bit commonplace
when compared to much of what is yet to come. For we
embark now on what is more than ever a voyage into the
nightmarish phantasy world of the human mind, which
has concerned itself with bestiality down the centuries,
and which has sometimes wandered into areas where the
traditional boundaries of the objective and the subjective,
the conscious and the unconscious, waver, collapse, and
merge into a grotesque microcosm of imagination and
obsession wherein nothing is strange or improbable. We
begin by touching, only scantily, upon the vast lore of
bestiality in witchcraft, demonology, magic, and occult-
1sm.

That demons sometimes take the form of animals in
order to consort bestially with humans was regarded, in
the Middle Ages, as an indisputable and incontrovertible
fact of existence. Dubois-Desaulle writes in this regard
that “‘there were demons who took the form of goats or
sheep and who accomplished the carnal act with the
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witches. The girls and women each held their demon by
the hand or by the hoof. The dances and shakings were
followed by scenes of debauchery.

“Francoise Secretain, who was burned alive, admitted
that the devil had known her carnally four or five times,
sometimes in the form of a dog, a cat or a hen ‘and that
his semen was cold.” This Francoise, who called herself a
witch, was perhaps simply given to bestiality and bap-
tized the domestic animal which served to assuage her de-
sires, a demon.

“Some women admitted that they left the Sabbat, some-
times on a goat, a bull, or a dog, sometimes on a horse,
and often submitted to the assaults of the animal, who
knew them carnally. There is to be read in a work on
the history of France that in the year 1458 a great number
of men and women were burned in the city of Arras, ac-
cused by one another. They confessed that in the night
they had been transported to dances and that they had
lain with the Devil, some under the human form and
others under the bestial form.”

While the Devil (and his demons) most often assumed
the form of that traditional symbol of (sometimes evil)
virility, the goat, He could appear in any animal form
which happened to suit His whim of the moment, and his-
tory records instances of His having assumed the forms of
a multiplicity of serpents, birds, and beasts. He could,
of course, appear in human form also; moreover He
could transform humans into animals, and a bestial
copulation could take place, say, between a goat who was
the Devil, and a she-goat who was a human thus trans-
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formed; or the Devil could assume the form of a man,
say, and commit bestiality with a human in the form of a
bitch, ewe, mare, or some other creature.

Notable amongst these data are instances of the Devil
changing the sex of witches so that a male human might
be transformed into a female animal, or a female human
into a male animal, or, for that matter, humans might
(most wishfully of all, one assumes) be changed into their
human sexual opposites—all of these being examples of
sex change accomplished less painfully than are the Chris-
tine Jorgensen transformations of the present day. True
enough, the price for this and other benefits conferred
was one’s soul; but, on the other hand, the contemporary
surgeon does not always charge much less.

Sometimes the Devil also tampered with the sexuality
of animals. Thus, whether it were the Devil in disguise,
or a creature which had made a pact with the Devil—a
matter the court left unresolved—it is on record that in
1474, at Basle, a cock was tried and condemned to death
for having laid an egg; and this despite a brilliant defense
by the rooster’s attorney, who argued that the laying of an
egg 1s an involuntary act, and thus his client was both
morally and legally blameless. (He might also, had it then
existed, have argued in terms of the M’Naghten Rule
that his client neither understood that the egg-laying was
wrong nor was, at the time of the crime, able to distin-
guish between right and wrong. In any case, it is not
likely that he could have won an acquittal where so mon-
strous an act was involved.)

By some accounts, demons also lured animals other
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than human to their destruction by representing them-
selves as sexually attractive creatures of the same species,
opposite (rutting, if female) sex. For example, real horses
were destroyed by being led into swamps and quicksands
or over cliffs by demons in the form of erotically desirable
mares and stallions. What the monstrous couplings of
demons with the lower animals were called I do not know.
Bestio-demoniality?

In goat form, the Devil appeared at the Sabbat, and at
other gatherings of the faithful, and received the “kiss of
infamy,” or obscene osculation, on His bottom before
proceeding to such matters as the defloration of virgins,
and coitus, sodomy, cunnilingus, and fellatio with the
remainder of the congregation. Sometimes, in the form of
a bird-serpent, for example, He performed coitus and
pedication and had Himself fellated all at the same time
—a feat achieved by virtue of His possessing a lengthy
and sinuous three-pronged phallus, which He kept, when
it was not in use, coiled about His waist (*like a serpent,”
in the words of some eye-witnesses). De Lancre, a noted
demonologist, presents the typical attitude of the au-
thorities towards these celebrations when he speaks of
women (witches) “loving a violently stinking goat, caress-
ing him amorously, becoming intimate and coupling with
him horribly and impudently. . . .”

Unspeakable orgies of witches with boars had been
duly noted by another, earlier, demonologist, Alphonsus
de Spina, in the fifteenth century, who wrote that there
were demons called Bruxae who caused old women falsely
to believe they had magic powers. These victims of
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demonic deception, he tells us, had a meeting place,
where they gathered to kiss the backside of a boar and
otherwise, and even more meretriciously, to provide tan-
gible tokens of their adoration. Presumably they labored
under the impression that this boar was their Satanic
Master in porcine habiliment.

Yet another of the Devil’s bestial transformations led to
a popular saying still current: “The Devil has goose feet.”
This formerly referred to the Prince of Darkness’ propen-
sity for assuming the form of a goose in order to cloacally
copulate with human males, and possibly to indulge in
bestial tribadism as well, but not many moderns employ-
ing the saying may be presumed to be aware of its historic
significance.

Not only devils but sometimes popes as well are said
to have taken on beastly forms for zooerastic purposes.
Thus, Cardinal Bermo, in his Life of Hildebrand, charges
that that Pope made sacrifices to demons and assumed
animal forms to have bestial intercourse with women.

The ceremony of ritualistic fornications of women with
goats—more nearly in emulation of the carryings-on at
Mendes than of those of the witches—is revived periodi-
cally by occultists and organizations of debauchees. A
recent example is said to have been the “Love is the law”
cult presided over by Aleister Crowley during the period
of residence at the abbey of Thelema, Corfu, Sicily. Crow-
ley’s mistress, and perhaps other female Thelemites as
well, are reported to have engaged there in acts of besti-
ality with a sacred goat. These acts of “*Sex Magick’ were
supposed to ‘‘generate magical currents,” and to be useful
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in divining the future, attracting wealth, smiting one’s
enemies, etc. We may suppose that there was at least one
other purpose—to provide entertainment for the Master
Therion (Crowley), who enjoyed that sort of thing.

The most secret (and some not-so-secret) lore of occult-
ism is replete with innumerable instances of humans
copulating with animals of all sorts—materialized from
their own ectoplasm, encountered whilst travelling on
the (lower) astral planes, created as ‘“‘thought-forms,” and
so on. There are a host of techniques for materializing
such animals. In some cases, the explanation is doubtless
that the animals are voluntarily or involuntarily auto-
hypnotically hallucinated, just as human forms have been
intentionally or spontaneously hallucinated and put to
the same usage. Or, in less frequent instances, another
person hypnotizes the subject and then provides the
verbal suggestions. Following such hallucinatory inter-
course it is not at all rare that the body of the human par-
ticipant bears the claw and/or tooth marks of the animal,
inflicted in the heat of its passion.'®

We will take note, before leaving this curious realm, of
certain other occult notions and practices related to besti-
ality.

For example, the metamorphosis of humans into ani-
mals, generally (in occultism) called ‘‘transformation,”
may lead to bestiality, although the transformation was
not directly for that purpose. The lycanthrope or were-
wolf, especially, is said, once transformed into a wolf, to
sometimes run with packs of real wolves and to have
sexual intercourse with them. The werewolf, assuming
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the form of a wolf, may also sexually and bestially attack
humans. It is well known of course that some of these
lycanthropes actually believe themselves to have assumed
the forms of wolves, so that in their minds at least the
sexual acts they perform are in a sense bestial ones. (This
would be true whether the intercourse is with an animal
or with a human: The werewolf conceives of himself
not as a wolf entirely, but as a human or at least part-
human consciousness in a wolf’s body, and this remains
true even at the height of the lycanthropic frenzy, al-
though later the werewolf, a man again, may have no
memory whatever of the episode just terminated. Thus,
his relation with a wolf would be that of a man-wolf
with a wolf, and his relation with a human would be that
of a wolf-man with a human, and in either case the re-
lation could be said to be bestiality.)

Obviously, it would not be often, and probably never,
save under artificial conditions, that such an individual
would succeed in actually cohabiting with a wolf. How-
ever, he could experience the cohabitation in dreams or
hallucinations which would seem to him to be altogether
real. Similarly, his sexual acts with women would occur
largely on a phantasy or hallucinatory level, though oc-
casionally psychical lycanthropes do commit actual rapes,
sometimes accompanied by sadistic acts, such as rending
the flesh of the victims with their teeth (which are ex-
perienced as lupine). But again, it does not much matter
to the werewolf, from the standpoint of the “reality” of
his experience, whether the act is performed in physical
fact or even in psychological fact. And the memory of
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the psychical event might well differ not at all from the
memory of the factual one, so that later the lycanthrope
could not distinguish in his mind between what “‘really’’
happened and what was dreamed or imagined. This
same confusion characterized many of the witches, who
believed their own testimony that they had copulated
with the Devil in animal form and committed other
sacrileges and crimes.™

In Voodoo ceremonies, and in some other religious and
magical rituals of both primitive and civilized peoples,
the individual believes himself transformed into a wollf,
tiger, leopard, goat, or whatever, and has sexual relations
either with another human similarly transformed, with
another human in human form, or, by prearrangement,
with an actual animal of the kind he believes himself to
be. In these cases, too, we are probably justified in con-
cluding that there remains at least some awareness of the
self as human, and of the act, therefore, as one of besti-
ality.

THERAPEUTIC BESTIALITY

The Goat-God of Mendes, according to a usually well-
informed source, was not only the incarnation of the pro-
creative deity and a pleasure partner for priests and
parishioners but also had a healing role to perform.
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The recipients of the therapeutic ministrations of the
sacred goats of the temple at Mendes were nympho-
maniacs who were locked up in the temple with the
trained goats and forced to remain there until the beasts
became too satiate to copulate with them further; at
which point, presumably, the nymphomaniacs were pro-
nounced cured. How successful this satyric shock therapy
may have been we are lamentably not advised; but Ville-
mont assures us that similar operations were performed in
the temples of Astarte or Anaitis, and the fact that this
medical technique was not confined to a single clinic may
possibly be testimony to its efficacy.

More commonly, bestiality was regarded as a cure for
venereal diseases; so widespread has been this belief that
there are few places in the world where the remedy has
not been regarded as sure-fire at one time or another.

Both the Persians, who cured gonorrhea (and leprosy)
by means of bestiality therapy, and the Southern Slavs,
according to Bloch, were firm believers in the effective-
ness of this method of treatment. The same was true of
the Tamils, who additionally believed that they could
cure venereal diseases by raping young girls. The Moors
believed that gonorrhea could be cured by committing
bestiality with she-asses, though only if the act were
performed unfailingly on three successive days. (Young
Moors, as mentioned elsewhere, also attributed to besti-
ality the power of making the [not yet fully developed]
penis grow, and believed that it increased virility in the
bargain.) Westermarck contributed to the knowledge of
this branch of medicine by informing us that in Andjra
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it was believed that sexual relations with a black dog
would almost certainly suffice to render the zooerast im-
mune from either arrest or imprisonment.

Both medical prescriptions and ethical injunctions
connected with the healing properties of human-animal
intercourse are set forth in El Ktab, Omar Haleby’s in-
terpretation of the Koranic law:

“Do not couple, then, O men! nor fornicate with other
men or animals! . . . This told, I ought to speak of the
cases where, according to many doctors, who are in
conformance on this with the opinion of famous physi-
cians, it is permitted to fornicate with animals of large
size, such as the goat, mule, etc. These cases are purely in
the medical domain and can be put into practice only as
a curative means in the sole interest of health. It is thus
that one is permitted to fornicate with female animals
when he is attacked with simple or syphilitic gonorrhea,
strong inflammations of the Dkeur (phallus), and other
affections. . . .

“Experience has demonstrated that, under the in-
fluence of this fornication, man unburdens himself of the
virus causing his maladies, without the animal’s con-
tracting them, for this virus is immediately destroyed by
the great heat residing in the animal’s vulva, and by the
bitter and acid qualities of the secretions of its mucous
membranes.

“If, then, O men! you are sick and without medical
aid, or if this latter has been powerless, you may fornicate
with animals, as has been said above; but this fornication
should cease, under penalty of the infraction of the law
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of Islam, from the time that you will have regained your
health.”

It has also been held, however, that bestiality is the
cause of venereal diseases. Peruvians believed intercourse
with the alpaca to have been responsible for the origin of
syphilis; while an English physician, John Lindner, held
that syphilis resulted from sodomy committed with large
apes (these apes being, he explained, the “satyrs” of the
ancients) . Van Holmont declared that venereal diseases
came into being when a man had abominable relations
with a mare at the Siege of Naples—the diseases being for-
merly of mares or horses only—and that these maladies
were spread when the guilty individual subsequently had
sexual relations with other humans.

While bestiality may be the cure in some cases, in
others it is the complaint—a dread disease which itself
cries out for the ministrations of the healer. Fortunately,
such cases may be readily treated by that near-panacea
for so many of the ills of mankind—satisfying coition with
a member of the human opposite sex.

Thus, in the Babylonian Gilgamesh epic, the wildman-
hero, Enkidu, has sexual relations with animals, who are
the only sexual partners he knows. Later, however, he
encounters a sacred prostitute, who seduces him, pro-
vides him with greater satisfactions, and thus induces
him to forsake forever his zooerastic practices.’* The pros-
titute, a representative of the cult of Ishtar, accomplishes
her cure in the short space of one week—though it should
be added that the therapy is unusually intensive.'®

Along these lines, the anthropologist Raphael Patai in-
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terestingly remarks that: “In exactly the same sense does
Rabbi Eleazar, a Talmudic sage, interpret the Biblical
story of the creation of Eve. After God had created Adam,
we read in the book of Genesis, He said, ‘It is not good
that man should be alone: I will make him a helpmeet
for him.” Thereupon God formed out of the ground
‘every beast of the field and every fowl of the air, and
brought them unto the man to see what he would call
them . . . Evidently the ancient Hebrew narrator pre-
supposes here that one of the animals could have proved
satisfactory for Adam to become his helpmeet. How-
ever, among all the animals ‘for Adam there was not
found a helpmeet for him.” The first series of experi-
ments proved unsuccessful. Thereupon God caused a
deep sleep to fall upon Adam and of one of his ribs made
a woman and presented her to Adam. ‘“This time,” Adam
immediately exclaimed, ‘this is the bone of my bones and
flesh of my flesh . . " (Gen. 2:23). It is to this last verse
that Rabbi Eleazar appends his comment: ‘“This teaches
us,” he says, ‘that Adam had intercourse with all the
animals and all the beasts, but he was satisfied only when
he had intercourse with Eve.’ ”

Thus, as with Enkidu, it is the woman who proves the
more satisfying sexually, and who thus leads the man
away from intercourse with animals, which was originally
engaged in because the man knew no other sex partners.
However, we note that the same claim is sometimes made
in reverse, with persons previously experienced in sexual
intercourse only with other humans turning to bestiality
as a preferred and more satisfying means of erotic grati-
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fication once they have experienced it. For example, two
cases are cited elsewhere in this volume (see ‘“‘Norman
Mailer and the Myth of Negro Sexuality’’) where women
declare that “when a woman has tasted a dog, she will
never want a man again.” The cynic might suggest here
that the esssence of the matter—whether in the cases
of Enkidu and Adam on the one hand, or of the women
just referred to on the other—is simply a desire for some
variety.

By way of conclusion, it may be said that bestiality
therapy, although presumably less than efficacious, is still
a practice to be preferred over the one current in the
Middle Ages when it was believed that gonorrhea could
be cured by intercourse with a virgin, and not a few
syphilitic and/or gonorrheaic rapists desperately sought
relief from their ravaging afflictions by having the pre-
scription filled and refilled.

MONSTROUS ISSUES

If the folklore of therapeutic bestiality is widespread,
that of monstrous births resulting from human-animal
sex relationships is omnipresent. The old myths include
tales of such births, they have been reported as matters
of historic fact by writers of all times and places, and
there are not a few persons who still today believe such
hybridizations possible (including Russian scientists, who
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as recently as the 1930’s were reported deep in the wilds
of Turkestan, there ardently endeavoring to cross-breed
men with chimpanzees in order to establish once and for
all the authority of evolutionary doctrine).

Together, all of this lore constitutes a formidable mass
of superstition and misconception surrounding the pos-
sibility that animals may be able to fertilize humans—or
that humans may be able to fertilize animals—with re-
sulting pregnancies and curious creatures issuing forth
from the respective maternal wombs. While such tales
have, for obvious “‘reasons,” great apes and gorillas for
their most frequent animal heroes and heroines, there
are probably few beasts which someone has not suggested
at some time or other to have impregnated or become
pregnant by a human sex partner. A call of the roll would
not find rats, rabbits, and pachyderms omitted.

Old-time skeptics used to argue against the possibility
or likelihood of hybrid beings resulting from bestial inter-
course on the ground that, if such a thing could occur,
the world would long since have become a ‘“‘chaos of
monstrosities”—an argument which carries the implica-
tion that bestiality was not altogether uncommon in those
periods when the objection was put forward. Later au-
thors, better grounded in the discoveries of materialistic
science, have noted, however, that this reasoning over-
looks the important fact that hybrids are always infertile,
so that the total population of monsters on hand at any
given time would be only the relatively few born of actual
recent bestial relationships. That is, the monsters them-
selves would be unable to reproduce their kind, and their
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race could not thus be multiplied to produce a “‘chaos of
monstrosities.”

Nonetheless, Greek and Roman mythology offered its
own chaos of monstrosities, some of which—minotaurs,
satyrs, centaurs, and so on—we have already mentioned.
Not always, however, were the offspring of bestial inter-
course monstrous for the mythologists. Thus, as a result
of her sexual union with the swan (Jupiter), Leda, wife
of Tyndareus, king of Sparta, gave birth to Pollux and
Helena; at the same time, according to the myth, but as
the result of her marital relations with her husband, she
gave birth, litter-like, to Castor and Clytemnestra.

Clement of Alexandria, not to be thought duped or
deluded in this matter, denied that Centaurs were the
result of bestial intercourse betwixt men and horses.
Plutarch, however, declared that he knew personally of a
child begat by profligate intercourse with a mare, and of
yet another resulting from bestial relations with a she-ass.
It was well known of old that in the temple of Aesculapius
women employed snakes for carnal enjoyment—a dis-
solute practice discovered to afford such keen erotic
ecstasies that Roman women took snakes into their homes,
where they would be available at all times, and not just
on occasions of worship. It was established beyond pos-
sibility of reasonable doubt, much-revered authorities as-
sure us, that Roman matrons conceived as a result of
these impure serpentine amours, and it was held with
almost equal certainty that their incontinent copulations
with asses and canines also sometimes bore fruit.

In the fifteenth century B.c. Ugaritic mythology had
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already proclaimed that the god Baal once copulated with
a heifer, and as a result of this divinely bestial coition a
child called Mes or Mos was born.

To Saxo, we are beholden for the information that a
king of the Goths was born!* as the result of the coupling
of a virgin with a bear, and Richard Burton, who must
be considered a leading scholar of our subject, has con-
firmed that sexual intercourse at least, between bears
and human females, 1s an accomplished fact.

The immortal Saint Jerome, not one to rely on mere
hearsay, affirmed that he had seen with his own eyes satyrs
born in the desert as the result of the lascivious unions
of girls and apes. (Most authorities hold, however, to the
more conservative view that satyrs are the result of the
intercourse of men with she-goats and of women with
he-goats. Distinguished theologians have added the obser-
vation that satyrs must indeed be post-Great Flood hy-
brids, since there is no record of any having been taken
aboard the ark by Noah.) Saint Jerome receives at least
some backing from Portuguese history, which records
that a woman of Lisbon once gave birth to two children
as a consequence of her unchaste submission to the erotic
embraces of an ape. Whether these chidren were satyrs,
we are not, however, informed.

Dubois-Desaulle noted numerous instances of alleged
monstrosities born of the corrupt commerce of human
females with animals. He cites the prominent inquisitor
Martin Del Rio, who said that women have ‘“been seen
to give birth to a dormouse, another to a savage rat, and
another to a monster resembling a bear. Torquemada
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thinks that these are punishments God sends to women
who give themselves to disordered and abominable coup-
lings.

“Among other examples: Alcipe gave birth to an ele-
phant. In Switzerland, in 1278, a woman was delivered of
a lion. In 1471, at Pavia, a woman gave birth to a dog. Fi-
nally, in 1531, another woman gave birth, from the same
womb: first, to a male head enveloped in a film; secondly,
to a serpent with two feet; thirdly, to a whole pig.”

In the latter instance, one shudders to contemplate the
perverse and promiscuous practices which must have
preceded so peculiar a parturition.

However, some of these cases, and especially the last
one, may well have had some basis in fact—though, of
course, the facts would have had nothing in common
with the folklorish interpretations popularly laid upon
the matter. But monstrosities born to women (as a result
of merely human insemination) may indeed have curious
forms, and the “head enveloped in a film,” particularly,
imparts a ring of basic authenticity to the story (as any
competent teratologist, or informed layman, will at once
recognize).

In the seventeenth century, Francesco-Maria Guazzo,
a friar and well-known author (Compendium Malefi-
carum), and an eminent prosecutor and burner of witches
as well, reported a case of issue resulting from the copula-
tion of a man with a cow.

A lewd fellow in Belgium, said Guazzo, had to do
with a cow, which soon became pregnant and after a time
gave birth to a foetus which was not a calf but a male
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human child. A number of persons were present when
this less-than-blessed event took place, and they actually
saw the baby issue from the cow’s womb, whereon they
retrieved it from the ground where it was lying and
turned it over to a nurse.

This human child lived, grew up, was baptized and
instructed in the Christian life, and devoted himself
to pious contemplation and penance for the evil deed
wrought by his paternal progenitor. But despite all of
these evidences of full-blown humanity, he discerned in
himself certain cow-like tendencies, such as an unseemly
and insatiate appetite for grass, and a recurring desire to
chew his cud, which was repressed with the uttermost
difficulty.

The learned Guazzo had no doubt that the father of
this youth was a man, but he doubted that the mother
was a cow. Seeking a “more rational” explanation, he
came up with the theory that the Devil, aware of the
father’s bestial behavior, caused the cow to appear preg-
nant, and then when the cow fell into false labor pains,
which He had also caused, the Devil, unnoticed, placed
a child He had obtained elsewhere in the vicinity of the
cow’s womb, so that those present would think the cow
had given birth to it. After that, speculated Guazzo, the
Devil let the wind out of the cow so that she could return
to her normal size and complete the deception.

Though Frater Guazzo does not say so, we must, ap-
parently, regard the lad’s bovine propensities as strictly
psychogenic phenomena, evidential of neurosis rather
than of any maternal hereditary influences. The story
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is interesting in that it relates one of the relatively few
allegedly factual instances where the monstrous issue is
said to have been a normal human in appearance and to
have survived into adulthood.

Medical belief in the possibility of fruitful unions be-
tween beasts and humans extended in many cases well
up into modern times, and medical interest in the prob-
lem of human monsters remains, of course, intense at
the present time. While it was rather widely known in
the nineteenth century and even earlier that bestial con-
nections are inevitably sterile, there was nonetheless a
considerable resistance to the acceptance of this knowl-
edge—based in part, no doubt, on reverence for the teach-
ings of classical theologians, and in part on a reluctance
to declare impossible and perhaps fraudulent so many
historic cases apparently so extensively and authorita-
tively documented. This reluctance has not been alto-
gether abandoned even today.

A more or less representative selection of historic cases,
some of them originally reported by persons of consider-
able eminence, is offered by Gould and Pyle, in the still
fascinating and instructive volume, Anomalies and Cu-
riosities of Medicine:

“According to (Ambroise) Paré there was born in
1493, as the result of illicit intercourse between a woman
and a dog, a creature resembling in its upper extremities
its mother, while its lower extremities were the exact
counterpart of its canine father . . . Lycosthenes says
that in the year 1110, in the bourg of Liége, there was
found a creature with the head, visage, hands, and feet of
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a man, the rest of the body like that of a pig. Paré quotes
this case and gives an illustration. Rhodiginus mentions
a shepherd of Cybare by the name of Cratain, who had
connections with a female goat and impregnated her,
so that she brought forth a beast with a head resem-
bling that of the father, but with the lower extremities
of a goat. He says that the likeness to the father was so
marked that the head-goat of the herd recognized it,
and accordingly slew the goatherd who had sinned so
unnaturally.

“In the year 1547, at Cracovia, a very strange monster
was born, which lived three days. It had a head shaped
like that of a man; a nose long and hooked like an ele-
phant’s trunk; the hands and feet looking like the web-
foot of a goose; and a tail with a hook on it. It was sup-
posed to be a male, and was looked upon as the result
of sodomy. Rueff says that the procreation of human be-
ings and beast is brought about (1) by the natural appe-
tite; (2) by the provocation of nature by delight; (3) by
the attractive virtue of the matrix, which in beasts and
women is alike.

“Plutarch, in his ‘Lesser Parallels,” says that Aristony-
mus Ephesius, son of Demostratus, being tired of women,
had carnal knowledge with an ass, which in the process
of time brought forth a very beautiful child, who be-
came the maid Onoscelin. He also speaks of the origin of
the maiden Hippona, or as he calls her, Hippo, as being
from the connection of a man with a mare. Aristotle
mentions this in his paradoxes, and we know that the
patron of horses was Hippona. . . .
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“Writing in 1557, Lycosthenes reports the mythical
birth of a serpent by a woman. It is quite possible that
some known and classified type of monstrosity was in-
dicated here in vague terms. In 1726 Mary Toft, of
Godalming, in Surrey, England, achieved considerable
notoriety throughout Surrey, and even all over England,
by her extensively circulated statements that she bore
rabbits. Even at so late a date as this the credulity of
the people was so great that many persons believed in
her. The woman was closely watched, and being detected
in her maneuvers confessed her fraud. To show the ex-
tent of discussion this case called forth, there are no less
than nine pamphlets and books in the Surgeon-General’s
library at Washington devoted exclusively to this case
of pretended rabbit-breeding. Hamilton in 1848, and
Hard in 1884, both report the births in this country of
fetal monstrosities with heads which showed marked re-
semblance to those of dogs. Doubtless many of the sup-
posed results of bestiality, if seen today, could be readily
classified among some of our known forms of monsters.
Modern investigation has shown us the sterile results of
connections between man and beast or between beasts of
different species, and we can only wonder at the simple
credulity and the imaginative minds of our ances-
tors. . . .”

Primitive peoples have their own abundant lore of
monstrous issues, but I will here cite only one instance:
Indians of the Amazon River country believe that tailed
men among the Uginas are the result of the intercourse of
women and apes. (Apes again! Intercourse with almost
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every variety of monkey and ape has been reported in one
place or another. The mandrill is said to be especially at-
tracted to human females, while the same is said of the
gorilla. It is certain that monkeys and apes caged in zoos
have made sexual advances to women and, less often, to
men. Such events have been witnessed frequently, and by
reliable observers, wherever zoos are maintained; and 1t
is claimed that there is an aberrant variety of human fe-
male who obtains sexual gratification from witnessing
and being the object of such advances, and who is conse-
quently a conspicuously regular visitor at zoos.)

Gould and Pyle, marvelling in the late nineteenth cen-
tury at the “simple credulity and imaginative minds of
our ancestors,” sang a premature dirge for the belief in
the productivity of bestial unions. Vance Randolph, a
contemporary author, has written (T he Ozarks) that “‘Sex-
ual acts between human beings and domestic animals are
rather common in the Ozarks, and nearly every native be-
lieves that these unions are sometimes fruitful. Women
giving birth to litters of puppies, mares bringing forth
colts with human heads, and a great variety of similar
phenomena are related and very generally believed. I
have never been able to locate a hillman who has actually
seen any of these monstrosities—th’ folks allus puts 'em
out o’ th’ way,’ as one old man told me.” (I will comment
on this observation of Vance Randolph’s—being myself
a resident of the Ozarks—by noting that, at least pres-
ently, belief in the procreative potential of human-animal
sex relations does not seem to be quite so general as he
suggests. However, there are still sufficient numbers of
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believers to render unduly optimistic the Gould and
Pyle swan song for this particular shred of superstition.)

And if the natives of the Ozark hill country had totally
abandoned the faith for a cynically scientific negativism,
there would still be the Russians. As recently as 1932, the
American Association for the Advancement of Science
was advised that a team of Russian scientists, headed by
Dr. Elie Ivanoft of Moscow, was at work on this problem
and hopeful of coming up with a man-ape hybrid. The
Russian scientists were expecting eventually to be able
to display to their colleagues and the world “‘a complete
chain of specimens from the perfect man back to the per-
fect anthropoid.” This Soviet team was conducting its
experiments in “‘the wilds of Turkestan,” and at last word
in 19g2 was anticipating success in the imminent future. I
have seen no further reference to their activities (which
are mentioned a bit more fully in the notes to Dubois-
Desaulle’s Bestiality) .

A Dr. H. S. England, who informed the Association of
the work of the Russian team, said also that for a quarter
of a century he had been hopeful that some Western
institution of good repute would attempt similar experi-
mentation. Dr. England further mentioned that a Berlin
biologist, Dr. Herman Klaatsch, was attempting, in the
early part of this century, to produce gorilla-native Afri-
can hybrids, who were to be used for heavy labor. His
work was interrupted by the start of World War I, and
apparently was not resumed.

At the risk of disillusioning some readers, I will con-
clude this discussion by adding that the Russians were
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pursuing their ape-man by means of artificial insemina-
tion of the apes.

OF LOVE AND LUST

Is it possible for a human being to be in love, in the
romantic sense of that expression, with an animal? Is it
possible for an animal, within the limitations of its na-
ture, to reciprocate such affection? These are questions
which have interested philosophers, authors, artists, in-
tellectuals, and even scientists, over the centuries.

Theorists have long made a distinction between two
quite different psychological states to be supposedly en-
countered among practitioners of bestiality. In this area
the attitudes and emotions with which the (human) sub-
jects approach their (animal) objects are considered de-
cisive.

In what has been called ““zoophilia,” there is said to be
a genuine feeling for the animal on the part of the human,
and in exceptional cases it may approximate what is called
“erotic love” when humans only are involved. Sometimes
the term zoophilia is extended to embrace morbid or ex-
aggerated emotional attachments to animals where no
sexual intercourse occurs and sexual desires are not con-
sciously present. In any case, zoophilia is an unusual,
aberrant psychological condition, likely if not certain to
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interfere with normal heterosexual expression and ful-
fillment of the normal sexual instincts.

On the other hand, the word ‘“‘zooerasty” (which is also
narrowly used to denote anal intercourse with a beast)
has sometimes been employed to designate the sexual
use of animals where no such emotional involvements
exist. Zooerasty, in terms of this definition, is in fact quite
akin to masturbation, and the sexual organs of the animal
do not differ much, so far as the practitioner of zooerasty
is concerned, from an artificial phallus, verge, or fas-
cinum; or from an artificial vagina or vagina-substitute,
where males are concerned. The emphasis is primarily
upon the individual’s erotic gratification and the elimina-
tion of sexual tensions, and upon the constellation of
pleasure sensations as a whole. The analogy to masturba-
tion may be qualified with the observation that zooerasty
1s perhaps to be understood as masturbation of a some-
what higher and more complex order, since it does in-
volve a concrete object, or Other, in the act of fulfillment.
But even so, from the psychological point of view there
is little in zooerasty that is morbid or seriously aberrant,
especially when, as is usually the case, the act is regarded
as a substitute for intercourse with a human sex-object
who, for one reason or another, is not available. (It
should be understood, of course, that there may be some
overlapping between zooerasty and zoophilia, the words
referring to the dominant as distinguished from an ex-
clusive psychological aspect of the relationship.)

By far the greater majority of those who engage in besti-
ality are, as is probably obvious to everyone, zooerasts.
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True zoophiles are encountered with comparative rarity,
and their condition is, of course, one calling for psychi-
atric (or, better, psychoanalytic) intervention—unless
they are happy with it, and otherwise well-adjusted, in
which case it would be better if society rose to the chal-
lenge posed by nature’s wealth of variations from the
norm and just let them alone, not attempting to inter-
fere with an equilibrium which can in no way result in
injury to anyone else. Zooerasts, too, need be of no con-
cern to society, since they do not involve others in their
behavior; neither should they, commonly, be regarded
as medical problems, since in most cases they are no more
ill than any other masturbator, and will switch to a
human sex partner whenever an appropriate one becomes
available to them.

Though comparatively quite rare, as mentioned, there
do occur cases of true zoophilia—of human beings who
genuinely “fall in love” with animals, a love which in-
cludes sexual relations, but also such ‘“romantic”’ ele-
ments as tenderness, spiritual affection, and even jealousy.

While living in Europe in the late 1940’s, I was re-
liably informed of an East German ex-nobleman who
suffered from this malady. He was in love with a (Harle-
quin) Great Dane bitch, and maintained a pack of
these dogs to keep her company—or did, until he appre-
hended her copulating, as he felt, adulterously, with a
male Dane, whereupon in his jealous rage he slew not
just the animal that had cuckolded him but the entire
pack (excepting, of course, his beloved though unfaith-
ful mistress).
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This gentleman is said to have run at night sometimes
with his dogs, traveling on all fours, and to have joined
them in such canine activities as chasing rabbits and howl-
ing at the moon.

Being a man of considerable wealth, and the owner of
an estate which provided him with sufhicient privacy and
seclusion, he was able to indulge this curious passion un-
til his death (which, probably fortunately, occurred near
the end of World War 11, and before the Soviets had a
chance to dispossess him). The dismissal of his servants,
after his strange affection for the bitch had already been
noted by them, naturally led to a great deal of gossip and
scandal, which eventually escaped the bounds of the state
and reached Berlin where, of course, the tale was received
with an inordinate delight, and even Hitler is said to have
been amused by it. However, though much talked about,
the zoophile was not interfered with, a few persons who
covertly spied on him from positions of concealment in
clumps of bushes and behind trees excepted.

Apart from his bestial perversity, the nobleman gave
the appearance of being altogether normal in every re-
spect. Old acquaintances and friends who called on him,
expecting to find him raving mad and raveningly lecher-
ous, went away disappointed and often somewhat skepti-
cal as to the truth of the stories circulating about him.
Tradesmen and a few other persons with whom he had
dealings noticed nothing unusual or eccentric in his be-
havior. The physician who attended him on occasion
found him absolutely lucid and rational; and when this
same physician performed an autopsy on the body after
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the nobleman’s death, he found “no signs of unusual de-
generation’’ of any sort. (What he expected to find in
the way of such signs I cannot say.)

There is said to be still in existence a journal left to
his heirs by this zoophilic gentleman, but no one has
thus far been able to persuade them to release it for publi-
cation or even for brief perusal. It is alleged, however, to
be of high literary quality, the prose somewhat reminis-
cent of Rilke’s in Malte Laurids Brigge, and to describe
in a wealth of psychological and other detail the author’s
“all-consuming love and passion” for his sub-human para-
mour.

We are told, through mayhap the story is to be taken
cum grano salis, that upon the zoophile’s death the Great
Dane bitch languished at his graveside, refused all food,
and soon perished. Then, as stipulated in her owner’s
last will and testament, she was buried in a grave along-
side his own. (It would seem that lacking here are only
twin rose bushes, arising from each of the two graves and
reaching out to intertwine eternally. On the other hand,
there are many authenticated cases of dogs pining away
in grief at the death of a beloved, though not necessarily
zoophilous, master or mistress.)'®

That cases of the sort of the one just summarized are
so rare is probably much more surprising than that there
should be such cases at all. One would expect to find, at
least in the literature of bestiality which is fairly volumi-
nous, quite a number of tales, both authentic and fic-
tional, of human-animal “‘love affairs.”” It is not, after all,
so incomprehensible that a lonely, unloved, perhaps un-
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lovable, individual should lavish upon an animal the
emotions and affections which press for expression and
which can find no human outlet. Yet the instances of
such relationships cited in the literature are extremely
few, quite isolated in time and space, and together make
up no more than a scant handful, with most of these
merely anecdotal.®

On a more strictly sexual and animalistic plane are the
tales one often hears, usually from travelers who in turn
have heard them elsewhere, of native women in the jun-
gles of Africa and other remote places who prefer the em-
braces of monkeys, apes, and sometimes small horses, to
those of men, and who are referred to by other natives as
the “brides’” or “wives” of these animals. It may be that
most or even all of such stories are without foundation
in fact, but a great many travelers have related them, and
tales of encountering human females living in the com-
pany of bands of roving apes have been fairly often re-
counted by persons who claim to have seen the women
and their simian or anthropoid consorts with their own
eyes.

The counterpart of the phenomenon of human erotic
love for animals—the passionate devotion of animals to
humans with whom they have been united sexually—re-
ceives more frequent mention in the lore and literature
of bestiality (perhaps on the basis that animal desire for
humans is at least, in a sense, an aspiration to unite with
a higher form of life, while zoophilia, on the other hand,
is a spiritual descent for and degradation of the human
partner). However that may be, there are quite a few
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stories, myths, and purported case studies of animals im-
bued with erotic passions for human lovers, and these are
to be found not only in the writings of the antique his-
torians and medieval theologians, where we might ex-
pect to find them, but in the works of some reputable
modern authors and scientists.

Kinsey, for example, along with other scientists who
have traversed this still largely untrodden field, accepts
as factual that animals may develop great fondness for
humans who have sexual relations with them. Some of
these animals, it is said, become exclusive devotees of the
bestial relationship, evidencing no further interest in
sexual intercourse with their own kind. Kinsey mentions
only male dogs that have been masturbated, but similar
results have traditionally been described where the inter-
course has taken the form of coitus, sodomy, and other
practices with a variety of creatures.

Although bestiality (like, on occasion, miscegenation,
and no less fallaciously) has been damned on the grounds
that it is contrary to nature—the alleged evidence for
this being that animals other than (depraved) man do not
seek out sexual intercourse apart from their own kind—
there is a vast amount of data to prove that this assertion
is erroneous. The demonstrable affection conceived by
animals for their human sex partners is a further blow
to this doctrine unless one argues that the animals have
been corrupted and led into unnatural and previously
repugnant or unattractive practices which they have
come pervertedly to prefer.

Apes and monkeys, as already mentioned, will solicit
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the sexual attentions of humans, and this without any
known previous experience along such lines. Nor are
their advances confined only to humans, since monkeys
have been observed to attempt to copulate with such
diverse creatures as serpents and skunks. Birds, too, will
attempt to mate with members of other species, and
generally the phenomenon of attempted cross-breeding is
not at all as uncommon in the animal world as was once
supposed. Thus, as with homosexuality and other vari-
eties of deviant behavior branded “unnatural’’ by human
legislators, we find that in nature—whence our notion of
the “natural” is presumably derived—the activity is al-
most commonplace.

The ready enthusiasm with which goats and baboons
have historically taken to their erotic assignments has
been mentioned. We are told, too, of ancient times, that
pederastic priests of Baal were wont to sell the services
of dogs trained for shameful ends, and that these sodom-
ist-ecclesiastics stood in the entrances of the temples to
inquire of every worshiper whether he or she had need
for the dog-service.

Creatures of mythology, born according to some au-
thorities as the results of profligate dalliance of humans
with beasts, were notoriously lecherous of human females,
and the satyr became so renowned in this respect that the
medical term ‘“‘satyriasis”’—insatiable male sex desire with
persistent erection—still keeps his memory fresh amongst
us today. Centaurs also were much enamoured of women,
and according to Apollodorus, the centaur Nessus once
attempted to ravish Deianira, the wife of Hercules. Her-
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cules foiled the onslaught and slew the would-be rapist,
but the dying centaur gave Deianira a recipe for a love
potion, and when she had concocted it and given it to her
husband, it proved a lethal poison. Thereupon, stricken
by grief and remorse, she killed herself, and the revenge
of the frustrated centaur was complete.

Pasiphae, lustful of the bull but unable to enlist his
co-operation save by guile and duplicity, had constructed
a hollow cow of brass (or, as some say, of wood) inside of
which she was able to arrange herself in such a manner
that her vagina was in position to accept the penetration
of the bull. The deception was completed by procuring
the urine of a heifer in heat and with it anointing the
brass cow’s vaginal orifice—after which the union was
successfully consumated with not unfruitful consequence.
(The reasonably erudite reader will recall that De Sade
describes a torture in which a hollow elephant with a
woman inside is used in this way, though with painful
as distinguished from ecstatic effect.)

A well-known Eskimo legend, the meaning of which
has always seemed to me obscure, is concerned with the
love affair of a young girl and a whale. The girl’s brothers
attempt to separate her from her lover by spiriting her
away in a magic boat, but she manages to leave behind
them on the water a trail of objects the whale is able to
follow, and at length, spurred on by the whale-like vast-
ness of his ardor, he overtakes the boat and retrieves his
human mistress.

Montaigne, to continue on the gargantuan stratum,
tells us that Aristophanes once had as his rival for the
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affections of a young woman, an elephant. This impas-
sioned pachyderm, when walking in the fruit market at
Alexandria, would steal fruit from the stalls and carry it
to the one of whom he was enamoured. Moreover, he fol-
lowed the young woman about like any jealous lover
and would “put his truncke into her bosome, and feele
her breasts.” I am obliged to confess ignorance both of the
outcome of this uncommon rivalry, and as to whether the
elephant ever managed to attain to further intimacies
with the object of his affections.

Lastly, we should consider the case of what is un-
doubtedly one of history’s most notorious canines. He is
that dog who claimed the attention of Europe’s leading
demonologists and theologians by habitually lifting the
habits of the holy sisters at the nunnery in the diocese of
Cologne, after which he would force them to the ground,
lick their inviolable secret parts, and then fall upon them
with a lust which always proved irresistible.

The ranks of the demonologists and inquisitors were
split asunder by this enterprising beast, some holding
that he was a demon, perhaps even the Devil Himself,
in dog’s form, others that “it was no demon but a right-
eous dog.” This latter point of view was vociferously and
vigorously expressed by the great Bodin, who added that
he was aware of the case of a woman in Toulouse who
cohabited freely with her dog, according to common
gossip, and sometimes shamelessly submitted to its em-
braces even when in public.

The question of whether bestial relations are physically
painful to the animal has already been discussed, and
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need be touched upon only casually here. It is desirable
to investigate more thoroughly, however, the question
of the psychological and emotional effects of such inter-
course upon animals.

The psychophysiological responses of the animal to
sexual contacts with humans are largely, though it would
not do to say entirely, dependent upon the methods of ap-
proach and consummation, both physical and psychologi-
cal, employed by the human party to the sexual act.

Thus, most obviously, the human may largely pre-
clude the possibility of physical suffering on the part of
the beast by taking commonsense precautions against in-
flicting such suffering. Generally speaking, it is only
through sadism or brutal negligence that the animal is
made to suffer in these contacts. It is evident also that a
gentle manner will suffice to alleviate much of the psycho-
logical discomfort—anxiety, terror, panic, etc.—which
the animal might otherwise experience in a situation
both strange and sometimes seemingly menacing.

It is well known that most or many animals appear to
respond in kind to the mental states of humans with
whom they come in contact. Anxiety and tranquility are
engendered in the beast by way of the human, particularly
so once animal and man are familiar to one another and
elementary rapport has been established. Even very large
and sometimes ferocious animals—the gorilla and the
lion, for example—have often been noted to be psy-
chically susceptible to the mental and emotional states of
humans.

In unaccustomed, close physical contact with men and
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women, particularly where, as is often the case in besti-
ality, the human is in a state of unusual excitation, this
excitation and contact, especially if the latter consists
partly of restraint of the animal, are likely to generate
in the animal feelings of anxiety which in some cases
may reach the proportions of terror and even panic. On
the other hand, it is reported in some cases that sexual
excitation and desire for physical contact are responded
to in kind. In yet other instances, doubtless the great
majority, the psychical and emotional states of the ani-
mal are not spectacular and probably blend elements of
both anxiety and erotic arousal.

It is particularly worth noting that the animal’s re-
sponse is far more likely to be an erotic one if, as is the
case with human females, it has been subjected before-
hand to a lengthy period of caresses and what may be
called “love play,” leading through fondling to the mas-
turbation of the animal and, in some instances, the re-
peated apposition of the genitalia of the animal to the
part of the body of the human with which contact is to
be had. The bestialist no less than the human lover must,
in other words, and bizarre as it may sound, ‘“woo” the
chosen sex-object, in order to allay anxieties, and in order
to bring that object to a pitch of erotic arousal similar
to his own (animals responding to rape even less satisfac-
torily, and often with more vigorous resistance, I am
told,” than women). Where this (arousal process) has
been artfully managed and fully accomplished there is
not, of course, any longer a question of psychical suffer-
ing on the part of the beast. It is further reported by

81



Forbidden Sexual Behavior and Morality

initiates that animals, again like women, respond to com-
petent erotic training by becoming conditioned eventu-
ally to an increasingly swift response to the needs of the
sex partner, so that “‘love play” need not be so prolonged
as when the animal was still a novice to the zoophilic
relationship.

Perhaps the best evidence that an animal need not
suffer either physically or psychologically as the result
of human-animal sex contacts is the already discussed
observation that animals often tend to become very de-
voted to the humans with whom they have such contacts,
and thereafter may shun intercourse with their own
species. While this 1s, of course, speculation, it seems
necessary to assume (on the basis of eliminated alterna-
tives) that the greater pleasure derived by the animal—
and it must be greater to induce the animal to forsake
sexual relations with its own kind—is largely the product
of the psychical and emotional climate of bestiality, to
which the beast responds pleasurably. That is to say, it is
not at all likely that the superiority of the experience
for the animal resides solely or even mainly in the physi-
cal aspects of the coition, which may be surely more satis-
factorily enjoyed on a purely biological plane with an-
other animal of its own species and opposite sex. Rather,
one seems forced to conclude, the animal derives a con-
siderable psychical and/or emotional pleasure from sex-
ual contact with a being of a higher nervous, emotional,
and intellectual organization, who is somehow able to
provide the animal with non-material rewards which
another animal is not able to offer.

82



BESTIALITY

We are speaking, of course, probably in the great ma-
jority of instances, of male animals, which either per-
form coitus with women, commit sodomy on members
of either sex, or which are masturbated (or occasionally
fellated) by either men or women. It is these male animals
which, by almost all reports, become especially attached
to their human lovers, and which may consequently
abandon other methods of sexual expression. There are
few and perhaps no authentic cases of a female animal
that has thus behaved—even our eccentric German noble-
man’s Great Dane was unfaithful to him, nicht wahr?—
and there is very little evidence that a female animal can
be aroused to any degree of sexual excitation by a human.
This has to do largely with the phenomenon of rut or
heat characteristic of the female animal, which generally
cannot be sexually aroused when out of heat by stimuli
of either a physical or psychological variety; and is ex-
plained also by the almost unbridgeable gap of the dis-
parity between the sexual organ of the human male
and the respective sexual organs of the various female
animals with which men commonly attempt to have
sexual congress. (Of course, no animal, male or female,
can be stimulated to arousal by a human—masturbation
apart—until experience has conditioned it thus to re-
spond; but this is not too infrequently true of humans,
especially females, also.)

In any case, it is the male animal, most frequently the
dog, but sometimes also the monkey, ape, goat, and
others, which comes to desire and even prefer erotic in-
tercourse with humans, and which has been observed to

83



Forbidden Sexual Behavior and Morality

make obvious sexual advances to humans—something
only monkeys and apes have ever been reliably reported
to do among female animals.

MYTHS, LITERATURE, AND ART

“One constant rule of mythology,” writes Robert
Graves (Larousse Encyclopedia of Mythology), “‘is that
whatever happens among the gods above reflects events on
earth.” It is similarly obviously true that whatever hap-
pens in the “unreal” worlds of literature and art reflects
physical and psychical events in the “real” world of hu-
man desires, frustrations, and fulfillments.

Among the ancients, bestiality, as practiced or phan-
tasicd on earth, was reflected in the behavior of the gods,
who transformed themselves or their mortal love-objects
or both into animals, then engaging in sexual acts. In
more recent times, fiction and folklore have provided
most of the imaginary accounts of bestial intercourse,
again reflecting the ‘“‘real world”’ cravings and behavior of
mankind.

It is, of course, true that in mythology, folklore and fic-
tion, and perhaps especially in fairy tales, the love rela-
tions of humans with beasts are usually not just that.
There are allegorical depths to be fathomed, and magical,
theological, and other supernatural aspects to be con-
sidered. The animals, especially in myth and fairy tale,
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are seldom ever really animals, but rather gods or men in
animal forms which have been assumed by them purpose-
fully, or which have been forced upon them by means of
magical spells, enchantments, and other divine, diabolic,
or occult interventions; moreover, these forms may them-
selves be symbols beyond the symbolism already inherent
in the gods.

Nonetheless, and whatever the symbolic or allegoric
significance of the narrative, there remains in any story of
love or sexual relations between a human on the one hand
and a beast on the other, the aspect, primary or secondary,
of bestiality. And the bestiality aspect comes increasingly
to the fore as the myth or allegory is withdrawn in time
from the people whose conscious and unconscious con-
cerns it represented.

For example, the copulations of Leda with the swan,
Europa with the bull, and Dia with the stallion, exist to-
day largely, in perhaps the majority of minds cognizant
of the stories, on the level of eroticism. Many do not know
that in each case the animal was Zeus in bestial form.
Many others, who are aware of this, are little concerned
with the mythic elements of what has become an imagina-
tion stimulating pseudo-historic event: The coition of the
woman with the beast.

But even in ancient Greece, and in the Greek-domi-
nated mythology of the Romans, and in the mythologies
of other nations and peoples as well, the bestiality aspect
of the myth cannot have been totally overshadowed even
contemporaneously by other more symbolic meanings.
Robert Graves is correct with admirable simplicity: The
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doings of the gods reflect the desires and actions of mortal
men and women. It seems especially clear that where one
encounters animal-human sex relations in myth and liter-
ature most copiously, bestiality itself will be most widely
practiced and thought about. (This observation is con-
fined to civilized peoples.)

Moreover, and it is an important point, the popular
concern with human-animal sex contacts, as reflected in
myth and literature and in supposedly factual reports of
actual behavior, is customarily found to be greatest pre-
cisely among those peoples who, at the time when the
literature is most abundant, are least repressed and in-
hibited sexually. This is especially so where the so-called
perversions and other exotic forms or methods of erotic
union are sought after—for example, the Greeks and Ro-
mans of Antiquity, the Europeans (peasants and lower
classes) of the period of the witchcraft persecutions, the
Arabs and the Turks well up into modern times, and the
French and English of the eighteenth century.

If this is true, and if it is also true that myths and
dreams—as is often maintained—arise or erupt from a
common or similar source in the human unconscious,
then we would seem to have raised a significant objection
or at least qualification to the view that wild animals and
other animals noted for their sexual vigour and generally
“free” expression of their erotic urges, are likely to rep-
resent in dreams wild, animalistic, or passionate impulses
of which the dreamer is afraid, and which are presumably
exclusive of bestiality desires—and that, more generally,
wild animals, along with the “sexy” animals such as goats,
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bulls, stallions, etc., may be taken to refer in dreams to
libido.

Freud, whose view (in general) this is, has also noted
that various animals may function in dreams as genital
symbols: ‘““Many of the beasts which are used as genital
symbols in mythology and folklore,” Freud wrote in his
Interpretation of Dreams, ‘‘play the same part in dreams:
e.g., fishes, snails, cats, mice (on account of the pubic
hair), and above all those most important symbols of the
male organ—snakes. . . .”

None of this is to suggest that wild and other sexually
active animals do not sometimes represent anxiety-pro-
voking passions or lusts in dreams (and myths); or to deny
that animals may function in myth, folklore, and dream
as genital symbols. It is to suggest, however, that these
functions are far from being exclusive or even necessarily
paramount ones. And we may comment additionally that
much less than an adequate amount of attention has been
paid to animals in dream, myth, folklore, literature, art,
etc., as reflecting interest in or concern with the phenome-
non of bestiality itself, though it seems strikingly appar-
ent in some cases (too apparent, too obvious, one sup-
poses) that no other interpretation of the content will do
half so well.

If a spinster dreams of erotic relations with a man, or of
being attacked in any way by a man, we are likely to take
the dream at its sexual face value and regard it as a wish-
fulfillment, literal or only very thinly veiled. If, however,
she dreams of sexual relations with, say, a goat, or of being
attacked by a large dog, we are almost certain to invoke
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the shades of ancient historians, myths, and fairy tales,
and to superimpose elaborate analyses upon the presumed
symbolism of the animal sex partner. Schrenk-Notzing
told of a woman who, while masturbating, phantasied
herself being covered by a stallion. Such cases—animal
sex partners in masturbation phantasies—are also far
from rare, and these too send us off on analytic and schol-
arly safaris in pursuit of the elusive and massively com-
plex symbolic content—which would not be the case were
the stallion rather a handsome young man. But it is at
least worth considering whether, in a good many cases,
the dreamer does not simply desire, as a variant of normal
relations and perhaps for more profound reasons, coition
with a goat; and whether the stallion is not, in the mastur-
bation phantasy, simply a stallion (that is to say, an erect,
indefatigable, and very large phallus adjoined as it hap-
pens, to a horse—a creature credited by popular imagina-
tion with such virile phallic endowments).®

Women are said to dream not infrequently of being
attacked, sometimes in an overtly sexual way, by wolves.
The dream seldom has to do, one supposes—and espe-
cially nowadays when “wolf” is a commonplace sexual
slang term referring to the erotically aggressive male—
with a desire for actual bestial intercourse with that ani-
mal. The improbability that such intercourse could ever
be actually effected is great and, along with the symbolism
and mythic and legendary material associated in such
wealth with the wolf, inclines us to the belief that the
dream-lover is symbolic. A dream of sexual relations with
a dog, on the other hand, may be considerably more evi-
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dential of desire for exactly such a contact, though of
course the dog may function as a symbol just as well as
may the wolf or some other creature. The point is that it
is surely an error to understand all animals appearing in
sexual dreams and phantasies as symbols. The literal or
semi-literal wish-fulfilling dream and phantasy is a reality
here as elsewhere, and quite possibly rates first interpreta-
tive consideration in cases where, as with a dog, the
chances of translating phantasy into action are not too
remote.

Norman Haire, as mentioned, and other scholars, have
agreed that the prevalence of bestiality in the Greek
myths indicates that the Greeks found this relationship
attractive, or at least, as Dr. Haire puts it, not revolting.
By extension, similar sentiments may be attributed to
other peoples whose myths and literature deal extensively
with the subject (the crucial point being, in my view, not
so much that the behavior is attributed to the gods, as that
it is repeatedly dealt with in an imaginative and not unat-
tractive way). In the light of the foregoing, we might now
take a look at bestiality as it occurs in mythology, examin-
ing some of the myths of various nations and peoples, but
especially those of the Greeks and Romans. The survey
will be, of course, by no means exhaustive; nor need it be
exhaustive to indicate the spirit in which the subject of
bestiality was mythologically approached.

In ancient Egypt, the goddess Mut, assuming the form
of a cow, was loved by the god Amon. Bast, the cat-
goddess, had human lovers, and was a patroness of sexual
pleasures and fertility, also protecting her devotees from
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venereal diseases. Dog-headed apes (Thoth), cows (Ha-
thor, later Aphrodite), and bulls (Mont, or Menthu)
copulated with humans.

The great god Ptah, the Egyptian mythologists related,
inseminated a virgin heifer, and as a result of this union
was himself reborn as the Bull Apis, which resided at the
temple of Ptah where he was tended and reverenced by
the priests. When a sacred bull, supposed to be Ptah or
Apis, died, it was mummified after a lavish funeral and
buried in an immense tomb of pink granite, after which
another bull took its place.

The god Osiris, his body cut into fourteen fragments
by Set, was magically put together again and restored to
life by Isis, his wife and sister. Missing only, when this
restoration was completed, was the god’s penis which had
been eaten by a crab, the Oxyrhynchid. Isis, enraged at
being thus deprived of the phallus of Osiris, cursed eter-
nally the Oxyrhynchid—a curse which resulted in social
strife and even warfare among the Egyptians, though that
story cannot be related here.

Among the Assyro-Babylonians, Ishtar, goddess of vo-
luptuousness, was worshiped in Erech, city of the sacred
courtesans, and when she descended to earth she brought
with her an extensive entourage of strumpets. She had
innumerable lovers—men, animals, and gods—and who-
soever lay with her was sure to be rewarded with cruelty
or death. In the case of animals, lions seduced by this
barbaric and nymphomaniacal goddess later fell into pits
where they were impaled on sharp stakes, while stallions
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who served her insatiable venery were afterwards con-
demned to heavy labors, beatings, and starvation.

Chinese mythologists told of a beautiful young woman
whose father had been kidnaped by pirates, and who
vowed to marry the one who managed to save him. The
vow was overheard by her horse, who coveted her lust-
fully, and who managed to rescue the father and restore
him safely to his family. But when the horse came forward
to claim the young woman as his wife, the outraged father
ordered the animal slain and skinned—an inadequate
measure after all, since the skin returned to life and made
off with the girl. She was, however, spared the ordeal of
becoming the horse’s bride when her plight came to the
attention of the ever-watchful August Personage of Jade,
who turned her into a silkworm and installed her as a
favorite among his concubines.

In Teutonic mythology, Valkyries in the forms of swans
sometimes mated with men. One of these “‘swan-maidens”
was the Valkyrie Kara, mistress of the mighty warrior
Helgi. She customarily accompanied her lover into battle,
where she would help him achieve victory for the Ice-
landers, but one day Helgi raised his sword to smite an
enemy and accidentally killed his mistress, Kara, who was
flying just overhead. Helgi’s sorrow, it is recorded, was
not to be assuaged, and endured for the remainder of his
tormented life.

The Middle Ages offered the charming tale of Melu-
sina, the water sprite who married Raymond, son of the
Count de la Forét. Six days of the week the beautiful
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Melusina lived with Raymond as his wife, but on Satur-
days she retired to her tub—her lower body becoming
that of a fish or a serpent. Her many children, born of the
union, were all monstrously deformed in one way or an-
other, but despite their handicaps distinguished them-
selves among men by their intelligence and courage.
(There are of course many stories of the unions of men
with mermaids, undines, and similar beings. Since the
lower bodies of mermaids are those of fish—posing cer-
tain problems where copulation with mortal males is con-
cerned—it was necessary to endow these creatures in
many cases with the power [possessed by Melusina] of
transforming themselves into human form. On the other
hand, certain ingenious souls resolved the problem by
endowing the mermaids with two fish tails, which take the
place of legs, and which allow for the female genitalia to
be situated between them as with human females. There
1s an abundance of scientific evidence, or what passed for
it in the Middle Ages and some other periods, for the
existence of mermaids, including many eye-witness ac-
counts of mermaids and mermen captured or closely ob-
served. The most impressive, however, is the report of
seven mermaids and mermen captured by fishermen and
turned over to the Jesuits. They were all dissected by
Bosquez, physician to the Viceroy of Goa, who described
both their internal and external structure, asserting that
they were quite similar to human beings. This was in
1560, and the capture took place near the island of Man-
dar, off Ceylon. Just three decades earlier, another mer-
man had been captured and was presented to Sigismund,
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king of Poland, who kept the creature at court for several
days, where it was seen by hundreds. The King of Portu-
gal, it is further reported by historians, was once involved
in a lawsuit over the possession of a mermaid.)

Turning to the Greeks and the Romans, the bestial
amours of Zeus, ascendant to the throne of Olympus,
were many and varied. As a bull, he raped Demeter, who
bore Persephone, and lay later with Persephone also,
though this (incestuous) time in the form of a serpent.

Also as a bull, Zeus lecherously embraced Europa;
while in swan form he copulated with Leda—an event
much commemorated by artists, including Da Vinci and
Michelangelo. In another assault, artistically recaptured
by Watteau, he ravished the sleeping Antiope, this time
as a satyr, and as a result were born twins, which the
mother left to die on a mountainside.

As an eagle, Zeus bore away and made his mistress the
nymph Aegina, who gave birth to Aeacus. In the form of
a cuckoo, he seduced his sister, Hera, who yielded to him
only, however, on the condition that he afterwards marry
her.

As a pigeon, Zeus accomplished the seduction of Phthia,
and as a stallion he fornicated with Dia, wife of Ixion.

Almost equally ravenous along bestial lines was Posei-
don, whose amours are distinctive on two counts: Proba-
bly no other deity spawned more or more hideous mon-
sters as a result of his sexual unions. Poseidon was also
given to assuming beast form in order to ravish women
also transformed into beasts.

Thus, as a stallion he overpowered and ravished De-
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meter, who had assumed the shape of a mare in an attempt
to escape him. Two offsprings were born—a daughter,
and Arion, a wild horse with human right feet and the
power of speech. Demeter, it may be added, could claim
the disinction of having been raped once by a bull (Zeus),
and once by a stallion (Poseidon). Probably no other god-
dess could make that statement.

Also in the form of a horse, Poseidon gained carnal
knowledge of Medusa—an event which occurred in the
temple of Athene; and it was for this profanation that
Athene punished Medusa by turning her hair into writh-
ing serpents.

Like Demeter, Theophane was transformed into an
animal—though by Poseidon himself—and as a ewe re-
ceived his embraces, the god having taken the form of a
ram. Of their union was born the famous ram with the
golden fleece.

Other animals and monstrous beings could claim Posei-
don as their paternal procreator, including the Molionids,
the Aloadae, and the Cyclops Polyphemus, whose single
eye was put out by Odysseus.

It was also Poseidon’s doing that Pasiphae conceived
her raging passion for the bull, which the god instilled in
her after being angered by her husband, Minos, king of
Crete. As a result of Pasiphae’s impudicity was born, of
course, the Minotaur—a monster with the upper body
and head of a bull, the lower body of a man, destined to
be slain by the hero Theseus.

Hermes, pander and procurer for Zeus, homosexual
seducer of youths, and the god credited with bringing the
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gift of masturbation to mankind, was himself a bestialist,
lying as a he-goat with Penelope, who bore Pan—though
that is only one of many accounts of the god Pan’s origin.

Arcadia was sexually assaulted by a bull, which was
slain by Argus. Pan assumed the form of a white ram the
better to seduce Selene, the moon-goddess. The centaur
Eurytion sought to ravish Hippodameia, bride of Peiri-
thous, king of the Lapiths, but was thwarted, and as a
consequence the Centaurs and the Lapiths fought a
bloody battle, with the Centaurs being defeated and
driven into exile.

The Centaurs, half-men, half-horses, were said by some
to have come into being when Centaurus—spawn of the
union of Ixion with a cloud in the form of Hera—coupled
bestially with mares. The Centaurs, remembered for
their lechery far more than the Satyrs, were lascivious,
cruel and drunken, forever inflamed by lust, rapists by
predilection.

The god Apollo, in serpent form, indulged his lubric-
1ty with Atys, and as a tortoise achieved yet other amorous
successes. The wind god Boreas took stallion shape to
mate with mares, and resulting were the dozen famous
light-footed horses who could run over the sea without
wetting their feet. The sirens, half-bestial creatures, were
notorious succubi, preying upon mortal men, who were
afterwards destroyed.

Atalanta, daughter of Iasus, was suckled by a bear and
raised by hunters. Herself a huntress, she struck down two
Centaurs, Rhaecus and Hylaeus, who attempted forcibly
to penetrate her. Later, she was turned into a lion, along
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with her husband, for the crime of profaning the temple
of Zeus.

The temple of Faunus, or Lupercus, was situated at the
grotto where the she-wolf suckled Romulus and Remus,
founders of Rome. There, priests, disguised as animals in
the skins of goats, dogs, and wolves, flagellated and forni-
cated with women desirous of fecundation. Faunus him-
self, according to Ovid, was an ever-concupiscent deity
who once attempted, by mistake, to rape Hercules, the
latter having playfully changed clothing with his mistress,
Omphale. It is recorded that Hercules, an undeviating
heterosexual and athlete of the boudoir who once de-
flowered and cudgeled to climax all fifty daughters of
Thespios in a single night, saw little humor in the mis-
taken identity and, outraged, thrashed Faunus soundly
for his attempted assault. One recalls, too, that the orgi-
astic festivities in honor of Fauna—wife, daughter, or
both, of Faunus—were renowned as being even more
frenetically lubricious than the Lupercalia of Faunus
himself.

The Silvanus, a satyr-like Latin divinity physically re-
sembling Pan, was an agricultural, or aboricultural, god
whose father, a shepherd, sired him by spilling his seed
in a she-goat.

And so on. The list could be much extended, but the
examples are doubtless sufficient (save for placating those
whose interest in these matters perhaps transcends legiti-
mate scholarly boundaries).

Apart from myths, and an abundance of folklore—
largely, and lamentably in this case, not set down by au-
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thors—there are many literary works dealing to some ex-
tent with, or skirting the edges of, bestiality. There are
also paintings, sculptures, films, outright pornography,
sermons, moralizings, occultist works, philosophizings,
scholarly and scientific treatises, and so on—an impressive
mass of material when one considers the supposed com-
parative rarity of, and lack of general interest in, the phe-
nomenon of bestiality.

The Psychopathia Sexualis of Krafft-Ebing was the
prototype for many subsequent catalogues of sexual aber-
rations, some of them obviously more literary than “scien-
tific,” which describe cases of persons who have come to
the attention of physicians and/or the law as a result
of engaging in bestial relationships. However, bestiality
tends to receive even less than its due, which is relatively
slight, in such encyclopaedic volumes, where male and
female homosexuality, sadism and masochism, fetichism,
and similarly oft-encountered deviations receive, appro-
priately, most of the space and the author’s best efforts.
Nor is the short shrift accorded bestiality in the compre-
hensive works compensated for, as is the case with most
esoteric facets of eroticism, by a special technical liter-
ature; of works in the English language dealing exclu-
sively with bestiality, I am acquainted only with four, and
of these only one in any way pretends or intends to ade-
quately survey the subject.

Three are slender booklets: Bestiality and the Law, and
Bestiality in Ancient and Modern Times, both by
Niemoller; and Animal Contacts by that prolific pam-
phleteer, Dr. D. O. Cauldwell. All three booklets were
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published by the late Haldeman-Julius and are still
rather easy to obtain. The fourth is a full-length work,
Bestiality, by Gaston Dubois-Desaulle, published in a
limited edition of two thousand copies by the Panurge
Press, New York, in 1933. The book was written at a con-
siderably earlier date, but the well-informed notes sup-
plied by the translator are helpful in bringing it up to
date as of the time of publication. Even now, in 1960,
Bestiality remains the best—indeed, the only—major
source book in English for students of this subject. Un-
fortunately, copies are rather expensive and difficult to
come by, and it might be hoped that the book will be
reissued and further “modernized” in the light of con-
temporary writings of psychologists, anthropologists, at-
torneys, and others who have, since the early 1950’s, shed
additional illumination on the subject from their respec-
tive vantage points.

Of literary works dealing with human-animal sex rela-
tionships, in a major way or only slightly, the following
list can be compiled, but again the list is not at all in-
tended to be exhaustive: The Golden Ass of Apuleius,
The Arabian Nights, The Pentameron, Mace’s I’Abbe
en belle humor, Balzac’s famous desert love tale of the
soldier and the pantheress, Louis Noir’s Le Lion du Su-
dan, Charpentier’s Le Roman d’un Singe, Emile Dodil-
lon’s Hemo, Rachilde’s ’Animale, Scheffer’'s La Charm-
euse, Crowley’s White Stains, Memoirs of a Russian
Princess, Beardsley’s Venus and Tannhdauser, Herbert’s
A Night in a Moorish Harem, Robinson Jefters’ Roan
Stallion, Clement Wood’s The Monkey, the anonymous
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Lascivious Hypocrite, Djuna Barnes’s Nightwood, March
Hastings’ Obsessed, Jean Dutourd’s 4 Dog’s Head, Man-
diargues’ The Girl Beneath the Lion, R. E. L. Masters’
Mishka Rediscovered, W. B. Yeats’ Leda and the Swan,
and many others—including, especially, a host of porno-
graphic novels not generally available.

An example of bestiality as it occurs in the porno-
graphic novel is to be found in The Lascivious Hypocrite,
mentioned above, where a woman copulates with a dog
for the benefit of enraptured voyeurs. The novel, 4 Dog’s
Head, is of interest in that it explores, by means of a half-
animal hero who is attracted to both canine and human
females, the problem of man’s relationship to other ani-
mals generally; and considers also, from this imaginative
perspective, man’s body-mind dualism, the problem of
man’s ‘‘animal nature,” etc. In addition to the above-
mentioned works I have encountered on several occasions
references to a recent and reportedly superior French
novel which relates the erotic love of a young girl for a
stallion, but unfortunately I cannot give the title of this
work, having been unable to track it down.

It has been suggested that another example of bestiality
in literature is to be found in Poe’s Murders in the Rue
Morgue, but I personally find this assertion about as
plausible as I would find the view that zoophilia is the
dominant theme of Burroughs’ Tarzan and the Apes
series. Bestiality, or other perverse content, has also been
attributed to such children’s favorites as Little Red
Riding-Hood and Beauty and the Beast—and in the case
of the latter, some of the illustrations produced from
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time to time in connection with this charming tale would
clearly indicate that it is at least subject to that interpre-
tation in some minds. Where the other story is concerned,
we are told both that Little Red Riding-Hood “likes the
wolf in bed,” and that there is more to the wolf’s devour-
ing of grandma than the discerning childish reader admits
to his more inhibited and therefore less perceptive elders.
I, however, am here inclined to go along with Dr. F. S.
Perls, as quoted in Eisler’s Man Into Wolf, who asserts
that the wolf’s eating of granny has nothing to do with
sex: The wolf is simply hungry, and in that prosaic fash-
ion is related to an empty belly. However, the story is a
very interesting one, certainly lending itself to a variety
of interpretations, and when so perceptive a writer as
Djuna Barnes manages to find something subtle, sexual,
and sinister in it, we should hesitate to assert dogmatically
that what she finds is altogether absent.

Phyllis and Eberhard Kronhausen (Pornography and
the Law) observe that bestiality is an almost invariable
and essential ingredient of the obscene book. They fur-
ther remark that such subject matters as human-animal
sex contacts is very likely to run afoul of censors and other
vigilant guardians of the public morals—one reason, cer-
tainly, for the paucity of zoophilic and zooerastic material
in American fiction.

Bestiality is also a stock ingredient of collections of ob-
scene and pornographic photographs and drawings, and,
less commonly—owing, one supposes, to casting difficul-
ties—is encountered in pornographic or obscene motion
pictures. In this regard, the eminent sexologist Iwan
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Bloch discovered that especially popular among the sala-
cious photos and French postcards of his day were those
portraying acts of sodomy (one supposes that the gamut
of bestial relations, and not just anal intercourse, is meant
by “‘sodomy”’) between humans on the one hand and asses,
monkeys, and dogs on the other. The present-day variety
of pornographic (bestiality) photos is perhaps greater
than in Bloch’s time, though still less than extensive as
compared to the range of photographic portrayal of some
other sexual deviations.

Human-animal sex intercourse was long a favorite sub-
ject of theologians, who titillated their congregations of
readers and pewsitters with descriptions, often graphic, of
such unconscionable and damnable lubricities. Dingwall
(The American Woman) tells us, for example, that the
erotopathic witch-hunter Cotton Mather, as we might
expect, was much concerned with this matter.

“Mather tells one tale,” writes Dingwell, “of a man
whom everybody believed to be a saintly character until
his particular predilections were made public. We do not
know why this husband and father seemed to prefer the
lower creation, but Mather assures us that he had had a
cow, two heifers, three sheep and two sows, whilst his wife
had actually seen him having relations with a bitch and
his son had once caught him ‘hideously conversing with
asow.””

It is not unlikely that Mather drew the inspiration for
his account of this detestable and heinous career of vice
from a then recent case in Scotland, rather than from
amongst the ranks of his own flock of sheep. The case
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was that of Major Thomas Weir, a prominent evangeli-
cal leader and pillar of community life, who was executed
in 1670, when he was a septagenarian, after confessing
to bestiality, incest, and assorted other enormities.

As early as 1651—nineteen years previous to his con-
fession—this eminent holy man had been apprehended
whilst sodomizing a mare by a woman who lodged a com-
plaint against him. So hallowed was his reputation, how-
ever, that he was not only able to evade punishment or
even suspicion himself, but was able to have his accuser
flogged through the streets of Lanark by a hangman, as
was only appropriate for the chastisement of one con-
ceiving so base and baseless a slander.

Weir had already been careless where incest was con-
cerned. He had been caught in bed with his sister years
before by his sister-in-law, who revealed at Weir's trial
that when she happened upon the brother and sister they
were ‘“lying together in the barn at Wicket-Shaw, and
that they were both naked in the bed together, and that
she was above him, and that the bed did shake, and that
she heard some scandalous language between them.”

In view of the treatment accorded his other accuser,
Weir’s sister-in-law did well, at the time of her discovery
of the incest, to keep silent. And it was not until he was
seventy-six years of age, and confessed, that Weir's life
of pious hypocrisy and outrageous crime, hitherto veiled
by an aura of sanctity, came to light. He was then, on his
own confession, charged with attempting to rape his
sister Jane when she was ten, and with incestuously co-
habiting with her from her sixteenth through her fiftieth
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year, when he “loathed her for her age’’; also with incestu-
ously lying with his stepdaughter, Margaret Bourdon;
with several and diverse adulteries; with clandestine copu-
lations, over a period of twenty years, with his serving
maid; and with bestiality with mares and cows. Though
he was not formally accused of it, testimony also indi-
cated that Weir was a powerful sorcerer, heretic and
blasphemer, and a consulter of witches, necromancers,
devils, and other disreputable and diabolic persons and
Spirits.

It is generally believed nowadays—as indeed it was by a
good many at the time—that old Major Weir was insane,
and that his offenses were all or mostly imaginary.®

If we are to define pornography as that which by intent
(conscious or unconscious) has the primary effect of titil-
lating the erotic sensibilities, then it is at once apparent
that preachers and other theologians have probably been
the most persistent and ardent pornographers to be found
in any distinguishable group within the ranks of human-
ity. Certainly, theological writings down the ages include
a sizable portion of the obscenity created by man, the
writings of Catholic theologians and the recorded lives
of the saints being especially noteworthy in this respect.

As for bestiality, where can one find it dealt with more
often, at greater length, or more passionately and leer-
ingly than in the writings of the fathers of the Church?
And how, one wonders—as if one did not know—are the
censors able so consistently to overlook these facts?

The art of bestiality is more extensive than the creative
literature, and only a few examples will be mentioned.
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Many others are to be found in such works as the famous
Bilder Lexikon der Erotik, Titanen Erotik, Japanischen
Erotik, and similar volumes, and in the world’s larger
collections of erotica. Additionally, one may find a good
many examples of art works portraying bestiality, and the
related “demoniality,” in the works of the classical de-
monologists and other writers on witchcraft. A notion of
this latter class of works may be obtained from an excel-
lent current volume, Robbins’ Encyclopedia of Witch-
craft and Demonology.

Of the more famous paintings, we have already men-
tioned Da Vinci’'s Leda and the Swan, which i1s innocuous,
the Leda of Michelangelo, which was presumably more
potent, and a number of paintings by lesser artists deal-
ing with this same mythological incident. The Leda and
the Swan of Michelangelo, unfortunately, was destroyed
by a puritanical minister of Louis XIII, after the Duke
of Ferrara, who commissioned the painting, had sent it
to France, to the court of Francis I, for fear that it would
fall into the hands of the Inquisition.

Mention has been made, too, of the Antiope and
Satyr, painted by Watteau, which now hangs in the
Louvre. An Abduction of Europa is to be seen at the
National Museum, Palermo, and I am uncertain whether
this painting is Titian’s, also called Rape of Europa, or
another. There is also a Rape of Deianira, by Pollaiuolo,
and a great many other paintings might be listed of
women in more or less specifically sexual relation to cen-
taurs, satyrs, and other half-bestial mythical beings, of
which Rubens’ Nymphs and Satyrs is one of the more fa-
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mous examples. Pasiphae and the Bull, like Leda and the
Swan, was a favorite subject of Renaissance painters, and
quite a few of these works are still to be seen in the vari-
ous European galleries and museums.

Sex lore, myths, art works, etc., dealing with the inter-
course of women with snakes are usually to be under-
stood as allegorical, the snake being symbolic—represent-
ing the phallus, the principle of evil, or whatever—but
that is not to say that every representation of this kind
1s to be understood as symbolic. We know, for example,
that the snake—and the crocodile and lizard, which
sometimes substitute for the snake in myth and dreams—
has been used sexually by humans. In the Berlin Museum
fiir Volkerkunde there are or were several sculptures with
this subject matter, though whether they refer to myths
or actual happenings or are to be understood still other-
wise 1 have not attempted to determine. One carved
wooden figure is of a crocodile inserting his snout into a
woman’s vagina; another is of a crocodile emerging from
a woman'’s vulva; while a third is a representation of a
snake preparing to make its entrance into a human
vagina.

The Naples Museum has or had a highly regarded
piece of marble statuary found at Herculaneum, which
affords the spectacle of a satyr having sexual relations with
a goat. Somewhat similarly, the Renaissance poet and
diplomat Aretino noted that in the Palazzo Chigi there
was a sculpture of a “marble satyr attempting a boy.”
Whether the work still exists, I cannot say. But Aretino,
arguing from this work and its acceptance, made a plea
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for freedom from prudishness and hypocrisy in the arts,
urging specifically that human sexual intercourse be
recognized as an appropriate subject for the painter and
sculptor. (““What is the harm if we see how a man mounts
a woman? Shall animals enjoy more freedom than men?’’)

In the temples of India, too, are to be found some nota-
ble examples of sculpture, the figures being humans in
sexual connection with animals (and with other humans,
both children and adults). A famous Gothic cathedral
once sported a naked nun erotically beseiged by monkeys.

In addition to the erotic episodes in frankly porno-
graphic motion pictures which display women, and oc-
casionally men and children, in intercourse with animals
—usually dogs and ponies—there have been produced a
large number of popular films which suggest in varying
degrees of specificity the possibility of bestial intercourse,
usually brought about by kidnapping and subsequent
rape (which last would occur if the heroine were not, as
she invariably is, rescued just in time to prevent it).

A good many examples of the cinematic art have been
produced, for instance, in which women are carried off
into the jungles by apes and gorillas, and that these
scenes are very popular with audiences is made clear
by the frequency with which they are selected to illus-
trate the large posters found in the fronts of the theaters
where the films are being shown. Even so, I wonder if we
may assume, as some writers on the subject have, that the
majority of the audiences are consciously responding to
an erotic (bestiality) situation—that they expect the
women to be ravished by the animals. It may well be

106



BESTIALITY

that a good many spectators, consciously or unconsciously,
do entertain such precisely defined erotic expectations,
but I think it equally likely that a good many others do
not, deriving their thrills, instead, from the anticipation
that the women will be killed, agonizingly, of course
(which may also afford erotic gratification to the spec-
tator, but in a somewhat different way than most amateur
analysts suppose).

Closely related are the so-called monster movies, or
horror films, where the heroine, usually in a filmy neg-
ligee or with clothing revealingly torn or dishevelled, is
borne off by Frankenstein’s monster, the Wolf Man, the
Mummy, the Mole Man, or some similar creature. Here
the erotic element is more manifest—perhaps because
the monster may in most cases be presumed to have
human or human-like genitalia and more nearly human
desires—and is probably understood by a considerably
greater portion of the audience, including the children
who especially appreciate, as evidenced by their attend-
ance, productions of this kind.

A film like the ever-popular King Kong, a classic of the
genre, raises some special questions. The heroine is an
attractive young woman, scantily attired (clothing ripped
to expose one breast, etc.); the giant ape Kong is ob-
viously attracted to her in a way that can scarcely be
other than erotic; but the sexual element is discouraged
(intentionally minimized or kept in check?) by the ex-
treme disparity between the physical dimensions of Kong
on the one hand and those of the girl on the other. One
wonders, indeed, if much of the film’s appeal is not bound
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up with this (actually somewhat tragic) situation in which
the monstrous Kong finds himself loving a human female
who can neither return his affection nor fulfill his desires.

In most of such films the spectator is able to find pretty
much what he wants (and is equipped) to find. The pos-
sibility of a strongly erotic interpretation is unquestion-
ably present, but the film may still be understood and
appreciated if the eroticism is excluded from the spec-
tator’s appreciation. For this and other reasons I would
suggest that it is an error to insist that bestiality 1s neces-
sarily present and well-defined in a great many jungle,
travel, and monster films; or to insist, at any rate, that
the films must be understood in this way, and that the
audiences, in large part, so understand them. Unless the
eroticism is quite explicit, and it rather rarely is, we
should consider that it is more a matter of the spectator
bringing the bestiality motif to the film than of the film
offering this motif as more than an alternative interpre-
tative possibility to the spectator.

In concluding this particular discussion, I think it
may be said without fear of serious challenge that besti-
ality appeals greatly to the human imagination, which
is not to suggest that this implies a general desire for
active participation. But it is a matter of record that
bestiality has appealed, esthetically as subject matter for
their work, to some of the very greatest writers and artists,
and to many lesser minds and talents. There is some-
thing strangely beautiful in the vision of Leda’s submis-
sion to the swan, and in similar scenes wherein women are
embraced by stallions, bulls, and the great cats. The
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mating of man and ape has about it the esthetic allure
of the grotesque.

It has been said that bestiality is “a vice of clod-
hoppers,” but it must be acknowledged that it is equally,
in phantasy at least, the pleasure of the most highly de-
veloped imaginations and the keenest esthetic sensibil-
ities.

PSYCHICAL BESTIALITY

By “psychical bestiality” I mean practices which yield
erotic gratification or stimulation as a result of behavior
in which animals figure, but in which there is no direct
physical sexual contact between the human and the
beast.

This would include, for example, sexual stimulation,
sometimes to orgasm, as a result of watching animals
copulate with one another—a practice to which has been
given the formidable nonmenclature ‘“‘mixoscopic zo-
ophilia”; similar stimulation derived from watching exhi-
bitions of bestiality; masturbation phantasies of animal-
human or animal-animal sex relations; day-dreaming to
orgasm or excitation with bestiality phantasies; fur or
(animal) hair fetichism; bestiality in books, art works, or
photographs experienced as an erotic stimulus; nocturnal
emissions with bestiality the subject of the dream;* phan-
tasies of animal torture with accompanying stimulation;
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erotic phantasies of humans attacked and mutilated by
beasts; and so on. Of these, only the first two—gratifica-
tion or stimulation derived from exhibitions of animal-
animal and animal-human sex contacts—will be dis-
cussed at any length here.

Exhibitions of animal intercourse have always been
popular, and were especially so in modern times in
France and England of the eighteenth century, when the
nobility (as was also true of the Renaissance) particularly
delighted in witnessing the copulations of stallions with
mares.

Havelock Ellis, in The Psychology of Sex, related a
number of interesting cases of persons sexually excited
and/or otherwise gratified by the spectacle of animal
intercourse. In this regard he correctly observed that “the
coupling of the larger animals is often an impressive and
splendid spectacle which is far, indeed, from being ob-
scene, and has commended itself to persons of intellectual
distinction.” He also noted however, and again correctly,
that such sights may be, especially where “ill-balanced
minds” are concerned, both prurient and morbid.*

As an 1nstance of the latter, he cites the case of a nun,
“sexually hyperaesthetic,” who was powerfully aroused
by the sight, or even the recollection, of flies in sexual
connection. Ever since childhood, such a sight had caused
her to masturbate compulsively, and she recalled having
this experience, after becoming a nun, more than four
hundred times.

As instances of highly-developed intellects and sensi-
bilities attracted to the spectacle of the intercourse of
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animals, Ellis cites the Countess of Pembroke and the
rather notorious Pope Alexander VI (and his daughter,
Lucrezia Borgia):

““The Countess of Pembroke, Sir Philip Sidney’s sister,
appears to have found sexual enjoyment in the contem-
plation of the sexual prowess of stallions. Aubrey writes
that she ‘was very salacious and she had a contrivance

that in the spring of the year . . . the stallions . . .
were to be brought before such a part of the house where
she had a vidette to look on them.” . . . Although the

modern editor’s modesty has caused the disappearance of
several lines from this passage, the general sense is clear.
In the same century (the fifteenth) Burchard, the faith-
ful secretary of Pope Alexander VI, describes in his in-
valuable diary how four race horses were brought to two
mares in a court of the Vatican, the horses clamorously
fighting for the possession of the mares and eventually
mounting them, while the Pope and his daughter Lu-
crezia looked on from a window ‘cum magno risu et
delectatione.” . . .” 2 To this we will append the datum
that several of the Roman emperors, also men of highly
developed imaginations and esthetic sensibilities, took
similar delight in spectacles of animal copulations, and of
bestial connections as well.

Sexual arousal at the sight of animals copulating has
been reported by a great many persons, both famous and
obscure, who have added that such arousal leads some-
times to acts of bestiality, sometimes to masturbation, and
occasionally to heterosexual coitus with anyone available.
(That this latter result may be forthcoming has always
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been well known to operators of houses of prostitution,
who have staged exhibitions of animal coitus and of
bestiality for the express purpose of stimulating the carnal
appetites of their patrons and thus inducing them to avail
themselves of the services of the waiting ladies of pleas-
ure.) That witnessing animal intercourse may have a
somewhat loftier effect is evidenced by the case of the
late Wilhelm Reich. Dr. Reich, we are told, was moti-
vated by his boyhood interest in such phenomena to
pursue a scientific career, which he did with the greatest
distinction.

Havelock Ellis found a symbolic character present in
spectacles of animal coition, and an ‘“‘association by re-
semblance; the animal sexual act recalls the human
sexual act; the animal becomes the symbol of the human
being.” 8

This observation, which will be found to be true in
at least a sizable number of cases, raises an interesting
question: To what extent does the human individual
participating in an act of bestiality regard the animal sex
partner as a person?

There is probably no sexual anomaly which does not
in some sense, in at least some cases, posit its object as
human or as related to the human. In bestiality this oc-
curs when human qualities, especially emotional ones,
are anthropomorphically and/or empathetically attrib-
uted to the beast.

Even when, to take a very extreme example, the tail
of a fish is inserted into a woman'’s vagina and she derives
gratification from its squirming movements, we are in
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fact dealing with a variety of masturbation, in this case
with a kind of verge or penis-substitute, the use of which
implies an awareness of the human sex partner as absent
and therefore compensated for by the employment of an
object which is used in lieu of the missing phallus and
thus invested with certain of its attributes.

But to return to bestiality in its more common forms,
when it is not merely masturbation with only a substitute
for the human penis; here, the bestialist substitutes the
animal for another person in at least some sense. In ex-
treme cases, he woos it, as he might woo another person,
with caresses and love play, attempting to excite it. He
anticipates that the animal will derive gratification from
its intercourse with him, as another person would, and
he is disappointed if this reaction does not occur. In
general, he attributes to the animal partner a variety of
human, as distinguished from animal, emotional and
even intellectual capacities and responses—in short, re-
gards it as a personality, a human-like consciousness
which differs from him erotically more in form than in
spirit. This is, in part, why individuals are able to “fall
in love” with animals, especially with those animals with
which they have had repeated sexual experiences (and
repeated opportunity to expand and perfect the per-
sonalization process). Such anomalous falling in love, or
zoophilia, would usually not occur if a more or less
humanistic consciousness and emotionality were not at-
tributed to the animal which, by virtue of this humaniza-
tion, in addition to its ready compliance with the human
sex desires, is able to fulfill in at least some measure the
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role of a human love-object. (It is even an inducement
for the zoophile, in some cases, that the beast’s “fidelity”
is [optimistically] regarded as certain; and that, where
human females especially are concerned, there is no like-
lihood of an unwanted pregnancy resulting from the
relationship, though this last is, of course, a practical con-
sideration, distinct from the problem of anthropomor-
phism.)

On the other hand, the animal-as-animal exerts its
appeal also in bestiality relationships, and especially so,
one supposes, in the case of the more intelligent and
1maginative spectator whose appreciation is in large part
based precisely upon the idea of the union of the man
or the woman with the beast.

The voluptuary, the roué, and the sophisticate, not
lacking in opportunities for human sex contacts, are not
at all likely to resort to the humanization of animals by
either spectator association or participant anthropo-
morphism. For who, after all, craving voyeuristic stimu-
lation, and able to observe the more intricate and skill-
ful and—if so regarded—depraved love-making of hu-
mans, would substitute for this experience the witnessing
of the copulations of animals if the animals were then
to be humanized through an “association by resemblance”
such as Ellis suggested?

Exhibitions of human-animal sex intercourse have
never received the psychological analysis and other at-
tention they quite richly merit. It is true that research
in this area would present many problems, but the in-
sight achieved might well be worth the trouble. Besti-
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ality exhibitions have been popular throughout recorded
human history, and it is evident therefore, that they ful-
fill profound psychological cravings on the part of the
spectators, and perhaps on the part of the human par-
ticipants as well.

Looking at the matter only superficially, it is probably
safe to suppose that these spectacles are enjoyed, (1) be-
cause of their bizarre erotic character which appeals to
the imagination, and especially to the visual esthetic
sense; (2) there 1s a strong element of sadistic gratifica-
tion for the spectator, resulting from the assumed deg-
radation of the prostitute through her contact with a
lower animal; (3) cravings for bestial intercourse may be
vicariously appeased, without the guilt which would be
engendered if the spectator himself (or herself) partici-
pated in such an encounter; and (4) there is the pleasur-
able sexual excitation which results from watching al-
most any kind of erotic behavior, experienced by most
persons who are not, as a result of artificially imposed
moral inhibitions, conditioned to revulsion or strong
disapproval or the upwelling of painful guilt feelings.
There is, of course, also the true voyeur, for whom such
spectacles are a means to complete sexual gratification;
and doubtless many other motivations and sources of
gratification could also be mentioned.

As for the prostitute or other person coupling with the
animal under these conditions, it is likely that (1) maso-
chistic cravings are satisfied by means of the implied
degradation which is greatly intensified by the fact that
an audience bears witness to the “‘shame’ of the partici-
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pant; (2) exhibitionistic urges may be gratified; (3) there
may be considerable indifference to the performance on
the part of the prostitute, whose only conscious motive
may be a desire for financial reward (while no profound
unconscious needs or purposes are involved); and (4)
there may be actual erotic gratification, accompanied
probably by one or more of the aforementioned responses,
but with paramount emphasis on the physical and psy-
chological pleasures resulting from the act as experienced
apart from any responses contingent upon the other fac-
tors mentioned. Again, it is to be assumed that thorough
analysis, based upon extensive on-the-spot observations,
interviews, etc., would yield other motivations and
sources of gratification.

Additionally, it would be most illuminating to learn
the ease or difficulty with which animals are taught to
perform under the conditions of the bestiality exhibition
—conditions which may vary greatly, ranging from the
boisterous climate of the “smoker’” to the sultry exoti-
cism encountered in brothels catering to a sensualistic
clientele whose voluptuousness is greatly refined.

BESTIALITY AS PERVERSION

In general, the perverted individual will be defined
here as one who, for whatever reason, has been diverted
from the normal path of heterosexuality and who is,
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therefore, unable to express himself (or herself) sex-
ually with, or to feel loving toward, a normal opposite-
sex love-object. At the same time, the path of nor-
mal love and normal sexuality being closed to him, he
has broken—or, better, irrupted—through the barriers
erected against his love and his sexuality, but in an ab-
normal or deviant way, so that the course his love and/or
sexuality takes is toward an abnormal love-object. The
sex pervert is thus a man or woman who (1) is unable to
love and to derive sexual gratification from a normal
love-object; and (2) possesses desires, equally as intense
as those of the normal individual, for an abnormal love-
object. This object is determined in its nature not by any
vicious volition of the pervert but by psychological or
physiological factors, or a combination of these—inborn,
acquired, or both.

For the practical purposes of the discussion to follow,
this view does not differ much from the more common
one that the sexual perversion is a form or mode of
sexual activity which, for the deviate, supplants the heter-
osexual coitus regarded as the normal and healthy method
of sexual expression natural to mankind. Also, in this
common view, in true sexual perversion the perverted
individual usually has no desire for normal coitus, or is
unable to obtain gratification from it or to perform it,
and instead must, or at least greatly prefers to, obtain his
sexual gratification from the mode of sexual activity
peculiar to his perversion.

By either view, and by most others as well, there is no
such thing, speaking precisely, as a perverted sexual act;
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rather, there are only the sexual acts of perverted persons,
which are called “perverted acts” for reasons of linguistic
convenience—a facility purchased at the expense both of
accuracy and justice. When we understand clearly that
the perversion resides in the pathological psychology of
the pervert, of which in his case the act is a symptom,
then we will understand, too, that the behavior is dis-
eased because the individual is diseased—and not the
reverse. That is to say, it is not necessarily true that we
may infer from a specific sexual act, even an extreme
one, which happens to be the one performed by a certain
kind of pervert, that all acts of this kind are perversions
and that all individuals who engage in such acts are per-
verted.

This 1s especially clear in the case of bestiality. It is
true that there is a perversion—bestiality (or zoophilia)
—in which the pervert’s desires are exclusively, or cus.
tomarily and preferentially, and for reasons beyond the
individual’s control, directed towards animals rather than
towards humans of the opposite sex who are desired as
partners in coition. However, and as should have been
made clear by now, in considering all acts of sexual inter-
course with animals we find that only a small minority
of these are performed by perverted individuals—that
1s, by those who can only obtain gratification in this way,
or who are only feebly stimulated by the sex-object so-
cially and legally regarded as legitimate. (The injustice
stemming from the linguistic convenience mentioned
above results, of course, from the fact that when we
customarily speak of a particular act as being perverted,
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or a perversion, then we habitually go on from there to
assume that whoever engages in the so-called perversion
is a pervert—which is obviously not the case.)

But if we thus distinguish between pervert and non-
pervert, and classify as perverted only those who fulfill
the conditions of the definition, do we not then deprive
the non-pervert offender of what might be his only de-
fense—that his is ““a medical problem”—against a charge
of outright viciousness and corruption? Under present
legislation, which deals erroneously in “perverted acts,”
and which, almost all authorities agree, is outmoded and
based upon notions of what is sinful rather than, ration-
ally, upon what is socially deleterious, it might well be
that this is the case. (Though, of course, it is not quite
so simple as all that, and such words as “vicious” and
“corrupt” can, in any case, scarcely be brought into play
with validity. And moreover, however much my sympa-
thies may lie with the individual subjected to irrational
legalistic persecutions as the result of a minor transgres-
sion, it is still not my task here to refrain from pursuing
factuality in order to leave standing loopholes through
which the offender may slip to avoid punishment, how-
ever unjust.)

Of the cases of bestiality mentioned in the foregoing
brief historical survey it will probably be accepted by
almost everyone that many are by no stretch of the imagi-
nation instances of sexual perversion. I refer to human-
animal sex relationships practiced as a means to other
than erotic gratification, such as religious bestiality, in
which the sex act is a metaphysically meaningful ritual or
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an act of worship; magical bestiality, in which the pur-
pose is to generate magical “currents,” divine the future,
effect material changes in the world, etc.; and therapeutic
bestiality, as a cure for venereal and other diseases. That
in some cases magic, ritual, and therapy may have been
rationalizations, mere devices for legitimizing the other-
wise forbidden, may be granted. But there is no basis for
arguing that this was true in more than a small minority
of the cases whereas there are many reasons for assuming
that bestiality was in fact primarily a means to the de-
sired supernatural or therapeutic end.

Apart from the cases where bestiality is a means to a
non-sexual end, we have already distinguished a variety
of classes or types of individuals who at any given time
may be found to be engaging in animal contacts, and who
provide us with a multiplicity of motivations.

““Three conditions,” wrote Havelock Ellis, “have fa-
vored the extreme prevalence of bestiality: (1) primitive
conceptions of life which built up no great barrier be-
tween man and other animals; (2) the extreme familiarity
which necessarily exists between the peasant and his
beasts, often combined with separation from women;
(8) various folk-lore beliefs such as the efficacy of inter-
course with animals as a cure for venereal diseases, etc.”

While we may wonder what Ellis meant by “‘extreme
prevalence,” the rest of the statement seems clear enough,
and is all right as far as it goes. That it does not, unfor-
tunately, go far enough was the result of Ellis’ belief
that *“. . . this offense is usually committed either by
persons who are morbidly abnormal or who are of so low
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a degree of intelligence that they border on feebleminded-
ness.”

Obviously, the majority of persons who have had some
experience of bestiality do not fit either category, though,
with some reservations about the near-feeblemindedness,
the majority of habitual practitioners probably would.
But by far the larger proportion of all those who have
had one or more experiences of a sexual nature involving
animals are neither abnormally feebleminded nor mor-
bidly abnormal; they are, rather, normally sensual per-
sons without strong inhibitions against such contacts
who have found themselves in situations where desire
coincided with opportunity for gratification by means of
bestiality.

Ellis also neglected an important, though a minority,
class, whose components include the jaded voluptuaries,
the highly imaginative individuals for whom bestiality
1s an esthetic as well as an erotic experience, the sexually
amoral and curious individuals for whom the act may
be said, without facetiousness, to serve an educational
purpose, and so on. Intellectually, persons making up a
group of this kind are at the opposite extreme in many
cases from the feebleminded peasant, and they are not
necessarily abnormally morbid, or morbidly abnormal,
either, unless one fallaciously infers that the mere fact
of participation in the tabooed behavior makes them so.
Representatives of the same group will be found to be
participants, at least occasionally, in most of the other
more exotic sex practices, and some of the greatest names,
especially the literary and artistic ones, of any given
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period will always be numbered among them. If epithets
are to be here applied, we ought perhaps to speak of such
persons as “‘polymorphous perverse,” or almost so, rather
than merely sexually perverted.

Dubois-Desaulle correctly noted many years ago that
bestiality need not be taken to imply sexual perversion:

“Bestiality,” he wrote, ““does not always take its origin
in psychopathological conditions. A complete absence
of morality or an irresistible sexual impulse which cannot
be satisfied naturally are sometimes the principal reasons
for this satisfaction against nature that is met with among
men and more rarely among women.”’ (To which we must
add that “complete absence of morality’ is, of course,
too strong, and that what should be understood, rather,
is the absence of overwhelming moral inhibitions against
this particular method of erotic gratification.)

A position more consistent with the contemporary
spirit and thinking on this matter is taken by Dr. D. O.
Cauldwell (Animal Contacts), who bases his remarks
largely on the findings of Kinsey and others:

“In former times,” he writes, ‘‘sexual experiences be-
tween man and animal were regarded as a form of per-
version on the part of man. More recent studies indicate
that man, in having sexual relations with the lower ani-
mals, is merely pursuing basic biological instinct. Psy-
chologists who have given the matter serious study from
an unbiased point of view are of the opinion that the
sexual urge and an outlet are of far more importance
than the nature or form of the outlet. It is, therefore, the
opinion of such psychologists that man’s sexual experi-
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ences with the lower animals represent a diversion (be-
cause a more convenient outlet than the autoerotic is not
at hand) rather than a perversion.” (Italics mine.)

On the biological and only primitively psychological
level, Cauldwell’s view is a correct one. It does not, how-
ever, take into account either the cases of true perversion,
or those where the motivation is primarily intellectual,
imaginative, and esthetic.

Yet another aspect of this problem requires that we
consider the possibility that the individual’s practice of
bestiality, while not a perversion, still stems from some
pathological or otherwise abnormal conditions which are
usually psychical or emotional but may sometimes be
physical, as in a case mentioned by Bloch.

It has been claimed that underdevelopment of the
genitals may lead to indulgence in deviant behavior, and
a case of this kind which resulted in bestiality was de-
scribed by Gyurkovechky. Bloch, summarizing it, wrote
that ““To this category belongs the case . . . of a young
aristocrat with extraordinarily small genitals, which made
intercourse with women impossible for him, so that faute
de mieux he practiced sodomy with a hen.”

Krafft-Ebing rightly noted, three-quarters of a century
ago, certain pathological conditions which are sometimes
present in individuals committing sexual acts with ani-
mals. Among these: Impotence for heterosexual coitus,
and epilepsy, with impulsive performance of the animal
contact. In addition, we may mention various forms of
anxiety neurosis and religious and moral neuroses and
psychoses, with profound conviction of the sinfulness of
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coitus, which, when accompanied by powerful sexual
urges, may lead the victims to seek relief with animals
and/or in other ways productive of less anxiety or less
overwhelming feelings of guiltiness. In some of these
cases, it is apparent, the bestial intercourse is no less faute
de mieux than was that of Gyurkovechky’s young aristo-
crat. Equally apparently, the behavior does not or need
not constitute perverted bestiality.

Krafft-Ebing was also correct in making the distinc-
tion between the occasional and the habitual practitioner
of bestial intercourse. It is doubtless generally true, he
wrote, that “Whoever seeks and finds sexual gratification
exclusively with animals, although opportunities for the
normal act are at hand, must at once be suspected of a
pathological condition of the sexual instinct. . . . The
zooerast (bestialist) as compared with the sexual invert
(homosexual) is much farther removed from the normal
object. This would qualify the perversion of the former
as a much graver condition—because more degenerative
—than that of the latter.”

With this latter point—that the exclusive bestialist or
zoophile is much further removed from the normal ob-
ject—it is quite possible to take issue. Schwarz, para-
phrased by M. Boss (Meaning and Content of Sexual
Perversions) has put forward an extremely seminal and
interesting view—which certainly has at least partial
validity—"‘that the homosexual person never desires the
body of the partner, that he (or she) only desires the
partner’s masculinity or femininity representing meaning
or material.” We are quite justified in wondering, espe-
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cially if we accept the view of Schwarz, whether the zoo-
phile, who “humanizes” his opposite-sex animal love-
object, is truly “‘farther removed from the normal object”
than the homosexual, whose object is invariably an ab-
normal one, and, if Schwarz is correct, is even further re-
moved from the realm of the sexually normal by idealiza-
tion at the expense—and obliteration—of the material
aspect of the relationship as centered in the body of the
Other.

Boss also mentions in his absorbing study of perversion
theories the view of H. Kunz who, in his “anthropologic”
theory of perversions, suggests that among other criteria
a sex act is to be regarded as perverted when the element
of tenderness is excluded from it. Here we see at once,
however, that in bestiality, on the contrary, the greatest
amount of tenderness is to be found precisely where the
behavior is the most perverted—or at least the most ““dis-
turbed”—that is, in cases of true zoophilia where the
animal sex-object is regarded in much the same manner
as a beloved and therefore tenderly and passionately af-
fective woman or man is regarded by the normal indi-
vidual.

In concluding this brief and perforce largely specula-
tive discussion of bestiality as a perversion, I am inclined
to put forward the tentative view that human-animal
sex contacts may be regarded as perverted only when the
relationship is a zoophilic one; that is, only in cases where
the animal is excessively “humanized,” is a symbol and a
personalized substitute for the human love-object denied
the perverted individual by the very nature of his per-
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version. That much or all of the complex psychical
mechanism by which this is brought about occurs on an
unconscious or extra-conscious level is probably an in-
variable condition of the process.

To the extent that the zoophile’s unconscious psycho-
dynamics compel him to anthropomorphize or humanize
or personalize the animal object of his affections, his con-
scious condition is an aberrant one, and it will determine
the degree to which he departs from the “world of re-
ality” into the world of his own delusions and fabrica-
tions, with the result that the increasingly bizarre and
grotesque character of his perceptions and behavior will
be less and less obvious to him. At length, though he may
remain relatively normal in other respects (like the noble-
man running with the pack of Great Danes and making
love to his harlequin bitch, but otherwise displaying no
notable eccentricities) he may be able, as did a young
farmhand mentioned in the psychiatric literature, to fall
in love with a cow on the consciously acknowledged basis
of her beauty, her name, and the melodious tinkling of
her cowbell, and perhaps be able to see very little or
nothing out of the way in this behavior.

The zooerast on the other hand, using the animal in-
differently and as a substitute for heterosexual intercourse
—a kind of masturbation—entertains neither illusions
nor delusions and in no way, or at most very slightly,
humanizes the animal sex-object or otherwise departs
from or loosens his hold on the real world as experienced

by him both apart from and inclusive of his sexual prac-
tice.
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It is to be concluded from the discussion, even if one
rejects much of the speculative and theoretical material
presented, that, of the practitioners of bestial intercourse,
only the zoophile may be regarded as perverted, and as
“a medical problem.” Thus, where the law is concerned,
the ironic situation presents itself that the only true per-
vert in this field of endeavor is also the very one who
deserves to escape the law’s clutches via the route of psy-
cotherapy. Society then has left at its disposal, for pur-
poses of retribution, only the non-perverts, the transient
bestialists who commit their offense only once or a few
times at most, and who should thus be of least concern to
a society concerned with avenging itself against perpe-
trators of that monstrous and corrupting crime against
nature—coitus with animals.

RELATED PERVERSIONS

Of perversions related to bestiality we will attend
briefly to two: Sadistic torture and murder of animals,
and the usually innocuous, and rare, sexual practice
which prescribes an animal role, achieved by the wearing
of skins, furs or hides, for one or both sex partners.

Sadism, when it results in any serious degree of injury
to one or both parties to the act, is the most clear-cut ex-
ample (along with masochism) of perverted sexuality. It
inverts and mocks the very essence of the sexual act,
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which even above and beyond its procreative function
is a means of giving and receiving pleasure, and a vehicle
for the expression of love.

Alongside this phenomenon of sexual pleasure derived
from inflicting pain and even death on another, sexual
acts in which the beast is represented by persons wearing
the skins of animals seem ludicrous and inconsequential
indeed. Nonetheless, the existence of such a mode of
erotic gratification raises many and interesting questions
—so many and so interesting that volumes could be filled
with speculation and data exploring the subject.

Sexual intercourse, usually between unclad females
and males dressed in the skins of animals, is encountered
among both civilized and primitive peoples, Among the
latter—and perhaps among the former as an atavism—
the practice is to be explained at least partially in terms of
supernatural beings, werewolves, werefoxes, weretigers,
and the like, which are symbolized or represented by an
individual clad in the skin appropriate to the creature
being symbolically invoked. However, it is likely that
the element of bestiality, too, is in some degree present.
The presence of fetichistic elements is also doubtless
common, especially among the civilized participants in
the practice.

Sexual relations between males and females both at-
tired in the skins of animals appears to be, on the other
hand, a *‘sophisticated perversion,” found only among
civilized peoples, which may possess both bestial and
fetichistic (and other) components.

This subject will not be further discussed here, but
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the interested reader will find considerably more light
shed on the matter in Robert Eisler’s book, Man Into
Wolf. (Eisler, by the way, mentions two classical cases, at
least one of them fictional, of men donning wolf pelts
in order to have their way with desired females. A trou-
bador, Pierre Vidal, is said to have fallen in love with a
woman known as La Louve, the she-wolf, of Penaultier.
Hoping to seduce her, he put on a wolf-skin, but the
lady, unimpressed, set her dogs on him and drove him
away. The other instance occurs in Longus’ Daphnis and
Chloe, in which a peeping tom shepherd in wolf’s cloth-
ing attempts to rape Chloe.)

The mutilation and murder of animals for the pur-
pose of achieving sadistic sexual gratification constitutes
a sad and brutal page in the annals of humanity’s erotic
history. One of the practices most frequently described
seems to have originated with the Chinese, though some
say the Egyptians. Here, the bestialist sodomizes a goose,
strangling or decapitating it at the approach of his climax,
so that the death convulsions of the bird will intensify the
orgasm and other pleasure sensations of the sodomist. It
has also been suggested that the decapitation is necessary
in order to raise the dying fowl’s body temperature, thus
providing a further titillation.

Among the addicts of this revolting practice was Tipoo
Sahib, the sultan and ‘“Tiger” of Mysore, for many years
the scourge of the British, and a sadist the equal in vi-
ciousness of any who ever lived. Crediting the Chinese
with conceiving the technique, he delighted in sodomiz-
ing geese and cutting off or pulling off their heads as his
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climax approached. He was also given to copulation and
buggery with sows and goats, and to defecating upon the
bodies of captured British children, whom he then raped,
mutilated, murdered, and violated necrophilously.

According to De Sade, a variant of this bestial pleasure
with the goose was to be found in the Parisian brothels
of his day. Known as avisodomy, it was accomplished, as
described by the Marquis, in this way: *. . . the girl
holds the bird’s (turkey’s) neck locked between her thighs,
you have her ass straight ahead of you for prospect, and
she cuts the bird’s throat the same moment you dis-
charge.”

Another famous torturer of animals was Dmitri, son
of Ivan the Cruel, who derived “unspeakable pleasure”
from the death agonies of sheep, chickens, and geese.
Don Carlos, son of Philip II of Spain, tortured both
animals and little girls. He enjoyed watching the latter
being whipped, and in the case of the former he would
closet himself at night in the stables with horses, mutilat-
ing them with the dagger that was his constant com-
panion. Impotent, sadistic, and insane, Don Carlos would
doubtless have rivaled Nero or Heliogabalus for cruelty
and depravity, had his premature death not prevented his
accession to the Spanish throne. (Of Cesare Borgia, slayer
of bulls by the dozen, I have spoken elsewhere.)

A reversal—in which the beast is made the torturer of
the human—has been described, also by De Sade. In Siam,
wrote the renowned scholar and champion of all vice, an
adultress is “delivered unto the elephant. A specially pre-
pared contraption into which she is placed allows it to
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enjoy her in the belief it is a female elephant it is tupper-
ing.”

Many instances of sexual sadism with animals, includ-
ing such monstrous practices as ripping open the animal’s
belly and copulating with its still pulsing entrails, are
described in the textbooks of psychopathia sexualis. Every-
one, however, is probably acquainted with cruel and
sadistic mistreatment of animals which is not quite so
blatantly sexual but affords erotic and other gratifica-
tions nonetheless.

The sexual bond which sometimes exists between the
torturer and (human) tortured has been well established.
In the case of the torture of animals, as with zoophilia,
there undoubtedly often takes place at least some meas-
ure of humanization or personalization of the animal
which permits the sadist to experience, by means of this
distortion, a pleasure akin to that which would be ex-
perienced were he inflicting pain upon a human victim
linked to him by a sexual bond similar to that which
unites torturer and tortured. If we do not suppose this
to be the case, the torture and/or murder of the innoc-
uous animal becomes either meaningless or vapid—the
animal being of itself scarcely a proper vehicle for the ex-
pression of the sadist’s self-hatred and hatred for others,
which is usually or frequently part and parcel of his devi-
ant sexuality. The pleasure of the sadist is contingent,
as Sartre has indicated, upon his experience of the Other
as a freedom and a subjectivity—a freedom to be anni-
hilated or enslaved, and a subjectivity to be objectified
through pain. Only by means of the process of humaniza-

131



Forbidden Sexual Behavior and Morality

tion or personalization may the animal be invested with
the attributes essential to the metamorphosis the sadist
strives to effect.

George Ryley Scott (The History of Torture Through-
out the Ages) accurately makes the point that “It is im-
portant to distinguish between cruelty per se and sadism.
The popular assumption, due largely to the loose way
in which the term is now used in popular fiction and in
newspapers, that sadism is a synonym for cruelty in any
form, is a fallacy. Sadism is a sexological term, and, strictly
speaking, it should never be employed apart from its
sexological connotations. . . .

“The sadist, in most cases, either practices or delights
in the witnessing of cruelty, but his pleasure is con-
cerned exclusively with and is limited entirely to sexual
excitation or relief. Cruelty, in any other circumstances,
does not appeal to him. Moreover, the moment the sexual
repercussion has spent itself he takes no further interest
in the practice or expression of cruelty. In addition, the
sadist usually expresses his cruelty along well-defined
and restricted lines.”

That all cruelty to animals, even where humanization
of the animal is a psychological fact and motivation, is
not sadism, is obvious from Scott’s remarks (with which
I do not otherwise concur in every respect). In any act
of torture, murder, and lesser mistreatment of animals,
we find that sadism may be, but is not necessarily, present.

Just as sexual excitation and gratification may be ex-
perienced as a result of watching animals copulating, or
by witnessing exhibitions of bestiality, so erotic rewards
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are available to some who witness the torture of animals
(and the torture of humans). There can scarcely be a
better popular example of this than the bullfight, where
the so-called moment of truth is always for some the mo-
ment of orgasm or extreme sexual excitement. Few
“sports” (the afficionado prefers a loftier word) are so
laden and dripping with sexuality as bullfighting, and a
strong case could be made indeed that this phenomenon
presents in almost equal proportion elements of both
symbolically veiled bestiality and sadism. To test the con-
clusion that bullfighting is experienced erotically, and
not just by a few, it is only necessary to observe the spec-
tators, especially the female ones, who not infrequently
display unmistakable signs of sexual excitation and even,
in a few cases, at the ‘“moment of truth,” when the
bull receives the sword’s fatal thrust, the observable
phenomena associated with orgasm. One must visit a
fundamentalist revival to encounter similar numbers of
spectators responding in so obviously erotic a way to a
spectacle supposed to afford stimulations and gratifica-
tions of quite another sort. (Observers have often noted
the sexual excitation of females at various spectator
events, and have assumed from this that women respond
more strongly to such stimuli than men. I think it is
rather that women more readily display their erotic
arousal by means of characteristic facial and other bodily
reactions—an observation which may be confirmed by
noting these mannerisms in fully aroused women engaged
in coition.)

A number of cases have been reported of sexual arousal
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experienced as a result of watching animals being slaugh-
tered at stockyards. Allied to this is the sadistic gratifica-
tion sometimes obtained by means of dismembering
animals (usually dead ones). It is a matter of clinical
record that more than one butcher has been drawn to his
“profession’’ by the fact that it presents the opportunity
to experience gratification without risking the conflict
with the law that would result from attempts to satisfy
this particular predilection otherwise.

Hunting, “training” of animals, their extermination
at dog pounds, vivisection for scientific purposes, and in
general any and all occupations and avocations where
mutilation, killing, or the infliction of extreme pain are
involved, may be only subterfuges employed by sadistic
individuals exploiting animal victims for erotic gratifica-
tion. To this will be added only the observation that
cruelty to animals where sadism is not a factor—that is,
where there is no powerful impelling psychosexual drive
urging the individual on to his crime and the cruelty is
for its own sake—is even more to be condemned than
sadistically motivated cruelty, since it lacks the mitigating
factor which must be considered in evaluating the sadist’s
offense.

134



BESTIALITY

CONCLUDING REMARKS

This rather brief discussion of bestiality may be thor-
oughly justified—if any justification is needed—on at
least two counts: First, there is no widely accessible book
or monograph in the English language which treats the
subject even so thoroughly as I have treated it in this far
from exhaustive survey; and second, so long as the sex
statutes of this country remain unaltered, in the face of
all expert opinion as to their injustice and inadequacy,
there are going to be victims of those statutes; and any
work which is instrumental in illuminating a given sexual
offense, and attempts to put it in its proper perspective,
as I have sought to do here with bestiality, is sufficiently
justified on the basis of its good intentions alone. If it con-
tributes to the education of the public, and hence to the
more appropriate treatment of even a handful of offend-
ers, then no one can question that the good intentions
have been crowned with good results.

Scientific knowledge of human sexuality has increased
immeasurably in the last century—especially in the last
half century, under the impetus given the study of both
normal and aberrant sexual phenomena by the work of
the truly great Sigmund Freud, his colleagues and fol-
lowers, and laborers in the fruitful vineyard of psycho-
analysis generally.
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However, and as many persons still do not seem to
recognize, the knowledge of the phenomena of sex ac-
quired in recent times has by no means been provided
exclusively by psychoanalysts. Psychoanalysis is identified
in the public mind with investigations of sexuality, par-
ticularly of deviant sexuality, and it is true that psycho-
analysis provided the decisive élan vital for such thor-
oughgoling investigations as we have seen iIn the last
fifty years; but that should not be taken to mean that
other sciences and areas of scholarship have not by now
made their own extensive, significant, and influential
contributions.

Psychology and psychiatry, along with anthropology,
sociology, philosophy, various non-psychiatric branches
of medicine, and law, have all made—along with still
other disciplines—important studies and findings in the
erotic realm. The result is that there now exists a vast
body of knowledge in the area of human sexuality which
1s not yet complete or very well integrated, but still valu-
able and illuminating.

In view of this, it is not only distressing (tragic is doubt-
less the more appropriate word), but also most curious, to
find that sex legislation in this country continues to be
based upon unscientific, supernaturalistic religio-ethical
notions and no longer existing practicalities current at the
time of Moses. The phenomenon is particularly curious
when one is aware that within the legal profession—which
is not as reactionary, stupid, and ill-informed (perhaps
only less prolifically literary) in these matters as sexolo-
gists often assume—there is a widespread and perhaps
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almost general recognition of the inadequacy and inequity
of contemporary legislation dealing with sexual behavior
and powerful sentiment in behalf of statutory revisions
to conform more nearly with the realities of the present-
day situation where sexual knowledge, beliefs, and be-
havior are concerned.

Even though attorneys, judges, and professors of juris-
prudence are not lacking in appreciation of the irrational-
ity, barbarism, and absurdity of the American sex statutes,
the ground for criticism remains that the statutes con-
tinue to exist. Moreover, impetus to reforms that may be
called effective has come not, in the main, from those con-
cerned professionally with the law and with law-making
and legal reform, who might have been expected to pro-
vide such leadership, but from workers in the sciences
who have had not only to provide the requisite knowl-
edge, but have tackled the almost overwhelming job of
re-educating the public in sexological matters as well.
Some will feel, indeed, that the very fact that the legal
profession is not lacking in an understanding of the in-
equities of contemporary sex legislation places that pro-
fession in an even worse light than would be the case
were its members merely ignorant.

The American Law Institute’s proposed Model Penal
Code, which seeks to bring United States legislation more
nearly into line with the comparatively enlightened
French Code pénal, is an example of just this kind of
juristic awareness on the one hand and impotence on the
other. Modern jurists recognize the principle that sexual
acts between adults, which are private and take place by
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mutual consent, should be excluded from statutory con-
sideration; but apart from drawing up recommendations,
to be perused and praised by fellow attorneys and acade-
micians of other disciplines, they do little to implement
their own findings—the best method of implementation
being, of course, the introduction and wholehearted back-
ing of genuinely remedial legislation.

In defense of the ineffectuality and velleity character-
istic of attorneys and legislators where sex laws are con-
cerned, it is argued that the public will not support any
liberalization of the statutes, and corrective legislation 1s
not introduced and/or supported because, as Morris
Ploscowe has put it, “of the fear that a vote for repeal
would be branded as a vote for immorality.” Whether the
legal profession, and the legislative representatives of the
people, are here offering a valid defense is for the reader
to decide. However, we have recently seen expressed,
most notably in the U. S. Supreme Court’s desegregation
decisions, the philosophy that it is up to legal and legisla-
tive leaders to lead, and this whether the masses of the
people wish to be led or not—the prerequisite being
that the direction taken should be towards, and not away
from, a position consistent with contemporary notions of
what is moral, just, and socially realistic.

Whether they would wipe most of the sex “offenses”
from the statute books altogether, or punish masturbators
by burning them alive and strewing their odious ashes to
the winds, the typical attorney and judge are likely to be
painfully aware of the nced for uniform sex legislation
which will end once and forever the idiocy that what is
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no offense at all, or only a misdemeanor, in one jurisdic-
tion, is a heinous crime warranting the most severe retri-
butions in another, and perhaps adjoining, jurisdiction.

For example, fornication is punished in Virginia with
a twenty-dollar fine while the same offense committed in
Arizona may result in a three-year prison term. Two
other states, North Dakota and Rhode Island, penalize
fornicators and fornicatresses with thirty-day jail sen-
tences (North Dakota) and ten-dollar fines (Rhode
Island).

Homosexuality, a misdemeanor in New York when the
relationship is between consenting adults, can send both
parties to prison for the rest of their lives in Nevada.

Penalties for prostitution may vary, in the various
states, from fines or brief jail sentences to five-year prison
terms.

Age of consent ranges from twelve years in some states
to the ludicrous extreme of twenty-one years in another.
Intercourse with an underage female may or may not be
rape, depending on where it occurs, when the girl in
question is a sexually mature prostitute who has actively
solicited the intercourse.

And so on.

To suppose that such a travesty upon judicial logic and
common sense as this hodgepodge of conflicting legisla-
tion represents is the will of the people, is probably to
underestimate the intelligence of the public—a feat
rarely accomplished by lawmakers or anyone else outside
of the film and television industries. Legislators in a posi-
tion to do something about sex laws, and the legal pro-
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fession generally, have been too long fearful of the noisy
pressures of a minority which no longer speaks for the
people—if it ever did.

To propose and support remedial sex legislation of a
liberalized variety is to incite a highly vociferous and
vicious rabble of fundamentalist preachers and other
neurotics, psychotics, and demagogues who are always
looking for just such an opportunity to win headlines for
themselves and inflame the emotions of their followers.
But the political power of such spokesmen for the illit-
erate rabble—who readily accuse of seeking to legitimize
vice any spokesman for the liberal sex-legalistic viewpoint
—1Is certainly disproportionate to their public influence
generally. Against them, though lawmakers seem never to
have noticed, is thrown not only the politically negligible
weight of the intellectual and scientific communities, but
also the weight of the larger and more powerful churches,
which are the bitter foes of radical fundamentalism and
which have, in many cases, already gone on record as be-
ing aware that contemporary restraints of a legal kind
upon human sexuality are unrealistic and generally un-
enforceable. Unfortunately, since they no longer believe
it quite proper to lift their voices, the larger and more
intelligent religious groups are often drowned out by the
hysterical screams and shouts and strident screechings of
the fanatics. However, that does not at all mean that the
rabble-rousers and their followers control anything like
a majority of the votes, as seems often to be assumed.

What it does mean, and this has long been true, is that
a minority of anachronistic (and atavistic) ethical and

140



BESTIALITY

theological cultists, by dint of sheer lung power and un-
inhibited vituperation, have imposed upon the majority
of non-fundamentalists a dictatorship of the ignorant in
the area of official sexual morality as reflected in antisex-
ual legislation. The majority of Americans have for some
time now been prepared for statutory revisions, but are
often cowed, as are so many legislators, judges, and attor-
neys, by the outcries of the demagogues, so that they are
hesitant to make their views publicly known. One can
thus only ponder with sadness and wonder a situation
wherein a noisy minority is permitted to endure as the
arbiter of official sexual morality by a majority which
could overturn the minority rule at any time, if only it
could find the necessary courage and initiative to under-
take the effort.

The foregoing should not be taken to imply of course
that the majority of Americans—especially the majority
of church-going Americans—are in favor of condoning
sexual promiscuity or other transgressions against the
old Biblical codes. Rather, what is suggested is that a
probable significant majority of spokesmen for the more
responsible religious and juristic viewpoints are now
prepared to make the distinction, which should have been
made long ago, between sins on the one hand, and crimes
on the other; and that if this leadership were vigorously
exerted, a sizable majority of all Americans would almost
certainly go along with some sane legislative changes,
especially in the direction of uniformity, but even in the
direction of liberalization consistent with reality.

What is needed, obviously—though doubtless it will
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be necessary in the beginning to settle for something less
—1is to eliminate the whole notion of “sex crimes,” plac-
ing actual crimes against persons, such as rape and child-
molesting, under other more appropriate headings, and
eliminating from statutory consideration altogether such
matters as (adult) homosexuality and the various sexual
practices of men and women, such as fellatio, cunnilingus,
and anal intercourse, presently punishable as felonies
even when occurring between husband and wife.

It is too often impossible to obtain justice where be-
havior labeled “sex offense” is concerned. The whole area
of sex is so beclouded by emotions, superstitions, and
puerilities as to preclude the possibility of rational ap-
proach. While placing rape, child-molesting, and other
offenses against persons under other headings would not
eliminate prejudice altogether, at least it would be help-
ful in procuring a somewhat more dispassionate climate
both of general opinion and in the courtroom.

In addition to abolishing the concept of *“sex crimes”
as a special class of offenses unto themselves, great care
should be taken to avoid terminology which, by its very
nature, generates emotionality and thus makes impossible
the objectivity essential to reasoned consideration of the
facts in any given case if justice is to result.

Such terminology as “‘crimes against nature,” which is
not only emotion-generating but scientifically inaccurate
as well, should be barred from all statutes and from the
courtroom deliberations. Similarly, any semantical re-
vision should prohibit the use of such words as “pervert,”
“perverted,” “sex fiend,” and others which, it is clear,
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tend to interpose blind emotivity between the facts and
the reasoning processes of those who must try to evaluate
them.

The abolition of the whole concept of “sex offenses’”
may seem to some too sweeping a measure, but it is
demonstrably evident that nothing less will now suffice
to eradicate the evils arising out of superstition, miscon-
ception, and hysteria engendered by the sex offender
witch hunt of recent times. The alternative is to persist
in the repugnant present practice of scapegoat prosecu-
tions and wholesale hypocrisy where a few unfortunates
too often suffer, cast up as offerings to the prejudice of
our forbears, in order that society may seem to prohibit
what is generally practiced or may be permitted to be
practiced without the slightest detriment to the social
structure.

Returning to bestiality in particular, the word “silly”
has often been employed to describe the offense of the
exhibitionist—indicating that it is a minor one and not
to be taken seriously—and it would be both well and just
were bestiality also to be regarded in the vast majority of
cases as at worst merely “silly.” Instead, it is commonly
considered, even by some ‘“‘experts” who ought to know
better, along with such “extreme acts” as necrophilia and
coprophilia—both behaviors usually indicative, as bes-
tiality usually is not, of serious mental disturbance.

The philosopher Immanuel Kant, who seems to have
died a virgin at eighty, once argued that, on the principle
of jus talionis, persons engaging in bestiality should be cast
out of human society and deprived of all rights commonly
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accorded human beings. In effect, after other vengeance
has previously been exacted, that is just about what hap.
pens to the convicted bestialist in contemporary Ameri-
can communities. Philip Roche (The Criminal Mind)
has suggested that the present-day fear and pursuit of the
sex offender is analogous to the witchcraft persecutions of
the past, and in the case of bestiality (and of some other
deviations as well) it is by no means rare that one en-
counters hate, hysteria, and other emotional aberrations
which must be quite similar to those encountered in the
climate of the witchcraft epidemic of a few centuries ago.

We are wont to congratulate ourselves that the witch
hunt is over, or at least that it flares up only infrequently,
but it would seem that self-congratulations are prema-
ture.
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1. [page 6]

According to the Hindus, the Romans, and the Greeks,
masturbation was rather a gift of the gods—Krishna, Hermes,
and Mercury, respectively, to be precise—and these deities
could best, therefore, be worshiped by means of ritual manu-
stuprations. Homosexuality, on the other hand, was given to
humanity by the demigod Orpheus, and both he and other
deities are patrons and patronesses of tribades, fellators, pedi-
cators, and other homosexuals and may be worshiped accord-
ingly.

All this, however, would not have been of much assistance
to prehistoric man who, in addition to his intellectual handi-
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caps, had no gods, and therefore was faced with the necessity
of inventing sodomy, masturbation, etc., on his own. In the
case of masturbation, it most likely came into being when
men and women itched, and scratched (or possibly, where the
male is concerned, when he was moved by curiosity to investi-
gate the phenomenon of his organ’s erection, conducting the
exploration vigorously enough to acquire the key to the mys-
tery. At this point, man’s fate as the master of this world and
the species nearest to the angels must have hung precariously
in the balance. Suppose (being ignorant of the link between
copulation and procreation) he had preferred masturbation,
on the ground that it could be accomplished at any time, any
place, without requiring the co-operation of another person?
Fortunately he did not, and a potentially grave menace to the
survival of mankind was circumvented thanks to the superior
raptures of coition).

2. [page 10]

The Egyptian belief in metempsychosis was another favor-
able factor. Where there is belief in metempsychosis, or
“transmigration of souls,” with the notion that any or every
animal may be a former human repeating the interminable
cycle of alternating between human and animal forms, there
will certainly be less resistance to bestiality, especially on the
ground that by engaging in intercourse with a beast a man
or woman is descending to the bestial level and thus degrad-
ing the human spirit.

3. [page 11]

Some authorities hold that Herodotus (and writers after
him) erred in describing the sacred animal of Mendes as a
goat—that it was, in fact, a ram. If this is correct, ritual
magic includes a good many cases of females assaulted by
he-goats who ought, instead, to have been embraced by rams.
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Whether they (or their magic) lost or gained by this historical
error—if it was that—I cannot say.

The ram, incidentally, was a favored animal form of the
god Osiris, who also appeared at times in the form of a bull
(Onuphis) and at other times in that of a bird (Bennu). Ram
form, and goat form also, were assumed by the god Khnum,
who was a fecundity deity.
¢- [page 13]

Lewinsohn (4 History of Sexual Customs) reminds us that
there was also another Europa, unravished though much trod,
an Athenian prostitute celebrated and immortalized in an
epigram by Antipater:

“Six obols will buy you Europa, the beauty of Athens;
never reluctant or cross, nothing whatever to fear;

Bed as clean as can be, and properly heated in winter;
This one won't ask you, Zeus, to turn yourself into a bulll”

5. [page 13]

Although dogs are the most common bestial lovers of
women, and doubtless have always been, I am not aware of
a single instance where one of the Greek gods appeared to a
woman as a dog. Indeed, the dog was in mysteriously evil
repute among the Greeks, leading Simonides of Amorgos, and
later Phocylides, to declare that certain types of repulsive and
ill-natured human females descended from bitches. This is
apparently the origin of the still-current epithet “bitch” as
used to describe objectionable females. (Cf. Lewinsohn, Ani-
mals, Men, and Myths.)

The Romans, one should add, did not hold this bias to the
same extent, and copulations of Roman women with dogs
were frequent. As always, dogs were favored by prostitutes:
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“Jeanette shall visit you, her bitch-pup accompanying her;
complacent is the hound to its mistress, the lady complacent
to men.”"—(Panormita)

6. [page 18]

Bryk is quoted by Niemoller in his booklet, Bestiality in
Ancient and Modern Times.

7. [page 34]

Widely believed to have sold his soul to the Devil, John
XII (pope, g954-964) was distinguished additionally for his
blasphemies and his many erotic escapades. The Roman
Synod of 963, convoked by the Emperor Otto and composed
of cardinals and bishops, charged the Pope with assassination,
perjury, profanation of churches, incest with his parents and
with his sisters, the proposing of drunken toasts to the Grand
Master of Hell, and invocations of demons and pagan gods
and goddesses, including of course Venus. John’s successor,
Leo VIII, is also said to have died of a paralytic stroke while
copulating.

8. [page 40]

In U.S. vs. Lebel, tried by General Court Martial at Ox-
ford, England, it was charged that the defendant violated
the g6th Article of War in that on or about October 10, 1944,
he committed the crime against nature by wrongfully and
unlawfully having carnal copulation with a fowl. The de-
fendant made a plea of not guilty, but was convicted and
sentenced to dishonorable discharge and two years at hard
labor. The Board of Review held that the evidence was ade-
quate to support the inference that the accused effected pene-
tration of a chicken.

One Malone—U.S. vs. Malone, General Court Martial,
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Ipswich, England, September 8, 1943—was convicted of sod-
omy with a cow and sentenced to dishonorable discharge and
three years at hard labor.

Malone’s apprehension came about, according to evidence
presented at the trial, when a British farmer saw him chasing
a cow through the dusk and alerted the police. The law en-
forcement officials, arriving after dark, testified that they saw,
transfixed by their automobile headlamps, a man mounted
on a cow, in position to have illicit sexual relations with it.

They then descended upon the zooerast, who was overtaken
while in an unclad condition, carrying his clothing and his
shoes in his hand. It was testified that when apprehended he
was drinking but not drunk, though admitted by stipulation
was medical evidence that he was found to be intoxicated to
an extent impairing his mental powers, and that his penis was
erected and tainted with cow manure, while his hands were
also incriminatingly crusted with dung.

The crux of the defense in this case seems to have been
that penetration of the cow was not proved since it was not
actually witnessed. The farmer could not, in the gathering
darkness, see clearly enough to be certain of the penetration
while the police apparently so frightened the defendant that
he at once dismounted and took to flight. However, the con-
stables testified that the hindquarters of the cow were im-
printed on Malone’s thighs, and it was held—finally by the
Board of Review—that the evidence was sufficient to sustain
the conviction.

U.S. vs. Ricardo Sanchez, Private, U.S. Army, is unusual
in that the defendant was accused both of indecent acts with
a fowl (“'penetrating the chicken’s rectum with his penis with
intent to gratify his lust”’) and lewd and indecent acts with a

149



Notes

three-year-old female child. It is quite rare (psychotics and
mental defectives apart) that the individual guilty of bestial-
ity is a perpetrator of other sex offenses also.

On February 2, 1960, the Court of Military Appeals af-
firmed the conviction of Sanchez, for the offenses committed
by him at Landstuhl, Germany, in 1957, upholding the sen-
tence of dishonorable discharge and three years’ confinement
(reduced from five).

One of the judges, interestingly and most vigorously, made
the point that while moral behavior generally is a private
matter, the conduct of Sanchez had been such “as to bring
discredit upon the service, and it would be an affront to ordi-
nary decency to hold that an act such as the one here com-
mitted was not criminal per se and would not dishonor the
service in the eyes of a civilized society.”

9- [page 42]

There is no end to Catholic wonders where bestiality is
concerned, and in the Church the “Holy Lamb” was some-
times the object of unusual—and perhaps less than com-
pletely spiritual—affections.

Some of the female saints, as history has amply recorded,
aspired to the closest possible relationship with the Almighty.
Thus, Veronica Juliani had herself married to the Holy
Lamb and then took a real lamb to bed with her to suckle
her breasts, even managing to produce a few drops of (miracu-
lous) milk from her nipples, though technically a virgin. Pre-
sumably, marriage to a Holy Lamb, even when this included
unusual intimacy with a quite fleshly one, did not constitute
bestiality or require subsequent penance.

It may also be mentioned that Jeanne de Cambray and
Angelina de Foligny went further yet, claiming to have had
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actual sex relations with the Deity, Who had appeared to—
or unto—them. Saint Mechtildis made a similar claim, say-
ing: “He kissed my hand, pressed me to Him, whispered to
me to give Him my love, and I surrendered my all to Him
and in return tasted of His divine essence.”

I10. [page 52]

Extremely interesting subject matter related to bestiality
in occultism may be found by the discerning reader in Wil-
liam Seabrook’s volumes The Magic Island and Witchcraft,
Its Power in the World Today.

I1.[page 54]

Pierre Burgot, burned alive as a werewolf following trial
by Dominicans of the diocese of Besancon in 1521, claimed
repeatedly and unwaveringly, under torture, to have had sex-
ual relations with actual wolves while himself in wolf form.
It is quite possible that he did, in the same manner as the
witches copulated with the Devil; that is, in hallucinations,
dreams, phantasies, etc., which afterwards seemed just as real
as any physical act might have.

In China, there was long a belief in werefoxes, which seem
to be allied to the incubi and succubi of the West. The male
werefox mated with human females, and the female werefox
with human males. They were said to appear to their human
consorts in either fox or human form, and when they ap-
peared in the latter guise their fox form would become visible
if they went to sleep or if they drank too much, which they
often did, being notorious tipplers inordinately devoted to
wine and other spiritous beverages.

A variant of the idea of humans transforming themselves
into animals to have sexual relations with humans was found
in Baluchistan where black bears were said to sometimes turn
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at night into women of great beauty, and to solicit the em-
braces of men who were sometimes hugged to death during
the frenzy of the coition.

12. [page 57]

Some versions hold that to accomplish her initial seduction
of Enkidu the prostitute is forced to put on the skins of wild
beasts—a lion’s skin or a wild dog’s skin or both—perhaps so
as to ease the transition from bestial to human intercourse.
13. [page 57]

That Enkidu is cured of his bestiality by virtue of the more
excellent and ecstatic qualities of intercourse with a human
female is the interpretation placed upon this incident by
most classical erotologists. However, another interpretation
is at least equally plausible in the light of some versions of
the epic: Once Enkidu has had intercourse with the woman,
he is rejected by the animals who want no more to do with
him. That Enkidu is rejected by the animals, rather than the
other way 'round, is of course the view least flattering to hu-
manity, which may account for the preference shown the
coital cure version by the scholars.

14. [page 62]

As for royalty and nobility descending from bestial inter-
course, Emperor Henry VII himself claimed to have de-
scended from the union of Raymond, son of the Count de la
Forét, with Melusina, whose body was half that of a fish
or of a serpent. Indeed, after Melusina’s story became well
known, there were numerous competitors for the distinction
of having descended from her—including the famous fami-
lies of Luxembourg, Rohan, and Sassenaye.

15. [page 74]
The newspapers quite often report authenticated cases of
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dogs dying at the graveside of a deceased master or mistress,
or wasting away and dying, refusing all food and consolation,
etc., after their owner’s death. A famous historic case, which
cannot, however, be said to enjoy the status of ‘“beyond
doubt,” is that of the famous German soldier, physician,
and Magus, Henry Cornelius Agrippa von Nettesheim (1486-
1535). Wherever Agrippa went, he was accompanied by a
huge black dog, which was reputed to be, variously, the Devil,
Agrippa’s familiar, or his succubus. At any rate, upon Ag-
rippa’s death, as has been often told, the dog hastened from
the chamber where its master had just breathed his last and
flung itself into the river, where it died by drowning.

16. [page 75]

The founder of the Turkish nation, Suleiman Shah, was
said to have married the she-wolf which rescued and raised
him after he was abandoned as an infant and left in the
wilderness to die. Presumably, it was the head of this wolf
that he had emblazoned on his banners.

There is said to be a form of insanity—the therianthropic
delusion—in which individuals may not only be enamored
of animal love-objects but believe themselves to have been
transformed into animals, and seek out the company of “their
own kind.”

It was apparently this therianthropic delusion which fell
upon King Nebuchadnezzar, who is said to have lived among
oxen, grazing on the pastures, *“. . . till his hairs were grown
like eagles’ and his nails like birds’ . . .” It is also recorded
that the daughters of King Proitos of Argos lived among
cows, wandering over the countryside stark naked, believing
themselves to have been transformed into bovines. According
to Hesiod, their “madness” was nymphomania, and they were

153



Notes

enamored, like Pasiphae, of bulls. It is said that their psy-
chosis infected ultimately all of the women of Argos.
17. [page 81]

I cannot, regrettably, lay claim to having interviewed a
great many persons experienced in bestiality, but I have been
fortunate enough to interview at considerable length, and in
some depth, a few persons so experienced. These subjects, it
should be added, were none of them zoophiles, but belong
rather to that class of bestialists who, having no strong in-
hibitions or moral convictions preventing such contacts,
might be called also sexual experimentalists—persons who,
out of curiosity, or for want of a human sex partner at a time
of sexual arousal, have engaged in erotic relations with ani-
mals. Apart from these few persons (both males and females),
I have interviewed or talked with—much less satisfactorily
from the standpoint of information received—a small num-
ber of males who had intercourse with animals on one or
more occasions while “boys,” but who did not admit to any
adult animal contacts. My remarks on the reactions of ani-
mals to bestial intercourse are based almost entirely upon
these two groups of interviews, as are my remarks on the
techniques and methods employed by humans to seduce ani-
mals and prepare them for acts of bestiality. My remarks on
the psychology of humans in bestial relationships are, on the
other hand, based to a much greater extent on views of other
writers which my findings have tended to confirm. Unfortu-
nately, none of these matters have been dealt with in any
detail by competent authors (with whose work I am familiar),
and one is obliged for the most part to speculate and guess in
order to fill in the gaps left both by previous authors and the
subjects interviewed. My conclusions are therefore at best
fragmentary and tentative, which is why I have not attempted
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a more thoroughgoing analytic presentation, but even so are
probably the most complete available to the reader at the
present time.
18. [page 88]

Phantasies of bestial intercourse, quite possibly indicating
a desire for bestial intercourse, are encountered with consid-
erable frequency among prostitutes, where the bestiality
would doubtless serve a purpose made clear in the pages of
the essay on Negro sexuality, which follows; that they also
occur with frequency among non-prostitutes, where the func-
tion of the phantasy is similar, is quite likely.

It is very interesting to remark how often the mention of
intercourse with animals crops up in prostitutes’ conversa-
tions and in their dreams and day-dreams, which are revealed
only to the analytic prober, so that one cannot say that the
animal is merely a device for spicing up the language, or a
figure of speech used to make a point having nothing to do
with bestiality.

For example, Carla C,, a call girl, told the psychoanalyst
Greenwald (The Call Girl): “Black, white, what difference
does it make? I'd screw a zebra for fifty dollars; and anything
new they can invent I'm all for.” Another call girl, Beverly,
confessed to Greenwald that her erotic phantasies consisted
of having sex with animals; namely, apes, gorillas, etc.

Carla C.’s typical statement is echoed by Rita Marlowe,
another prostitute, who told sociologist Sara Harris (T hey
Sell Sex): “Hell, I'd love an elephant up if there was enough
loot in it.”

19. [page 103]

Since the above was written I have learned that on June 6,
1662, at New Haven, a man named Potter was executed—
along with a cow, two heifers, three sheep and two sows—for
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the crime of bestiality. It therefore seems probable that it was
to Potter, rather than to Weir, that Cotton Mather made
reference.

20. [page 109]

In at least some cases of true (zoophilic) perversion, the
sexual dreams of the subject will consist largely or entirely
of dreams about bestial intercourse (as the true homosexual
will dream about homoerotic intercourse, etc.). A number of
confirming cases have come to my attention.

21. [page 110]

Ernest Jones, Freud’s biographer and an analyst worthy of
attention in his own right, has observed (On the Nightmare):

“. . . Doubtless the feature of animals that most attracts
a personal interest of untutored minds is the freedom they
display in openly satisfying needs, particularly those of a sex-
ual and excremental order, which with human beings have
often to be restrained; in fact, the expression ‘animal pas-
sions’ is generally employed to denote sexual impulses. Chil-
dren often owe their first experience of sexual activities to
the sight of animal copulation, and every psychoanalyst
knows how important the influence of this can be. Animals
therefore lend themselves to the indirect representation of
crude and unbridled wishes. Analytical experience has shown
that the occurrence of animals in a dream regularly indicates
a sexual theme, usually an incest one, a typical example being
the maiden’s dream of being pursued or attacked by rough
animals.”

While animals usually represent humans in dreams, or may
be genital symbols or refer to undirected libido, and while
desires aroused by the activities of animals are usually desires
for sexual relations with humans of the opposite sex, it is also
true that these experiences may create a desire to engage in
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bestiality, especially when a human sex partner is not avail-
able. On the most obvious level, persons caught flagrante
delicto with animals have stated that their erotic passion was
aroused by watching the animal in question in sex inter-
course or, less commonly, in masturbation or in a state of
obvious sexual arousal.

22. [page 111]

Cesare Borgia, son of Pope Alexander VI and brother of
Lucrezia, was also dedicated to the exploitation of animals
for his pleasures, but in a somewhat different, though per-
haps related, way. Cesare, it is recorded, would order bulls,
in lots of a dozen, brought into a Vatican courtyard where
he would amuse himself by spearing them to death. Any
analysis of this pastime is perhaps complicated by the fact
that the bull appeared on the Borgia coat of arms. Cesare, it
may be added, was his father’s own son when it came to lu-
bricity. Both Alexander and Cesare fornicated incestuously
with Lucrezia, and father and son were equally noted for
their orgies with prostitutes.

23. [page 112]

The sixteenth century French eroticist Brantéme, appar-
ently voicing a belief prevalent in his time, wrote that “Wea-
sels are touched with this (lesbian, or female homosexual)
sort of love, and delight female with female to unite and
dwell together. And so in hieroglyphic signs, women loving
one another with this kind of affection were represented of
yore by weasels. I have heard tell of a lady which was used
always to keep some of these animals, for that she had deal-
ings with this mode of love and so did take pleasure in watch-
ing her little pets in their intercourse together.”

The Kronhausens, who quote this passage, remark that it
is the only story of homosexual animal intercourse for exhibi-
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tionistic purposes related in a work of “erotic realism” that
has come to their attention. I am familiar with gossip con-
cerning a famous trainer of animals who is said to have
induced both male canines and male rats to perform homo-
sexually for exhibitionistic purposes, but of course gossip
is not a work of erotic realism, and I must concur with
the Kronhausens’ verdict that Brantome’s story seems to be
unique.

24. [page 121]

Professor Tarnowski (Pederasty in Europe), after Mierze-
jewski (Forensische Gynaekologie), asserted that imbeciles
evidence an unnatural tendency to intercourse with animals.
This is probably one of those “clinical observations” derived
from moralistic wishful thinking which permeated medical
literature dealing with the perversions until fairly recently
(and is not altogether unknown today). In the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries there was something amounting
almost to a general medical conspiracy to make bestiality a
“vice of clodhoppers” and mental defectives, and when it was
asserted that imbeciles are much given to bestiality, one could
be rather certain that soon someone else would be saying that
most bestialists are imbeciles or near-imbeciles.

Additional note. Time magazine (February g, 1961) re-
viewed Story for Icarus, by Ernst Schnabel, a work I have not
read. According to Time’s reviewer, the book is “a mytho-
logical novel about Queen Pasiphae’s untidy love affair with
the great white bull of Crete.”

The reviewer remarks that “Although the ancient Greeks
were seldom squeamish about aberrant sex, even they re-
coiled from this particular caper. . . .”—an insupportable
observation.

We are further told that in the novel Daedalus denies “the
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construction of a cunningly made wooden cow in which Pasi-
phae concealed herself to approach the bull.” It is of course
Mr. Schnabel’s privilege as a fictionist to spare Daedalus his
historic role as Pasiphae’s confederate in iniquity. We are
living, after all, in the time of the universal whitewash (na-
tional heroes—who are rather blackwashed—always ex-
cepted).
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HOMOSEXUAL ACTS

Sodomy, fellatio, tribadism, cunnilingus, and
masturbation






Sappho! More lovely than Venus art I can’t help it. When I think about

thou! what men and women do together
CHARLES BAUDELAIRE in bed—I want to puke!

Male homosexual

PRELIMINARY REMARKS

Heterosexuals, even if they are sufficiently intelligent and
mature not to be made anxious or roused to militant hos-
tility by the contemplation of homosexual practices, are
likely to be more or less baffled, depending in part on the
specific activity under consideration, as to how it is pos-
sible for the homosexual to respond erotically to the
stimuli provided.

How is it that a man may be sexually aroused by a man?
And how is it that a woman may be sexually aroused by a
woman? Perhaps even more mysteriously; what basis is
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there for the pleasure experienced by the individual tak-
ing the passive role in sodomy (anal intercourse)? What
basis is there for the pleasure experienced by the indi-
vidual performing fellatio (mouth-penis intercourse)?
What basis is there for the pleasure experienced by the
individual performing cunnilingus (mouth-female genital
intercourse)? How is it that some of the persons taking
those roles in the acts mentioned are even able to experi-
ence orgasm as a result of their activity? Could there per-
haps be body areas which are sexually responsive in
homosexuals but not in heterosexuals?

That there is at least some physiological basis for the
sexual pleasures derived from all of the homosexual acts,
and by persons in both active and passive or male and fe-
male roles, will be made clear. Some aspects of the psy-
chological sources of gratification will also be dealt with.
But first, some of the more general problems and ques-
tions should be discussed.

Referring back to the reactions homosexual acts en-
gender in heterosexuals, a few of the reasons for the hos-
tility, revulsion, anxiety, puzzlement, and other responses
toward homosexual practices should be obvious. First and
foremost, no doubt, is the element of conditioning. One
is taught that there are natural and acceptable forms of
sexual activity, and that there are perverted forms, which
are unnatural and revolting, sinful and criminal. These
teachings become deeply imbedded in the individual, and
we react accordingly—sometimes with our bodies as well
as with our minds.

164



HOMOSEXUAL ACTS

There is also the fact that desires and practices that are
alien to our own experience are likely to generate both
anxiety and opposition. And the more alien the desires
and practices, especially when they are sexual ones, the
more intense will be the anxiety and hostility generated.
(Though when we have repressed desires for the activities,
it is their appeal and familiarity, and the conflict then
generated, which may explain the anxiety and the hos-
tility.)

One sees this principle—that the more alien the act,
the greater the hostility—illustrated in the matter of the
“roles” taken by male homosexuals. While both parties
to a homosexual act are certainly equally homosexual in
their behavior, the individual who takes the ‘“male role”
—who is fellated by, or who sodomizes, the other—is
likely to be condemned far less harshly by other males,
and to engender less revulsion in them, than the individ-
ual taking the “female role”’—who is sodomized by, and
who performs fellatio on the other. This is doubtless be-
cause the individual in the male role has only those con-
tacts with the other which he might have with a female
partner (and which are thus potentially at least within
the experience of heterosexual males): He penetrates the
anus of the other, as he might do with a female (and as
rather compares to coitus); and he is fellated, as he might
be by a female, and as perhaps most males have been. The
feeling that the male role in homosexual relations is
“more normal” is so strong that many individuals who
take only the male role in homosexual intercourse are
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able to deny vigorously that they are “homosexual’ at all,
or that the activity is for them a homosexual one, and
firmly believe in the truth of what they are saying.

This perspective is found rather frequently among
men who take the male role in homosexual intercourse
while in prison, military service, or some other situation
where heterosexual intercourse is not available. Whether
their view of the matter is a rationalization or not, it 1s
true that many such individuals use homosexual inter-
course as a stopgap and return to heterosexual relations
whenever females become available to them. Even the
assumption of the distasteful female role in homosexual
relations may sometimes be assumed by these ‘“‘non-
homosexual” males in the isolation from women of
prison, lumber camp, or remote military outpost. Since
“someone has to” take the female role, and since there
are usually “no homosexuals around,” the assumption of
the female role may be justified as a barter, as the fee one
must pay for then taking the male role with the same
partner. Under such conditions, the female role activity
1s certainly “not homosexual” either. Or so says the par-
ticipant.

Among males who do consider themselves to be homo-
sexuals, and whose erotic activities are more or less
exclusively homosexual—among, that is, “true” homo-
sexuals—the view, often expressed by medical and other
authorities, that there is a relatively hard-and-fast role-
-taking among homosexuals, is regarded as something of a
joke. Most male homosexuals exchange roles freely in the
sex acts—as is indeed necessary in most cases if both part-
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ners are to be satisfied—though outside of the sex acts, in
the homosexual social world, the roles may be clung to
somewhat more rigidly. It is true that some homosexuals
are able to experience climax as a result of being sodo-
mized, or as a result of performing fellatio or cunnilingus
on the sex partner, but these are in the minority. (And it
should be pointed out that some heterosexuals may also
arrive at the climax in these ways.) Most homosexuals
(and most heterosexuals), however, require direct stimu-
lation of the penis (or female genitals), and where roles
are not reversed the individual being fellated, or who
sodomizes the other, or who is the recipient of cunnil-
ingus, at least masturbates the sex partner.

That an individual may experience the climax by be-
ing sodomized, or by performing fellatio or cunnilingus,
1s one of the aspects of homosexual intercourse least un-
derstandable and most grotesque to the heterosexual who
often supposes such responses to be the rule rather than
the exception. However, when one recalls that for a great
many persons ‘‘petting,” even when it is confined largely
just to kissing, may result in orgasm, then the mechanism
is likely to seem less strange. (Not that this adequately
explains the more complicated homosexual responses.)

The insistence upon preserving the roles is somewhat
more marked in lesbian (female homosexual) relation-
ships than in male homosexual ones. The “dominant” or
“active” partner, the one in the “male role,” is known
among lesbians as a butch, while the “passive” partner,
the one in the “female role,” is a femme (or fem). Indi-
viduals who overtly and freely move from one role to the
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other are known by the term ki-k: (kigh-kigh), which is
one of disapprobation. Much of this is, however, a social
veneer, psychologically important but perforce aban-
doned in actual sex relations, for the same reason that
interchange of roles occurs among the male homosexuals.

Except in tribadism (apposition and friction of the fe-
male genitals), where there may be approximately equal
stimulation, the individual in the male role may be left
unsatisfied unless the role reversal takes place. Why the
deception is so passionately insisted upon, when the facts
of life are known to all lesbians, must perhaps be ex-
plained on the basis of the butch’s need to maintain at
least vestiges of the illusion that she is truly the masculine
partner to the relationship (an illusion fostered also by
the manner of dress, short haircut, absence of makeup,
and so on; and sometimes by the assumption of the male’s
economic role in courtship, and by other behavior).

In a society whose laws are enforced almost exclusively
by males, the lesbian enjoys a considerable advantage
over the male homosexual. Lesbian sex acts are never
prosecuted (there are extremely rare exceptions) and les-
bians are likely to face special harassment by the law only
when they frequent “‘gay bars” and other gathering places
of male homosexuals where they may be incidental vic
tims of the “crackdowns” periodically staged by the po-
lice of most cities against “‘the queers.”

Most heterosexual males do not object strenuously to
lesbianism (unless they are personally inconvenienced),
and many males are sexually stimulated by the idea of les-
bian sex acts. The U.S. lesbian organization, Daughters
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of Bilitis, reports (rejected) male applications for mem-
bership. It is also true that exhibitions of lesbian inter-
course are more popular with males than are exhibitions
of homosexual intercourse with female spectators. How-
ever, sexual exhibitions generally are said to be more
popular with males, and this is a response complicated
by many factors and about which no conclusions should
be lightly drawn.

Some of the objection to male homosexuality (and the
lack of objection to lesbianism) is on esthetic grounds.
The role of the anus in homosexuality accounts for some
hostility and repugnance, the anus being regarded by
many persons solely as an excremental orifice. There is
also the fact that most persons have been forced to sup-
press or repress the erotic feelings associated with defeca-
tion which were once natural to them, so that it might be
said that those who continue to preserve the connection
between the anus and eroticism arouse in us a (uncon-
scious, of course) resentment not altogether unmixed
with envy.

It would seem to be the case that in this country there
is no term popularly applied to homosexuals quite so
intensely hostile as “cocksucker.” But one supposes this
hostility to derive even more from the ingestion of the
semen than from the act of orally stimulating the penis.
Many taboos surround the semen, and vestiges of these
linger on and may sometimes evoke powerful emotional
responses. On the other hand, both kissing and cunnil-
ingus are commonly performed by males—so that the
sexual use of the mouth by the male is a generally held
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experience—while sexual utilization of the male anus is
almost universally forbidden or at least frowned upon,
and even anal intercourse with the female is a part of the
experience of only a small proportion of heterosexual
males. (It should be remembered here that societies per-
mitting sodomy usually have a special and accepted class
of sodomists who take the female role in the practice. Pas-
sive sodomy by males who are not members of this class
is offensive.)

It is worth noting that the more abstract the level on
which homosexuality is considered, the easier it is for the
heterosexual to remain dispassionate. Homosexuals do
well in pleading their cause to refrain from being specific.
We see this point made when we compare a cause-plead-
ing writer like Donald Webster Cory, who is always
rather vague when it comes to details of homosexual
physical attraction and intercourse, with a similarly cause-
pleading writer like K. H. Ulrichs, who is considerably
more specific about the attractions of the male body.
Other things being equal, the writer who defends “homo-
sexual practices” is likely to be more influential with, and
in general better received by, the heterosexual reader
than the writer who defends mouth-penis and anus-penis
contacts, and elaborates upon their raptures. And this
even though the reader is well aware that both writers
are, after all, talking about and defending the very same
things.

Something should be said about the limitations and
frustrations of homosexual intercourse from the homo-
sexual’s point of view. We perceive, for example, that the
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passive or female role homosexual, the homosexual who
1s most likely to regard himself as a female soul or psyche
in a male body, and who is most in competition with
genuine females, is precisely the one who can offer his
partner nothing in the way of physical contacts that the
woman cannot offer—and who, indeed, can offer one
most vital pleasure less. That is, he can offer only his
mouth, his anus, and his hands (fellatio, sodomy, and
masturbation)—all of which the woman can also offer—
and he significantly lacks the piéce de resistance of the
real woman: a vagina, and coitus. Here, the passive homo-
sexual recognizes, is the absolute and unmistakable proof
of his ersatz womanhood, and of his inferiority on the
physical level to woman as a sexual partner. That the
awareness of this deficiency is no myth is attested to by
the hundreds of appeals received by Danish and other
foreign physicians after the case of Christine Jorgensen
became known (and when it was thought that she had
been equipped with a “functional vagina”).

That the female role homosexual can offer his partner
less than the woman can offer him is somewhat ironic,
since the male role homosexual, who is in no sense in
competition with women, affords pleasures that no
woman possibly can offer. That is, he offers his penis—
sodomizing the other, and permitting the other to fel-
late him. Not competing, he is without a rival, while the
competing passive homosexual is unfitted by nature for
the contest. All this would, of course, be more significant
were there a more rigid adherence to the matter of roles.

The male role lesbian is also seriously handicapped, by
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her lack of a phallus. Masturbation and cunnilingus may
be offered by the male lover, and tribadism is the only
distinctively lesbian act. But tribadism, which is basically
a stimulation of the external genitalia, not too different
from the stimulation possible in cunnilingus and mastur-
bation, is more dispensable so far as most not exclusively
lesbian females are concerned than is coitus. The lack of
a penis is keenly felt by the male role lesbian, and this
lack has not infrequently been the decisive factor in love
triangles where males and lesbians are in competition for
a female love object. (A case of this kind, describing the
suicide of a lesbian resulting from her inability to be a
complete lover to her mistress—resulting, that is, from
the lesbian’s lack of a phallus and consequent incapacity
to provide the vaginal penetration required by her mis-
tress—is described by Medard Boss in his book Meaning
and Content of Sexual Perversions. The case is a particu-
larly tragic one, the lesbian an especially intelligent, sensi-
tive, and generally admirable person, and it well points
up the great importance of this anatomical deficiency for
the male role lesbian.)

Some readers may be puzzled by the acceptance of the
idea that there is competition between women and male
homosexuals, and between men and lesbians—actual
competition, and not just that competition which is gen-
erally recognized to be a part of the male role lesbian’s
and the passive homosexual’s psychology, and which leads
him (or her) to think of all members of the opposite sex
as competitors. But as Kinsey and others have shown, the
popular notion that most or all persons who have homo-
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sexual relations are “true’” homosexuals is quite errone-
ous. On the contrary, a large majority of those who engage
in some homosexual behavior engage also in some, and
usually more, heterosexual behavior. It would be a most
conservative estimate to state that there are presently in
the U.S. at least fifty million persons who are more or less
susceptible to conscious sexual stimulation by members
of either sex. And of course most of these fifty million and
more persons are not exclusively or even largely homo-
sexually oriented.

Another difficulty of some importance mars homo-
sexual intercourse, and is usually not mentioned by
writers on the subject. The preference for the man above,
woman below position of coitus, with perhaps a secondary
preference for the coital position in which the man and
woman lie on their sides facing one another, must be ex-
plained in large part on the basis that these positions are
not only comparatively devoid of muscular strain, but
permit confrontation of the lovers, kissing, and the stimu-
lation of the female breasts by the male (or the stimula-
tion of the male by the female’s breasts, as the case may
be). There is reason to believe that these are not the coital
positions “‘natural”’ to mankind, that early man copulated
“dog fashion,” with the woman kneeling and the man
approaching and penetrating her from behind. However,
there can be no doubt that in most cases positions which
permits the lovers to confront one another, and which
additionally allow for the stimuli of kisses and breast-
mouth contacts, represent a distinct advance in love-mak-
ing—physiologically, by providing important secondary
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stimuli, but especially psychologically, improving rapport,
and helping to raise the act above the animalistic level.

The lack of confrontation in most homosexual inter-
course is definitely regarded as an anti-pleasure factor by
homosexuals who are seeking to express love or at least
some affection, and who are neither so animalistic nor so
guilt-ridden in their behavior that confrontation is either
a matter of indifference or something positively to be
avoided. Sodomy is performed from behind (usually),
while in fellatio, too, the faces of the sex partners are
necessarily at a distance. The pleasures of kissing, avail-
able in coitus, are denied the homosexual lovers. And
these factors—Ilack of confrontation and restrictions upon
secondary simultaneous stimulation—work to the detri-
ment of the homosexual relations as an erotic experience
on both physiological and psychological grounds.*

A few more words before proceeding to a more precise
examination of the homosexual acts. In many homosexual
relationships, lack of penis or vagina, lack of confronta-
tion, and other inherent obstacles to full gratification are
factors not in any way comparable in importance to the
masculinity or femininity of the partner. For the true
homosexual, and sometimes in other cases as well, it is the
maleness of the other which is decisive, or the fact that the
other is not female. Similarly, for the lesbian it may be
the femaleness of the other that is decisive, or the fact that
the other is not male. Impotence and frigidity, narcissism,
castration fears and incest desires, craving for tenderness
and abhorrence of crudity and brutality, possibilities of
greater spiritual or intellectual rapport: all these and a
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host of other factors, physiological, psychological, or both,
may offset or minimize difhculties and limitations inher-
ent in the homosexual relationships—or may intensify
and increase them.

It should be kept in mind that I am writing about
homosexual acts, only incidentally about homosexuals.?
In the cases of most who consider themselves to be homo-
sexuals, or who are exclusively or mainly drawn to homo-
sexual partners, the ipsosexual aspect of the partner will
usually overshadow all else. But, and again, most persons
who engage in homosexual acts are not homosexuals of
this kind, or homosexuals at all, unless one regards par-
ticipation in the acts as necessarily definitive (when most
would still be “bisexuals’).

Engaging in homosexual acts are various kinds and de-
gree of homosexuals, various kinds and degrees of bisex-
uals, and other persons who are perhaps best understood
as sodomists and cunnilinguists and fellators (or as anally
and orally sexual persons). With some of these classes of
individuals matters of physiological response, technique,
esthetics, etc., loom larger than is the case with the “true”
homosexuals, who demand first of all that the other per-
son be of the same sex for the reason that it is only the
person of the same sex who in any way erotically attracts
them.

The virile and skillful male lover may “cure” some
women who are engaging in homosexual relationships.
The warm, loving, and understanding woman may “cure”
some men of their homosexual propensities. The fella-
trice, and the woman who will permit anal intercourse,
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may ‘‘cure”’ some males who have engaged in homosexual
practices in order to receive oral stimulation or in order
to engage in sodomy. The male cunnilinguist may *“cure”
some women who have turned to other women for that
kind of stimulation. But no man, however virile and
skillful in his love-making, and no matter what stimula-
tion he is willing to provide, will have anything to offer
the true lesbian; and no female, whatever her erotic tal-
ents and predilections, will convert the true homosexual
to heterosexual practices. There is much misunderstand-
ing on this point, though it has been often enough dis-
cussed, and many persons still believe that homosexuals
have been and can be cured or converted by heterosexual
intercourse. One can only answer those who cite personal
knoweldge of such cases by responding with the not very
satisfying observation that anyone so cured was not a
“real” homosexual.

Where both homosexuality and homosexual acts are
concerned, motivations are almost infinitely varied and
complex. No one can hope to say the last word on the sub-
ject, or even to discuss it in anything approaching its vast
wealth of detail. To attempt to do so—as many have—is
to court certain failure, and is both pretentious and fool-
ish. One can only attempt to hit high spots of interest and
importance, to cast a little more light where there are the
most shadows. Elucidation of the phenomena of homo-
sexual behavior is of necessity a joint undertaking, re-
quiring the efforts of many, and perhaps it is a task never
to be completed. It is with these points in mind that every
reader and every writer on the subject should proceed.

.
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THE PHYSIOLOGICAL BASIS

Homosexuality is thought of by many persons as an ex-
clusively mental and emotional aberration; on that basis
it is conjectured that the pleasure derived from homo-
sexual acts, especially in the cases of those who take the
passive or female roles, is largely or entirely the product
of the aberration and dependent upon a pathological
shifting of the capacity to respond erotically from one sex-
ual act to another, and from one bodily organ to another.
That is to say, it may be assumed that the passive pederast,
for example, responds physically and psychologically to
this act and to the person and penis of the partner, as the
heterosexual female responds to the person and penis of
the male, and to the act of coitus. The homosexual’s phys-
ical response has been “misplaced,” as a result of his aber-
ration, and is centered, so far as the passive pederast is
concerned, in his anus. His anus has become, for him, a
kind of vagina, the recipient of eroticism somehow trans-
ferred to the anus from the penis, where it belongs. Both
the physical and the psychological rewards experienced
by the homosexual are thought to be approximately
equivalent to those experienced by the heterosexual. The
homosexual is, in other words, a pederast, or a fellator,
instead of a copulator. That is what it is to be a pervert:
to have your desires, and to “get your kicks,” in a “‘queer”
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way: to substitute (usually involuntarily) a perverted sex
act and perverted desires and responses for normal ones.

It is customary to forget, or not to know, that in all of
the acts commonly encountered among male and female
homosexuals, the pleasures derived are quite understand-
able on a natural physiological basis alone. In other
words, the body parts usually involved in homosexual
contacts—mouth and anus (along with penis and female
genitalia, as in heterosexual contacts)—are often or usually
extremely sensitive erotically in both heterosexuals and
homosexuals, and on a strictly physiological level there is
no reason to regard sexual pleasure derived from the con-
tacts involving these parts as unnatural, perverted, or in
any way unexpected. If there is a mystery connected with
the sexual use of mouth and anus, and the sensual pleas-
ure derived from such use, then what is mysterious is that
the uses and pleasures are not a commonplace aspect of
all human sexual relationships.

This is true so long as we remain on the strictly physi-
ological level. When psychological factors are introduced,
however, the picture changes somewhat, as will be seen.
But first it would be well to discuss some of the “eroto-
genic zones’’ of the body—the body areas naturally sensi-
tive and responsive sexually—and to understand what is
normal and natural where those erotic areas of the body
are concerned.

Of the erotogenic body parts involved in the usual
homosexual acts, the functions and responses of the penis
are for practical purposes the best understood and least
debatable. The male having homosexual contacts involv-
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ing his penis does nothing with that organ that he may
not also do in heterosexual contacts with the female. The
penis is sucked (fellatio), it is inserted into the anus and
rectum (sodomy or pederasty), or it is masturbated. Every-
one understands sufficiently why the penis should re-
spond to the sensations resulting from these forms of
intercourse. There is friction with the flesh of the other
person, and no physiological reason for supposing that
contact with the mouth or anus of an individual of one’s
own sex 1s less stimulating than contact with the mouth
or anus of an individual of the opposite sex. To be sure, it
may be incomprehensible to some that the penis should
become erect in the first place without the stimulus of the
female. But that is a question one cannot consider with-
out introducing psychological factors.

It might be supposed that the functions and responses
of the female genitalia would be similarly, for practical
purposes, well understood. Mankind has been copulating
for some years now and, moreover, the average individual
1s likely to engage in coitus several thousand times in the
course of a normal sexual lifespan.® It cannot be said that
either firsthand experience or opportunities to study the
reactions of others have been wanting.

It is true of course that the female genitalia are more
complicated so far as the male sex partner is concerned
than is the penis so far as the female sex partner is con-
cerned. (Generally speaking, we may ignore the scrotum
and testes which, though parts of the male genital appa-
ratus, seldom play any significant part in heterosexual or
homosexual love-making.) But even so, one would not ex-
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pect that the female genitalia are so complicated as to
defy the understanding not only of husbands and wives,
but also of medical authorities, in regard to what sensu-
ously happens to them in the course of love-play and coi-
tion. That, however, is the case, though it should in fair-
ness be added that there is far more variation between
the genital responses of individual females than between
the genital responses of individual males, and this within
the limits of what must be considered natural and normal.

Kinsey et al. (Sexual Behavior in the Human Female)
cite four distinct parts of the female genitalia which are
of especial significance in sexual arousal and climax: the
clitoris, the labia minora, the vestibule of the vagina, and
the vagina itself. (The labia majora, or outer lips of the
genitalia, are likened in relative insensitivity and erotic
insignificance to the male scrotum. From a tactile stand-
point, it is held that neither labia majora nor scrotum is
important in the erotic arousal or responses of most fe-
males and males, respectively.)

All authorities are in agreement regarding the impor-
tance of the clitoris, which is considered to be the homo-
logue or structural counterpart of the penis of the male.
The clitoris is at least as sexually sensitive as any part of
the female body, and in many females must receive stimu-
lation if maximum arousal and climax are to occur. All
marriage counselors and manuals exhort the husband to
adequately stimulate the wife’s clitoris,* and if it is true
that many men are unaware of the importance, and some-
times even of the existence, of this small but vital portion
of the female anatomy, it is unlikely that many women
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are—the clitoris figuring more prominently than any
other part of the genitalia in the masturbatory acts of
most females.

Stimulation of the labia minora, or “little” inner “lips”
of the female genitalia, is less often counselled specifically,
though the Kinsey team held that “As sources of erotic
arousal, the labia minora seem to be fully as important
as the clitoris.” The labia minora, too, frequently figure
in female masturbation, which is sometimes accomplished
by rhythmically pulling on these “lips,” though more
often they are stimulated in connection or along with the
stimulation of the clitoris, and by friction.

Neither is the vestibule of the vagina usually singled
out as an especially responsive area by most writers and
counsellors on the art of love. But Kinsey holds that for
the great majority of women (“nearly all”) it is equally as
important a source of sexual stimulation as clitoris and
labia minora.

Beyond the vestibule of course lies the vagina itself,
and it is around the functions and capacities of the vagina
that the great dispute among the experts rages. The
vagina is also the most misunderstood portion of the fe-
male genitalia so far as the average male is concerned.

Probably a large majority of all males conduct their
love-making on the assumption that the vagina is ex-
tremely sensitive and responsive. This is attested to by the
fact that so many, in manually “caressing” the female
genitals in foreplay, endeavor to introduce their fingers as
deeply as possible into the vagina, or to stimulate coitus
with their fingers, moving them, often roughly, in and
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out of the vagina (as if in emulation of the husband, de-
scribed by Balzac, who is like “an orang-outang with a
violin”). This, however, is probably the least satisfying
kind of manual approach so far as most females are con-
cerned, since the interior of the vagina is in most cases
poorly equipped with end organs of touch. (In many fe-
males to such a degree that superficial operations may be
performed on the vaginal walls without recourse to anes-
thesia.) Kinsey remarks that “all the evidence indicates
that the vaginal walls are quite insensitive in the great
majority of females.” ®

In view of this insensitivity it might seem that coitus
would be less than satisfying for the female, but Kinsey
admits that (as countless others have remarked) there are
unique satisfactions often forthcoming from the deep
penetration of the vagina. He attributes this—as his phys-
ical findings oblige him to do—to psychological factors,
to contact with the larger body area and external genitals
resulting from the positions assumed in coitus, to stimula-
tion of the levator ring of muscles and the pelvic sling,
and to vaginal response in the relatively few females who
seem to possess tactile sensitivity within the vagina
(placed at some 14 per cent). He notes that it is com-
paratively uncommon for masturbating females to at-
tempt to stimulate the vagina,® and that it is also rather
uncommon for this to be attempted in lesbian relations
—an observation which is probably valid for the U.S.,
but which might have to be amended if other countries
were taken into consideration. For some reason the
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“verge,” or artificial phallus, has never been as popular in
this country as it has traditionally been in a good many
others.”

Now, Kinsey’s findings with regard to the vagina, and
his denial that there is a typical “vaginal orgasm,” places
him in conflict with probably most authorities on the
matter, and especially with the psychoanalytic ones. Sig-
mund Freud had laid down the rule that the clitoris is
the principal source of sexual satisfaction in the young
girl, but that in the sexually mature female the principal
source of erotic satisfaction is the vagina. The failure of
this transference to occur is, indeed, a major source of
frigidity in the female.

Some authorities subsequently maintained that satisfac-
tion in the sexual act is not possible at all when the trans-
ference from clitoris to vagina does not occur, and various
shadings and subtleties of opinion have been expressed on
this point. A further debate, or an extension of the other
one, has evolved around the question of whether the
female normally has a “clitoral orgasm,” a ‘‘vaginal or-
gasm,” or both clitoral and vaginal orgasms.?

It would be interesting to discuss this controversy at
some length, but to do so would be to stray too far from
the subject of homosexual acts, with which we are here
concerned. And it is sufficient to our purpose to recog-
nize that the female external genitalia are in almost all
cases highly responsive erotically, and that penetration
of the vagina is not essential to the obtaining of at least
a very considerable sexual gratification. The implications

183



Forbidden Sexual Behavior and Morality

of this for lesbian relationships are obvious, but the
matter still requires elaboration and will be dealt with
a little later on.

The third body part commonly involved in homosexual
relations is the mouth, which also plays a prominent part
in heterosexual relations. Lips, tongue, and the interior
of the mouth are all extremely sensitive, and Kinsey
observes that these “constitute or could constitute for
most individuals an erogenous area of nearly as great
significance as the genitalia.” Even those who confine
their oral activities to kissing and perhaps to mouth-
breast contacts, should understand well enough the eroto-
genic character of the lips, tongue, and the interior of the
mouth, and the excitations possible where these are
brought into use in any sexual contact from petting to
the more impassioned forms of love-play.®

Lastly,' there is the anus, or anus-rectum, since while
anal intercourse is a synonym for sodomy or pederasty,
the term anus is properly applied only to the opening,
penetration taking place through the anus and into the
rectum which acts as a sheath for the penetrating penis.

The anal erotic responses are easily explained, and
children are well aware of the anus as an erotogenic zone
or source of sexual pleasure sensations.!’ The anus and
the area around it are rich in end organs of touch, and
the anal area shares some of its musculature with the
genital area. Other factors also contribute to the eroto-
genic character of the anus.

The rectum, on the other hand, is comparable to the
vagina in that it is poorly supplied with end organs of
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touch on the one hand, although the deep penetration
of the rectum affords considerable satisfaction to some
persons. Why this is so represents a further analogy to
the vagina, as will be seen.

The Kinsey estimate is that half or more of the total
(male and female) population “may find some degree
of erotic satisfaction in anal stimulation, but good inci-
dence data are not available. There may be some females
and males who may be as aroused erotically by anal stimu-
lation as they are by stimulation of the genitalia, or who
may be more intensely aroused.”

The purpose of the foregoing has been to remind the
reader that there is in every case a physiological basis for
the erotic satisfactions derived from the typical homo-
sexual acts—sodomy and fellatio, tribadism and cun-
nilingus. All of the body parts brought into play are
parts which nature has endowed with the capacity to
respond erotically, so that it would be difficult to argue
that it is unnatural for these parts to be used for erotic
purposes. (On the other hand, it is possible to dispute
whether certain combinations are natural.) In any case,
it is commonly agreed that mouth, penis, and vagina have
their normal roles to play in heterosexual love-making.
But present-day interpretations of what is normal and
desirable in heterosexual love-making usually do not
assign an erotic role of any sort to the erotogenic anus.

It is also true, very obviously, that one must take into
account factors other than the physiological functions and
possibilities of erotogenic body parts. However, again,
it is important thoroughly to grasp that sexual pleasure in
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certain body parts, and from many different kinds of
stimulation of those parts, is altogether comprehensible
on the physiological level. Without this understanding it
1s Impossible even to approximate to an understanding
of the meaning and content of homosexual acts.

LESBIAN ACTS

It is my purpose in this section to deal mainly with
the homosexual acts of males, and only incidentally with
lesbian sex acts. However, lesbian intercourse does have
some relevance, and for that reason the female homo-
sexual acts will be discussed briefly.

Masturbation as a love-making technique, and carried
through to orgasm, is of more frequent occurrence and
of greater significance in lesbian relationships than in
male homosexual ones. Indeed, all of the techniques
usually thought of as a part of coital foreplay are put to
more and more important use with lesbian partners
than with male homosexual ones. This is doubtless at-
tributable to the lesbian’s belief—generally accurate—
that women are more slowly aroused and that they re-
quire more in the way of caresses and other preparatory
stimulation in order to become fully aroused.

The lesbian knows that many males either do not
know or disregard this predilection or requirement of the
female. She tends to emphasize all of those facets of love-

186



HOMOSEXUAL ACTS

making in which the male is so often deficient: caresses,
endearments, tenderness, and so on.!?

The lesbian also has a much better knowledge of the
female body generally and of the female genitalia in par-
ticular than do most males. Her masturbatory caresses,
and her caresses generally, tend therefore to be more
subtle, more skillful, and more satisfying. She is able
to bring her female partner to a high pitch of excite-
ment by means of genital manipulations far more often
than the typical male is able to do, and she is especially
aware of the desirability of making the arousal continu-
ous and uninterrupted, bringing the partner slowly and
steadily to a pinnacle of erotic excitation.

The data compiled by Kinsey indicate that females
who engage in homosexual intercourse are likely to
achieve orgasm in a higher percentage of their contacts
than do females who engage in heterosexual intercourse.
This he attributes largely, no doubt rightly, to the su-
perior knowledge of female anatomy on the part of the
lesbian, and to the lesbian’s ability to arouse a female
in the manner in which she herself would wish to be
aroused, whereas the male approaches the female as he
would like to be approached, which is not usually the
approach the female tends to desire or to best respond
to.

Of necessity, the stimulation provided by most les-
bian contacts—masturbation, cunnilingus, tribadism—
is confined to the areas of the external genitalia (clitoris,
labia, vestibule of the vagina). Only by the use of an
artificial phallus—uncommon in this country, as we have
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noted—can the lesbian give her sex partner vaginal stimu-
lation and the feeling of deep penetration available in
heterosexual coitus. That such deep penetration is not
essential to the obtaining of much sexual gratification by
a good many women has been made clear. On the other
hand, the most complete kind of female sexual gratifica-
tion doubtless does require in most cases—for reasons
to be mentioned shortly—that there be penetration, and
other things being equal it is doubtful that the lesbian
can compete on equal sexual terms with the male where
the satisfaction of a female who is not a true lesbian is
concerned.'®

Cunnilingus, stimulation of the female genitals with
the tongue and lips, and sometimes with the teeth, is a
common lesbian love-making technique and is of course
confined to stimulation of the genitalia anterior to the
vagina. It is more satisfying than masturbation for a num-
ber of reasons: one is “going farther,” there is a greater
intimacy and mutuality of excitation, the tongue and
lips are softer, moister surfaces than the fingers and
doubtless provide somewhat more intense sensations (and
also, with the aid of the teeth, more various ones). It is
interesting to note that while cunnilingus is often taken
to imply the assumption of a submissive, masochistic
role when performed by the male, in lesbian relations it
is the person in the dominant, aggressive, male role who
provides the oral stimulation or takes the lead in pro-
viding it.

Tribadism is a term used to describe lesbian inter-
course where the genitalia of the partners are rubbed
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together, and also, perhaps inappropriately, where one
female simply lies on top of another and performs the
bodily movements common to coitus, but without bene-
fit of the phallus. Again, only the external genitals can
be stimulated, and the peculiar rewards of tribadism may
be inseparable from the fact that it is in a sense an ap-
proximation to heterosexual coition, enabling the passive
partner to feel more feminine and perhaps more normal
in this relationship than in the cunnilingual and mas-
turbatory ones (while the active partner may feel her-
self to be more male). There is also the possibility, seldom
realized, of mutual simultaneous climax; and the ad-
vantage, if such it is, that both partners may at least
experience climax as a consequence of the same sexual
act.

It is authoritatively asserted (though many individuals
report otherwise) that oral stimulation of the breasts con-
tributes little to sexual arousal of the female though it
may contribute much to the male’s arousal. However that
may be, oral stimulation of the breasts is common in
lesbian love-making. If it is true that the female breasts
are not very sensitive erotically—despite the strong pre-
vailing notions and expressions of opinion (and experi-
ence) to the contrary—then perhaps this practice, too,
serves to make the passive partner feel more feminine and
the dominant partner more masculine. This in its turn
may serve to lessen feelings of guilt or strangeness on the
part of the individual in the passive role where that per-
son has conscious or unconscious reservations about the
homosexual indulgence.
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MASTURBATION

Most males have had the experience, in the majority
of cases as boys, of mutual masturbation, or of mastur-
bating another person, or of being masturbated by an-
other person. A good many have also had the experience
of masturbating male animals, usually dogs. Still more
have masturbated themselves, but in the company of one
or more persons of the same sex; or have been a part of a
group, one or more of whose members masturbated him-
self. These are all homosexual activities since they are
sexual experiences involving persons (or animals) of the
same sex, but they are seldom thought of as homosexual
activities at the time, and in many cases they are never so
regarded. They are not, in other words, conscious homo-
sexual experiences, though whether participation in such
activities is motivated by unconscious homosexual desires
is another question. No doubt this is often or usually the
case, as a number of clinical findings would indicate; but
consciously the impression in most instances is one of
sharing a mildly forbidden experience with a friend, and
the act is usually quite devoid of any conscious sexual
attraction for the person with whom it is performed un-
der the boyish circumstances.

I recall fairly clearly my own initial experience of this
sort, and it was probably a rather commonplace one in
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terms both of physical behavior and conscious response.
It consisted of a group of five or six boys, on the way
home from school, sitting down together beside a rail-
road track, in a secluded spot, and masturbating (or, as
all schoolboys then called it, “‘jacking off’’).** According
to some, this would have to be regarded as a bit of a
homosexual orgy, but so far as I know there was an ab-
sence of any conscious sexual attraction between mem-
bers of the group, no one had any idea that the experience
was homosexual, and it was about the equivalent in our
minds of turning over an outhouse, tossing snowballs at
passing cars, or performing some similar act of minor
mischief. Most of us had just found out about mastur-
bation, and we knew that it was tabooed behavior—but
not very, so long as we didn’t let the adults know what
we were up to, thus forcing them to take a stand. This
seems to me a proper juvenile evaluation of what we were
doing, and a proper response to the incident mentioned;
and it is certainly easy to see how firm might be the con-
viction of an adult, looking back on such an experience,
that there was nothing homosexual about it. On the other
hand, there are too much clinical data to the contrary
to insist that just because a sexual experience is lightly
taken at the time, and gives rise to no conscious remorse
afterwards, that it cannot be profoundly significant, and
even traumatic, on the unconscious level, strongly influ-
encing the future course of the individual’s sexual and
more general emotional adjustment. This, too, however
should perhaps be qualified, and a predisposition to neu-
rosis or some other disability insisted upon, since experi-
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ences of the kind I have described are so extremely
commonplace, with only a relative few to be counted as
victims.

It is indeed the fact that group masturbation and even
mutual masturbation and masturbation of or by another
person are so lightly taken on the conscious level, that
can make of these activities effective vehicles for homo-
sexual seduction. Mutual masturbation (and I will here-
after include in this term, unless otherwise specified, mas-
turbation of or by another person) is at once the least
committing and the least anxiety- and guilt-provoking
of homosexual acts, and may be called the consciously
(and perhaps unconsciously) “least homosexual” of the
three common homosexual contacts—the other two be-
ing, of course, fellatio and sodomy.

Homosexual seducers are well aware of the fact that
many persons, especially youths, may be seduced to en-
gage in mutual masturbation who would not engage at
the time in fellatio or sodomy. Many a history of an
individual’s homosexual activities includes the informa-
tion that he first engaged in mutual masturbation, only
later in the other “‘more homosexual” acts.

The homosexual seducer—and in this he does not be-
have differently from the heterosexual seducer—if he
has the patience to bide his time, knows that the mutual
masturbation will eventually lead to other types of con-
tacts (if his partner is sufficiently homosexually inclined).
Mutual masturbation is, after all, the least satisfying of
interpersonal sexual acts, serving merely to whet the ap-
petites—an apertif. Masturbation is in fact something
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that one can do almost as well, and sometimes better,
alone, and on the tactile level is obviously inferior to the
titillations which may be afforded by either fellatio or
sodomy.

The mutual masturbation, generating little guilt and
little anxiety, and which may be rationalized as not
really a homosexual contact at all, may gradually break
down the existing barriers against homosexual inter-
course and create a desire for more extreme and more
stimulating practices.

For this reason, that it does not ultimately satisfy as
a form of sexual union, masturbation is rarely encoun-
tered as a homosexual practice save in relationships where
one or both of the sex partners are quite young and/or
inexperienced. Where adults engage in the practice of
mutual masturbation as means of inducing climax, that
1s, not just as foreplay, or in order to bring about erec-
tion, the conclusion may usually be drawn that many con-
flicts and reservations are present consciously and/or un-
consciously in one or both partners. When the mutual
masturbation is engaged in by adults, it is almost always,
of course, understood by them to be homosexual.

Masturbation is, as mentioned, a more common tech-
nique in lesbian relationships, for the reason, it would
seem, that the female more often requires it, though, if
this is the case, one wonders why it is not also a more
important aspect of heterosexual love-making. Male ig-
norance of and misconceptions about the female geni-
talia provide a part of the answer; but the question
then arises why the female does not simply instruct the
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male as to her requirements and how best to go about
arousing her. Females often seem reluctant to do this,
and males seem reluctant to learn, masculine arrogance
and vanity perhaps being affronted by any indication
either that the female may be more knowledgeable in this
respect, or that the male’s mere physical presence is not
stimulus enough. On the other hand, males do not often
seem to be reluctant to instruct females in the art of
manipulating the penis, and females do not seem to be at
all reluctant to learn. It would, of course, be much better
for everyone if this situation were the other way ‘round,
since masturbation of the male is considerably less compli-
cated, and the acquisition of an adequate technique not
much of a problem; while the male—experience advises
us—does not usually happen spontaneously upon the
knack of female genital manipulations, and would profit
considerably—as would his female partner—from precise
instruction.

The significance of this for homosexual relations is that
while the female manipulates the penis about as satis-
factorily as the homosexual male is able to do, the lesbian
manipulates the female genitalia with an artistry and
effect not matched by most males. At the same time, it
is the female who most requires the genital manipula-
tions, the male seldom needing to be masturbated in
order to be completely prepared sexually. For these rea-
sons and others, masturbation is a rather insignificant
aspect of adult male homosexual intercourse, but an item
of considerable significance in the intercourse of adult
homosexual females.
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FELLATIO

Fellatio, an intelligent and well-educated homosexual
once told me, is probably the least natural of the more
widely practiced sexual acts. With masturbation and
copulation and sodomy, he said, one knows just what to
do. Certainly, there are techniques to be learned if the
best possible performance is to be given. But they are
acts that any man is able to perform at least to his own
satisfaction. The same is true of cunnilingus. But it is
not true of fellatio.’

This statement echoed rather strikingly the comments
of an articulate German prostitute I once spoke with, and
who regarded herself as being an expert on sexual be-
havior. She, too, lamented the difficulties of fellatio. It
was a problem with her at the time because she was having
a lesbian relationship with another prostitute, a young
and not very experienced girl from the country, who
would be able to make more money if she would only
master this much-in-demand technique.

“Any idiot can learn to make love (copulate) well
enough to please most men,” my prostitute friend re-
marked. “All you have to do is lie there, wiggle a little,
sigh and moan, pant, and generally act as if it’s about the
greatest thing that ever happened to you. Maybe you
cut loose with what'’s called ‘a torrent of oaths’ every now
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and then, and you bite him and scratch him if you see
he goes for that. And if it’s not too implausible, you beg
him not to hurt you with that enormous thing he’s got.
What imbecile can’t learn to do those things?

“But when they want you to eat (fellate) them—now,
that’s a different matter. Nature didn’t intend it, or she
wouldn’t have put teeth in our mouths. And she’d have
made mouths longer or she’d have made them (penes)
shorter. In the beginning, you know, you are always chok-
ing on it. And then there is always some idiot who will
grab you by the ears or the back of your head and try
to ram it down your throat.

“You have to learn not to choke on it, and you have
to learn not to bite them—at least not accidentally. That
is painful. I know of one girl who bit a man and he
knocked her teeth out. Others get slapped around. Or the
guy won'’t pay. They figure you're a professional and you
ought to know how to do it right.

“Your lips get tired, and your mouth. There’s a strain
to it. It's a shape your mouth’s not used to, and you
use muscles not normally exercised. Then there’s that
stuff they spit at you. If it’s good enough to come out of
them, it’s good enough to go into you—that’s their idea.
I never knew a girl who didn’t choke on it in the begin-
ning. Some never get so they don’t choke on it. And the
men, those sons of bitches, if you don’t swallow down
every last drop, like you're wild for it, they kick up a row.

“No, it's not a natural thing. It's a bloody art, and
only a few are ever really good at it. It should be left to
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those who've a taste for that sort of thing. Not too many
have.”

The remarks of the homosexual mentioned earlier
were not, as regards the obstacles, dissimilar.

“Anal copulation,” he said, “while it surely seems un-
natural to many, is not really so. The anus is a natural
receptacle for the penis, and has always been so regarded
in some parts of the world, especially in the Near and
Far East. If it weren’t for the possibility of conception in
coitus, you'd have a hard time arguing that the vagina is
more so.

“And, after all, homosexuals must have ‘some place to
go.” But you can’t say, I don’t think, that mouth inter-
course is natural. It doesn’t come easily or spontaneously.
It is something that one must learn to do, and sometimes
the learning is rather difficult and takes a long time.

“Neither, I think, is it so natural (for the fellator) to
experience pleasure from oral relations. With anal inter-
course, while it may not be so pleasant just at first, one
quickly learns to respond. There are definite pleasure
sensations in the anus. Soon, when one is excited, one
experiences a real longing there, a real excitement and
desire for physical stimulation.

“It seems to me that the mouth develops its capacity for
responding sexually much more slowly. In the end one
does respond, but probably with most it is only after a
considerable number of experiences. And even then I
would suppose that the pleasure is largely psychological.

“In the beginning, you do it because it’s expected of
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you. You want the other person to do it to you, and then
you feel that you must return the favor. Finally you do
get to like it—or anyhow most do.

“Some men take a good deal of pride in their oral
techniques, and you don’t find that so much with the pas-
sive anal eroticists. Some will develop control of the
anal sphincters, but even so there is a limit to what one
can do to make oneself a more desirable partner—just
physically, I mean—for anal sex. In other words, where
anal intercourse is concerned, you have it or you don't.
But fellatio is a quite different thing.

“A great deal of individuality is, or may be, expressed
in fellatio. You could blindfold me and have several
fellows I know do fellatio on me and I could probably
name each one by his individual style. But I couldn’t,
with rare exceptions, do that with anal relations. Or at
least I don’t think I could.

“Fellatio is an acquired skill, even an erotic art, and
those who are especially good at it, if they are attractive
otherwise, can be very much in demand. Word gets
around. It’s talked about and admired and desired. Those
with whom one has anal intercourse may be praised for
their physical beauty, if they have it, but not often for
anything that could be called their anal sex technique.

“The ancient Hindus, you know, recognized fellatio
as an art, and a highly intricate one, and both boys and
girls were tutored at some length in how to perform it.
But training of boys and girls in pederasty was rather
largely limited to the acquisition of sphincter control.

198



HOMOSEXUAL ACTS

“There are, one must admit, natural obstacles. The
mouth is not really large enough unless the penis is
rather small. The teeth are in the way. The facial muscles
become tired and strained, and the lips also become un-
pleasantly tired if it lasts very long. The other person
wants to move his body, but the fellator must usually
insist on his lying still if the act is to be well performed.
A spontaneous movement, and either the penis is bitten
or the fellator may choke, both of these being events not
designed to preserve the erotic mood of the intercourse.

“For these reasons, and some others, I think that fel-
latio is not a natural sex act in the sense that coitus,
sodomy, and even cunnilingus are natural. What I mean
1s, fellatio does not ‘come naturally.’

“Of course, this is not to say that fellatio is abnormal
or perverted. After all, millions of both the most primi-
tive and the most civilized persons engage in it, and so far
as we know always have.

“I would call fellatio, I think, a ‘refinement’ of sex
intercourse. It would compare perhaps to some of the
more unusual positions of coitus—positions which, like
fellatio, do not ‘come naturally,” but are the fruits of
imagination and the desire to provide and to receive un-
usual titillations.

“All of the marriage counselors nowadays are coming
out in favor of fellatio and cunnilingus when they are
engaged in as a foreplay, as preparation for coitus, in-
suring that the husband and the wife will both be fully
aroused for the act, so that both will achieve their cli-
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maxes. On the other hand, they say that fellation and cun-
nilingus are ‘perverted’ or at least very bad practice
when they are carried on to orgasm.*®

“There is a good reason, possibly, for taking this posi-
tion where heterosexual relations are concerned. No
doubt it is best if male and female reach their orgasms
in copulation. But where does all this leave the millions
of homosexuals, many of whom would be unable to copu-
late even if they wished to do so?

“It seems to me more than a little strange that fellatio
is not perverted when a woman performs it, but perverted
if a man performs it. And that cunnilingus is all right if
performed by a man, but perverted if performed by a
woman. These are surely rationalizations, because fellatio
and cunnilingus are two acts which can be performed
equally well by either sex, and for which both sexes are
equally equipped.

“T’here is no natural repugnance to homosexual acts,
but only to the idea of homosexuality. Blindfold a man
or a woman and he or she cannot tell the sex of the per-
son who is performing cunnilingus or fellatio. Many ho-
mosexuals disquised as females have performed fellatio
on men, and the man, enjoying the experience very much,
never knew the difference. Later, in some cases, those men
have found out how they were deceived and have been
outraged and disgusted. This certainly shows that there
was nothing disgusting or outrageous about the act,
though it was performed by a male. The disgust was
thoroughly artificial, deriving from the prejudices against
homosexuals and homosexual intercourse held by those
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modern authors. It is generally taken for granted that
such gratifications as are forthcoming derive in the main
from the physical assumption of the female role (where
homosexual fellatio is concerned) and from the excita-
tion induced in the other person. It is seldom noted that
the physical pleasure could physiologically be expected
to at least equal that resulting from “French kissing,”
or kissing where the mouth is titillated internally by the
tongue of the other person, and where lips and tongue
are also stimulated. It is widely recognized that the lips,
the tongue, and the interior of the mouth are highly
sensitive areas, but it is not usually mentioned that they
may respond erotically in fellatio, and that tongue and
lips may similarly respond in cunnilingus. Instead, the
emphasis is all placed on the genital stimulation experi-
enced by the sex partner of the fellator or cunnilinguist.
To be sure, the stimulation of the genitals is likely to
exceed in intensity the oral stimulation, but that is not
to say that the oral stimulation is by any means negligible.
The psychology here is peculiar: the pleasure of the in-
dividual fellated is readily acknowledged and discussed,
while the pleasure of the fellator is glossed over or ig-
nored. Once again, perhaps, we are confronted by the
(here unadmitted) belief that all experiences involving
the genitals are “more normal” or somehow healthier
or less objectionable than pleasures involving the other
erotogenic zones. And in acts where the genitals of one
person come into contact with erotogenic but non-genital
zones of another person, the activity of the partner whose
genitals are stimulated is less reprehensible or more nor-
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mal than the activity of the partner who stimulates the
other’s genitals with some non-genital part of his or her
body. At bottom, the psychology is simply that of the con-
vict or soldier in an isolated outpost who considers his be-
havior normal so long as he commits sodomy on another,
but who could not endure to be sodomized because that
would be queer.

Psychological gratifications of fellatio and cunnilingus,
apart from such general observations as that these are re-
wards consequent upon the assumption of the female role,
are also usually neglected or for one reason or another ex-
cluded from discussions of the subject. However, every
detail concerning oral sexuality is, of course, of great im-
port to the understanding of sexual behavior, and with
important consequences for marital adjustment, and one
should not neglect to discuss the matter on any hypo-
critical grounds of possible offensiveness or pretexts of
superfluity.

In terms of physical erotic gratification, the pleasures
of the fellator do not differ significantly from those of
the cunnilinquist. It may be that the advantage is some-
what on the side of the fellator, since a larger erotically
sensitive oral area is involved in fellatio than in cun-
nilingus; but the difference is at most one of degree, not
of kind.

Psychologically, however, fellatio and cunnilingus may
be altogether different acts, and may arouse quite differ-
ent pleasures on the one hand and anxieties and other
anti-pleasure responses on the other. There are no doubt
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a good many cases where cunnilingus and fellatio are
engaged in and enjoyed almost indifferently by the same
individual; but these are the exceptions, and another
matter yet. In the more common instances, it is doubtless
quite important to the fellator—and this factor often
completely severs his connection with the cunnilinguist—
that the phallus is taken into the mouth, with the grati-
fication accompanying this being somewhat akin to that
experience by the female from penetration of the vagina,
and by the passive sodomist from penetration of the
rectum. There is almost always a strong desire on the
part of both fellator and fellated that the penis be taken
deeply into the mouth, and this desire cannot be com-
pletely explained on solely physiological grounds where
the fellator is concerned. (And perhaps not even where
the fellated is concerned. The shaft of the penis below the
glans is, after all, relatively insensitive, and many males
masturbate, at least a part of the time, employing only the
thumb and the forefinger, in a manner which does not
provide contact with the entire length of the penis. The
incentive to deep penetration, while it is not unintelligi-
ble physiologically, is not fully to be understood without
recourse to questions of psychological motivation; and
this desire for deep penetration will be discussed more
thoroughly a little later.)

There is one important aspect of fellatio which makes
it in some ways unique among sexual acts, and which is
at once the most interesting, possibly the most complex,
and the most fraught with ancient magical taboos and
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mystical overtones of any connected with this subject.
The reference is to problems arising in connection with
the ejaculated semen.

More precisely, the main question is that of the in-
gestion of the semen by the fellator, which seems al-
ways to be desired by the fellated or male role partner,
and is usually desired also by the fellator (or fellatrice).

One may well inquire as to why it should be of great
importance to the individual being fellated that the
other person, male or female, ingest or swallow the semen.
Obviously, whether the semen is or is not ingested is of no
importance to the strictly physical pleasure. By the time
the semen has been ejaculated the act is over, or practi-
cally so, and it would seem that the only requirement
should be that the fellator retain the semen in his mouth
long enough for the ejaculation to be completed. What
happens to it after that contributes nothing to the sensa-
tions experienced by the fellated. Therefore, the impor-
tance attached to the ingestion—the pleasure when it
occurs, the displeasure when it does not—must be ex-
plained psychologically, and is difficult to understand,
save on the basis that it is a sign of rejection or acceptance
of the fellated person and of the act which led to the ejacu-
lation, with refusal to ingest the semen also laying bare
unpleasant anxiety- and guilt-provoking reactions and
reservations the fellator and perhaps the fellated as well
may have with regard to the experience.

From the point of view of the fellated, the fellator’s
refusal to ingest the semen—when he spits it out—Is ap-
parently conceived of as a conscious and willful act of re-
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jection, and possibly as a token of disgust, and is therefore
an affront. So, too, is it a rejection when, as more often
happens, the fellator gags on the ejaculate, though this is
less disturbing in some cases (and doubtless more dis-
turbing in others) for the reason that it seems to be in-
tuitively grasped that the rejection is unconscious. In
almost every case, other things being equal, the fellator
or fellatrice who will ingest the semen is preferred to the
oral sex partner who will not.*

As for the fellator, for him, too, the question is of
great importance. He understands that to swallow the
semen without hesitation, and with apparent pleasure,
is expected and is regarded as an indication of acceptance.
When he gags, or especially if he should vomit, this will
be both frustrating and embarrassing, and particularly
so where both partners understand the unconscious sig-
nificance of these reactions.

Such gagging (sometimes with vomiting) is not un-
common in fellatio, especially when the fellator or fel-
latrice is inexperienced in the practice. Unless the ejacu-
lation is an unusually powerful one, this gagging prob-
ably does not admit of a physiological explanation. That
this is a rejection, of the act, of the other person, of the
semen, or of all or any combination of these, and that the
rejection is unconscious (conscious rejection manifesting
itself by the individual spitting out the ejaculate), is in
many cases clear. It often happens that the individual
fully intends and strongly desires to ingest the semen, and
has no conscious reluctance of any kind to do so and yet
there is gagging and perhaps vomiting. This rejection
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by gagging or vomiting usually testifies, among other
things, to unconscious feelings of guilt. However, it often
happens, and probably this is usually the case, that the
fellator, after a time, becomes able to ingest the semen
without gagging. Just why this should occur, since pre-
sumably the unconscious guilt and other unconscious
sources of rejection are not diminished by further in-
dulgence, is probably explained by the learned ability
of the fellator to detect when the ejaculation is coming
and thus prepare himself for it so that the mechanical
preparations more than compensate for the unconscious
rejection as it is manifested physiologically. Of course,
when the rejection is very extreme the gagging and vomit-
ing will probably not be overcome, with the result that the
individual is likely to have to abandon this phase of his
chosen erotic career.'®

The conscious or unconscious reluctance of the fellator
to ingest the semen, a reluctance almost certainly en-
countered more often than not, at least among novices,
is perhaps to be accounted for partly in terms of the re-
action of distaste for and withdrawal from the other
person which frequently, and especially with males,
follows all kinds of sexual relations, and is probably most
common of all in homosexual and some other tabooed
practices. That is, the ardor of the fellator is likely to
be in approximate relation to that of the sex partner,
and once climax is achieved, and the excitation abruptly
and sharply diminishes, a certain amount of disgust, or
at least a definite cooling toward the other, may occur
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very swiftly—leaving the semen to be ingested after this
reaction has already set in.

Yet another possibility to be mentioned in accounting
for the rejection of the semen is that the semen may be
equated with bodily excretions—urine and feces—and
may be disgusting or distasteful on that ground. Prob-
ably a good many who violently condemn the practice of
fellatio, even when it is performed by a female, hold to
this view, a factor reinforcing their hostility to a prac-
tice also disapproved of on other grounds.

That the semen may be invested with symbolic values
enabling the individual to overcome any obstacles to its
ingestion 1s also true, as is the reverse, the obstacles, on
account of the symbolism, being insurmountable. In a
few persons, the ingestion of the semen is so meaning-
ful as to bring about a climax in the fellator directly
linked to the ejaculation of the individual he is fellating
and to the subsequent ingestion. Such cases are, however,
in the minority. And it is to be supposed that com-
monly such pleasure as the fellator derives from the in-
gestion of the semen is based mainly on the pleasure
which this ingestion gives to the sex partner, and to the
acceptance of the sex partner which it implies.

Before leaving the subject of fellatio, I would like to
touch further upon a matter mentioned briefly at the
beginning of this discussion. It seems quite likely that
there are some cases of male and female homosexuality,
and some others of male and female bisexuality, or rather,
cases that are so regarded, that would be much more

209



Forbidden Sexual Behavior and Morality

profitably explained in terms of anal and oral sexuality,
or of desire for anal or oral sex intercourse.

In other words, there are individuals who are almost
equally attracted to both fellatio and cunnilingus, and
little or not at all attracted to other sexual intercourse,
and it would seem that these persons are best understood
in terms of their oral cravings, rather than as bisexuals.
The same is true of active or male role sodomists, who
may crave sodomy almost exclusively and care little
whether it is a2 male or a female anus they penetrate, and
who are thus better understood in terms of their anal
predilections.

The case of the individual who is largely or exclusively
a passive pederast is perhaps an even better example. The
male passive pederast, of necessity, has homosexual re-
lations (though it used to be fairly commonplace for
such individuals to also have themselves sodomized by
females equipped with artificial penes, and a few such
persons do achieve gratification regularly by means of
heterosexual anilingus and anal masturbation). It is al-
ways assumed that these passive pederasts are homosex-
uals in the sense that their desires are primarily for (anal
intercourse with) members of their own sex, but this
may raise a difficulty when one considers the matter of
females who similarly desire the passive role in sodomy
and whose intercourse is of necessity heterosexual. It
seems that in many of such cases it would definitely be
more illuminating to regard these passive sodomists sim-
ply as passive sodomists, or as anally erotic, than to insist
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that the male ones are homosexuals and the female ones
heterosexuals, distinct from their male counterparts, and
that therefore the phenomena are altogether separate.
That both males and females may be, say, kleptomaniacs,
or pyromaniacs, or compulsive masturbators, and that the
mechanisms of these deviations may be understood as
similar in both sexes, is acknowledged. It may be that
this should apply also to the types of individuals men-
tioned above, and that it is misleading to place too much
emphasis upon the sex of the individuals who are of
perhaps merely structural necessity their sex partners.

Moreover, wherever a given relationship 1s a homo-
sexual one, or is at any rate between members of the
same sex, an insufficient amount of attention is paid to
the acts. Clinicians and theoreticians alike appear to
be entranced and ensnared by the fact that the relation-
ship is homosexual, and to preoccupy themselves with
seeking the basis of the ipsosexual attraction. This is an
important question, to be sure, but it is only a part of the
problem; and the preoccupation works to thwart the
fuller understanding which might result were the acts
given greater consideration.

One needs to inquire: What does sodomy mean gener-
ally, and what does it mean in this relationship in particu-
lar? What does fellatio mean generally, and what does it
mean here? What are the values of these acts for the
participants? This is an aspect of sexual relationships
which, given the obvious importance of it, has been un-
deremphasized by investigators. It may be that existential
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analysis will probe more deeply and more widely into
these matters than has hitherto been done. There are in-
dications that this will be the case.

SODOMY

“No one likes to penetrate excrement,” says the primi-
tive (Trobriander), and he speaks for heterosexual man
in the civilized societies as well. The homosexual (and
most other sodomists) agrees that “no one likes to pene-
trate excrement,” and moreover the typical homosexual
male is likely to be somewhat more fastidious than his
heterosexual brother. Nonetheless, the anus is used in
homosexual contacts, sodomy not fellatio is the definitive
homosexual act, and the homosexual is even able to
find beauty in anal intercourse. This is possible because
the anus is transformed, in the mind of the homosexual,
from an excretory organ into a primarily sexual one.*®

Obviously, some rather remarkable accommodations
are made here. For most of us, holding to the perspective
generally regarded as acceptable, the anus is that orifice
through which we void our waste products—our “filth.”
Even for those of us who regard defecation quite matter-
of-factly as a natural process, the anus is still a rather un-
pleasant part of the anatomy. The “dirt” that comes out
of 1t 1s, for some reason, more offensive than other dirt—
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so much so that many rather normal people can scarcely
bear the sight of it.

The anus, unless precautions are taken, will stink—
as every child in our culture is more than once advised.
The orifice occupies our consciousness for the most part
only when we are excreting and wiping away the excreta,
or when, as is not too infrequent among Americans, we
are the victims of some anal disorder. With few excep-
tions, which are “psychopathological” ones, the anus goes
unpraised in literature (though it renders meritorious
and most essential service). No (heterosexual) poet in-
cludes it in his enumeration of the physical charms of
his beloved, and with some poets it is perhaps the only
part of the external body omitted from mention.

Even homosexuals, having accomplished the meta-
morphosis of this much maligned aperture into one of
copulation, tend to be less well disposed to it than is the
heterosexual to the vagina.®® A few writers insist upon
its functional superiority to the vagina as a vehicle for
sexual pleasure, but even these do not often profess to
find it esthetically appealing.?* Esthetic tributes to sodomy
are limited to the buttocks, to the contact of the male
bodies, and to the act as an expression of “manly love”
or something of the sort.

In a way this is curious. The penis, which appears in
countless art works, and is ugly and shameful only to the
prudish and/or the mentally disturbed, evokes no such
universal hostility and distaste. Some would explain this
on the basis of the penis’ function as an “‘organ of genera-
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tion,” but that is only a part of the story; and it has been
often enough celebrated in its capacity as a sexual (copula-
tory) organ as well.

Yet the penis is also an excretory organ. One urinates
far more frequently than one copulates, so that the
phallus appears not seldom in its less romantic role, but
the sexual function of the penis remains primary in
almost every mind. This indicates, obviously, that the sex-
ual function of the penis is regarded as being more im-
portant than its eliminative function (though such a
view might be difficult to maintain on a strictly physio-
logic basis, urination being, after all, a bit more essen-
tial to survival than sexual intercourse). Perhaps it is
not that the sexual function is held to be more important,
but merely that it is more interesting.

The penis is a “sex organ” because it is used to have
sex relations with and because it is the source of erotic
sensations and gratifications. (It is assumed, I think rea-
sonably, that few persons think of procreation when they
think of “sex organs.”) We can better understand the
sodomist’s awareness of the anus as primarily a sex organ
when we recognize the fact that for him the anus pos-
sesses those same qualifications which make the penis a
sex organ for the copulator.

The anal aperture, as was noted earlier, is highly sensi-
tive, abundantly supplied with end organs of touch, and
the physiological basis for pleasure in sodomy is further
explained by the reactions of the anal sphincter to pene-
tration and by the fact that the buttocks, too, in both
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male and female, may be highly responsive to tactile
stimulation.??

There is also, and perhaps most importantly, the pleas-
ure which may be derived, and not only by homosexuals,
from deep penetration of the rectum. Females who have
experienced both vaginal and rectal penetration find
the two experiences in many ways comparable.

Just as, when excitation is present, the female may be-
come conscious of the vagina as a hole or an emptiness, and
desire that this hole or emptiness be filled, so, too, does
the passive role sodomist in some cases become conscious
of the anus as a hole which he intensely desires be filled.
(The expectation of fellatio may arouse somewhat analo-
gous feelings in the fellator, but they are usually less
marked.)*

When this awareness of an emptiness within, which is a
consciousness of a desire and a lack, is present, it may only
be satisfied by the “filling up” which results from pene-
tration by the penis (or penis substitute). This penetra-
tion gives the individual—gives both individuals—that
feeling of one-ness and union which has always been
held to be one of the greatest rewards of sexual inter-
course.

It is likely that in the great majority of instances of
persons who engage in passive role sodomy, the pleasure
sensations experienced in the rectum and at the anus dur-
ing the act are absent or only slightly felt the first few
times the act is performed. Later, however, these pleas-
ure sensations may become quite intense, with the result
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that not only does repetition of the experience come in-
creasingly to be desired, but the anus becomes more and
more a “sex organ” in the consciousness of the passive
pederast.

It has been mentioned that the rectum, like the vagina,
appears to be lacking a physiological basis for the physical
pleasure which so many individuals report experiencing
in both vaginal and rectal copulation. If there is indeed
no physiological basis for these responses experienced
as tactile, and it is doubtful that the last word has yet
been said on this subject, then the pleasures are of course
psychogenic. But anal and rectal sexual responses have
been somewhat less than exhaustively studied and it is
not inconceivable that the interior lining of the rectum
is erotically responsive in a minority of persons of both
sexes, as Kinsey holds the interior lining of the vagina
to be responsive in a minority of females.

Even though the possibility of physiologically based
erotic responses in the rectum was ruled out altogether,
there would be nothing particularly unexpected or unex-
plainable about the seemingly physical pleasure experi-
enced. Persons in hypnotic trance, and under the
influence of the drug mescaline—as I have observed re-
peatedly—are able to experience erotic sensations in parts
of the body where there is no known physical basis for
such responses. That possibly no physiological basis for
physical pleasure responses in vagina and rectum can be
established does not at all entitle us to insist that re-
sponses experienced as physical are non-existent. And it
will matter little to the individual performing the act
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whether the considerable apparent physical pleasure he
experiences has a physiological or a psychological basis.**

That the passive sodomist experiences the more in-
tense pleasure responses only, as a rule, after he has
engaged in the act several of more times, it is not sur-
prising either, and merely constitutes a further analogy
to vaginal intercourse. Pain of defloration aside, a girl
may experience little pleasure sensation in the vagina
(or elsewhere) during her first and early acts of inter-
course, with the vagina seemingly “learning” to respond
pleasurably to coitus. The rectum, it would seem, ‘‘learns”
to respond pleasurably with somewhat less rapidity, but
for almost anyone—as is evidenced by the testimony of
convicts and others forced into passive role sodomy, but
who remain primarily or exclusively heterosexual in
their desires—the rectum does eventually yield pleasure
sensations when the act is engaged in repeatedly.

The normal person is aware of the anus primarily as
an excretory organ, while the passive sodomist is aware
of it primarily as a sex organ.?® It is also the case that the
normal person thinks of the anus primarily as an orifice
through which matter passes out, while the sodomist, on
the other hand, regards the anus as primarily an orifice
through which matter passes in. It is worth noting that
this particular distinction between normal and abnormal
awareness of body cavities cannot apply to the mouth.
The mouth, for the normal individual, is doubtless first
and foremost (where the passage of matter is concerned)
associated with eating, which is as much an intaking as
fellatio. But there is rarely any consciousness of erotic
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gratification or significance in connection with eating
(though sexual elements may be present), while the fel-
lator may consider the mouth to be at least as much a
sex organ as a vehicle for taking in food. (The vagina, of
course, is almost exclusively an organ of intaking, differ-
ing considerably in this respect from the anus, which can
never be altogether separated from its function as an
outlet for the feces.)

From all of the foregoing, it must be seen that there is
much that is anomalous in the psychical climate of the
homosexual acts and, to a lesser degree, in the physical
climate as well. Both psychological and, to some extent,
physiological aspects of the sex organs are distorted, the
anus-rectum, for example, being invested with attributes
and perhaps erotic capacities which, even though it is
partly an erotogenic zone, it would not normally possess.
The emptiness of the rectum, the sensation of the anus-
rectum as an intaking hole which is desired to be filled—
these normally belong to the vagina, not to the anus. It is
significant that such feelings with regard to the anus come
only after pederasty has been practiced for some time,
many more repetitions of the act often or customarily be-
ing required in the case of the anus-rectum than in that
of the vagina. Even, however, if the pleasure responses
and localized desire consciousness are as much the fruit
of sexual relations in the vagina’s case as in that of the
anus, if both learn to respond to the same stimulus and in
somewhat the same way, it cannot so well be argued that
this is natural or normal in the anus’ case. The hole feel-
ing being characteristic, almost definitive, of the female,
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when it becomes characteristic of the male there usually
also occur anomalous psychological changes which over-
emphasize the female components of the male makeup
and represent to the world a psychical organization ob-
viously no longer that of the normal male.

In the early part of this century, and in the latter part
of the nineteenth, a good deal of attention was being
paid to transformations occurring in and around the anal
orifices of passive pederasts. This was no new discovery.
The distinctive appearance of the anus of the habitual
female role sodomist had been noted by the Romans, and
probably earlier.

Professor Tarnowsky (Pederasty in Europe) described
the phenomena at some length, and also summarized the
findings of others. He confirmed the oft-noted feature
that the anus of the habitual passive sodomist, when he
assumes a position kneeling on elbows and knees, tends to
gape open, and sometimes to have a slit-like (as distin-
guished from the characteristically round) appearance.
But he found in his practice, which was extensive in this
regard, no confirmation for Tardieu’s assertion that in
catamites (here meaning youthful passive pederasts) “the
long mucosa of the lowest part of the rectum in the vicin-
ity of the anal orifice forms folds and takes on the appear-
ance of a slightly thickened coil or ring. In other cases, the
folds of the mucous membrane resemble excrescences
which at times attain such development that they con-
stitute ridges somewhat similar in appearance to the
labia minor of a woman'’s genitalia. These ridges separate
when the anal orifice is stretched.” Tarnowsky observed
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of this that he had “never noted such an aspect in cata-
mites. It does sometimes accompany rectal prolapse in
cases having no etiologic relation whatever with peder-
asty.”

Professor Tarnowsky noted that the catamites would
often attempt, when being examined, to conceal the char-
acteristic anal changes by clenching the sphincter, but he
invented ingenious, one might say diabolic, or at least
sadistic, methods for thwarting this attempted conceal-
ment (or resistance to invasion of privacy).

I cannot unfortunately vouch for the authenticity of
Tarnowsky’s observations, or of those of Tardieu and
others, but if it is the case that the anus of the passive
pederast comes to resemble somewhat, as many have
claimed, the external genitalia and opening of the vagina
of the female, then the phenomenon is certainly of great
interest since it would seem likely that the changes which
take place are not entirely the result of the physical inter-
course. The anus must, that is, in some cases, function for
the passive sodomist as a “‘vagina,” and indeed it is rather
frequently so identified in his mind—the female role
homosexual, for example, speaking of “my cunt,” or “my
pussy,” and so on. And it is not impossible that should the
anus come somewhat to resemble the vaginal opening, the
alterations which occur are the result of an unconscious
effort to simulate a vagina (possibly by developing sphinc-
ter relaxation which causes the anus to gape open, and
perhaps by effecting even more radical and dramatic
changes).
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This is a matter which would certainly bear further
investigation, and it is to be hoped that those in clinical
practice will avail themselves of their opportunities and
make their findings known.
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1. [page 174]

One recalls a passage from Jean Genet (T he Thief's Jour-
nal): ““Though we are bound together by my prick, all our
friendly relations are cut off. Our mouths, which might be
able to re-establish them, can not meet. He seeks only to be
further impaled.”

2. [page 175]

Were I writing about homosexuals, and thus confining the
discussion of homosexual acts within the limits prescribed
by homosexual psychology, then I should be obliged to more
strictly heed the warning voiced by the author Ann Aldrich
(We Walk Alone):
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*“ ‘If you agree with me that the lesbian is mainly a clitorid-
ean type of woman,’ a friend of mine argued, ‘then you have
to agree also that the lesbian has the advantage over the male
in making love to a woman. She’s touching a familiar body.
Her technique’s bound to be better!’

“This argument, like many with respect to the nature of
the lesbian’s sexual experience, concentrates solely on the
physical, and ignores the more important psychological factors
involved in homosexuality. Those who worship at the altar of
technique perhaps overlook the fact that if the psyche is un-
willing, no amount of technique can persuade it; and if the
psyche is willing, no lack of technique can dissuade it. While
a heterosexual may experience homosexual intercourse, and
vice versa, the technique employed is probably the least con-
sideration in determining the extent to which the experiment
will continue. A much more important consideration is the
psychological receptivity.”

It is doubtless true for the homosexual in a heterosexual
contact no less than for the heterosexual in a homosexual one
that “if the psyche is unwilling, no amount of technique can
persuade it,
the psyche is willing, no lack of technique can dissuade it.”

With heterosexuals (or ‘“bisexuals”) engaging in homo-
sexual acts the emphasis may be different. While it is prob-
ably true that no one voluntarily engages in homosexual acts
who is entirely lacking in homosexual inclinations—a male

»”

though it may be somewhat less true that “if

probably could not (save for the female role)—it is also true
that the pleasure-received factor becomes increasingly impor-
tant as the importance of the element of homosexual psy-
chological attraction diminishes. Thus, as in the case of the
lesbian mentioned by Boss, it was the superior pleasure (vagi-
nal penetration) afforded by the male which caused the (“am-
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bisextrous”) girl for whom the two were competing to choose
the man and reject the woman. And innumerable cases have
been reported where women who could “go either way”
chose the lesbian relationship because of the lesbian lover’s
greater tenderness and skill in love-making, because, that is,
of her superior technique.

5. [page 179]

“Biologically speaking,” writes Wilhelm Reich (The Func-
tion of the Orgasm), “the healthy human organism calls for
three to four thousand sexual acts in the course of a genital
life of, say, 30 to 40 years.” He adds: ““The wish for offspring
1s satisfied with two to four children. Moralistic and ascetic
ideologies condone sexual pleasure even in marriage only for
the purpose of procreation; carried to its logical conclusion,
that would mean at the most four sexual acts in a life-time.”
4. [page 180]

The most famous piece of advice on this particular matter
undoubtedly remains that given to Empress Maria Theresa
by her physician, Van Swieten: “I am of the opinion that the
clitoris of your Most Sacred Majesty should be titillated for
some length of time before coitus.”

The Empress had consulted him specifically about her
sterility, but it was his belief that this could be overcome if
she managed to experience the sexual climax. However dubi-
ous some may take that view to be, the Empress subsequently
produced sixteen children, and, one supposes, conceived them
with a considerably greater pleasure than she might have
done had her imperial clitoris remained untitillated.

5. [page 182]

Obviously, many females themselves lack knowledge of the

manipulations which would best serve to stimulate their own
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genitalia. And some must learn from lesbian educators how
to experience sexual arousal as the result of a few rather
simple manual techniques. Others, masturbators of long
standing, are so shy or otherwise reluctant that they never
get around to instructing their husbands in the manipulations
that often would mean the difference between a satisfying
and a frustrating sexual life, and between the harmony often
accompanying the former and the disharmonies almost inevi-
tably accompanying the latter. Not that this reluctance or
ignorance should excuse the husbands who, even if they re-
main completely oblivious of printed and spoken counsels
on marital relations, should at least be sufficiently interested
observers to note that their wives are not responding to the
techniques employed and possess sufficient initiative and
self-interest to try something else.

6. [page 182]

Young girls, basing their activities on what they have been
told or otherwise have learned of coitus, not infrequently
begin masturbating by stimulating the interior of the vagina
either with their fingers, or with a truly wondrous variety of
phallus substitutes, which may range from hairpins and
broom and soda straws to frankfurters, candles, carrots, and
fishing pole handles. Usually, however, these amateurish in-
sertions are fairly soon replaced by manipulations of the
external genitals, either because enlightenment comes from
some better informed friend, or because the more sensitive
and more easily stimulated areas are accidentally discovered
in the course of the vaginal explorations. Some adult females
do, however, continue with the masturbatory vaginal pene-
trations, either because they are vaginally sensitive, because
they find such penetrations are a more satisfying accompani-
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ment for their coital phantasies, or for a variety of other rea-
sons more peculiar to individual temperaments and inclina-
tions.

7. [page 183]

Ann Aldrich (see Note 2), who is probably the best in-
formed avowedly lesbian author writing in behalf of the les-
bian in this country today, also leans to the belief that the
artificial phallus is little used in lesbian relationships in the
U.S. presently. She comments on this and offers her opinion
as to what the lack of a penis may mean to the lesbian as
follows:

“Dildos (artificial penes) come in a variety of forms. Some
may be held in the hand; others are worn by one partner or
used in single or double form. It is my belief that they are
not frequently employed in most relationships between two
lesbians. In the first place, they are not generally available
to most lesbians, and secondly, to many there is relatively
little desire for actual penetration, the clitoris being the main
organ for their gratification.

“On the whole, I would say that most female homosexuals
merely feel occasional melancholy awareness of their inability
to possess a woman as a man. At such times, rather than at-
tempt to find a penis substitute, I think they more often ‘lie
there wishing perhaps to be a man for a moment,” as Anais
Nin describes it in “Winter of Artifice.” ”

Elsewhere in We Walk Alone, Miss Aldrich takes note of
the fact that some masculine lesbians may keenly feel the
need to effect penetration, and that some women in lesbian
relationships may feel a strong need to be vaginally pene-
trated. For the lesbian who feels she must penetrate her part-
ner, Miss Aldrich writes, ‘“‘the sexual act is a homosexual imi-
tation of heterosexual congress.”

226



HOMOSEXUAL ACTS

Perhaps the counterpart of this masculine lesbian is the
passive pederast who thinks of his anus and rectum as his
“vagina,” and who also seeks to ape heterosexual coitus. By
no means all passive pederasts, it should be added, think of
the anus-rectum as a vagina-like sexual orifice, and not all
would wish to have real vaginas even if they could. The anus,
for many, is regarded as being a satisfactory sexual orifice in
its own right, and the intercourse is desired specifically on the
basis that it is between males, and without any reference to
the sex organs or any other part or aspect of the female.

8. [page 183]

To some this whole affair is likely to sound a bit ridiculous,
and of course it is not without its humorous aspects. However,
the question is no simple one, and it will not suffice just to
ask the ladies where they have their orgasms. On the contrary,
some distinguished (and presumably non-virginal) female
scientists have participated in the controversy—and on op-
posing sides. The obvious answer would seem to be that some
women have vaginal orgasms, some have clitoral orgasms, and
some have both. But that is not really much of an answer,
even if true. One would still need to find out whether the
clitoral orgasm, say, is an appropriate response, or whether
it is symptomatic of arrested development or some other aber-
ration. If one of the orgasmic responses is appropriate, and
another aberrant, one would need to know why and how it
happened and what can be done about it. And so on.

9. [page 184]

The teeth also, as is well known, are of considerable im-
portance in oral stimulation. From the oft-remarked little
“love bites” and affectionate nips and nibbles to wound-
inflicting bites, the teeth have always had a significant role in
love-making and in perversions of love-making such as
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sadism. And the use of the teeth may evoke powerful erotic
responses in one or both sex partners.

The teeth are not, however, erotically sensitive, or “eroto-
genic zones,” and they have therefore been excluded from the
main body of the text.
r0. [page 184]

It may be that one should include the hand, especially the
fingers, which do seem to be quite erotically sensitive in some
persons, and which are involved in the homosexual practice
of mutual masturbation, especially important in lesbian re-
lationships, and where the hand functions, in a sense, as a
sex organ.

Throughout the average person’s life his (or her) hands
play an immensely important erotic role, one which has not
been accorded, in recent times, its due.

The child’s first expressions of affection, perhaps his first
expressions of sexual desire, are made with his hands, and by
means of his hands the child gains his first tactile knowledge
both of his own body and of the bodies of others. For most
persons, the first consciously sexual experience—masturba-
tion—establishes a link between the hands and eroticism
which persists throughout the individual’s life, reinforced by
almost every subsequent sexual experience of whatever kind.

For many, the caress is a most essential aspect of sexual
arousal, serving to stimulate both the caressor and the ca-
ressed. A part of the sexual response to the caress is, of course,
psychological, caressing having implications going far beyond
the mere contact of epidermises.

Since erotogenic areas of the body of the other are usually
chosen as the focal points for the erotic caresses, there is no
difficulty in at once understanding the physiological responses
of the person thus stimulated. But strong responses are also
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aroused in the caresser, and these are more physiologically
intelligible than most of us tend to suppose.

An article in the March, 1960, issue of MD magazine re-
marks that “Unequalled by any other part of the body is the
hand’s intimate partnership with the brain: cortical represen-
tation of the hand is in fact larger than all other somatic parts
except the head. . . .

“In (its early) delicate function as a sense organ, the hand
developed a high concentration of sensory endings (100 per
two square millimeters); in the number of touch corpuscles
the fingertips are second only to the tip of the tongue.

“The skin and pulp of fingers and palm contain several
kinds of specialized touch corpuscles: of the 2000 or so Pacini
corpuscles distributed throughout the skin, over 800 are in
the fingers alone; the hands are rich in Meissner and Ruffini
corpuscles.”

Experiments with mescaline, cited elsewhere in this book,
show that in the mescaline intoxication “‘erotic consciousness”
may readily be localized in the fingers (and in palm, wrist,
and forearm). Considerable erotic sensation may then be
obtained by any friction of the fingers, against flesh, against
fabrics, against hard surfaces, etc. Probably this is to be un-
derstood in part as an intensification of the considerable
capacity for erotic response already physiologically present in
the erotogenic fingers.

It is not the sense of sight but the sense of touch that causes
the sex partner to come into being for us as flesh. Perhaps in-
stinctively one wishes to caress every part of the other’s body,
to know it tactilely, and to bring it to life under the caressing
hand and fingers. As sexual excitation increases, the fingers
are likely to increase both the speed of their movements and
the pressure of the contact.
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During the sexual act, and especially as the climax ap-
proaches, these tendencies may be greatly intensified. Both
partners may experience the desire to run their hands impas-
sionedly over the body of the other, or the more tightly to
clutch the other with the hands. Scratches, often drawing
blood, are inflicted, which may be intended as scratches, or
which may rather attest to the vigorous friction-craving ac-
tivity of the long-nailed fingers.

The sexual significance and role of the hand and especially
the fingers has long been recognized in popular lore and su-
perstitions, and elsewhere. The placing of the wedding ring
on the finger may in part constitute such recognition. Many
erotic customs have involved the fingers. At one time, for a
male to take in his hand the finger of a female was an act
highly charged with eroticism. More recently—perhaps it
is still practiced—the male’s scratching of the palm of the
female with his fingertip has constituted an invitation to
coitus.

Much more could be said on this subject. No one denies
the importance to eroticism of the hands, or that they are
erotically sensitive to some degree, but the whys and how
muchs remain inadequately understood and call for much
additional exploration.

11. [page 184]

Sigmund Freud has well observed (“From the History of
an Infantile Neurosis,” in Collected Papers, Vol. III) that
the male child witnessing heterosexual intercourse often ar-
rives at the conclusion that the intercourse is per anum, thus
interpreting the coitus he has observed for the reason that
he has no knowledge of the existence of the vagina and must
understand the act in terms of his own body’s possibilities.
He then creates a “cloaca theory,” in which the anus is an
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organ both of copulation and elimination. Under certain
conditions he may unconsciously retain this belief in the anus
as a cloaca, or combination sex-excretory organ, long after he
is consciously aware that copulation is with the vagina.

In the same paper, Freud noted that the child may find
confirmation for his view of the anus as a sexual aperture, or
may come to so regard it in the first place to the extent of
associating it with sexual pleasure, as a result of the experi-
ence of elimination:

“Since the column of feces stimulates the erotogenic mu-
cous membrane of the intestine, it plays the part of an active
organ in regard to it; it behaves just as the penis does to the
vaginal mucous membrane, and acts as it were as its precursor
during the cloacal epoch.”

But the child who does not witness coitus and formulate a
“cloaca theory” is aware of the anus only as an organ of out-
passage, though as one with which pleasure sensations are
associated. Freud’s observations are particularly interesting
in the light of some of the questions discussed in the section
on sodomy.

12. [page 187]

One finds this emphasized in a great many lesbian novels,
even including some written by lesbians. The emphasis on
comparative tenderness, more skillful caresses, etc., on the
part of the lesbian lover, is in fact a stereotype of the female
homosexual love scene in fiction.

On the other hand, there are novels written by lesbians,
and a few by non-lesbians, which describe sex acts that are
swift, without preliminaries, and even savage.

The fact is probably that while most women profit from
an extended foreplay, there are also a good many women
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who do not require it, especially if they are not very inhibited
sexually and are really attracted to the sex partner.

One would guess that women are ‘‘naturally” about as
quick to respond, and about as “animalistic” in their love-
making as men, and that the slower responses and desire for
extended caresses and tenderness so often reported are largely
or exclusively the results of conditioning imposed on the
female for economic, ideologic, and other reasons.

13. [page 188]

If it is true that in the normal mature woman there has
occurred a transference of the seat of primary response from
clitoris to vagina, with perhaps even the source of the orgasm
being thus shifted, then obviously lesbian intercourse must
be less than fulfilling for such a woman, as must any sexual
stimulation other than that obtained in coitus. To be ful-
filled, the normal woman would have, in effect, to be filled
full—the meaning, of course, of fulfillment. The fulfillment
of climax could not occur without the full filling of the va-
gina, which occurs only in copulation. The female satisfied
by lesbian intercourse would have to be one who has never
made the transference to the vagina and who is thus abnormal
and immature. This is indeed what many psychoanalytic ob-
servers hold to be true of the homosexual of both sexes, and
what a good many lesbians also appear to believe with their
designation of themselves as ‘“‘clitoridean types” (as distin-
guished from the majority of females, who are ‘“vaginal
types”). One might perhaps extend with equal plausibility
these assertions and declare that the “bisexual” female is
likely to be one with whom the transition from clitoris to
vagina is partial and unfinished. The entire matter is at least,
as Kinsey has demonstrated, still subject to debate: i.e., in-
adequately understood.
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14. [page 191]

This term (“jacking off”), used in the 'thirties and ’forties
by all schoolboys, and perhaps still in vogue, is held by the
authors of a recent work on slang to derive from the word
“ejaculate.” I have also heard, however, that it is a modifica-
tion of the term “jerk off” which owes its origin to the jerky
movements of the masturbator.

I well remember, in this regard, a boy who had the distinct
misfortune to be named Jack Hoff, and whose life was made
thoroughly miserable on that account. Schoolboys are usually
quite without mercy where names lend themselves to sexual
word plays, and one must wonder at the rare innocence, or
cruelty, of parents who inflict upon their children names cer-
tain to make their bearers targets of such abuse.

Sometimes, the last name alone is an unfortunate one in
this respect, and then it is a little more difficult to do anything
about it. Two boys in one school I attended were about as
badly abused as poor Jack Hoff. One was named Lipschitz,
and the other Fuchs. At the same school were girls named
Koch and Kuntz, and they too were subjected to many an
ordeal on account of their names. Others singled out for
especial attention were boys called Dick and Peter, but in
these cases the jokes were perhaps a bit less tormenting.

It would be very interesting to learn what effect, if any,
these word plays ultimately had on the victims. I remember
so vividly the cries of “Hey, I hear Roger Fuchs!” and “Mary,
let’s see your Kuntz!” Certainly, Roger and Mary remember
them better than I do. A study of the subsequent sexual lives
and attitudes of children with such names might be most
illuminating and might perhaps help to persuade some par-
ents to give thought to what is likely to be done with the
names they force upon their progeny.
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I5. [page 195]

Various writers insist upon reporting that animals “natu-
rally” engage in cunnilingus and fellatio. What they mean by
this is that the animals lick one another’s genitals. The bitch,
for example, will sometimes lick the penis of the male dog.
The tomcat will lick the sexual orifice of the female feline.
And so on. Quite as often, animals will sniff and lick at the
anal apertures of other animals, so that one could, with equal
logic, argue that anilingus is natural to animals and, there-
fore, probably natural also to man.

But the actions referred to do not really, of course, corre-
spond to cunnilingus and fellatio in humans; and even if one
confines the comparison to the most crude physical level,
there is no resemblance to fellatio. There is no animal, with
perhaps the rarest exceptions found among individual mon-
keys, that even approximates fellatio as it is performed by
humans.

16. [page 200]

The question of whether cunnilingus or fellatio is per-
formed to climax seems to me to be an entirely false criterion
for establishing whether the act is or is not “perverted,” and
doubtless merely represents a concession to the view that
sexual relations must be in the service of procreation. The
correct criterion would be the meaning of the act—why it is
performed, and what are the effects of the performance. And
probably in most cases, especially with fellatio, the acts should
be regarded as perverted or as evidential of sexual neurosis
if they are engaged in exclusively, or if the orgasm cannot be
experienced in coitus while there exists no physiological de-
terrent to the experiencing of orgasm in coitus.

I say fellatio especially, for the reason that the female 1s
denied her climax in many cases by the clumsiness or pre-
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mature ejaculations of the male. Then, cunnilingus may pro-
vide her with the necessary physical stimulation so that she
may reach her climax, and the male who performs cunnilingus
in order to bring about the female’s orgasm, and the female
who is so brought to orgasm, could scarcely be regarded as
perverted in the context. Involved in situations of this kind,
females in practice may reach climax regularly only as a result
of cunnilingus. But that does not mean that the same females,
if they received more adequate stimulation in coitus, could
not experience orgasm in that way. Arriving at ejaculation,
though maybe not orgasm, is usually no problem for the
male who is able to copulate at all. When the male can reach
climax by means of fellatio, though not by means of coitus,
which he can perform normally or at least adequately in other
respects, then one must of course look for a psychological dis-
turbance.

The textbooks are abundantly supplied with cases of indi-
viduals who perform cunnilingus and fellatio compulsively,
or for whom the acts are symbolic ones—cannibalistic, inces-
tuous, related to castration anxieties, and so on. These are the
cases of “perversion,” or of behavior symptomatic of under-
lying maladjustment.

Whether the acts are or are not performed to climax is of
negligible importance so long as the motivation is not neu-
rotic, and so long as the acts provide adequate genital satis-
faction. And certainly one cannot in every case infer neurotic
motivation just because the cunnilingus or fellatio is per-
formed to climax on some occasions.

Doubtless this is generally understood by scientific practi-
tioners. That is, a diagnosis of neurosis would scarcely be
made just on the basis that the oral sex acts are carried
through to climax. But, on the other hand, one repeatedly
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finds in marriage manuals and more technical sexological
writings the flat declaration that fellatio and cunnilingus are
“normal” when performed in the interest of precoital sex
arousal, “abnormal” and “perverted,” or at least “unhealthy,”
when carried through to climax. Such statements do not allow
for exceptions, and at the very least must be quite disturbing
to readers who are in fact “normal,” but who do sometimes,
or often, give their sex partners climaxes in these ways.

17. [page 207]

I have heard the rather curious point of view expressed
that there is “nothing wrong” with the female’s ingesting the
semen—since the semen is “intended” for the female—but
that the ingestion of the semen by the male is revolting and
a travesty for the reason that it is natural for the semen to
go, or come, out of the male and into the female. (It is inter-
esting to note that from time to time women correspondents,
writing to a popular sex education magazine, inquire whether
they may become pregnant as a result of ingesting the semen;
and occasionally men share the misconception that women
can become pregnant in this way. To those who believe that
oral copulation can result in fertilization, the female mouth
cannot seem too unnatural a sexual orifice. These inquiries,
by the way, are sometimes motivated by the wish to substitute
mouth copulation for vagina copulation in order to avoid
pregnancy and child-bearing.)

The homosexual, who wishes to heighten his own illusion
of being female, may stand to profit from the acceptance of
the notion that the semen is “intended for the woman.” By
taking the semen into himself, orally or anally, he further
increases the analogy between himself and the female he
wishes to be. The male role partner in the homosexual fella-
tio may also in some cases find a value in this aspect of the
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act: his ejaculation into the other feminizes the other—an-
other factor tending to make the act “more natural” (if the
fellated requires such acrobatics). The male role “true
homosexual, on the other hand, probably desires the ingestion
only as an indication of acceptance, and is little or not at all
concerned with feminizing the partner. Nor would he be
likely to consider this a possibility, since he will probably
never have accepted the notion that the semen is intended
for the female and will, on the contrary, regard his homo-
sexual partner as the natural receptacle for this substance.
18. [page 208]

Both homosexual males and heterosexual females have
reported to me that although they have difficulty ingesting
the semen, or had difficulty in the beginning, this ingestion
was accomplished without difficulty when they were drinking
heavily. This could be interpreted to mean that the inhibi-
tions which caused the physiological responses, gagging and
vomiting, were reduced by the intoxication, so that the re-
sponses either did not occur at all or occurred so feebly as to
pass unnoticed. It seems likely that this is the correct explana-
tion, and that only rarely is there a true physiologically based
rejection of the ejaculate.

”

(I am also, however, acquainted with a few cases—in mat-
ters of sex there are inevitably exceptions—where the gagging
and vomiting occurs only when the individual is intoxicated.)
19. [page 212]

It is not altogether true of course that no one likes to pene-
trate excrement. There are perversions, and perhaps vices,
where just this is desired. The brothels of Europe are famil-
iar with the customer who will reward well the prostitute
prepared to retain her feces for several days previous to the
anal contact so that the excrement may be penetrated. And
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moreover some sophisticated perfectionists will administer
medications, in order that the feces should approximate to
the desired hardness or softness. There are many versions
and variations of the coprophilic perversion or vice, employ-
ing the excrement in the anus, in the vagina, even in the
mouth of the sex partner. Sometimes it is only the contact
with the excreta that is desired, so that there is no require-
ment that another person be involved saved as a source of
the fecal matter. But it should be added that these tastes are
rare, and that most sodomists do not wish to penetrate excre-
ment, and may be repelled should such a contact be felt or
discovered to have occurred. Here, too, one encounters per-
fectionists so that there are those who will insist that the
individual to be sodomized must first submit to one or more
enemas. In one case, a gentleman of this fastidious type paid
his catamite three hundred dollars for “a night of love,” but
in preparation for that night the youth was required to under-
go several days of fasting and to submit to a barrage of laxa-
tives. The cynic might here suspect that the motives of the
sodomist were not entirely esthetic and hygienic or without
elements of sadism.

20. [page 213]

However, the ills to which the flesh is prey, and venereally
especially, are a concern to homosexuals as they are to the
rest of us. Thus, just as the interested housewife may read a
work on gynecology, the invert may purchase one on proc-
tology—as advertised in a homosexual publication, the July,
1961, Dorian Book Quarterly: “Proctology by S. D. Man-
heim, M.D. . . . a medical and physiology book about the
ano-rectal region, with discussion of the various pathological
disorders of this part of the body.”

21. [page 213]
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See Notes 8 and g, Chapter V.
22. [page 215]

There are such imaginative far-reachings for indications
of what is natural in sex and what is not. For example, a
physician who is usually described as “eminent” once told
me that sodomy is clearly an unnatural act for the reason
that the anus has no equipment for lubricating either the
aperture or the sheath, such as, for instance, the Bartholin’s
glands in the female. Were the anal orifice intended for sex-
ual intercourse, he said, it would be more readily penetrable.
(Those inclined to suspect that he was pulling my leg do not
know their man, and will have to take my word for it that he
was not.)

That the anus is not “readily penetrable” is indeed a fac-
tor of some importance in homosexual love-making. It erects
yet another barrier to spontaneity, and interposes yet another
required artificiality between the desire and the fulfillment.

When the female is fully aroused for coitus there is usually
no need for the male to employ artificial lubricants. In het-
erosexual intercourse as well as homosexual the use of the
lubricant is undesirable, though it is certainly a lesser evil
than proceeding without it in some cases. In general, any
such artificial “aid” to sexual intercourse of whatever kind
1s undesirable. Whatever cripples spontaneity is undesirable.
These objections apply also to the use of the condom or
“rubber,” however sensitive, and apart from any decrease in
sensation and the inevitable diminishment of psychical stimu-
lation resulting from the lack of fleshly contact. The act of
putting this sheath over the penis after the love-making has
already started and the erotic excitation has begun to ascend
in what should be an uninterrupted progression, and the
mere fact of its being there at all, remindful that calculation
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and prudence have waylaid and somewhat castrated the erupt-
ing volcano of desire: both of these are deterrents to a suc-
cessful sexual intercourse with complete gratification.

There is also another objectionable aspect to the necessity
of depending upon artificial aids. Sometimes the lover’s en-
tire erotic psychology may be irrationally dominated and
distracted by the effect exerted upon him by his “equipment.”
The writer Jean Genet has admirably described, in The
Thief's Journal, his feelings about a partially used tube of
vaseline the police found in his pockets when he was arrested
and searched. He writes (in part):

“Amidst the elegant objects taken from the pockets of the
men who had been picked up in the raid, it was the very sign
of abjection, of that which is concealed with the greatest of
care, but yet the sign of a secret grace . . . by its mere pres-
ence it would be able to exasperate all the police in the
world; it would draw upon itself contempt, hatred, white
and dumb rages. . . . I would rather have shed my blood
than deny that silly object.”

Yet the police, generally, would not react so strongly as
Genet suggests to this tube of vaseline put to a use the police
well know. Neither has the vaseline acquired instantaneously,
with its exposure to alien eyes, all of the significance with
which Genet invests it. On the contrary, at least a portion of
this significance resided in the object already, as a result of
the use to which it had been put. It is over-valued, and it was
over-valued before it came to rest upon a table in a police
station. And since it is over-valued it can only, like the con-
dom, distract the erotic consciousness and remind the sod-
omist of the calculation that has preceded and clings to his
passion. Even as the lubricated penis penetrates the anus and
rectum he cannot but be aware that the slimy facility of his
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entry is attributable to this substance which is a part neither
of himself nor of his sex partner, so that the vaseline is a
“third party” to an act where “three is a crowd.”

There is the aforementioned matter of spontaneity. The
homosexual, like the heterosexual, must feel that the neces-
sity of ‘‘preparations’ is distracting and regrettable. The
application of vaseline to the penis, or at the anus, places the
sodomist necessarily at a distance from the natural and the
spontaneous, which he, as much as the copulator, desires. It
is not the absence of an anal Bartholin’s gland, but what
must be done to compensate for that deficiency that is most
significant.

23. [page 215]

Jean-Paul Sartre (Being and Nothingness) has observed
that “sex is a hole,” and that “the hole is an appeal to the
flesh.” These are interesting observations, though perhaps
more suggestive than instructive; and, of course, there are
reservations, and qualifications to be made. I would like to
consider a few of these in the following brief note on The
Desire and Pursuit of the Hole—remarks I hope to expand
upon at considerable length in another work.

“Sex is a hole,” and “the hole is an appeal to the flesh.”
But one must—and consciously, in Sartre’s view—perceive
the hole to be a hole. And moreover, there are different
kinds of holes. Some holes, it is true, are limited nothing-
nesses, or circumscribed voids, appealing to being, and seem
to require filling, holes that seek to be made wholes, and
that appeal, as holes, precisely to that which can make them
wholes. But there are other holes which do not present them-
selves to consciousness as appeals, which one thinks not of
filling, or of going into, but which are holes that are sources
of being—holes out of which matter emerges.
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The hole through or out of which the geyser erupts; and
the urethra, out of which comes urine and semen, are ex-
amples of this last mentioned kind of hole. It is, of course,
a fact that an occasional individual inserts objects into the
urethra, for purposes of masturbation; and no doubt there
have been attempts to fill up, or at least put something into,
the holes from which geysers erupt. But such cases are rarities
and aberrations, and in general these are holes which open
out rather than in, and holes from which there is an emer-
gence of being “into the world.” Such a hole is quite different
from a simple hole in the earth, or in the side of a rock cliff;
or from the vagina, all of these being holes that open into,
and which moreover are perceived as emptinesses: “barren”
holes that “take,” as distinguished from ‘“fruitful” holes that
“give” and “‘ask nothing.”

As we have noted, a difficulty in understanding the desire
of the passive sodomist, and, to a lesser degree, the male role
sodomist, results from his or her apprehending the anus-
rectum in a way just opposite to the way in which it is ap-
prehended by most persons. The anus is generally recognized
as being a hole—in popular terminology, “asshole”—but it
is a hole that opens out, and from which matter emerges.
The sodomist, however, apprehends the anus mainly as a
hole that opens in, as a sexual emptiness, like the vagina,
which is an appeal to the flesh.

There are significant differences between the way the pas-
sive sodomist apprehends the hole and the way it is appre-
hended by the male role sodomist. This is a difference which
corresponds to the female’s consciousness of her vagina as
compared to the heterosexual male’s consciousness of it. It is
a difference of degree; but it is also a difference of kind.

The hole-like character of the vagina (or anus) is of course
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felt far more intensely by the female role person—whose
hole it is. Vagina and anus (and sometimes mouth) may be
felt keenly to be emptinesses, with insistent desire that they
be filled. But the male role person will be much less aware
of this aspect, because it is not his hole, and because it is with
his own body and its demands and urges that he is above all
concerned. In his case, the hole is much more of an appeal
for the flesh than to the flesh.

(One should keep in mind here that in all cases these
holes, which are holes at all times and as much holes at one
time as at any time, are still experienced as holes only when
desire or sexual excitation is present. The explanation is
doubtless that this is scarcely a matter of creation and nihila-
tion by desire and fulfillment, but a matter of degree of
intensity of awareness, that some very faint and only periph-
erally conscious awareness of the hole as a hole is always pres-
ent; but only when sexual excitation arises as the result of
some stimulus, and the void becomes an ‘‘aching” one, does
the awareness of the hole-as-hole ““ascend” to the level of
conscious preoccupation to be experienced as a troublesome
frustration of an appetite demanding appeasement.)

Desire “opens up” the hole—vagina, anus, or mouth,
depending on whether the desire is for coitus, sodomy, or
fellatio—and at the same time the individual is made aware
of a lack that is an appeal to something external to the in-
dividual, or to that part of the individual that is the hole.
This appeal, also, seems more an appeal for the flesh than to
the flesh. However that may be, it is still the urgent desire
of the female role person that the hole be filled.

The individual in the male role, however, probably desires
to be contained, or else to penetrate, or both; and he is little
or not at all aware of the hole of the other as an appeal—
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imposing an obligation—to be filled. The erect phallus ex-
tends outward. It yearns not to fill a hole, but to, in a sense,
make one; or to be snugly surrounded by the flesh of the
other. Sartre notes that the ideal hole is one that fits (which
is true sexually only for the male. For the female, there is an
ideal sexual object—one that fits the hole). And there are
two ways of looking at this ideal hole that fits: one may-de-
sire to fill the hole completely, or one may wish to be com-
pletely contained by the hole. Henry Miller’s “stiff prick”
that “has no conscience” is self-centered. It may wish to be
contained, but it is not likely to be moved either by appeals
or obligations to fill the hole of the other. The extended
phallus, no less than the hole, is an appeal, and remindful
of a lack. It is solitary and lonely and absurd, and so long as
it merely extends into the air around it is a token of frustra-
tion. The man with an erect penis is as ridiculous as the man
who must urinate and is unable to find a latrine. The erect
phallus is dependent, and urgently requires the other. Like
the hole, it is an appeal to matter external to itself—and
that matter is not the larger part of the hole, which is a
nothingness, but that part which defines the hole: its mate-
rial boundaries.

The hole is not just an emptiness, though it may be so
apprehended by the desiring individual in the female role.
But the hole also has a wall around it, which makes it a hole
rather than just “space,” which limits what it can contain,
and which makes it a suitable container for certain forms and
quantities of matter. It is, of course, this wall or boundary
that makes the particular hole meaningful to the phallus, and
the phallus meaningful to the hole. If the hole is too large or
too small it is of no use. It must, as Sartre asserts, fit perfectly
to be perfectly satisfying.
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The term ‘“‘to screw,” meaning to copulate, is rather apt.
It recognizes both the need to penetrate and the need to be
contained—as well as the female role need to be filled com-
pletely, and perhaps to be penetrated in the sense that not
only is the existing hole filled but it is slightly over-filled, so
that the hole becomes, should the phallus be withdrawn,
somewhat more of a hole than it was before the penetration.
The penis, it is desired, should “screw” the hole and create
the illusion that it is making its own place in the flesh some-
what as the screw makes its own place in the board, where
it is then so completely contained by the board that it is, as it
were, one with the board. Better yet might be the analogy
with nut and bolt, especially since both are formed of the
same substance. Doubtless the most completely satisfying
copulation, from the standpoint of the hole-filling and con-
tainment desires, would be one in which the penis was
“screwed” into the vagina just as the bolt is screwed into the
nut. The “sloppy” vagina is thus unsatisfactory on more
than just the physical basis that it affords inadequate fric-
tion; and the only partially erect penis is similarly unsatis-
factory. Both are inadequate psychologically. The vagina is
not filled full, and the penis is not fully contained. Thus the
fullness of being that is sought after is denied, as is the feel-
ing of oneness which results when the penis seems completely
to fill up the hole, so that the bodies become “as one flesh.”

As one flesh. Doubtless this is the real psychological goal.
When the hole in the earth is filled with earth, the earth of
the hole merges with the earth that fills the hole. The two
merge, the boundary is lost or blurred, the hole ceases to be
a hole. In sexual intercourse, the movement of the penis in
the hole prevents this loss of identity, as do the subjectivities
of the sex partners; but it is perhaps the maximum possible
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approximation to the “one flesh” ideal that is sought, and
which yields as by psycho-physical parallelism the illusion
also of psychical oneness.

There is vastly more to be said about all of this, but it will
have to suffice here merely to have suggested certain aspects
of the problem.

24. [page 217]

The reader’s attention is called to the section on drugs,
where the French surgeon reports the alterations of sensation
occurring in the rectum (and vagina) when the individual is
under the influence of opium. With mescaline, too, this oc-
curs. The same “rubbery” and voluptuous sensations are
experienced in the rectum that are experienced in the male
and female genitalia. Both males and females report that the
rectum seems more erotically sensitive (when stimulated)
under the influence of mescaline than under normal condi-
tions. The increased voluptuousness compares to that experi-
enced in the genitalia, but is slightly more intense, or seems
so; In fact, it is probably a matter of the contrast between
the normal and mescaline-induced sensations, the anus being
usually more subject to inhibitions, so that when these are
lifted the contrast is striking.

25. [page 217]

One recalls the remarks of the sodomist De Bressac in De
Sade’s Justine:

“Do not suppose, Therese, that we are made like other
men; ’tis an entirely different structure we have; and, in
creating us, Heaven has ornamented the altars at which our
Celadons sacrifice with that very same sensitive membrane
which lines your temple of Venus; we are, in that sector, as
certainly women as you are in your generative sanctuary; not
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one of your pleasures is unknown to us, there is no one we
do not know how to enjoy, but we have, as well, our own,
and it is this delicious combination which makes us of all
men on earth the most sensitive to pleasure, the best created

to experience it. . . .
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MISCEGENATION

BLACK SUPREMACY:

Norman Mailer and the myth of Negro
sexuality






“It is impossible to generalize con-
cerning the behavior of a whole race.”
A. C. KINSEY

What is the Myth of Negro Sexuality?

We may say first of all that it consists of the beliefs that:
(1) The penis of the Negro male is larger than that of the
white male. (2) The virility or potency of the Negro male
1s greater than that of the white male. (3) The ardor of the
Negro, either male or female, is greater than that of the
white male or female. (However, it is usually with the Ne-
gro male that the myth is concerned, and when the Negro
female is included it is usually for the [hostile] purpose
of indicating that the Negro is more “animalistic” than
the white.)
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There are a variety of other beliefs which often or
sometimes figure in the myth. One of these is that the
white female is greatly attracted to the Negro male, and
that sexual relations between the two would be a com-
monplace were it not for the social taboos and legal pen-
alties involved.

“The white woman who’s gone to bed with a nigger
will never want another white man” is the usual and
succinct way of expressing this notion with which we are
all familiar; it implies both that there is initial attraction
based on racial differences and that the attraction will
continue and develop to the exclusion of other sexual
interests as a result of the Negro’s natural erotic suprem-
acy.!

The white female is said to desire the Negro male
mainly because of: (1) His superior ardor and virility and
the greater dimensions of his penis. (2) Because he is in-
vested with the allure of the forbidden. A third motive,
and one which has received support from the findings of
psychoanalysis (see, for example, Greenwald, The Call
Girl), is masochistic self-punishment and self-degradation.
Here, the white woman has relations with the Negro man
in order to court punishment by her own superego, or by
society, or by both.

The idea that the Negro male is powerfully desirous of
sexual intercourse with white females is based upon both
factual evidence and the desire of the white community,
or segments of it, to provide a device whereby public
sentiment is kept aroused and vigilant against such trans-
gressions. (It is also, of course, a phantasy of obsessive
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proportions with some fanatical and /or psychotic persons,
South and North, segregationist and integrationist.)

The Negro female plays an almost negligible role in
the myth. Usually represented, when at all, as a victim of
sexual exploitation by the white male in the South (an-
other idea that is part fact, part phantasy, part device—
this time of integrationists), and despite the fact that she
shares in the supposedly greater sexual ardor of Negroes
of both sexes, she emerges as a somewhat sexless creature
when contrasted with the myth’s erotically almost omni-
potent Negro male on the one hand, and with the sex
phantasy-ridden white female on the other.

As for the white male, his, too, is a relatively minor
role, though a more important one than that of the Negro
female: Sexually inferior and inadequate as compared to
the Negro male, he is pictured as being at once envious
and fearful of the Negro male and as convinced that large-
scale miscegenation is prevented only by his own firm
grasp upon the reins of economic power, which enables
him to make the social and legal rules which hold back
the miscegenous tides.

So much, just now, for the assertions of the myth. What
are the demonstrable facts?

Considering the aspects of the myth in the order given
above, we begin with the notion that the penis of the
Negro is larger than that of the white. Where are the sub-
stantiating data?

The answer, medicine and anthropology having let us
down rather miserably in this respect, is that there are
none. There have been no studies meeting even minimal
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scientific standards to compare the dimensions of the sex-
ual organs of white and Negro males, respectively. There
have been studies, though not very satisfactory ones,
which have produced information about what may be
considered the normal range of dimensions for the sexual
organs of human males (Caucasians and Negroes, not
Orientals) generally. However, these data concern largely
the flaccid penis, while it is with the erect penis that we
would be concerned.? And it is well known that variations
between male sex organs in the flaccid state are of little
significance in determining what the longitudinal and
circumferential proportions of the respective penes will
be in a state of tumescence. Indeed, it is not uncommon
that a phallus which is smaller than another when de-
tumescent may be larger than the other when erect.
Hence, observations of discrepancies in male sexual or-
gans which occur under the usual conditions of medical
examinations are worthless as a means of deducing what
the dimensions of those organs will be under erotically
more favorable circumstances.

And furthermore, even if it could be shown that the
phallus erectus of the Negro is larger on the average than
that of the white, it is the often-voiced opinion of the
majority of sexological authorities that within a rather
considerable range the dimensions of the penis are of only
quite secondary importance in determining the extent of
the gratification obtained by the female in the coital con-
nexion—both “‘staying power” and excellence of tech-
nique being regarded as much more significant factors.
(In this regard we should not, however, ignore the psy-
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chological implications of the popular belief that the
size of the penis is not merely an important but perhaps
the decisive factor in copulatory gratification. And, if it
should happen to be established that the Negro is in fact
“superior” in this respect, then the finding should further
enhance his desirability for those who accept the belief
that the size of the phallus is of prime importance.)

Next, we come to the belief in the Negro’s superior
virility or potency, which, if established as factual, would
reasonably tend to make him from a biological point of
view a more desirable sex partner for the female than the
less well endowed white.® But here again we find our-
selves in the presence of an absence of substantiating data.
And there are some sound psychological reasons, as we
shall see, for supposing that in our contemporary Ameri-
can (United States) culture the Negro may well be less
potent than the white.

Third, there is the notion of the Negro’s greater ardor,
which manifests itself in a greater interest in and readi-
ness for sexual relations, and which is supposed to be
accompanied by fewer inhibitions of a sexual nature. As
concerns a larger fullness of passion on the part of the
Negro, once again we are without the data which would
be required to prove the assertion and bring about our
acceptance. As regards the Negro’s allegedly greater con-
cern with sexuality and his relatively greater freedom
from inhibitions, this is a very old idea, one we find ex-
pressed for example by Thomas Jefferson,* and it should
probably be taken to refer to Negroes living under primi-
tive conditions, and in a primitive intellectual state, as for
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example was the case during the period of Negro slavery.
About this, too, I will have something more to say a little
later on.

We come now to the belief that white women, espe-
cially in the South, are sexually much attracted to Negro
men, and would like to have sexual relations with Negro
men but are thwarted in this by the overwhelming bar-
riers erected (by fearful white males) against such rela-
tionships. In his book, The American Woman, E. J. Ding-
wall, anthropologist and “Honourable Assistant Keeper
of Printed Books” at the British Museum, says that
“. . . the belief regarding the partiality of Negro men
for white women is accompanied by the belief that, were
white women allowed to know Negro men better, they
would find them attractive. I have no doubt whatever
that this is true, and that one of the main reasons for the
violent colour prejudice in the South is due to the fact
that the white women are sexually unsatished and jealous
of the attention that coloured women get from white
men, since the former labor under the common delusion
that people of dark skin are more virile, sexually compe-
tent and capable of sustained activity than persons of
lighter pigmentation.”

That the white women of the South are sexually un-
satisfied (presumably relative to other American women),
and that the white men of the South have unusual po-
tency problems (as a result, it is often suggested, of plac-
ing their women on pedestals of impossible purity), is yet
another aspect of the Myth of Negro Sexuality, and such
beliefs are mainly regional, found mostly in the large
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cities of the North (where one supposes their function is
at least partly to permit white Northern males to feel
sexually superior to someone). But that the white males
of the South are sexually less competent than other Amer-
ican males, and that white Southern women are more
frustrated sexually than other American females, are once
again notions for which we find no confirmation outside
of folklore.

Certainly we must consider the question here of
whether there is any general desire on the part of white
women, and especially on the part of Southern white
women, for sexual relations with Negro men. It would of
course be ridiculous to say that there is no desire at all
for such relations, and that there would not be a con-
siderably greater incidence of such relations if the bars to
them were dropped. But the question is, in terms of the
myth, how general or widespread are such desires? We
will see that there are many forces at work to prevent,
inhibit and suppress them.

For example, the American ideal of the desirable hus-
band and/or lover is to a massive degree determined by
advertising and the films and television and other such
opinion-moulding agencies and media. The Negro male,
as a symbol of sexual desirability, or as a desirable sexual
type, gets small support from those quarters. And it
should be noted that when Negro athletes or entertainers
do emerge as something faintly resembling sex symbols,
the aura of erotic desirability enveloping them is predi-
cated far more upon their roles as athletes and film stars
—upon their roles as celebrities and upon their con-
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sequent economic status—than upon their physical at-
tractiveness in itself. (While this is also the case with
white celebrities, there is a vast difference in degree, with
the desirability of the Negro usually almost wholly de-
pendent on his status; with the white celebrity, the at-
traction he exerts is much more likely to be simply the
result of his being brought to the attention of those who
could not otherwise be aware of his existence.) And it is
also apparent that the Negroes who appear to exert the
greatest normal sexual attraction upon white women are
usually precisely those Negroes who are the least “ne-
groid”’—Negroes of light skin, Caucasian physiognomy,
etc. In the case of athletes, especially fighters, muscularity
or physique may also be a factor, as may be the extreme
“maleness” seemingly implicit in some kinds of sports,
but in this case, too, the white woman who is sexually
aroused might very well (exceptions admitted) be moved
even more if white skin were added to the roster of the
desired object’s assets.®

I hope I am justified in thinking it doubtful that any
1ealistic, unbiased person, white or Negro, could find any-
thing smacking of racial prejudice in the (to many) un-
pleasant observations just stated. But it would surely be
less than realistic to ignore or minimize the potency of
those forces which mold the American woman’s (and
the American man’s) image of the esthetically and sexu-
ally desirable mate. And those forces are likely to con-
tinue to operate even well beyond the time when the
Negro male comes to enjoy a political and economic
status far superior to that which he has today. In the
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meantime, with both social and economic forces power-
fully opposing and diminishing his sexual attractiveness,
he is almost beyond consideration as a potential husband
and can hope at best to be, for the white woman, a sexu-
ally desirable object which she (clandestinely) exploits in
the interest of her own erotic gratification.

That the Negro male, in his erotic relationships with
white females, tends to be a sexual object, and frequently
a means to something quite other than normal heterosex-
ual pleasure, brings us to the second and third points
concerning the sources of his attractiveness: He is in-
vested with the allure of the tabooed or the forbidden,
and he may be the vehicle for the realization of conscious
or unconscious desires for self-punishment or self-degra-
dation. That the forbidden is always more or less desir-
able is a truism little requiring to be expanded upon.
However, in this case it may be more closely related to a
need for self-punishment, or punishment at the hands of
society, than is at first apparent.

In his psychoanalytic study of The Call Girl, Green-
wald speaks of the association between call girls and
Negro pimps or Negro lovers:

“ . the girls were influenced by the attitude of those
sections of our society which hold that relations between
a Negro man and a white woman are an act of degradation
of the woman.® Their need for degradation and wish to
break the taboos caused the girls themselves to over-
emphasize the Negro-white aspect.”

Evelyn, one of the call girls studied, told Greenwald
that “Being a masochist, I would imagine myself going
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up to Harlem and being attacked or something and actu-
ally this is as low as I can go. I know it’s not low, but in
society’s eyes it’s low, so I want to degrade myself. I think
that’s why the average girl does, the average whore. So
many whores end up with Negroes because they hate
themselves so. They feel so degraded. They feel as though
they deserve the worst. They want what they deserve so
they feel that this is what society thinks is the worst. This
is what they deserve. . . .”

Such a psychology, as we all know, is not limited to
whores and call girls (the distinction between whore and
call girl being an important one, especially to call girls).
It explains many white-Negro relationships, especially
when the white female is of middle-class or higher socio-
economic background, and it is not vastly different in
motivation from the historic copulations of the witches
with the devil (who frequently appeared as ‘“‘a black
man,” the significance of this being that in the language
of the unconscious black men are likely to be associated
with degradation and evil). The witches, too, sought
degradation (through sin generally and bestial and cop-
rophilic practices in particular), and finally the punish-
ment they “‘deserved.”

We may add that the fact the Negro is being sexually
and otherwise exploited in these relationships is often or
usually, consciously or unconsciously, understood by him,
which accounts in part for the brutal or sadistic role he is
so often described as playing. Further, at the same time he
is being exploited, he may be in his turn using the white
woman as a means of venting his hatred against the white
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society he regards as oppressive by violating one of its
most powerful and powerfully enforced prohibitions.”

Although it is not altogether relevant to the subject of
this discussion, the sexual psychology of the Negro male
in his relations with white women could scarcely be more
absorbingly interesting and complex. He, too, we should
keep in mind, is subjected to all of those forces of opinion-
molding which represent the white woman as the most
desirable sexual partner, and which ignore or minimize—
though there has been a very slight “breakthrough”
lately—the Negro woman’s sexual attractions. (Of course,
the Negro is exposed to countercurrents largely unknown
to the white, especially now that there are a good many
Negro publications. But still the weight is on the other
side.)

Simultaneously, in his sexual attitudes towards white
women, the Negro man is desirous and fearful, proud and
ashamed, sadistic and masochistic, dominant and domi-
nated, aware of both his capacity for exploiting and his
vulnerability as a target for exploitation; and aware,
above all, that here is the vehicle par excellence for strik-
ing back at the white society responsible for his anxiety
and his bewilderment. Further, so enfeebled is his self-
esteem and so undermined is his self-confidence, as a re-
sult of all the powerful forces which insist upon his
inferiority (even while, sometimes, proclaiming his equal-
ity), that he, too, must contend with the possibility that
the relationship is degrading to the woman and therefore
remindful of his own degraded status. Should we wonder
that, in the face of all this, the Negro’s behavior is so
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often ambivalent, anxious or even pathological to a dan-
gerous degree in such relationships? More significantly,
for our purposes here, should we expect him under such
conditions to display that powerful potency with which
the Myth of Negro Sexuality has invested him?

Lastly, and briefly since the phenomenon is of no great
numerical significance, we may note the incentives to
white-Negro sex relations which exist in certain sub-
cultures and societies-within-society. For example, in left-
wing, liberal, and Marxist groups, and in ‘“‘Beat,” avant
garde, and other Bohemian circles today and in the past,
white women have traditionally felt obliged to demon-
strate their lack of racial prejudice by copulating with
Negro members of the group. It is doubtful that many
Negro males have found their egos bolstered, or found
much testimony to a genuine belief in the equality of the
races, as the result of such relationships. (Though it may
be that in certain jazz circles, before the Beatniks and
other “Bohemians” moved in, there was less hypocrisy,
affectation, and pretentiousness about it all; this suggests,
in its turn, a microcosmic society which was really per-
missive, and even largely indifferent to racial considera-
tions, sexual or other.)

And now, 1n the light of, or at least consequent upon,
what has just been said, I would like to take a look at
certain writings of Norman Mailer, who has had a good
deal to say (and imply) about Negro sexuality, especially
in The White Negro, a well-known essay, and in other
portions of his book, Advertisements for Myself. Mailer,
as we shall see, accepts the Myth of Negro Sexuality al-
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most in its psychological entirety (though he has his own
ideas about the origins of some of the phenomena), and
is also guilty of the familiar error of supposing that cer-
tain practices which once prevailed in the South, but
which are now non-existent or rare, are still prevalent
today.®

In Advertisements for Myself (a work containing some
admirable fiction and autobiographical fragments), Mailer
reproduces a piece he did for the monthly newspaper The
Independent, and since the notions he bluntly stated
there underlie much that is expressed in The White
Negro, and since furthermore those notions summarize
one point of view on certain aspects of the Myth of Negro
Sexuality, I would like to quote Mailer’s entire statement:

“Can’t we,” he wrote, ‘‘have some honesty about what'’s
going on now in the South? Everybody who knows the
South knows that the white man fears the sexual potency
of the Negro. And in turn the Negro has been storing his
hatred and yet growing stronger, carrying with him the
painful wound that he was usually powerless to keep from
being cuckolded.

“For the white, symbolically and materially, has pos-
sessed Negro womanhood for two centuries. Which is
what all the literary critics mean when they talk about the
blood guilt of the South.

“The comedy is that the white loathes the idea of the
Negro attaining equality in the classroom because the
white feels that the Negro already enjoys sensual superior-
ity. So the white unconsciously feels that the balance has
been kept, that the old arrangement was fair. The Negro
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had his sexual supremacy and the white had his white
supremacy.

“By this logic, the unconscious logic of the Southern
white, it is fatal to give the Negro equality because that is
the same as to give him victory. And like all poor winners
and small losers the Southern whites are unwilling to ac-
cept the reversals of history, even though the flowering of
the Negro and the temporary but nonetheless certain
spiritual enslavement of the Southern w