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sistant Secretary of the Air Force
{in charge of ‘matericl) spoke ro the
Dallas Rotary Club during the con-
vention on other practical business
aspects of the Air Force and its
preparations. Secretary Sharp pointed
out that, “When a commander takes
his B-32 ofi the ground, he becomes
in effect the vice president in charge
of about eight million dollars worth
of property. What percent of the
business houses and merchants in
Dallas have a greater inventory to
deal with?” )

The sacial highlight of the conven-
tion was ‘the Friday night party en-
titled “The Western Wing-Ding.”
The AFA explained to those at-
tending the convention:

“We have one little problem we
would like to explain and solicit your
understanding. Several months ago,
we thought it would be most ap-
propnnte to give every convention
registrant Western outfits. After
studying the situation further, it be-

came apparent that this would be a
task that even a Texan pould not
want to tackle, We finally werk able
to arrange for a Western hht for éach
person who registered Before” the
deadline given us by the hat manu;
facturers. . . . We are sorgy that we
could not arrange hats for] everyone,
So that no one will go bareheaded,
we have arranged to have hars on
sale for %3 each in the dnig store at
the Statler Hilton and in [the check
room at the Adolphus H

P.S.: Regarding Western hats — a
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-number of registrants failed to Jist
a hat size. We had to assume thar
these pegsons did not desire hats and

" therefore none were arranged for
them.”

THE convention was opened by a

- reading.of the Air Force Association
official invocation, led by Father
Mulalley and recited, as sygadsted
in the program, by the entire as-
“sopbly: :

“Lord, God of Iosts and Father
of us all, be with us as we are abour
to open our unational convention,
Take our of our heares all selfishness.

.  May our constant motivation be the

ideals and principles expressed in the
Preamble of our constitution-=Peace
through - Airpower. Lord. God of
Hosts and Father of us all, may all
our deliberations and all our deci-
sions at this convention be in aé-’
cord with thy Holy will and merit
thy continual blessing. Amen.”
Let us'pray.’

TOO MANY SEX LAWS..

ANCIENT HEBREW. law made
sodomy a capital offense. The Mosaic
law, according to Goldin, included
only thirty-six capital crimes; half
of them involved illegal sex rela-
tions. Three of these described un-
natural sex relations: (1) between
man and animal; (2) between'woman
and animal; and (3) between one
man and another.

The Christian religion largely took
over the Jewish laws concerning sex-
ual behavior. Sodomy came to be
the crime “peccatum illud horribile
inter Christianos” — that abomina-
ble sin, not fit to be named among
Christians. The medieval ecclesiastic
courts made it a serious crime, even

KARL M. BOWMAN. M.D., is
Professor of Psychiatry Emeritus at
the University of California School
of Medicine. As Director of the
Langley Porter Chnic, he was in-
strumental in preparing a report on
California: Sexual Deviation Re-
search, an tmportant document in its

field.
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- ing to early English authoti

<church and

_ Aecord-
mes, the
guilty person was to be bufne, or to

when committed in secret

" be buried alive. By the timq of Rich-

ard 1, it was the practice tp bhang a
man or to drown a woman gu:lty of
sodomy. With_ the separhtion of
state, the law was
changed several times; once| the pen-
alty was even decreased.| But in
1562-63 the original law was made
perpetual and was not touched again
until 1861, when a Victoriah statute
reduced the penalty to life imprison-
ment. American colonial [laws in-
herited the early English enactments
or English common law.

We thus find that our |[laws re-
garding sexual behavior have been
largely inherited from, an
based on, the ancient Jewis
over two thousand vears! agn. It
would seem time, thereforg, to re-
evaluate our thinking, as well as our

h code of

Taws. In this connection, some ques-

tions are in order. First,|what is
“normal” and what is “abnormal”
sexual behavior? In Mosldm coun-

mainly "

. tion

by. Ka-rl M. Bowman

tries, 2 man may legally have four
wives at the same time: in the United
States, he may have four or forty
-different wives, but anly one ac a
time. In many countries, homosexual
_acts carried:out in private by two
willing adults are not crimes. In
fact, in some European counrries
(for example, France under the Code
Napoleon), any sexual act carried
out by two consenting adults which.
does not result in physical harm and
does not offend public decéncy is
not considered a crime. In contrast,
our laws in the Unired Srates are
highly . restrictive. A great many
tvpes of sexual behavior are regarded
here not only as immoral, bue as il-
legal and punishable by law. It is of
- interest to note that some of the

most highly praised books en mar-
. riage-counseling  advocate  sexual
practices {when desired by both

partners) which are felonies in most
American states. i

In other words. we have a situa-
in which leaders in science,
medicine and religion advise that
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marricd conples should, il they wish,
commit felonies,

Scientific observations show that
many of the higher mammals indulge
in various seaual practices such as
‘masturbation,  fellatio,  cunnilingus
and sodomy. To many investigators

human behavior, it scems that
man inherits from his mammalian

ancestry some or all of these tenden- |

indeed, we all have various
antisoctl and undesirable impulses,
not onky along sexual lines, but also
toward murder, assault, thefe, and so
on. Many grear writers have cx-
pressed this idea ane way or another.
Goethe once said that he felt he had
within himsell the capacity for com-
mitting every conceivable crime.
Society recognizes the universality
of these undesirable impulses and
passes laws against the carrving out
of some of them. Religion labels some
as sins. As for the sexual impulses,
it has been said that biologically
there is no such thing as sexual per-
version, that all perversions are cul-
turally  determined. *Likewise, the
society” in which one lives decides
what sort of sexual behavior may he
practiced and what type is forbid-
den by law, The forbidden pracncce
* are commonly referred to as “per-
versions.”

RS

WE ARE beginning to sce a break-
down of the long-standing taboo on
puhlu discussion of sex, and at
the present time there 'is a re-
vival of interest in the problem
of sex legislation. Many persons and
groups desire to modify the laws
the direction of greater lenieney: on
the other hand, some groups seck .to
restrict sexual behavior even more.
Where we have honest differences of
upmmn about the propricey of coer-
tain types of  sexual behavior, it
would seem that we ought to rely on
cducation, family training and the
influence of socieey generally  (in-
cluding religious  organizations),

a means of dealing with the prablem,
yather than on the passage of new
Layws. .

The elearest curient c\'ample of
an honest difference of opinion is
with regard to birth control and- the
dissemination of knowledge about
contraception. At the' recent Lam-
beth Confercnce in England, it was
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:lgrceJ that sexual: intercourse in
marriage is a normﬁ,ll expression of
love 3nd affection and should be in-
dulged in frecly without nccessarily
leading to pregnancy. At the other
extregpe on the same subject are
statuges, effective i two American
states which forbid a dactor to

©give ad\lcc regarding contraception’

to a married woman gven if he thinks
pregrancy might leail to her death,
This !.is, perhaps, an cxtreme ex-
of how the law .mayv seck rto
ac in sexual behavior, even
= marricd couples.,

NUMTROUS countries and several
statedylof the United Srates have
tricd 8 modify certain sex laws, par-
ticulagly those against homosexual-

ity, wigh varied results.'A few vears
ago, ew York reduced orclm-nr\'
homo§gkual actsi#from a felony to a

misdemeanor. At the same time,
Califorriia raised the penalty from a
maximum of ten yearsito 4.maximum
of twenty vears, later fixing a min-
imum of one year :md a maximum
of life 1mpmonmcnq for anyone
“guilty of the infamoug crime, against
nature, committed \\ithi mankind or
with any animal.” ‘\gam we see the
two forces at work: ome to decreasc
the penaltics, one to fherease them.

Perhaps it might beiwell to define
homosexualicy and horposexual acts.
According to the dic 'Iomrv homo-
sexuality is a sexual propcnsnv for
persons of one’s own séx. The recent
Wolfenden Report (British) of the
(mnmlttcc on Homoscxual Offenses
and Prostitution insists that the mere
presence of such a propensity is not
a homosexual offense and cannoe he
leggally punished. Legally, no state in
the United States ﬂpit‘lfl(‘\ homao-
sexuality or homasexnal behavior as
a crime by that name. Bue T would
point out that the federal govern-
ment has taken 2 smnc\\ihar different
attitude: in the armed forees, not
only homosexual acts but even homo-
sexual tendencies mayilead to an
“undesirable,” or “bluei™ discharge.
Such a discharge byrs' the holder
from all Vererans \dministration
benelits, including compensation or
pensitn. It may also prevent him
from gerring a Joh.

A recent directive issued by one
branch of the armed services stated

RPN PUST
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that although hnmpségm.ﬂs arc se-
curity risks as well as moral risks,
and their presence reflects unfavor-
ably on the service, their cases must
be disposed of justly. Two points
must be decided in the individual
case: Is the “homosexual” label
justified, i.c., is the individual' a
homosexual, whether or not he has
committed a perverse act? If s

what type of discharge is suitahlc?

In other words, we find that a
psychiatric diagnosis of lateat. homo-
sexuality may conceivably resule in
a wpe of “undesirable” discharge.
Since, as I have pointed out, some
degree of homosexual impulse is pres-
ent in practically everyone, it would
be fairly easy to label a large per-
centage of our population as latent
homosexuals and then proceed to
discriminate against them.

Homosexuals are often | classified’
as latent or overt. It seems extreme-
Iv far-fetched to speak of an individ-
ual as an “dvert homosexual® who
has had a few homosexual experi-
ences in childhdod or adolescemc,
partlcularlv it as-an adult he is lead-
ing a completely heterosexual life.
Yer it has been rcported that in-
dividuals with this kind of history
have been discharged from federal
scrvice.

The latent homosexual can be
divided into two subgroups. The
first consists of those who conscious-
Iv desire homosexual relationships,
hut who carcfully control these im-
pulses in the same way that others
control their heterosexual desires —
for example, voung women with nor-
mal heeerasexual- drives who never-
theless maineain their virgmity. The
second group consists of those who
have no conscious interest in homo-
sexual relations and even react with
disgust to the idea. However, strong
homosexirak drives are present at the
unconscious level, and their behavior
is often motivated by these drives,
which cmerge in disguised  fashion,
le scems probablé thar the tremen-
dous degree of emotion which the
subject often arouses in some people
is due largely to the stirring up of
their own repressed or latent homo-
sexual impulses.

It is clear, then, that the term
“homosexuality” docs not describe a
sxmple homogencous group, but in-
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cludes several growps which differ
Trom each other il Many ways.

From a legal stafdpoint, I would
‘agree with the Wdlfenden Report,
which argues that laws and regula-
tions regarding - séxual behavior
should accept the fact that homo-
‘sexuality per se is not an offense. 1
also feel that legal procedures should
be invoked only against persons who
have actually committed homosex-
ual acts. )

.

THERFT. 1S much controversy aver
what causes homosexuality, -and 1
will not attempt to settle the matter
here. I would' point to a study by

Kallmann on fdentical twins which"

indicates homosexuality as an in-
herited tendency. Various endocrino-
logical studies show, at least in some
cases, definite physical causes. There
are many psychological theories.
Freud, for example, considered that
homosexual impulses are part of the
normal state in the evolution of the
sexual instinct through which every-
one passes. In a letter to an Amer-
ican mother who .asked about treat-
ment for her son, Freud wrote:

Dear Mrs. .oeomnenscsnsnns

I gather from your letter that your
son is a homosexual. I am most im-
pressed by the fact that you do not
mention this term yourself in your
information abouthim. May I ques-
tion you, why youipvoid it? Homo-
sexuality is assurqd},y no advantage;
- but it is nothing to i ashamed of, no
Vice, no degradatiiZh, ‘it cannot be
classified as an illngfs: we consider it
to be a ‘variatioq ofjthe sexual func-
tion produced by afcertain arrest of
sexual developmentEMany highly re-
spectable individualf of ancient and
modern times have §een homosexuals,
several of the greafest men among
* them. {Plato. Michelrngelo, I.eonardo
da Vindi, etc.) It iffa great injustice
- to persecute homosexpality as a crime,
and a cruelty. too. ¥ you do not be-
lieve me. read the bfoks of Havelock
E"is. “ e "
Sincerely yours with kind wishes
. Freud

Under Freud's thieory, everyone
would be classified a§ having latent
-or repressed homosexual impulses.
Other students of the subject em-
phasize the conditiorfing experience
of early life, the relationship of the
child toghe parents, the way in which
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he may have been initiated into| sex-
ual practices, and many other fadtors.
Homosexuality may arise from a
multiplicity of causes rather phan
from a single cause. There is evid¢nce,
morcover, that certain aspects of our
culture may tend to deive individuals
away from heterosexuality and jinto:
homosexuality. ‘ §

SOCIETY has the right to pratect
irsell against behavior — inclufling
sexual behavior — which it feels is
a crime against the “peace and klig-
nitv of the state.” The question is:
Where should we draw the line jand -y
when should the state pass Jaws *
regulating sexual behavior? Socj :
should be and is most conce
about two things: sex crim
violence and sex crimes against:
children. T think there is univdrsal ;
agreement that laws with strong pen- =

one advocates any diminution| of:
severe penalties for these two cri

The most controversial point.
the, problem of overt homosexuality.
Regarding this, a number of medical
and legal societies and some reli
organizations in Great Britain and
the United States have.advocjted
less repressive laws. The report of’
a council representing the Chyrch
of England, the British Government
paper comonly known as the Wolf-.
enden Report, and the recommenda-
tions of the British Medical Sogety’
all advocate that homosexual prac-
tices between two willing adults,
carried out in private, should not be
considered a criminal offense.

In our own country, the American
Law Institute (in May, 1955) after.
considerable argument, voted 33 to
24 to recommend that sodomy {be-
tween consenting adults “be remaved
from the list of crimes against |the
peace and dignity of the state{ In
the final debate, Judge John! J.
Parker opposed any change in pes-
ent law on the ground that mpany
things are “denounced by the Crim-
inal Code in order that society may
know that the state disapproves.”
But Judge Learned Hand, speaking
for revision, stated that criminal Jaw
which is unenforced is worse thanino
law at all. He declared that, after

previously voting the other way,’lhe

|
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had decided that sodomy is “a mat-
ter of morals, a martter very largely
of taste,”  and not something for
which people should be put in prison.
Many members of the medical pro-
fesston share this attitude.

T would. therefore advocate that
we should probably follow the Code
Napoleon not only in the matter of
hamosexual acts, but as to other sex-
ual acts of a heterosexual nature. [
do not Dbelieve that bestiality, for
example, should carry a passible
maximum penaley of life imprison-
ment, as provided by the California
statute. I would also advocate that
the state has no right and should

, not. seek to regulate the sexual be-
& havior of married couples. Sending

a married :couple to prison because
they were "accidentally seen to be
catrying out a so-called “perverse
act,” and placing; their children in
foster homes, seems to me an un-

warranted interference on the part

of the state. Nor has the state any
right, in my opinion, to interfere

* with the use of birth control by mar-

ried couples, or with the practice of
medicine by physicians. Is it reas-
onable for a state to forbid a doctor
to advise a married woman about
the practice of birth control when
pregnancy might endanger her life?
Here I would like to quote from the
Lambeth Conference Report:

" Sexual intercourse is not by any
means the only language of earthly
-love but it is, in irs full and right use,
the most intimate and the most re-
vealing. . . . It is a giving and re-
, ceiving in the unity of two free spirits
.which is itself good (wichin the mar-
riage bond) and mediates good to
‘those who share it. Therefore it is
utterly wrong to urge that, unless
children are specifically desired, sex-

‘el
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nal intercourse is of the nature of sin.

The report of a council of the
Church of England, drawn up sev-
eral years ago and not for general
publicatian, recognized the fact that
although homosexual acts are a sin
in the eves of the church, they are
not necessarily erimes punishable by
the scate. In England, fornication
and adultery are sins, but are not

= crimes, although they may well have

much graver social consequences
than  homosexual  practices. It -is
therefore © unjust  that  consenting

.

homasexual men can be sent to pris-
on under a criminal law thit ignores
hoth heterosexual sins and female
homosexual acts. The present law,
instcad of protecting the voung and
preserving public decency, offers a
chance for blackmail and ‘may in-
directly cause suicides. 1t also helps
the homosexual, by giving him a just
gricvance, to’ ignore the njoral im-
plications of his act. For thesc rea-
sons the council urged an inpvesriga-
tion into all possible revisions of
the law.

We have in the United States a

considerable number of persons who
want to regulate by taw che behavior *

and cven the thinking of others. I
agree with Thomas Jefferson: “That
government s best which governs
least.” The idea that the state should
increasingly regulare human behavior
arid human thought is to me a de:
parture from the whole theory of
democracy. T believe that a liberal-
ization of sex laws is desirable. Such
a course is backed by some of the
greatest authorities in the world.

THE ENTANGLING MR. CHIANG .. sy stcsander Deconde

THE PRESENT crisis aover Que-
moy and Matsu has confused and
divided American opinion on for-
eign policy as it has not been since
Dwight D. Eisenhower moved into
the White House. Many Americans
are asking themselves if their Gov-
ernment’s entanglement with Chiang
Kai-shck's Nationalist Chinese re-
gime on Formosa (Taiwan) will lead
to the nuclear war all of us dread.
Some of us recall that Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles on Decem-
ber 3, 1934, signed a formal treaty
or mutual-security pact — in old-
fashioned words, an alliance — with

. Nationalist China. Some of us may

hé®asking ourselves: Was this de-
parture from the traditional prin-
ciple of avoiding entangling alliances,
a foreign-policy principle that served
us well for a century and a half,
really necessary?

Events and the nature of the al-
liance itself seem to show that the
Formosa treaty is an unnccessary

_entanglement, and that it lies at the

root of part of our present dilemma.
The classic advice in Gearge Wash-
ington’s often misunderstood Fare-
well Address of September, 1796, is
still valids Washington, it must be

ALEXANDER DeCONDE, associ-
ate professor of history at the Uni-
cersity of Michigan, is the author
of Entangling Alliance: Polivics and
Diplomacy Under George Washing-
ton and many other works on Amer-
ican history and foreign policy.
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remembered, warned against per-
manent alliances, though . he saw

. nothing wrong with allidnces de-
_signed to achieve specific objectives

in line with our national self-if-
terest. .
Washington’s suggestion was pro-
voked by his unpleasant experience
with ‘the French Alliance of 1778/
which achieved the two basic ob-
jectives of the signatories: it con-
tributed to England’s defeat in war
and helped this country win its in-
‘dependence. But after U.S. independ-
ence was achieved, "the alliance —
which pledged both countries to de-
fend each other’s territory “forever”
— became an’ obnoxious burden; to
the new nation. It threatened to
drag the American people into a war
against England that could benefit
only France and created dissension
and political turmoil among Amer-
ican partisans of England and France.
Moreover, it promised no compengat-
ing advantages. ‘
So President Washington and- his

successor, John Adams, tried to ob-

tain a release. When France refused,
they risked war with her rather than
cling to an alliance that, in their
view. was harmful to their coudtry.
Finally, France agrecd to give up the
treaty — for a price which the Unit-
cd Srates willingly paid. In retro-
spect, the price seems low. This
country agreed to abandon claims
of American citizens, amounting to
about $20,000,000} against France
for the destruction of ships and other

.

i

properties in the wars of the French
Revolution. President John Adams
thus sacrificed the interests of the
few for the welfare of the many.
This unpleasant experience made
such a lasting impression on Amer-
icans that the United Stated did not
sign another alliance for a hundred
and “sixty-nine vears. During this
‘period, taking Washington's advice
with grear literalness, we completely
avoided “entangling alliances™ —
the phrase was first used by Thomas
Jefferson — of any kind. So strongly
was this principle entrenched that
President Wilson hrought the United
States into World War I not as an
“4llv™ but as an “associated power.”

IT WAS only after World War TI
that the United States, faced with
the growing and aggressive power
of Soviet Russia, discarded the prin-
ciple. We have since created a com-
plicated, world-wide network of al-
liances embracing  forty-cight  na-
tions. We are tied to mulilateral
pacts in the Western [Temisphere
through the Treaty of Rio de Janeiro
of 1947, We Liunched the North
Atlancic Treaty of 1949 for the de-
fense of Western Furope. In 1951,

we signed the Arzus Pact wirh ‘.\'ew@

Zealand and Australia, and in 1954
we committed ourselves to the Souths
vast Asia Colleetive Delense Treaty
{SFATOY with Anstralin, France,
New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philip-
pines, Thailand and Grear Britain.
\We have also made bilateral treaties
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