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pose of returning girls into the community, these gir‘ls should at
least obtain as socialized a point of view toward punishment and
misbehavior as is found among their subnormal peers who bave
never left the community.
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DISGUST AND RELATED AVERSIONS

BY A. ANGYAL
Warcester State Hosprtal, Warcester, Mussachusetts

HE forms of emotion dealt with in this paper center about the

phenomenon of disgust. In the course of the study, it became
apparent, however, that this task could not be satisfuctorily accom-
plishied without a consideration of related phenomena.  Limotions
cannot be put into precisely defined categorics. The totality of
possible human emotions forms a continuum in which some signifi-
cant centers can be singled out and considered as nuclear points
for a special investigation. Such sclected centers, however, cannot
be adequately understood without considering the periphery, that
is, the transition to and connection with related phenomena.

The material for this study was not collected in any formal
manner. Somec years ago certain peculiarities of the disgust-
reaction awakened my curiosity and induced me to collect relevant
material wherever [ could get it: by self-obscrvation, the observation
of others, and from conversations with a number of persons about
their personal cxperiences. I am quite aware of the fact that this
method, if it may be called such, lacks the desirable characteristies
of maximal objectivity and control. When one reluses, however,
o admit any scientific validity to procedures somewhat  loose
methodologically, one often throws out the wheat with the chaff.
For such studies as the present, one cannot claim exactness in every
detail.  Their value is that of preliminary gross explorations of the
feld. More exact information regarding details must be left to
mventiveness tn applying experimental or other controlled methods
to the study of one or another phase of these phenomena.

Dhscust

On asking people to name the first disgusting object which occurs
to them, one obtains almost invariably some reference to excreta,

VThe questionnaire method may be madicnted for further stwedies, Cason (30 by that
method collected much mformuation on common annoyvaaces. a topic which 1s closely
wehated 1o the pheaomena dealt wath s this studes T fact, a geeat poit of the annovances
dealt with by Cuson Talls dearly tnto the cuegore of dingust,. The poneral aun aned
aintation in Cason's work, however, a5 very Biflerent Drome shat ol the present sy,
and hence the resulte of the two are not directly comparable. The
applies alse (o Harsh's aticsipt at the categonizanon of annoyances {(8).
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especially to feces. The list of such objects most frequently men-
tioned includes feces, urine, sccrctions of the various mucous mem-
branes, sweat, and similar wastces of the human and animal body.
The threat of disgusting objects to the individual is a very specific
one. There is no clear notion present of a damage or harm which
the disgusting object would inflict upon one’s person. Disgust is
directed rather against close contact with certain objects, implying
mainly the fear of becoming soiled. The more intimate the con-
tact, the stronger the reaction. There is already some degree of
unpleasantness in having disgusting objects in onc’s immediate
surroundings, and more so il they soil one’s clothes. It is even
more disgusting to touch them with one’s bare skin, and very much
more so to take them into the mouth, not to mention ingesting
them. The intensity of disgust incrcases with the degree of
intimacy of contact: vicinity, contact with the skin, mouth, inges-
tion. This series strongly suggests that the nucleus of the disgust
reaction, the main threat against which disgust is directed, is the
oral incorporation of certain substances.

The reason for so strong a negative reaction against disgust-
producing substances is not at all obvious. References to micro-
organisms and toxic substances are clearly secondary rationaliza-
tions, since disgust reactions occur also in people who know nothing
of bacteria and toxins. Furthermore, one’s fears of poisonous
materials do not have the characteristic quality of disgust. ‘

A more likely explanation is that the reaction is due to the par-
ticular sensory quality: the disgusting object may be disagrecable
to touch, it may smell bad, etc. Tt is, however, easy to demonstrate
that sensory qualitics as such have very little to do with disgust.

Colors, sounds, tastes, odors, and other sensations as such may
be unpleasant, sometimes very intensively so, but never specifically
disgusting. Only the objects from which the sensory qualities
emanate are disgusting.  This is true cven of odors which scem
rather specifically related to disgust. An example will illustrate
this point. 1 was walking through a ficld and passed by a shack
from which a strong odor, which 1 took for that of some decaying
dead animal, penetrated my nostrils. My first reaction was that of
an intense disgust. In the next moment T discovered that I had
made a mistake and recognized the odor as that of glue. The
fecling of disgust immediately disappeared and the odor now

H
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sccm'e(l.quitc agrecable, probably because of some rather pleasant
associations with carpentry. ‘

In perceiving colors and sounds, less contact is involved with the
objects Fhan in the experiencing of their tactual qualities. ‘There-
f;)l;ci,gglt)]s:tﬁczii;;s ar;lll]lcc,d:;l.l(;h more d.isgusting to the touch than

: . istve factor is, however
quality but the contact. ’
) B'ccalf’sc of thc more intimate contact and greater danger of being

soiled,” certain tactual properties such as softness, stickiness, slimi-
ness particularly accentuate the repulsivencss of the wnstcs’of the
body. !f any disgusting material were thoroughly dried and com-
pressed into a solid block which would be just as compact as a block
of wood or metal and from which no visible particles could attach
themselves to the skin, one would have considerably less rcsista;lcc
to touch it. \
' The particular repulsiveness of the odors of certain objects is duc
In part to the intimacy of contact. Such odors are especiall
offensive because they appear experientially as something whicK
materially penetrates the nostrils and mouth, zones which are
extremely sensitive to disgust-stimulating objects.

Bcsidcs implying different degrees of contact, some types of sen-
sations are not specifically characteristic of disgusting ol;jccts while
others definitely identify the object. The latter types of se;lsation
are particularly apt to stimulate disgust reaction. Here again odors
play a particular role. Fecal and putrid adors, for instance, outside
of the chemical laboratory, occur ncarly always only in C()l‘ln(‘Cl.iOn
with fecal and putrifying materials.

Summ'ing up, one may state that the relation of the various types
of sensations to the disgust reaction depends, on the one hand upon
the degree of intimacy of contact which they imply, and ;)n the
other hand, upon the degree of specific association chwccn’ sénsor
quality and disgusting object. ' o

We state hence that disgust is a specific reaction towards the
waste products of the human and animal body. The concept of
waste or excretory products must, however, be understood in a
rather broad sense, and not in the sense of a biological dcfinition.
The disgust reaction takes place on a quite primitive level, far
removed from the strict logic of science. Thus, for instance, it
would not be justifiable biologically to designate the prn(lucts, of

not the sensory
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the sex glands as “waste products” although they often stimulate
disgust. The object of disgust may be rather defined as “anything
coming from the body.” The fact that the object is one which has
actually left the body is important for arousing the disgust reaction.
Sputum, as long as it is in the mouth, is not particularly disgusting,
but becomes such after elimination.

In spite of the fact that everything which comes from the body
may appear repulsive, the central objects of disgust still remain the
wastes proper of the body. This is evidenced in the fact that disgust
from true wastes is rather universal, whereas disgust from other
substances varies greatly with the culture. Objects such as milk
and eggs generally are not considered disgusting.  However, as
soon as it is specifically emphasized that these substances come from
the animal body, a certain amount of disgust is likely to arise.
Many people would certainly be reluctant to drink milk obtained
and eggs laid before their eyes. Further, the milk or eggs of only
a few animals are considered acceptable as food, although there are
cultural variations in the selection of these animals.

Kafka (7) emphasizes the fact that none of his subjects could
mention any inorganic substance which is experienced as disgust-
ing, and concludes that only objects of organic—animal or plant—
origin appear to arousc disgust. This definition of the objects of
disgust is too broad. In surveying my material, I find that no plant
product was reported as disgusting, with the exception of certain
slimy substances which greatly resemble certain animal wastes, and
through such assoctation stimulate a certain amount ol disgust.

In addhition to similarity, many otherwise entirely neutral objects
become repulsive through contact with disgusting material.  One
would have great resistance to cating from a container once used 0
keep stools, urine, or sputum. No amount of cleansing and of
assurances that no trace of disgusting marerial is any morc present
is sufficient to overcome this aversion. It scems as il we had con-
ceived of animal wastes as being capable of permeating permanently
everything with which they had once come into contact. Most
people have found that if they inadvertently touched some disgust-
ing object, they experienced a lingering, unplcasant, after-sensation
on the skin cven after washing the hands,

Because of contact with wastes, or rather because it is a source
ol wastes, the body of another person in general has a morc or less
dearly disgusting quality. Particularly repulsive are those parts of
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the body which are related to excretory or secretory functions, such
as anus, nasal cavity, armpits, etc. The original aversion tc;ward
the other person’s body may, however, completely disappear in case
of sexual attraction. We will have to consider this fact furthér
below. ‘

Food substances which in themselves are not disgusting at all
may very easily become such through the presence of a disgusting
qb]cct or even through thinking of some disgusting object or situa-
tion. It is a general experience that the strongest disgust reactions
can be clicited during eating. The transfer of the quality of disgust
to food occurs especially easily when attention is called to some
sun.li;lrxty' between the food and the disgusting object mentioned,
A sz.mnla.rlty, however, is not necessary, and often no CONSCIOUs con-
nection is made between disgusting material and food. One only
experiences a sudden “loss of appetite” and a particular sensation
ot? duﬂjlculty in swallowing. The special sensitivity to disgustin
stimuli during eating will become more understandable wl:'cr; w%
consider the biological meaning of the disgust reaction.

The nature of the repulsion which one experiences with regard
to the wastes of the body is related to the meanings which are
attached to them. There is nothing particularly thrcatcnihg or
dangerous about the wastes of the body which could explain the
strong avoidance reaction. These substances do not imply obvious
noxiousness but merely and esscntially inferrority and meanness,
Was@s, to our minds, are something base, and contact with them is
cxpcn('l?ccd as debasing, degrading rather than harmful., Iixcrel
ments, 1 our culture and many other cultures as well. have also
tl‘lc'soci:ﬂly conventionalized meaning of something mﬁa;l and hagc
T‘hls‘facr is particularly clear with regard to insults and currxcs.
ilhe insults used in our own and many other cultures sufﬁcicntly;
indicate the cultural and psychological role of excrements and of
those parts of the body which have some relation 1o cxcretion,

‘ Thc‘mcaniﬂg of the disgusting object often includes some animis-
tic notions. It is not regarded as belonging to the class of inorganic
matter but as something related to life, as somcthing “almost
living” which has the tendency or is endowed with the capacity r\()
snc:nk up on, and to penctrate, the body in some unnatural way.
This notion is not clearly conscious, but 1 found considerable cvi-

dence for it in some of the cases which 1 have had the opportunity
to studly.
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The similarity in the organism’s “attitude” towards the body
wastes on a physiological level and on the level of psychologically
integrated behavior is striking, and it may well be that this simi-
larity is more than superficial. From the physiological point of
view waste products are inferior substances, useless by-products of
living which have to be eliminated. The common psychological
meaning of wastes is also that of inferior, mean, base objects, con-
tact with which is to be carelully avoided. Of course, one need
not assume that some definite physiological notion is responsible
for the disgust reaction—although the daily observation that they
are eliminated from the body may be of some importance in deter-
mining the reaction and for the formation of the meaning of dis-
gusting objccts.  The connection appears to exist on a rather
immediate and mnch maore orpanismic level,

The disgust reaction, as well as any other cmotional reaction of
the organism, may be conveniently considered in its three main
aspects: namely, the symbolic, the motor, and the autonomic ones.
All three converge to form a specific form of avoidance reaction
directed mainly against oral incorporation.  The symbolic (mental,
expericntial) reaction would lend itself to a finer phenomenological
analysis, but it consists essentially in an expericnce of passive shrink-
ing and in a kind of emotional recoil [rom the disgusting object,
The objcct does not appear dangerous ¢nough to stimulate flight.
Definite warding-off rcactions cannot sct in, the very contact with
the disgusting object being that which must be avoided.

No measurements of the motor and vegetative components of the
disgust reaction have been made.  Some of these features are, how-
ever, fairly well marked and rather typical, so that the description
based on gross obscrvation might not be very [ar from the truth.
There might be present some motor reaction of rather diffuse char-
acter, but most marked are those motor reactions which involve the
muscles of the mouth region, muscles of mastication, and more
particularly the muscles involved in swallowing. The mouth is
cither tightly closed as if to prevent penctration, or occasionally the
lower lip is turned downward as if one wanted to cject something
from the mouth with the least possible contact. The changes of
tension in the muscles of mastication and particularly of deglutition
can be best observed if the disgust arises during cating.  One can
easily observe the difficulty involved in cating, and particularly in
swallowing, which indicates the presence of such muscle contrac-

[EVE

“wa

Discust anp Reraren Avegsions 99

tions as are opposed to the organization of muscle tensions in
ingestion. During eating a number of symbolic, motor, and vege-
tative functions are organized into a unit which serves best the end
of ingestion of food. In the disgust rcaction, approximately the
same part-functions become organized into another functional unit,
whose aim is to prevent or counteract ingestion. The two func-
tional units go in opposite directions. The various features of the
disgust reaction become, therefore, more prominent and are easicr
to observe when they form an obstacle to the opposite tendency of
ingestion.  The reaction is mainly against ingestion, even in cases
where there is no apparent danger of the disgusting material’s
reaching the mouth.

Another voluntary motor reaction can also be observed occa-
sionally, This consists in a0 narrowing of the wares, sometinmes
stopping the breathing lor an instant; or in a type ol respiration
with cautious and slight inspiration and brusque respiration through
the nose.  All these indicate defense against penetration through
the nostrils.  This reaction can be obscrved also when the disgust-
ing stimulus has no olfactory componcents.

Among the vegetative components there scems to be an increased
flow of saliva, a fairly common reaction to bitter or bad-tasting
substances. It suggests the usefulness of this type of reaction in
diluting the offending or noxious substances. The most marked
vegetauve component of disgust is a tendency to vomit (“turning
of the stomach™) or, in case of severe reactions, actual vomiting.
This reaction obviously is again a reaction opposite of ingestion.
In the total disgust reaction, symbolic, muscular, and vegetative
functions are organized toward one end, which is essentially the
avoidance of ingestion of disgusting material,

Disgust 1s probably a general reaction in the human race and
ot merely a product of coltural conditioning.  Tirsch (6) has
advanced a theory of the cultural relativity of disgust. He finds
that Bourke's book (2) contains much material in support of the
thesis that disgust is entircly a matter of cultaral conditioning.
After reading Bourke’s book and surveying some other relevant
anthropological literature, T definitely gained the impression that
the phenomenon is universal in all its essential features and that
only rather minor cultural variations of the main theme are
recorded.  Among the many cxamples reported by Bourke there
are actually only a very few which might be used as arguments in
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support of Hirsch’s hypothesis. [ will cite an example, onc of the
strongest among the few which might be interpreted in favor of
cultural relativity. It is drawn from a description of a Zuii
festival, which Bourke has obtained from Daniel W. Lord.

In June, 1888, 1 was a spectator of an orgy at the Zufii pueblo in New Mexico.
The ceremonial dance of that afternoon had been finished in the small plaza gen-
erally used for dances in the northwestern part of the pueblo when this supple-
mentary rite took place. One of the Indians brought into the plaza the excrement
to be employed, and it was passed from hand to hand and eaten. Those taking
part in the ceremony were few in number, certainly not more than eight or ten.
They drank urine from a large shallow bowl, and meanwhile kept up a running
fire of comments and exclamations among themselves, as if urging one another to
drink heartily, which indced they did. At last one of those taking part was made
sick, and vomited after the ceremony was over.  The inhabitants of the pucblo
upon the house-tops overlooking the plaza were interested spectators of the scene.
Some of the sallics of the actors were received with laughter, and others with signs
of disgust and repugnance, but not of disapprobation. The ceremony was not
repeated, to my knowledge, during my stay at the pueblo, which continued 1ill
July, 1889.”

For the sake of argument we may assume that this rcport is
authentic. The description certainly could not be accepted as a
proof that, among the Zuiiis, cxcrements are not felt to be disgust-
ing. One notes that this ceremony took place only on rare occa-
sions and that only a very few people actually participated in it.
Those who did not take an active part in it reacted to it with
“disgust” and “aversion,” and onc of the active participants vomited.
The only remarkable thing is that some of the Indians were able
to overcome their disgust.  The performance looks very much like
a boast of what onc is able to do. Similar acts, in a milder form, are
occasionally obscrved in juveniles (compare the cepidemic of swal-
lowing live goldfish among students in America in 1938). Furiher-
more, it is possible that the few people who were able 1o overcome
the disgust rcactions were under the influence of some sort of drug,
The following remarks, quoted by Bourke from a Zufi informer,
would support this view: “We have a medicine which makes us
drunk like whiskey: we drink a lot of that before we commience;
it makes us drunk.  We don’t care what happens; and nothing of
that kind that we cat or drink can ever do us any harm.”

Another example given by Bourke demonstrates that a strong ..

aversion may be overcome by an cven stronger drive.  Bourke
reports the following custom from a Siberian tribe. In this tribe
a kind of mushroom (Amanita Muscaria) is used which contains

2 Jtalics are mine.
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a strongly incbnating drug. A large amount of the drug is
excreted with the urine.  This drug being expensive, only the rich
can afford it, while the poor gather around the houses of the rich
when they have a drinking party, waiting with receptacles to
collect the urine when some of the guests come out of the house.
The same drug may thus be passed successively to four or five
persons.

If one is acquainted with the powerful nced created by a drug, it
is not astonishing to find that it occasionally outwcighs disgust.
Extreme hunger or any other powerful drive may also do the same
to some extent. What is important for our discussion is that in all
these cases there is not an absence of disgust but a conflict between
two tendencies, of which disgust is occasionally the weaker onc.

The use of cxcrements in the primitive pharmacopoeia (“Dreck-
apothcke™) and for various magical purposes is quite frequent.
These uses indicate, however, the umiversality rather than the
rfativity of disgust reaction. The following custom reported
by Devereux (4) may serve as an cxample: “Among the
Ha(rhn)dec:a(ng), a savage jungle-tribe of French Indo-China .
shamans who fear the temptation of becoming witches, which
entails death by violence or slavery in foreign lands, will drink
their own urine 2o disgust the supernatural being who gave them
their unwanted shamanistic powers, and cause him thercfore to
take back that power.”?

The crucial point in this last example is that excrements are con-
sidered as very effective means to arouse disgust. The practice of
the shaman described by Devereux certainly does not indicate
absence of disgust or indifference toward cxcreta.

It is not intended by any means to deny that cultural variations
and individual exeeptions do exist with regard to the disgust
reaction. These variations are, however, slight and are far out-
weighed by the cevidence for the umversality of the reaction in the
human race.

The results of the preceding analysis may be conveniently sum-
marized under the following five headings:

(1) The objects of disgust were found to be the waste products
of the human and animal body. The term “waste product” is to
be interpreted in a broad sense and may include “anything coming
from the body.”

3 Ttalics are minc,
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An originally ncutral object may become disgusting through
contact or similarity with and other relations to waste products.
Sensory qualitics as such are never disgusting. .Thcg may, how-
ever, contribute to the disgusting quality of the objcct cither because
they imply an intimate contact with the obj‘cct or because they are
specifically associated with disgusting material.

(2) The meaning of the object. The waste products (?f thc‘: b'od‘y
mean something inferior and base. Remnants of archalg'anmnstlc
notions are frequently attached to them. They are cons;dcrc.d.no‘tk
as entirely lifcless substances but as something “almg;t living
which has the tendency and the power of pervading inseparably
everything with which they come into contact. Scveral arguments
were mentioned against the hypothesis that disgust s ('.m.lrgly
dependent on social conditioning.  In spite of ccrmin' Cu]'tural.vana—
tions, disgust can be regarded as a phenomenon which is universal
in the human race. .

(3) The relesance of the disgusting object for the frerson consists
in the threat of being debased through the mere contact with mean
objects.  Contact with the mouth region and p;lrticulnrl.y the inges-
tion of disgusting material arc the mos fearcd.  In this sense one
may speak of an oral threat, ' , A

(4) The reaction of the person to the disgusting object was
described in its three aspects: .

(a) The symbolic (experiential, mental) aspect of the reaction
consists of the experience of an cmotional recoil. o

(b) The nenro-muscular features of the reaction are inhibition f’f
the movements of deglutition, narrowing of the nostrils and certain
expressive movements of the mouth region as if preventing pene-
tration through the mouth or simulating an effort to cject some-
thing from the mouth with the least possible contact. .

(¢) The outstanding neuro-vegetative fcatures of the reaction are
excessive salivation, nausca, tendency to vomit (“turning of the
stomach™) or actual vomiting. '

The total reaction is essentially a defense or protest against the
penetration of the disgusting substance (hrough the mouth and to
some degree through the nostnls. )

(5) For a holistic interpretution of the total phenomenon,” one

4 The halistic paint of view is onc in which an attempr is made to study the various

phases of tising in their psvchologically, physiologicaily, and soctally integrated unity and
to aveid the anificial segregation of meatd and physical aspects.
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has to search for the common meaning of the various features dis-
cussed under the four preceding headings in order to understand
why a person responds to certain objects with this strong and very
specific form of aversion.  All features of disgust very definitely
point toward a common mcaning. It was found that the objects
of disgust are the wastes of the body, to which a meaning of base-
ness is attached ; analogously the waste products are also biologically
inferior substances. The reaction of the organism toward these
substances is, physiologically, elimination, and, psychologically,
aversion.  The symbolic, neuro-muscular, and neuro-vegetative
features of the reaction arc manifestations of an oral rejection or of
delenses against oral penetration.  Since the attitude of the organ-
ism toward body-waste is climination, the reincorporation of these
substances would be literally a perversion. Disgust is a protest
against this specific form of perversion.

There arc a number of aversions which bear a definite relation-
ship to disgust proper and with which they occasionally blend.

In the next scction we shall attempt to clarify some of these
relationships.

Aversions Reratep 1o Discusrt

1. Disgust and sex. Certain obscrvations scem to indicate that
the emotional rcaction to the usual objects of disgust is not always
an entircly negative one.  Seclig (8), claiming that disgust is not
necessarily unpleasant, states that it may, on occasion, have a defi-
nitely positive fecling tone  (“pleasurable  disgust,” “Lustekel™).
Although Scelig’s claim may be exaggerated, a certain amount of
ambivalence in the cxperience of disgust has been nevertheless
noted by other authors, too. My matcrial, obtained from normal
persons, contains only a few references to ambivalence. From the
psychoanalytic point of view, such an ambivalence would be
understandable as a mantfestation of repressed infantile. coprophilic
tendlencies.

The analysis of the casc of an cighteen-year-old schizophrenic
boy may shed some light on the ambivalence occasionally involved
in the disgust reaction. On his admission to the hospital, the
adjectives “dirty” and “filthy” occurred with unusual frequency in
his conversation.  Since 1 assumed that the patient used these
adjectives to denote sexual matters and since T suspected that his
main conflicts lay in the scxual ficld, [ approached the problem in a
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cautious and very roundabout way. 1 said to him: “You use the
word “dirty’ very frequently. [ don’t quite know what you mean
by it. People use that word in many different ways.” (No
answer.)  “Suppose, for example, you had a dish of food which
you like, you wouldn't call that dirty?” (“No.”) “Now suppose
you had no fork or spoon and had to cat the food with your fingers.
Some people might say that your fingers became dirty, although
you had only a little of the same food on your fingers.”

At this point the patient interrupted me: “Please, Doctor, don't
spcak to me about such things. If you tell me such things my
heart begins to pump.” His face actually became flushed and
perspiration appearcd on his forchead.

A few weeks later, when he had slipped into a catatonic state,
this same patient was observed playing with his feces and attempt-
ing to cat them.  Thus it is quite plausible to assume that the fear
of dirt shown by this patient previously was a fear of his own
“coprophilic tendencies.”

The case of this patient gives definite hints regarding the nature
and origin of such morbid tendencies. In the course of the work
with this young man, it became evident——without any forced inter-
pretation—that excrements had for him a definitety sexual meaning
which cxplains the attraction which he felt for them. A few
further examples of the paticnt’s behavior will serve to illustrate
the point. Whenever the conversation touched upon some emo-
tionally charged topic, the patient, not satisfied with one word to
express what he had in mind, would rapidly enumerate a number
of synonyms. Hc would say, for instance: “coitus, copulation,
coition, sexual intercourse, sexual embrace.”  Sometimes he would
pile on cach other as many as fiftcen or twenty words. These
words, although not all synonymous in a strict sense, were words
which for the patient had a common or related meaning. The
most frequently used series of words included “dirt, scxual inter-
course, masturbation, ‘Merry Widow,” sinfulness, exerement, sperm
juice, swearing, smoking, drinking, stealing”—words which were
enumerated in one breath.  Furthermore, the patient exhibited also
in his behavior associations similar to those occurring in his verbal
productions. Thus, on one occasion he stole several cigars from the
office of one of the doctors. He broke the cigars into small pieces.
Some of the tobacco he put into a flush bowl, some he rubbed
vigorously in his pubic region and some he tried to eat.
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These few examples suffice to show that excreta and sex had
Flosdy related meanings for this patient. This fact mnnifcst‘cd
:tsc,lf very clearly on numerous oceasions during the rather extended
periodd ol abservation. Tt scems plausible 1o assume that in this
and i{} similar cases the attractiveness of exereta is duce to the scxuai
meaning attached to them,

‘Thcrc are several circumstances which make possible an associa-
tion between the cxcretory and the sexual functions. First of all
a common taboo places both functions in the category of thc’
forbidden and shamelui. T the above case, it is f:lirTy clear that
the associ:ﬂlion between exereta and sex is partly due to the common
faboo.  The scries of associated words given previously includes not
fnl?f maticrs related 1o excretion and sex but also to “stealing.”

drinking,” and “smoking”—that is, everything which is f()rbiddc;’\
particularly to the child, ‘ o

An cven more important factor in the association between excreta
and sex is the close anatomical and functional relationship hetween
the exerctory and genital organs. The male urethra s just as much
aduct for the urine as it is for the craculatory discharge.  Children
and many biologically unsophisticated adults, often i‘gnorcv the f'\c;
that the female urethra and the vagina are scparate organs a‘nd
entertain the primitive theory that urine is passed tln'oug‘l,x the
vagina.

'H.IUS the common social taboo and the anatomical and functional
refationship between the excretory and the sex organs make (it
undcrsmnflal;)lc‘tlmt a sexual meaning may be attached to the
excreta. It is likely that in the ambivalence towards excreta—an
atitude which in a mild form may occur normally and in c;rtq‘in
path.ological instances is clearly present—the attraction is due to ;hc
frt}n‘mtion, that is, to the sexual meaning given to the excreta,  If
thls interpretation is correct, the ambivalence does not pertain to the
tll.ﬁgl:st reaction as such.  Rather it means that the sane physical
objeot represents two psychologically different objects: first, a waste
product of the body to which one reacts with disgust and, sccmlld‘
asexual object which may have a positive alrr:xcti(; for t|.1; ‘person,

A certain degree of erotization of the excreta may have led
K‘afka (7) to his sexual theory of disgust.  According to Kafka
disgust ha.s little to do with the function of ingestion. Rather it is
2 mechanism regulating sex life.  He sccks to establish the scxmi
nature of disgust reaction by postulating a mechanism which l;e
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calls “inversion.” By inversion Kafka means that in §€xxxal 1:(1:1;
tion preciscly those things whic.h otherwise would be moslt rq;t {his
become most attractive.  Kissing vamjxld be an exam‘p.c of : m.
The mouth of anather person, since 1L 15 strfmgly scc'ruul\g rc{:: OE
is generally repulsive, and it becomes attractive only m-the ¢
itive sexual attitude.
’ I;f:ft;es :Tl)t{::l)ry of inversion does not scem :tcc'cptablg, %)‘c:canvfcmoj:ﬁ
can hardly say that the most c‘lmmctcmllc Ob)‘}‘C(S 0 u:lg(ll; such
as feces play any positive role sgn:ﬂ atlmm()nl, iaxeiz} {n sone
rather rare forms of sexual perversion. It seems € “[, a ‘1<; '
is based on a lack of discrimination between disgust p;op:r :mt
sexual aversion. The body of ;mothq ‘vcrsonfl)ccause (3‘ its v‘\/;ﬁuivc
products—is likely to become an object o‘f dlsgust. Sugl |ls.i 1({ .
cver, not the only point of view from which the bodf’of g he 0;[1‘?;
person may gain a personal silgmhczmcc. The body o 3;‘;:1 o
person may be, among other 1111ng§, also an :}cttlal or p}o:c:c ;CI;%
object, and emotionally evaluated in a positive or ncé,anl bm\h f;ré
The primitive forins of sexual aversion and sex att‘rnc .01 ,nh;m
directed toward the whole body m.gcncml, with zpccm cqq;u ‘Or
on the genitals and such oth.cr regions of the .bOL yA‘ns Sgl‘myam
individually are closely assocmt{u}! vs:i]; Sci‘)‘:d 3:26111::1:;{0 hcé{)mc
arc strongly secreting regions of the body a S ‘ ‘
] oust, it is understandable why sexual aversion an
gt?;f;sst Omfa;hg%:or;lc intimately \inkcd in actq;ﬂ cxpenc:cc. There
is, however, no inversion of the (‘11:*;gust reaction 'pro.pc‘if o
Sexual attraction and aversion 1s a ?mbicm in itself 1;1: 1
which we do not wish to analyze in. this paper. We wish mﬁrt;s
to indicate some of the relations Whlch may cXxist bct‘wc:cn‘sc: iiﬁ,
disgust. We also omit the discussion of the psycho ogliza f} o
cance which excreta have assumed for th(,f theory of psyc 1:(3:m Z(m
We admit, however, that whenever meanings Otlz)ilr than tu\rls{:led -
tingent upon their being waste 'products of the b. y are atta
excreta, they may arouse cmotions other th:m (llsggst. e
2. Disgust and uncannincss. 'The _fcclmg of grucsnmfuﬁ; -
uncanniness is frequently associated with the cxperience o {( .gcani
The former may also occur indep(endcm,]y. -'Ih.e feehng}ot li: "
niness is a variety of fear, the ob;cct'uf which is songcw ullnkr;(%wn.
Still, it is not a fear of the unknown 11 general bl{)t o ]an ;rc now
to which certain particular characteristics are attributed m

consciously.
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The uncanny threatening object is thought of as an “unnatural”
power, as somelhing which is beyond the lawlul and orderly course
of cvents.  Apparently unmotivated movements of objects, sounds
apparently without any natural source, and the like, may arouse a
fecling of uncanniness. The darkness, which veils the connections
between objects and events in the environment, so that isolated
messages of the senses are projected against an unknown back-
ground, is particularly likely to arouse gruesome, uncanny feclings.
It is not the events themscelves, of which we do not know the origin,
that appear uncanny. This quality of onc’s experience seems to
anse only 1f one associates it at Teast vagucly with some persounified,
unnatural  source.  Furthermore, these personified  powers  are
thought to have eesl intentions toward men.  Iven though civilized
man has overcome intellectually most of the belief in ghosts, the
remnants of such a belicf still reverberate in his emotional life.
Lichtenberg’s aphorism expresses this state of affairs neatly: “Not
only does he not believe in ghosts, but he is not cven afraid of
them.”  We already mentioned in discussing the disgust reaction
proper that the mecaning which defines onc’s emotional reactions
is very different from one’s purely intellectual formulation of
concepts.

There are certain objegts which are (¢l to be unnatural in a rather
specific sense, namely, in that they do not fit into the usual course
of biological events. Txamples for these are supernumerary and
mutilated parts of the body. The amputated stump—particularly
when moved—does not appear as an actual part of the body but
rather as an independent being that is unnatural, 7.e., which docs
not have its natural place within the organism but leads a kind of
parasitic existence 1in it.

The darger which uncanny objects mean for us is essentially the
danger of this “parasitic invasion.” Tt tmplics the impairment or
loss of the power of the organism for sclf-government. The har-
boring of aliecn powers means that cvents can go on within onc’s
person over which one has no control.  In folklore the characteristic
fear of spirits is not so much the fear of badily injury as the fear of
being possessed by the spirits.

There are some rclations between the mcaning of disgusting and
of uncanny objects that may explain why the two types of emotions
often blend in actual experience.  To the primitive mode of experi-
encing, the excreta, these lifelike entities, do not really seem to
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belong to the organism. Rather do they scem to lead a parasitic
existence in the body. Thus the danger of excreta entering the
body fills onc not only with disgust but occasionally with an
uncanny feeling. The notion that excrcta are forergn “beings”
which lead an unnatural kind of existence may be responsible for
the fact that excreta of others appear always more repugnant than
one’s own, since the quality of being alien and extrancous to the
organism is more pronounced in the case of the former.

A typical object of uncanny feclings is a dead body. There is a
cass of animals—the amphibia—which people associate with the
dead and therefore react to them with a fecling of uncanniness.
These animals, like dead bodics, are cold and frequently pale.
Some of them, such as snakes, have an unusual mode of locomotion
which—since we gencrally regard oursclves as the standard—
appears to us as unnatural. Al these qualities make thesc animals
uncanny.  The skin of the amphibia, such as that of the frog, has
a clamminess which makes these animals disgusting as well as
uncanny.

Thus we see that there are certain similarities between the various
aspects of the two emotional reactions. They may occur entirely
independently from cach other but, because of the manifold rela-
tions between them, they easily blend.

3. Disgust and food aversions. Food toward which one has a
personal idiosyncrasy may also arousc a reaction which is in some
respects similar to disgust. Temporary food aversions may arise
through overcating, particularly of swects and fatty material.  The
similarity between disgust and food aversion lies in the fact that
both reactions consist in the oral rejection of the object.  The main
difference is that the food toward which one has a personal aversion
is not associated with the meaning of inferiority and baseness, which
is the main characteristic of the disgusting object, and it lacks also
the archaic meaning which disgusting objects usually have.

One class of foodstuffs—namely, meat—descrves special consid-
eration in this conneetion.  The use of meat, since it is part of a
dead animal, should, according to the preceding consideratons, be
both disgusting and uncanny.  Against such a deduction stands the

fact of the almost universal use of meat for food.

If one analyzes the experience, it becomes clear that meat as {ood
has undergone a radical change of meaning.  Becefsteak docs not
involve for us the meaning that it is part of a dead animal. There
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are several factors which help o bring about the change from d
()\rlgn?nl meaning of meat as “part of a dead nnim;\l’%‘ to “f l"cf
Qc)()k}xlg, roasting, smoking, the use of spices, ctc., all hc]():)(t'
dis;gmsg the original properties of meat.  Those w/i.:o‘ like fl 0
pg(}lwlc in Western society, are not accustomed to c;niﬂ«; raw m:')l&tt
will be reluctant 1o cat it, because to their minds ()i:iy e nrcl,
meat has undergone the necessary change of meaning /{n El" )
which reminds one of the origin of mcat—for in‘;t:;xcc 'y “fﬁ-{
prc:jcrvul blood vessel—is likely to arouse a certain (h‘é!"(‘ﬁ n‘f ({1‘3:::8 .
The change of meaning from “dead animal” 1o “lfood” i‘sb 1<it
tﬂways casy.  In many instances it does not take place. This f’lill
is bcsf s.]mwn by the fact that in any given culture only tile(mlc‘"rli
ofg limited varicty of animals is eaten, while that of many other i
avoided as disgusting. 1t is worth while 10 examine ly' il Slls
underlying principle of the selection. ‘ e
If_onc lists those animals which are and those which ar
conmdcr‘ed cdible, one finds that the first class is made up rtfo:;)t
of herbivorous animals, such as cows, sheep, goats dccrI mbl%‘t%y
etc., the second mainly of carnivorous animals hsucl; as cq;‘w ‘fwl-\"
v{olvrs, ete. 'I"hc omnivorous animals l:lkC,.‘l mid‘(AHc‘ |\):)s‘i(ti‘<:r?
They are sometimes caten, sometimes not. This rule is must\ \"l“li
for'n-mmr'nn\s. But cven among birds the strictly mm\ivor‘(l
vanictics like the stork, cagle, cte., are considered as r;nt (’xiiljl‘(‘s
There are s.cw.’ral exeeptions to this rule, which none the less &()vcr;
a great majonty of instances. ) ‘
The reason for this sclection scems to lie partly in the circu
::Rinicc tha't carvni\inmus animals themselves feed on material \vixiz;;
i < N1 ~ ! . . i
bl or ycnas shows that e s pon iere S N
. ) ‘ ifferent to that upon
which the .nmmal has fed, when we in turn determine whether or
g:t ‘he.amm:ﬂ in question is cdible. A sccond factor should also
* i(.;:n::i:trsd[.m:g:;:l19@1;:15;:1)i;l]n(1xl'.1lity of the animal hody is due
) : 8 At 1S wi that the excrements of car-
mvorous animals possess to a higher deeree those qualitics (purrid
ador, cte.) which identify them as exerements than docs l| ‘p “t“
of herbivorous animals., o e
~In general, the more disgusting and the more uncanny the animal
i, tl1c“grcatcr ic difficulty in changing the mcaning of the f}c;11
frgm _(]cad animal”™ o “food.” It is difficult for the flesh of rats
mice, insects—because of their factual or assumed r&lati()r; to dir(t-‘—:
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or of frogs, snails, snakes and parasites—because of l,hcjr m](!itional
uncanny qualities—to assume the meaning of “food.” It is well
known, however, that most of these animals are eaten occasionally.
In fact, even the most disgusting objects, for (‘XIllnp.lC, the uncleancd
intestines of birds, arc caten occasionally as delicacies; but these are
exceptions rather than the rule.

Hirsch states that those animals whose meat one (I'()cs not cat
in a given culture were originally totemic or 1:11)<.)0c<l .’lﬂllﬂ(llh". The
original emotional reaction was that of veneration ;m('\ :wmd:m.ce.
As the cult hecame forgotten, only avoidance remained, which
finally turned into disgust.  “This hypolhgsis scems to be rather
improbable for several reasons.  Although it wou}d 1)'c understand-
able to postulate the transformation of one emotion into a r(flatcd
one, like veneration into fear, the change from veneration to (hsg.ust
is rather unlikely. Against Hirsch's stand militates also the high
correlation between the carnivorous and not-edible, and thwccn
herbivorous and edible animals.  There are some  herbivorous
animals the meat of which is avoided; the most outstanding example
is the horse. Although horsc-mcat is occasionally caten, one could
not say that its use is very common. Hirsch'f §xpl:|.nat10n may be
in part applicable to this and similar cascs. ’Ihls‘ammal may once
have been taboo. It is unlikely, however, that, strictly spcnkmg, the
transformation of the cmotion of vencration into lh:}t.of (hsgl‘lst
ever takes place. It is more likely that because of religious avqld-
ance the meat of an animal has no occasion to assumc the meaning
of “food” and that the original meaning of “dead animal” is
retained. .

Several types of aversions are more or less closely' related to dl.s‘
gust, but the most obvious oncs scem to b.e those discussed in this
section, namely, sex aversion, food aversions and the fecling of

uncanniness.

Gengral ConsIDERATIONS CONCERNING THE STUDY OF THE
EMotions
From the preceding analysis certain suggestions a.risc conccrqing
the study of emotions in general. Itappears convenient to c;(msl.dcr
the results wnder the folloseng Bive headogs: the ul»]nlvnr sitation
which calls for an emotional response, the meaning ol the nl)!cc.t,
its relevance to the person, the reaction proper and the holistic
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interpretation of the given emotion.  This simple scheme  may
prove useful for the study of any type of emotion.

1. The investigation may preferably start with a definition of the
class of objects which provoke the type of cmotion in question.
Sometimes this task is an casy one, but sometimes extremely difh-
calt. In certain instances a great variety of rather diverse objects
or situations may provoke similar emotions. In this case one
should inquire as to what is common to all those objects and
situations,

2. Any object gains significance for the person through its
meaning.  The entire meaning of an objeet is usually a rather
intricate complex of notions which, as a rule, only in small part is
clearly conscious.  To find the less obvious and rather hidden mean-
ings requires much skill and often the application of special tech-
niques.  The analysis of disgust and of the fecling of uncanniness
reveals the fact that the emotional life of civilized men still is largely
determined by very primitive, archaic meanings. These meanings
are not as a rulc clearly conscious, but they are nevertheless power-
ful determinants of behavior. In the analysis of meaning one
should distinguish as far as possible the universal, the socially deter-
mined, and the purcly personal clements.

3. The person does not invariably react to objects even after they
obtain a personal meaning.  The object must be relerant 10 the
person before any response takes place. In the case of disgust the
biological relevance of the object is a threat of being soiled by waste
products. This threat is the true stimulus for the reaction. It is
noteworthy that the stimulus thus defined is not something entirely
pertaining to the environment, but it already implics a subject with
specific needs, drives, cravings, or whatever terms one wishes to
apply to the organism’s dynamic tendencies. ‘This is an example of
the unity of the environment and the individual, a topic which has
been considered by me in greater detail elsewhere (1).

¢ The reaction proper may be described from three aspects:
the symbolic (experiential), the neuro-vegetative, and the neuro-
muscular aspect. In the disgust reaction all three factors meaning-
fully converge in preventing the oral penctration of disgusting
substances. This type of wnalysis anght 1o he appheable to any
ype ol emotional reaction. hs essential Charactenistic consists in
that it does not seck merely to establish correlations between psycho-
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logical and somatic factors, but it rather ‘scc'ks to detect dn? common
biological meaning of the reaction as 1t 1s rcvc:.llcd in its various
features. Although the notion of a psychc»ph.ysmal parallclism or
a psychophysical interaction is generally consnd'ercd as 0utrp0dcd,
in many studies devoted to psychosomatic relations there still per-
sists the idea of interaction between somatic and psychological
functions. The analysis of the disgust reaction shows that the
connection of somatic and psychological features may be under-
stood without reference to interaction.  They may be regarded not
as interacting but as convergent part [unctions unified into a total
reaction through a common biological role. .

5. When the various aspects of a certain type of cmotion are
analyzed, one may attempt a holistic interpretation of it. T[:lf)lj(‘,
is a special rcason why the intcrpretation should_ bg of the ]lf)llSth
type. The premises are that every form of behawqr 1s a rpeamngful
unit and all that pertains to a given form of behavior—object, mean-
ing, rclevance, reaction—contributes its part toward revealing the
fundamental nature of that behavior. . ‘

The five points of reference are the minimum to be COﬂS}(lGI‘C(] in
the study of emotions. In certain instances further. points may
profitably also be taken into account. Thus in the clinical variety
of investigation not only the more or less general but also the
strictly individual aspects are of importance. In [!IC casc of ptha-
logical emotion, such as a phobia, the emotion stimulating nb]('*c‘t,
its specifically personal meaning and rclcv:mcc, aml ic(spcmhc
personal mode of reaction have to be (:l.anﬁcd.. This, in turn,
usually nccessitates the scrutiny of the biographical data of the
person.
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THE SO-CALLED FPILEPTIC PERSONALITY AS
INVESTIGATED BY THE KENT-
ROSANOFF TEST *

BY RUSSELL MEYERS ann SYLVIA BRECHER

A}CORDING to the views expressed by Clark (235 35 43 55 65
75 8), Bridge (1), Doolittle (10), Thom (1g9), Jellifle and
White (13) and many other writers, the personality of the “cpi-
leptic” patient constitutes a specific and pathognomonic reaction
type, represented by aberrations in the intellectual, emotional, and
social patterns of behavior as follows: intellectual dullness, inelas-
ticity of thought, rigidity of opinions, deficicncy of memory, ego-
centricity, pedantry, ambition, irritability, querulousness, tenacity,
stubbornness, superficiality, fanaticism, hypochondriasis, moral and
cthical depravity, introversion, vanity, loneliness, shallowness in
religious convictions, dipsomania, barbarosity, and sexual imma-
turity. In addition, hallucinations, delusions with persecutory and
incestuous content, and physical stigmata are repeatedly described
as part of the “cpileptic personality.”

A critical examination of the numerous writings committed to
this concept indicates that the authors’ convictions have  been
reached essentially by the method of subjective impression and that
they have been reénforced Targely by verbal reiteration and the
mmplicit tendency to perccive the “cpileptic” individual in terms of
a well-established attitudinal set. The difliculties of interpretation
mherent in personal bias do not appear for purposes of scientibe
wvestigation to have been circumvented, and for this rcason certain
rescrvations to the acceptability of the traditional teachings present
themselves.  These reservations take the following forms: first,
that the concept of a specific “epileptic personality” is open to the
same theoretical and experimental criticisms which may be directed
against “trait psychologies™ in general (g5 163 203 21); second, that
the concept implies “epilepsy” to be itself a discase entity, an impli-
ction which 1 the light of presentday evidence is scarecly
tenable; third, that dialectic support of the concept nvariably
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