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The excerpt below is from Dr. [effrey Satinover’s chapter, enti-
tled, “The Biology of Homosexuality: Science or Politics?”
which provides a very comprehensive review of the biological
research on homosexuality. He discusses other factors in the
backgrounds of homosexuals, including early sexual seduction.

What precipitated this outpouring? In August of 1991, a
San Francisco neuroanatomist, Simon LeVay, published an
article in the respected journal Science. It reported his find-
ing that a localized cluster (a “nucleus”) of cells in the
brains of “homosexual” men was twice as large by volume

on autopsy as in “heterosexual” men. 2/

[t is important to note that serious research
on the biology, innateness, or genetic deter-
minants of homosexuality has only just
recently begun. Exactly opposite to what
the public is being led to believe, the
research that has been done thus far sug-
gests that genetic factors account for, at
most, but a small proportion of the risk.

J. M. Bailey and R. C. Pillard, two of the
major researchers most widely cited as hav-
ing demonstrated that “homosexuality is
genetic,” were forced to admit otherwise by
the results of their own research. They

“Homosexual” and “heterosexual” are in
quotations here because in this particular
study the definitions of each were extreme-
ly imprecise, nor was there any way of ver-
ifying sexual orientation, as the subjects
were dead.

But this was not the first such discovery.
One year before a group reported in Brain
Research that they had found a similar dif-
ference in both volume and number of cells
in a different brain nucleus.3/ The media
did not report this first study because Brain
Research, unlike Science, is read only by

themselves wrote:

These studies were designed to detect heritable
variation, and if it was present, to counter the
prevalent belief that sexual orientation is largely
the product of family interactions and the social
environment.... Although male and female homo-
sexuality appear to be at least somewhat heritable,
environment must also be of considerable impor-
tance in their origins.1/

Neuroanatomic Research

In 1991, newspapers primarily on both coasts trumpeted
the discovery of a brain difference between homosexuals
and heterosexuals. Although the research finding itself
was reported fairly accurately, the accounts universally
concluded that the discovery had social-policy implica-
tions. Commentators triumphantly claimed that the dis-
covery would halt any remaining uncertainty that
homosexuality was either a choice, or a consequence of
factors in upbringing. Therefore, they claimed, to con-
tinue to support anything less than full acceptance of
homosexual behavior would be proof positive of preju-
dicial hatred.
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neuroscientists. And in contrast to journal-
ists, the neuroscientists themselves gen-
uinely understood the research and its limitations, and
saw no reason to make grand pronouncements.

More recently, yet another difference in another part of the
brain was reported, also in a prestigious publication, the
Proceedings of the National Academy of Science of the United
States of America. This study claimed that a difference
between male homosexuals and heterosexuals was found
in the anterior commissure, a structure that divides the left
and right halves of the brain. The authors found that the
anterior conunissure was larger in women and homosexu-
al men than in heterosexual men. This was a group statis-
tical difference, however: the size of the anterior commis-
sure in 27 of the 30 homosexual men actually fell within the
range of sizes found among the 30 heterosexual men. As
did LeVay, these authors used brain samples obtained pre-
ponderantly from men who died of AIDS, introducing
another uncontrolled variable into their work.4/

The only other study to examine morphological differ-
ences in the anterior commissure—published in 1988 and
not mentioned by the press—found, in part, precisely the
opposite. Namely it found that the anterior commissure

was larger in men than in women.5/ y
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The Brain’s Structure Changes with Use

Even if actually present, however, the discovery of brain
differences per se is on a par with the discovery that athletes
have bigger muscles than nonathletes. For though a genet-
ic tendency toward larger muscles may make it easier to
become an athlete, and therefore one will more likely
become an athlete, becoming an athlete will also certainly
give one bigger muscles.

The layperson, encouraged by press accounts, is apt to
assume that brain differences must be innate and unchange-
able, especially differences in the number of cells as con-
trasted with the simple volume occupied by a collection of
cells. We tend to think of mind as “software” and brain as
“hardware,” the former plastic and changeable, the latter
fixed at birth. We have used this analogy already to good
advantage.

Some Lifestyle-Induced Brain Changes

Likewise, in individuals who became blind as adults and
then learned Braille, the part of the brain governing the
right index finger became progressively enlarged. And
just this year, researchers reported measurable increases in
brain tissue associated with learned sexual activity in
rats.10/

The editor of Nature commented on the LeVay research:

Plainly, the neural correlates of genetically deter-
mined gender are plastic at a sufficiently early
stage.... Plastic structures in the hypothalamus
allowing the consequences of early sexual arousal
to be made permanent might suit [those who claim
an environmental origin to homosexuality] well.11/

But the analogy breaks down at a cer-
tain point. Various processes go on
throughout life: the selective death of
brain cells in response to training or
trauma, the establishment of new con-
nections between cells, dramatic
increases or decreases in the “thick-
ness” of connections between cells as a
result of learning, the loss of interneu-
ronal connections through “pruning.”
Very unlike our modern computers,

All human behavior
is influenced by
genetic make-up.

Therefore we probably
will find risk factors
correlated with
homosexuality.

And of course all this presumes that
the research itself was of high quality.
Was it? Writing in Tec/nology Review,
published at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, two prominent
geneticists commented on the quality
of the LeVay research. Paul Billings
and Jonathan Beckwith write: LeVay
“could not really be certain about his
subject’s sexual preferences, since they
were dead.”12/ His “research design
and subject sample did not allow oth-

the brain’s software s its hardware.

We know from animal studies that early experience, and
especially traumatic experience (this has special pertinence
with respect to the childhood histories of male homosexuals
as we will discuss later), alters the brain and body in mea-
surable ways. Thus infant monkeys who are repeatedly
and traumatically separated from their mothers suffer more
or less permanent alterations in both blood chemistry and
brain function.6/ A similar piece of research on homosexu-
als with a similarly indeterminate meaning is the recent
finding of a protein—an Alphal-Antitrypsin variant—in
the blood of homosexual, but not heterosexual men. Again,
we have no way of determining whether this is an innate or
an acquired difference, or whether it is even replicable.7/

There is a major current theory about the developmental
causes of depression and the interaction of genetics with
development. [t claims that under conditions of early trau-
ma, a genetically based susceptibility to stress creates a
greater vulnerability to intense stress-responses later in
life.8/ Furthermore, this “vulnerability” is represented
physiologically as measurable alterations in the brain.
Because what constitutes “stress” depends on vne’s subjec-
tive interpretation of events, the brains in individuals with
the same genetically determined biology may respond quite
differently. One may demonstrate no brain changes; anoth-
er may demonstrate very significant changes.9/
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ers to determine whether it was sexual
behavior, drug use, or disease history that was correlated
with the observed differences among the subjects’
brains.”13/ LeVay’s very method of defining homosexual-
ity was very likely to “create inaccurate or inconsistent
study groups.”14/

Firmer and more rigorous findings than these are nonethe-
less sure to be forthcoming because all aspects of human
behavior are influenced by our genetic makeup...Almost
all, however, tell us nothing about origins, nor of the range
of freedom of expression we have apart from influencing
factors.

Thus we can guess that we probably will find genetic fac-
tors that correlate with homosexuality. But we should not
even call such factors “an innate predisposition.” In the
proper and precise language of science, they are merely
“risk factors.”

Higher Levels of Distress:
The Result of Homophobia?

Homosexuals have a greater incidence of mental illness,
particularly depression and suicide, than do heterosexuals.
Activists quickly explain that this connection implies nei-
ther a necessary psychological nor a necessary biological
link between homosexuality and depression. They argue,
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rather, that suicidal depression is the unsurprising effect
on otherwise healthy individuals who have to live a clos-
eted existence in an abusive and hostile society.

We have heard this kind of argument before. It has long
been obvious that parental divorce is associated with both
severe distress and later behavioral problems among chil-
dren. Until recently, however, no scientific studies were
available to “prove” this painfully obvious point. In the
name of eliminating any harm to children, the divorce
industry in the seventies put forth the “progressive” idea
that the stigma attached to divorce caused the distress, not the
divorce itself. If divorce was normalized, they claimed, the
children would walk away unscathed. Actually, they said
further, the children would be improved, for they would not
suffer the trauma of being reared and cared for by un-self-
actualized and less-than-totally-personally-fulfilled parents.

common causes, and that unhappiness is therefore an
inherent accompaniment of homosexuality:

From May 1989 through April 1990, 1,001 adult
homosexual and bisexual men attending sexually
transmitted disease clinics were interviewed
regarding potentially abusive sexual contacts dur-
ing childhood and adolescence. Thirty-seven per-
cent of participants reported they had been
encouraged or forced to have sexual contact before
age 19 with an older or more powerful partner; 94
percent occurred with men. Median age of the
participant at first contact was 10; median age dif-
ference between partners was 11 years. Fifty-one
percent involved use of force; 33 percent involved
anal sex. Black and Hispanic men were more like-
ly than white men to report such sexual contact.

Using developmentally based criteria

Science has finally caught up with
years of experience and common sense.
Numerous studies now confirm that
divorce inflicts lifelong damage on
children far greater than that caused by
parental unhappiness.  Even the
divorce experts are beginning to recant
their earlier claims.15/

The same social-stigma theory is not

The neuroscientists
genuinely understood
the research,
and saw no reason
to make grand
pronouncements.

to define sexual abuse, 93 percent of
participants reporting sexual contact
with an older or more powerful part-
ner were classified as sexually
abused. Our data suggest the risk of
sexual abuse may be high among
some male youth, and increased
attention should be devoted to pre-
vention as well as early identification
and treatment.17/

only used to explain why so many

homosexuals are unhappy, it is even used to explain why
so many homosexuals renuin unhappy about being homo-
sexual—gay liberation notwithstanding. They label that
unhappiness as itself a “symptom,” or in the more politi-
cally correct literature as “internalized homophobia”:

... membership of [sic] a stigmatized minority sex-
uality may exacerbate causes of sexual dysfunc-
tion. The effects of discordant lifestyle and identi-
ty, homosexual identity formation, dyshphoria
and internalized homophobia on sexual function-
ing are three examples of these factors of specific
relevance to being homosexual in this culture. The
effects of AIDS, difficulties arising from the
mechanics of safer sex and the psychosexual
effects of oppression on healthy sexual functioning
all indicate how factors important to (but not
caused by) minority sexual status may influence

sexuality functioning 16/

The Prevalence of Sexual Abuse
in the Childhoods of Homosexuals

The self-serving explanation for homosexual distress, how-
ever, is undermined by what we now know about the ter-
rible effects of childhood trauma on the emotional well-
being of adults. Many studies demonstrate a sadly dispro-
portionate extent of sexual abuse in the childhoods of
homosexual men, suggesting at the least that both homo-
sexual unhappiness and homosexuality itself derive from
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The same is true for pedophiles:

The association between perpetration of sexual
abuse and the offender’s own victimization as a
child has been well documented in the literature.
Various researchers have examined this relation-
ship by assessing the exclusiveness of the sexual
abuser’s behavior, the gender of his victims and
the gender of his own childhood abuser.... Subjects
were 135 pedophiles ... who admitted to their
offenses. A total of 42 percent of pedophiles
reported being sexually victimized in their own
childhoods .... [and] appear to choose their age-
specific victims in accordance with the age of
their own experience of sexual victimiztion.
Although the cause of child molestation remains
undetermined, these results support social-learn-
ing and modeling theories.18/

Is Social Disapproval the Cause of Distress
Among Both Pedophiles and Homosexuals?

In spite of its superficial appeal and the activists’ repeated
claims, no studies support the hypothesis that the social
disapproval of homosexuality is the prime cause of the
high levels of internal distress evident in homosexual pop-
ulations even long before AIDS. (That social stigma would
cause some distress, is of course the small kernel of truth
upon which the exaggeration is built.)
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Suchstudies as theone cited immediately above suggest that
both the high levels of emotional distress, as well as homo-
sexuality itself, have at least one common root in painful
childhood experiences, in the same way that other devia-
tions from the sexual norm (such as pedophilia) likewise do.
It makes just as much sense to claim that the high levels of
psychological abnormality and personal distress found
among pedophiles are due solely to the social disapproval
of pedophilia.
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