


¢ FRIENDSHIP, MALE

emotionally stormy and unpredictable
relationship between a man and awoman.
So Romanticism revived the classical
model of friendship for which Hellenic
antecedents could always be held up as an
ideal by such homosexual admirers of
antiquity as Johann Joachim Winckel-
mann, a thinker who in Goethe’s words
""felt himself born for a friendship of this
kind” and “became conscious of his true
self only under this form of friendship.”

Ambiguities of the Modern Situ-
ation. The ambivalence which the Chris-
tian attitude toward male homoeroticism
introduced into the equation always made
for mixed feelings on the subject. (As late
as the 1930s German legal authors seeking
tojustify the Nazilaws against homosexu-
ality claimed that their purpose was to
keep relations between men—but not
women—iree of the sexual element.)

It was in this context that the first
psychiatric writers on homosexuality for-
mulated their definitions, taking as their
point of departure the notion that in
“normal” subjects sexual contact with
members of the same sex caused aversion
and disgust, while in pathological subjects
it was a source of pleasure. Friendship was
healthy because it remained asexual,
homosexuality was diseased because it did
not. This view was clearly not acceptable
to defenders of homophile affection. Their
rejoinder took either the form of {1) treat-
inghomosexuality as “Freundschaftseros,”
or (2} of openly asserting the homoerotic
element in male bonding and its institu-
tional expression. The first course was
followed by Elisar von Kupffer in his
anthology Lieblingsminne und Freundes-
liebe in der Weltliteratur {1900), which
inspired Edward Carpenter’s Jolius: An
Anthology of Friendship (1902}—two col-
lections of texts in which the homosexual
content was scarcely veiled. The second,
more insightful claim was put forth by
Hans Bliiher, first in Die Wander-
vogelbewegung als erotisches Phdnomen
(The German Boy Scout Movement as an
Erotic Phenomenon; 1912)and then in Die
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Rolle der Erotik in der mdnnlichen Kultur
(The Role of the Erotic in Male Culture;
1917-19). In these works Blither revived
the Platonic opposition between the eros
pandemos, the lower form of erotic attrac-
tion that united man and woman and served
as the basis of the family, and the eros
uranjos, the higher form that underlay
male bonding and was the psychological
underpinning of the state.

Controversial as this idea had to
be, it has been revived in recent times by
such authors as Lionel Tiger, who have
analyzed at length male bonding and the
advantage it gives the male sex in political
and economic competition, as well as in
shaping the ethos of teamwork which,
eveninanindividualistic society, isneces-
sary for the effective functioning of organi-
zations. Viewed in this perspective, the
inability of women either to internalize
this ethos or to participate in male bond-
ing with its ever-present, but highly sub-
dued eroticism handicaps them in two
crucial respects.

At the same time, sociologists
such as Georg Simmel denied that the old
forms of friendship were appropriate to
modern society. In particular, the tradi-
tion of pairs of warriors fighting and dying
together on the battlefield had been re-
placed by an ethos of the group, the mili-
tary unit. It was this feeling that lingered
after World War I, with its experience of
comradeship in the trenches, and carried
over into the paramilitary groups that
foughtin the streets of German cities under
the Weimar Republic. But the old ambiva-
lence remained, again finding oblique
expression on both sides of the fence divid-
ing homosexual from heterosexual. While
Ernst R6hm could boast, late in 1933, that
the homoerotic component in the SA and
SS had given the Nazis the crucial edge in
their struggle against the Weimar system,
homophobic writers could call for the
suppression of all forms of overt male
homosexuality and the enactment of even
more punitive laws—which were in fact
adopted in 1935.




Contemporary America. The
lingering distinction between friendship
and love based upon the absence or pres-
ence of the overt erotic component also
affectsrelations between homosexualmen
and heterosexual women. Certain women
feel more comfortable in their dealings
with gay men, just because they know that
they do not have to be constantly on guard
against sexual aggression, but can have
close relationships, both social and profes-
sional, that attain high levels of creativity
and imagination. Particularly in profes-
sions where homosexuality is no handi-
cap, there can be friendships between gay
men and women who take no offense at
the male’s lack of physical desire for them.

The use of “friend” or “friend-
ship” as a euphemism for the homosexual
partner (lover) and the liaison itself per-
sists. Recently the compilers of newspaper
obituary columns have taken to describ-
ing the lifelong companion of a deceased
homosexual as his “friend,” in contexts
where a heterosexual would be survived
by the spouse and children. And the author
of a bibliography of Freundschaftseros
published in West Germany in 1964 stoutly
upheld not only the distinction between
classical pederasty and modern homosexu-
ality, but also the existence of a form of
male bonding from which the erotic ele-
ment is absent.

Conclusion. The overlap since
time immemorial between friendship and
eraticism persists in the ongoing debate
over the place of homosexual feeling and
homosexual activity in modern society.
The advent of the gay rights movement
has helped some individuals become more
accepting of the erotic nature of their at-
tachments to friends of the same sex—
though some others have become more
self-conscious and defensive. The lines of
demarcation are being continually renego-
tiated as part of the revolution in moral
values that has undermined many of the
old norms without as yet formulating new
ones. It will be the task of the future to
resolve the antagonism rooted in the en-
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FRUIT

counter of classical and Judeo-Christian
attitudes toward homoeroticism/homoso-
ciality.
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FruIt

Ingeneral English usage, thisnoun
designates the edible reproductive body of
a seed plant, particularly one having a
sweet pulp. In North American slang,
especially in the second and third quarter
of the twentieth century, it has been a
disparaging epithet for a male homosex-
ual—sometimes used in the vocative:
“Hey, fruit!”

Unlikely asitmay seem, the term
belongs to that significant class of words
in which a pejorative appellation at one
time given to women shifted to male
homosexuals (compare gay and faggot).
The explanation of this transfer is as fol-
lows. At the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, fruit meant an easy mark, a naive
person susceptible to influence, reflecting
the notion that in nature fruits are “easy
pickings.” From this sense it came to mean
“a girl or woman easy to oblige.” The
transfer and specialization to gay men was
probably assisted by the stereotypes that
homosexuals are soft and use scent. In the
1940s, the heterosexual counterpart was
the more specific “tomato,” an available
woman.

In England the expression “old
fruit” is a mild term of affection (compare
“old bean”). Theword may also be aclipped
form of “fruitcake”—from “nutty as a
fruitcake.”



