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EXAMINATION 
OF THE WORK OF MR. DUFIEUX, 
ENTITLED: NATURE AND VIRGINITY, 
CONSIDERATIONS PHYSIOLOGICAL IF'IT THE CBLIBAT RELIGIOUS. 
SIRS, 
As an obscure but devoted disciple of that philosophical school which places in human reason the source and criterion of all our beliefs, and for whom the legitimacy of natural inclinations is an axiom, I could not view in cold blood the publication of a work in which the opposite thesis, despite the ambiguities of the form, is explicitly defended. Until now, the defenders of ecclesiastical celibacy had drawn their arguments from the renunciation of the impressions of nature in order to rise to a more sublime mission: pure contemplation or the devotion of the apostolate. If the author had confined himself to the consideration of the religious principle, certainly none of us would have thought of raising the discussion to a height above all attack. But he disdains this advantage. 
Coming out of his entrenchments, as he himself declares, it is in the name of nature, it is supported by Natural History, that he comes to support the thesis, if I may say so, of indifference in matters of generation. To run over this dangerous paradox was for me both a duty and a temptation. I did not want to resist this 

first move. I yield to it with pleasure, with confidence before the impartial and enlightened judges who hear me. 
They know me well enough to know that this serious question will only be discussed in a manner worthy of them. I therefore pass over the malicious remarks which already seem to have made the ex-surgeon of the Antiquaille assume some special interest in the debate being resolved in favour of free operation; and, animated by a conviction at least equal to that of the author, I enter into the matter. 
Is the union of the sexes ordered by natural law? No, answers M. Dufieux very categorically. This act, for individuals, is entirely optional; everything proves that it is not part of the Creator's plan to compel them to do so. 
Developing his thought in order to refute in advance the objections of his opponents, the author establishes that neither the presence of sexual organs, nor the existence of the inclinations which solicit him to use them, nor the need for his health, nor the interests of the propagation of the species, can make one suppose that man is, by nature, obliged to marry. We ourselves have adopted this division of the work, in order to facilitate the examination to which we will submit it. 

CHAPTER 1. 
PRESENCE OF THE ORGANS. 
The intentions of the Creator can be ascertained by examining His works; for a sovereignly intelligent cause no more does the unnecessary than it omits the necessary. Therefore, when you see organs, conclude, without fear of error, that they have not been put there for any other purpose than to serve. This is what simple common sense says; this is what a well-understood respect for omnipotent wisdom does not allow us to ignore; this is what the eminent naturalists have done, whose powerful deduction has been able to guess, by anatomical inspection alone, the character and morals of certain animal species. 
M. Dufieux does not want it to be so for the genital apparatus. He first remarks that the ejaculatory ducts, in man, open into the urethra; there is thus only one organ for two functions, the emission of sperm and that of urine. In this arrangement, the representative of copulation has only the second place. This "peremptorily demonstrates," he says, "that the Creator had so little idea of giving us a definite expression of the obligation of the act by the presence of organs that he did not even wish to create an organic apparatus solely and entirely assigned to copulation. " 
Gentlemen, the oesophagus and the trachea are joined at the pharynx in a single duct. We have thus far transgressed the law of nature by allowing ourselves to breathe in the air. 

and eat? There is more: the author is very anxious to prove that the spermatic canals are, in relation to the urethra, only a secondary branch (1); that the former open into the latter, not the latter into the former: and you have seen the consequence he draws from this. But further on, examining the same apparatus in the other sex, he writes (page 66) that "the urinary canal opens into the vagina"! Now, the latter being obviously the main conduit here, would Mr. Dufieux dare to accuse us of inconsistency, if in the name of his doctrine, and with his text in hand, we were to maintain, in our turn, that "the Creator had so little idea of giving to the woman by the presence of organs a certain expression of the obligation to urinate, that he did not even want to create in her an apparatus solely and entirely assigned to this use! 
But let us pass: this is undoubtedly only a lost sentinel, a trial balloon; and we will not do the author the injustice of saying: Ab uno disce omnes. 
The cavernous body, agent of erection, fulfils this condition of being used only for copulation. But, says the author, "there is in this organ something precarious and unstable, which prevents it from being continuously itself. Its presence in the economy can therefore have no definite meaning in relation to the obligation to perform the conjugal act." Moreover, he continues, 
(t) Physiology is nothing less than fixed on this important point, which M. Dufieux considers to be granted to him without dispute. 
But it is by patient dissections, by research into comparative anatomy, that we shall be able to complete what has already been done in this direction, and not by speculative considerations, provoked by the need for a discussion in which science intervenes only as a means of defence. 

"The Creator having placed the erectile power outside the human will, man cannot be obliged, by nature, to produce an erection. It is a singular deduction! 
Is the stomach, then, constantly, and at will, in the vital conditions in which the feeling of hunger develops? And would the intermittence, the independence of this sensation prove, by any chance, in your opinion, that it can be indifferent to give it satisfaction when it comes to appear? 
Copulation, the author continues, "is not an essential function - since it is abolished in the old man and ignored in the child. n-What can be said of a botanist who would claim that the destination of the tree is not to bear fruit, because, too young, it does not yet bear fruit, and, too old, it no longer bears fruit? 
Fourth argument (but this one gets serious). 
"The organs of generation are distributed among two distinct beings. Now, it is not reasonable to suppose that, in order to oblige us to the act, God began by withdrawing a part of these organs from our power, by endowing each of the sexes with only half of the instruments necessary for the accomplishment of the copulatory act. Moreover , says the author, the anatomical and physiological conditions are such that in no case can the one who is averse to copulation be forced by the other to undergo it. Could God have indicated more clearly that this act is not a necessity of the organism, that it constitutes only a purely optional function? 
I could, against the preceding theorem, invoke the very real fact of that infinite diversity of tastes, of caprices, which, combined with the no less fruitful diversity of physical and moral conformations, always ends by gathering together the best of the best. 

yesterday all the beings of the creation in harmonic couples. 
The will that we are rightly shown to be able to prevent rapprochement, actually provokes it much more than it hinders it. The man for whom this isolation of the sexes would remain an insurmountable barrier all his life would be quite disgraced! And the trivial proverb, a well-founded hope of any young lady who is a little too grown-up, is verified at every moment by such curious examples that it is also permissible to see a law in this game of nature which often takes pleasure in accomplishing, in spite of all forecasts, there as in the case of the famous system of the aromas, the mutual clinging of the most varied, of the most bizarre. 
As far as I am concerned, gentlemen, I believe that I read in this division of the sexes into two beings a completely different design on the part of our Mother Nature. She has destined man to live in society: no one disputes this, and I would find eloquent proof of this, if necessary, in these very pages which I am analysing before your eyes. But often selfish, jealous, greedy and violent passions are born of contact between people, of the friction of interests. To prevent, to calm these seeds of discord, farsighted wisdom has used a weapon that it had ready in its hands. The instinct of reproduction, the first and most powerful of the needs she has placed in our hearts, thanks to the isolation of the sexes, she uses to bring individuals together, to group them and hold them by the most attractive of links. Thus, what perpetuates the species will at the same time constitute the family, this essential nucleus of the social cell, without one of the two results ever having to suffer, on the contrary, from the predominant development that the second of these instincts would take. 

If society benefits from the necessity providentially imposed on the two sexes to seek each other out in order to unite, how much more admirable will this natural obligation appear to us by the role it plays in the relations between children and parents. Suppose the two sexes are united in a single individual: the formation of the foetus, from then on, becomes a simple recreational secretion; its birth an exemption, which leaves no more memories than it imposes duties. In the plans of nature, on the contrary, how much tenderness merges, how much gratitude is exchanged, how much care is lavished around a cradle! It is with this aim in mind, no doubt, that God endowed each of the two parents with only half of the prolific power, so that the child would be the token, as well as the fruit, of a love proven by the mutual consent that its procreation implies. 
Take a look at the zoological series; see there this isolation of the sexes gradually diminishing as sociability fades, in proportion as the supervision of the parents is less necessary to their offspring. In mammals other than man, an almost forced instinct, with periodic returns, replaces this faculty incessantly in force in the King of creation. 
Also, there already, no more freely consented union, revived by intimate life and multiplied contacts; no more lasting relations of the young ones with those who have engendered them. 
In fish, true copulation is replaced by fecundation at a distance, without spouses, where two individuals are sufficient to reproduce and animate hundreds of eggs that are abandoned as soon as they are vivified. Follow this decadence of the generative act, parallel to the gradual affaihlissement 
He 

of the attributes of the relationship life. Notice, a little further down, in the arachnids, a single mating that operates the fertilization of several successive clutches. Finally, come to the molluscs; and when you remember that, in order to find hermaphroditism, it was necessary to descend to those beings chained to the exclusive exercise of purely vegetative functions, then turn your eyes towards the upper end of the scale, and ask yourselves whether the mode of generation instituted for us by the Creator would not have some other meaning than to teach us the liberty of not begetting. After a laborious calculation of the proportion of births to deaths, the author establishes that the number of men, compared to that of women, is about 102 per 100. 
Here then, he concludes, are two men out of a hundred, whom nature supposes to be without companions. Now, either the Creator was very short-sighted, or it must be admitted that he did not intend to give us our organs on the express condition that we should use them, since he does not provide the means for all of us. 
Observation and reasoning depose over and over again, either against the fact that serves as the basis for this long sophism, or against the consequences that the author has deduced from this alleged fact. 
And first of all, there are countries, Asia and Africa, where female births are, on the contrary, in the majority. In truth, Mr. Dufieux will attribute this to local customs. I see in it the sign of a providential compensation; and I say to myself that a fact which varies according to place cannot be the expression of a general law. 

Then, if fewer girls are born than boys, it is recognized that the higher mortality among the latter has almost restored the balance by the fifteenth year. However, there would still be a surplus for the male sex. 
But this surplus is destroyed by wars, travels, emigrations, whose effects are much less on the other sex. 
Mr. Dufieux claims against this observation. 
This last fact, he says, cannot be invoked against us; for if God has claimed to manifest His will in His works, it must be by acts which emanate directly from Him, much better than by facts which require human intervention between them and Him. Now, wars, voyages, emigrations, which may have their application in the moral order, depart from the physiological law; they are not the product of mere nature, but of the will of man who has done violence to it." I have purposely left the floor to M. Dufieux; I like to hear him declare (and perhaps I shall have occasion to repeat it to him myself), that if God has manifested His will, it is not by desjaits which require human intervention between them and Him. On the point at issue, I will limit myself to pointing out that man, destined by nature to feed his family, encounters in the fatigues, the hardships, the hard work, the hazards of all kinds to which this mission obliges him, many more causes of death than his companion waiting peacefully at home. 
These are no longer transient accidental causes, disavowed by supreme wisdom; their return is as constant as their natural origin. We would therefore be no more authorized to deny them than to hope for their mitigation. 
Let us grant, however, that this numerical disproportion 

that it hides some intention of God. Is the one that M. Dufieux thinks himself entitled to attribute to it the only one, the most plausible? The woman's organism, as you know, is so disposed that she is continually susceptible to the approaches of the husband; the man, on the contrary, is organized in such a way as to be able to satisfy the woman only at intervals. It would not be repugnant, therefore , to imagine that the supreme provider, if I may be permitted this comparison, wished to compensate for the inability of men to remain under arms as long as the enemy, by the number of combatants. This would be the complement of the thought which made him prolong, more for the man than for the woman, the period of the life where they can generate. In a word, to distribute in each sex an equal amount of procreative aptitude, and to redeem, in one, by the duration of strength or by the multiplicity of its moments of action, what is taken away by its obligatory intermittence, here is a cause that reason, it seems to me, would have no reason to refuse to admit. 
Let us, I want to say, give our opponent an even better share. Yes, there are more men than women everywhere and at every age. But before I give up, please, honored colleague, resolve a slight difficulty that worries me. You start from the fact that there are more men than women, interpret God's will for them as you wish, and conclude that they are obliged to do nothing. That is fine. And if, in his turn, taking the question from the other side, some philosopher were to remark, not that too many men are born, but that too few women are born, to what system of pre-established promiscuity would he not lead you in the name of the same principles? For if in the Creator's view, different 

The difference in plus implies rest, the difference in minus can only impose excessive work. Do not fear, however, dear colleague, my logic would be reproached for having made your orthodoxy blush. Let us move on, I agree. 
Pass me the freedom of action; I dispense with the too free action! 

CHAPTER II. 
INCLINATIONS OF MAN. 
There exists in the depths of our nature an inclination which leads us to desire the conjugal act. Must this inclination lead us to suppose the obligation or necessity of this act? 
We can sense Mr. Dufieux's answer. Let us see how he justifies it. 
This inclination, embarrassing for his cause, he will first do everything to lessen it. In the first place, he says, it is, in its normal state, neither an invincible necessity, nor a passion fatally entraining. Then comes a tiny theory, too curious to let it pass unnoticed. Man, says the author, has two kinds of organs: some intended for the maintenance of life, others intended to serve as instruments in our relations with material objects. The organs of nutrition belong to the first group; the organs of the senses belong to the second. If it is absurd to try to stifle the voice of the former, it is no less evident that the latter can be condemned to rest with impunity. To go without food would be suicide. But would there be the same danger of remaining without seeing or speaking? 
This is all very true. But what is its application to the present thesis? Here it is: There is no one who, in connection with the genesis instinct, has not twenty times read or used expressions similar to these: the empire of the senses, 

the storms of the senses. No more is needed for Mr. Dufieux. 
In the name of this gross similarity, the generative apparatus, that marvellous whole which God has placed so high in the hierarchy of functions, of which physiologists have made a third life distinct from the other two, is placed without any manner of speaking beside the sense of smell or taste. And we believe ourselves to be largely at liberty to confess that, compared with the other organs of the senses, its voice seems more distinct and better characterized! 
But however weak it may be, however swallowed up it may be, need or simple desire, this inclination exists, universal, indestructible. What to do with it? For if we have been able to lessen it, we dare not deny it. M. Dufieux takes a simpler view: he explains its existence by the degradation of man, a degradation resulting from sin and the original punishment with which God struck humanity. The image that God himself had made could only constitute a being inclined to good, and fallen man is a being inclined to evil, etc. 
Gentlemen, such a solution is not one to be discussed. But will it appear satisfactory to readers who remember the words written at the head of the same chapter: "The considerations we are about to make belong essentially to physiology; therefore, in all our researches, we shall never leave the domain of natural history, that is to say, all our proofs will be based on this science. Mr. Dufieux then devotes long and eloquent pages to proving that the will can dominate this cursed inclination; that continence ends up calming it; that debauchery alone sharpens it to the point of making it untamable. 
He even pushes obligingly, putting the hygienic precept beside the danger, to the point of indicating the easy 

remedy for this condition in the cultivation of mathematics or water lilies. We will not follow him on this ground. 
To say that one can abstain, to demonstrate even that one has the right to impose this deprivation on oneself, is not at all to have proved that it is licit to one who wishes above all to remain faithful to the wish of nature. It takes the strongest will to resist indefinitely this imperative though intermittent order. The stomach also speaks, it accuses a need. 
To tame one's voice, at least for a while, one needs all the energy of the will. And yet the will is powerless to command the appetite, as it is powerless to command the voluptuous sensation and the erectile phenomenon. Are we to conclude from this that abstinence is in the plans of Almighty Wisdom, and that the stomach was given to man especially for fasting? 
There is, moreover, a singular ambiguity in this whole discussion, which I am not allowed to believe is involuntary. In order to celebrate continence, examples of chastity are given as proof. Then, if it is a question of decrying the reproductive instinct, it is the defilements of debauchery, the infamous depravities of Paganism, that are put before our eyes. Is it by inadvertence that the measure has been filled on one side, while omitting to fill it on the other? This reproach, which invalidates his entire argument, was undoubtedly foreseen by Mr. Dufieux, for he himself anticipates it: "To appreciate," he says, "how much more worthy of man is continence than copulation, it is advisable, in our opinion, to examine both in the exaggerated use that can be made of them, rather than in a state of separation which would not offer us sufficiently clear-cut characteristics. The question, thus 

The question that has been posed seems to me to be resolved against Mr. Dufieux; for he relies on what is, on what he knows to be exceptional, in order to qualify and condemn as similar everything that lies between the two extremes that he has been pleased to take as types. If it is a painting that you are projecting, there is nothing better than to look for colour effects. Erase the background, magnify the objects in the foreground; artist, your goal will be achieved. But before science, such an artifice does not even give the cause that employs it the illusion of a moment of triumph. When you have set the famous continence of Alexander and Scipio against the orgies of Nero and Sardanapalus, what will you have proved, for any cold-blooded judge, except that an isolated victory over his passions is as easy for a man as habitual libertinism is shameful and harmful to him? But chastity and absolute continence are two, just as marriage and a life of debauchery. Utere, non abutere, will always remain the motto of the wise man. And although the consequences of excess are certainly more deplorable than those of abstinence, the party of the just middle will still rally the immense majority of votes. 
Let us conclude: yes, I agree with the author, man can repress, in a circumstance, for a period of time, the genital instinct towards a certain woman. He will do more: this accidental, temporary, personal deprivation, he will know how to impose it all his life. 
But what self-immolation is required for such a triumph! Medicine knows you, solitary struggles from which the victor most often emerges only at the price of an ignoble ransom! Is this the natural man? 
gkjjjefpes fWurs remain immobile for years. 

A certain saintly person spent a quarter of his life on a column. Did God wish to teach us by this that man, whom He has endowed with locomotive organs, is free to prefer the existence of a mollusc? 

CHAPTER NI. 
EFFECTS OF ABSOLUTE CONTINENCE ON HEALTH. 
God has made the regular performance of organic functions the condition of life and health. Did He intend that sickness or death should be the punishment of him who violates this precept by maintaining absolute continence? 
Not yet, says M. Dufieux; and he bases his answer on two distinct considerations: one rational, the other experimental. He establishes first of all that the accumulation in the organism of the materials of generation never constitutes a danger, because nature knows how to get rid of them at the right moment. Secondly, he argues that the diseases attributed by some authors to continence have, in reality, quite different causes. 
On the first point, the author begins with an extremely specious argument, which demands our full attention. 
Menstruation," he says, "is a means instituted by Providence to maintain the equilibrium of the economy, by eliminating the materials of generation when they are not employed by nature, and thus to prevent the diseases which might arise either from the influx of blood to the genitals of the woman, or from its superabundance in the whole organism. Virginity can therefore invoke this phenomenon in its favour, and it can be considered as an authorisation of celibacy, given by nature itself; for it testifies that virginity cannot harm health, by this very simple reason that the men- 

struation rids the economy of the materials of generation and prevents the plethoric accidents of which continence might be the cause." 
If one feels, as I have said, some embarrassment in front of this proposition, it is because it expresses a very exact fact, the explanation of which alone is erroneous. It is positive, that in every catamenial epoch, mature ovules are spontaneously expelled. But did nature, in expelling them in this way, wish to place them in conditions favourable to fecundation? or did she simply, as the author supposes, wish to get rid of them? The truth is, here, all the more difficult to penetrate, since plethoric accidents are very actually caused by the suppression, delay or insufficiency of menstruation. 
But under this vague name of plethora, the author, it is easy to see, has confused the overabundance of the generative elements supplied by the woman, the ovules, with the congestion resulting from the retention of the blood destined to come out at the time of each spontaneous egg-laying. Take away the support of this equivocation from his thesis, and it will crumble at once. For if, with menstruation lacking, an excess of reproductive material accumulates in the economy, various consequences should follow, of which, unfortunately for the thesis of M. 
Dufieux, observation offers us the exact opposite every day. Thus: A defectively regulated woman should be fertilized more easily, since she keeps, so to speak, ovules in store. But the opposite is one of the commonplace truths of practical medicine. 
Two girls menstruate at 14 or 15 years of age. But one continues to menstruate regularly; the other, after a few normal returns, sees this flow suppressed until 

18 years old. What flame will not ignite, in the latter, the genital instinct fanned by the retention, for four years, of those elements, according to M. Dufieux, so threatening to continence! Well, observation shows that if she is indeed subject to various congestions, tired of blood, passion, most often, slumbers just as peacefully in her as in her eumenorrheic companion. 
There is more (and here we are entering the study of the normal state): if the menstrual evacuation has been instituted to facilitate continence, necessarily after each period the fires of desire will be dampened, will fall to their minimum. Now, it is just the opposite that is noticed. And if Mr. Dufieux, preoccupied with ideas of another order, has found himself badly placed to note the fact, I can affirm to him, with all those who have wanted or will want to direct their attention to this point, that genital appetence has its paroxysm towards this period; that such a woman, usually alien to these impressions, never feels that immediately after the monthly tribute, sensations arise which astonish her. 
Is more necessary to show the inanity of this hypothesis? Nature, in this so regular return of the phenomenon, would have had as its aim, the new Penelope, only to destroy in three days what it has just accomplished in a month! Call then the name of excrement this pollen floating in the air, a loaded letter that nature will know how to send to its address! Call that multitude of eggs which the female fish annually spreads on the sand a vile discharge! You are free to see it as a providentially ordered precaution to facilitate her continence. I, who notice that the male 

I suspect that it may have some other purpose than to provide you with an argument. 
As far as the male sex is concerned, the question is not in doubt. But I confess that it is with a sort of sorrow that we see the author elevate to the rank of a natural function those seminal losses, of which every man is ashamed and disgusted; which we almost reproach ourselves, although involuntary; which always leave after them a deep and lasting feeling of sadness. Compare this moral state with the pure joy, the instinctive pride which follows, in spite of the sweet melancholy of the first moments, the free and full possession of the beloved object, and say whether, afterwards as before, nature has not indicated to us clearly enough what pleases her and what violates her! 
Perhaps it would not be necessary to press this argument very much to find in it the justification of onanism in every bachelor who is burned by the fires of desire! But let's imitate the author, and let's not insinuate anything. 
As for the diseases attributed to carnal abstinence, Mr. Dufieux is quite right in reducing to its proper dimensions the rather too broad framework that had been carved out for them. In this respect, I will only reproach him with one thing: I will only reproach him for having, at pleasure, magnified the objection, perhaps in order to authorize himself, by showing its exaggeration, to present it as entirely imaginary. He also wins an easy victory, by showing in so many chapters that the deprivation of conjugal enjoyments does not lead to impotence, hysteria, madness, or premature death. 
But luxury itself, in proof, is often there only to veil indigence; and it has been easier for the apostle of celibacy to exonerate him from these chimerical grievances, than to stifle the just complaints of physicians who have so many oc- 

the effect of this forced regime on its victims. In relation to the longevity of priests. 
of which he makes an argument in favour of continence, we know that it is exceeded by six years among the academics. 
Do I mean to say, then, that continence threatens health with a direct attack? No. If the countryman, if the prisoner, can live without using the apparatus of intellect or locomotion; if it is true to say that the inaction of the organs gradually annihilates, in these cases, the instinctive desire to exercise the function, it is the same for reproduction. Since the result is of no importance to the preservation of the individual, the Creator had no need to warn us by a sensation as imperious as thirst and hunger, to punish us by immediate suffering, for having resisted it. It would have been (let us, in turn, interpret His views) a flagrant contradiction to His primordial plan. For an act which commits two individuals and imposes serious duties on them, he should not arm either of them with an impulse which might compel him to do violence to the other at times. The bond of families and societies would have been loosened too quickly, if it had been tied by compulsion. However, in suppressing the morbid disturbance which everywhere else is the sanction of His disregarded laws, God has invited us here by a charm so particularly attractive, so superior to all other pleasures, so intimately connected with the highest moral enjoyments, that He must have believed His express will sufficiently notified. 
But, once again, man must remain master of himself in relations which do not interest him alone; and the absolute immolation which I am fighting against, an abusive consequence of this freedom, is there to testify, by a deplorable but significant example, that he possesses it without limits. 

CHAPTER IV. 
EFFECTS OF ABSOLUTE CONTINENCE ON THE PROPAGATION OF THE SPECIES. 
All organized beings are destined to perpetuate their species by reproduction. God wished to write this common law on man's body and in his heart, and Christianity consecrates it by the most expressive formula. If, then, in each sex, a certain number of individuals abstain from contributing to this end, is not the divine precept violated by them? No," replies M. Dufieux, "and no less categorically; for their inaction, under the conditions in which it takes place, does not harm the multiplication of the species; much more, it increases it! 
Certainly, the theorem is bold: let us see if the proofs will justify it. 
We already know that, for the author, " menstruation is established in order to rid the female organism of the materials of generation." However, a scruple comes back to him here about the plausibility of the role he has assigned to this phenomenon. Perhaps, indeed, he reflects, God has only permitted this periodic separation of the ovum in order to place it in conditions where its contact with the sperm is more intimate. But, initiated as he seems to be into the views of the Creator, this objection does not stop him for more than seven lines. This was not his intention," he says, "for the phenomenon which favours the fertilisation of the ovum favours its expulsion just as much. Now, since the 

Creator promotes both fertilization and expulsion, it cannot be argued that he only promotes fertilization. 
If He had wanted to favour only fertilisation, He was wise enough and powerful enough to favour only that. I do not know, gentlemen, if, in spite of your faith, God will appear to you to be powerful enough to have fully vindicated Mr. Dufieux here. In my eyes, I confess, this migration of the ovules absolutely cannot be reduced to the rank of an excretory function. With the physiologists, I see in it an admirable concert between two correlative acts, thanks to which the mature ovum leaves its envelope and goes to meet the fertilizing fluid, so that the latter can reach it at whatever height the male has projected it into the vulvo-uterotubal duct. 
However, the author objects, in order for the ovum to be fertilized, was it necessary for it to leave the ovary, since the sperm can reach the ovary, as Bischoff has observed? But, supposing even (which I deny) that it is often so, could this sperm which you have seen on the ovary have vivified a single ovum, if it had not previously left its vesicle? And was not this exit the first stage, necessarily followed by all the others, of this journey of the ovum outside, which you endeavour to represent as not indispensable to its fertilisation? 
But, the author insists, "God could have kept the ovules adherent to the ovary until the nervous jolt imparted to the economy by the venereal orgasm determined its detachment: in this way, he could have forced the ovum to come into contact with the seed; in this way, no ovum would have been rejected without having 

He had to pass through the conditions capable of fertilizing it. Now, since evidently God did not follow this program which we like to detail to him, M. Dufieux infers that it is "because he pretended not to establish anything fixed, invariable, necessary in the reproductive phenomena independent of human will, as if he had feared that man would take advantage of these facts to proclaim the obligation of the propagation of the species. " 
It is now my turn to interpret the views of the Creator. But, I must declare, my method differs entirely from this one. When I seek to penetrate the final goal of supreme wisdom, and especially when I wish to conclude from the study of the function to the hygienic or moral precept, I take as my starting point, not what God has not done, but what He has done. Now what do I see here? In two words: more copulations than conceptions, more ovules evacuated than fertilized. What consequence can we draw from this? Quite simply that, wishing to remove from our free will the right to engender at will, the great organiser, here as in the two kingdoms, has multiplied, even at the cost of an apparent prodigality of means, the conditions favourable to the realisation of his plan. 
He has done more for man: while in animal species, even those very close to our own, any sexual approach is almost always fertile, in our case he has very clearly allowed a considerable number of copulations without result. But shall we call them sterile those relations in which the bond which unites two beings seems each time to be tightened by a sweeter embrace? And if such a privilege, which may seem to be a departure from the general order, were justified in any part of creation, was it not che: woman, to whom this intimacy of a 

and for her more precious to the heart than to the senses, - would have imposed, with such a heavy burden (1), dangers ignored in the lower ranks of the zoological scale? 
The unfitness of certain individuals to beget is invoked by M. Dufieux as an argument no less peremptory. In bees and ants, reproduction is entrusted to a privileged caste; then there is a much larger number of neutral beings. Is not this, he cries, a constant and regular product of nature? Could she tell us more clearly that her intention is not necessarily to push all beings into paternity?-The example, I agree, is perfectly chosen. The example, I agree, is perfectly chosen, and I declare myself ready to admit the legitimacy of its application to the human species, as soon as M. Dufieux has shown me the normal presence among us of a class of individuals congenerically destined, by a distinct organization and morals, to play the part of eunuchs. 
As you know, gentlemen, nature has not created such clear-cut differences among us. But there are, however, cases of impotence and sterility. Although they are few in number, although most of them are the result of a pathological condition, and although they are subject to being disproved by the change of one of the spouses, these examples of infertility could not fail to be called upon to support the thesis which I am attacking. For me, I declare, in the place of my adver- 
(i) Taking literally this sort of right to rest, which nature seems to have wished to grant to the weaker sex, I have seen a mother - in truth as unworthy of this name as of that of wife - separate from her husband for no other reason than that of 'IUt' seven years in a row, without the slightest intermission. 

I would have left them out. For what can prove an accident, an anomaly, which by its rarity alone allows us to classify it among the exceptions? Anencephali, ilio-femoral dislocations, cerebral softenings and morbid impotence are born. What upright mind would want to conclude that, by this, God wanted to show that He does not oblige us to think or to walk? 
Mr. Dufieux does not understand this. On the contrary, these clear-seeded facts of sterility seem to him so decisive that, armed with such an argument, he believes himself strong enough to take another step, and what a step! in the system of negation which he pursues. Sterility proves, he says, "not only that nature does not command us to copulate, but that it does not even seem to authorize it . He does not decline any of the consequences of this assertion, and concludes verbatim that "marriage can only be in reality a toleration of nature." Now, on what is this theorem based? On a very pretty syllogism, the terms of which I would like to reproduce exactly: Sexual union is authorized by nature only in individuals really capable of engendering; Now, there are sterile beings, whose generative inability science cannot a priori predict; Therefore, since none of those who wish to marry can answer that they possess this aptitude, they cannot be formally authorized by nature to marry. 
Gentlemen, I have the good fortune to speak, not in an assembly of casuists, but before physicians. Between us, to faithfully expose such principles is to have sufficiently refuted them. However, I will take advantage of the opportunity and, like M. Dufieux, I want to state my entire thought here. There are copulations not followed by conception; 

there are sterile beings. No one disputes this. But is this a valid reason for making abstinence a precept? 
Not every grain thrown into the ground becomes an ear of corn. Is it necessary to spare the seed? In practical medicine, a dose of medicine has been accidentally discharged intact. Is this an indication to suspend the treatment? No, without a doubt: we study the terrain better, we vary the method and we redouble our activity. 
I cannot believe that the same premises, in another order of facts, could lead to an opposite consequence. And when I see a couple conformed and regularly constituted, animated by this mutual desire which seems to answer that the goal will become a result, although nothing shows me that they possess the generative faculty, I confess that I see no inconvenience in their attempting the experiment (the expression is from M. Dutleux).And if, afterwards, they are told that there are sterile beings, and that they might well belong to this class, I confess that I shall see only one more reason for them not to consider themselves defeated by a first failure, and to think that it is for the active military to make up for the invalids. 
Not only does virginity, according to M. Dufieux, not only do not diminish the population, but it increases it. This is indeed his thought, and very formally expressed; for no one would wish to lend to such a pious mind the intention of a guilty equivocation, when he writes that "the celibacy of priests tends to increase the propagation of the species. 
Let us follow his reasoning. Man, he says, is essentially an imitator: example impresses and persuades him much more than precept. Therefore, when people see before them men who remain strangers to the pleasures of the marriage bed, will they not feel the birth of 

more easily in his heart the desire to follow in their footsteps? They were able to remain virgins," he will say, "shall we not be able to be chaste? From then on, the idea of duty, in the nuptial bed, will replace that of pleasure; and we will see the disappearance of the depravity of morals, and consequently, of conjugal onanism, which is such a significant cause of the decrease in the reproduction of the species. 
My answer will be easy: yes, you can indeed expect this valuable result from the teaching of Christian morality. But, in order to be authorized to expect it from the example given by its ministers, it would be necessary first to have demonstrated that, where the same teaching does not give the same example, the upward movement of the population is, relatively, less. Now, go through the countries where Protestantism dominates (I mean equally civilized countries), and even pronounce yourself, - if there is a difference to whose advantage it is! 
We must conclude, gentlemen, and above all, after the criticism, we must formulate my personal opinion. I have more interest in this than you could possibly desire, for it never entered into my mind to express an unqualified condemnation of absolute continence, and I am anxious that the repeated denials imposed on me by the necessities of the discussion should not be interpreted in this way. But, with this very concession, I am very much afraid that I will not be able to agree with Mr. Dufieux. I am afraid that with this very concession I cannot agree with M. Dufieux, for although we both take the same point of departure, we are still on the same path. 

I have to despair almost equally of seeing them come to a common conclusion or to a place of conciliation. 
As for myself, with my eyes turned solely to natural instinct, and purposely isolating myself from any preoccupation that might distract me from it, there is only one kind of continence that appears to me to be compatible with human organization: that which establishes itself by the force of things, by the mere equilibrium of functions, when vital activity, called elsewhere by a dominant stimulus, forgets, as it were, the sphere of the sensual appetites. 
Yes, I understand the virginity which is unaware of itself and does not feel itself subjected to it; which is born of the temperament without being imposed upon it; which, absorbed by the contemplation of abstract truth, by the poetic cult of the beautiful, by the outbursts of philanthropic ardour, crushes the genital pole of an indifference without struggle. The virginity of Newton, of St. Vincent de Paul, of Joan of Arc, I understand it, I admire it, and it is with pride for humanity that I proclaim it a natural state. Such a situation, from whatever point of view it may be considered, is entitled to our respect; for the virginity which penetrated the laws of gravitation, the virginity which opened an asylum to abandoned children, the virginity which saved the fatherland, who would dare to call it infertile? 
But if, instead of being a result, this abstinence pretends to become an agent; if, reversing the order emanating from the Creator, the creature begins by oppressing one of his most pressing inclinations in order to attain I know not what ideal perfection; if, for this purpose, he sees himself forced into debilitating austerities or into struggles more degrading than defeat, then, I ask,-who will be able to contradict me when I assert that there the innate tendencies 

have been violated, that there has been, there is effort. Meritorious effort, I know, in another order of ideas; but effort so unsympathetic to the constitution of man, that, justly defying himself, he is compelled, in order to tame his reason, to arm his will with the lever of self-love and human respect, and believes himself safe against the rebellions of sacrificed nature, only under the double entrenchment of public vow and common observance. 
Virgins of all sexes and all ages, enrolled and militating under the shadow of this banner, your reward is not of this world; you place it higher. As for me, within the limits where your defender has confined me, I can only pity you as far as your interests here below are concerned; by virtue of physiology, I can only call you back to the normal state; 
in the name of the growth of the species - natural law - , , 
strict and inescapable, that you disappoint useless Members- 
tiles! 
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