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In January 1968, before a single copy of Desmond Mor-
ris’s The Naked Ape: A Zoologist’s View of the Human 
Animal had been sold in the United States, it made na-
tional news.1 A review in Book World, the shared book 
supplement of the Chicago Tribune and the Washington 
Post, used the word “penis” when discussing the anatomy 
of chimpanzees. The editors of these papers, who had not 
seen the text of the review until it was already in print, 
judged this language “in bad taste,” and they recalled 
and reprinted the supplement— a costly decision that ul-
timately drew more attention to the book than the re-
view itself would likely have merited.2 Later that month, 
on Morris’s American book tour, timed to coincide with 
the week of The Naked Ape’s release by McGraw- Hill, 
he mentioned the incident to Johnny Carson while be-
ing interviewed on The Tonight Show. Carson matter- 
of- factly replied, “You discuss the fact that man is one 
of the primates. You talked about his penis. What other 
word could you use for that?”3 Despite Carson’s calm 
demeanor, he had just spoken the word “penis” for the 
fi rst time on (live) American television and (again) raised 
quite a few eyebrows.

When Morris stopped in Chicago a few days later, a 
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representative of Playboy enterprises, the appropriately named Mr. Rav-
age, called and offered— at the behest of Hugh Hefner himself— to en-
sure that Morris’s stay was “a pleasurable one” and offered him “any-
thing you want (pause) anything at all.”4 By April, fi lm producer Zev 
Bufman and director Donald Driver signed a contract for three fi lms 
with Universal Pictures, including the movie rights to Morris’s now 
best- selling book.5 Morris began to receive annual gifts imprinted with 
Playboy’s iconic bunny logo. Two years later, Hefner, whose interest in 
Morris had not waned in the meantime, agreed to back the project to 
the tune of $1,100,000.6

The fi lmic version of The Naked Ape didn’t appear until 1973 
(fi g.  9.1). “Part live action, part animation and all banality,” one re-

F IGURE  9 .1  Advertising image from the Pressbook for The Naked Ape (Universal Pictures and Playboy 

Productions, 1973), directed by Donald Driver and based on the book by Desmond Morris. The Pressbook 

described the fi lm as “a story about man’s evolution, [that] traces his development from 10 million years 

ago to tomorrow with the integration of live action and animation.” Photograph courtesy of Universal 

Studios Licensing LLC.
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viewer claimed. “The fi lm has its greatest potential among the high- 
school set.”7 A young Victoria Principal later lamented her involvement, 
claiming, “that movie almost ruined my career. . . . It was worse than 
terrible. The popcorn was better than the picture!” She added, “part of 
the deal was that I pose nude for Playboy Magazine. I still regret that.”8 
Morris, for his part, mistakenly recalled, “The fi lm was so awful that 
it never received a general release.”9 After Hefner’s fi nancial loss with 
Roman Polanski’s Macbeth, The Naked Ape drained his coffers even 
more.10 Morris stopped receiving his bunny- imprinted gifts.

The history of Playboy and discussions about the science of human 
behavior were far more entwined than this brief anecdote reveals. As 
part of the magazine’s anti– Main Street renunciation of familial mas-
culinity, editors included numerous articles on the sciences of sexual-
ity and animal behavior, asserting through repetition that men were 
naturally composed of equal parts sexual prowess and aggression.11 
Although Playboy was neither an underground countercultural produc-
tion nor a popular- science magazine, it provides a valuable space for 
tracing how these threads actively interwove in media that circulated 
through middle- class society in the era of groovy science.12

In the aftermath of World War II, American cultural anthropologists 
and biologists had sought to promote the idea of a universal human na-
ture, by uniting all peoples under a single rubric— the family of man.13 
Within this framework, scientists looked to three primary sources of 
information to identify social behaviors common to all humans: the 
evolutionary past of humanity itself (paleoanthropology and archeol-
ogy), the characteristics of human cultures ostensibly uncorrupted by 
access to space- age technologies (cultural anthropology), and the so-
cial behavior of humanity’s closest living relatives (animal behavior, 
or ethology).14 The result was a morass of confl icting morals. Some 
archeologists, like Raymond Dart, suggested that humans became hu-
man the moment our ancestors picked up a broken bone or piece of 
sharp rock and used it to kill.15 The fi rst true human was not Adam but 
Cain. Other archeologists remained skeptical of both Dart’s evidence 
and his champion— playwright Robert Ardrey, whose attention turned 
to nonfi ction in 1961 with his popularization of Dart’s theories in the 
book African Genesis.16 Paleoanthropologist Louis Leakey, on the other 
hand, preferred to think of humanity’s origins in the manufacture of 
tools.17 Both Leakey and Dart agreed, however, on the importance of 
cooperative hunting in driving the evolution of social cohesion and the 
human capacity for language. Hunting behaviors fascinated cultural an-
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thropologists as well, and full- color pictures of “primitive” men with 
spears or bows and arrows graced many pages of National Geographic 
magazine.18 Although each culture offered a different lesson to the read-
ing public, several of the so- called primitive tribes seemed far gentler in 
their nature than modern Americans. The Bushmen of the Kalahari, the 
Australian Aborigines, and the peaceful Hopi all spoke to a more placid 
past. At the same time, New Guinea harbored fi erce warriors and bare- 
breasted women who were reputed to nurse their prize piglets them-
selves.19 Even the early fi eld studies of primates were divided; the peace-
ful chimpanzees popularized by primatologist Jane Goodall provided a 
stark contrast to the warring baboons studied by anthropologists such 
as Irven DeVore and Richard Lee.20

Only a small subset of this vast literature on human nature inspired 
the content editors at Playboy magazine. Nestled among sexy cartoons, 
advertisements for alcohol and infl atable chairs, and the obligatory 
pictures of naked women, a slow stream of references to the biologi-
cal underpinnings of masculinity naturalized the Playboy lifestyle. The 
relationship between science and pornography extends at least as far 
back as the Enlightenment, when natural philosophers used the tropes 
and titillations of sexually explicit literary conventions to excite and 
entertain their readers. As historian Mary Terrall has suggested, the ad-
vantages for natural philosophers were clear (as they were for Morris); 
the eroticized language of their publications increased readership and 
sensationalized the ideas they hoped to convey.21 Articles by and about 
scientists reciprocally served a legitimizing function for Playboy and 
helped the magazine establish its aspirational reputation among readers 
as an upmarket, intellectual publication.

However groovy the magazine may have seemed in the fi rst decade 
of its publication, however, male virility came packaged with female ac-
quiescence. By the late 1960s Playboy’s parallel construction of female 
sexuality landed it in trouble with some members of the women’s move-
ment.22 Theories of human nature that emphasized male intellectual 
acumen and sexual prowess tended to ignore female contributions to 
the evolution of humanity. When the apostles and converts of pop ethol-
ogy stridently invoked a naturalistic basis for differentiated sex roles in 
society, their critics believed such theories disavowed the importance 
of culture in understanding humanity and associated this move with a 
reactionary political agenda. Sexual mores that had appeared radical in 
the early 1960s counted as retrograde a decade later, as did the scientifi c 
theories that had supported them.
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Sexual Revolutionaries?

Throughout the 1960s Playboy marketed itself as a key component of 
the burgeoning sexual revolution. Hefner’s magazine not so subtly im-
plied that the “girl next door”— the wholesome object of young Ameri-
can boys’ affections— was not only beautiful but also sexually available. 
By the middle of the decade, millions of women were on the pill, as oral 
contraceptives became the most popular form of birth control in the 
country.23 To many men, it felt as if the rules of courtship and relation-
ships had changed. During this decade, Playboy helped to defi ne a new 
masculine identity that ran counter to stereotypical gender norms of the 
1950s. Monthly centerfolds depicted young, at least semi- naked women 
in soft lighting, posed amid casual evidence of their recent encounter 
with a man (a tie draped across the back of a chair, his shirt next to 
her on the couch). Advertisements and articles described new furniture, 
stereo equipment, even kitchen appliances, that cleverly evoked a mas-
culine domestic space in which beautiful women could be entertained 
and then dismissed without fear of a lingering feminine presence.

The consumerism inherent to the celebrated lifestyle of the playboy, 
and the virile masculine identity that accompanied it, were rooted in 
postwar American affl uence and refl ected the hope of many Americans 
that money and perseverance would allow them to transform their role 
in society by remolding their character and appearance, inside and out.24 
In the decades following World War II, masculine stereotypes were in-
creasingly up for grabs. Movies like Easy Rider portrayed male mem-
bers of the counterculture as young hippies who grew their hair, donned 
colorful clothes, and became (in the disapproving eyes of more conser-
vative members of society) indistinguishable from their female friends 
and lovers.25 At the same time, Clint Eastwood and Richard Roundtree 
(to name only two popular actors of the period) each embodied a taci-
turn, muscular masculinity. They took law into their own hands, made 
women swoon and other men jealous. These stereotypes were equally 
anti- Establishment in their rejection of earlier social norms, in which 
masculinity had typically been defi ned through marriage and family,26 
and both relied on a form of lifestyle consumption.27 Whereas social 
anxieties over the sexual identity of male hippies centered on their ap-
propriation of traditionally feminine forms of dress and appearance, 
and tensions over aggressive men centered instead on their predilection 
for homosocial company and ephemeral liaisons with women, both en-
joyed substantial overlap.28 Within this matrix, as a magazine for men 
containing notes on interior decorating and fashion advice (tradition-
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ally feminine activities), Playboy unquestionably asserted the hetero-
sexual identity of its male readers by hawking intimate encounters with 
women.

Although the fi rst issue of Playboy was produced on Hefner’s kitchen 
table in 1953 (and printed without a date because he wasn’t sure when 
he’d have enough money to produce a second issue), by 1965 he was 
thirty- nine years old and already a multimillionaire (fi g. 9.2). The previ-

F IGURE  9 .2  Hugh Hefner, dressed in his iconic pajamas, draped in naked “bunnies,” and contemplating 

the works of Veblen, Kafka, Kierkegaard, Freud, and Plato (among others). Of the fi gures around him, I 

recognize only Shel Silverstein, the bearded pool player looking to sink his shot in Hefner’s lap and a 

mainstay at the Playboy mansion in Chicago. The image accompanied Richard Gehman’s “The Private Life 

of Hugh Hefner” in the short- lived New York magazine Fact (Fact 2, no. 4 [1965]: 50– 57, on 50).
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ous year, the magazine had grossed $21 million. Additionally, Hefner 
had opened fi fteen Playboy Clubs (grossing a combined $12.6 million) 
and had instigated other various bunny- imprinted merchandising proj-
ects (grossing $5 million).29 Hefner successfully branded Playboy as a 
magazine that redefi ned urban consumerism as an enterprise fi t for men 
by coupling leisure and domesticity with sex.30 The magazine promised 
to “crackle . . . with masculinity from bold and bracing fi ction and non- 
fi ction to the fairest of femmes,” all for $8 a year.31 Playboy’s circulation 
had passed that of its inspiration, Esquire, by 1958; neared one million 
copies by 1960; and reached seven million copies in 1972.32 According 
to their own marketing polls, 43 percent of households subscribing to 
the magazine had annual incomes of over $10,000, and 35 percent spent 
a “hefty $500 a year on apparel.”33 The idealized reader was a white- 
collar man, “sensitive to pleasure,” who “can live life to the hilt.”34

With part of his new fortune, in 1960 Hefner purchased (for 
$400,000) and renovated (an additional $350,000 at least) what be-
came known as the Playboy House in Chicago.35 According to architec-
tural historian Beatriz Preciado, the expensive renovations— including 
closed- circuit television cameras in most rooms— transformed the inner 
spaces of the mansion into functionally public ones, creating a kind of 
“non- domestic interiority.”36 If the seemingly private spaces of the man-
sion were anything but, the virtual consumption of self- identity that 
Hef ner created in the pages of his magazine offered readers the pos-
sibility of vicariously embodying a public masculine persona without 
leaving their homes. A man need not star in critically acclaimed fi lms or 
physically go on a safari to Africa to kill a lion, he need only read about 
such activities to enjoy their masculinizing benefi ts.37

Hefner’s logic— that masculinity could be purchased— sat awkwardly 
with his embrace of a countercultural sexuality. Because of Play boy’s 
blatant consumerism, Theodore Roszak, in his quintessential book that 
named the counterculture, identifi ed the magazine as the antithesis of the 
movement. Whereas Playboy depicted unobtainable artifi ciality, Roszak 
argued, the counterculture sought to understand an authentic nature 
through visceral and totalizing experiences.38 He chided actress Vanessa 
Redgrave, a cultural and political activist, for contributing to the “glossy 
Playboy pornography of fi lms like Blow- Up” (released in 1966) and be-
rated Eldridge Cleaver (interviewed by Playboy in December 1969), a 
leading member of the Black Panthers and author of Soul on Ice (1968), 
for conceiving of “the struggle for liberation as the province of manly 
men who must prove themselves by ‘laying their balls on the line.’”39 Too 
often, Roszak continued, these stereotypes suggested “that the female of 
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the species must content herself with keeping the home fi res burning for 
her battle- scarred champion or joining the struggle as a camp follower.” 
Either way, he contended, “the community is being saved for her, not by 
her as well.”40 Reciprocally, Roszak described the poetry of countercul-
tural icon Allen Ginsberg as “an oracular outpouring . . . that reaches 
back to the rhapsodic prophets of Israel (and beyond them perhaps to 
the shamanism of the Stone Age).”41 He also included a review of the 
musical stylings of the Doors, the dark underbelly of the counterculture, 
which, he believed, refl ected an unhealthy and crude fascination with ex-
plicit sexuality: “The Doors are carnivores in a land of musical vegetar-
ians,” “their talons, fangs, and folded wings are seldom out of view, but 
if they leave us crotch raw and exhausted, at least they leave us aware 
of our own aliveness.”42 In short, Roszak argued that by embracing a 
nonrational and emotionally authentic reality, Americans would expose 
Playboy’s slick consumerism for what it was: an artifi cial dream. He fur-
ther acknowledged that both gritty naturalism and slick consumerism 
contained at their roots a totalizing masculinity underwritten by popular 
theories of human nature.

As a magazine and franchise, Playboy had self- promoting reasons 
for embracing and commodifying a countercultural masculinity that 
emphasized male- male social bonding and a promiscuous outlook on 
life (in theory, for both sexes).43 Thanks to its intellectual aspirations in 
the 1960s and early 1970s, Playboy also provides historians with a use-
ful resource with which to track the mobilization of popular scientifi c 
theories in defense of these new masculine tropes.44 By tracing the fate 
of these ideas through the pages of Playboy, we can see how the maga-
zine appropriated and defended a vision of men as sexual hunters and 
women as mere signs of their success. Although in earlier decades con-
structions of men as evolutionary animals had resonated with a liberal 
commitment to seeing all human cultures as equal, by the early 1970s 
assertions of a biologically determined human nature instead resonated 
with a conservative defense of the status quo.45

The Science of Sex

Playboy drew on a wide array of sciences that described and endorsed 
a sexually active lifestyle. At fi rst, this meant psychologists and sex-
ologists. For example, in 1962 the magazine convened a panel to dis-
cuss the “womanization of America.”46 Eight men— Edward Bernays 
(public relations guru and nephew of Sigmund Freud), Ernest Dichter 
(psychologist), Alexander King (media personality), Norman Mailer 
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(author, cofounder of the Village Voice, and later winner of two Pulitzer 
Prizes for Fiction), Herbert Mayes (successful magazine editor of Good 
Housekeeping and then McCall’s), Ashley Montagu (anthropologist 
and architect of the fi rst UNESCO Statement on Race), Theodor Reik 
(prominent psychoanalyst who trained with Freud in Vienna), and Mort 
Sahl (politically oriented comedian and personal friend of Hefner’s47)—  
discussed the reasons behind the newfound “dominance” of women in 
society and the threat women might (or might not) pose to traditional 
manhood. Of these luminaries, Montagu stood out as the sole anthro-
pologist; everyone else on the panel with medical or scientifi c training 
was psychologically inclined. The article concluded by noting the in-
creasing similarity of what it meant to be male and female and postu-
lated a psychological shift in modern, urban youths:

There is a new spirit on the land.  .  .  . [T]he men are increas-
ingly aware that one can be masculine without being hairy- 
chested and muscular: the women, that one can be intelligent 
and sensitive— and witty and wise— and at the same time com-
pletely feminine. Perhaps this is a new wave: perhaps it is merely 
a growing expressiveness— an acting out at last of latent, pent 
up feeling— in both sexes.48

In the following decade, the scientifi c ideas depicted in Playboy empha-
sized the perils confronting modern American culture but reinforced 
precisely the “hairy- chested and muscular” masculinity scorned in 1962.

Playboy’s appeal to evolutionary arguments began only in the late 
1960s. Here, Playboy drew support for its masculine ideal from several 
threads of public science.49 The fi rst was the animalistic basis of human 
nature— the innate drives that lurk inside all of us— taken from, for 
example, the publications of the aforementioned Robert Ardrey and the 
well- known animal behavior researcher Konrad Lorenz.50 This line of 
thinking emphasized the importance of modern man as a hunter and, 
ultimately, a killer.51 The second was Desmond Morris’s contention that 
“the naked ape is the sexiest primate alive.”52 More than in any other 
species, Morris suggested, human social bonding resulted from sexual 
attraction and interactions. In both cases, Playboy, along with much of 
the popular media, focused on the evolutionary construction of men as 
sexual hunters and alliances with women as indicators of male social 
success.

Additionally, Playboy included a variety of other articles provid-
ing scientifi c support for humans as inherently sexy creatures. Wardell 
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Pomeroy, a New York– based sex therapist and coauthor of the Kin-
sey reports on human sexual behavior, reassured Playboy’s readers 
that all kinds of sexual activity were normal.53 Polygamy, masturba-
tion, homosexuality, mouth- genital stimulation, and face- to- face inter-
course topped his list of behaviors exhibited by other animals. Even 
sexual relations with inanimate objects were more common than most 
people assumed. He continued, “the difference between humans and 
other mammals, therefore, is one of degree and not of kind.”54 Pomeroy 
found a simple comparison of humans to other animals insuffi cient to 
defi ne typical sexual behavior, however, because rape, incest, and sadism 
also occur in mammalian species. So he adopted a series of criteria by 
which readers might defi ne normal sexual behavior: statistical (which 
behaviors are common among humans?), phylogenetic (do animals do 
it?), moral (should we engage in these behaviors?), legal (what does 
the current law prohibit?), and social (do such behaviors hurt other 
people?). Given the wide variety of things people meant by “normal,” 
Pomeroy argued that “normality” itself was a useless metric by which 
to judge sexual behavior, and he concluded that readers should feel free 
to engage in all kinds of sexual activities, as long as their actions did not 
interfere with anyone else’s liberty.

Playboy also published an entire book written by editor Nat Lehr-
man summarizing the major fi ndings of controversial sexologists Wil-
liam Masters and Virginia Johnson, and the magazine even funded its 
own survey of the sexual and social attitudes of American men.55 In an 
article on the infamous “Sex Institute” (properly, the Institute for Sex 
Research, directed by Alfred Kinsey) located in Indiana’s “quiet groves 
of academe,” journalist Ernest Havemann began by recalling the horri-
fying years of his pre- Kinsey youth, when one of his classmates actually 
believed he might go crazy because of masturbating and another was 
forever labeled “queer” because of one sexual encounter in high school. 
Havemann heaped praise on the institute and its research but claimed it 
had not gone far enough. Although Kinsey had done a great job of ask-
ing “how much” and “how often,” he failed to ask “how” or for more 
descriptive details. Havemann attributed Kinsey’s reticence to prudish-
ness about sex and described him as “a stern, grim and totally humor-
less man,” who was so “mathematically- minded” that he “went about 
the business of tallying human sexual experiences in the same cold and 
mechanical way he might have counted the number of gall wasps land-
ing on an oak leaf.”56 The vision of Kinsey as a disinterested scientist 
helped sustain the credibility of his research (surely the only other op-
tion was prurience) but sat at odds with the typical masculinity Playboy 
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often projected. According to Havemann, Kinsey had begun to drink 
only when his doctors suggested it would be good for his ailing heart, 
and even then he preferred “glasses of syrupy liqueurs” sure to “gag 
his more sophisticated guests.” He further reported that Kinsey’s favor-
ite form of entertainment consisted of sitting in “stiff- backed chairs” 
and listening to musicals, preceded by Kinsey’s own “formally delivered 
program notes.”57 One gets the sense that the author had been invited 
to such an evening event and, expecting a risqué experience, left sorely 
disappointed. Although Wardell Pomeroy wrote in defense of Kinsey’s 
reputation as far less “square” and “humorless” than Havemann had 
described, he couldn’t erase the impression that any red- blooded reader 
of Playboy would have found Kinsey a terrible bore.58

The compassionate discussion of a range of sexual behaviors, includ-
ing homosexuality, in the magazine’s coverage of Kinsey and sexology 
research more generally refl ected Hefner’s long- standing commitment 
to sexual freedom.59 When it came to coverage of animal behavior, how-
ever, naturalized gender roles leapt far more prevalently into the picture.

Man and Beast

Morton Hunt’s 1970 article entitled “Man and Beast” discussed the 
popularity of books by Ardrey, Lorenz, and Morris— all based at least 
in part on the lessons one could learn about humanity from the study of 
animal behavior (fi g. 9.3).60 A prolifi c nonfi ction writer, Hunt was espe-
cially concerned with the nature of American men and women. As early 
as 1962, he argued that all humans were a “hopeless tangle of hered-
ity and environment,” a position he continued to advocate through the 
1970s.61 Despite the widespread acclaim with which these recent books 
on human nature were received, Hunt refused to regard Ardrey, Lorenz, 
and Morris as “scientifi c prophets” and remained deeply skeptical of 
their conclusions. Lumping their research together— common by 1970 
despite rather- dramatic differences— Hunt characterized these authors 
as epitomizing man as genetically destined to be “the most brutal and 
uninhibitedly aggressive of all animals.”62

By way of contrast, so- called “primitive” or “Stone Age” cultures 
served as the focus of only one article in Playboy during these decades—
Lewis Cotlow’s “Twilight of the Primitive.”63 In 1961 Cotlow had re-
leased a surprising box offi ce success, a documentary about the peoples 
of New Guinea called Primitive Paradise. Movie posters proclaimed 
that viewers would witness “[a] dangerous expedition into a Stone Age 
World,” which would be “overwhelming, unbelievable . . . but REAL!” 
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“SEE Courtship rites of maidens in all their native glory.” “SEE Dehy-
drated dead husband and widow!” “SEE Woman feeds suckling piglet!” 
“SEE Cannibalistic Dani Tribe feasting!”64 In both Primitive Paradise 
and his contribution to Playboy, Cotlow’s primary preoccupation was 
the destruction of other cultures, landscapes, and environments. In the 
last few paragraphs of his article, Cotlow’s lesson for readers became 
clear: in the process of destroying others, we are destroying ourselves.65 
He never addressed questions of human nature. Given the lack of cul-
tural anthropology and archeology in the content of the magazine, 
animal behavior research formed the primary basis by which readers 
would have encountered scientifi c theories of human nature. But before 
we turn to how such studies of animal behavior were appropriated by 
Playboy, we need to look at the theories of Ardrey, Lorenz, and Morris 
in a little more detail.

Robert Ardrey had been a playwriting student with Thornton Wilder 
at the University of Chicago and won a Guggenheim Fellowship in 1937 
on the strength of his dramatic work. When he published African Gene-
sis in 1961, he was a successful playwright and Hollywood screenwriter 
who turned to nonfi ction partly because he reasoned that as a writer 
he was deeply attuned to questions of human nature— perhaps more 
so than scientists themselves.66 If African Genesis had provided readers 

F IGURE  9 .3  The double- page spread illustrating Morton Hunt’s “Man and Beast” essay in Playboy, July 

1970, 80– 81. The lede below the image reads, “A reasoned criticism of the fashionable contention that 

ethologists can unerringly understand and predict human behavior by observing that of lower animals.”
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with an introduction to Raymond Dart’s killer apes, then in The Territo-
rial Imperative Ardrey explicitly articulated his belief that territoriality, 
or the defense of one’s home against intruders, lay at the root of hu-
man aggression and fell on the shoulders of men.67 “I can discover no 
qualitative break between the moral nature of an animal and the moral 
nature of man. This moral imperative lies more heavily on the human 
male than does sex itself.”68 Ardrey argued that whereas the capacity 
to kill defi ned the origins of modern man, territoriality had driven the 
evolution of his mental acuity. He drew a parallel between the mating 
habits of humans and competitions for territorial advantage in the mat-
ing arenas of kob (a species of African antelope). “In a city of human 
beings, real estate values increase block by block to the city’s core; so on 
the kob stomping ground do values increase from the suburban periph-
ery to the fl ashing excitements of Times Square. . . . The female wants 
her affection, but she wants it at a good address.”69 In this way, Ardrey 
insisted, males competed for real estate, not for females themselves. “It 
may come to us as the strangest of thoughts that the bond between a 
man and the soil he walks on should be more powerful than his bond 
with his wife. But how many men have you known of, in your lifetime, 
who died for their country? And how many for a woman?”70 This ques-
tion would have struck home for younger readers who questioned the 
recent escalation of US military activity in Vietnam and for older men 
who had served in World War II.

Konrad Lorenz, on the other hand, was a credentialed scientist 
through and through. He had been introduced to American audiences 
as the authoritative, witty author of King Solomon’s Ring: A New 
Light on Animal Ways.71 When Lorenz published an English transla-
tion (On Aggression) of his Das sogenannte Böse: Zur Naturgeschichte 
der Agression in 1966, it initially resonated with antiwar activists be-
cause he argued that humans are by nature dovelike— we lack natu-
ral weapons like fangs or claws— and it was the mechanized weapons 
of our own manufacture that drove our tendency to engage in world 
wars and outstripped our instinctual capacity to defuse modern war-
fare.72 He opened a 1970 article in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 
with the words, “Killing members of one’s own kind, whether animal 
or human, is behavior ill- suited to the preservation of the species.”73 
By placing humanity in a natural- historical context, he suggested that 
as early humans developed the capacity to escape the worst ravages of 
their environment and outsmart their natural predators, their primary 
concern became population growth and competition with their (most 
likely hostile) neighbors. Thus, natural selection favored the evolution 
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of modern militarism from putative “ancient hordes” that he compared 
to some tribes in New Guinea who lived in a “constant state of war, 
with headhunting and cannibalism.”74 The bulk of his examples, how-
ever, came from animals and Lorenz quickly pointed to the variety of 
mechanisms that stopped animals from seriously injuring other mem-
bers of the same species. What, then, went wrong with humans that al-
lowed us to engage in such self- destructive behavior as global war? The 
problem, Lorenz suggested, was that we no longer knew our enemies, 
and worse, we had developed weapons that allowed us to kill at a dis-
tance. It wasn’t that humans possessed a killer “instinct” but rather that 
we had never evolved inhibitions against killing with weapons.75 Rec-
ognizing his solution as an oft- repeated adage, he nevertheless invoked 
“love of mankind and rational morals” as the necessary basis of politi-
cal interactions designed to maintain world peace. The implied human 
nature in Lorenz’s argument thus differed dramatically from Ardrey’s, 
and he would later bemoan his use of the word “aggression” because he 
felt it obscured these distinctions.76

Lorenz’s intention was even clearer in an interview he conducted 
with the French magazine L’Express, later translated into English and 
published in the New York Times. When asked whether On Aggres-
sion “justifi ed” human aggression, he became quite upset: “Excuse ag-
gression? Defend violence? I was trying to do just the opposite! I fi lled 
499 pages in an attempt to explain that violence and war are a derail-
ment of the normal instinct. I tried to show the existence of internal 
forces that man must know in order to master. I said that reason could 
conquer aggression.”77 Early reviewers of the books seemed quite aware 
of his message and its associations with an antiwar counterculture. For 
example, one reviewer noted that the “rebellious young  .  .  . loved it 
when he [Lorenz] told them they were storming in the wrong direc-
tion.”78 Similarly, the 1966 review of On Aggression in the New York 
Times broadly claimed, “Man Has No ‘Killer’ Instinct,” and went on to 
argue, “Even idiotic slogans such as ‘Make love, not war’ (as if the two 
activities had ever been incompatible!) and the use of drugs make the 
same point. Mankind is safer when men seek pleasure than when they 
seek the power and the glory.”79

Desmond Morris emphasized the primacy of this pleasure- seeking 
aspect of human nature. Morris had earned his DPhil under Nikolaas 
Tinbergen at Oxford, but rather than follow a traditional academic ca-
reer, for years he hosted the popular British television show Zootime 
and published an astounding number of popular- science books. In The 
Naked Ape, still his most famous book, Morris provocatively suggested 
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that humans lost the fur that once covered their bodies and that still 
covers the bodies of most other mammals because its loss facilitated in-
timate caresses and made possible the development of other, now more 
accessible sexual signals: the rounded breasts and buttocks of women, 
the larger size of the penis in comparison to other ape species, female or-
gasm, and increased sensitivity of human nipples and genitals. All told, 
these features made sex a lot more fun for humans and rewarded pair- 
bonding with increased pleasure.80 Morris’s Naked Ape concentrated on 
those aspects of the human physique that caused individual attraction 
and desire, noting that human sexual partnerships formed the basis of 
our more general sociality.81 He reasoned that a sexually active species, 
like humans, would be more altruistic than a less sexualized species.82

Not surprisingly, Playboy was quite interested in Morris’s work and 
published an essay outlining the argument of his next book, The Hu-
man Zoo.83 In the book and the essay, he no longer focused on the 
sexual habits of individuals but concentrated on the diffi culties beset-
ting urban populations around the globe. Were cities like jungles? No, 
Morris insisted; cities were like cages. When concentrated in large, over-
populated urban centers, the normal dominance relations that governed 
human social interactions broke down. “[T]he leaders of the packs, 
prides, colonies, or tribes come under severe strain. . . . So much time 
has to be spent sorting out the unnaturally complex status relationships 
that other aspects of social life, such as parental care, become seriously 
and damagingly neglected.”84 Morris spent the bulk of his Playboy es-
say providing ten lessons for managing human patterns of power, a vital 
skill in the unnaturally crowded environments of city life:

1. You must clearly display the trappings, postures and ges-
tures of dominance. . . . 

2. In moments of active rivalry, you must threaten your sub-
ordinates aggressively. . . . 

3. In moments of physical challenge, you (or your delegates) 
must be able to forcibly overpower your subordinates. . . . 

4. If a challenge involves brain rather than brawn, you must 
be able to outwit your subordinates. . . . 

5. You must suppress squabbles that break out among your 
subordinates. . . . 

6. You must reward your immediate subordinates by permit-
ting them to enjoy the benefi ts of their high ranks. . . . 

7. You must protect the weaker members of the group from 
undue persecution. . . . 
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8. You must make decisions concerning the social activities of 
your group. . . . 

9. You must reassure your extreme subordinates from time to 
time. . . . 

10. You must take the initiative in repelling threats or attacks 
arising from outside your group. . . .85

Morris’s interests were moving with the times, and he provided his own 
answer to the same problem of dominance that Ardrey had been eager 
to sort out— a zoological manual for winning the human rat race based 
on a comparison of social interactions in humans and other primates.

In his “Man and Beast” article, Hunt fi xated on the aggressive drive 
he believed was common to all such theories of human nature derived 
from observations of animal behavior and expressed dismay at readers’ 
fascination and sympathy with “this depressing news.” He implied that 
the appeal of books by authors like Ardrey, Lorenz, and Morris lay in 
their promise of a new basis for understanding human nature where 
social scientists appeared to have failed. On the opposite end of the 
intellectual spectrum, Hunt identifi ed such widely read social scientists 
as Ashley Montagu, well- known anthropologist Margaret Mead, and 
philosopher Susanne Langer, who as a whole argued that humans had 
no instinctive behaviors at all (much less an aggressive drive).86 Between 
these poles, Hunt suggested, lay most researchers interested in animal 
behavior, who insisted that “the entire nature- nurture, innate- learned, 
instinct- experience issue is outmoded, if not meaningless. . . . [B]y far 
the largest part of it [i.e., behavior] results from interactions between 
genotypic tendencies and environmental infl uences.”87

Hunt’s lesson for the readers? “For better or for worse, that’s the 
way it’s going to be. The study of animal behavior will never again 
be a quiet backwater of zoology. Men now fervently hope, and almost 
demand, that animal- behavior researchers help them understand them-
selves and one another; and, given the present human condition, who 
can blame them?” What was needed, in Hunt’s view, was more careful 
study of the functions of animal behavior without resorting to overly 
simplistic zoomorphism.88 “Man does have an aggressive instinct, but 
it is not naturally or inevitably directed to killing his own kind. He is a 
beast and perhaps at times the cruelest beast of all— but sometimes he is 
also the kindest beast of all. He is not all good and not perfectible, but 
he is not all bad and not wholly unchangeable or unimprovable. That is 
the only basis on which one can have hope for him; but it is enough.”89

Hunt’s article attracted surprising attention from professional sci-
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entists. For example, Evelyn Shaw, psychologist and curator of animal 
behavior at the American Museum of Natural History, wrote a letter 
to the editor hailing Hunt’s piece as a “brilliant rebuttal” to the sim-
plistic determinism of Lorenz, Ardrey, and Morris. Julian Huxley, for-
mer director of UNESCO and student of animal behavior in his own 
right, described “Man and Beast” as “interesting and rather provoca-
tive,” while biological anthropologist Irven DeVore sent compliments 
on Hunt’s “provocative and judicious treatment” of animal behavior. 
Even Sally Carrighar, a prolifi c wildlife writer, added her praise.90 After 
reading the piece, Montagu wrote to Hunt asking to reprint the article 
in a forthcoming edited collection.91 Support for the piece, then, came 
from a variety of scientifi c communities. Even so, the nuance of Hunt’s 
argument would quickly disappear from the pages of the magazine.

Playboys and Cowboys

Discussions of the aggressive and sexual nature of humans, particularly 
men, were not restricted to articles specifi cally devoted to these topics. 
In order to appreciate the wide appropriation of animal metaphors in 
justifying the Playboy lifestyle, I now turn to other sections of the maga-
zine, especially the interviews conducted with public fi gures, many of 
which, like the description of Kinsey, commented on the physical appear-
ance and demeanor of the (usually but not always) male interviewee.92 
Playboy interviewed one celebrity in each issue of the magazine. Despite 
the wide variety of personal styles and appearances, Playboy’s descrip-
tions of these men often resonated deeply with a biological vision of 
masculinity as a combination of social control, physical strength, and 
sex appeal.93 As an interview with Jesse Jackson noted, “Biologist Des-
mond Morris has written that a leader never scrabbles, twitches, fi dgets 
or falters, and Jackson qualifi es.”94 So did everyone else.

Well, almost everyone. Clint Eastwood stood out by defying expected 
masculine tropes, and for this reason his interview provides us with an 
opportunity to investigate the overlapping rhetorics of masculinity, sex-
uality, and aggression. The interviewer noted that “it’s diffi cult to rec-
oncile the real Clint Eastwood— gentle, soft- spoken, self- effacing— with 
the violent men he’s played onscreen, men who were ready to shoot fi rst 
and talk later, if at all.”95 Eastwood described himself as working on 
more of an emotional, “animal level” than an intellectual one.96 When 
asked what he would do if he saw a woman, like Kitty Genovese, being 
hurt and no one coming to her rescue, Eastwood responded coolly.97 “I 
don’t know. I would hope that I would, at a minimum, raise the tele-
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phone and notify the police. At a maximum, wipe the guy out. I mean, 
people are capable of heroic action in life, but nobody knows what he’d 
do before the occasion arises.” When pressed to further blur the dis-
tinction between his on- screen and off- screen lives, however, Eastwood 
resisted. He cracked, “I’m sure that if somebody were pointing a gun at 
me and I was standing there with a six- pack, I’d say, ‘Care for one?’” 
Not to be outplayed, the interviewer persisted, comparing Eastwood’s 
answer instead to the “realistic” antihero he had portrayed in Sergio 
Leone’s spaghetti westerns (Fistful of Dollars, For a Few Dollars More, 
and The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly).98 In the end, Eastwood came 
across as not that dissimilar from his on- screen personalities. He would 
shoot anyone who violated his home territory, believed that a fascina-
tion with guns was an innate male characteristic, and would stick up for 
the rights of the unprotected, but not at the expense of his own life.99 He 
was indeed Ardrey’s and Morris’s man in total control of the situation 
(if not entirely in charge of the interview).

Perhaps the most revealing encapsulation of the biological underpin-
nings of the Playboy lifestyle, however, comes from the fi lmic adapta-
tion of Morris’s Naked Ape, fi nanced by Playboy Productions and re-
leased in 1973. The movie combined live action and cartoon montages 
and took care to repeat much of Morris in his own words. For example, 
at one point in the fi lm, a professor asks each student in his course to 
bring in an example of erotic classic literature. After embarking on a se-
ries of extended daydreams about dating fellow student Cathy (played 
by Victoria Principal), Lee (Johnny Crawford) apologizes for not hav-
ing completed the assignment and instead reads a passage from Mor-
ris’s Naked Ape about biologically natural attitudes toward sexual ex-
perimentation. His performance is such a success that the whole class 
breaks into spontaneous applause, and the professor can do little but 
nod in approval and remark, “Right.”

To convey even more of Morris’s message, the comic relief of the 
movie, Arnie (Dennis Olivieri), reads out loud two letters he wants to 
write to the US president from the front lines of Vietnam, where he had 
been sent along with Lee. In the second of these letters, he laments the 
lack of a true pair- bond and wonders about the fate of the girls GIs had 
left behind. As Arnie begins to read, he and the steamy jungle disappear, 
replaced by an idyllic Henri Rousseauesque cartoon:

Dear Mr. President, for millions of years, guys like me have gone 
off to hunt or to wars, worrying about his woman back home. 
Then, true love . . . gave us males assurance our wives wouldn’t 
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have thoughts of other guys, but attend his happy hearth at 
home, his unassailable haven from the horny. Ha ha! Why is it 
berries always seem riper on another man’s bush? This fear, plus 
the need to stick around until the kids were grown, is why love 
was developed.

Meanwhile, in the cartoon jungle, an early human male is hiding in 
the bushes, watching a naked woman pick berries and frolic with but-
terfl ies, alone because her mate had just embarked on a hunting trip. 
As Arnie fi nishes his point about the evolution of true love, the man 
sneaks out of the bushes to chase the beautiful, abandoned woman. Af-
ter a giggling chase through the lush foliage, the couple disappears from 
view, but the sounds of their lovemaking can be heard, as creatures of 
the forest turn out to watch and listen, including an idiotically grinning 
lion. Arnie has been talking all the while and speculates that “there’s a 
creeping doubt” the pair- bonding process “was ever really perfected.” 
According to Morris, this imperfect pair- bond allowed both men and 
women to seek sexual comfort in the arms of multiple others.100 Of 
course, that wasn’t to say that jealousy in the form of Ardrey’s territo-
rial (and sexual) defense wouldn’t arise. In the movie, when the hunter 
returns to fi nd his partner with the interloper, he roars with rage, and 
a close- up of his left pupil reveals a fanged beast leaping toward the 
camera as he chases the other man away. A female voice- over (Principal 
once again) picks up the thread of the visual argument: “So there he is, 
our vertical, hunting, territorial, brainy naked ape. The naked ape is a 
new experimental departure and new models frequently have imper-
fections. For instance, sexually the naked ape fi nds himself today in a 
somewhat confusing situation.”

The fi lm combines two images of masculinity— sexual prowess and 
aggression— into a single descriptor of innate human nature: the “sex-
ual hunter.” In the process of becoming fully human, the fi lm implied, 
our ancestors had transformed from fruit- pickers to hunters and killers. 
The term “fruit- picker,” used several times in the movie to refer to our 
prehuman arboreal ancestors, not so subtly associated vegetarianism 
with primitivity and meat- eating with the truly human. (Roszak’s de-
scription of the Doors echoed a similar sentiment.)

Playboy’s incorporation of these lessons from animal behavior for 
understanding human nature during the late 1960s and early 1970s 
complemented a social- scientifi c perspective on masculinity (provided, 
e.g., by Pomeroy) and highlights an almost- total disregard for other 
common sources of information on human nature, including archeol-
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ogy, cultural anthropology, and linguistics.101 By the mid- 1970s, how-
ever, the same research that had been used to justify a countercultural 
sexual revolution carried overtones of conservative politics. One cause 
of this shift lies in the vociferous reaction against conceptions of desir-
able femininity that were integral to images of the masculine sexual 
hunter.

In his interview with Playboy, Sam Peckinpah, the director of The 
Wild Bunch and Straw Dogs and devotee of Robert Ardrey’s books, 
dismissed concern about the violence in his fi lms as the result of overly 
sensitive feminists not in tune with the truths of biology. Playboy asked 
him about fi lm critic Pauline Kael’s review in particular— she had 
claimed Peckinpah “enshrined the territorial imperative” and was “out 
to spread the Neanderthal word.”102 Not swayed in the least, Peckinpah 
responded, “More, more, I love it!”103 When asked whether or not his 
fi lms caused violent behavior in his audiences, he explained that watch-
ing a violent fi lm was a kind of physical release. It allowed people to 
experience violence safely within the movie theater, much like sports 
fans.104 “Do you think people watch the Super Bowl because they think 
football is a beautiful sport? Bullshit! They’re committing violence vi-
cariously.” When pushed even harder about the role of violence in fi lms 
and its relation to human nature, Peckinpah explicitly invoked Ardrey’s 
arguments. “I think it’s wrong— and dangerous— to refuse to acknowl-
edge the animal nature of man. That’s what Robert Ardrey is talking 
about in those three great books of his, African Genesis, The Territorial 
Imperative and The Social Contract. Ardrey’s the only prophet alive to-
day.” Peckinpah added that he had fi rst come into contact with African 
Genesis while working on The Wild Bunch, released to critical acclaim 
in 1969. A friend had passed it along, suggesting that Peckinpah and 
Ardrey were “both on the same track.” After fi nishing The Wild Bunch, 
Peckinpah fi nally had time to read it. In recalling the experience, he 
described Ardrey as a kind of kindred spirit. “I thought, wow, here’s 
somebody who knows a couple of nasty secrets about us.” Similarly, 
he suggested that Straw Dogs examined the life of a “guy who found 
out a couple of nasty secrets about himself— about his marriage, about 
where he is, about the world around him.”105 Ardrey, for his part, was so 
taken with at least this portion of Peckinpah’s interview that he wrote 
to “Dear Playboy,” saying, “Like him, I believe that until we have the 
courage to grasp the whole of human reality— namely, our propensity 
for violence— we possess small hope for improvement of our lot.”106

In Playboy’s interview with Eastwood, the question of violence in 
his fi lms had also arisen. Eastwood’s reaction was similar to Peckin-
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pah’s. He, too, argued that fi ctional on- screen violence could reduce 
pent- up aggression in viewers. Eastwood admitted that he “knew they 
were tough fi lms” but hoped the violence was suffi ciently satirical that 
the fi lms could serve as a catharsis for viewers. He continued, “I’m not 
a person who advocates violence in real life, and if I thought I’d made 
a fi lm in which the violence inspired people to go out and commit more 
violence, I wouldn’t make those fi lms.” When asked to elaborate, East-
wood added that the movies were a form of escapism, and he related a 
story he remembered reading in the Los Angeles Times in which a jour-
nalist reported that inmates at San Quentin said they loved Clint East-
wood westerns. Why? According to Eastwood, “any pent- up emotions 
they had were released when they saw those fi lms. After they’d see one, 
everything would be very calm in the prison for the next few weeks.” 
(In the original article, the inmate informant followed his remark that 
Eastwood’s westerns functioned as a “tension release” with “one year 
they showed seven comedies and eight guys got stabbed.”)107 Eastwood, 
however, dismissed The Wild Bunch as part of a recent snowballing 
of excessive violence in fi lms. Peckinpah, he suggested, simply “wanted 
to make a superviolent fl ick” to one- up other directors, to show “how 
beautiful it [violence] is, with slow- motion cameras and everything.”108 
Eastwood hoped that members of the audience wouldn’t be permanently 
brutalized by the violence of such recent fi lms by becoming inured to it.

When it came to understanding the differences between men and 
women, Peckinpah (like Ardrey) insistently framed his answers in gen-
dered universals. Men, he suggested, were turned on by a woman’s 
physical appearance, maybe her beauty or the way she moved, and 
women were more interested in the material security that a man could 
provide. “It’s the most basic and fascinating evolutionary process there 
is.” The interviewer proposed that although experts on animal behavior 
would probably be amenable to his ideas, feminists would of course 
object. Peckinpah dismissively answered, “I don’t care what goes on in 
people’s heads; we are physically constructed in a certain way and we’ve 
been handed a set of instincts to go with the machinery. Tell that to any 
of these women’s lib freaks and they’ll swear you’re a male chauvinist 
pig.”109 Indeed. Toward the end of the interview, Peckinpah attested to 
his own masculinity, describing a lifestyle consistent with the Playboy 
image: “I live plenty. I like good drink, good food, comfortable clothes 
and fancy women.”110

Peckinpah’s movies were part of a much larger reworking of the 
studio system in Hollywood that allowed a new generation of ultravio-
lent fi lms, many of which embodied similarly gendered stereotypes— 
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taciturn men and women as weathervanes of male power. According to 
Pauline Kael, “Whatever their individual qualities, such fi lms as ‘Bon-
nie and Clyde,’ ‘The Graduate,’ ‘Easy Rider,’ ‘Five Easy Pieces,’ ‘Joe,’ 
‘M*A*S*H,’ ‘Little Big Man,’ ‘Midnight Cowboy,’ and ‘They Shoot 
Horses, Don’t They?’ all helped to form the counterculture.” Writing 
in the summer of 1975, she attributed to past “young, anti- draft, anti- 
Vietnam audiences” a willingness to watch these new kinds of cinematic 
experiments that were largely shunned by older audiences.111 Although 
the fallout of events like Watergate and Vietnam was impossible to de-
termine, Kael noted that earlier, studio fi lms “were predicated on an im-
plied system of values,” which had been transmuted in New Hollywood 
fi lms, if it survived at all, into the “corrupt, vigilante” justice embodied 
by Eastwood’s Dirty Harry.112 “The counterculture fi lms,” she argued, 
“made corruption seem inevitable and hence something you learn to 
live with”— either as unadulterated horror or through the lens of slap-
stick comedy. Kael lamented the “case- hardened audience” who viewed 
the violence so common in these fi lms with ironic distance and “a new 
complacency.”113

On cellulose acetate and paper, Playboy broadcast images of the 
male “sexual hunter.” These stories encoded masculinity as a trait em-
bodied in an individual but made visible through interactions with oth-
ers, combining elements of private and public life, solitary and group 
activities, sexual and aggressive behavior. In turn, elements of a natu-
ralized masculinity designed to demarcate a certain kind of man recip-
rocally contributed to social constructions of normative sexuality and 
behavior for women.114

Legacy of the Sexual Hunter

In the summer of 1975, the same summer Kael penned her thoughts 
on the ironically violent predilections of countercultural moviegoers, 
myrmecologist Edward O. Wilson of Harvard University published 
Sociobiology: A New Synthesis.115 The debate over Wilson’s political 
leanings followed the pattern established by earlier critiques of pop 
ethologists like Ardrey and his converts, such as Peckinpah.116 Wilson 
argued that biological theory (especially evolution) constituted the best 
tool for understanding human nature. Other scientists who adopted this 
perspective soon came to be known as “sociobiologists,” and as a com-
munity they sought to discredit Ardrey, Lorenz, and Morris as having 
fundamentally misconstrued natural selection as acting at the level of 
the group rather than individuals (or even genes).117 Even so, more cul-
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turally minded natural and social scientists attacked Wilson and other 
sociobiologists as advancing an antifeminist, conservative perspective 
that let their political beliefs get in the way of objectively analyzing the 
facts.118 For sociobiology’s critics, Wilson’s easy traffi c between non-
human and human societies seemed all too reminiscent of these ear-
lier theories in emphasizing the natural aggression of men. These critics 
argued that the underlying evolutionary logic of sociobiology differed 
from previous theories only in nuance— its animalistic allegories and 
gendered conclusions remained the same.

After the publication of Wilson’s Sociobiology, Playboy’s approach 
to human nature similarly changed in terms of the science it invoked 
but not in tone or meaning. The editors now called on Charles Dar-
win’s theory of sexual selection, as articulated by sociobiologists. In a 
1978 essay entitled “Darwin and the Double Standard,” Scot Morris 
(no relation to Desmond) drew direct analogies between the sexual and 
social behavior of animal species and that of humans.119 “It has been 
said that a man will try to make it with anything that moves— and a 
woman won’t. Now the startling new science of sociobiology tells us 
why.”120 Although males (and, by implication, men) fi ght over females 
(and women), the article insisted, they do so “not because they like to or 
are innately aggressive but because that is what impressed their great- 
great- grandmothers.”121 Although the article provided readers with an 
absolute assurance that females controlled the timing and frequency of 
sex— in other words, rape was unnatural— it also proclaimed, even less 
subtly than before, that feminists were defying their biological heritage. 
“Recent scientifi c theory suggests that there are innate differences be-
tween the sexes and that what’s right for the gander is wrong for the 
goose.”122 “Darwin and the Double Standard” also conjured a nonnego-
tiable genetic determinism: “If you get caught fooling around, don’t say 
the Devil made you do it. It’s the devil in your DNA.”123 The rhetoric 
had changed but the stereotype of a masculine sexual hunter remained 
the same. Each of these points built on a long tradition of Playboy’s use 
of science to bolster the lifestyle it sought to promote.

Throughout the 1970s, however, the early intellectual aspirations of 
the magazine were replaced by a need to compete with Penthouse.124 
The tone and content of the magazine became more sexually explicit 
and the style decidedly less upmarket. Accompanying “Darwin and the 
Double Standard,” editors inserted a double- page spread illustrating 
“x- rated” examples of sexual behavior in a wide variety of species: 
lesbianism in seagulls, prostitution in hummingbirds, muscle beach 
parties in damselfi sh, cheating in elephant seals, and so on.125 No sci-
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entists wrote in to express their dismay at this characterization. Their 
silence spoke volumes to the changing demographics of the magazine’s 
audience.126

This story of a public conversation concerning our private consti-
tutions raises questions about the genre of popular science in the age 
of the counterculture. Consider the imbricated histories of science and 
pornography and the various ways authors have (intentionally or not) 
generated frisson for their work by either discussing salacious topics 
or being associated with publication venues of questionable reputa-
tion.127 Perhaps most obviously, authors benefi ted from the eroticized 
context of their arguments but inevitably opened themselves to critique 
by courting the edge of professional respectability.128 Desmond Mor-
ris additionally published a book called Intimate Behaviour in 1971 
and agreed to an interview with the even more sexually explicit Gallery 
magazine in 1978.129 Even coverage of The Naked Ape in middlebrow 
Life magazine contained both suggestive subheadings and double en-
tendres.130 Much like his Enlightenment predecessors, Morris believed 
that sex and reproduction were natural processes and therefore should 
be discussed without shame.

Just as Playboy supported the publication of books disseminating 
recent research in “forbidden sciences” like sexology, including that of 
Kinsey, Masters, and Johnson, articles on human nature, and the worri-
some health of the planet,131 Kathy Keeton and Bob Guccione (the man 
behind Penthouse, whom she later married) cofounded the popular- 
science magazine Omni, which ran from 1978 to 1998.132 Montcalm 
Publishing, the company behind Gallery (founded in 1972), also pro-
duced The Twilight Zone Magazine (founded in 1981). Even Playboy’s 
answer to Penthouse— Oui (also founded in 1972)— contained an oc-
casional scientifi c article on quantum theory or interview with Carl Sa-
gan.133 Scientists were willing to publish in these magazines because of 
their wide readership. The magazines, for their part, sought intellectual 
legitimacy and believed (apparently, with good reason) that their target 
male audience enjoyed reading about both sex and science.
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