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Lionel Trilling

SEX AND SCIENCE: THE KINSEY REPORT

By virtue both of its intrinsic nature and iLs dramatic rr-
ccption, the Kinscy Report, as it has come to be callcd, is an mm
of great importance in our culture.' As such an event it is signifirani
in two separate ways, as symptom and as therapy. The therapy lies in
the large permissive efTect tlie Report is likely to have, the long \va\
it goes toward establishing the conimunily of sexuality. The symp
tomatic significance lies in the fact that the Report was felt to Ik
needed at all, that the community of sexuality requires now to k
established in explicit quantitative terms. Nothing shows more clcarlv
the extent to which modern society has atomized itself than tlic
sexual isolation in ignorance which exists among us. We have cen
sored the folk knowledge of the mo.st primal things and have s\?-
tematically dried up the .social afTcctions which ni'ight naturally
seek to enlighten and release. Many cultures, the niaft primitive ami
the most complex, have entertained sexual fears of an irrational
sort, but probably our culture is unique in strictly i.solating the iiuli-
vidual in the fears that society has devised. Now, having bcfonK
somewhat aware of what we have perpetrated at great cost and
with little gain, we ipust a.ssure ourselves by .statistical .sciencc that
the solitude is imaginaiy. ^I'he Report will surpri.se one part of the
population with some facts and another part with other fact.s, but
really all that it says to society as a whole is that there is an almost
universal involvement in the sexual life and therefore much variriy
of conduct. This wa.s taken for granted in any comedy that Aris
tophanes put on the stag^

There is a further diagnostic .significance to be found in ilir
fact that our socicty makes this effort of self-enlightenment thro»i^l»

1 Sexual Behavior in the. Human Male. By Alfred C. Kinscy, WardHl R
Pomcroy, and Clyde E. Marlin. Sniindcrs. $6.50.
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ihc agency of sciencc. Sex is inextricably involved with morality, and
hitherto it has been dealt with by those representatives of our cultural
imagination that have been committed to morality—it has been
dealt with by religion, ethical philosophy, and literature. But now
5cicnce seems to be the only one of our institutions which has the
.luihority to speak decisively on the matter. Nothing in the Report
Is more suggestive in a large cultural way than the insistent claims
it makes for its strictly scientific nature, its announcement of divorce
from all questions of morality at the same time that it patently
inlcnds a moral effect. Nor will any sciencc do for ihc job—it must
be a science as simple and materialistic as the subject can possi My
permit. It must be a sciencc of statistics and not of ideas. 1he way
for the Report was prepared by Freud, but I'rcud, in all t c years
of his activity, never had the currency or authonty with the public
that the Report has achieved in a matter of weeks.

The scientific nature of the Report must be taken in conjunc
tion with the manner of its publication. The Report says o itself
ihat it is only a "preliminary survey," a work intended to be the
fin^t step in a larger research; that it is nothing more than an^^ accu
mulation of scientific fact," a collection of "objective clata, a repor^
on what people do, which raises no question of what they should do,
and it is fitted out with a full complement of charts, tables, and
discussions of scientific method. Awork conceived and executed in
this way is usually presented only to an audience of profc-ssional
scientists; and the publishers of the Report, a medical house, pay
their ritual respects to the old tradition which held that not al medical
or qua.si.medical knowledge was to be made ea.sily available to the
Ecncral lay reader, or at least not until it had been subjected to pro-
fossional debate; they tell us in a foreword for what imited profe-s-
sional audience the book was primarily intended—physicians, biol
ogists and social scientists and "teachers, social workers personnel
officens, law enforcement .groups and othei^ concerned with the direc
tion of human behavior." And yet the book has been so succe.ssfully
publicized that at the present writing it stands fourth on the national
non-fiction best-seller list. , r • •

This way of bringing out a technical work of scicncc is aculti
phenomenon that ought not to pas.s without some ^
public which rcccives this technical report, this merely prehmma.7
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survey, this accumulation of data. I.as never, even on its „„n„
ctucational levels, Ijcen properly instructed in the mast elemcmin

It has been tr.uned to aerept l>eedl.xsly "what science .says," whi,h

vlLabirml T" '•"» public nothing is
Tl^^r^ T, T ••'"d •""••c fi".->lly co,.vi„ci„..
cirmcnn M disclaimer of conelusiva,,,.
the hal mark of tl.e scientific attiu.de, science's way of saying "ihi
unworthy servant."

So that if the Report were really, as it claims to be, only ai,
aeeumidal,0" of objective data, there would be some question ,.|

But no fTr " "> on the general public.But mpou,t of fact, ,t «full of assumpcion and conclusion; i, inalr,
very positive statements on highly debatable matters and it editorial,
ues very freely. This preliminary survey gives some very coiicliisivr
uggcstions to a public that is quick to obey what .science says im

matter how mntradictory .science may be. which is most contra,lif-
tory indeed. Tins is Ihc public that, on .scientific advice, ate .spi.iaci,
m one generation and avoitled it in the nexl, that in one deca.l.
trained ,ts babies to rigid Wat.s„ni.u, .schedules and believed ,l,a,
affection cornipted the infant character, only to learn in the iini
decade that ngid discipline harmful and that cu<ldiing w.is
scicntilic a.s induction.

Then there is the question of whether the Report doa not d..
ham, by encouraging people in their cmmilment to mechanical
attitudes toward life. The tendency to divorce sex from Ihc oilier
manifestations of life is already a strong one. This truly alxsorliini;
tudy of sex 111 char« and tables, in data and qu.antiti.^, may li.ave

the e/fcct of strengthening the tendency still more wilh m-ople ,vlm
are by no meaas Gained to invert (he pioce.^ of atetraction and („
put the fact back into the general life from whieli it has been l.-ikon
And the likely mechanical implications of a statistical .stu.ly are in
lhi.s ease Mipported by certain fully formulated attitudes which il.c

j\uthor.s strongly hold.
rhc5c, I bchcvc, arc valid objections to the book's iiidiscrini-

mate circulation. And yet I also believe that Ihere is something go„,l
about the manner of publiealion, somelhing honest and riglu. l-ivcr;-
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(oniplex society has its agencies which are "concerncd wilh tlie
aircclion of human behavior," but wc today arc developing a new
element in that old activity, the element of scientific knowleilge.
Whatever the Report claims for itself, the .social .scienccs in general
no longer insist that they merely dcscrilie what People do; thcy_ now
have the clear consciousness of'their power to inani^ulate and adjvist.
First for^ industry and then for gwerriment, .sociology h^ shown its
instrumental nature. A government which makes use of social kiiowl-
nlt?e still suggests benignity; and in an age that daily brings the
proliferation of government by police methods it may suggest the
vny spirit of rational liberalism. Yet at least one .sociologist has
fxprcs.scd the fear that sociology may become the instrument of a
Maud tyranny—it is the same fear that Dostoevsky gave immortal
expression to in "The Grand Inquisitor." And indeed there is .some-
thing repulsive in the idea of men being studied for their own good.
The paradigm of what repels us is to be found in the common
.situation of the child who is understood by its parents, hemmed in,
.uUicipated and lovingly circumscribed, thoroughly taped, finding it
c:isicr and ca.sier to conform internally and in the future to the
parcnt.s' own interpretation of the external acts of the past, and so,
yielding to understanding as never to coercion, does not develop the
mystery and wildncss of spirit which it Ls still our grace to believe
is the mark of full humannc.ss. The act of understanding becomes
an act of control.

If, then, wc arc to live under the aspect of sociology, let us at
least all be sociologi.sts together—let us broadcast what every sociol
ogist knows, and let us all have a .share in observing each other.
Tlie general indiscriminate publication of the Report makes .sociolo.qy
a little lass the study of many men by a few men and a little more
man's study of himself. There is something right in turning loose
the ReiJorl on the American public—it turns the American public
loose on the Report. It is right that the Report should be sold in
stores that never before sold books and bought by people who never
before bought books, and pjisscd from hand to hand and talked
about and also snickered at and giggled over and generally submitted
to humor: American popular culture has surely been made the
richcr by the Report's gift of a new folk hero—he already is clearly
ihr hero of the Report-the "scholariy and^skillej^awycr'' who for
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'rco Ihc pl.y.,jc„l even .he '4.vh ,r LTx,rr 'r "
by that much liavc acicd to [roc «cx, u m^i
And pcrhap. „„,; " el ,ol ''""
freeing sexu^lUyfLnJeLTlt l^lM ''
felic or religioas prohibit,oas as ,he "'"'''
point in the hi«;fnr\/ nf f; . of scicncc. At .coiiit
bation ccascd to be tho"'̂ Tf '̂ 7'"^ R-i^rormalion, masi,,,.
be dealt I which co,„.,
wiu. .he venerea. di^aL;:!:,"; iiid'
ol>scjscd, came to h«« Mimii..Ki J-uiopo u.n
Physieal disease, of maxln<ks and'Tlec^y Mv'' '"T T'"'''
England went forward with seientifie L ' Vjclmi.,,,

dynamics-here is enhghtened^ilbe^l opinionTi B!)'r 'The'cZu
vilalit^burnecrom Jhrou^^hTisrharl'T'''"'" '"" "" "'
can be adequately inea-sured" fAr.i,'i '"-'•''''•'I''' """
Mia d SocM L/Zr -rii. »-«CMera.ion"in •/•/« A,
so ea,,..ally eamT^^t """

si*i?
neutenVrc fli.. i 'nmci oi me olxseivcr ato

^H'==3=::~S
sSlisS'HSs
having one lUr e" eV o MS been ealled to pres.de protectively over science, .l,r

p. MlV""" Fr«„,Ur. „/ ,,
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situation is now reversed. The Venus of the Report docs not, like
the Venus of De Rerum Natura, shine in the light of the heavenly
signs, nor docs the earth put forth flowers for her. She is rather
fusty and holc-in-the-corncr and no doubt it docs not help her charm
to speak of her in terms of mean frequencies of 3.2. No [mtli attend
licr; although Dr. Gregg in his Preface refei-s to sex as the repro
ductive instinct, there is scarcely any further indication in the book
that sex has any connection with propagation. Yet clearly all things
.iiill follow where she leads, and somewhere in the authors' as.sump-
lions is buried the genial belief that still without her "nothing comes
forth into the shining borders of light, nothing joyous and lovely is
made." Her pandemic quality is still here—it is one of the great
points of the Report how mucli of every kind of desire there is, how
early it begias, how late it lasts.,. Her well-known jealou.sy is not
abated, and prodigality is still her characteristic virtue: the Report
a.<«ures us that tho.sc who respond to her earliest continue latest. The
Lucretian flocks and herds are here too. Professor Kiasey is a zool-
ogi.st and he keeps us always in mind of our animal kinship, although
he draws some very illogical conclusions from it; and those who are
honest will have to admit that their old repulsion by the idea of
human-animal contacts is somewhat abated by the chapter on this
subject, which is, oddly, the tcnderest chapter in the l?ook. This large,
recognizing, Lucretian sweep of the Report is the best thing about
it and it makes up for much that is deficient and confused in its ideas.

But the Report is something more than a public and symbolic
act of cultural revision in which, while the Heavenly Twins brood
benignly over the scene in the form of the National Research Council
and the Rockefeller Foundation, Professor Kiasey and his coadjutors
drag forth into the light all the hidden actualities of sex so that they
may lose their dark power and become domesticated .among us. It is
also an early example of science undertaking to deal head-on with
a uniquely difficult matter that has traditionally been involved in
valuation and morality. We must ask the question very seriously,
How docs science conduct itself in such an enterprise?

Ccrtaii^ly it does not conduct itself the way its says it docs.
I have already suggested that the Report overrates its own objectivity.
The authors, who are enthasiastically committed to their method and
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PARTISAN REVIEW

to their principles, make tlic mistake of believing that, being scien
tists, they do not deal in assumptions, preferences, and conclusion.
Nothing comes more easily to their pens than the criticism of the
subjectivity of earlier writers on sex, yet their own sulijcctivity is
sometimes extreme. In the nature of the enterprise, a degree of stil)-
jectivity was inevitable. Intellectual safety would then seem lo lie
not in increasing the number of mechanical checks or in more rigor
ously examining tha«;c assumptions which had been brought to con
scious formulation, but rather in straightforwardly admitting that
subjectivity was bound to appear and inviting the reader to be on
the watch for it. This would not have guaranteed an absolute objec
tivity, but it would have made for a higher degree of relative objec
tivity. It would have done a thing even more important—it would
have taught the readci"s of the Report .something about the .scientific
processes to which they submit their thought.

The first failine of objectivity occurs in the title of the Rej)ort,
rhe Sexual Behavior of the Iliunan Male. That the behavior which
is studied is not that of the human male but only that of ccrtain
North American males has no doubt been generally obseived and
does not need further comment. '̂ But the' intention of the word
behavior recpiircs notice. By behavior the Report means bchavioristic
behavior, only that behavior which Is physical. "To a large degree
the present study has been confined lo .securing a record of the indi
vidual's overt sexual expericncc.s." 'i'his limitation is perhaps forccd
on the authors by con.siderations of method, because it will yield
simpler dataand more manageable .statistics; but it is al.so a limitation"
which suits their notion of reality and its elTect is to be .seen through
out the book.

The Report, then, is a study of .sexual behavior in.sofar as it
can be quantitatively measured. This is certainly very u.scful. But,
as we might fear, the sexuality that is meiLSured is' taken to be the
definition of sexuality it.self. 'Jlie authors arc certainly not without
interest in what they call altitudes but they believe that attitudes are
best shown by "overt sexual experiences." Wc want to know, of
course, what they mean by an experience and we want lo know by

=> 'I'hc statistical method of the report lies, necessarily, outside my |)ur\'ipw.
Nor am I able to assess wilh any conrulencc the validity of the interviewing
methods that were employed.
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what principles of evidence they draw their conclusions about at
titudes. . . r 1 .

Wc are led to sec that their whole definition of a sexual exper-
ictice is comprised by the physical act and that their principles of
evidence arc entirely quantitative. Quality is not uitegral to what l iey
mean by experience. As I have suggested, the Report is parli.saji
with sex, it wants people to have a good sexuality, but by goo it
means nothing else but frequent. "Itseems safe to a.ssumc that daily
orcasm would be within the capacity of the average human male and
thai the more than daily rates which have been observed for some
nriniatc species could be matched by a large portion of the human
iwpulation if sexual activity were unrestricted." The Report never
suggasts tliat a sexual experience is anything but the discharge o
.specifically sexual tension and therefore seems to conclude that fre
quency is always the sign of a robust sexuality. Yet masturbation in
children may be and often is the expression not of sexuality only, but
of anxiety. In the same way, adult intercourse may be the expre|«ion
of anxiety, its frequency may not be so much robust a.s compulsive.

The Report is by no means unaware of the p.sychic conditions ol
sexuality, yet it uses -the concept almost always under the
of ius quantitative assumption. In a summary pa.ssage (p. J.) '
describes the different intensities of orgasm and the vanous de
crees of satisfaction, but disclaims any intention of taking these
variations into account in its record of behavior. 'Ihe Report holds
out the hope to respectable males that they might be as frequent in
pcrfoi-mance as underworld characters if they were as unrestrained
as this group. But before the respectable males aspire to this unwonted
freedom they had better ascertain in how far the underworld charac
ters are ridden by anxiety and in how fai' their sexuality is lo be
correlated with other ways of dealing with anxiety, such as dope,
and in how far it is actually enjoyable. The Report's own data sug-
ta..st that there may be no direct connection between, on the one
hand lack of restraint and frequency, and, on the other hand, psychic
health: they tell us of men in the lower social levels who in their
sexual careers have intercourse with many hundreds of girls but who
despise their sexual partners and cannot endtire relations with the
same girl more than once.

But the Report, as wc shall sec. is most resistant to the posib.hty
467
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of making any conncciion between the sexual life and tlie psychic
structure. This strongly formulated altitude of the Report is ba5cd
on the assumption that the real reality of sex is anatomical and
physiological; the emotions arc dealt with very much as if they were
a "supci'structurc." '"J'he subject's awareness of the [eroticl situation
is summed up by this statement tluit he is 'emotionally' arousetl; luu
the material sources of the emotional disturbance arc rarely rccoR-
nizcd, either by laymen or scientists, both of whom arc inclincti to
think in terms of passion, or natural drive, or a libido, which parlakcj
of the mystic' more than it does of solid anatomy and physiolopc
function." Now there is of course a clear instrumental advaiuauf
in being able to talk about psychic or emotional phenomena in icnii*
of physiology, but to make a disjunction between the two descrip
tions of the same event, to make the anatomical and physiological
description the "source" of the emotional and then to con.sidcr it as
the more real of the two is simply to commit not only the Reduclivc
Fallacy but also what William James called the Psychologist's Fallacy.
It must bring under suspicion any subsequent generalization which
the Report makes about the nature of sexuality."

The emphasis on the anatomical and physiologic nature ofsexu
ality is connected with the Report's strong reliance on animal Ih*-

* Wc must observe how the .scientific scorn of the "my.slic" finite ahalcs whrn
the "mystic" suits the scientist's purjjose. The Rejjort is explaining why ihr
interviews were not chocked by means of narcosynthcsis, lie-detectors, ctc.: "In
any such study which needs to secure quantities of data from human suhjcrii,
there is no way except lo win their voluntary cooperation through the esiahlish'
ment of that intangible thing known as rapport." This intangible thing is m.ib.
li.shed by looking the re.spondent squarely in the eye. It might be asked why a
thing which is intangible but real enough lo assure scientific •ic^Jf'acy should
not be real enough to be considered as having an cfFect in sexu.-ifbehavior.

®The implications of the Reductive Fallacy may be seen by means of »
paraphrase of the sentence: "Profes.sor Kin-scy's awareness of the (intellcctunll
situation is summed up by his .statement that he 'has had an idea' or 'has coiiir
to a conclusion'; but the material sources of his intellectual disturbances .irr
rarely recognizcd, either by laymen or .scientists, bolh of whom arc inclined to
think in terms of 'thought' or 'intellection' or 'cognition', which partakes of
the mystic more than it does of solid anatomy or physiologic function." Thr
P.sychologist'.s Fallacy is what James calls "the confu.sion of his own standpoini
with that of the menial fact about which he is making a report." "Anothrr
variety of the psychologist's fallacy i.s the assumption that the mental f.-ict sluclinl
nnist be conscious of itself as the psychologist is conscious of it." Principles of
Psychology, vol. I, pp. 19fi-7.
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. . Thn italics in the following quotation arc mine,

be set aMdc for

however civiltzed or cultured, contmttes to

•^"rorabr:::p'---
WUH

Rcp^tL in n.i„d both aphysiea. ''V--Xto J.L^
Mice ,l.al under f \ .;„..al nom.aU.y,
::
"""u iltevitabTc'rha; the concept of the Natural .hould haunt .any

fc.tat.on as ^.an sa^ .
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PARTISAN REVIEW.

defense of her chastUy to be taken as a comment on tlie females
animal or human, who wilUngly submit or who merely play at cscapc?
Professor Kinsey is like no one so much as Sir Percival in Malon
who, seeing a lion and a serpent in battle with each other, dccidcJ
to help tile lion, "for he was the more natural beast of the two."

This awkwardness in the handling of ideas is characteristic of
the Report. It is ill at ease with any idea that is in the least complrx
and it often tries to get rid of .such an idea in favor of another tliMi
has tile appearance of not going beyond the statement of phy.siral
fact. We see this especially in the handling of certain Freudian idc.v.
7he Report acknowledges its debt to Freud with Ihe genero.sily of
spirit that marks it in other connections and it often makes use of
Freudian concepts in a very direct and sensible way. Yet notliinc
could be clumsier than its handling of Freud's idea of pre-gcniial
generalized infantile sexuality. Because the Report c«an show, wliai
is interesting and significant, that infants are capable of actual
orga.sm, although without ejaculation, it concludcs that infantile
•sexuality is not generalized but specifically genital. But actually it
has long been known, though the fact of orga.sm had not been c.stab-
lished, that infants can respond crotically to direct genital stimub-
tion; and this knowledge docs not contradict the Freudian idea that
there IS a stage in infant development in which .sexuality is generalized
throughout the body rather than specifically centered in the genital
area—the fact of infant orgasm must be interpreted in conjunction
with other and more complex manifestations of infant .sexuality.*

The Report, we may .say, has an extravagant fear of all idca.s
that do not seem to it to lie, as it were, immediately dictated hy
simple physical fact. Another way of saying this is that the Report
IS resistant to any idea that seems to refer to a specificalh^.human
situation. An example is the po.sition it takes on the matt^)f male
potency. The folk feeling, where it is formulated on the question,
and certainly where it is formulated by women, holds that male
potency is not to be measured, as the Report measures it, merely hy
frequency, but by the ability to withhold orgasm long enough to

8 The Report al.so handles the idea of sublimation in a very clumsy wny It
docs not represent accurately what the Freudian theory of sublimation is. For
this, however, there is some exciise in the changc of emphasis and even of
mcanmg in 1^rends use of the word.
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hrinK Ihc woman to climax. This is also the psychoanalytic view,
which holds further that the inability to sustain mtcrcoursc is t c
result ot unconscious fear. This view is very strongly controverted by
Ihc Report. The denial is ba.sed on mammahan behavior— mmany
.iwics" (but not in all?) ejaculation follows almost immediately
upon intromission; in chimpanzees ejaculation occurs mten to twenty
vconds. The Report therefore concludes that the human male who
circulates immediately upon intromission "is quite normal llicre
the word becomes suddenly permissible] among mammab and usual
among his own species." Indeed, the Report finds it odd that the
icm, "impotent" should be applied to such rapid rcspon..cs. I
ivould be dilTicuIt to find another situation m wliich an individiia
who was quiclt and intense in hU rcsiiorcics was labeled anything
hut superior, and that in most instances is exactly what the rapidly
d.->culating male probably is. however inconvenient and unfoitunatc
Ilk qualiUcs may be from the standpoint of the wife in the relation-

But by such re.T.somng the human male who is quick and intense
in hU leap to the lifeboat is natural and superior, however incon
venient and unfortunate his speed and intensity may be to the wife
lie leaves standing on the deck, as is also the man who makes asnap
judgment, who bitra his dentist's finger, who kicks the child who
annoys him. who bolts his—or another's—food, who is incontinent
of his fcccs. Surely the problem of the natural in the human was
.«,lved four centuries ago by Rabelais, and in the simplrat iiaturalu.tic
terms; and it is sad to have the issue all confused ag.nn by the naivety
of men of science. Rabelais' .lolution lay in the simple perception of
the nalural ability and tendency of man to grow in the direction
of organization and coWrol. nie young Gargantua mhis natiira
infancy had all the quick and intense responses just enumerated; hat
his teachers confused the traits of his natural infancy with tlicM of
his natural manhood, he would not have been the more natural but
the less; he would have been a monster.

In considering the Report as a major cultural document, wc
must not underestimate the significance of its petulant protest agatnst
the inconveniencc to the male of the unjust demand that is made upon
him This protc.st is tantamount to saying that sexuality is not to
be involved in specifically human situations or to be connected with
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clcsirnljlc aims th.it arc coiiccivcil of in spccific.illy human terms, Wc
may leave out of account any itical reasons which would lead a
man to solve the liuman situation of the discrepancy—arising from
conditions of biology or of culture or of both—between liis own
orgasmic speed and that of his mate, and we can consider only lliai
it miglu be hedonistically desirable for him to do so, for advantajji?
presumably accrue to him in the woman's accessibility aiul respon
siveness. Advantages of this kind, however, arc precisely the mallcns
of quality in experience that the Report docs not consider.'

And its attitude on the question of male potcncy is but our
example of the Report's insistence on (hawing sexuality apart from
the general human context. It is striking how .small a role wom.in
plays in The Sexual Behavior of the Human Male. We learn notliinc
about the connection of sex and reproduction; the connection, from
the sexual point of view, is certainly not constant yet it is of grcni
interest. The pregnancy or possibility of pregnancy of his mate ha-i a
considerable cfTect, sometimes one way, .sometimes the other, on
the sexual behavior of tlie male; yet the index gives but one cnu-y
under Pregnancy-"fear of." Again, the contraceptive devices which
Pregnancy, fear of requires have a notable influence on male .'sexu
ality; but the index lists only Conlracefnion, techniques. Or ap.iin.
menstruation has an elaborate mythos which men take very seriously;
but the two indexed pa.ssagcs which refer to menstruation give no in
formation about its relation to sexual conduct.

Then too the Report explicitly and stubbornly resists the idc.i
that sexual behavior is involved with the whole of the individjial's
character. In this it is strangely inconsistent. In the conclu.sion of itji
chaptcr on ma.sturbation, after .saying that ma.sturbation docs no
physical harm and, if there arc no conflicts, no mental harm, ii
goes on to rai.se the question of the cITect of adult masturbation on
the ultimate personality of the individual. With a certain confusion
of cause and effect which we need not dwell on, it s;^^: "It is now
clear that masturbation is relied upon by the upper [social] level

^ It is hard not to make a connection between the Report's strong st.ind .iR.tinn
any delay in the male orgasm and its equally strong insistcnco that tlirrc is no
difTcrencc for the woman between a clitoral and vaginal orgasm, a view wliith
surely needs more investigation before it is as flatly put as the Report puts it.
The conjunction of the two ideas suggests the desirability of a sexuality which
uses a minimum of sexual apparatus.
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pnm.-.rily becausc it has im..mcicnt ouUct through hc.~nl coi.u.
This is, to a degree, an escape from reality, a.ul .he cirocl ..pon

ultimate personality of the individual is ^melh.ng
lonsideration." The question is of course a real one, yet
nrcnuously refuses to extend the princple of .t to any "h"
•flivity. It summarily rejects the conclusions of psychoanalysis whic
make the sexual conduct an important clue to, even the cru^ of,
rliaracter. It finds the psychoanalytical view unacceptab e for v
tcawns: (1) The psychiatric practitioner miscimccivts the r,.
tJiwccn sexual aberrancy and psychic illness because on y t lose
.equally aberrant people who are ill seek out the practitioner, «ho
nner learns about the large incidence of health among the aberrant,
") Tl eemotional illne. which sends the sexually aberrant pe^n
!: find psychiatric help is the result of no flaw mthe ps>.che ad .
iliat is connected with the aberrancy, but is only the resu o
fcnr of social disapproval of his sexual conduct. And the Report
ianances the many men who are well adjusted socially and
vrt show, among them, the whole ranse of taW conduct.

The quality of the argtimcnt which the Report adNalui.- i.- •>
,i.„irieant as the wrong conclusions it reaches "It |s not possiWe^
,hc Report says, "to insist that any departure from the sexual mor«
„r any participation in socially taboo activities, always, or even usual .
involL a niurosU or psycho.sis, for the ca.se h^tones abundantly
demonstrate that most individuals who engage m taboo activities
make satisfactory social adjustments." In tlm context either neurases
and psychoses" are too loosely used to stand for all psychic malad
justment, or "social adjustment" is too loosely used to stand for emo
tional peace and p.syehic stability. When the Report goes on to cite
the "socially and intellectually significant persons,' the .succcwfiil
scientists, educator, physicians," etc., who have among them ac
cepted the whole range of the so-called abnormalitie-s, we mu.st keep
in mind that very intense emotional disturbance, known only to
the sufferer, can go along with the eiricicnt discharge of social duties;
and that the psychoanalyst could counter with as long a h.st of
distinguished and elTicient people who consult him.

Then no one except astraw man would insist that anj' departure
from sexual mores, or any participation in sexually taboo activities,
involves a neurosis or a p.sycho,sis. It is just at this point that distinc-
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lions arc needed of a sort which the Rcjwrt seems not to want if I
make. For example: the Report comes ont in a bold and simpJi ;
way for the naturalness and normality and ihcrefore the dcsiral>il'f»
of moiilh-gcnital con(a<:(.s in hclcrosexuid lovc-ni.iking. This isa font
of sexual expression which is oHicinlly taboo enough, yet to say tl.i;
its practice indicated a neurosis or psychosis would be imp(wil'V
to any psychoanalyst. But a person who disliked or was unal>!f
practicc any other form of contact would justify the conclusion Ui>*
there was a neurotic streak in his psychic constitution. His .vxiiJ
adjustment, in the rather crude terms which the Report roiicti\n
of it, might not be impaired, but certainly the chances arc lhai b
psychic life woulil sliow signs of disturbance, not from the prariiff
itself but from the psychic needs which make him insist on it. h »
not the breaking of the taboo but the emotional circumstancc of ihr
breaking of the taboo that is significant.

The Report handler? in the same ovei-simplified way and wiiS
the .same confusing use of absolute concepts the sexual alxrrann
which is, I suppo.sc, the most complex and the mo.st important in
our cultural life, homosexuality. It rejects the view that homofcxu-
ality is innate and that "no modification of it may be cxpcctci! '
But then it goes on also to rcjcct the view that homo-sexuality
vides evidence of a "psychopathic pei-sonality." "Psychopathic |wr-
sonality" is a very strong term which perhaps few analysts wouM
wish to use in this connection. Perhaps even the term "ncnrotir"
would be extreme in a discussion which takes "social adjustment," m
indicated by statu.s, to be the limit of its analysis of chaiactcr. R»t
this does not leave the discussion where the Report seems to want
to leave it—at the idea that homo.sexuality is to be accepted as
form of sexuality like another and that it is as "natural" as hctrm-
sexuality, a judgment to which the Report is led in part hccau.^ of
the surprisingly large incidence of homosexuality it finds in the
population. Nor does the practice of "an increasing proportion of the
most skilled psychiatrists who make no attempt to re-direct behavior,
but who devote their attention to helping an individual acccpt him
self" imply what the Report .seems to want it to, that these psy-
chiatrisLs have thereby judged homo.scxuality to be an uncxccplionahlr
form of sexuality; it is rather that, in many eases, they arc able to
effect no change in the p.sychic dispo.sition and therefore do the .^rn-
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a>lc and humane next best thing. Their opinion of the etiology
d homosexuaUty as lying in some waip—as our culture judg(» it
of the p.sychic structure has not, I believe, changed. And I think that
ihcy would say that the condition that produced the homosexuality
aljo produces other character traits on which judgment could be
nxwd. This judgment need by no means be totally adverse; as pa.ssec
upon individuals it need not be adverse at all; but there can be no
doubt that a society in which homosexuality was dominant or even
Kfcptcd would be different in the nature and quality of its life
from a society in which homosexuality was censured.

The refusal of the Report to hold such a view leads us at this
point to take into account what seem to be certain motives that
animate the work. And when wc do, we see how very characteristically
American a document it is. ,. « ,

In speaking of its motives, I have in mind chiefly the impulse
toward acceptance and liberation, the broad and generous desire
for others not to be harshly judged. Much in the Report is to be
understood as a recoil from the crude and often bnitd rejection
which society has made of the persons it calls aberrant. The Report
has the intention of habituating its readers to the idea of sexuahty
in a^ts manifestations, to establish, as it were, ademocratic pluralism
of .sexuality. . ^

I ' This good impulse shows itself very clearly mcertain parts of
our intellectual life, often in the more or less official parts. It is, for

^ example, far more established in the universities than most of us, with
' our habits of criticism of America, particularly of American univer-

.,ilic.s, easily admit. This generosity of mind is to be much admired,
yet it is often associated with an almost willed intellectual weakness,
with a preference for not making intellectual di.stinctions, perhaps
out of fear that they may turn out to be social discriminations. Some
how the democratic virtues are inclined, in the intellectual life, to lea
from the large acceptancc of the facts of socicty to the belief that
any use of these facts which perceives values and demonstrates con-
sequences is dangerous. , u r . v,..

One result of this set of mind is the worship of the factuahty
of the fact. There seem to be two criteria for factuality. One is the
material physieality of the fact and its relative removal from idea
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and ideal, from complication and modification. The other Is ihr
numerical strength of the fact. As the first criterion is used in iljf
Report it has the cfTect, ironic in a work that is .so cleaily dircctcd to
democratic values, of removing the human subject from its liiiman
implications. As tiie second criterion is used in the Report it hA«
the effect, equally ironic in a democratic and instrumental documfni.
of preventing the consideration of the conscqucnccs of certain fonn«
of human conduct. The two criteria taken together have the rITr.i
of suggesting a most ineffectual standard of social behavior that is
social behavior as it cxi.sts. Yet thus is contradictcd at any numl)fr
of points and the Report is quite willing to judge among bchavinrt
by various manipulations of its factual criteria. It is impossible to
say of the Report that it does not bring light, and ncce.ssary to mv
of it that it .spreads confusion.
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THEATER CHRONICLE

MODEST PROPOSALS

(

This review is dedicated to three repertory groups, the com
pany headed by Richard Whorf and Jose Ferrer who put on Volpone,
Angel Street, and a bill of four Chekhov comcdies at tlic New York
City Center, the Dublin Gate Theater, which brought a festival of
Irish comedies to the Mansfield, and New Stages, Inc., which is per
forming Sartre's The Respectful Prostitute and Lennox Robinson's
Church Street at the New Stages Theater on Bleecker Street. Since
the Dublin Gate Theater and the City Center group are no longer on
the boards, my notice is chiefly a labor of love, a bread-and-butter letter
addressed to the absent. The reader must forgive me for speaking in
his presence of pleasures from which he is now forever cut ofT, but
itwould be thankless to allow these players to pass unsung intooblivion;
in any case, if he hurries, he may still find the box-office open at the
little theater on Bleecker Street.

In an ideal state of affairs, the performances of these companies
might have been looked on in a critical spirit and even with a certain
severity. Richard Whorf and Jose Ferrer made Volpone into a kind of
nucous collegiate romp, more reminiscent of a Marx Brothers film than
of that terrible Noah's Ark of carnivora that Jonson, master-carpenter,
beached on the English stage. The Dublin Gate players, at any rate
in the minor parts, had a slapdash style of acting that suggested an
Irish housemaid flailing about with a dust-cloth—they gave their roles
a lick and a promise and trusted to the audience's good nature to take
the will for the deed. And the younger male actors with New Stages, Inc.
arc a wretched lot, feeble and uncertain in technique, miserably deficient
in ease and charm; they seem to be the victims ofa vocational delusion.

Yet the very shortcomings of these companies were allied to their
most amiable qualities. Toward these groups an audience has been able
to feel, for the first time in many seasons, an unguarded emodon, a
sense of camaraderie and friendly give-and-take which may in part have
been excited by a "popular" price policy at the box-office or by Irish-
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