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Lionel Trilling

SEX AND SCIENCE: THE KINSEY REPORT

ception thzyl{vil,:::c Kﬂlh _0[ its .inlrinsic nature and its dramatic re-
o grcaz immrt'mcy Repor t, as it h‘as come to be called, is an cvem
o s scpnmtc‘w'lc in our culture." As such an cvent it is significant
the s pcrmisﬁ;:s, ;;S symptom and as icrapy. The therapy lies in
hids kt c.‘t..ct the Report is likely to have, the long wa
gocs o.wa-rd establishing the community of sexuality. The sym
tomatic significance lies in the fact that the chort w;s felt .l) IP
nctccllJ(]:'(l at «:l]l, thn‘t 'thc community of scxuality rcquirc.s. now t:: li
f;: cf:::: 1:; ci:vlilfc;t quantitative .tcrms. Nothing shows morc clearly
e ot fo r1l|c i modcrn socicty !ms atomized itsell than the
o o ton | ignorance which exists among us. We have cen-
tomatically i ;ow]cd?c of t.hc most Primal things and have s
ek o, e a::l; lllc social afTections which tight naturally
shex o @ - d releasc. Ma.ny culturcs, the modt primitive and
ost complex, have entertained sexual fears of an irrational
s?(rjt, hu.t probably our culturc is uniquc in strictly isolating lh; iml.i-
:; n;r::, hm the fears that socicty has devised. Now, havh‘1g become
mew at awarc of what we have perpetrated at great cost and
with ll-ttlc gain, we must_assurc oursclves by statistical ;cic;l(;' l‘l ‘
the sohEudc is imaginary. [The Report will surprise O‘ll(‘». .'u't :;f tllm
population with some facts and another part with othcx?) ‘r'l(‘l#? l"
rc;tlly all .that it says to socicty as a wholc is that there is 1ln"‘1l,m:::
universal involvement in the sexual life and therefore muc‘h \‘ i l.\-
of conduct. This was taken for granted in any mm’cd th t.l'l\m'.
tophancs put on the stages) ' Y
. There is a .l'urthcr diagnostic significance to be found in the
act that our socicty makes this cffort of scll-cnlightenment through

1 Sexual Behavior in the Huma ;
. n Male. B i
Pomeroy, and Clyde E. Martin. Saunders. ;6.5({ Alfred G Kinsey, Wardell B
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i SEX AND SCIENCE
} the agency of science. Sex is inextricably involved with morality, and
% hitherto it has been dealt with by those representatives of our cultural

imagination that have bcen committed to morality—it has been
dealt with by rcligion, ethical philosophy, and literaturc. But now
science scems to be the only one of our institutions which has the
authority 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
intends a moral cffect, Nor will any science do for the job—it must
be a science as simple and materialistic as the subject can possibly
permit. It must be a science of statistics and not of ideas. The way
for the Report was prepared by Freud, but Freud, in all the years
of his activity, never had the currency or authority with the public v’
that the Report has achicved in a matter of wecks.

The scientific nature of the Report must be taken in conjunc-
tion with the manner of its publication. The Report says of itsell
that it is only a “preliminary survey,” a work intended to be the
first step in a larger rescarch; that it is nothing more than an “accu-
mulation of scientific fact,” a collection of “objective data,” a “report
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 scicntific method. A work conceived and exccuted in
this way is usually presentcd only to an audience of profcssional
scientists; and the publishers of the Report, a medical housc, pay
their ritual respects to the old tradition which held that not all medical
or quasi-medical knowledge was to be made casily available to the
general lay reader, or.at least not until it had been subjected to pro-
fessional debate; they tell us in a foreword for what limited profes-
sional audicence the book was primarily intended—physicians, biol-
ogists and social scientists and ‘‘teachers, social workers, personnel
oflicers, law cnforcement groups and others concerned with the direc-
tion of human behavior.”” And yct the book has been so successfully
publicized that at the present writing it stands fourth on the national
non-fiction best-scller list.

This way of bringing out a technical work of sciencc is a cultural
phenomenon  that ought not to pass without some question. The
public which reccives this technical report, this merely prcliminary
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PARTISAN REVIEW
survey, this accumulation of data, has never, even on its uppr

cducational levels, been properly instructed in the most clementary

principles of scientific thought. With this public, scicnce is authority,
It has been trained to acce

pt heedlessly “what science says,” which

it conccives to be a unitary utterance. To this public nothing is mare
valuable, more precisely ‘s

cientific” and more finally convincine,
than raw data without conclusions; no disclaimer of conclusiveness

can mean anything to it-—it has learned that the disclaimer is stmphy
the hallmark of the scientific attiwude, science’s way of saying “thy
unworthy scrvant.”

So that if the Report were really, as it chims to be, only an
accumulation of objective data, there would be some question of
the cultural wisdom of dropping it in a lump on the general public.
But in point of fact, it is full of assumption and conclusion; it makes
very positive statements on highly debatable matters and it editorial.
izes very freely. This preliminary survey gives some very conclusive
suggestions to a public that is quick to obcy what
matter how contradictory science may bhe,
tory indeed. This is the public that, on scientific advice, ate spinach
in one gencration and avoided it in the next, that in one decade
trained its babics to rigid W;

atsonian schedules and  believed that
afTection corrupted the infant character, only to learn in the new

decade that rigid discipline was harmful and that cuddiing was a
scientific as induction. - i G
Then there is the question of whetlier the Report docs not do
harm by encouraging people in their commitment to mechanical
attitudes toward life. “The tendency to divorce sex from the other
manifestations of life is already a strong one. This truly absorbing
study of sex in charts and tables, in data and quantitics, may have
the cffect of strengthening the tendency still more with people who
are by no means trained to invert the process of abstraction amd
put the fact back into the general Jife from which it has been taken,
And the likely mechanical implications of a statistical study are in
this case_supported by certain fully formulated attitudes which the
Authors strongly hold, ~ — "~ i
These, I bc]ic_vc, arc valid objections to the book’s indiscrim-
inate circulation. And yet I also believe that there js something good
about the manner of publication, something honest and right, Every
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SEX AND SCIENCE

(1 HII)II‘K S( )(:l(:ty ll.ls 1ts il!;(:ll(:l(:s \V]Ii( ]I arc (',()11(:(‘.1]10(1 \Vllh thc
.’ . - . » .

r [o] 1 V10T l)ut weC tO(l‘ly arc (1C\‘C10]3lllg a new
(h cclion f hlll‘n. n bc]h b . ” knO\Vlc(I C.

o

¢ '“ it thlly thc CILmCl)t O[ SClCll(l 1IC

!Clncnt 1 lhc Old ac Y ‘,
“‘h'ltcvcr thc chort cl:llms fOI ltsclf, .tllc Socld.] sciences g"l“'"ll

he :ly describe what p ; they now
no longer insist that they merely describe what people do; they no

(hcy erely ceseine o e s v
“have the clear consciousness of their power to manipulate and adj

T T
First for industry and then for government, sociology has fllxol::‘l;w‘-
iminlmcnt'ﬂ naturc. A government which makes uscdof' }socll).:. e
| suges igni i hat daily brings
i s rity; and in an age t
cdge still suggests benignity; . ‘ 5 y brings {he
‘ thods it may sugge
iferati [ government by police me sugge
Tt of i i least one sociologist has
iri i liberalism. Yet at leas !
very spirit of rational : s st has
u;)rcsscd the fear that sociology may become the mstrum;nmorhl
l;lmd tyranny—it is the samc fear that Dostocvskylg:;vc pmorta
‘ isitor.” | indeed there is some-
51 in “The Grand Inquisitor.” Anc
e v i i licd for their own good.
i sive idea of men being studicd fo [
thing repulsive in the id . udied for fher o S
T i at repcls us is to be fou .
I'hc paradigm of wha ' , o
'nntgn of the child who is undersiood by its parents, hupm;d ;E
Stug " ’ N
anticipated and lovingly circumscribed, thoroughlyhtnpfcd, m(t:) gthc
csior an i i iture
i i form internally and in the fu
casicr and casier to con o e to 1
i ati cternal acts of the past, ¢ X
5’ werpretation of the cx ‘
P g to and i ion, docs not develop the
icldi ncver to cocrcion, .
iclding to understanding as to cocrcior | ‘ e
)c-elc ; and wildness of spirit which it is still ow grace tobl)cl X
{“)t.l J->1'n'1rk of full humanncss. The act of understanding become:
is the maq
an act of control. . ot
If, then, we are to Jive under the aspect of sociology, let us
’ ’ i broadcast what cvery sociol-
least all be sociologists together—Iet us broz i St
i 1 ng cac B
i »t us all have a sharc in observing \
ogist knows, and let us a ve 2 cach ot
'Iﬁ\c gcncml’ indiscriminate publication of }hc Report ?:]aic;i :u‘c: m;;lz':
itt) ncn by a few men and 2
a little less the study of many : i o ing Towe
’ imself. There is something right i .
man’s study of himself. som¢ T e e
ican public—it turns the .
the Report on the Americ pubie
loose oln the Report. It is right that the Report shoulld bch son(c\ "
\ ‘ oplec who nev
: ld books and bought by peop
stores that never belore so 1 peopic who kel
S d passed from hand to hand ¢ .
«forec bought books, an . han
b;-m t and :lso snickered at and giggled over and gencrally sub:lmtt;:((l:
© h ‘ ly bLeen made th
i ular culture has surcly
to humor: Amecrican pop has e learly
?
’s gilt of a new folk hero—he alrcady
icher by the Report’s gilt o ; ready is /
’lldll crc)y of the Report—the “scholarly and skilled lawyer” who fo
the h ¢ b —
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PARTISAN REvVIEW

thirty years has had an orgasmic frequency of thirty times a weel
As for the objection to the involvement of sex with science, i

may be said that if science, through the Report, serves in any way
frec the physical and cven the “mechanical” ag
by that much have acted (o free the emotions jt might scem o dem
And perhaps only science could cflectively undertake the task of
frecing sexuality from science itsell. Nothing has so reinforced mora}-
istic or religious prohibitions as the concepts of science. Al some
point in the history of Europe, some time in the Reformation, mastu.
bation ccased to be thought of as merely a sexual sin which could
be dealt with like any other sexual sin and, perhaps by analop
with the venereal discases with which the sexual mind of Europe wac
obsessed, came to bhe thought of as the specific cause of mental and
Physical discase, of madness and decay.* The prudery of Victarian
England went forward with scientific hygiene; and both in }
and in America the sexual mind was haunted by the idea of degen.
eralion, apparently by analogy with the second law of ticrmo-
dynamics—here is enlightened liberal opinion in 1896; “The effecus
of venereal discase have been treated at length, but the amount of
vitality burned out through lust has never been and, perhaps, never
can be adequately measured” (Article “Degeneration” in T'he Encyclo.
pedia of Social Reform). The very word sex,
S0 casually,

pects of sex, it mar

Surape

which we now uef
came into usc for scientific rcasons, replace love,
which had once been incliscriminmcly used but was now to be saved
for ideal purposes, an lust, which came 1o scem both too pejorative
and too human: sex implied scientific neutrality, then vague devalua.
tion, for the word which neutralizes the mind of the observer alw
neuterizes the men and women who are being observed, Perhapx
the Report is the superfetation of neutrality and objectivity which,
in the dialectic of culture, was needed bef. ore sex could he free of their
cold dominijon,

Certainly it is a great merit of the Report that it brings to min
the carliest and best commerce between sex and science——the best
thing about the Report is the quality that makes us remember
Lucretius. The dialectic of culture has its jokes, and alma Venus
having once been called to preside protectively over science, the

2 Sce Abram Kardiner, The Psychological Frontiers aof

Society, p. 32 and
p. 441 n,

464

o v e ever g

v @

PRrN

P e

—duy o e

SEX AND SCIENCE

situation is now reversed. The Venus o.f the R.cport do}fs :(.)t, cl;l;e
the Venus of De Rerum Natura, shinf;: in th(} lxgll:tc rof Slh ::: isu::thcz
signs, nor docs the carth put forth owers for her. at
f:f,sTy’ and hole-in-the-corner and no doubt Et docs n;t 13clp) :,c[: rll:l:]md
to spcak of her in terms of mean frequencies of 3.2. \ o [ o ‘rcp,-o.
her: although Dr. Gregg in his Preface rcfcx.s llo scx ]asin e ropro-
ductive instinct, there is scarcely any fur(h.cr inc If:al,IOI Iy ol e
that sex has any connection with propagauop. Yet ¢ c:lu y : mmmi)_
still follow where she leads, and somc.whcljc in the a::t 10;3. ]" ump-
tions is buricd the genial belief that still wnll}ou(.hcr not 1:1 lg:wd y
forth into the shining borders of lig!lt, nothm.g j.c.>y0u5‘ :n;( o 'rm.l
made.” Her pandemic quality is still hcr.c—u is c.J.m. tl) e ;,how
points of the Report how muclh of cg}cry kn;ldk(:;) \(;l::x:(; 'ltl:)cl:;y i,g ov
rarly it begins, how late it lasts.. Fler we -known jes sy i
:l.l:tnltycdl,t am!l’ pr::)digality is still her clmractcrfst@ vu't.uc: tl!;:c:l{c!;(:‘r;
assurcs us that those who respond to her carliest con(n_nu'c ._q 1.7001-
Lucretian flocks and herds are here too. Profc:ssor l'(.m.«lxc.y l:, 1;},(,.“,,1,
ogist and he keeps us always in mi]nd. of o;nr an:;:a'l“:\:ln;:g; .Who ‘{,c
l;c draws some very illogical conc usions from it; 2 e who are
ill have to admit that their old repulsion by tlf. a o
::::lrﬁ:'x-::\imal contacls is somewhat abated l.)y lhcl Ch;pl'}-l].,i‘:l]:l:-,l;s
subject, which is, oddly, 3jlg_tgugc_1;c‘§:_chgp1g_r:m~ll_hc_lx% _.thin L ah(,m;
rizing, Lucretian sweep of the Rczport is the best thing "
nrtc i(r)fl:l it mz;kcs up for much that is deficient and confused in its ideas.

But the Report is something more than a public ::lnd syn;boh:;
i ‘wins broo
ision in which, while the Heavenly Twins .
act of cultural revision in which, . ) e brooc
i i form of the National Rescarc
benignly over the scene in the ; A )
and gt:hcyRockcfcI](:r Foundation, Professor Kn.!s‘cy and his co':]\dtjul::)crs
drag forth into the light all the hidden actualities of sex so t a v iz
may lose their dark power and become domcsncatsd .ilrr;‘ong u.:. “m.‘
! . - -Ol 5
[ science undertaking to deal hea .
also an carly cxample o g to deal heacron with
i iff atter that has traditionally beer .
a uniquely difficult mal . ' |
V'lluatcilon and morality. We must ask the qucsu'on) very seriously,
How docs science conduct itself in such an cnterprisc? - does
Certainly it does not conduct itselfl the way its says; i l
I have alrcady suggested that the Report overrates its own o )_:ccllm yl.
¢ - 3 . .. . . \(
The authors, who arc enthusiastically committed to their method ar
<« Yy
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PARTISAN REVIEW

to their principles, make the mistake of believing that, being scien-
tists, they do not deal in assumptions, preferences, and conclusions.
Nothing comes more easily to their pens than the criticism of the
subjectivity of carlier writers on sex, yet their own subjectivity is
somctimes extreme. In the nature of the enterprise, a degree of sub-
jectivity was incvitable. Tntellectual safcty would then scem to lie
not in increasing the number of mechanical checks or in more rigor-
ously examining those 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 objee-
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 readers of the Report something about the scientific
processes to which they submit their thought.

The first [ailure of objectivity occurs in the title of the Report,

(

SEX AND SCIENCE

what principles of cvidence they draw their conclusions about at-
llludc\i"c are led to sce that their whole definition of a sct}lal_ clxpcr}
ience is comprised by the physical act :ll']d tha't their pnncil%)lu:h:)

evidence are entirely quantitative. Quality is not integral tow n’\ .m“):
mean by expericnce. As 1 have suggested, the .ch(’)rt :: p.::m.l. "
with sex, it wants people to have a good sexuality. But ); gt o

means nothing clsc but frequent. “It scems salc to assumc t :}1 A anz
orgasm would be within the capncit}r of the average humm; xr a . and
that the more than daily rates which have been ?bscr\;cch o;‘ ome
primate species could be matched by a laf'gc pgrt'nlﬁ)ln 0R ct) :"n:lc\:cr
population if sexual uctivity.wcrc .unrcslnf:tcd.l 1]c d;i.clm. v
suggests that a sexual experience 1s anything but Lxcl b u.n;: o
spcéiﬁca]ly sexual tension and therefore scems to’ conc ul u'b'“.ion -
quency is always the sign of a robust se:\'llallty. Yet ma.; : o.“‘ on i
children may be and often is the expression not of sexuality only,
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) ! Dression
D The Sexual Behavior of the ITunan Male. That the behavior which of anxiety. In the same way, adult mtc,-coum: l::l))'ul::! :‘:“; (:;l;)’:i‘:vo(
: ; " is studied is not that of the human male but only that of certain of anxicty, its frc'qucncy may not be so m?cu:c sy(;hic conditions of
o North American males has no doubt been generally observed and The Report is by no means unawarc 01 , p;;;\dcr the influence
P docs not nced further comment® But the intention of the word sexuality, yet it uscs the co.nccpt almost always assage (p. 159) it
R behavior requires notice. By behavior the Report means hehavioristic of ils quantitative assumption. .In a sur.n'mnryal:‘ d ‘ti:lc various de-
L ! behavior, only that behavior which is physical. “To a large degree deseribes the different intensities of orgasm
-

the present study has been confined to securing a record of the indi-
vidual’s overt sexual experiences.” “T'his limitation is perhaps forced
on the authors by considerations of method, because it will yield,

simpler data and morc manageable statistics; but it is also a limitation ™.

which suits their notion of reality and its efTect is to be scen through-
out the book.

The Report, then, is a study of sexual behavior insofar as it
can be quantitatively measured. This is certainly very uscful. But,
as we might fear, the sexuality that is measured is taken to be the
definition of sexuality itsell. The authors are certainly not without
mterest in what they call attitudes but they believe that attitudes are
best shown by “overt sexual cxpericnces.” We want to know, of
coursc, what they mean by an experience and we want to know by

3 The statistical method of the report lics, ncccssarily,' ontside my purview.

Nor amn T able to assess with any confidence the validity of the interviewing
methods that were cmployed.
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prees of satisfaction, but disclaims any mtcrmox:“o[ ]t{lkl“!-i Itllo;h

fali i in its record of behavior. "Lhe Jepor s
variations into account in its rec : holds
out the hope to respectable males that they might be as frcc.l}lu.:mwd
performance as underworld characters if they were as unrestrs o
as this group. But before the respectable males aspire to this ;(llm\l on Lc
' ' in i y arac-
freedom they had better ascertam in how far the undcer: < \l:)r.bc

i i - their sexuality 1s
: i dety and in how far their

ters arc ridden by anxie . : r »
correlated with other ways of dealing with an.\xcq:, such lasmds‘;l)r:
and in how far it is actually cnjoyable. 1lx‘c Report’s own ¢ :\!“ ! ,%c
gest that there may be no direct conncction between, onllu. "
b ‘ : sychic
hand. lack of restraint and frequency, and, on thlc ]Olh(;l halm ,ifr )lhdr

calth: i ial levels who

1 the lower social levels v

health; they tell us of men 1r I \ vh lo
sexual ’c'lrccrs have intercourse with many hundreds of .gnls ln.ntl wll
‘d’cspisc their sexual partners and cannot endure relations with the

same girl more than once. . 3 .
B%:t the Report, as we shall sec, is most resistant 10 the possibility
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of making any conncction between the sexual life and the psychic
structure. This strongly formulated attitude of the Report is based
on the assumption that the real reality of sex is anatomical and
physiological; the emotions are dealt with very much as if they wore
a “superstructure.” “The subject’s awareness of the [crotic] situation
is summed up by this statement that he is ‘emotionally’ aroused;
the material sources of the emotional disturbance are rarcly recog-
nized, cither by laymen or scientists, both of whom are inclined to
think in terms of passion, or natural drive, or a libido, which partakes
of the mystic' morc than it docs of solid anatomy and physiologic
function.” Now there is of course a clear instrumental advantage
in being able to talk about psychic or emotional phenomena in terms
of physiology, but to make a disjunction between the two descrip-
tions of the same cvent, to make the anatomical- and physiological
description the “source” of the emotional and then to consider it as
the more real of the two is simply to commit not only the Reductive
Fallacy but also what William James called the Psychologist’s Fallacy.
It must bring under suspicion any subscquent gencralization which
the Report makes about the nature of sexuality.®

The emphasis on the anatomical and physiologic nature of sexu-
ality is connected with the Report’s strong rcliance on animal be-

¢ We must observe how the scientific scorn of the “inystic” quite abates when
the “mystic” suits the scientist's purpose. The Report is explaining why the
interviews were not checked by means of narcosynthesis, lic-detectors, ete.: “In
any such study which needs to sccure quantities of data from human subjects,
there is no way except to win their voluntary cooperation through the establish-
ment of that intangible thing known as rapport.” This intangible thing is estab-
lished by looking the respondent squarcly in the eye. It might be asked why a
thing which is intangible but real cnough to assure scientific ar%bjacy should

not be real enough to be considered as having an effect in sexudf behavior.

® The implications of the Reductive Fallacy may be scen by means of a
paraphrase of the sentence: “Professor Kinsey's awareness of the {intellectual]
situation is summed wp by his statement that he ‘has had an idea’ or ‘has comr
to a conclusion’; but the material sources of his intellectual disturbances are
rarely recognized, cither by laymen or scientists, both of whom are 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.” The
Psychologist’s Fallucy is what James calls “the confusion of his own standpoint
with that of the menmtal fact about which he is making a report.” “Another
varicty of the psychologist’s fallacy is the assumption that the mental fact studied

must be conscious of itsell as the psychologist is conscious of jt.* Principles of
Psychology, vol. I, pp. 196-7. :
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quotation arc minc.

[ italics in the following '
havior as a norm. The italics in © i

it i is a sexu
“For those who like the term 1t 18 clcar that }hcrc fnsmc o,
which cannot be sct aside for any large portion o p E:, o
by any sort of social convention. For those who [);e ; ok
o pler : jon, it i i an animg
sim pler terms of action and reaction, iLis a picture ;)l'n '\ m,N.,ml;,
. inues o the constd
tvili -ed, continues to responc antly
rever civilized or cultured, . . oy
et al stimuli, albeit with some social and physical restra
al s ,

e Report formulation to be superior to

The Report obviously finds the second

e e in keeping in mind our own
Now there are several advantages in keeping in m

d T (““ly Con"(:c'.loll Wll]l thc OthCI d"l"](llh.
:\n“"vll nature an ou ‘l

tic—I usc the last
’ i ental, moral, and poc ' :
T e of 3 bettr. : t tl;c mere pleasurc in finding

word for want of a better .to silgg];cst e o e e diff
ip wi als. Bu 7 .
cinship with some of the amm ps| e
hr;t tg usc than this one. In the Report 1t 15 uscd tol cs\n lih
o : j ich is al. As 3 -
dominating principle of judgment, whxch.xs thcll;latul:ccn o @ oo
% of judgment this is notoriously deceptive anc has be helabore
;rl generations, but the Report knows nothing of its dang
or Crd S,

i d although
reputation and uscs it with the naivest confidence. An g

p CLs th Qalks o « dc‘l 0[ UIC
ﬂlc Ilc ort dll( C h ll%]lcqt ll“quagc tO“al(l thc 1

Normal, saying that it has stood in the way ol: B e e iden
knowledge of sex, it is itsclf by no mc:\ns-avcm.f g The
of the Natural develop quictly into the 1dc.:1 of the e
i ind both a physical normality—as suggeste )y' ’
Rc?ort e 1“;'0 timal conditions men should be able to ac nf:\c
e dm't ;lcn(ficqu]::ncy of the primates—and a mo'ml normahliyr;
::z ::E::t‘:lbility, on the authority of animal bechavior, of certa
— 'm'boo'tp ;;‘(::trl:::t the concept of the Natural should haunt any
i It'ls mocfvlszx. It is incvitable that it should' make troul;lc, lhx::t.
(r‘r:ii‘tlsz? nall for a scicntific discussion that bars ]udgmcnt:moic ::::ﬁ.
. ity i t a ncu ani-
Thus, in order to shovtr that h().m?scxuahlt{yc is rt:oadd"ccs otic man”
AN 'thc Ilfr::t(slmlg]lsltsi\l?cl:txr:;;:;t d;(:mimalilm's must surcly
Y hc‘f‘“’"}’;r‘: t‘o l;c inverted and extended. Thus, in having ](.)St
e o l’i ) has the human animal lost naturalness? Again,
o Pc]"‘og::;k)’» W(‘:llcnrn, ficreely resists intcrcourse and mu.st hhc
:llt\l:(;;;aczcrcccl ’into submission. Is it shc who is unnatural or 1s her
actuad
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PARTISAN REVIEW.

defense of her chastity to be taken as a comment on the females,
animal or human, who willingly submit or who merely play at escape?
Professor Kinsey is like no one so much as Sir Percival in Malory
who, secing a lion and a scrpent in battle with each other, decided
to help the 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 case with any idea that is in the least complex
and it often tries to get rid of such an idea in favor of another that
has the appearance of not going beyond the statement of physical
fact. We sce this especially in the handling of certain Freudian ideas.
The Report acknowledges its debt to Freud with the generosity of
spirit that marks it in other connections and it often makes use of
Freudian concepts in a very direct and sensible way. Yet nothing
could be clumsicr than its handling of Freud’s idea of pre-genital
generalized infantile sexuality. Because the Report can show, what
is interesting and significant, that infants are capable of actual
orgasm, although without cjaculation, it concludes that infantile
scxuality is not generalized but specifically genital. But actually it
has long been known, though the fact of orgasm had not been cstab-
lished, that infants can respond crotically to direct genital stimula-
tion; and this knowledge docs not contradict the Freudian idea that
there is a stage in infant devclopment in which sexuality is generalized
throughout the body rather than specifically centered in the genital
arca—the [act 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 ideas
that do not scom to it to be, as it were, immediately dictated by
simple physical fact. Another way ol saying this is that the Report
is resistant to any idea that scems to refer to a spcciﬁcall‘;g.humnn
situation. An example is the position it takes on the mattdr of male
potency. The folk fecling, where it is formulated on the qucstion,
and certainly where it is formulated by women, holds that male
potency is not to be measured, as the Report measures it, mercly by
frequency, but by the ability to withhold orgasm long cnough to

. 8 The Report also handles the idea of sublimation in a very clumsy way, It

" docs not represent accurately what the Freudian theory of sublimation is. For

this, however, there is some excuse in the change of cmphasis and cven of
meaning in Freud's use of the word,
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This is also the psychoanalytic view,

bring the woman to climax. d Py e
icl inability to sustain inter
which holds further that the inability e ot by

o : tro
result of unconscious fear, This view 1s very § n-ongll)' eon —“in many
tl;c Report. The denial js based on mammalian be 1av1or.mm(:diatdy
species” (but not in all?) cjaculation follows alm?st i e
.n: n intromission; in chimpanzces ejaculation occurs in tcnm'ﬂ c who
‘cI::)nds The Report therefore concludes that the l.mm:m ;] (here
s . . .. «:
ciaculates immediately upon intromission “is quite n:":“d usual
tljnc word becomes suddenly pcmissiblc]Ramongr":;‘smii“‘(‘)dd‘ that the

. ics” Indeed, the Report hin
his own specics.” Indeed, > o
among pqhould be applicd to such rapid rcsp(.)n:;s.' |“£;
v . . - M Y H
would be difficult to find another situation in whx;:hl :\ln 1m :;:;;ing
v e : heled any
. 3 in his responscs was la .
who was quick and intense . naes anidl
but su crigr and that in most instances is exactly what th(f: l't Pmé
1 L . : -tuna

)'.\Cu]ftiﬂg ;n,l]c probably is, however inconvenient and :n onlution
¢j< 3 . . relation-
hj‘m qualities may be from the standpoint of the wile in the relz
ship.” - the hum

But by such reasoning the hu . er incon-
in his leap to the lifcboat is natural and supcrior, h“""c"cmc wife
venient and unfortunate his speed and intensity may be u;: s
he leaves standing on the deck, as is also the man who lma ; ﬂ;l .Who

1 o < . s H .
judgment, who bites his dentist’s finger, who kicks the ¢

?

1Nno ys h“" \Vl (o] ho]ts lllS—Ot ar lOt.] 1CI S—'i Ood W hO 18 )n(.Onllncnt
»
« 3 1

i c an was
f his feccs. Surcly the problem of the natural in the hun:n:l s
. lved four centuries ago by Rabelais, and in the snmpl(l'.)st n}:\ ural .cty

© i i the naiv

it i 11 confused again by
- and it is sad to have the issuc a v . :

ot o o abelais’ solution lay in the simple perception of
an to grow in the dircction

term “‘impotent”

an male who is quick and intense

of men of science. R f
the natural :\bilh.y and tcndcnf:y of m .
of organization and control. The young Gargfm T
i ick and intense responses just cnumerated;
e b e ot i i 1 infancy with those of

i traits of his natural infancy

is teachers confused the h those o
}I:is natural manhood, he would not have been the more natural

: he would have been a monster. )
the Ic;s,(::nsidcrinq the Report as a major cultural document, we
n Ly

i i ainst
must not underestimate the significance of its pctulant protest ag

Vi t m l] n an i ade u pO
Or thc unjust de d that ism d 1 138
thc mcecon enicnce to thc ale ! 1 ' ‘

him. This protest is tantamount (o saying. thato exually B R
i i ifically human situations or
be involved in specifics
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desirable aims that arc conceived of in specifically human terms, We
may lcave out of account any ideal rcasons which would Iead a
man to solve the human situation of the discrepancy—arising from
conditions of biology or of culturc or of both—between his own
orgasmic speed and that of his mate, and we can consider only that
it might be hedonistically desirable for him to do so, for advantages
presumably accruc to him in the woman’s accessibility and respon-
siveness, Advantages of this kind, however, are preciscly the matters
of quality in experience that the Report does not consider,’

And its attitude on the question of male potency is but one
cxample of the Report’s insistence on drawing sexuality apart from
the general human context. It is striking how small a role woman
plays in The Sexual Behavior of the [Tuman Male. We learn nothing
about the conncction of sex and reproduction; the connection, from
the sexual point of view, is certainly not constant yet it is of great
interest. The pregnancy or possibility of pregnancy of his mate has a
considerable cffect, sometimes one way, somctimes the other, on
the sexual hehavior of the male: yet the index gives but one enin
under Pregnancy—-“fear of.” Again, the contracceptive devices which
Pregnancy, fear of requires have a notable influcnce on male sexu-
ality; but the index lists only Contraception, techniques. Or again,
menstruation has an claborate mythos which men take very scriously;
but the two indexed passages which refer to menstruation give no in-
formation about its relation to sexual conduct.

Then too the Report explicitly and stubbornly resists the idea
that sexual bchavior is involved with the whole of the individual's
character. In this it is strangcly inconsistent. In the conclusion of its
chapter on masturbation, after saying that masturbation does no
physical harm and, i there arc no conflicts, no mental harm, it
gocs on to raisc the question of the effect of adult masturbation on
the ultimate personality of the individual. With a certain confusion
of cause and cffect which we need not dwell on, it sahs: “It is now
clear that masturbation is relied upon by the upper [social] level

7 It is hard not to make a conncction between the Report's strong stand against
any delay in the male orgasm aad its cqually strong insistence that there is no
difference for the woman between a clitoral and vaginal orgasm, a view which
surcly needs morc investigation before it is as flatly put as the Report puts it.

The coniu{lction of the two idcas suggests the desirability of a sexuality which
uses 2 minimum of scxual apparatus.
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primarily becausc it has insufTicicnt outlet lhrough hctcmsc.‘\'[;-x:‘l} (‘(;Il‘l(l:‘
This is, to a degree, an cscape fro.m. rcaht.)', and tl‘lc ¢ 1“: ]!.c(lq
the ultimate personality of the individual is somcthing tha Rl ¢ r.t
consideration.” The question is of coursc a rc:'xl one, yct tl‘:c g(ft-):'ll
arcnuously refuses to extend the princnplc of it to any o\l cr s ,:,?,i,:h
activity. It summarily rejects the conclusions of psychoanalysis et
make the sexual conduct an important c}uc to, cven thc. cfrux lw‘,)
character. It finds the psychoanalyti(:.nl view un:\cc'czp.t:\l)‘[(.. n.l;. oo
reasons: (1) The psychiatric practino'ncr. misconceives 1:(.lr«, :hmc
between scxual aberrancy and psychic illness bC(‘.ﬂl'lSC' on y w.‘.m
swxually aberrant people who arc ill seck out the ]')r.\cu‘tmml.l‘,"‘mt
never learns about the large incidence of health among the aberri or.l
{2) The cmotional illness which sends the scxua!ly abcrramh pc;;c“
w find psychiatric help is the result of no .ﬂaw in the psyi cor -
(hat is connected with the aberrancy, but is ouly the Ircsll: t o e
fear of social disapproval of his sexual co.nduct. AI}( the 1Cl:,ho
intances the many men who are well adjusted soc;al}y and v

vet show, among them, the whole range of mho:w cong u\ltt e
" The quality of thc argument \\'l.uch the 1\1:“pon. a \.\1\.\.<-;.)lc. N
sipnificant as the wrong conclusions it reaches, “It ‘1: r:ot' p(i\.\ n\\ m-,;
the Report says, “to insist that any dcp.ar.u'lrc frorn .t c ~c.\'u: mm“:’,
or any participation in socially taboo activitics, alw ays, or c\(; .l..mi.'
involves a neurosis or psychosis, for the case hl.?lOl‘lCS :\)un('a" y
demonstrate that most individuals who cngage in taboo activilics

: . . - . " . gcs
make satisfactory social adjustments.” In this context cither “neuros

and psychoses” arc too looscly used to stand for all psych‘icr ma]:u‘l):
justment, or “social adjustment” is too looscly used to stand lor em ’
tional peace and psychic stahility. \'\.’hcn the cho:;’t gocs‘?‘n to. c; 1
the “socially and intellectually significant persons,” the .succ(.f? u
scientists, cducators, physicians,” etc., who havc. 'am,t’)ng them kac-
cepted the whole range of the so-called al?normahncs, we must1 cep
in mind that very intense cmotional dlstu‘rbancc, knowrr only to.
the sufferer, can go along with the cfficicnt dlsc.hargc of social d.mlcs,
and that the psychoanalyst could counter wnth. as long a list of
distinguished and cflicient people who consu.lt 'lum.

Then no one except a straw man would insist that any dcp.ar'u.nrc
from sexual mores, or any participation in scxtlfxlly faboo activitics,
involves a ncurosis or a psychosis. It is just at this point that distinc-
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tions arc nceded of a sort which the Report scems not to want w

make. For example: the Report comes out in a bold and simph
way [or the naturalness and normality and therefore the desirabils
of mouth-genital contacts in heterosexual love-making. This is a for
f)l' sexual expression which is officially taboo cnough, yet to say thit
its practice indicated a necurosis or psychosis would be im[);»'.til-k
to any psychoanalyst. But a person who disliked or was unable =
practice any other form of contact would justify the conclusion th
lhc'rc was a neurotic streak in his psychic constitution. His sedd
a(l].ustmcnt, in the rather crude terms which the Report-conceiva
of it, might not he impaired, but certainly the chances are that v
psychic life would show signs of disturbance, not from the practice
itself but from the psychic nceds which make him insist on it, It u
not the breaking of the taboo but the emotional circumstance of the
breaking of the taboo that is significant.
The Report handles in the same oversimplificd way and with
the same confusing usc of absolute concepts the sexual aberranny
which is, I suppose, the most complex and the most important in
our cultural life, homosexuality. It rejects the view that homosesu-
ality is innate and that “no modification of it may be expected.”
B-ut then it goes on also to reject the view that homosexuality pre
vides evidence of a *‘psychopathic personality.” “Psychopathic per-
so.nality” is a very strong term which perhaps few analysts would
wish to usc in this conncction. Perhaps cven the term “neurotic”
'would be extreme in a discussion which takes “social adjustment,” as
indicated by status, to be the limit of its analysis of chamctcr.' But
this does not leave the discussion where the Report scems to want
to leave it—at the idea that homosexuality is to be accepted as a
form of sexuality like another and that it is as “natural” as hetern-
sexuality, a judgment to which the Report is led in part hecause 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 accept him:
sell” imply what the Report scems to want it to, that these psy.
chiatrists have thercby judged homosexuality to be an uncxccplionah‘lr
form of scxuality; it is rather that, in many cascs, they arc able tv;
cffect no change in the psychic disposition and thercfore do the sen-
474
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sMe and humanc next best thing. Their opinion of the ctiology
of homosexuality as lying in some warp—as our culture judges it—
of the psychic structure has not, I belicve, changed. And I think that
they would say that the condition that produced the homosexuality
ako produces other character traits on which judgment could be
prsed, This judgment nced by no means be totally adverse; as passed
wpon individuals it nced not be adverse at all; but there can be no
doubt that a socicty in which homoscxuality was dominant or cven
accepted would be different in the nature and quality of its life
from a socicty 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 sccm to be certain motives that
animate the work. And when we do, we sce 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 brutal rcjection
which society has made of the persons it calls aberrant. The Report
has the intention of habituating its readers to the idea of sexuality
in all/ts manifestations, to cstablish, as it were, a democratic pluralism
of_ sexuality.

This good impulsc shows itself very clearly in certain parts of
our intellectual life, often in the more or less official parts. It is, for
example, far more cstablished in the universitics than most of us, with
our habits of criticism of America, particularly of American univer-
sitics, casily admit. This generosity of mind is to be much admired,
yet it is often associated with an almost willed intcllectual weakness,
with a preference for not making intellectual distinctions, perhaps
out of fcar that thcy may turn out to be social discriminations. Some-
how the democratic virtues arc inclined, in the intellectual life, to lead
from the large acceptance of the facts of society to the belicf that
any use of thesc facts which perccives values and demonstrates con-
sequences is dangerous.

One result of this sct of mind is the worship of the factuality
of the fact. There sccm to be two criteria for factuality, Onc is the
material physicality of the fact and its rclative removal from idea
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and ideal, from complication and modification. The other is the
numerical strength of the fact. As the first criterion is used in the
Report it has the efTect, ironic in a work that is so clearly directed 10
democratic values, of removing the human subject from its human
implications. As the sccond criterion is used in the Report it hae
the effect, cqually ironic in a democratic and instrumental document,
of preventing the consideration of the consequences of ccrtain fomm
of human conduct. The two criteria taken together have the effeut
of suggesting a most incflectual standard of social behavior—that i,
social behavior as it cxists. Yet this is contradicted at any number
of points and the Report is quite willing to judge among behavions
by various manipulations of its factual criteria. Tt is impossible 10
say of the Report that it docs not bring light, and necessary to say
of it that it sprcads confusion.
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THEATER CHRONICLE

MODEST PROPOSALS
2

This review is dedicated to three repertory groups, the com-
pany headed by Richard Whorf and José¢ Ferrer who put on Volpone,
Angel Street, and a bill of four Chekhov comedies at the New York
City Center, the Dublin Gate Theater, which brought a festival of
Irish comedics to the Mansficld, 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 rcader must forgive me for speaking in
his presence of pleasures from which he is now forever cut off, but
it would be thankless to allow these players to pass unsung into oblivion;
in any case, if he hurries, he may still find the box-office open at the
little theater on Bleecker Strect.

In an ideal state of affairs, the performances of thesc companics
might have been looked on in a critical spirit and cven with a certain
severity. Richard Whorf and José Ferrer made Volpone into a kind of
raucous 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.
are a wretched lot, fechle and uncertain in technique, miscrably deficient
in ease and charm; they scem to be the victims of a 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 cmotion, a
sensc 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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