complicated and murky twists of the plot
are even worked through; en route,
we see Gere's imprisonment in various
vile cells, his interrogation with various
degrees of violence, some attempts on
his life, and the fumblings of the U.S.
Embassy person assigned to help him--2
man at least as interested in public rcla-
tions with China as in Gere’s fatc.

- The lawyer assigned by the Chinese
state to defend Gere is, by an extraordi-
nary coincidence, an attrartive young
woman who speaks English. (Bai Ling,
humanc and competent.) Since she re-
mained silent during the Gultural Revo-
lution when her parents werc humili-
ated, she is determined to speak out for
justice in Gere's case, once she is con-
vinced of his innocence. If he pleads
guilty, he will be let off with a life sen-
tence; if he refuses, he will almost cer-
tainly be found guilty and sentenced to
death, Lawyer and client decide to plead
the truth: not guilty. This irritates Chi-
nese offictaldono.

Gere has often given affecting perfor-
mances; here he is mercly the star doing
his job. We never feel that he is really
facing near-certain execution. The nip-
roaring adventures—the beatings he sur-
vives, the fleeing over rooftops—arc all
star bunkum, more of the mythology in
which an ordinary man living a conven-
tional life takes on physical challenges
like a combination circus strongman and
circus acrobat,

But the real cmbarrassment of the
film is in its treatment of the libertarian
lawyer who is vocal against Chinese op-
pression. If there were a Chinese ACLU,
she would be a member. As is, the idea
that she is allowed to work and to speak

to live—strains credulity. (Gere
himself has led protests about Chinese
practices, but he accepts this fantasizing
sciipt) )

1 suppose I musm't disclose the end-
ing. Let's just say that the film stoutly

keeps up its embarrassments right to the

finish,

The Professor of Desire

By ALan WoLre

Alired C. Kinsey: A Public/Private Life

by James H. Jones
ortos, 337 pp, $39.8%
L

othing in the background

of Alfred C. Kinsey seemed

fikely to produce a man

who would devote his life
to the study of sex. He was born in 1894
and grew up in unbohemian Hoboken
and South Orange, New Jersey, the son
of a self-made shop teacher at the Ste-
vens Institute of Technology. He was an
Eagle Scout. A sickly boy, Rinsey worked
diligently to please his repressive, dic-
tatorial, sanctimonious, and ambitious
father, That proved to be an impossible
task. Turning his back on a career in en~
gineering, Kinsey dropped out of Ste-
vens to artend Bowdoin College. There
he discovered that his impulse to collect
things, when connected to his love of
nature, made him a taxonomist—a biolo-
gist seeking to understand the world
through patient observation rather than
through experimentation or the newly
emerging mathematics of population
ccology. An accomplished, hard-working
student, Kinsey took his doctorate at
Harvard before assuming an assistant

professorship at the then second-rate
Indiana University.

Taxonomists, as James Jones patien
explains, were divided into “lumpers
and “splitters.” Lunipers, the dominant
%roup, belicved that there were relatively

ew species in nature, so that the task of
the scientist became one of classifying
individua) organisms into pre-existin
categories. Kinsey strongly dissen
from this Platonic essentialism. In his
view, most attempts to designate distinct
species owed more to the scientist’s need
to bring order to reality than to the
diversity of life itself. Kinsey focused his
research on gull wasps, tiny parasitic
insects that leave on their hosts,
most commonly oak trees. Splitter that
he was, he reasoned that the more gull
wasps he collected, the more new species
be could identify. So collect he did—all
over the country, then all over the world.
Kinsey seemed very much the {ypical
Midwestern academic. He married Clara
Bracken McMillen, an Indiana Univer-
sity undergraduate whom he met during
his job interview, and before long they
owned a large house in town and pro-
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duced four children, He published his
rescarch on gull wasps with Indiana Uni-
versity Press 1o a fow generally positive
reviews, and wrote a textbook designed
to make money.

Yet not all was well with his career. For
one thing, he had committed himself to
a very old-fashioned kind of science; Kin-
sey, said Robert Kroc, one of his younger
colicagues (and the brother of Ray Kroc,
the entreprencur who created MacDor-
ald’s), was the first scientist he ever met
who studicd evolution outside the labo-

ratory. Moreover, Indiana University suf-
fered under the reign of :

an old president more
interested in setting
scorcs than in advancin,

the prestige of his ins

.tution. And, perhaps to
Kinsey's in, no of-
fers from elite instity-
tions came his way. Sdll,
Kinsey was keeping busy.
His voracious work
habits had led him to
read whatever sex manir-
als he could find. “You
know, there isn’t much
science here,” he told
Kroc. In 1957, the ous-
tees of Indiana Univer-
sity appointed 2 new
president named Her-
man Wclls; and when
students began to agitate
Wells for more relevant
sex educadon, Kinsey
volunteered, and was
asked to design a course
on marriage,

Kinsey's expertise in
biology colored the
course from the start. He
appeared to be teaching
just the facs of nature;
but he presented him-
scif as a scicntist, and so
he was quite graphic in
his depiction of sexual
organs and sexual acts,
and be claimed to be
entirely nonjudgmental
about human sexual practices. Ult-
mately the explicitness of the course
aroused the c%)oeiﬁun of many on cam-
pus, and by 194 Einsey was forced to
withdraw from it. But by then the di¢ was
¢ast.

Kinsey had transformed himself into 2
sex researcher. He would never again
teach a marriage course—indeed, within
a few years he would not teach at all. Kin-
sey was rescued from his professional
malaise by the Committee for Research
in Problems of Scx, a standing commit-
tce of the National Research Council.

ALFRED C.

The R r Foundation, which
ﬁmce%%c, had for years been

seeking to shift the work of the CRPS in
the direction of human sexuality. Kinsey
appeared as a to Robert Yerkes,
the NRC's ctor, who now could
appease Rockefeller with a serious scien-
tist in command of extensive data con-
cerning human sexual behavior.

For Kinsey had not just been teaching
about sexuality, As part of his course on
marriage, he had begun to adminisier 2
questionnaire to students asking them
about their sexual experiences; and this
was eventually transformed into a face-
to-face interview. Flush with his success

EINSEY BY VINT LAWRENCE FOR THE NEW REFUBLIC

viewed everyone he could find. He had
even gone to Chicago and won the trust
of its very icious homosexual com-
munity. B;ufﬂe time he approached
Verkes, Kinsey had obtained the segual
histories of more people than anyone
elsc in history. His collection would soon
include Yerkes himself, Inviting his fun-

at eliditing information, Kinsey imc:u[#

ders to Bloomington, Kinsey told them

that they could not appreciate his inter-
viewing skills unless they agreed to pro-
vide their sexual historics.sRemarkably,
Yerkes and his two collcagues agreed.
Within six the Rockefeller Foun-

dation would be making huge gu w0

Kinsey to support his Institute for Sex
Research. Wells, the university’s presi-
dent, was thrilled; but he was alzo wary,
and 30 he encouraged the Instinute to
establish itself as an independent corpo-
ration. It came into existence officially in
1947, Kinsey's relations with his backers
were never smooth. Determined to reap
the prestige of the Rockefeller name,
Kinsey trumpeted his relationship with
the Foundation, alienadng Yerkes and
violating the gentlemanly code of dis-
cretion to which foundation trustees

‘adhere, Ultimately the Foundation, un-

Female in 1953,

Rinsey brought out
the results of his sex
rescarch with a medical
Eub]isher, and he laced

is account with dense
prose and  technical
terms, but everyonc
knew these books would
be best-sellers; and their
sales exceeded the wild-
est ions. Clearly
Jarge numbers of Amer-
icans were ready
receive the news that
nothing erotic ought to
be alien o them. Now
famous and rich, Kinsey

efeller patronage. Yet
hc never raised much
money after 'the Foun-
dation withdrew its sup-
port; many interlocutors -
introduced Kinsey to
rich potendal donors,
but he was a terrible
fund-raiser, unable W
“close” a deal by mak-
ing the crucial “ask™ for
funds,

_ Kinsey died in 1956 a frustrated and
angry man. He had failed o complete
his tifework: volumes on topics including
homosexuality, prostitution, Negro sex,
and sex offenders were planned. And the
critics had already beguri to wield their
knives. Such distinguished representa-
tives of American lemers as Margaret
Mead, Geoffrey Gorer, Lionel Trilling,
and Lawrence Eubie were critical of
Kinsey's books. America had entered
the golden age of the Eisenhower years.
The country did not seem interested in
replacing its religious and moral prohi-
bitions on sex with Kinsey's naturalistic,
anything-goes advice.
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ithin fifieen years of Kin-

sey’s fumeral, the Food

and Drug Administration

approved a birth control
pill, Penthouse made its first appearance
in England, Johns Hopkins became the
first American medical school to per-
form sex change operations, San Fran-
cisco's HaightAshbury blossomed,
Human Sexual onse by Masters and
Johnson was published, topless waitresses
became the rage, new movies such as
I am Curious Yellow portrayed new levels
of sexual cxplicitness, the Stoncwallers
rioted in Greenwich Village, and Kate
Millett wrote Sexual Politics.

We now know from Jones's book that
Kinsey anticipated the sexual revolution
not only by what hec wrote, but also by
what he did. There was a private life
behind the public figure—and, we are
frequently told, a shocking one. A work-
aholic and a man of authoritarian tem-
per, Kinscy cployed a number of grad-
uate students who were expected to
sharc his passion for long workdays and
to accompany him on feld trips. An
inveterate exhibitionist, hc would fre-
quently walk around naked in camp. His
surviving letters reveal a scatological
Kinsey, a man fascinated with burlesque
shows, graphic descriptions of sexual
acts, and juvenile sexmal boasting. An
atmosphere of homoeroticism pervaded
these all-male field trips, Joncs writes: “It
is not hard to suspect that oral sex was
going down under canvas tops.” (Jones's
tan{guage in that sentence is especially
unfelicitous.) Jones is convinced that
Kinscy had falien in love with one of his
students, Ralph Voris, and that he had
designs on others as well. No wonder
he wanted so much to study Chicago’s
gay community, for there “he could slip
away and engage in furtive, anonymous
sex with the crowd that patronized

i 's ‘tea rooms,” slang for the pub-
lic unnals frequented by homosexuals
interested in quick, impersonal, faceless
iy
Voris died young, but soon thereafter
Kinsey found “the third and final love™
of his life; Clyde Martin. According to
Jones, Martin resisted, and suggested
sex with Kinsey's forty-two year old wife
(and first love) Clara. The world's most
famous sex researcher quickly agreed.
Martin would be only ﬂm first of her
many extramarital lovers, most of them
taken with Kinsey's permission—if not
his active encouragement. Kinsey's Insti-
tute for Sex Research was rapidly turn-
ing into a free scx zone. Martin, who was
hired as an interviewer and would later
be listed as one of the authors of Sexual
Behavier in the Human Male, waiched

helplessly as his wife began an affair with

Paut Gebhard, another member of Kin-
sey's staff. And the third chief inter-
viewer, Wardell Pomeroy, was th¢ most
promiscuous of thcm all, “a kind of
equal opportunity Don Juan™ who would
sleep with as many people of either

as he could.

For ail his kinkiness, however, Kinsey
was not Pomcroy. Indeed, Kinscy ap-
pears to have had very few lovers, male
or female. Kinsey got his pleasure indi-
recily; “Watching others have sex satis-
fied both the scientist and the voyeur in
Kinsey,” Jones writes. Take those inter-
views. It is not hard to conclude that Kin-
scy's desire to interview everyone he
could find was his version of Leporello’s

CAMBRIDGE
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catalogue aria; he was excited by the
conquests in other people’s sex lives.
But Kinsey was not just 2 metaphorical
voyeur. In 1949 Kinsey hired a photogra-
pher for his staff, and his job was to film
the members of Kinsey's circle having
sex with each other and masturbating
for the camera.

The newly hired photographer, Wil-
liam Dellenback, later told Jones about
Kinsey's deeply ingrained masochism. In
front of the camera, Kinsey would take
an object such as a swizzle stick, place it
into the urethra of his penis, tie up his
scrotum with a rope, and then pull on
the rope as he pushed the object in
deeper. Masochism, Jones informs his
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readers, is like 2 drug addiction; once
the masochist gets accustomed to a cer-
tain level of pain, more intense tech-
niques have to be found. That explains
why Kinsey once circumcised self
without anesthesia—or why, on another
occasion, he tied the usual knot around
his scroum but then threw the other
end of the rope over :&PiPC, took it
with his hand, jumped off a chair, and
hung there in the air as the pressure
increased.

Jf Kinsey’s private sexual habits were
extreme, so were some of his public
vicws. A man on a mission, Kinsey would
bring to sex the same concern for eff-
ciency and technique that Frederick
Winslow Taylor, another student at the
Swiv::;:s I:::lum of Technology, brought
to ial production. Like all revo-

M&Wﬂumt to hn
ok his agubia. Sympaihetic 10 pri
ig agen pathetc to
mn arresatg; for sex crimes, he would
ultimatcly come to believe that even
hiles were unfairly persecute
cest, including child abuse, Ki
seemed to suggest, was much ado abou
nothing; so 1 as children did not
make a big deal of their experiences, no
real harm, he believed, could come to

them. Ki es concludes, “saw gnvi-
lization as Egmmmggwc' In his i
an work, Kinsey was, accordin;

to
Jones, “the architect of & new scmiélity
about a part of life that everyone experr-

ences and no one escapes.”
J ing, iz 2 fascinating account of
a fantastic American. Jones,
the author of a previous book on the
Megeexpenm’ ent, is a historian with
a knack for writing books about the past
that' are ‘I?Iound to be discussed ll::u %e
present. He is not a t stylist, e
manages to hold his r?ae;cr's attention as
he moves exhaustively through a prolif-
eration of increasingly detail,
Yet what held my attention most has lit-
tle to do with the sensational side of Kin-
sey's sex life. Jones’s discussion of such
matters as the controversies around Kin-
sey’s methodology and the politics of
foundation support are far more inter-
esti;tg than his accounts of how Ki
wrestled with his own libido. .
Erotic arousal, Kinsey and his
authors wrote in Sexual
havior in the Human Male, “could be sub-
ject to precise instrurnental measure-
ment if objectivity among scientists and
public respect for scientfic research
allowed such laboratory investigation.”
Since it did not, Kinsey had to settle for
accounts that people themselves pro-

118

ames H. Jones's book, a
quartercentury in the mak-

"vided, about their sexual lives. Kinsey
took great pains to convince his read-
ers that interviews could be an effective
substitute for laboratory observations.
In ﬁeﬂl sense, he was right: selected
carefully and interviewed correctly, we
can learn much from people about hu-
man sexual behavior,

But Ki was careless in his selec-
tion. What, for example, constitutes an
orgasm? Ever the splitter, Kinsey rejected
the uniform descriptions of orgasm that
he found in marriage manuals in favor
of a six-point orgasm scale, rangi
pri ital reactions (22%
quency) to “extreme tension with violen
convulsion® in which “the legs often
become rigid, with muscles knotted and
toes pointed ... breath held or gasping,
cyes staring hard and tightly closed ...
whole body or parts of it ically
twitching, sometimes synchronously with
throbs or violent jerking of the penis”
(16%). His source for this simultan
ously clinical and ographic descrip-
:ig: law:?:a “adult o T8 hlfl:rs. 196 pre-

ent boys™—pedop! one pre-
sumes, observing very closely indeed.

oving from definition to

'§ dassification, Kinsey and
his colleagues described
the frequency of orgasm

among men by age, social class, occupa-
tion, and religion. (Orthodox Jews, he
found, were the least sexually active peo-
ple in America.) Again, Kinsey was in-
stincrively attracted to the unrepresen-
tative, such azs men who were upusnally
sexually active. “Our large sample,” the
authors wrote, “shows that, from
being rare, individuals with frequencies
of 7 or more [sex acts] per week consti-
tute a considerable segment (7.6%) of
any population.” Was it reality or fantasy
that fed Kinsey to pen this sentence:
“Where the occupation allows the malc
spouse to return home at noon, contacts
may occur at that hour of the day, and,
consequently, there is a regular outlet
of fourteen to twentyone times per
week™? And so it went. Between 92% and
97% of American males mastmurbate.
*The number of colk males who
have some premarital intercourse is high
enough to surprise many persons.” Use
of prostitutes was common, if unevenly
distributed by social class. 37% of men

enced o through homosex-
mnuct atrsl:as?once in their lives,
Finally, there was s¢x with animals, “th
only chapter in the book,” wrote Lio:
Trilling, “which hints that sex
touched with tenderness.” But even here
Kinscy was precise: “The dtcumulative
incidm& for ammalﬁ ‘hintéermrcmm
g0 to about 14 per cent for the boys
who do not go beyond grade school, 1o
about 20 per cent for the group which

into high school but not beyond,

%&oﬁﬁ per cer;;lflor the males who will
mately go to college.”

Ki ﬁormed his readers that he

had collécted 5,800 sexual histories,

“forty times as much material as was

This may have impressed the general
reader, but no scientist could be taken in
by Kinsey's boasting. Utterly eclectic in
his methods, Kinsey interviewed wildly
disproportionate numbers of college
students, prisoners, people willing to
Interviewed, and ¢ preoccupied
with sex. He could have muliiplied his
interviews. by a hundred and still have
come away with a group of Americans
whose sexual conduct would have been
abnarmal. By the late 1940s, smtisticians
had discovered that scientific sampling
was far more effective in representing a
g’ven population than exhaustive but
tile efforts to interview cveryone, Yet
Kinsey refused to engage in proper sam-
pling technigues, making it impossible
for him ¢o make even near-accurate
generalizations about the distribution of
sexual behaviors among the American

populzation.

"P" insey’s approach to sex was

as scientific as Peyton Place.

And since lxisKl methods

were so poor, Kinsey and

his coauthors left their readers with the
impression that there was far more sex
taking place in America, and far more

exotic sex, than onded w the
real life expericnces of those readers.
The message was that people should lis-
ten 10 Kinsey rather to their con-

science, their God, or their superego. It
was quite explicit in Kinsey's text: a wide
variety of sexual activities “may seem
to fall into categories that are as far apart
as right and wrong, licit and illicit, nor-
mal and abnormal, acceptable and unac-
ceptable in our social ization. In
acmality, they all to originate in
the relatively simple mechanisms which
provide for erotic response when there
are sufficient physical or psychic sim-
uli.” Pro; instructed by Kinsey’s im-
proper data, they would be free to ¢n-
in premarital sex, pursue extramar-
jtal affairs, 2ce out their homoerotic fan-
tasies, and jettison whatever inhibitions
preventcd them from claiming their
share of the Gross National Orgasm.
In theory, peer review should hiv;:
Kinscy from embarrassing
E‘E‘:k, his university, and himself. Yet
the efeller Foundation continued
to pour money into his coffers. Periodic
appraisals of his work commissioned by
the Foundation never raised the'issue
of sampling, or did so only to back off.
Responding to the concern of Kinsey's
editor that the staristics be “bullet proof”
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against attack, Alan Gregg of the Rocke-
feller Foundation assured him that Ki
sey’s methods had been thorought
reviewed by experts; he also agreed
write a prefacc endorsing Kinsey’s in-
vestigations as “sincere, objective, and
determined,” Kinsey even survived, for a
time, a review of his data commissioned
by the American Statistical Association
that was carried out by threc of the most
high-powered statisticians in America.

he most farreaching
scandal narrated by Jones
has nothing to do with
masochism and everything

to do with the M%&Lg\-
tists and foundation o . _Perhaps

¢y admired Kinsey's message. More
likely, they were unwilling to admit a mis-
take. Whatever the reasom, they abused
every canon of proper scientific proce-
dure to support research that, for all its
volume, was as shallow as it was sensa-
tional. In endorsing Kinsey, his backers
were endorsing the idea that sexual
repression was 2 bad thing—a proposi-
tion for which scientific evidence is, to
say the least, lacking.

Ag it urns out, a group of contempo-
rary scientists has developed the accu-
ratc samples that Kinsey never did. The
Soeial ization of Sexuwakity, by Edward
O. Laumann, John H. Gagnon, Robert
T. Michael, and Stuart Michaels, ap-

cared in 1994; ang while it is not the
ast word on American scxual habits, it
is a far more reliable guide than Sexual
Behavior in the Human Mals. Anticipatng
the kind of reception that Kinsey re-
ceived, the anthors wrote a technical ver-
sion of their book for a university press
and, with the help of a journalist, a pop-
ular version designed for the bestseller

lists. Bestsellerdom never came to pass. | ‘

And the reason was quickly obvious.
When social scientists tell the real truth
about scx, they are telling people—
whose own experiences, after all, consti-
tute the sto: t they already know.
In the r of sex, Laumann and his
colleagues found, Americans are boring-
ly conventional. Homosexuality is rough-
ly as common as most people think it is:

—é— 8% of men think of themselves as gay,
-.-?» 4 men. Adultery is quitc an-

f

common: 30% of married women and [
75% of men report monogamy. Very §

few Americans are attracted t6, or inter-
ested in, passive anal intercourse, having
sex with a stranger, violent sex, or group
sex. Sexual athletes—highly promiscu-
ous pcople with many sexual partners
in the course of a year—are very rare.
These data are obviously not without
flaws. People will often overreport or
underseport their sexual experiences,
depending on who they are and who
they are talking to, Sdll, the data do seem

to show that, for most people most of the
time, sex is just one expérience among
many: pleasurable, valued, important,
but central neither to their identity nor
to their mental health.

The lesson of the Laumann book is
clear, If sex researchers are scrupulous
and fair, determined to capiure reality
as it is, then they will generally find
nothing very dramatic to report. If they
are attracted however, W tmstudyef
gexuality to make a point, then they will
distort reality, as did, in the ser-
vice of some larger cause, Sexuality is
now a booming academic subject. Many
of those engaged in it have points that

they wish to make. They want to show

that our common categories—homo-

sexual /heterosexual, male/female, nor- .

mal/abnormal—are arbitrary conven-
tions, Or they want to take the side of
the sexually sigmatized. But the most
common point is that sex itself is a good
thing, which means that restraints on
sex are bad, =

Whether or not any of these points
need to be made is not my concern
here. What is true, however, is that the
very act of making them distorts the
smdy of sex, for it rulés out of order or
dismisses out of hand people who wilk

ly accept sexual repression, who
think. it is right to pass judgment on
those who cannot control their sexnality,
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who are convinced that human beings
were the gift of sexuality primarily
to children, who believe that some
kinds of sexual behavior are joyous and
others are sick.

Iv.

morghthose academic writ-
ers who bave a point that
they wizh to make is James
H. Jones, who, when all is
said and done, treats Kinsey a8 a hero
because he was willing to attack sexual
repression. To be sure, Jones writes, Kin-
was a man consumed by demons:
*somewhere along the lines, he veered
off thc:.egazh of normal development.”
Attra to men, but forced to lead a
conventional life, Kinsey was drawn to
the study of human sexualit{.i;z order t0
find in science answers to his personal
sce:;al conﬁ:;i;n. !;:j?ones is enthralled.
paring his subject at one point to
Martin Luther and john Calvin, Jones
writes that “if Kinsey’s views were amoral,
they also reflected a strong dose of
common sense.” As.odd as Kinsey's sex-
val habits may have been, “his prob-
lems, albeit in ted form, were
the naton’s problems.” Kinsey's ©
achievement was to take his pain and suf-
fering. and use it to mansform himself
into an instrument of social reform, a
secular evangelist who proclaimed a new
nensibilit{,abouthuman sexuality.”

Since be has a point that he =0 ar-
deniy wishes 1o make, Jones runs the
risk of distorting Kinsey in roughly the
same way that Kinsey distorted American
sexual behavior. The parallels between
Jones'and Kinsey are sriking. Like. Kin-
scy, Jones has writen a book exhaus-
tive—even obsessive—in its detail. Kin-
sey was one of the first 77 Eagle Scouts in
America. The labels he used to i
his gull wasps were ths of an,
inch by five-eigh :
1987, he wrote 3,198 pages. His fully
develaped interview schedule contained
3 maximum of 521 items. Kinsey com-
pleted exactly 7,985 sexual histories.
And so on. Jones is a splitter, not a lump-
er: he classifies Kinsey's ou?ut with the
same passion for varicty and detail with
which Kinsey dassified gull wasps. “Kin-

thrived on meticulous tasks,” Jones
writes, $0 does his blographer.

Precision is a virtue. But in this caze it
is something else as well. Jones stresses
that was an expert tor of

blic opinion, a man so taken by his
?;ngethgthetrledtom b c the
reviewers of his books and stories
writien about him in the press. “Every
thing about the hook,” Jones writes of
Sexual Behavior in the Human Male, “was
designed to impress the reader with the
richness of Kinscy’s empirical dam.” In

portraying numbers with such exacti-
tude, Jones, wo, is engaged in image
management. If Kinsey was d i
not to leave any stones unturmed in his
ign to convince Americans that
his approach to sex was scientific, Jones
will leave nothing:: chance to convince
his readers that Kinsey is worthy of epic
treatment.

et the strongest correspon-
dence between Kinsey and
Jones is that both are ¥

curs. Jones is % tascinated
s 8% life as Kinsey was

sex lives of his 7,895 people.
Jones’s book can be understood as an
effort to record Kinsey's sexual history.
If, as Jones stresses, Kinsey used his abil-
ity t0 obrain sexual histories in order
to exercise r over those he inter-
viewed, Jones will scck even more power
by putting the powerhungry Kinsey in

his place.

(gne of the most sensitive method-
ological issues with which Kinsey had to
deal was whether the histories that he
obtained were accurate. To ensure their
truth, Kinsey went to great lengths. He
preferred an interview to a question-
naire, which required him to commit 1o
memory all the questions that he would
ask. To assure confidentiality, all tran-
scriptions werc carried out in a complex
code that only very few people ever
learned. No one can ever know whether
Kinsey's meticulous methods produced
accurate accounts. But we do know one
case where the fruth of a sexual history
can be questioned: James Jones's.

Iz is important to make distinctions
here. The source for Jones's treatment
of Kinsey's masochism Is the filmmaker
who recorded his adventures. If these
films are to be believed—and I sce no,
teason why they should not be
lieved—then Kinsey was a very stran
guy. But was he a homosexual? If he
was, what kind of homosexual was he?
With whom did he l;m sex?iWa‘; he
a participant or an ever in those
Chicago “tea rooms™ One of the conse-
quences of Kinsey's work is that America
is now more open in its discussion of sex.
But it was not open while Kinsey lived;
and therefore Jones has a choice: he can
admit that there are things he will never
know about Kinsey’s sex life, or he can
engage in conjecture. Invariably, he does
the lamer.

ite the injunctions of his reli-
gion, ite the vigilance of parents,
teachers, and police, and despite the
warnings of social hygienists who shaped
the sex education %r:grams of his be-
loved YMCA and Boy ,Scouts,” Jones
writes of his subject as a young man,
masturbated.” And Kinsey, unlike
other boys, was moved 10 extreme sclf-

]

condemnation when he masturbated. If
there is a source for these conclusions,
it is the conversations that Kinsey had
fater in life with Paul Gebhard. But those
conversations, at least aocord.in% to
Jones's references, dealt with problems
of sexual repression of youth in general
rather than with Kinsey’s personal behay-
jor. Indeed, the only exam les of camp-

turbation Jones deal

with ple other than Kinsey who

g attended summer camp in the 1950s,
not, as Kinsey did, in 1912 and 1913.

“ ing in love with

an man is a defin-

ing moment in the life

of any homosexual,”
Jones writes. “Undl it happens, many
men can deceive themselves about their
true sexual identity.” For Jones, Kinsey's
“defining moment” was his relation-
ship with Ralph Voris, Given the tmes
it would be unlikely that any incontro-
vertible proof of a sexual reladonship
between Kinsey and Voris exists. And
none does. Kinsey kept a picture of Voris
on his desk. He also wrote jntmate let-
ters to him, although mostly the intimate
details were about his marital sex life. If
those letters are amorous, the passion
seems 0 go- one way, with Kinsey con-
stantly trying 0 keep the relationship
close, even over Voris's resistance. Two
individuals told Jones of a scxual rela-
tionship between the men, one of whom
added that he too had slept with Kinsey;
but their tﬁmontlzif ambiguous, for
one says simply Kinsey “was in
love with Voris from day one,” which
does not necessarily imply sex, and the
other only thinks that he knows when a
homosexual relationship between the
men n, which means he is guessing.
And in any case both did not want their
names used and are cited as “anony-
mous.” Thus their testimony-cannot be
checked.

Other sources age cited by name. One
of them called attention to 's exhi-
bitionism. Another described a night
when Kinsey was in a foul mood because
he anetshlsdsmdu;ma;.lfpt ina hotd’.‘
*Griped and sulke ut everything,
he wrote in his diary, “ because he
couldn't sleep in his , prick nib-
bling tent.” This observer, Jones com-
ments, usually meant what he said, so
that we should mke “prick nibbling” asa
literal iption of what went on. Kin-

sent erotic books to this man as well.
All of them dealt with heterosexual sex,
but this was “entirely in keeping with
Kinsey's :pilpmad:." ones writes.

Does this up to definitive
proof that Kinsey was, as Jones insists,
*homosexual™ Hardly, For one thing,
Kinscy was a married man with four chil-
dren, all of which suggests that, if he was
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atiracted to men, he was also bisexual.
And Kinsey may have been satisfied by
prattle, rather than by acmal conmct. By
insisting that the category “homosexual™
applies to Kinsey, Jones uses a term

?mse meaning has been shaped in the
1980s and 1990s to describe conduct
that took place more than half a century
carlier. A historian more sensitive Lo evi-

dence and to the texture of the times

should have more res for ambiguity.
About the ca:lnping}t)nqgs, at Jeast, Ighuez:
is evidence of homosexual atiractiom,
however inconclusive. When Jones writes
about Kinsey’s research in Chicago, how-
ever, he steps over a line into irresponsi-
bility. He informs his readers that Kinsey
sought sexual release in the under
ground gay scene, even though he ces
no sources. And when he does cite 2
source—a letter that Kinsey wrote to
Voris—he notes that Kinscy avoided a;z
mention of any sexual adventures. Ber
of data, Jones turns surreal: “Although
it is h’Ehly unlikely that he abandoned
himself to those outings very often, Kin-
scy must have rclished the arrange-
ment.” Absent any dam, Jones cannot
know anything. And so he should not say

anything,

ne's first impulse is to
charge Jones with sensa-
tonalism so as to zell
books. But the odd way in

which Kinsey's life and Jones's scholar-
ship intertwine suggests another expia-
nation. For Jones, was engaged in
an effort to overturn a “Victorian™ sexual
code. Yet Joncs fails to appreciate what
Steven Marcus has called the “other Vic-
torians,” such as the author of My Secrel
Life, who, like Kinsey, recorded sexual
adventures of all kinds. Since Kinsey did
have a sceret life, he was as much a Vie-
torian as he was a rebel against Viciori-
anism., And since Jones is so determined
1o uncover Kinsey's secret life, he, too, is
more Victorian than he realizes.

There are many ways to be ohsessed
with sex. One is to suppress it. The
other is to find it everywhere—and if
it is found to be homosexual or in any
way “deviant,” so much the better. All of
which suggests that Kinsey's conaibution
to America’s sexual revolution is more
ambiguous than it appears. The usual
way in which thesc things are treated—
certainly the matter is treated this way

in Jones’s book—is to suggest that differ- |

ent historical periods are characterized
by different degrees of sexual openness,
As society swings from repression to liber-
ation, not only are geoplc freer to €x-
press their sexuality, but individuals with
sexual tastes outside the mainstream
cxperience less pain and suffering.

But there is another way to read the
events since Kinscy's day. Tt is to suggest

H Carl Schmmitt’s Critique of Liberallsm
i Agalnst Politics as Technology
# In this firsc in-depth eritical appraisal in English of the

writings of Cari Schmitt, John McCormick has furnished

philosophers, historians, and political theorists with the most

ive account of Schmitts eritique of liberalism

2 compmbmsw:
8] available. He camines why rechnology becomes a mallying cry
4 for both rght- and lefr-wing intellecruals ar imes when Libes-

alism appears anachronistic, and shows the continuiries berween

Weimar’s ideological debates and thase of our own age.
% Modern Exrapean Plilosophy
| 591678 Hardback $39.95

2 A History of Modern Moral Fhilosophy
i - J. B. Schneewind
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mnmhyshmdngindmﬂwha:dmommlqucsdominmmlphﬂmphywm&:rhim
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Bl this Is an unprecedented account of the evolucdon of Kanr's ethics.
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The Boston University
Graduate Creative Writing Program
Onr program,

ane of the oldest and most prestigious in the nation, is small (e more than a
dozen students admitted in any genre, with all workshope limited o twelve members);
intermive (the master’s degres is ordi E after the academic ofeéghlcmn;:%
and highly competitive (normally sixteen students & for each gpot in ficon and poetry). We
are best Known for the quality of our graduate wor’ . All these are held in the same small
room, which allows throagh its dusty windows a glimy of the Charles River. Pechaps the most
remarkable such workshop vecurred when Sylvia Plath, Anne Sexton, George Starbuck, and

Kathloen Spivack gathered for instruction by Robers Lowell ~ , by the way, less often in
that lite room than at the Ritz Bar. These days, the poetry wor. are run by o
Mﬁypﬁ?ozil.aureaheknbm‘l?lmkyand obel Laureate Derek Walcott, who alto conducts a

p«laywnhrxéag' workshop; and those in firtion are led by Leslic Epstein, Ralph Lombreglia and
Huganna ym.mgmuwommudmbhmaboutdmhmm ;‘gfat university.

That means they often take courses with a faculty in Lterature that des the poets
Geoffrey Hill and Rosanna Warren, the critics Shattuck and Cheis Ricks, and Boston
University’s two cther Nobel Prize winners, Bellow and Elie Wiesel It is difficult to kuow
how best to measure a student’s success, or the worth of a to a writer; we can say that
our graduates in each genre haveamqb:glisheda ooc{deal.Overthe!nstfew years, for
hmce,wrplaywriﬂbhawwmmeis Naticmal iting Prize, the Charles MacArthur
Award for Comedy, the Theater of Loulsville Best One-Act Pla Awnard, fitst prize in both the
mm?hwwwmmm i Festival, and another af our
playwrights had a iom with the Naked in New York. Quite recently our grad-

1ates (n poetry have won the $30,000 Whiting A the Barnard New Women Poets Senes, a
Society of America;
have been three winners in three eursofﬂmbismvery/ﬂnhﬂurhn.&wud,and_mm
mﬂhNaﬁmmwmhgcﬂm.wshdmbbawahuwmtheWﬁnsm
;l;ggwlthaninmdiﬂam share of the nationwide Henfield Awards. In 1996 Ha Jin won the

/Htmlngwayudfhmery@tmmamxdsfwstorbwﬁtﬁmhwwhhopa,mdm
holders of our MA aaxzdermh’sliste&mmandingyoungwrﬂzrs.Nouymrgce:aﬂl:i!vl
without a duateagfour out 2 book with a majar publishet, some wi
advances af a half-million and more. the last decade we have placed more than a
dmmdo:lrgaduueamwckpoﬁmmmajurManmivaﬁﬁes.Wemakemf
course, no assurances, Out only ise 10 those who join us i of a fair ameunt of time in
that river-view room, time shared wil other writers in a common, most difficult pursuit: the

perfection of one's craft.
For more information about ‘the visiting writers, and Hnandial aid (our teaching
fellows conduct und uate creative writing classes), write to Director, Creative Writing

Program, Boston University, 236 Bay State Road, Boston, MA. 02215.

Bostert University s an equol apportunity festitution.

NOVEMEER 24, 1897 THE NEW REPUBLIC 37

- BTG RARSE

T




that Ameticans have always been con- the family man, the product of 2 proper where it had originally formed part of
sistently conventional in their private | Christan upbringing, the scicntist— | Solomon's Temple.

scxual behavior and consistently fasci- | grew up in an atmosphere of sexual In the late Renaissance, Pope Sixtus V
' nated by public accounts of other repression and led 2 revolusion for sex- | moved the Vatican obelisk from iws old
ple’s sexuality. Obviously there ual openness. But bow much really | position to the-one in which it now
been times when American gexual man. | changed? Father and son were linked in | stands, and began erecting others in
ncrs changed: the Fill clearly trans | ways that neither could appreciate, for squares arpund the city. This i
formed the rules of sexual cn ent, | neither was capable of accepting sex a8 difficult job, carried out by Domenico
though even in this case the 1 are justapartoflife:nomore.nolmltisin Fontana, Sixtus's favorite archivect, re-
wimesdngammtomoreconvmdonal this sense (and it is absent from Jones's | quired the joint efforts of hundreds
sexual paterns. From this perspective, book) that Kinsey was a representative | of men turning dozens of capstans. It
what we call a sexual “revolution” is pot Ametican, Once ‘we bad Anthony Com | turned into a massive media event, cele-
so much a change in actu behaviorasa | stock and Maria Monk. Now we*have bmtedhyriml&poems,and anrphicts

shift in cultural in public con- | Jesse Helms and Karen Finley. Jtis 2 too many to count. Butitwas not thout
sciousness about sexuality. cliché o say that the-censors and the | fts XES. .
And even such a ehift does not involve | exhibitionists need each other; but itis tus V became 2 not for his

anﬁngﬁomaﬁmcwhmsexisatthe alsotruethatthcydonotunde:smd interests in cultural history but for his
center of public consciousness to 2 Gme | each other. Tie censors hear about pub- | austerity and bis determination. (Leg-
when it is at the periphery. In America, { lic accounts of sexuality and believe that | end recalls thathe ehtered the conclave
sext is never at the periphery. Sometimes | people are actually doing such things in | after the death of his predecessor bent
the American fascination with sex tends their bedrooms. And the exhibitionists | over and supported on a stick, which he
torezultlnprohibiﬂonandccnsomhip. listen to the censors and believe that peo- huried away as saon as his cofleagues
while at other times it produces exhibi- | ple will, if the censors get their way, stop | had elected him on the assumption that
donisnandcuﬁosity.Sexmbeafomc doingwhawvcrt}wymdoingin pri= hewastopfeéb!emmformomm
for procreation and joy, and it can be a | vacy of their bedrooms. Neither seemsall | a few years.) He improved Rome’s pub-
force for chaos and 1rx-eapcnu;ilﬁm:{1 that much concerned with what actually | Lic finances, assured its water SUpp and
Amecricans make their with both | happens behind the Alased doors. For | atacked the longstanding probiems of -
sides of sex by varying their public repre- what goes on there jsmore interesting to | banditry in the countryside and prost-
sentation of it while changing their pri- | the parties involved than itis to all those tution in the cig; (Predictably, be had

vatepwacﬁceofitasﬂrel}'astedmology trying 50 tely to Usten in. And more success with the former than wi
will aflow. : that is why it is fitting that those doors | thelatter) He also straightened roads
Alfred C. Kinsey—the Midwesterncr, stay closed. ® make Rome the stage for a magnificent
) . series of processions which emphasized
M the universalist clzims and enormous
resources of the Church Militant. When
. 9 . | Stxms moved obelisks, he used them 1o
The Obelisks’ Tale pri . o e 2
: / processional routes. Formally exorcised,

with inscri tions, they now gave testi-
By ANTHONY GRAFTON ' mouytoth%uiumph of the religion of
Chnstm diabolic superstition and
- magic Egyptians.

Moses the Egyptian: . -
The Memory of Egypt in Western Monotheistn A Mph“t”dmmeol’b‘_
by Jan Assmanit- ' jecto!fanabuse—mt -in the tr-
Lge) a
Dtarvand Uevoralty Prezs, 276 70 $29.35) church that, a fev years P ixtus V
o w Rome, and you will | tfionsunder their conwal. died, would#uin Giordano Bruno alive
find yourself in Egypt. In lntheqenmﬁesafeerkomefell.sodid in the de’ Fioriwhen he persisted

Bellini's enormous oval almOuanrheobelisks-Onlyonedthm in calling for a revival of the Egyptan
piazza before St Peter’s, | the Vatican obelisk, urvived the Middle | religion? The answer s, quite 8 promi-
and amid the swarms of touxists [n the :‘gea standing, No ancient historian ex- nent one. By the middle of the seven-
Piazza Navona, and in the strect by the |. I i
Lateran, there tise obelisks. Most of | meant, as first cut in Egypt or as appro- advising Bellini as he mounted swmaller
these huﬁsmm have spoken more | priated in Rome. lthadnohlemglygahic obelisks on his sculptured fountain of
than one language. Shaped to celebrate | inscription (not that anyone cou d have i
tmmceoﬁhenmgodke,thcy read one), But Chrigtian memary SUp- onanelephantbefol'eSamaniasopm
bear hieroglyphic imscriptions plied a new context and a new mean- | Minerva, In the eclecuc spirit of hugh
that commemorate the achievements of ing for the blank stone shaft Origz.:%l:{ Baroque culture, Kircher saw the obe-
Egypﬁanphmohs.(‘.enmﬁenﬂcrthese lowediniheﬂirmafﬂem,dwo fisks not as the work of the devil but as
rulers and their kingdom amed to had ‘wimessed the Crucifidon of St. | the remains of the lost high philosophy
dust, their monuments were brought, Pemlthgd,infad.mkedhph!sblood. of the Egyptian priests. He celebrated
with great technol ingenuityand at | becoming a precious relic of the early | their hieroglyphs as a language Imore -
fantastic expense, Egypt to Rome. Church. The Vatican obelisk gradually profound than any alPhabcﬂc one—a
In this new setting, they attested to the became an uncanny, even ical ob- | language by pricsts, the signs in
gowzr of the Roman conquerors who ject. Tour gui es reported that rgilhad | which corresponded directly by their
ad brought the oldest of human civiliza- teleported it to Rome from Jerusalem, | very nature to the things they referred
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