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6. INTIMACY VS. ISOLATION

It is only as young people emerge from their identity struggles
that their egos can master the sixth stage, that of intimacy. What
we have said about genitality now gradually comes into play.
Body and ego must now be masters of the organ modes and of
the nuclear conflicts, in order to be able to face the fear of ego loss
in situations which call for self-abandon: in orgasms and sexual
unions, in close friendships and in physical combat, in experiences
of inspiration by teachers and of intuition from the recesses of the
self. The avoidance of such experiences because of a fear of ego
loss may lead to a deep sense of isolation and consequent self-ab-
sorption.

This, then, may be the place to complete our discussion of
genitality.

For a basic orientation in the matter I shall quote what has
come to me as Freud’s shortest saying. It has often been claimed,
and bad habits of conversation seem to sustain the claim, that
psychoanalysis as a treatment attempts to convince the patient
that before God and man he has only one obligation: to have good
orgasms, with a fitcting “object,” and that regularly. This, of
course, is not true. Freud was once asked what he thought a nor-
mal person should be able to do well. The questioner probably
expected a2 complicated answer. But Freud, in the curt way of
his old days, is reported to have said: “Lieben und arbeiten” (to
love and to work). It pays to ponder on this simple formula; it
gets deeper as you think about it. For when Freud said “love” he
meant genizal love, and genital Jove; when he said love and work,
he meant a general work-productiveness which would not pre-
occupy the individual to the extent that he loses his right or
capacity to be a genital and a loving being. Thus we may ponder,
but we cannot improve on the formula which includes the doc-
tor’s prescription for human dignity—and for democratic living.



Genitality, then, consists in the unobstructed capacity to de-
velop an orgastic potency so free of pregenital interferences that
genital libido (not just the sex products discharged in Kinsey’s
“outlets”) is expressed in heterosexual mutuality, with full sensi-
tivity of both penis and vagina, and with a2 convulsion-like dis-
charge of tension from the whole body. This is a rather concrete
way of saying something about a process which we really do not
understand. To put it more situationally: the total fact of finding,
via the climactic turmoil of the orgasm, 2 supreme experience of
the mutual regulaton of two beings in some way breaks the point
off the hostilities and potential rages caused by the oppositeness of
male and female, of fact and fancy, of love and hate. Satisfactory
sex relations thus make sex less obsessive, overcompensation less
necessary, sadistic controls superfluous.

Preoccupied as it was with curative aspects, psychoanalysis
often failed to formulate the matter of genitality in a2 way signif-
icant for the processes of society in all classes, nations, and levels
of culture. The kind of mutuality in orgasm which psychoanaly-
sis has in mind is apparently easily obrained in classes and cultures
which happen to make 2 leisurely institution of it. In more com-
plex socicties this mutuality is interfered with by so many factors
of health, of tradition, of opportunity, and of temperament, that
the proper formulation of sexual health would be rather this: A
human being should be potentially able to accomplish mutuality
of genital orgasm, but he should also be so constituted as to bear
frustration in the matter without undue regression wherever con-
siderations of reality and loyalty call for it.

While psychoanalysis has on occasion gone too far in its em-
phasis on genitality as 2 universal cure for society and has thus
provided a2 new addiction and 2 new commodity for many who
wished to so interpret its teachings, it has not always indicated
all the goals that genitality actually should and must imply. In
order to be of lasting social significance, the utopia of genitality
should include:

1. muruality of orgasm
2. with a loved partner
3. of the other sex
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4 with whom one is able and willing to share 2 mutual trust
5. and with whom one is able and willing to regulate the
cycles of
a. work
b. procreation
c. recreation
6. so as to secure to the offspring, too, 2 satisfactory develop-
ment.

[t is apparent that such utopian accomplishment on a large scale
cannot be an individual or, indeed, a therapeutic task. Nor is it a
purely sexual matter by any means.






6. BEYOND IDENTITY

The first of these is the crisis of imtimacy. It is only when
identity formation is well on its way that true intimacy—which
is really a counterpointing as well as a fusing of identities—is
possible. Sexual intimacy is only part of what I have in mind, for
it 1s obvious that sexual intimacies often precede the capacity to
develop a true and mutual psychosocial intimacy with another
person, be it in friendship, in erotic encounters, or in joint in-
spiration. The youth who is not sure of his identity shies away
from interpersonal intimacy or throws himself into acts of in-
timacy which are “promiscuous” without true fusion or real self-
abandon.

Where a youth does not accomplish such intimate relation-
ships with others—and, I would add, with his own inner re-
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sources—in late adolescence or early adulthood, he may settle
for highly stereotyped interpersonal relations and come to retain
a deep sense of isolation. If the times favor an impersonal kind of
interpersonal pattern, a man can go far, very far, in life and yet
harbor a severe character problem doubly painful because he
will never feel really himself, although everyone says he is
“somebody.”

The counterpart of intimacy is distantiation: the readiness to
repudiate, isolate, and, if necessary, destroy those forces and
people whose essence seems dangerous to one’s own. Thus, the
lasting consequence of the need for distantiation is the readiness
to fortify one’s territory of intimacy and solidarity and to view
all outsiders with a fanatic “overvaluation of small differences”
between the familiar and the foreign. Such prejudices can be uti-
lized and exploited in politics and in war and secure the loyal self-
sacrifice and the readiness to kill from the strongest and the best.
A remnant of adolescent danger is to be found where intimate,
competitive, and combative relations are experienced with and
against the selfsame people. But as the areas of adult responsibil-
ity are gradually delineated, as the competitive encounter, the
erotic bond, and merciless enmity are differentiated from each
other, they eventually become subject to that ethical semse
which 1s the mark of the adult and which takes over from the
ideological conviction of adolescence and the moralism of child-
hood.

Freud was once asked what he thought a normal person
should be able to do well. The questioner probably expected a
complicated, “deep” answer. But Freud simply said, “Lieben
und arbeiten” (“to love and to work”). It pays to ponder on this
simple formula; it grows deeper as you think about it. For when
Freud said “love,” he meant the generosity of intimacy as well as
genital love; when he said love and work, he meant a general
work productiveness which would not preoccupy the individual
to the extent that he might lose his right or capacity to be a sex-
ual and a loving being.

Psychoanalysis has emphasized gemitality as one of the devel-



opmental conditions for full maturity. Genitality consists in the
capacity to develop orgastic potency which is more than the
discharge of sex products in the sense of Kinsey’s “outlets.” It
combines the ripening of intimate sexual mutuality with full
genital sensitivity and with a capacity for discharge of tension
from the whole body. This is a rather concrete way of saying
something about a process which we really do not yet quite un-
derstand. But the experience of the climactic mutuality of or-
gasm clearly provides a supreme example of the mutual regula-
tion of complicated patterns and in some way appeases the hos-
tilities and the potential rages caused by the daily evidence of the
oppositeness of male and female, of fact and fancy, of love and
hate, of work and play. Such experience makes sexuality less ob-
sessive and sadistic control of the partner superfluous.

Before such genital maturity is reached, much of sexual life is
of the self-seeking, identity-hungry kind; each partner is really
trying only to reach himself. Or it remains a kind of genital
combat in which each tries to defeat the other. All this remains
as part of adult sexuality, but it is gradually absorbed as the
differences berween the sexes become a full polarization within a
joint life style. For the previously established vital strengths
have helped to make the two sexes first become similar in con-
sciousness, language, and ethics in order to then permit them to
be maturely different.

Man, in addition to erotic attraction, has developed a selectiv-
ity of “love” which serves the need for a new and shared iden-
tity. If the estrangement typical for this stage is isolation, that is,
the incapacity to take chances with one’s identity by sharing
true intimacy, such inhibition is often reinforced by a fear of the
outcome of intimacy: offspring—and care. Love as mutual de-
votion, however, overcomes the antagonisms inherent in sexual
and functional polarization, and is the vital strength of young
adulthood. It is the guardian of that elusive and yet all-p«ervaswe
power of cultural and personal style which binds into a “way of
life” the affiliations of competition and co-operation, production
and procreation.



If we should continue the game of “I am” formulations “be-
yﬂnd identity" we should have to change the tune. For now the
increment of id:ntit)r 1s based on the formula “We are what we
love.”



