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Fifty ox sixty men are needed this week-end to guaran­
tee the success of HELP WEEK, If you’re free between 

the hours of one and five in the afternoon on Saturday, plan now to join 
the crew that will make this project a success, You may join by leaving 
your name at either 287 or 269 in Dillon or 309 Pangborn , Remember, 50 or 
60 workers are needed. The CJF may make it difficult to get this many, 
so whatever your talents, if you don’t dig jazz maybe you can get a few 
kicks by helping with this project,

HELP WEEK

The Council for the International Lay Apostolate has 
scheduled a meeting for tomorrow night, April 20th, in 

0 'Shaughnessy Hall, Room 104, at 8:00 P.M. Speaker: Rev, Lawrence Murphy, 
M.M,, Assoc, Editor of World Campus, Topic: The Challenge for the Catholic 
Student in World Affairs.

TOMORROW

APRIL 30TH 1 The formal opening of May Devotions will be held on
April 30th, a week from next Sunday, It is also the

week-end of the Junior Prom. Juniors, therefore, are asked to arrange 
their work so that they will have some time free on that evening. The 
preacher will be Fr. Broestl. The procession will begin at 8:00 P.M.

Please pray for the following. Deceased: Aunt of Rev• 
Daniel O'Neil, C.S.C.? Alexander Loss? Herbert O'Laughlin 

sister of Ralph, '39 and James Mazar, *47; cousin and friend of Mike Brennan 
of Alumni. Ill: Uncle of Dave Droll, Off-Campus? Andrew Hunyar? grand­
father of Dan Hagan of Alumni.

IN YOUR CHARITY

CONCLUSION Harvey Cox's article, "Playboy's Doctrine of Male" is 
concluded in this issue of the Bulletin. While we may 

not agree with all the points the writer makes, he must be credited with 
exposing Playboy's synthetic doctrine of man.

In a question-answering column entitled: “The 
Playboy Advisor/' queries about smoking equip­
ment (how to break in a meerschaum pipe), cocktail 
preparation (how to mix a “Yellow Fever") and 
whether or not to wear suspenders with a vest, alter­
nate with questions about what to do with girls 
who complicate the cardinal principle of casualness, 
either by suggesting marriage or by some other 
impulsive gesture toward permanent relationship. 
The infallible answer from the oracle never varies: 
sex must be contained, at all costs, within the en- 
tertainment-recreation area. Don't let her get
“serious."

After all, the most famous feature of the maga­
zine is its monthly fold-out photo of a £ fay mate. 
She is the symbol par excellence of recreational sex.

When play time is over, the playmate's function 
ceases, so she must be made to understand the rules 
of the game.

The magazine's fiction purveys the same kind of 
severely departmentalized sex. Although the editors 
have recently dressed up the contents of Playboy 
with contributions by Hemingway, Bemelmans and 
even a Chekhov translation, the regular run of 
stories relies on a repetitious and predictable for­
mula. A successful young man, either single or 
somewhat less than ideally married—a figure with 
whom readers have no difficulty identifying-en- 
counters a gorgeous and seductive woman who 
makes no demands on him except sex. She is the 
prose duplication of the cool-eyed but hot-blooded 
playmate of the fold-out page.



Drawing heavily on the phantasy life of all young 
Americans, the writers utilize for their stereotyped 
heroines the hero’s school teacher, his secretary, an 
old girl friend, or the girl who brings her car into 
the garage where he works, The happy, issue is 
always a casual but satisfying sexual experience 
with no entangling alliances whatever. Unlike the 
women he knows in real life, the Playboy reader’s 
fictional girl friends know their place and ask for 
nothing more. They present no danger of perma­
nent involvement. Like any good accessory, they are 
detachable and disposable.

Many of the advertisements reinforce the sex- 
accessory identification in another way by attribut­
ing female characteristics to the items they sell.
Thus a full page ad for the MG assures us that this 
car is not only “the smoothest pleasure machine” 
on the road and that having one is a “love-affair,” 
but most importantly, “you drive it—it doesn’t 
drive you.” The ad ends with the equivocal ques­
tion, “Is it a date?”

Playboy insists that its message is one of libera­
tion. Its gospel frees us from captivity to the puri­
tanical “hat-pin brigade.” It solemnly crusades for 
“frankness” and publishes scores of letters congratu­
lating it for its unblushing “candor.” Yet the whole 
phenomenon of which Playboy is only a part vividly 
illustrates the awful fact of a new kind of tyranny.

Those liberated by technology and increased 
prosperity to new worlds of leisure now become the 
anxious slaves of dictatorial taste-makers. Obsequi­
ously waiting for the latest signal on what is cool 
and what is awkward, they are paralyzed by the fear 
that they may hear pronounced on them that dread 
sentence occasionally intoned by “The Playboy 
Advisor”: “you goofed!” Leisure is thus swallowed 
up in apprehensive competitiveness, its liberating 
potential transformed into a self-destructive com­
pulsion to consume only what is au courant. Play­
boy mediates the Word of the most high into one 
section of the consumer world, but it is a word of 
bondage, not of freedom.

Nor will Playboy's synthetic doctrine of man 
stand the test of scrutiny. Psychoanalysts constantly 
remind us how deeply seated sexuality is in the 
human self. But if they didn’t remind us, we would 
soon discover it anyway in our own experience. As 
much as the human male might like to terminate his 
relationship with a woman as he snaps off the stereo, 
or store her for special purposes like a camel’s 
hair jacket, it really can’t be done. And anyone 
with a modicum of experience with women knows 
it can’t be done. Perhaps this is the reason why 
Playboy*s readership drops off so sharply after the 
age of thirty.

Playboy really feeds on the presence of a re­
pressed fear of involvement with women, which for 
various reasons is still present in many otherwise 
adult Americans. So Playboy's version of sexuality

grows increasingly irrelevant as authentic sexual 
maturity is achieved.

A Futile Doctrine
The male identity crisis to which Playboy speaks 

has at its roots a deep-set fear of sex, a fear that is 
uncomfortably combined with fascination. Playboy 
strives to resolve this antinomy by reducing the ter­
rible proportions of sexuality, its power and its 
passion, to a packageable consumption item. Thus 
in Playboy's iconography, the nude woman symbo­
lizes total sexual accessibility, but demands nothing 
from the observer. “You drive it—it doesn’t drive 
you.” The terror of sex, which cannot be separated 
from its ecstacy, is dissolved. But this futile attempt 
to reduce the mysterium tremendum  of the sexual 
fails to solve the problem of being a man. For sexu­
ality is the basic form of all human relationship, 
and therein lies its terror and its power.

Karl Barth has called this basic relational form of 
man’s life Mitmensch, co-humanity. This means 
that becoming fully human, in this case a human 
male, necessitates not having the other totally ex­
posed to me and my purposes—while I remain un­
committed—but exposing myself to the risk of en­
counter with the other by reciprocal self-exposure. 
The story of man’s refusal to be so exposed goes 
back to the story of Eden and is expressed by man’s 
desire to control the other rather than to be with the 
other. It is basically the fear to be one’s self, a lack 
of the “courage to be.”

Thus any theological critique of Playboy that fo­
cuses on its “lewdness” will misfire completely. 
Playboy and its less successful imitators are not 
“sex magazines” at all. They are basically anti- 
sexual. They dilute and dissipate authentic sexu­
ality by reducing it to an accessory, by keeping it 
at a safe distance.

It is precisely because these magazines are anti- 
sexual that they deserve the most searching kind of 
theological criticism. They foster a heretical doc­
trine of man, one at radical variance with the bib­
lical view. For Playboy's man, others—especially 
women—are for him. They are his leisure accesso­
ries, his playthings. For the Bible, man only be­
comes fully man by being for the other.

Moralistic criticisms of Playboy fail because its 
anti-moralism is one of the few places in which 
Playboy is right. But if Christians bear the name of 
One who was truly man because he was totally for 
the other, and if it is in him that we know who God 
is and what human life is for, then we must see in 
Playboy the latest and slickest episode in man’s con­
tinuing refusal to be fully human.


