JUDITH A. FEiEasm sy e D

HOW ONE MAD SCIENTIST UNLEASHED A PLAGUE

OF CORRUPTION AND CONTAGION ON AMERICA













JUDITH A. REISMAN, PHD

HOW ONE MAD SCIENTIST UNLEASHED A PLAGUE OF

CORRUPTION AND CONTAGION ON AMERICA

WND Books



SEXUAL SABOTAGE
WND Books
Published by WorldNetDaily
Washington, D.C.

Copyright © 2010
WND Books

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced in any form or by any means,
electronic, mechanical, photocopying, scanning, or otherwise, without permission in
writing from the publisher, except by a reviewer who may quote brief passages in a review.

Written by Judith A. Reisman Ph.D.
Jacket design by Mark Karis
Interior design by Neuwirth & Associates, Inc.

WND Books are distributed to the trade by:
Midpoint Trade Books
27 West 20th Street, Suite 1102
New York, NY 10011

WND Books ate available at special discounts for bulk purchases. WND Books, Inc.
also publishes books in electronic formats. For more information call (541) 474-1776 or

visit www.wndbooks.com.

ISBN 13 Digit: 978-1-935071-85-3

Library of Congress information available
Printed in the United States of America

10987654321



CONTENTS

Acknowledgements ix

[CHAPTER 1|1
Hate America: Libeling the World War II Generation

I

[cHAPTER 21
The Kinsey Reports as Sabotage
16

[cHAPTER 31
Kinsey's Orgy-Porgy Attic
36

[CHAPTER 41

Toxic Consequences

69

[CHAPTER 5]

Normalizing Sexual Pathology: Culture and Laws after Kinsey

76

[cHAPTER 61
Marriage, Family, and Parenting
82

[CHAPTER 71
Pandering, Promiscuity, and Pornography

I21



[CHAPTER 8]

Big Pornography as Sexual Sabotage
137

[CHAPTER 9]
Sex Educators as Sexual Saboteurs

170

[CHAPTER | O]l
Abortion Educator Saboteurs

200

[cHAPTER | 1]
Sabotaging Schools and Libraries
217

[CHAPTER | 2]
Pandemic, Predatory Criminals
227

[CHAPTER | 31
Our Legacy Given Over to Barbarians

270

[CHAPTER | 4]
The Sex Industrial Complex

301

[cHAPTER | 51

Yes, Recovery is Possible!
327
Endnotes 339

Index 395



IN PRAISE AND GRATITUDE

To our moral and honorable Judeo-Christian “Greatest

Generation” to redress their libeled historical record.
And to United States Supreme Court Justice Antonin

Scalia who assured me decades ago that authoritative evi-

dence might reverse our scientifically frandulent sex laws.

Mother’s Flag






ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

My ABIDING GRATITUDE TO my longtime friends Elizabeth and
Joseph Farah of WorldNetDaily for their resolute belief in my work
and for shepherding this book through to fruition despite its many
bizarre trials and tribulations.

Thanks particularly to David Kupelian for his consistent encour-
agement, to my WND Editor Megan Byrd for her kindly, professional,
unruffled resolve, and to Katie Clark Vecchio for reducing my behe-
moth manuscript into a readable size.

I am especially grateful to the excellent WND team that made it
possible for one more politically incorrect book to reach the great
American public, and to my diverse and loyal readers who have
informed, encouraged, and supported me for these many years.

And finally, of course, to my generous, cherished family, all of whom
have succored me through good times and bad. I owe them my balance
and my joy.






[ CHAPTER 1 1

Hate America; Libeling the World War |1 Generation

[Tlhis generation . . . left their ranches in Sully County, South
Dakota, their jobs on the main street of Americus, Georgia, they
gave up their place on the assembly lines in Detroit and in the ranks
of Wall Street, they quit school or went from cap and gown directly
into uniform. They answered the call to help save the world from the
two most powerful and ruthless military machines ever assembled.!

—Tom Brokaw, The Greatest Generation (1998)

AFTER WORLD WaR II, it would take roughly fifteen years for
hedonistic “hate America” saboteurs to seduce the children of the
“Greatest Generation:”

Picture a thirteen-year-old boy . . . wearing his Walkman head-
phones or watching MTV. He enjoys the liberties hard won over
the centuries by the alliance of philosophic genius and political
heroism, consecrated by the blood of martyrs; he is provided with
comfort and leisure by the most productive economy ever known
to mankind; science has penetrated the secrets of nature in order to
provide him with the marvelous, lifelike electronic sound and
imagery production he is enjoying . . . life is made into a nonstop,
commercially prepackaged masturbational fantasy . . . the new
American life-style has become a Disneyland version of the Weimar
Republic for the whole family.

—Allan Bloom, The Closing of the American Mind (1987)*
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“Mother’s Flags” hung in the windows of most homes in my neigh-
borhood in 1942. Walking past them, I knew that when a blue star
was replaced with a gold one, another son or daughter had died to
protect me and my country.’ My gratitude and sense of obligation
began then, as 416,800 soldiers died, sixteen million fought under
arms, and millions of stateside Americans shouldered the burdens of
war.* Little did we know that, having survived the enemy forces in
Europe, Africa, Asia, and the Pacific Ocean, our heroes would come
home only to be sabotaged, betrayed by a cult of American draft dodg-
ers lounging on the grassy slopes of Indiana University.

There, strolling along the tree covered green campus and the undis-
turbed wilderness of Dunn’s Woods, Alfred C. Kinsey, a zoologist,
studied gall wasps, taught classes, conducted “sexual research,” and, in
1948 and 1953, published reports that defamed our heroes, their fam-
ilies, and everything they fought and died for. With a cadre of devoted
followers, this “scientist” lied about our forebears and slandered the
World War II generation as promiscuous, adulterous, homosexual,
and even bestial. Abundant evidence proves that these sexual perver-
sions reflected the activities and character of the Indiana University
professors—not of our accused World War II fighting men and women.
Nonetheless, this false “statistical survey” of the morals of World War
II Americans would be believed and relied upon for generations to
come. Indeed, it continues to seduce our nation, even today.

In 1948, when Kinsey’s first book was published, I was thirteen
years old and wholly unaware that my freedom and safety were a leg-
acy granted me largely by unknown women bred as independent ladies
- and unknown men bred with “religion and the spirit of a gentleman.”
Little did we know, in 1948, that the nation’s character would be
transformed from Tom Sawyer and Becky Thatcher to that of the tor-
tured youth of the 1948 pornographic novel, Amboy Dukes. We were
still being lifted aloft to higher things by the virtues of the founders’
generation reflected in our own World War II parents.

In 1948, my parents, like most people on our street, never locked
the car or our front door. The paint spray can was not invented until
1949, and graffiti did not mar shops and signs, even on the tough side
of town. Stores did not have wrought-iron bars protecting their win-
dows. Burglar alarms were rare indeed.

In 1948, T walked the mile from my house to Bancroft Junior High
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School in Los Angeles. My fellow students discussed weekend plans—
parties, dances, and church and synagogue events—and we commiser-
ated with several movie stars’ children, whose parents were divorced.

On Saturdays, I often took the trolley from Hollywood to the beach,
where I spread my towel on the sand, searched my lunch bag for an
apple, and lolled about reading my book, swimming, and finding sea-
shells. Catching the last streetcar back to L.A., I sauntered home after
dark. Some Saturdays I might have tarried on Hollywood Boulevard,
peeking in the shops, enjoying an ice cream cone before I moseyed
home in the evening.

In 1948, as my friends and I meandered through beaches, parks, and
streets, we had no idea of the “sex, drugs, and rock ‘n’ roll” that would
soon assault us. Like me, Elvis was thirteen, and John Lennon was only
eight years old. Few kids smoked cigarettes or drank alcohol. Drugs? A
very sophisticated friend once asked me if I'd like to smoke marijuana.
“What is it?” I asked. When she told me, I was stunned. “Why would I
ever want to do #5a#?” I chalked up this strangeness to the fact that her
father was a film director. Again, we all knew about “movie people.”

Though very few kids had cars in the late 1940s and early 1950s,
one nice sixteen-year-old boy rode a motorcycle and occasionally
picked me up after classes at Fairfax High School. Of course, he never
tried to kiss me. The phrase “sweet sixteen and never been kissed” still
applied to most girls I knew. We never heard of “date rape.”

In 1948, my parents did not worry much about my safety. They
knew I didn’t take rides from strangers and I was a “good girl.” Even
our liberal crowd was not a sex#ally liberal crowd. Child molesters were
considered rare indeed, and though some of those queer fellows lurked
about in movie theaters, parents still usually felt their children’s inde-
pendence and freedom outweighed the rare possibility of harm.

This was the common reality in 1948. Americans of all races and
religions and from most socioeconomic backgrounds tended to share
similar morals. In fact, most single men were quite likely to be virgins
as adults, including Playbey’s Hugh Hefner and liberal CBS newscaster
Andy Rooney. Drafted in 1941, Rooney recalled his Colgate college
football team, saying that none of his friends there had smoked and
“we didn’t say ‘s—t or ‘f—k,” and we didn’t sleep with our girlfriends.
Sex was only a rumor to us.”

Former NBC anchorman Tom Brokaw wrote what is perhaps the
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most celebrated study of World War Il Americans in his 1998 book,
The Greatest Generation. Through stories, private letters, poems, pic-
tures, and diaries, he documented and summarized their values and
ethical character. Brokaw wrote that their morals were as important
for victory as were “tanks and planes and ships and guns.” He thought
it would be wonderful to have a “statistical survey of America’s
strengths.” Indeed, such research would have been valuable.

For tragically, the world would soon view a false “statistical survey”
of World War II Americans defining this generation’s moral and ethi-
cal character. While our fathers and grandfathers fought World War
II, and while our mothers and grandmothers both overseas and on the
home front bore the burdens of war, Alfred C. Kinsey did not. Instead,
when America entered the war December 7, 1941, the forty-one-year-
old zoologist® was an Indiana University teacher “researching” human
sexuality. Wrapping himself in the mantle of “science,” Kinsey, a
secret sexual psychopath, would project his own sexual demons onto
the men and women appreciably called the Greatest Generation, the
Americans who saved the world from Hitler’s national socialism.

Riding on the financial support and seemingly impeccable creden-
tials of the Rockefeller Foundation, the National Research Council,
and Indiana University, Kinsey published his distorted data in Sexua/
Behavior in the Human Male in 1948 and Sexual Bebavior in the Human
Female in 1953 and, as his fans say, the world was never the same.
With a Madison Avenue advertising blitz, these two reports were
aggressively marketed and gained credibility as Kinsey focused the
western world on the imagined mote in the eye of his fellow citizens,

- rather than on the beam in his own.

The men who came home after World War II surely would have
agreed with 1960s pop singers Paul Simon and Art Garfunkel: “Gee,
but it’s great to be back home. Home is where I want to be.” But while
these heroes were trying to resume their lives, they were being sabo-
taged by a subversive barrage, a twisted campaign that informed the
world that American men were sexually deviant. Under this assault,
they surely would also have agreed with other Simon and Garfunkel
lyrics: “Everywhere I go, I get slandered, libeled. I hear words I never
heard in the Bible. . . .”

“Kinsey not only studied sexuality,” wrote one of his admirers, “he
helped create it . . . in such a way that it is difficult for us to recognize
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what pre-1950s sexuality looked like.”” True. But while Kinsey’s zar-
rattve described “a period of sexual repression,” his statistics claimed that
the generation was sexually immoral, promiscuous, and deviant.® Why
the contradiction? As one who was there, I witnessed firsthand his sex-
ual slander of heroic Americans. And, as one of the elders now, I have
researched Alfred Kinsey for thirty-five years, finding that he and his
cult libeled our World War II warrior generation in order to validate
his own cowardly perversions by creating a “sexual revolution.”

Sadly, he succeeded. Morris Ernst, Kinsey’s American Civil Liberties
Union (ACLU), lawyer, explained that Kinsey could collapse Victorian
morality by libeling World War II fathers. Since “the whole of our
laws and customs in sexual matters is to protect the family [and} the
base of the family is the father [Kinsey would prove} ‘is quite different
from anything the general public had supposed.”” Thus, slandering
“father” could gut the laws and customs that protected mothers, chil-
dren, and the family. And it did.

No match for Kinsey’s media blitzkrieg, the war generation’s hum-
ble reticence to “talk about what happened” gave Kinsey & Company
carte blanche. Domestic propagandists launched a stealth attack on
their own homeland by defaming our heroes as hypocritical perverts,
while our fighting men, still in shock from combat, tried to rebuild
their lives. War-weary, America was bombarded with the highly pub-
licized tale that Kinsey sold as reality. In believing the lies about the
World War II generation’s sexual character, our culture would see the
hijacking of the hard-earned sexual laws and customs that protected
the family, children, and civility. Alfred Kinsey decisively influenced
and grievously damaged my society—and tarnished the legacy of the
generation that saved the world. And as our society takes this slander
for granted and allows the damage to spiral, Kinsey’s co-conspirators
continue to terrorize our nation. This is why I track the Kinsey lobby.
Our children deserve better. Our Greatest Generation deserves better.

In 2005, sixty years after the end of World War II, I watched the
documentary, The League of Grateful Sons. In one scene, several elderly
former marines stand at attention beside an Iwo Jima graveyard epi-
taph: “When You Go Home, Tell Them For Us . . . For Your Tomorrows, We
Gave Our Today. Semper Fi.” The narrator explains that, for “half a cen-
tury they were silent.”'° Finally, sighs an aged veteran, our “real his-
tory is being transferred to the younger generation.”
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That is my passion, to transfer the res/ history about the “Greatest
Generation” to their heirs and to expose the libel of our finest Americans.
It is vital that we clear the reputations of our parents, grandparents, and
great-grandparents. The younger generation must know that their
ancestors have been betrayed and defamed—and understand why and by
whom. It is up to us to set the historical record straight.

Who Were We, Before Kinsey?

Although black slavery ended with the Civil War in 1865, women
continued to live largely under patriarchal control for another fifty-
five years. Indeed, in the 1860s and early 1870s, a new national scan-
dal thrived: Traffic in white female sex slaves flourished in scores of big
cities. New York was the “center of commercialized sex in the United
States.” Child and adult brothels were everywhere. Catering to “het-
erosexual and homosexual pleasures,” commercial sex pictures and
prices were posted “in hotels, shops, and saloons throughout the city,”
using alcohol and sex devices to “tempt the crowds.”"!

Catapulted by the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA), on
March 3,1873, New Yorkers passed an antiobscenity statute to try and
control the spread of venereal disease and crime.'”> When he moved
from Connecticut to New York, social reformer and crusader, Anthony
Comstock, was horror-struck by the visible public traffic in sex. In
1868, he organized a public “suppression of vice” that resulted in mas-
sive arrests and a successful cleanup of New York City that spread
nationwide over the next four decades."?

Markedly casual toward victims of the white slave traffic, sexually
liberated psychiatrists, and psychologist-educators actively marketed
the sexual freedom advocated by Clark University president G. Stanley
Hall, his Viennese visitor, Dr. Sigmund Freud, and their colleagues.
Thus—ijust as it does today—the battle raged between “repressed,”
pious, Americans and the “liberated” licentious academic elites. By
1910, men increasingly joined the organized women’s movement to
end the white slave traffic. In 1917, America entered World War I, a
conflict joyfully ended in 1918. By the 1920s, even New Yorkers
increasingly lived in a relatively sexually restrained and, thus, safe and
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sane environment. This was the culture in which our future World
War II heroes were born and raised. But the battle for America’s char-
acter still raged.

Stepping boldly into the fray, in the late 1920s, the Catholic Church
began a campaign against Hollywood’s brazen nudity and sadistic por-
nographic film indecency. As a result, with theaters half-empty,
Hollywood studios were forced to hire writers and produce films that
“fit” the moral values of average Americans. This meant hiring bril-
liant, often very moral writers to produce fluffy, witty, or charming
dialogue and good drama that did not run afoul of the new Motion
Picture Production Code, popularly known as the “Hays Code” for its
creator, Will Hays. Under these highly moral guidelines, Hollywood
entered its “golden era” from 1934 until the 1960s."

So, while F. Scott Fitzgerald described Big City flappers “kissing,
smoking, drinking, partying,” average folks loved Norman Rockwell’s
small town Americana illustrations of naive youths who fished, skipped
school, graduated, dated, and married—though artistic elites ridi-
culed these images. Even in the wild world he described, Fitzgerald
exposed the modesty of the times when he said that parents worried
about their daughters “kissing” their beaux. “Kissed!” laughed con-
temporary historian Gertrude Himmelfarb. “Bloomsbury,” she said of
the elitist English blueblood-wanabees, “would have been amused by
so quaint a notion of liberation.”"’

Like Fitzgerald and Rockwell, playwright Thornton Wilder lived
among and wrote about Americans in Oxr Town. In his classic 1938
play about Grover's Corners, a boy and girl grow up as friends, fall in
love, marry (naturally as virgins), work, have children, age, and die."

Commending the common decency of most of the townsfolk, Oxr
Town did not idealize the fictional town or the people who live there. The
play described the basic decency and morality of a typically religious,
conservative America, though it did not “point fingers, stereotype oth-
ers, and otherwise divide people from one another.”'” Most Americans,
white and black, in fact, tended to fit Wilder’s description.'®

With the Great Depression, however, between 1929 and 1932, the
average American family income dropped 40 percent, from $2,300 to
$1,500 annually," as people lost their jobs, farms, and businesses. While
many also lost hope, poverty-ridden and desperate Americans—on soup
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lines and bread lines—held true to their religious and moral values. “{S}
urvival became the keyword . . . . [while} Democracies such as Italy and
Germany eventually fell to dictatorships.””

By 1934, however, while Hitler’s corporate, leftist National Socialist
German Labor Party [Nazi} secretly geared for war,”' America enjoyed
an economic upturn that brought jobs to her thirteen million unem-
ployed. Meanwhile, Berlin was the international center of the sexual
decadence that nurtured Hitler’s National Socialism. Later I will
address Hitler and his comrades’ sexual deviance, but for now note
that the Nazis advocated a bogus platform of “family values.” Here at
home, the United States did #oz return to the big-city decadence of the
late 1800s or of the Bloomsbury effete. By 1939, men who had been
on soup lines worked in war factories. A couple of years later, they
fought overseas to defend the values that had sustained them during
the Great Depression. In fact, between 1941 and 1945, 416,800 U.S.
soldiers would die to preserve those values.”

Joseph Heller, who wrote the classic World War II novel, Catch-22,
grew up in a small Coney Island flac. Heller says he and his friends
didn’t know they were poor. Like most people, he lived with his family
until he joined the service and, like my own father, mother, aunts, and
uncles, he brought his paycheck home to his mother until he enlisted.
Women and children walked about most small and large cities, day
and night, alone and “without fear, without harm,” says the observant
war reporter and novelist. His New York neighborhood was poor but
“safe, insular, and secure”:

In the nineteen years I lived on that street before going into the
army . .. I never heard of a rape, an assault or an armed robbery in our
neighborhood. . . . There was just about no fear of violence. . . . And
there was practically no crime. . . . Both inside and outside the house
we were safe. There were no kidnappings or burglaries, and always in
decent weather there were scores of kids on the street to play with.?

Divorce was rare and nearly everyone had married parents. Some,
like Heller and his sister and brother, were raised by a widowed
mother; unwed mothers were rare and, therefore, seldom seen, as dis-
dain for “illicit” sex crossed class, race, and education lines. Indeed,
Heller and his cronies joined the military as virgins. He adds “with
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pride” that his married pilot buddies never “exhibited even the slight-
est interest in sex with another woman, not on rest leaves in Rome and
not in Sicily, Cairo, or Alexandria.”?*

“Sex without love” still “seemed urtterly unethical” to college men,”
complained Dutch sexual libertarian sex and law researchers, Phyllis
and Eberhard Kronhausen, PhD, in 1960. Rich or poor, all races and
religions tended to share the sexual morality, the value of male and
female chastity belittled by the Kronhausens’, reported by Fitzgerald,
and celebrated by Rockwell, Wilder, and Heller. And while the sophis-
ticated elite ridiculed America as sentimental and unreal, America did

largely resemble Norman Rockwell’s paintings.

The Greatest Generation: God, Country, Family

Born in 1940, retired NBC news anchorman Tom Brokaw confirms
Wilder’s fiction and Heller’s nostalgia in his landmark 1998 book, The
Greatest Generation. Brokaw interviewed World War II Americans and
published their intimate records, revealing their hearts and souls, the
“values bred into the young men and women” who came of age as war
broke out. “[Rlesponsibility and a commitment to honesty,” said
Brokaw, “. . . . are the connective cords of their lives.”? There were
certainly exceptions, but this was the rule.

American history is unambiguous about what Brokaw calls “faith in
God” as a singular mark of this generation. Since the Revolutionary and
even the Civil Wars, the beliefs and valor of American warriors certainly
shaped the World War I and World War II American character. To
understand the heroes of the generation, we need to understand their
beliefs in God. For, despite the current fashion of covering up our reli-
gious heritage; masking truth by bearing false witness about American
faith defiles both historical accuracy and the American people.

Always wary of “temptation,” our founders labored to rear genera-
tions cut from the sturdy, unpretentious, and demanding cloth of
Scripture. As a result, the World War II generation was trained to
honor God, country, and family—and was thus trained to build a
secure life for their children and, indeed, for us all. “Faith in God
was . . . part of the lives of the WWII generation,” Brokaw wrote.
“They stayed true to their values of personal responsibility, duty,
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honor, and faith. . . . {Those} outside their families reminded them of
the ethos of their family and community.”*

Most World War II Americans embodied the “strict standards of my
mother and father,” wrote Brokaw, “the parents of my friends, my teach-
ers, my coaches, my ministers.” Even local businessmen would remind
him, “that’s not how you were raised.””® After the bombing of Pearl
Harbor on December 7, 1941, Brokaw found those “strict standards” at
work. Those who could not serve in the military did everything in their

power to help at home. One World War II reporter recalls:

Men and women alike exuded a patriotic fervor unmatched in history
up to that time in the USA. Families saved the lard from cooking and
took it to the markets where it was recycled. Ration baocks were ever-
present, containing tokens allowing for monthly gasoline and food
allowances. Extras were nonexistent. Only the bare necessities for life

were used.?

Eager to free their men for combat, women served in the Army
Nurse Corps, Navy Nurse Corps, and as WACS (Women’s Army
Corps), WAVES (Women Accepted for Volunteer Emergency Service),
and WASPS (Women Airforce Service Pilots). Six million “Rosie the
Riveters” built tanks, ships, planes, guns, jeeps, and machines needed
for war.’® Certainly, some women delighted in and some exploited
their freedom, dancing and partying. However, millions more hurried
home to shop, cook, and clean, to comfort, teach, and pray with their
children, and often to care for aging parents. Millions wrote to their
- husbands and sweethearts every night. Most working moms relied on
family, friends, and neighbors for childcare with less than a million
children in government care centers at the war’s end.*

Our Mothers’ War recorded the perspectives of women typical of the
time. Young brides reassured husbands of fidelity, no matter the war
wounds. A wife moaned that, after Pearl Harbor, her husband awoke at
“about five,” looked in her eyes and said, “Listen, dear, I have to join up,
now.”*? Women habitually downplayed shortages and rationing. “Possibly
you have been reading of the severe cold and fuel shortage. We are very
comfortable, have not had to shut off any rooms.”** Scores had their
babies alone. “Melisse,” wrote that the “greatest hardship, of course, for
those who were left at home” is the fear for their beloved’s safety.* Mary
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King, a Rhode Island mother “got the worst news possible about her son,
[killed} in the last months of the war.”?®> Unaware of her husband Frank’s
death, Natalie wrote to him, “Oh God, I think I'll go nuts. I see you
everywhere. . . . Everyplace. . . . I'm so worried about you.”*

On June 6, 1944, a million American soldiers aboard four thousand
ships began landing on the Normandy beaches. After ten weeks of
combat, American forces had driven the Germans from almost all of
France. D-Day was the beginning of the end of the Third Reich, as the
valorous Allied invasion of Europe defeated the Germans, who uncon-
ditionally surrendered by May 1945.%

Brokaw’s own “wake up” call came in 1984, while filming an NBC
documentary about the fortieth anniversary of D-Day. Recalling his
trip to Normandy Beach in France, he said, “I had come to understand
what this generation of Americans meant to history. I7 is, I believe, the
Greatest Generation any society has ever produced’*® (emphasis added).

Like our founders, the Greatest Generation did not glorify war, but
rose to the occasion and became heroes and heroines. Robin, a regular
G.I. Joe, wrote about his D-Day experience at Normandy; his poem,
“Longest Day,” includes this telling excerpt:

Do not call me bero,

Each night I stop and pray,

For all the friends 1 knew and lost,
I survived my longest day.

Do not call me bero,

In the years that pass,

For all the real true heroes,

Hauve crosses, lined up on the grass.

The New York Times Book Review described Brokaw's Greatest Generation
as a “tribute to the members of the World War II generation to whom
we Americans and the world owe so much.”*® Biography Magazine wrote
that we owed the Americans of the "40s our freedom, our very lives.

The Times added, “We who followed this generation have lived in the
midst of greatness.” The Daily Press of Newport News, Virginia, wrote
that the Greatest Generation was made up of “brave men and women who
quite literally saved our skins.” And documentarian Ken Burns extolled:
“A generation of remarkable Americans—our better angels.™ Indeed.



12 SEXUAL SABOTAGE

But after the war, our weary warriors didn’t know what hit them.
Alfred Kinsey claimed to have studied them when he reported that
nearly all American men—our “better angels”—were actually sex
offenders, though he also claimed that #0 women or children were
harmed by rape or incest. Kinsey’s saboteurs claimed that most preg-
nant single women—many our soldiers’ sweethearts, who worked so
hard to support the war effort—had supposedly aborted their babies en
masse. He alleged that half of women and a vast majority of men had
engaged in premarital sexual intercourse, most without regret. According
to Kinsey, the men were not only promiscuous; most, he said, had sup-
posedly used prostitutes, about a quarter had engaged in homosexual
acts and, horrifyingly, a significant number of our fighting men who
came from farms had actually committed sex acts with animals.

These are the boys who married their sweethearts in droves, to enjoy
precious days or weeks before they went off to defend their ethical
heritage. Contrast Kinsey’s image of our war generation with the rec-
ollections of Tracy Sugarman in My War: A Love Story in Letters and
Drawings, in which he reminisced about his relationship with June,
his college love:

How young and innocent most of us were. . . . For most of us in the
40s who were in love, romance and fantasy were the best we could

manage . . . it was still hell having to wait to make it “legal.”*!

Tracy and June married so they could have a few “legal” months
together before he joined the Navy and shipped out. The pledge of
- their love shimmers through every snippet from his letters:

There’s such a hell of a lot I want to show you and tell you. . . . Nope—
distance doesn’t make my heart grow fonder—it just lets me see what
I've been looking at all along! And it’s a lovely thing, a wonderful adot-
able wife . . . you've given me enough luck and happiness to keep me
intact for a dozen wars! . . . I love you, Junie—with all my heart and
soul and might. God bless you, wife. Your adoring happy husband.®

The Sugarmans were joyfully, faithfully married for over fifty years.
James Dowling wrote from a German POW camp to his girlfriend,
Dorothy:
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Dearest Dorothy, I am all right, sweetheart. . . . Don’t worry about
me. We'll get married as soon as I get home again. I love you and
miss you terribly, sweetheart, and wish that I could be with you soon.
I have lots to tell you when I get back.”

Brokaw says James and Dorothy Dowling still have that love note.

Not “sexy” not “hot” but “sweetheart,” “darling,” “dearest,” “honey,”
“wife.” Chastity before marriage and faithfulness within it—this is
what sexuality looked like, according to many typical World War II
men. Disciplined by their military training and sacrifices, our World
War II generation married in record numbers. This was their ethic. In
the hell of war, of course, people did not always live up to this moral
code, but it was always their ideal.

”» 3 e«

The marital picture Kinsey painted, however, is a lesson in contra-
diction. In Kinsey’s world, almost half of all men and a quarter of
women committed adultery (“extramarital sex” in Kinsey’s parlance)
before they were forty years old. Worse, he claimed that a quarter of
wives had aborted their babies (without complications). Does this rea/ly
sound like the Americans who “saved our skins”—the men of honor
who fought for our country and the women who devoted their lives to
their families and the war effort?

Marine battalion commander Lt. Col. John A. Butler’s last words in
letters to his wife and son typify the best of our men’s values.

Babe, I am leaving you with four small children . . . the living testimo-
nials of this love. . . . I have great faith in them, babe, because I have
faith in you. . . . Itis so . . . important that they know, love and serve
God and respect the integral dignity of all men. It is goodbye for a
little while only, babe. I always loved you. Yours forever, Johnny.*

Ladies and Gentlemen

On public transport, most males automatically gave up their seats to
the elderly, women, and children, and men and older boys commonly
held open the door for women, old folks, and children. They would
commonly offer to carry a girl’s parcels or books, should she wish. Before
seating themselves, men commonly held the chair for ladies to be
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seated, and waited to eat until the ladies had begun. Men asked permis-
sion to smoke and were especially careful to use “decent” language in
the company of women and girls, who were called “ladies” and “young
ladies.” And a gentleman always defended ladies in any encounter.
Patriarchy had many drawbacks if one’s male intimate was alcoholic,
violent or a slough, but the flip side was the male view of men as obli-
gated, respectful, and of service to the female “weaker” sex.

In The Compleat Gentleman, Brad Minor, the former literary editor of
National Review discussed American chivalry and gallantry: “T'll say
plainly that the American republic . . . was founded by gentlemen and
depends upon their gentlemanly ideals for both its prosperity and its
posterity. Our republic, in fact, is the gentleman writ large . . . it’s all
about balance and restraint.” Minor supports this concept in his dis-
cussion of the Titanic survival rates; when even the wealthiest gentle-
men gave their lives to secure the safety of women and children of all
classes. Despite the claims of the feature film, Tizanic, “Upper and-
middle-class men,” Minor wrote, “had the lowest rate of survival on
the Titanic.”%

On the other hand, men who are not reared to be courteous, to be
gentlemen in service of ladies and children, often sink to the level of
scoundrels. To paraphrase Voltaire, a belief in and fear of God are espe-
cially important for those in authority. They must fear a Higher
Authority, who sees all that they do and who will mete out eternal
punishment. Otherwise, they may do whatever evil pleases them. Voltaire
also warned, “Those who can make you believe absurdities can make
you commit atrocities.”" In 1948, Kinsey, the antithesis of a gentle-
" man, caused millions to believe absurdities about the sexual morality
of the Greatest Generation. Predictably, restraint slackened and sexual
atrocities followed—and have skyrocketed.

But as “our boys” recovered from the ravages of World War II, the
ethos of family and community supported faith, fidelity, personal
responsibility, honor, and children’s innocence. Inasign of Comstockian
success, New York City’s Central Park welcomed couples and families
who were unafraid and unaware of the misery and crime that had
blighted the city a few decades earlier. In 1948, the safer, saner, softer,
and superior society was visible to the naked eye. Cities that had once
been vice-ridden saw women and children enjoying the freedom to
casually roam streets, paths, and beaches. These venues were created
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because America’s character supported public areas where men, women,
and children—alone or otherwise—could safely wander, day or night.
Today, however, these once-congenial places of public recreation are
again vandalized centers of crime and cruelty, unsafe after dusk. The
comparison is stark.

The sex industry had been thwarted—and vice squads contained its
re-emergence—but elitist revolutionists often attacked our founders’
beliefs in favor of lifestyles they fancied as licentious European cosmo-
politanism. Building on the legacy of America’s rugged provincialism
and religious belief, World Wars I and II revived our national honor
and stoked our confidence. Our refreshed patriotism made America
great and kept us so for decades.

This really was who we were before, during, and after World War
I1. This is the generation that I knew as a child. This was America—an
extraordinary nation that came of age during the Great Depression
and two World Wars and went on to build the greatest modern society
the world has ever known. And these are the men and women, our
fathers and mothers and grandsires, our heroes and heroines, whom
Kinsey claimed to truthfully reveal in Sex#al! Bebavior in the Human
Male (1948) and Sexual Bebavior in the Human Female (1953), the gen-
eration that was sabotaged by a deviant pseudo scientist who libeled
our legacy and screwed our society.



The Kinsey Reports as Sabotage

[T}t is probable that half or more of the boys in an uninhibited soci-
ety could veach climax by the time they were three or four years of age,
and that nearly all of them could experience such a climax three to
five years before the onset of adolescence. (emphasis added)

Alfred Kinsey, Male volume, p. 178

How DID THE WORLD come to see our Greatest Generation as sexual
hypocrites?

Going into battle, many a soldier carried a photo of his wife or
sweetheart and, with it, he carried the palpable fear of her possible
abandonment. In all wars, the chastity and loyalty of women back
home is critical to soldiers’ morale and fighting spirit. Soldiers who
doubt this fidelity begin to question the value of risking their lives to
defend their wives or girlfriends—and their country. So suggestions of
infidelity are an effective and universal war propaganda tool.

Alfred Kinsey took a page from the World War II playbook, capi-
talizing on the seeds of doubt planted by war propaganda—and copy-
ing its methods of sabotage.

On both sides of World War II, psychological warfare received huge
sums of money. A 1943 Life magazine article revealed that the Office
of War Information trained over “300 newsmen, radio and printing
technicians” and others in propaganda. On the other side, “80% of
Italian prisoners,” the article said, “had PWB [Psychological Warfare

Branch} leaflets in their possession or had read them.”#
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We now know that most soldiers—on all sides—were exposed to
propaganda, including sexual propaganda. White (positive) propaganda
encouraged soldiers to stay clean, strong, and to return home as healthy
and honorable as when they left (despite the reality that some fighters
did have sex abroad, amid the ever-present possibility of death). On the
other hand, black (negative) propaganda was counterfeit information,
made to look like helpful warnings from the soldiet’s country, seemingly
obligated to reveal information about promiscuity at home. Such propa-
ganda often claimed that wives and sweethearts were being unfaithful.

For the “benefit” of American Gls, Tokyo Rose and Axis Sally infa-
mously broadcast tales of stateside betrayal.*” Our surviving warriors
confirm the historical record;’® Axis Sally liked to tease and taunt the
soldiers about their wives and sweethearts back in the States. “Hi fel-
lows,” she would say. “I'm afraid you're yearning plenty for her. But I
just wonder if she isn’t running around with the 4-Fs way back
home.””! Such broadcasts were hurtful, to be sure, but Allied soldiers
easily saw through these enemy productions.

The most pervasive—and effective—Dblack propaganda strategy
used venereal disease “health education” campaigns. According to the
extensive body of wartime literature, such as “WW2 US Medical
Research Centre,” venereal disease was a concern. Propagandists aimed
to destroy the morale of the enemy by charging in leaflets dropped
from airplanes, that wives and girlfriends are having illicit sex and
being infected at home.

To increase their power, these materials regularly used credible-look-
ing but invented “scientific” statistics. As Kinsey’s oft-quoted reports
would later demonstrate, people believe numbers ever if they are phany.
For example, a Nazi flyer that was dropped on English-speaking Allied
soldiers, claims that of “20,000 women investigated a staggering pro-
portion had venereal diseases, over 80% had V.D.” The flyer alleged
that, of infected women, 21% were prostitutes. Of the rest, 61% were
“pickups,” 18% were girlfriends, 17% were “girls under 20 years,” and
“84% were wives of men serving in the armed forces abroad.”*

These false statistics defamed women and confused soldiers, dam-
aging the men and their families, as this extract from a soldier’s letter
suggests: “Honey I don’t want you to get mad when I ask you this
question is there somebody else. If there is tell me.” In another snip-
pet, after several paragraphs of sweet chatter to her soldier at war, a
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woman responds to such a suggestion: “I didn’t like that remark you
made about me taking guys out in your car hon . . . . That would be a
dirty trick I think Henry . . . dear.”

During World War II seeking ways to demoralize enemy troops, the
Axis and the Allies alike slandered their enemy’s wives and sweethearts
“back home” as sexually promiscuous. After the war Kinsey repeated
this libel against American wives and sweethearts. It worked.

How did this battlefront in the war affect our postwar culture?
Could it have planted seeds of doubt and roots of jealousy that caused
divorce rates to spike after the war? Perhaps. A more lasting legacy
may be that Alfred Kinsey was able to capitalize on the domestic
effects of this damage, as Axis lies may have tweaked our view of
American culture, made us more likely to receive “scientific” fiction as
fact, and set us up for Kinsey’s campaign. Tearing down America’s
dearly held ideals and faith in chastity and fidelity, it is entirely prob-
able that world War II propaganda prepared the way for Kinsey’s cam-
paign—and provided models for his crusade. Just a few years hence,
Kinsey’s fraudulent publications would strongly resemble the battle-
field’s propagandist booklets, complete with purported scientific data.

The End of One War, the Beginning of Another

On August 15, 1945, Japan surrendered. After almost four years of war
and a year of pre-war preparation, it could take years before all sixteen
million soldiers staggered home. They never suspected that they would

- soon face another war—waged by a group of American draft-dodgers
armed with their own domestic form of black propaganda.

Few veterans spoke much about their service. Laboring to remem-
ber the best and forget the worst, the repatriated warriors commonly
experienced sudden, terrifying flashbacks and sleep disturbances. Post-
traumatic stress, shell shock, was common. Some stammered for the
rest of their lives. Trying to overcome the traumas of war, men made
trips to military hospitals, sometimes frequent, often useless.

Every American city and hometown was shaken. Men and women
struggled to find jobs again, earn a living, finish their educations, and
restore their health, families, farms, and homes. The separations and
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shocks of war changed everyone, taxing even the most mature and
committed. Husbands and fathers struggled to get to know their fam-
ilies—again or for the first time.” Children had grown without the
control of their fathers and often resented the discipline dad needed
and expected. The men worked to repair broken down homes and rela-
tionships gone rusty, or just gone after the four plus-year conflict.
Divorces increased; many whirlwind marriages—by poorly matched
couples trying to grasp the future before the boys shipped out—would
soon collapse.

But the postwar years also brought dramatic increases in marriages
and births. Having cheated death, many returning vets cherished life and
got married immediately. Births jumped to the highest in our history.
The population increased by twelve million between 1940 and 1947
with the unprecedented “Baby Boom” and, by 1950, youngsters under
fifteen would be the largest single population group in the country.

Adding to the trauma facing returning warriors, the polio epidemic,
that had begun in 1916, surged into “the 1940s and 50s when the
disease crippled tens of thousands of children every summer. . . . In
1952 there were 59,000 new cases of polio. . . .”*® It is hard for people
today to imagine the terror of a veteran who came home to the specter
of his children struck down by this seemingly random disease. In fact,
A Paralyzing Fear documents families fleeing their homes after chil-
dren in their neighborhoods were infected.’’

Victorious in battle, the Greatest Generation knew who they were.
Faith, loyalty, honesty, and patriotism were their defining characteris-
tics. But overcome by the need to get back on their feet, to regain their
health and sanity, they hunkered down. In doing so, they largely failed
in one crucial area: to guard against domestic propagandists who would
defame them—and their values—to their descendents. And so these
heroic warriors could not defend themselves from a new, insidious ene-
my-—the draft dodgers, domestic traitors, and elitists who had avoided
war, who had stayed safe at home, and who would soon inflict their
immorality on the rest of us. No, our heroes did not see it coming. A
new war, at home, was about to assault the victors of World War II.

Before the “Welcome Home, Joe” banners had yellowed from the
sun, a postwar twist on black propaganda punched the Greatest
Generation below the belt. In January 1948, a mere three years after
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the war ended, nearly every mainline American newspaper and maga-
zine burned with headlines and quotes from a book that had hit col-
leges and bookstores. America’s men, sons, fathers, and husbands were
allegedly amoral and abnormal.

Then, with a one-two punch, Kinsey scored a knockout. In 1953,
he launched Sexual Bebavior in the Human Female, adding “scientific
statistics” about American women, wives, and mothers. According to
Kinsey, his survey proved that the men and women of our Greatest
Generation were, as Ben Shapiro put it, “secret perverts and sex
maniacs.”® And worse.

“Kinsey stated it very clearly,” said Charles Socarides, MD. “That all
types of sexual activity—sex with the opposite sex, sex with the same sex,
sex with both sexes, sex with children, sex with whips and chains, fisting
sex, sex with animals—any kind of sex was normal and common.”*’

A Brief Review of Kinsey on Sexual Behavior in the
Human Male

When Americans read Sexual Bebavior in the Human Male, they invari-
ably envisioned their own husbands and fathers—mostly hard-work-
ing, sacrificing family men whom they had presumed to be faithful
and heterosexual. With far-reaching consequences, Kinsey’s creepy
statistics ate at the younger generation like emotional poison.*’ The
Greatest Generation was slandered in the name of “science.”

According to Human Events, Kinsey’s initial report stunned the

- nation. It said American men were so sexually wild that 95% could be

accused of some kind of sexual offense under 1940s laws, while 37%
had had at least one homosexual experience,* and 47% of college men
did so to orgasm—if they were still single by age thirty-five.*? Since
most normal American men were married by age thirty-five this
allowed Kinsey to suggest “47%” of men were sometime homosexual,
as though these were normal males. But there was more. The report
described American men as undeniably corrupt, claiming that nearly
all American men violated sex crime laws, a majority used prostitutes,
many performed homosexual sodomy to orgasm, and more than a few
had sex with animals.

Sexnal Bebavior in the Human Male made the following claims:
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"UP-TO” RATINGS OF GENERAL MALE SEXUAL ACTIVITY

* 92% masturbated to orgasm (p. 499).

* 67% to 98% had premarital sex (p. 552).

* 39% at the “college level” performed premarital oral sex on a woman
(p. 371).

* 68% had premarital coitus by age eighteen (p. 549-552 including
Table 136).

* 69% of white males had at least one experience with a prostitute
(p. 597).

MARRIAGE & ADULTERY

* 49% performed oral sex within marriage (p. 256 and 371, College
Sample).

* 50% of husbands were adulterers, labeled by Kinsey as “extra~
marital” acts (p. 585, 587).

HOMOSEXUALITY

* 10-37% sometimes commit homosexual acts (p. 650~651).

* 14% performed and 30% received homosexual oral sex with climax
at least once (p. 373).

* Nearly 46% engaged in heterosexual and/or homosexual activities,
or “reacted to” both sexes in the course of their adult lives (p. 656).

A SAMPLE OF VARVIED DEVIANT BEHAVIORS

¢ 11% of married individuals participate in anal sodomy at least
once, (p. 383, college later tape analysis).*

* 22% were aroused by sadomasochistic stories (p. 677, Female).

* 50% responded erotically to being bitten (p. 677-8, Female).

* 95% are sex offenders (p. 392, Male).*

* 50% of farm boys have sex with animals, 17% to orgasm (p. 671, Male).

Although bestiality is zot natural behavior, Kinsey argued that ever
this was normal for humans, writing:

With most males, animal contacts represent a passing Chapter in the
sexual history. They ate replaced by coitus with human females as soon
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as that is available . . . . [Men] who have risen to positions of impor-
tance in the business, academic, or political world in some large urban
center . . . have lived for years in constant fear that their early {animal
contacts] will be discovered [whereas} such activities are biologically

and psychologically part of the normal mammalian picture. . . .%

A Brief Review of Kinsey’s Sexual Behavior in the
Human Female

American women and girls were targeted by the K-Bomb. Just as the
first report took on personal significance, people unconsciously envi-
sioned their own mothers and wives when they read Kinsey’s Sexua/
Behavior in the Human Female.

Having survived the misogynistic defamation of the war’s black
propaganda, sweethearts, wives, and mothers were again maligned as
promiscuous, unfaithful, and bi/homosexual. On the one hand, Kinsey
claimed our women were so sexually ignorant they thought they could
become pregnant through kissing and did not know what an orgasm
is. But as Life magazine reported in their deferential and zealous report,
the Kinsey team also said that half of our women had relations before
marriage and that after marriage, “40% of women have been or will be
unfaithful.”®® Though these two claims reveal a gaping contradiction,
scientists and the media were conditioned not to notice.

In Sexual Bebavior in the Human Female, Kinsey claimed the follow-
ing, although his “data” fluctuated rather widely:

GENERAL FEMALE SEXUAL ACTIVITY

* 62% reported they had masturbated (p. 142).

* 50% had premarital sex; 66—77% of these had no regrets, (p. 286,
332).

* 16 to 43% to 62% performed oral sex on a man before marriage
(p. 258).

MARRIAGE & ADULTERY

* 0% cite anal sodomy despite Kinsey Institute’s alleged 11% male
cite above.®’
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» 49% performed oral sex in marriage (p. 361).

* 26% committed adultery, called “extramarital coitus,” by age 40
(p. 416).

* 25% commit adultery and 17% more, Kinsey reported in “The Model
Penal Code,” “wanted or would consider” committing adultery.®®

* 63% to 85% of coitus resulted in orgasm (year one to twenty) of
marriage (p. 375).

HOMOSEXUALITY

* 28% had a homosexual experience for over three years (p. 458).

¢ A very small portion had exclusively homosexual histories over
time (p. 458-9).

¢ The bogus “Kinsey Scale” rates the average human as bisexual (p.
470).

SADOMASOCHISM

* 12% reported an erotic response to a sadomasochistic story (p. 677).
* 55% reported responding erotically to being bitten (p. 678).

ABORTION REPORTED BY KINSEY CO-AUTHORS

* 20 to 25% of wives deliberately aborted (no complications) (p.
102, Gebhard in Weinberg).*

*“90 to 95% of pre-marital pregnancies are aborted” Dr. Mary
Calderone claimed Kinsey found (Roe v, Wade).”®

VENEREAL DISEASE, RAPE

* 1,753 females had premarital sex but “only 44 females” ever had
a venereal disease (p. 327).

» Of 4,441 women interviewed, none were ever harmed by rape.”"

e Kinsey reported one possible rape of a child and no rapes of women or
boys.”?

The Female volume included no data on normal mothers or births
within marriage. Examining hundreds of charts and narratives in this
volume, we can patch together three cryptic citations describing 476
single mothers, 333 premarital pregnancies. “Among 16 females we
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have a record of 18 pregnancies resulting from the extra-marital
coitus.””? Kinsey provided no data, though, on whether these babies
were aborted or how these pregnancies affected the mothers’ lives—
even sexually. As a “taxonomic classification,” babies or children in
both the Male and Female reports appear only as sexual subjects—
objects and sex “partners” for adults and older children.”

A Brief Review of Kinsey on Sexual Behavior in Boys

In Paedophiles in Society, Professor Goode states that the evidence from his
books proved that “his work was based on the rape of children.” Kinsey
says “the only ‘abnormal’ sex is no sex; that the ‘human animal’ needs
orgasms; and that the earlier boys and girls have orgasms, the better for
them.” Both his books stand on these claims, backed by “copious data”
some gotten from adult recall but according to Gebhard most from men:

. . manipulating’ children, aged from birth to adolescence. Under
both national and international legislation, this is (and was at the
time) child sexual abuse. Where it involves penetration, as it clearly
did in some cases, it is (and was at the time) rape.”

At minimum, Kinsey’s disturbing allegations and conclusions are
illogical, contradicting the conservative nature of our World War II
generation. Worse, Kinsey’s “work” regarding the sexuality of teenag-
ers, pre-adolescent children, and infants is horrifying. Sexu#al Behavior
in the Human Male and Sexual Bebavior in the Human Female provide
abundant evidence of child sexual torture by Kinsey's “vesearchers,” who
engaged in brutal, sexual experiments on children. This “work” is
critically important to the effects of the Kinsey reports on our society,
our laws, and the Kinsey lobby today.

In the Male book, Table 30 reports data on 214 male children, the
youngest only one year old. The column “ORGASM: Data from Other
Subjects,” reveals the age range of these children: one to fourteen
years, with twelve-month-old infants supposedly reaching orgasm
through sex “play”; many of these “orgasmic” children were toddlers
and preschoolers.
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TABLE 30. PRE-ADOLESCENT EROTICISM AND ORGASM
FIRST PRE-ADOLESCENT EROTIC AROUSAL AND ORGASM
NUMBER OF CASES
AGE EROTIC AROUSAL ORGASM
In Any In Hetero- In Homo- Date from | Date from Total % of
Sex Play sexual sexual Play Present Ocher Cases Total
Play Study Subjects

1 12 12 2.5
2 8 8 1.6
3 2 7 9 1.8
4 10 9 2 12 12 2.5
5 30 23 8 5 9 14 2.9
6 26 21 8 15 19 34 7.0
7 32 29 6 21 17 38 7.8
8 38 29 12 27 21 48 9.9
9 38 37 3 24 26 50 10.3
10 83 71 17 56 25 82 16.8
11 72 67 13 54 22 76 15.6
12 92 84 13 51 23 74 15.2
13 37 37 3 15 9 24 4.9
14 10 10 3 3 6 1.2
15 3 2 1

Total 471 419 86 273 214 487 100.0

Mean Age 10.28 10.41 9.62 10.40 8.51 9.57

Median Age 9.75 9.87 9.26 9.77 8.10 9.23

“Of the 214 cases so reported, all but 14 were subsequently obsetved in orgasm (see Table 31).”

According to this table, these children’s first orgasm experience
was observed. But how did they arrange this first “observed” pseudo-
scientific sexual experience? Table 30 neatly chronicles what Kinsey

called heterosexual and homosexual “play” that resulted in the data

for this chart—children’s first arousal and “orgasm.” Kinsey

asserted, “Of the 214 cases . . .

all but 14 were subsequently

observed in orgasm.” Observed?! Who “subsequently observed”
(defined as “occurring or coming later or after”) these infants and
boys being—yes—sexually tortured, timed, and recorded? Who,
of Kinsey’s team, did this under his direction? The youngest boy
tested to “climax” is “2 mon.” old (see Table 31).
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TABLE 31. AGES OF PRE-ADOLESCENT ORGASM

PRE-ADOLESCENT EXPERIENCE IN ORGASM
AGE WHEN Percent of
OBSERVED |Total Popu- Cases NOt Case's Cumulated Cumulated Each Age
. Reaching | Reaching . Cases to .
lation . . Population . Reaching
Climax Climax Climax .
Climax
2 mon. 1 1 0
3 2 2 0
4 1 1 0
5 2 1 1
8 2 1 1
9 1 1 0
10 4 1 3
11 3 1 2
12 12 10 2
Upto 1 yr 28 19 9 28 9 32.1
Up to 2 yr. 22 11 11 50 20
Upto 3 yr. 9 2 7 59 27 57.1
Upto4yr 12 5 7 71 34 :
Upto 5 yr. 6 3 3 77 37
Up to 6 yr. 12 5 7 89 44
Up to 7 yr. 17 8 9 106 53
Up to 8 yr. 26 12 14 132 67 63.4
Up to 9 yr. 29 10 19 161 86
Upto 10 yr. 28 6 22 189 108
Upto 11l yr 34 9 25 223 133
Upto 12 yr. 46 7 39 269 172 80.0
Upto 13 yr 35 7 28 304 200
Up to 14 yr. 11 5 6 315 206
Upto 15 yr. 2 2 0 317 206
Total 317 111 206 317 206 65.0

Based on actual observation of 317 males.

“Based on actual observation of 317 males,” this chart in the Male book
includes boys from #wo months to fifteen years of age, with data as to whether
these “cases” did or did not reach “climax.””® Each age category included
children tested for “orgasm.” According to these data, only eighteen out of
214 boys (Table 30) and “up to” 7 out of 317 boys (Table 31) would have
reached hormonal maturity (at least thirteen years of age) when they were
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given their “first” orgasm by Kinsey's team. Kinsey further asserts here that
“orgasm” “was observed” in a male infant of five months.

Notably, in thousands of pages, Kinsey never uses emotional, human
terms such as “infant,” “baby,” “child,” “tot,” “toddler” for these boys.

For this allegedly scientific Table 32, Kinsey’s “researchers” observed
1,888 boys (“from five months of age to adolescence”) and timed them
with a “second hand or stopwatch” while they were being “erotically
stimulated” in order to determine the “duration of stimulation before

climax.””’

TABLE 32. SPEED OF PRE-ADOLESCENT ORGASM

Time Cases Timed Percent» of Cumulated
Population Percent
Up to 10 sec. 12 6.4 6.4
10 sec. to 1 min. 46 24.5 30.9
1 to 2 min. 40 21.3 52.2
2 to 3 min. 23 12.2 64.4
3 to 5 min. 33 17.5 81.9
5 to 10 min. 23 12.2 94.1
Over 10 min. 11 5.9 100.0
Total 188 100.0
Mean time to climax: 3.02 minutes
Median time to climax: 1.91 minutes

Youngest boy “observed” is “five months” and the “stimulation” and “Mean time to
climax” of 188 boys is timed with “a second hand or stop watch.”

Make no mistake: Each “case” represents a helpless child who was
criminally stimulated, observed, and timed by sex offenders for
Kinsey! This table lists 188 children who were stimulated by peder-
ast employees who observed children’s reactions, timed them, and
followed this abuse by keeping copious pederastic interpretive notes.
The abusers could definitely have been Kinsey, Pomeroy, Martin,
Gebhard, and/or others hired for their team. In an audio-taped inter-
view, Paul Gebhard later acknowledged that they asked child rapists
to get data on child orgasm, use stopwatches “take notes . . . . time
it and report back to us. . .”



28 SEXUAL SABOTAGE

GEBHARD: When we interview pedophiles, we would ask them,
“How many children have you had it with? What were their
ages? Do you think they came to climax or not? . . . Are you sure
it really was climax or not?”

INTERVIEWER: So, do pedophiles normally go around with stop
watches?

GEBHARD: Ab, they do if we tell them we're interested in it. . . .®

TABLE 33. MULTIPLE ORGASM IN PRE-ADOLESCENT MALES

No. of Cases | Percent of [Cumulated} Time Between | Cases | Percent of | Cumulated
Orgasms |Observed|Population| Percent Orgasms Timed | Population | Percent
1 81 44.5 100.0 |Upto1l0sec.| 3 4.7 4.7
2 17 9.3 55.5 11 to 60 sec. 15 235 28.2
3 18 9.9 462 |Upto2min. | 8 12.5 40.7
4 10 5.5 36.3 | Upto3min.| 10 15.6 56.3
5 14 7.7 308 |Upto5Smin.| 7 10.9 67.2
6-10 30 16.5 23.1 {Upto 10 min.| 11 17.2 84.4
11-15 9 4.9 6.6 |Upto20min.| 7 10.9 95.3
16-20 2 1.1 1.7 |Upto 30 min.] 1 1.6 96.9
21+ 1 0.6 0.6 |Over30min.| 2 3.1 100.0
Total 182 100.0 100.0 Total 64 100.0 100.0
Mean No. of Orgasms: 3.72 Mean Time Lapse: 6.28 minutes
Median No. of Otgasms: 2.62 Median Time Lapse: 2.25 minutes

Pedophile “Orgasm” Torture of 246 Little Boys

Table 33 claims to present the number of “orgasms” among 182
. pre-adolescent boys and the purported time between “orgasms” for
sixty-four more boys. “The most remarkable aspect of the pre-adoles-
cent population is its capacity to achieve repeated orgasm in limited
periods of time,” the Kinsey team claimed: “This capacity definitely
exceeds the ability of teen-age boys who, in turn, are much more capa-
ble than any older males.” Kinsey concluded: “It is certain that a
higher proportion of the boys could have had multiple orgasm [sz} if
the situation had offered. Even the youngest males, as young as 5
months in age, are capable of such repeated reactions.””

Kinsey described this table as including “typical cases.” The young-
est was five months old. According to Kinsey, “The maximum observed
was 26 climaxes in 24 hours [in a four-year-old and a thirteen-year-old},
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TABLE 34. EXAMPLES OF MULTIPLE ORGASM IN

PRE-ADOLESCENT MALES
SOME INSTANCES OF HIGHER FREQUENCIES

A No. of Time A No. of Time
8¢ Orgasms Involved 8¢ Orgasms Involved
5 mon. 3 ? 11 yr 11 1 b
11 mon. 10 1 hr. 11 yr. 19 1 hr.
11 mon. 14 38 min. 12 yr. 7 3 hr.
2yr. 7 9 min. 12 yr. 3 3 min.
11 65 min. 9 2 hr.
2V5 yr. 4 2 min. 12 yt. 12 2hre
4 yr. 6 5 min. 12 yr. 15 1 hr.
4 yr. 17 10 hr. 13 yr. 7 24 min.
4 yr. 26 24 hr. 13 yr. 8 25 hr.
7 yr. 7 3 hr. 13 yr. 9 8 hr.
8 yr. 8 2 hr. 3 70 sec.
9yr. 7 68 min. 13 yr. 11 8 hr.
10 yr. 9 52 min. 26 24 hr.
10 yr. 14 24 hr. 14 yr. 11 4 hr.

Pedophile Orgasm Torture of 30 Boys Up to 24 Hours around the Clock, The Youngest 5
Months, Suggesting Other Victim as “Some Instances of Higher Frequencies.”

and Kinsey says “still more might have been possible in the same
period of time.”® This, of course, is a round-the-clock sexual experi-
ment, requiring twenty-four hours of sexual assaults by a team of sex
criminals on both children. Kinsey adds, “Some instances of higher
frequencies.” Why exclude some of the children in this table?

Redefining Orgasm in Boys

“At an early point in the development of our research,” Pomeroy said,
Kinsey began finding ways to experiment and to watch sex.” So Kinsey
collected “data” from various sources—his sabotage team, subjects’
parents, nursery school teachers, a pedophile group he was working
with, and at least two (now) known serial pederasts.

One these was a German Nazi serial pedophile, Dr. Fritz von Ballu-
seck, a lawyer and a member of Hitler’s World War II Gestapo (secret
police). Von Balluseck contributed both his past and contemporaneous
records of sex crimes against children, circa 1936-1956, to Kinsey’s
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research database.®” In correspondence, Kinsey warned von Balluseck to
“be careful,” not to get caught by the police as he assaulted both boys
and girls. Paul Gebhard was one of several in Kinsey’s inner circle who
knew about Kinsey’s collaboration with a possible child sex killer Von
Balluseck.®?> In 1998, the Yorkshire Television investigators found
criminal trial records and scores of headlines about Kinsey throughout
Germany.

One other named Kinsey pedophile was Rex King, an American
serial child rapist also known as “Mr. Braun,” “Mr. Green,” and “Mr.
X.” The “king” of child molesters is on record as raping at least eight
bundred children, the youngest rwo months of age. Kinsey met King in
about 1943 when King demonstrated his instant-orgasm ability for
Kinsey and Pomeroy.* Kinsey’s mentor, the famous sexologist, Robert
Dickenson, MD, had “trained” King to keep child sex-abuse records.
Kinsey suggested King use a stopwatch to record his victims’
“orgasms.” King collaborated with Kinsey and, together, they con-
structed definitions of “six kinds of orgasm” in boys, including so-
called older males (@l under thirteen years). Kinsey reprinted these
definitions (p. 160-161, Male), which he and King used to categorize
196 little boys’ so-called “orgasmic” responses. Kinsey, a longtime
psychopathic sadomasochist, would see a child’s pain as a sign of orgasm.
For King and Kinsey’s complete definitions, refer to the original; in
the interest of discretion, the following descriptions exc/ude many of
Kinsey’s most alarming, graphic quotes:

1. “Reactions primarily genital” (22% of the pre-adolescent cases).

2. “Some body tension” (45% of the pre-adolescent males). These
reactions included rigidity of the body and twitching of mouth
or extremities . . . Spasms.

3. “Extreme tension with convulsion” (17% of pre-adolescent boys).

The following are Kinsey’s words, as witness or participant:

This “orgasm” often involved several minutes of recurrent spasm
with rigidity, spasmodic twitching, knotted muscles, pointed toes,
contracted abdominal muscles, stiff shoulders and neck, sudden heav-
ing or jerking, violent convulsions of the whole body, grasping hands,
mouth distortions, and sometimes synchronous genital throbs or
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violent jerking; gasping, heavy breathing, or holding of breath; eyes
staring or tightly closed and, “groaning, sobbing, or more violent cries,
sometimes with an abundance of tears (especially among younger chil-
dren)” {emphasis added].

Following this, said Kinsey, boys are “often capable of participating
in a second or further experience.”

4. “Iype 1 or 2” with hysteria (5% of pre-adolescents).

This includes “hysterical laughing, talking, or sadistic or masochistic
reactions and rapid motions. . . . culminating in” frenzied movements.

5. “As in any of the above” but culminating in extreme trembling
or complete collapse (3% of pre-adolescent males).

This “orgasm” culminates in the boy’s “extreme trembling, collapse,
loss of color, and sometimes fainting. . . .” King, Kinsey, et al., note
that “Such complete collapse is more common and better known
among females” but that, in these children, this reaction “Sometimes
happens only in the boy’s first experience.”

6. “Pained or frightened” (About 8% of younger boys and a smaller
percentage of older boys “continue these reactions throughout
life”).

“Before the arrival of actual orgasm,” these boys became hysterical,
evinced by their hypersensitive genitalia, they “suffer excruciating
pain and may scream if” the abuse continues and “the penis even
touched.” They will “fight away from the partner and may make vio-
lent attempts to avoid climax, although they derive definite pleasure
from the situation.” Kinsey reported that, “Such individuals quickly
return to complete the experience, or to have a second experience if the
first was complete.”®

Even older children would have lacked the language to express
their pain, bewilderment, and trauma at being tortured to what
King and Kinsey called “orgasm,” sometimes around the clock! So,

King, Kinsey, and other pederast experimenters expressed it for them,
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redefining as orgasm the terror and physical pain of small, prepubes-
cent boys—their hysterical trembling and convulsions, violent
cries, sobbing, collapse, fainting, loss of color, desperate attempts to
avoid “climax,” screaming, and fighting to get away. Thus, Kinsey
and his other pedophiles define their victims' agony as ecstasy, name it
“orgasm,” and use this new definition to help ambush American, and
global western, culture. These records are blatant evidence of the
child sexual abuse of 196 to perhaps over 2,000 small boys (dis-
cussed further shortly) by Kinsey’s adult team of sex criminals, rapists,
and sodomizers.

A Brief Review of Kinsey on Sexual Behavior in Girls

GIRL “MASTURBATION” DATA (FEMALE, PP. 177 & 180)

Ade Percentage “Orgasm”
9 (Table 21, p. 177) (Table 25, p. 180)
3 1% (of 5,913) 0% (of 5,913)
5 4% (of 5,866) 2% (of 5,866)
7 7% (of 5,841) 4% (of 5,838)
10 13% (of 5,808) 8% (of 5,802)
12 19% (of 5,784) 12% (of 5,778)

Kinsey’s Unverified Girl Masturbation Data

Despite his preference for little boys as unverified orgasm subjects,
. lictle girls did not escape Kinsey’s “research.” In Sexual! Behavior in the
Human Female, for example, Kinsey provides unverified “data” on fifty-
nine girls up to age three as well as 235 girls up to age five and so on,
who supposedly masturbated with half of these to “orgasm.” Though
this implies that they did it to themselves, Kinsey’s “scientifically
trained observers” or “adult partners” could be responsible. The Female
volume states (p. 127) that pre-adolescent girls may have attained
“orgasm” from masturbation or from “socio-sexual contacts”—Kinsey
code for adults violently assaulting the children.

Chapter four of the Female volume contains Kinsey’s “tests” of put-
ported female child sexuality; we know that, just as they timed boys
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to “orgasm” with stopwatches, Kinsey’s “researchers” similarly timed
and “observed” “ 86

From “any source” suggests that the 117 little girls up to age five

147 females ranging in age from 2 to 15 years.

Kinsey includes here were outsourced to pedophiles as were much if
not all of these unverified girl data. Kinsey excludes “data” about
“tests” of “speed to orgasm” for these girls. After counting the
“orgasms” and the time spent pausing for breath of one little three-
year old girl allegedly “masturbating,”® Kinsey concluded, “We have
similar records of observations made by some of our other subjects on
a total of 7 pre-adolescent girls and 27 pre-adolescent boys under four
years of age (see our 1948 study: 175-181).”% These records are bla-
tant evidence of the child sexual abuse of 145 young girls by Kinsey’s
adult team of sex criminals.

TABLE 10. ACCUMULATIVE INCIDENCE: PRE-ADOLESCENT
“ORGASM” FROM ANY SOURCE (P127)

Age % ofTotal Sample Cases
3 - 5,908
5 2 5,862
7 4 5,835
9 6 5,772
11 9 4,577

”Sin," “Sex'” Or ”SOap"?

Kinsey, the biologist, neglected to report that little girls’ “mas-
turbation” is commonly a reaction to sexual molestation, parasites,
or vaginitis. “Between 10% and 40% of children have pinworms at any
given time,”® that causes severe vaginal itching. “Vaginitis. . . bac-
teria, protozoa, fungi, hormonal changes, contact with irritants, and
true allergic reactions,” medicines, antibiotics, etc., cause an impaired
vaginal pH.” While “repressed” societies might have called the poor
child sexually sinful, a Kinseyfied culture humiliates the child by
calling the child sexually precocious. Both responses damage the
child by neglecting the actual physiological cause of her distress.
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Kinsey's Conclusions

Prior to Kinsey, the world understood that sexual maturation meant
puberty—"when sex glands become functional . . . when a person is first
capable of sexual reproduction of offspring,” according to standard
dictionary definitions. Kinsey was a biologist, a zoologist. But his
sexual interest caused him to rev up the natural, biological timetable
considerably. In complete repudiation of the physiological realities of
slow, progressive, and normal human development, Kinsey eroticized
toddlers and young children and exposed them to sexual stimuli.

According to his reports, @// infants and children—100 percent of
them—are potentially orgasmic. Orgasm “occurs among pre-adoles-
cent girls,” Kinsey said, and it is “not at all rare among pre-adolescent
boys.” In other words, Kinsey claimed, most children can experience
orgasm. Thus, @// of us are sexual from birth. We are all, according to the
human sexuality cliché, “sexual beings.”

Building on this premise, Kinsey asserted that our culture restricted
and inhibited child orgasms to children’s detriment. If infants and
children are not having orgasms, Kinsey said, they are being psycho-
logically harmed by foolish adult puritanical inhibitions:

[Tlhe positive record on . . . boys who [had} the opportunity makes
it certain that many infant males and younger boys are capable of
orgasm (p. 178, Male).

FIGURE 1
WHAT DID KINSEY SAY ABOUT CHILD SEX ABUSE
_ 4,441

2(5)88 [ Interviewees
4000 |-
3500 = “only one clear-cut
3000 P~ case of serious injury
2500 - ... avery few instances
2000 of vaginal bleeding . . .
1500 |- Did not appear to do
1000 |- any appreciable

500 = damage”

0 Total Females ’ '

Out of 4,441 Females “only one” case of “serious injury.”
Source: Female, p 122, No Harm to Children From Sexual “Contacts” With Adults
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While Kinsey included scores of arcane tables on male and female sexu-
ality, he offered #0 tables specific to child molestation or incest. Instead, he
identified what he euphemistically called “adult partners” of 609 girls. Of
these, 140 (23%) were victimized (my term) by relatives and 32% by
family friends, friends’ brothers, or someone else.

Of 5,940 white, non-prison females allegedly interviewed, Kinsey
said 1,075—18%—had been sexually approached by adults as chil-
dren®" while twenty-three girls, or 2% of his 1,039 “Adult Contacts,”
were victims of incest. In any event, he said in cases of incest, little
girls “actively sought repetitions of their experience.”” Of his 4,441
women interviewed (figure one), there was “only one clear-cut case of
serious injury done to the child, and a very few instances of vaginal
bleeding which, however, did not appear to do any appreciable dam-
age” (p. 122, Female). Outrageously, the reports claimed that 0.06939%
statistically #o women or children experienced harm from rape or
incest!”> No one challenged this mad claim.

Presented as scientific “research,” Kinsey’s unverified black propa-
ganda feigned concern over the sexual health of the American people.
Kinsey admonished readers to have orgasms as often as possible, any way
they could get them. For health, he urged early masturbation, all but
mandating childhood masturbation as early as possible if a child was to
be “normal.” In Sexual Behavior in the Human Male, Kinsey advocated his
personal model as “superior” to making love: a “quick” masturbatory
orgasm. (His poor wife!) Further, Kinsey claimed that promiscuity was
harmless, without consequences of venereal disease, illegitimacy, or any-
thing else. And worst, his data and “orgasmic” narrative claimed that
rape, incest, and pedophilia/pederasty were also harmless.

But Kinsey’s data were obviously fraudulent. Just as World War
IT saboteurs cooked up “scientific statistics” about enemy soldiers’
women, Kinsey cooked up “scientific statistics” about American
women and children, black propaganda, pretending to be helpful,
pretending to offer hints on better sexual lives, pretending to be
honest, open, without secrets. But Kinsey’s “statistics” were lies.
Just like the black propagandists, he deceived Americans—and for
the same purpose: To demoralize us. To sabotage American morale,
trust, and confidence. To validate and legitimize his own perver-
sions so that he could liberate our “repressed” society for his “sexual
revolution.”



Kinsey's Oray-Porgy Attic

[Tlwelve pairs of hands beating as one; as one, twelve buttocks
slabbily resounding . . . the coming. . . . “Orgy-potgy,” it sang,
while the tom-toms continued to beat their feverish tattoo. . . .
“Orgy-porgy gives release.”

Aldous Huxley, Brave New World, Chapter 5

SOMETHING WENT AWRY IN the life, mind, body, and soul of young
Alfred Kinsey. Kinsey became a boy with a closeted secret life as a
violently masochistic masturbation addict. He became a man whose
sexual addictions, self-hatred, and contempt for women shaped his sex
“research” and his legacy. Indeed, sex addictions shaped everything Kinsey
thought, said, wrote, did, and hid. In 1901, the seven-year-old Kinsey
joined some children in his Hoboken neighborhood, meeting in one of
their basements. According to biographer James Jones, about six kids
played “you show me and I'll show you.” The children “look[ed} at one
another, poke[d} straws in various apertures, stuff like that, and that
made him feel very peculiar and rather guilty.” Kinsey’s colleague
and co-author, Paul Gebhard, said Kinsey dubbed these cellar trysts
“homosexual.” Kinsey later wrote that child sex activity dramatically
shapes adult sexuality. Jones concluded, “Kinsey’s theories suggest
that he traced his own adult sexual interests” (homosexual and sado-
masochistic) to that Hoboken basement.

Though he was quite ill and confined to bed for months at a time,
his father willingly supported and encouraged his boyhood interests in
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zoology and music. When he was ten, Kinsey and his family moved to
a suburb where they lived in a five-bedroom corner home for ten years.
His father encouraged his interest in nature and even built a glass
conservatory behind the house for the boy’s plant specimens. But
Kinsey apparently spent time in his own private world, in the ele-
gantly designed French mansard attic. Hidden behind its graceful
window treatment, a shameful treasure later revealed his twisted life.

Years later, Bill Gury, a later resident of the Kinsey home, happened
to meet Alfred’s brother, Robert Kinsey. Alfred’s brother directed
Gury to a “private space” in the attic, where his “crazy brother” had
long ago hidden “treasures of some sort.” Indeed, in the attic hide-
away, Gury found a box that had lain locked away. It held a strange,
hand-sewn brush, which, Gury said, was “just a little bit bigger than
you would envision a tooth brush, with holes drilled at one end. . . .””
According to Jones, Kinsey “hid from his family and the world the
instrument he used to seek both sexual pleasure and physical pain.”
This torture chest, reported Jones, was the future sexologist’s sado-
sexual cache, his masturbatory starter kit. After the youthful aperture-
poking in the Hoboken basement, Kinsey’s private methods of
self-abuse became more sophisticated in what Jones documented as a
permanent pattern of increasingly barbaric sexual self-torture.

Cagily candid, Jones reveals that Kinsey’s sexually disordered behav-
ior was entrenched in his youth.”” “By late adolescence, if not before,”
Jones concluded, “Kinsey’s behavior was clearly pathological, satisfying
every criterion of sexual perversion.””® Disclosing some of Kinsey’s boy-
hood psychopathologies, Jones concluded that, during urination and
long after each self-torture experience, Kinsey experienced “exquisite
pain.” (What normal man would find such pain “exquisite”?)

Using increasingly torturous instruments, Kinsey waged a lifelong
war on his reproductive organs. Each incident further dulled his
agony, increasing his need for more effective (larger and more trauma-
tizing) paraphernalia——just as any addict requires more and stronger
doses of their drugs of choice. By age thirteen, Kinsey was a sex
addict, foreshadowing today’s growing multitude of youthful Internet
pornography addicts.

Obsessive masturbation is a typical sign of sex addiction and early
sexual abuse. Can we deduce that someone had abused Kinsey—paired
pain with pleasure and showed him how to torture himself sexually?
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His behavior certainly points to early sadistic sexual abuse. Who
would have perverted Alfred Kinsey when he was young?

Using his parents as excuses for Kinsey’s deviancies, his biographers
have painted his father as a tyrannical villain and his mother as a thrifty
doormat. But no evidence indicates that Alfred’s parents severely pun-
ished him or exposed him to domestic violence, adultery, or incest.
Kinsey’s father was authoritarian, apparently condemned tobacco, alco-
hol, and masturbation, and was reticent to show parental affection, but
he was, based on Kinsey’s many friendly biographers, in fact, Jess strict
than many fathers of the time. And at a time when fewer than 10 percent
of American children attended high school,”” Alfred was one of the priv-
eledged few and never missed a day. His parents even helped him attain
a college education, an opportunity, said Kinsey, achieved by less than 1
percent of the population of his day. No, it does not appear to have been
his father, but someone or something else that distorted Kinsey.

Unusually attractive—tall, blond, educated, athletic, and musical—
Kinsey is on record as desperately “shy” around girls. Wardell Pomeroy,
Kinsey’s handsome young protégé, co-author, and sometimes lover,
wrote that “Young Al” was known as “the boy who never had a girl.”'®
This is another common trait of abused boys. With a clear preference
for the company of other boys, Kinsey sought them out. He joined the
Boy Scouts of America quite late, at age seventeen according to most
biographers, and proudly became an Eagle Scout. But did he truly have
an altruistic interest in young camp companions?

Pomeroy revealed part of a letter Kinsey wrote to a Scouting friend:
“We did have good times together, and you must understand from
that Scout troop I began to learn some of the things that made it pos-
sible for me to do some of the research that we are now engaged in.”'"!
Kinsey often described how one Scout sought his help in curing habit-
ual masturbation. The 2005 film, Kinsey, showed Alfred (played by
Liam Neeson) with a Boy Scout, praying that the lad would receive the
strength to stop.!” The filmmaker revealed, however, that it was not
just a friend who was plagued by masturbation, but Kinsey himself,
now guilt ridden.'® “Kinsey prayed, asking God to forgive him and to
give him the strength not to sin again,” Jones stated. “Neither prayer
nor cold showers enabled him to stop masturbating. As a result, Kinsey
was consumed by guilt” and hated God.'*™

Kinsey shows no attraction whatsoever to gitls but was very interested
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in young boys. Regardless of his lack of faith, “into college and beyond, '
Alfred continued to teach children’s Sunday school and to counsel boys at
the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA), the local Bethany
Methodist Episcopal Boys’ Club, and at Camp Wyanoke in New
Hampshire.'* A Scout leader into his twenties, he secretly showed camp-
ers his “nature library” (likely code for nudist or otherwise erotic pic-
tures). Ample evidence suggests that Kinsey shared his sexual habits
with this circle of younger campers, and Jones confirms that Kinsey was
engaged in questionable activity with the boys he took on nature hikes
and slept with in tents.'”” In fact, as an adult, Kinsey claimed that, by age
eighteen, he already had “contributfed} to sexual knowledge,” in “sec-
ondary schools.”'® What might the eighteen-year-old virginal Kinsey have con-
tributed to the sexual knowledge of secondary school childyen?

Biographers bury much of the truth to protect the Kinsey propa-
ganda, portraying him as a normal, objective sex researcher.

Kinsey studied zoology and biology, and some sociology and psy-
chology.'® He left Stevens Institute in 1916, graduated magna cum
laude from Bowdoin College in Brunswick, Maine, and went on to study
at Harvard’s Bussey Institute. Kinsey continued his work with young
boys at the Bethany Boys’ Club—sharing his exotic knowledge.!'°

When the United States entered World War I in April 1917,
Kinsey’s biographers say he was a strapping, all-around twenty-three-
year-old outdoorsman who enjoyed camping and daring athletes to
compete in hikes and races on rugged terrain, which Kinsey regularly
won. Clearly his physical maladies had long since been cured. However,
unlike his, well, more patriotic Harvard classmates, Kinsey avoided
serving in the war, finishing college as the Roaring Twenties began.

Studying at the Bussey Institute, where Darwin reigned as the
unquestioned authority,''! the twenty-five-year-old Kinsey joined with
other elitist eugenicists who sought to “improve” the human species
with super men like themselves. Long before the Nazis gave eugenics a
bad name, Darwinism and “the New Biology” led to grotesque abuses.
In 1907 for example, Indiana enacted legislation that forced steriliza-
tions based on eugenic “science.” The trend spread nationally, as thirty
states signed on and more than 50,000 Americans—who did not meet
elitist standards—were sterilized by order of the State.

A few years later, eugenics helped shape Hitler’s Nazi agenda, and
Kinsey was a party to this thinking. As he rejected the belief that all
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humans are created in God’s image, Kinsey’s dogmatic atheism sup-
ported his eugenicist ideology. In fact, Jones says Kinsey called for
mass sterilization of “perhaps a tenth of our population” to reduce “the
birth rate of the lowest classes.”''? Among Kinsey’s secret papers, Jones
quoted Kinsey in later years calling for a “program of sterilization that
was at once sweeping and terrifying.”

Kinsey graduated with a Doctor of Science degree, and was disap-
pointed that no Ivy League school wanted him. He grudgingly joined
Indiana University as an assistant zoology professor. Indiana was in the
forefront of the forced-sterilization movement, which fit Kinsey’s phi-
losophy perfectly.!'® Also, eugenicist Thurman Rice, MD, taught sex-
uality at Indiana University and was a Kinsey intimate until the young
zoologist ousted him as the resident sexpert.

In 1920, at age twenty-six, Kinsey was the faculty insect expert for
Indiana University. His bug work was excellent cover for his hush-hush
sex orgies, or studies. Kinsey proudly explained that he saw no differ-
ence between measuring insect wings and measuring other people’s
sexual conduct. Affirming his inability to distinguish between insects
and humans, Professor Kinsey is on record as embracing bestiality.

Mac

By age twenty-seven, Kinsey’s deviant values were set in concrete and his
crusade to undermine America had begun. But he required a trustworthy
persona, a front. He needed to look like an honorable family man, just
. independent-minded enough to report the truth about human sexuality.

Middle-class Americans, he certainly realized, would not march off a
moral cliff for a pornography-addicted, sado-masochistic, bi-homosexual
pederast. In fact, he knew that Americans did not trust single men. He
needed a “cover,” a disguise known by homosexuals as a “beard”: He
needed a wife who was young, educated, but insecure and obedient.'*

Kinsey had never dated a female. His publicists said it was his
interest in gall wasps that attracted him to Clara Bracken McMillen,
an insect enthusiast and chemistry major at Indiana University. Kinsey
called her “Mac.” After seeing each other casually at several campus
events, the twenty-seven-year-old zoology professor took the young
student for a walk and proposed.'*
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Married on June 3, 1921, the couple had an intolerable honey-
moon. Aware that Clara had never climbed a mountain before, Alfred
took her on a perilous climb of Mt. Washington—a brutal, life-
threatening torrent of a mountain—during a blizzard. According to
Christenson, his official biographer, Kinsey designed this honey-
moon from hell to “zest” Clara. But why? Why would the alleged
sexpert—Dby then a supposed twenty-eight-year-old virgin—prefer
to spend his wedding night wrapped in clothes, in separate sleeping
bags followed by a grueling mountain scaling assent in a frigid
storm? Why arrange this brutal honeymoon rather than sipping
wine by the fire in a cozy cottage? This was abnormal sexual behavior.
Why? Consider.

Kinsey’s long history of painfully savage masturbation vetoed normal
sex. Even if Kinsey had /iked women, after traumatizing his sex organs
for nearly twenty years, he would be chronically impotent, especially
during his honeymoon. Biographers Jones and Gathorne-Hardy admit
that Kinsey could not experience orgasm except through pain, shame,
and stigma. Obviously, no normal woman and certainly no #ormal mar-
riage act could possibly satisfy Kinsey’s sadomasochistic needs.

Naturally, Kinsey’s biographers blame Clara’s anatomy for what
they admit was Kinsey’s inability to consummate their marriage for
some period of time. The Kinsey film actually devotes several scenes to
Kinsey’s prowess—providing a sketch of his large organ size. As the
pied piper of harmless masturbation, it was critical to ignore the evi-
dence that Kinsey’s anatomy had been gimped, damaged, by decades
spent battering his “privates” and plunging widgets into his urethra.
But were Kinsey's impotency known, it would negate the aggressive Kinseyan
claims that chronic masturbation is harmless. Fortunately, for Kinsey,
Clara was inexperienced, untried. She didn’t know the difference.

Despite his early impotence, it is fair to assume that Kinsey fathered
all four of Clara’s children, though we also know that Kinsey actively
sent men to Clara’s bed, so paternity could be uncertain. Jones explains
that Kinsey had to masturbate before he could perform sexually, which
may have been his tawdry means to fatherhood. Certainly, once their
last child arrived, Kinsey quit his spousal sexual duties.'

When sexual deviants marry, most do so with the initial hope that
their unsuspecting spouse will cure them. Since Clara could not do
so, Kinsey would have justified his anger toward her, which he
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expressed in well-documented acts of contempt and cruelty. We
know Kinsey rejected Clara and sexually pursued male students dur-
ing his wasp-hunting “field trips” from 1926 to 1929. “He seizes the
opportunity to engage his students in conversations about sex,”
admitted the PBS series, American Experience, in a timeline. “He finds
himself attracted to his favorite graduate student, Ralph Voris.”'"’

Indiana University has hidden incriminating Kinsey letters for
decades. Jones, however, revealed the unabridged professor in some
student responses to Kinsey letters, which contain adolescent sex lan-
guage, locker-room jokes, and excited references to pornography use.
Kinsey ignored “sexual taboos . . . he was determined to flaunt them.”
Homer Rainwater said Kinsey went “naked if we were in a camp-
ground. He just didn’t give a damn. Nor did he show any inhibitions
about his bodily functions.”!!® One student said he went “to the bath-
room” in front of them, would casually “take a leak” in the open,
ignoring any passing campers, families, and children. Professors, nor-
mal people, did not do that kind of thing. But Kinsey did.

Like most sex addicts, Kinsey was eager to talk about sex. Rainwater
noted Kinsey would “talk about his wife, and what a good sex partner
she was. . . . He had a pretty wife, and apparently she was very accom-
modating, and he talked about that to us.” Then Kinsey asked
Rainwater about Ais sex life,''? and offered Clara for sex, hoping the
students would learn too late that Kinsey wanted sex with zhem, not
their wives.'?

While Kinsey offered Clara for sex, she was actually nursing their
newborn baby and mothering three other children—including their

- very ill son, Donald. Kinsey was thirty-two-years old when their tod-
dler died in a diabetic coma in 1926. Though apparently grieved by
Donald’s death,'?! Kinsey deserted his mourning wife with their three
small children and journeyed off on libidinous camping frolics.

Kinsey continued the tent sex activity of his Boy Scout days, includ-
ing “nude and not nude” episodes. In a PBS TV documentary, Jones
reported that a sexually explicit “photograph of Kinsey in the buff”
was quite consensually well distributed. Two students engaged in
“group masturbation,” while trying “to keep Kinsey at arm’s length.”'#

Kinsey bathed in the nude with students, said one boy: “Such a mania

for baths I've never seen.”'? Kinsey, nude with his young aides, was
also a Peeping Tom while they showered.
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Kinsey’s textbook, Az Introduction to Biology, was published in 1926.
College boys felt honored if Kinsey selected them for his field gam-
bols, and the professor, cruising for a sexual stable of young males,
exploited his position of authority. He often rejected the brightest,
most deserving zoology students if he suspected they might disclose or
dislike his erotic moves “in the field.”

Jobs were scarce, and young men were flattered when the acclaimed
scientist invited them home, lured by potential advancement and the
opportunity of getting into Kinsey’s good graces. Seeing themselves as
the chosen, perhaps as protégés, they assumed the scientist admired
their minds. Of course, Kinsey had less lofty interests.

At the professor’s normal-looking, middle-class home, Clara pro-
vided the maternal fagade; but their entertainment often divided hus-
bands and wives. One such couple was graduate student Ralph Voris
and his wife, Geraldine. Voris was twenty-one years old when he
arrived at Indiana University in 1925. Clara and Alfred wooed the
couple with food, wine, sex talk, and advice—if not action. Voris and
Kinsey were intimate by 1926, and Voris who entered college with a
bachelor’s degree was given a doctorate “under Kinsey's direction three
years later.”'?* Amazing speed! Geraldine, though, was uncomfortable
with the visits, alluding to something very disturbing that hap-
pened.'? Later letters from Alfred to Ralph (which the Kinsey Institute
has since secreted away) indicate that the men shared a private rela-
tionship that excluded Geraldine.

Kinsey also “bombarded” young Osmond Breland with invita-
tions. Osmond and his wife, Nellie, stayed at Kinsey’s house at least
once. According to Jones, Nellie “hated” Kinsey and never visited
again.'”® Asked what she thought about her husband’s erotic esca-
pades with Kinsey, Nellie was silent but, decades later, her anger was
clear. “He was a dirty old man,” she said. “He really hurt us. We
were just kids from Mississippi. We didn’t know anything.”'?’
Obviously, Kinsey’s homosexual assaults would have harmed his stu-
dents’ sense of their own masculinity—as well as their marriages—
beyond calculation.

Students who balked at Kinsey’s advances risked their grades and
careers. If they reported the professor’s sexual harassment, the school
clearly did nothing. In an excerpt from a Kinsey letter to Voris, pub-
lished by Pomeroy, the professor described a field trip when a student
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refused to disrobe and bathe.'*® The young man was fired, “left behind
in Southern Tennessee,” and Kinsey barred him from future zoological
trips, thus impeding his career.'®

Within his university cocoon, Kinsey developed a secret faculty
cult among influential professors and administrators who would be his
university lobby. Kinsey tested “early data on them.” When he said he
let “a limited number of influential faculty members” in on a project
fraught with “potential academic dangers,”'*® Kinsey was not speak-
ing of gall wasps.

In 1929, Voris was collecting his new doctorate as the Great
Depression devastated the nation—indeed, the world. Starving people
stood in soup lines, families lost their homes, and men jumped to their
deaths from skyscrapers. Adolf Hitler became chancellor of Germany
in 1933 and launched his plan of selective extermination and global
domination.

Like the leaders and professors in most universities, Kinsey was
unconcerned. Elitist Ivy League leaders, including those at Harvard,
commonly supported Nazi doctrines.'*! Certain that he was one of the
super elite, Kinsey had much in common with Hitler. Just as Kinsey’s
suspected homosexuality was confirmed recently by his worshipful
biographers in 2001, Hitler’s suspected homosexuality was “demon-
strated beyond question by German historian Lothar Machtan’s mas-
sively researched new book, The Hidden Hitler, which shows
homosexuality’s central role in Hitlet’s personal life.”'** Both closet
homosexuals were also eugenicists. Both wanted “defective” humans
to be sterilized—or worse—though, ironically, Kinsey himself was
. physically “defective.” Like Hitler, Kinsey refused to employ Jews,
women, blacks, or believing Christians. Entering Austria in March
1938, Hitler loudly launched his campaign to destroy Western civili-
zation; four months later, Kinsey quietly initiated his campaign to do
the same.

Long before his sex studies began, Kinsey believed he had all the
answers, concluding that “the ignorance of sexual structure . . . and
the prudish aversion” to sex is what causes “psychic conflict and result-
ing broken marriages.”™*> Like doctors Joseph Mengele and Hubertus
Strughold—Nazis who tortured men, women, and children in the
name of “science”—the bow-tied Kinsey only needed to concoct some
“science” to further his manic mission. He was not alone.
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Indiana University’s Stealth “Marriage Course”

Kinsey’s inner circle included faculty members similarly interested in
sexuality “research.” Topping the list was Kinsey’s friend and protec-
tor, the influential Herman Wells, an ambitious economics professor,
an overweight bachelor well over age thirty-five. Based on Kinsey’s
statistics, Wells should be a homosexual capable of same sex orgasm.'?*
If so, the facts about Wells, like the facts about Kinsey are carefully
protected by Indiana University. Mr. Wells became president of
Indiana University in 1938 and immediately proffered Kinsey carte
blanche, eagerly supporting all of his chum’s proposals.

The Kinsey lobby has convinced hundreds of millions of people
that because Kinsey watched wasp mating and larvae laying, he had
the proper “scholarly perspective” to teach human mating. The uni-
versity’s official and oft-repeated falsehood is that the Association of
Women Students asked Kinsey to create a “marriage course.” Allegedly
surprised by the dearth of sexual materials, he decided to fill the void
with his own research—setting the stage for arguably the most colos-
sal academic fraud of all time.

Of critical importance, in 1938, Kinsey was not responding to stu-
dents’ calls for sex information; he 7nitiated these calls. The evidence
confirms that Wells approved Kinsey’s sex plans long before the
department announced that Kinsey was “asked” to initiate a marriage
course (really, a sex course). I documented this “shell game” in earlier
books. Even Jones, a Kinsey disciple, confirmed that the Kinsey lobby

T

lied (and continues to lie) about Kinsey’s “Marriage Course.”

The contention that Kinsey just happened to be selected to head the
Marriage Coutse cannot be supported by fact. . . . Kinsey planned
from the beginning to use the Marriage Course.'*

Jones agreed that Kinsey's plan was to exploit “marriage” in order
to eliminate it, to make his own pathological sexual behavior the legal,
universal norm.

On campus, Kinsey badgered college girls into describing their
sexual measurements and alleged masturbation techniques, every
detail of any sexual relations they’d allegedly had. Kate Mueller, PhD,
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the university’s dean of women at the time, recalled, “{He} ran into
difficulties with parents and girls who objected, girls who were really
scandalized, you see. . . .13

Kinsey, like most psychopaths, demanded absolute subservience,
insisting that Dean Mueller compel all Indiana University co-eds to
answer his sex questions. (Some universities did force 100 percent of
their students to submit—“for science,” of course.) Mueller tried to
explain to Kinsey that he could not harass girls for sex information
“when they did not voluntarily want to do so.” Then she saw Kinsey
physically change before her eyes, growing pale, overcome with fury.
“I think that the one thing that he could not endure was to be
thwarted,” she observed.

Terrified, Dean Mueller hoped Kinsey might leave her office qui-
etly. Not a chance. After another outburst, he turned upon her with
unmitigated wrath, snarling, she explained, that she was “unsuited for
the job I had.” Jones reports something of Kinsey’s violent attack:

“He thought I ought to give him my own history,” she said with a
grimace. Choking back tears, she added, “He went so far as to say I
should have some treatment by a psychiatrist to correct my bad atti-

tudes and so forth.”'?’

That she choked back tears five decades later indicates the power of
Kinsey’s malicious attack and provides a peek at what Clara, his chil-
dren, and students must have endured. With “zero tolerance” for any-
one who did not swiftly bow to his sick and degrading demands,

- Kinsey’s abusive bullying of female faculty members, his wife, and
female students attested to his misogynistic disdain for women.

Obviously, Indiana University faculty and administration knew
and now know much of this. But despite the potential for expo-
sure—and great consequences—XKinsey threw caution to the wind.
After all, his close friend was the university’s president. And Kinsey’s
“intimate” knowledge of President Wells and many other university
professors gave him leverage to do as he pleased. Pomeroy added
some useful perspective:

There was no question that the histories did give him unique poten-
tial power. On the Indiana campus alone, there were at least twenty
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professors with homosexual histories unknown to anyone else, not to
mention the numerous extramarital experiences recorded. . . . With
his intimate knowledge of the sexual lives of important people,
Kinsey could have figuratively blown up the United States socially
and politically.'*

Using sexual secrets to blackmail is standard sabotage. Pomeroy
may have exaggerated the number of Indiana University professors
with homosexual and/or adulterous affairs. Kinsey’s closest intimate at
IU was its bachelor president, who, based on an interview I had with a
Wells’s colleague, had a known fondness for third world boys. Kinsey
is on record hinting at his ability to blackmail all of his interviewees.
He could have hidden or even made up sex sins about people he inter-
viewed. This partially explained his obsession for collecting sexual his-
tories, despite the fact that he threw three-quarters of them away.'”

Thurman Rice, MD, the eugenics professor who taught a required
sex hygiene class at Indiana University, was a Kinsey fan. But Kinsey’s
open aggression towards coeds dampened Rice’s zeal, especially when
Kinsey demanded female students tell him “the length of their clito-
rises, which indeed he had.”'*° Biographer Jones noted no “scientific”
problem with measuring clitoral “variations among specimens” for
Kinsey “merely substituted people for gall wasps.”'* But Kinsey
pointed out that a “woman could certainly get no clear estimate of
her own clitoris without technical training.”** Did Kinsey suggest
that a “technically trained” person should measure co-ed clitorises for
them? Did Kinsey offer to do the measuring? Or did he ask the mea-
surement question just to give himself a deviant thrill by degrading
the young women?

In the name of “science,” such trusting subjects are exploited to
satisfy an interviewer’s pathologies. Today, we call such Machiavellian
questions criminal “sexual harassment”—or worse. But Pomeroy and
others waxed indignant when parents dared to complain bitterly to
the university, objecting that Kinsey had crudely assaulted their
daughters. Kinsey was outraged at the parents.

One University of California coed whom Kinsey interviewed, now
almost eighty-one, told me she felt “verbally raped” by the interview
her college sorority forced her to give to Kinsey. “Sarah” said the
“researchers,” Kinsey and Pomeroy, were clearly “having a jolly good
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time.” Traumatized by Kinsey’s questions and his obvious contempt
for everything she had been taught to believe about premarital chas-
tity, she told me that the interview actually destroyed her Orthodox
Jewish beliefs. The interviewers made all the girls feel ignorant, back-
ward, and old-fashioned, Sarah said, telling them that scientific “data”
proved their parents’ generation raised them on lies and “sexual hypoc-
risy.” Later that day, she and her sorority sisters, all virgins, walked to
the local dime store, bought “wedding rings,” and that night, finally
slept with their boyfriends. Sarah could not speak for the other girls
but, for her, that single event pushed her into a damaging life of sexual
promiscuity, abortion, and several bad marriages.'®?

The sexual revolution had begun.

But who would fund such an enterprise? Long before his first sex
book was published, Kinsey personally paid at least two staffers out of
his own pocket.' But by 1941, much of the funding for travel, sala-
ries, and equipment came from the Rockefeller Foundation. Then,
expensive film production equipment was purchased'® and Indiana
University’s first (but not last) pornography productions originated in

Kinsey’s attic and in Kinsey’s soundproofed offices on campus.'4

The Rockefeller Saboteurs

According to propaganda expert Christopher Simpson, some of
America’s most reputable, tax-exempt foundations funded “secret psy-
chological war projects” in the late 1930s to control public opinion.
. The Rockefeller Foundation, for example, “believed mass media . . .
constituted a uniquely powerful force in modern society,” and America’s
elite—including the Rockefellers—determined that they would use
the media to impose their will “on the masses.”**’ So, according to the
International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, in 1938, Kinsey obtained
his first benefactors, the National Research Council and the Medical
Division of The Rockefeller Foundation.'*

With the war in Europe raging, the English charged that
Rockefeller’s Standard Oil had re-classified their ships as Panamanian
to allow them to carry oil to the Canary Islands and from there into
German tankers for Nazi use. Although we were not officially at war
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on March 31, 1941, the U.S. State Department charged Standard Oil
with “fueling enemy ships.” The Thistle asserted that Standard Oil
transferred tetraethyl lead to the Japanese government, “but no direct
action was ever taken against Standard Oil” for fueling the Nazis.*’

After Japan bombed Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, and the
United States officially entered the war, John D. Rockefeller’s Standard
Oil was still sending fuel to Hitler. So outrageous were the Rockefellers’
internationalist war munitions dealings that in 1942 the then-Senator
Harry Truman said on the Senate floor that Standard Oil was commit-
ting “treason.”

Heading a senatorial investigating committee, Truman also declared
that Standard Oil “was a hostile and dangerous agency of the enemy.”
Even after we were in the war, Standard Oil of New Jersey continued
to send war materials to Germany. Truman said, “Yes, it is treason.
Period.”"*°

From 1930 to 1950—including during the war-—the Carnegie
Institute, with the Rockefeller Foundation, financed eugenics research
and “brain studies” at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute in Germany.”’! A
plan was in place to alter America’s belief system, even as America
naively viewed only Germany, Japan, and Italy as enemies.'’*

The Rockefeller Foundation’s World War II activities continued
its long-term pursuit of social control through eugenics. Dennis L.
Cuddy, PhD, reports that one 1934 Rockefeller Foundation “progress
report” asked, “Can we develop so sound and extensive a genetics that
we can hope to breed, in the future, superior men?” After WWII, the
Foundation continued its mind-control efforts,”*® but, in 1941, the
Rockefeller Foundation reluctantly ended its financial support of
Nazi brain research at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute in Berlin. Instead,
it redirected its funding to Kinsey’s sex research in Bloomington.

The Foundation made this extraordinary decision when the United
States was desperately pouring every available resource into the war
efforc. The grant to Kinsey came through the National Research
Council’s Committee for Research in Problems of Sex: “In 1941, the
committee awards him $1,600.”"** When the United States declared
war against Germany, Japan, and Italy, Kinsey became the Rockefellers’
golden boy.

Those who swallowed Kinsey’s big lies had no idea that the German-
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based sex “reform” movement existed, let alone that he was tied to it. But
Kinsey wrapped German perversion in red, white, and blue—with the
help of eugenicists and the Rockefellers, whom Truman called traitors.

While the most horrific war in world history raged, and amid daily
reports of the dead, wounded, and missing, Kinsey lived off the fat of
the land. Despite his explosive subject matter and the open secret
among Indiana University insiders of his debauched conduct with
male students and his research subjects, Kinsey had a thin but well-
crafted veneer of respectability. Requesting and receiving funds ear-
marked for sex “research,” Kinsey provided glowing information about
his “Marriage Course” to the Foundation, which continued its finan-
cial support. And Indiana University’s board members were delighted,
as their current board members also appear to be.

For those making the funding decisions, Kinsey evidently gave the
answers they wanted to hear. His highly publicized but ludicrous
“finding” (that human health depends upon sex early, sex often, sex in
any form, and sex with anyone or anything) pleased the funders enough
to keep the money flowing.

There was one doubter, though. The Foundation’s top scientist,
Warren Weaver, reported that “sexuality data” abounded, thanks to
the German “sexual freedom” movement.!> Therefore, he felt there
was no great need for more sex research. The Foundation ignored him.
Weaver also expressed outrage at Kinsey’s “library of erotic literature
and a collection of pictures and other ‘art’ objects of erotic signifi-
cance,” and at his use of funds for a photographer and equipment. By
1946, Weaver was clearly suspicious of Kinsey and strongly objected
- to financing Kinsey’s “erotica” and, he suspected, pornography. With-
out realizing that Kinsey was actually making obscene films, Weaver
asked why the money was given “for the specified purpose.”

During my 1996 interview with W. Allen Willis, premier statisti-
cian and past president of the American Statistical Association, he
recalled, “They didn’t want Warren’s interference. Warren was quite
disgusted. He thought Kinsey was a total fraud. He didn’t think that
anything Kinsey said should be believed.”"*® The Rockefellers pro-
moted Weaver “up” and out of the way.

We still do not know who at the Rockefeller Foundation so staunchly
backed Kinsey’s enterprise, or what that person’s or persons’ agendas
might have been.
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Kinsey's Anglo-Saxon Boy Team

With a steady stream of Rockefeller finances, Kinsey was able to hand-
pick his dream team. Of course, he could not hire any normal, moral
personnel. Kinsey engaged in brazenly perverse, criminal behavior,
and one independent-thinking whistleblower would vaporize Kinsey’s
revolution, and he would face disgrace and prison. Knowledge of the
truth about Kinsey, biographer Jones observed, “would have been cat-

astrophic for his career.”"”’

Sexual radicals are, by nature, suspect and
secretive.

Pomeroy’s description of who Kinsey would hire has been discussed
often. No “prudes.” No Jews. No blacks. No Catholics. No female
interviewers. Absolutely no one with religious or ethical beliefs was
allowed on his staff."”® None were hired unless they, their wives, and
their children gave Kinsey their erotic histories.”® Women who passed
Kinsey’s bizarre sex test could serve in some clerical roles but, for the
most part, he staffed his institute with handsome, young, white, inse-
cure, and aberrant males. This included 7o seasoned doctorates—no
Scientists!

According to The American Experience narrator, “Kinsey himself slept
with Pomeroy . . . then seduced Martin, nearly 30 years his junior.”
Like a movie mogul promising to turn a girl into a star in exchange for
sex, Kinsey, the academic mogul, promised academic fame—and prof-
fered draft deferments to boot. Not only did Kinsey hand out jobs in
exchange for sodomy, but his Male book co-authorships went to
Wardell Pomeroy and Clyde Martin, who both sexually serviced
Kinsey. On the flipside, we can’t know how many honest, skilled stu-
dents Kinsey rejected and penalized due to their sexual morality. But
certainly Indiana University could be charged with having failed to
take corrective action for myriad of Kinsey’s abuses.

Clyde Martin. Meek, winsome, poor, and very attractive, Martin was
a nineteen-year-old virgin when he enrolled at Indiana University in
1937.1 Like most of his friends, Martin planned to be a virgin on his
wedding night. Obviously vulnerable, he certainly had never consid-
ered homosexual sex until 1938 when Kinsey interviewed Martin and
took his sexual history. As an elderly man, Martin told the PBS
American Experience of Kinsey’s manipulations:
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[Kinsey] emphasized that I always ought to wear a condom, uh,
which I remember rather shocked me. I'd never thought of uh, trying
to have sex before marriage. . . . It was a very friendly sort of interview
and I came away with the idea that masturbation’s perfectly okay.!®!

When Martin married, he was no¢ a virgin. Kinsey ruthlessly
seduced the inexperienced youth and later gave him to Clara. Martin
joined the professor’s male harem. Kinsey first hired Martin as his
gardener, making him “virtually a member of the family.” Kinsey later
hired him in the research laboratory in 1941.1? Like everyone in
Kinsey’s inner circle, Martin kept Kinsey’s secrets. Still, Kinsey sadis-
tically singled out the lad for perverse derision. Kinsey’s photographer,
William Dellenback, said Martin sometimes left staff meetings figu-
ratively “covered in blood.”'¢* Such humiliation naturally would twist
and break the sensitive lad.

Vincent Nowlis. In 1943, Kinsey 4id hire a scientifically creden-
tialed psychologist, the young Vincent Nowlis. But Nowlis was 7ot
in Kinsey’s harem. Robert Yerkes, Kinsey’s Rockefeller Foundation
mentor, recommended Nowlis to Kinsey. To avoid antagonizing
Yerkes, Kinsey let Nowlis join his team—with a draft deferment,
obviously—even though Nowlis’s wife Helen (another psychologist)
refused to give Kinsey her history. In a hotel room during one
“research” trip, Kinsey and his boys asked Nowlis “to disrobe with
the clear understanding that sexual activity would follow.”!%
Stunned, Nowlis resigned the next morning. If Nowlis had revealed
the sexual perversions behind Kinsey’s “objective” facade, Kinsey’s
. career would have been over and his arrest likely; sodomy was illegal,
and Kinsey’s lies and assertion that his research served the war effort
were treasonous. But Nowlis, likely protecting his career, left qui-
etly and, in fact, became a famous psychologist. Disgusted by what
he called Kinsey’s “outrageous” child sex abuse protocol, Nowlis
stayed silent abourt these crimes against children until Jones inter-
viewed him'® half a century thereafter?'* Why?

Kinsey’s cult of young, sexually aberrant aides combined business
with pleasure. They were Kinsey’s homosexual lovers and pornography
stars, sex procurers, panderers, and predators, each with his own devi-
ance, his own twisted agenda. Kinsey carefully chose them based on
their Anglo-Saxon good looks, masculinity, atheism, sexual amorality,
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and sexual willingness. They shared his “faith”: man as god—or, more
likely, Kinsey as god. Ambition was another obvious specification; all
planned to ride to fame and fortune on the Rockefeller-Kinsey coat-
tails. And they did. Along with Martin and Nowlis, his closet cabal
included:

* Wardell Pomeroy, a lower-level prison psychologist for the state
of Indiana, a prize catch: handsome and moral-free. An early
Kinsey lover, Pomeroy received second-author status in Kinsey’s
famous sex reports.

Paul Gebhard, extremely handsome and sexually available.
Gebhard had a Master’s degree. His failing, however, was that he
was homosexually incapable.

Glenn Ramsey, a schoolteacher, was fired for molesting scores of
adolescent boys (350 of whom were “incorporated into the
[Kinsey] files.)"¢

Clarence Tripp, Kinsey’s secret pornographer was a staff photogra-
pher in 1941.1% A homosexual zoophile (bestiality with dogs),'®
Tripp was a child pornographer, filming boys in sex acts for Kinsey.

William Dellenback, Tripp’s partner, would also have been hired
as a pornographer by 1941. Some records say Kinsey hired sex
photographers in 1948, but although he remained very secretive
about the dates, Pomeroy said they began making sex films “at an

early point in the development of our research.”"®

Samuel Steward was collecting sex stories for Kinsey in about
1944. A homosexual masochist, Steward was beaten and barttered
for Kinsey’s pornographic movies. Steward also became a psychol-
ogist and a strongly suspected pederast, Steward, like all of
Kinsey's coterie, remained silent about Kinsey’s frauds and crimes
against children.

Robert Bugbee collected bugs with Kinsey as a young graduate
student, then was hired to do sex lab work, resigning in 1945.
Like all former Kinsey staff members, he kept silent about Kinsey’s
abuses until the Jones biography, perhaps because he, like many,
obtained draft deferments in exchange for loyalty.

* Ralph Voris, who Kinsey nicknamed “Mr. Man” and to whom he
wrote arguably erotic letters. When he died May 9, 1940, Kinsey
burglarized Voris’ office.
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Kinsey said he selected only those not “prone to moral evaluations”'”!
to work on his projects. In fact, his hires had to agree with Kinsey’s
pathological immorality, and to be obedient and malleable (like his
wife), to share his beliefs—or be bullied into accepting them.

To create the trustworthy academic look, Kinsey’s male staffers were
required to Jook like sober, sensible professionals in suits and ties, with
short hair. Kinsey spread the lie that all of his male aides were married,
because “people who had never married were suspect to a good many
Americans,”"’? and single men would have jeopardized the team’s image.

Publicity photographs of Kinsey’s staff and family morphed these
amoral, psychopathic cult members into typical-looking, conservative
1940s Americans. But this closeted group was married in name only;
everyone was a bisexual, homosexual, pedophile, pederast, or just
wholly amoral. By 1940, Kinsey directed all of his team members—
married and unmarried—to “experiment sexually,” as he had been
doing. Adultery among the staff insiders was largely an employment
obligation.

“I felt a certain amount of pressure and so I tried homosexuality,”
Gebhard said in the PBS special, The American Experience. Cleatly
describing his sodomite efforts for Kinsey, he says: “And, uh, I was
always impotent and humiliated, so I finally said, Kinsey you know I
said, Prok, [the abbreviation of Professor Kinsey] to hell with this. . . .
No, 50 then be, be stopped, he said, okay. You know, you tried.”'”® Agreeably
amoral, however, Gebhard was able to appease Kinsey in myriad other
ways, such as obsessively committing adultery with women for Kinsey’s
filmmaking and voyeuristic pleasure.!’® (Still, Gebhard was denied
. authorship until Kinsey’s Female volume, although he was eventually
rewarded when, after Kinsey died in 1956, Gebhard became director of
the Kinsey Institute.)

Kinsey had sex with his harem of assistants and with men in bars,
bathhouses, and hotels in Chicago, New York, Delaware, Ohio, and
elsewhere—before, during, and after World War 1I.'”° According to
The American Experience, by 1939 “Kinsey travels to Chicago on several
occasions to interview homosexuals. On these trips, Kinsey has sexual
encounters with other men.” Indeed, nearly every weekend, the addict
drove the 500-mile round-trip to Chicago to “interview” homosexual
men and boys.
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He no longer reserved his exhibitionism for nature trips, but dis-
played it in his yard. According to Jones, “Kinsey’s neighbors were
shocked to see him work the garden clad only in a brief loin cloth that
covered the bare essentials, but nothing more.”'’® On Sunday morn-
ings—as neighbors walked by, dressed for church—Kinsey and young
Martin gardened side-by-side, as naked as possible. Such behavior cer-
tainly ran contrary to a conservative public image in Bloomington. But
then, as now, Kinsey was untouchable. Higher-ups protected him.

While his sexual obsessions dictated unremitting self-indulgence,
Kinsey was oblivious to the unprecedented human suffering of World
War II in the mid-1940s and later. Instead, he romped around having
sex with young men, being sexually tortured—and torturing oth-
ers—in a well-funded, soundproof hideaway, and badgering coeds
with his intimate sex inquisition as he giddily recorded thousands of
so-called sex “contacts.” Laying the groundwork for his revolution,
Kinsey ignored the World War and its tragic fallout. In 1938, Hitler
occupied Austria and the Sudetenland in Czechoslovakia, and the
world waited for his next boot to drop. Within a year, the Nazis took
Czechoslovakia and Poland. Then, Britain, France, Australia, New
Zealand, and Canada declared war on Germany. Although many coun-
tries were already at war, World War II is generally said to have begun
when Germany invaded Poland, September 1, 1939, after which
France and most British Empire and Commonwealth countries offi-
cially declared war on Germany. September 16, 1940, anticipating its
entry into the battle, the United States began requiring all men
between twenty-one and thirty years of age to register for service.

But Kinsey was unconstrained by war. He had important work to
do and his own “revolution” was about to begin.

Who Did Kinsey Interview During World War IF?

Thousands of film and radio announcements and public posters
warned “DON'T TALK!” lest you say something that could harm our
warriors. So in point of fact, the war made things easier for Kinsey. Since
he was barred from questioning servicemen and women, he could only
question people on the fringe, largely the deviants he preferred.
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As noted, in 1940 The United States conscripted men into the ser-
vice; 300,000 National Guard and 18,633 enlistees. Post 1941 Pearl
Harbor, roughly two-thirds of our men were under arms and most of
the rest, even conscientious objectors, were largely bound by the same
military ethos. Since “moderate” felons (not violent rapists, etc,) were
allowed to enlist,” most of the prisoners Kinsey interviewed during
the war were indeed the dregs of the dregs.

From 1938 through 1940, his subjects were largely the homosexual
demi monde (“450 homosexual”! and “110 inmates.”)! From 1941-45
at least 8,327, or 68 percent of his total sample, would be draft dodg-
ers, violent felons, homosexuals and other aberrants, available to
answer Kinsey’s 350 intimate questions.®

Post World War II, by 1946 Kinsey added “1,400 convicted sex
offenders in penal institutions”¥ “two hundred sexual psychopath

patients”"" and well over 600 sexually abused boys. " In sum, 86 percent
of deviant “subjects” defined the Libido of The Greatest Generation!

During WWII, as men and women fought overseas to save the
world, prostitutes, pedophiles, elitist homosexuals, and rapists were
metamorphosed into graphs of masturbation, adultery, homosexuality,
early sexual activity, bestiality, etc., that purported to represent the
Greatest Generation. Sazbotage, not science.

The chart at the top of the following page from Sexual Behavior
in the Human Male (p. 10) provides dates and numbers of sex “his-
tories” Kinsey says he gathered from 1938 to 1947. Instead, this
chart is evidence that Kinsey used aberrant drafc dodgers, like him-
self and his young staff, to libel, slander, and sabotage the Greatest

-Generation.

* Hans Mattick, “Parolees in the Army during World War IT;” 24 Fed. Probation 49, 1960.
T Wardell Pomeroy, Dr. Kinsey and the Institute for Sex Research, Harper & Row, New
York, 1972, p. 75.

¥ Pomeroy, ibid., pp. 70-72.

§ In the military vein, a Conscientious Objector had the right of appeal,. Website:
http://home.earthlin.net.

¥ Pomeroy, ibid., pp. 208, 211

** Pomeroy, ibid, pp. 208, 211. In his 1949 testimony before the California legislature,
Kinsey boasts, “Our survey of sex offenders began 10 years ago, early in the research . . .
working rather closely with courts... {in] New York we have had constant contact over a
long period of years.”

 Pomeroy, ibid., p. 83.
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FIGURE 2

WORLD WAR IIYEARS CIRCA 1941-1945
68% (~8,327) OF KINSEY SUBJECTS ARE WWII REJECTS
{POST WWII A MINIMUM OF 10,527 OR 86% DEVIANTS)

Year Increment Total
1938 (6 months) 62 62
1939 671 733
1940 959 1,692
1941 843 2,535
1942 816 3,351
1943 1,510 4,861
1944 2,490 7,351
1945 2,668 10,019
1946 1,467 11,486
1947 (patt) 728 12,214

Source: Sexual Bebavior in the Human Male, p 10.

The Team of Draft Dodgers

After the United States entered World War II on December 7, 1941,
Kinsey tried but failed to get a deferment for Glenn Ramsey. To avoid
being drafted into the army, Ramsey had joined the Army Air Force.
Kinsey himself was draft-deferred due to age, childhood sickness, and
fatherhood, but, thanks to pressure from the Rockefeller Foundation
and Indiana University, Kinsey received draft deferments for all the
rest of his strapping young male sex aides. Jim Jones writes:

To secure deferments, Kinsey assured local draft boards that his proj-
ect was crucial to the war effort. . . . He also stressed that the special
qualifications and extensive training required of his co-workers made
them difficult, if not impossible, to replace in the tight job market.
To strengthen his position, be persuaded officials from Indiana
University, the NRC, and the Rockefeller Foundation to write letters to
his staff members’ draft boards. Their support doubtless contributed
to Kinsey’s success'’’ (emphasis added).

Kinsey’s biographers say little about the war years, pretending the
titanic struggle for global domination that killed tens of millions of
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people never happened. Pomeroy, Christenson, and gay activist Bill
Condon (who produced the movie, Kinsey) all ignored the war.
Jonathan Gathorne-Hardy mentioned that Kinsey's only concern
had been to avoid the draft for his boys. Some facts finally leaked out
in Jones’s dissertation and his subsequent tome. “Kinsey employed
no fewer than five draft-eligible men” during World War II, Jones
said, implying there were even more men protected from service.
Putting the best face possible on Kinsey’s treachery, Jones says, “It
was a testament to his single-mindedness that he considered his
research more important” than the war.'’® Amazing. Even the atom
bomb did not shake Kinsey’s utter indifference to the years of slaugh-
ter and suffering.'”

Instead, driving thousands of miles for sexual trysts, orgies, and
“interviews,” Kinsey and his band of Benedict Arnolds later “reported”
on the sexual lives of contemporary civilian American men; but, while
America’s best men fought overseas to protect them, 68—86 percent of
Kinsey’s men dodged the draft.

During World War II, the Greatest Generation would have found
these men treasonous. And for aiding and abetting draft dodgers, Kinsey
and his team also would have been called criminals and traitors.

What protected Kinsey’s lovers and aides? The combined weight of
the Rockefeller Foundation, Indiana University, the National Research
Council, and Kinsey kept his “boys” off the battlefield. Kinsey told the
local draft boards that his handsome young Anglo-Saxon lads (the
only kind he hired) served their country best by serving him. His
men had “special qualifications,” he argued, and could not be spared.

‘Kinsey did not reveal that his co-workers” “special qualifications”
included their facility as pimps, procurers, and pornography per-
formers. Such men were, as Kinsey said, “difficult, if not impossible,
to replace.”'® Actually, had Kinsey admitted his men were bisexual,
homosexual, pornography stars, they would have been exempt from
the draft anyway, as morally subversive, harmful to military morale
and to security.'®!

So, while Axis Sally and Tokyo Rose exploited our GIs’ contempt
for the draft-dodging men back home, Kinsey and his colleagues did
not have “a high old time” with soldiers’ wives and sweethearts, but
with each other, with each other’s wives, with other bi’/homosexual
men and, arguably, with boys.
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The War Effort

By 1941, while Germany’s National Socialist machine was crushing
almost all of Europe, Kinsey was commanding young girls to give him
the sizes of their clitorises. While the Luftwaffe bombed London nightly
and German soldiers slogged toward Moscow, Kinsey romped through
Chicago’s demimonde. And while Hitler’s Gestapo and SS tortured, shot,
hung, and gassed millions on their march toward world domination, the
Kinsey lobby prepared a sexual revolution for Western society.
Jones said:

Kinsey had to travel, and, like other Americans, he had to contend
with rationing. Thanks to relentless petitioning, backed by strong
letters from university officials, Kinsey managed to secure extra allot-
ments of gasoline and tires. . . . Kinsey was able to work around war-
time rationing, though it certainly did not make his life any easier.®

World War I rationing didn’t make his life easier?

On August 31, 1944, General Patton reported that hundreds of
GIs in the Third Army, having run out of gasoline and tires near
the Moselle River just outside of Metz, France, were stranded,
strafed, wounded, and killed like sitting ducks.'®* For lack of fuel
and tires, thousands of warriors were wounded and died. These
mothers’ sons gave their lives, while Kinsey’s team hoarded supplies
so they could drive to theaters, colleges, hospitals, prisons, gay
bars, and bathhouses to carouse with aberrant men who, like them,
dodged the war. I am grateful to Jones for admitting that, after
handling the “inconveniences” of draft dodging, Kinsey wangled
military approval to pillage these supplies in order to conduct his
personal “war effort.”

Life was arduous, Kinsey whined to the Rockefeller Foundation
with obvious emotion, complaining about sacrifices that he and his
staff had endured'® in carrying out his important sex study. What had
Kinsey’s sex-addicted gang “endured” during the war?

While war hospitals scrambled for every bit of apparatus they could
find to save and care for wounded and dying soldiers, Kinsey also got
“laboratory equipment despite multiple hardships imposed by the
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wartime emergency.” Other researchers had “difficulties in obtaining
certain materials and apparatus.”'® But with backing from the
Rockefeller Foundation, the National Research Council, and Indiana
University, Kinsey got what he wanted. His intimates in the National
Research Council, for example, fulfilled Kinsey’s orders during and
after the war. That Kinsey and his lovers /ied ro get vital equipment,
fuel, and tires is still, today, an outrage that demands public justice.

The Psychopathic Cult Leader

Most of the world’s murderous leaders have been sexual deviants like
Hitler and the allegedly prudish Stalin whose autographed collection
of male nude drawings was on exhibit in Moscow in 2009.'% A strait-
laced cover appears to be advantageous for tyrants and bullies. So indeed
was Kinsey. Jones says publicly Kinsey was “hailed” as an objective
scientist but “privately, he had managed to function as a covert revolu-
tionary who had used science to lay siege to middle-class morality.”'®’

A New Yorker magazine excerpt from Jones’s Kizsey book explained
well the depth of the sexual saboteur’s perversions. Jones wrote that
Kinsey once circumcised himself without benefit of anesthesia.'® In
order to function sexually, often alone, Kinsey needed to perform
extremely sadistic or masochistic acts.

The data all point to a lifetime of heterosexual impotence for Kinsey,
who was also often impotent with adu/t men. But Kinsey certainly
engaged in perverted sexual behavior with many men and probably
- also children during his “research.” A lifelong sexual psychopath,
Kinsey brought all of this experience to bear on his family, aides, fol-
lowers, and “research.”

Interestingly, Kinsey wasn’t the only famous sexual psychopath to
come of age at Indiana University. In the early 1950s, when Kinsey
was the most famous “scientist” on campus—perhaps in the world—a
young man named Jim Jones attended the university. Before the end
of the decade, Jones founded a doomsday cult, the People’s Temple. As
the cult leader, Rev. Jim Jones engaged in sex with his followers to
“subjugate and humiliate” them, an attorney later testified. But some
members felt it was a “privilege” to have sex with him, said a follower
and former Jones defense attorney, Larry Layton.'"® And at least one
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account claims he sexually abused a male congregation member in
front of the followers.'®

Kinsey—Ilike Rev. Jones—was a charismatic leader, so sensitive to
each subject’s subtle movements that he could read his or her innermost
thoughts. (More likely, followers come to believe that their innermost
thoughts and desires are whatever the leader tells them they are.) Like Jones,
Kinsey persuaded many people that it was a “privilege” to work in his
harem, to remain loyal, to engage in sex with him. While Jones led 900
followers into mass suicide in Guyana in 1978, Kinsey went on to sabo-
tage the moral landscape of the Western world.

Eminent criminology psychologists Robert Hare, PhD, and Paul
Babiak, PhD, analyzed psychopathology in Suakes in a Suit. They note
that psychopaths have three motivations: thrill-seeking, a pathologi-
cal desire to win, and the inclination to hurt people. “The ability to
get people to follow you is a leadership trait . . . but being charismatic
to the point of manipulating people is a psychopathic trait.”*”!

Kinsey’s admiring biographer, Jones, acknowledged that Kinsey
was “manipulative and aggressive,” that he “abused his professional
authority and betrayed his trust as a teacher.”"”? If people did not say
what Kinsey wanted, he denounced the resister “with considerable
severity.” Such sexual psychotics usually demand obedience—above
all, sex#al obedience—from their followers.

In one respect, Kinsey’s work is invaluable as it documents the
nature of the activities of predatory sexual psychopaths. Since this body
of “work” turned a deviant young man into the father of the sexual
revolution that changed Western culture, we may well view Kinsey as
the most successful psychopathic sex cult leader in world history.

How did Kinsey force his students, staff, their wives, and myriad
others to obey his will and to commit repeated obscene and deviant
sexual acts? Why should we believe that Kinsey's staffers’ wives wete
eager—in the 1940s—to perform sexually for Kinsey in soundproofed
rooms at Indiana University or to be recorded making criminal sex
films in his attic? How did he do it? A psychopathic cult leader, Kinsey
chose pliable associates, and then tyrannized and emasculated them.

Like any cult leader, Kinsey handpicked his aides for their level of
obedience: Handsome, Anglo-Saxon youth who were sexually avail-
able. He picked only those who were morally week, meek, and ambi-
tious, and methodically surrounded himself with sycophants. Staff
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spouses, in turn, went to great lengths to preserve their social status as
academic wives. They were obedient to their husbands’ desires, and
their husbands were obedient to Kinsey’s desires. No one on the staff
could dispute Kinsey. If they won such a dispute, they’d be gone. Bu#
Kinsey would never have hired a challenger in the first place.

Though starting as a frail, shy boy, Kinsey grew up to be an “alpha”
adult bully who controlled his underlings physically, psychologically,
and behaviorally. Pomeroy confessed, “Kinsey dominated us.” Kinsey used
“sharp words, exaggerations and harsh language . . . determined to win
arguments.” He would even defend opinions “he had previously
attacked.”'”> Pomeroy mused, “Kinsey was in fact an aggressive indi-
vidual . . . aggressive, too, when someone attempted to ‘get something’
on him.” Pomeroy would be insulted and after “two or three weeks I
would make an attempt at revenge by trying to trap him in some

194 t0 no avail.

inconsistency,

Both Pomeroy and Christenson admitted that Kinsey would alter-
nate warm, fatherly approval with cold disapproval, using fear and
shame to dominate his timorous underlings. Like any cult leader,
Kinsey controlled all of them—and that control would last a life-
time. He used archetypal behavioral conditioning, such as erratic
Pavlovian rewards and punishments, to subjugate his clique.
Convinced that humans were no different from dogs, Kinsey, who
studied Pavlov at Harvard, applied Pavlovian rat-and-dog training
to create uniform obedience in the men who would serve him
throughout his lifetime.'”

But his control methodology could also be a case study of Stanley
- Milgramand Philip Zimbardo’s findings on “Obedience to Authority.”*°
These classic, chilling studies of blind obedience used a white-coated,
authoritarian doctor who commanded college study participants to
increase electric shocks to experimentation “subjects,” who begged for
mercy and writhed in pain. But these were actors, and the rea/ subjects
were the participants. Under orders at the controls, these participants
delivered increasing shocks and increasing agony. While most partici-
pants resisted to some degree, nearly two-thirds ended up giving the
“subject” what they thought was the maximum fatal electric shock.

Kinsey kept his team jumping for his favor-—condemned one
moment, sexually favored the next; insulted, and then lauded. Typical
of pathological-conditioning victims, his staffers behaved like jealous



KINSEY'S ORGY-PORGY ATTIC 63

siblings squabbling for parental approval, and Kinsey cruelly whip-
sawed his impotent subordinates to ensure their complete conformity
at all times.

Pornographer William Dellenback described group sessions when
they all sat around naked in Kinsey’s bedroom and Kinsey told
Dellenback to commit “solo” sex for him. “Looking back on that eve-
ning,” biographer Jones reported, “Dellenback lamented, ‘I didn’t enjoy
it, adding that the entire experience was ‘against my sense of propriety,
I think.”"" (Dellenback, however, publicly voiced no qualms about
filming ozhers who were forced to perform for Kinsey’s films.) Martin, for
example, was also forced to commit solo sex for Kinsey’s cameras and
blushingly admitted, “I really wasn’t interested, the idea kind of offended

me"’l‘)S

In the end, rendered impotent by dear leader, Martin was humil-
iated. “I was such a failure nobody ever asked me again.”

The rest of the staff, including Pomeroy and Gebhard, did as they
were told. They had no “autonomy” but were “workhorses, harnessed”
to Kinsey’s will, said Pomeroy. No matter, he added. They “did not
often resent” Kinsey, although “Gebhard felt some hostility toward
Kinsey.” Pomeroy added that “Paul perhaps more than I” was treated
as a workhorse. Gebhard, who had a recent PhD in psychology from
Harvard, “expected to be treated as a colleague, according to academic
usage.”'” But he was on staff for a full two years before Kinsey allowed
him to lecture. Worse, Kinsey sadistically excluded Gebhard as a co-
author on the Male volume.””® Why? Well, try as he might, Gebhard
was sexually impotent with Kinsey.

Once, when Gebhard had diarrhea, Kinsey instructed him to eat only
citrus fruit. The submissive Gebhard ate fruit and, naturally, his diar-
rhea worsened. When Kinsey later caught Gebhard eating a hamburger,
the biologist snarled, “Gebhard . . . sometimes I despair of you as a
scientist.””! “Kinsey would appear to soften and Paul would respond
instantly,” said Pomeroy. We could have “united . . . but . . . [t}he sense
of hierarchy was always there,” and Gebhard also found it difficult to
adjust to “Prok’s quick switches in attitude toward him.”?%

Pomeroy was not sexually aggressive enough to suit his bass, but at
least he serviced Kinsey, so Kinsey preferred Pomeroy—despite his
lack of credentials—to Gebhard. Pleased to have been favored, Pomeroy
gushed, “Kinsey did treat me as a colleague, which I found extremely
satisfying.”?%?
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Like any sex cult leader, Kinsey created “his own sexual utopia.”
But according to Jones, Kinsey’s staff and their wives were not free,
voluntary “participants in sexual liberation,” but “pawns for Kinsey to
manipulate and control,” as “Kinsey decided what sex activity was
staged, with whom and by whom.”? Yet Jones calls Kinsey “the high
priest of sexual liberation.”

Tyrannical pansexuality was Kinsey’s religion. The cardinal rule for the
staff and their wives was that they must engage in sex, both on and off
camera. The mandate was, “There should be no shame or guilt or repug-
nance attached to any sexual activity among senior staff members.”*”> No
guilt! The corollary to this supposedly detached scientific investigation
was that anyone who felt embarrassed, coarsened, or dehumanized was
guilty of repressed antisexuality, which would undermine “the work.”

Jones said Kinsey would have been “saddened” to hear that so many of
his team felt “coerced” into sex acts for and with him. This, said Jones,
was not the “self-image” of the father of scientific sex, the man who was
supposedly so “sensitive,” so aware of truth, the scientist who recognized
tall tales versus true confessions.

No, Kinsey was no scientist; he was a sex cult leader—utterly psy-
chotic and vicious. His carefully engineered short hair and bow tie
mask could not change that.

Kinsey's Orgy-Porgie Attic

An August, 1953 Time magazine story highlighted “the Kinsey’s brick

-house (which he designed) behind a riotous growth of trees and shrubs
(which he planted).”?* But beyond those trees and inside that brick
house, Kinsey was expanding upon his childhood trauma.

Biographer Jones documented that Kinsey’s sexual self-abuse began
in his parents’ attic and continued with his youthful interest in
“nature” photos and nudist magazines. Kinsey took his family on nud-
ist vacations to the Smoky Mountains®”’ and became an obsessive voy-
eur. And, just a short walk from the Indiana University campus, the
adult Kinsey repaired to a hideaway, not unlike that of his youth.
Jones reports that most of Kinsey’s sex films were “done at Kinsey’s
home in one of the finished bedrooms in the attic.”**® No one could
hear or see the group gropes in Kinsey’s secret sex stage in his attic.
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Pomeroy said Kinsey sought “original sources” to improve on the
static naked pictures that so shaped his formative Scouting years. As
his addiction and resources grew, Kinsey decided to film his own sex
productions. “{A}t an early point” in the “research,”*” Kinsey began
to produce and direct his own pornographic nudist films, up in the
Kinsey family home.

Clara provided Kinsey with the necessary social pretense. The sub-
servient wife presented a maternal visage—the public face that attested
to Kinsey’s normalcy. But Clara Kinsey was a knowing accomplice to
her husband’s sabotage. James Jones documented her active role in
Kinsey’s pornography productions and homosexual trysts. Still, before
her wedding, Clara could never have imagined she would end up being
directed in filmed sex orgies and serving as a trading chip for Kinsey’s
access to young males, regarding vile child sex crimes.

As a sadomasochist, Kinsey naturally forced Clara and other subor-
dinates into engaging in humiliating and illegal sex in his attic. After
he launched his sex orgy programs in his home, his university col-
leagues would no longer hear Kinsey’s cast screaming during the insti-
tute’s sado-sexual torture “studies.”?!°

While it appears that Kinsey acted out sexually with aides such as
Pomeroy, Martin, Glenn Ramsey, and Earle Marsh,”! we do not know
how early this occurred. This information is carefully hidden by the
Kinsey cult, which reveals only what Gathorne-Hardy calls, “always
the official line.”?*?

We do know that his was a criminally pornographic enterprise.
Even in the 1950s, it was still illegal to film any sex act. (In later
decades, this would change—thanks to Kinsey.) One of Kinsey’s sado-
masochistic sex partners, Earle Marsh, told BBC TV in 1996:

Kinsey decided to film people having sex, using the attic of his own
house as a location. I was in some, having some sexual contact, and
many of us were. And, it was all done in secrecy of coutse. . . . At that
time we would have lost our funding.*'?

And their jobs and freedom. Kinsey was “constantly apprehensive”
that, if his sex films were exposed, “there is little reason to believe the
Institute would have survived the publicity.” Yer, fike any addict, be
could not stop.*** He would have sacrificed his research, reputation,
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family, and job—even gone to jail—just to watch and film people,
including himself, engaging in sex acts. This fits the definition of a
voyeur and a psychopathic sexual addict, who is so aroused by his
activities that he would sacrifice everything to continue.”’’

Pomeroy (who became a celebrated psychologist, sex therapist, and
globally accredited sex-education swami) and his docile wife, Martha,
made many Kinsey sex films.?'¢ Kinsey’s bi/homosexual sex sadism star,
Samuel Steward, also received a psychology degree and became known
for work with young boys. With his wife Agnes, Gebhard, a neophyte
psychologist and heir to the Kinsey throne, joined Kinsey'’s attic orgies
by 1946 (or much, much earlier). Dellenback, Kinsey’s unmarried pho-
tographer, also always obeyed Kinsey’s humiliating sexual demands.

Clyde Martin (who eventually got his psychology degree) and his
bride, Alice, performed for Kinsey’s sex films but not as z couple.'” Instead,
they had sex with others or solo. Initially approved by Kinsey, Alice had
a torrid affair with Gebhard, whom she then thought she loved. Perhaps
this was why she refused sex with Martin as a “couple.” According to
Jones, Alice complained about “the sickening pressure” she was under to
have sex on film with her spouse and other staft members. “I felt like my
husband’s career at the Institute depended on it.”*'®

Well, it did. However, not all of Kinsey's “stars” were staff, wives,
and students. University friends of a similar bent, their wives, and
selected students were on Kinsey’s sex casting couch call as required.
But there was more. In the 2005 Yorkshire Television documentary,
Gebhard calmly explained “that in conditions of the utmost secrecy,
volunteers were taken up to the attic of Kinsey’s home where a “work-

“bench” was in place. . . . The best we could do was observe, and maybe
stop-watch it, count the number of pelvic thrusts and so on.”*"

At least five homosexual headmasters at boys’ schools in the
Princeton area and one pedophile organization eagerly contributed sex
assaults on boys to Kinsey’s child pornography data.*® Tripp and
Dellenback also filmed the New York prostituted boys for Kinsey—at
a few dollars per sex act.?”! Tripp became a credentialed psychologist
and author, and eagerly displayed a nude sex photo of one of these boys
to producer Tim Tate. Tripp said, “I got hold of a young German boy
prostitute . . . who I photographed [in sex] with one of the younger
ones.” In “Secret History: Kinsey’s Paedophiles,” television interview,
Tripp noted his sexual preference for canines. He also said:
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“Kinsey had a huge store of films done by myself, Bill [Dellenback}

and other people. . . . Kinsey . . . would say ‘Show me,’” or ‘Do you
mind if I watch?” Or ‘Let me come over.” . . . Whenever possible
Kinsey did validate it.”**?

Indiana University had builc a soundproofed room on campus for
Kinsey, but he had the university tear it down and replace it with
more heavily soundproofed walls and doors. Kinsey needed such
soundproofing to muffle screams elicited by sexual torture. Kinsey’s
pornography, filmed in this room on campus as well as in his home
attic, depicted not just criminal homosexual and heterosexual behav-
iors, but also violent sexual masochism and sadomasochism.

Although Kinsey longed to be a sex star, his friends said that the
supposedly “open” sex guru had to “go into the bathroom to work
himself up.”?? As an alternative, Kinsey needed a professional to sexu-
ally abuse him. One such was Earle Marsh, the active sadomasochist
also known as Mr. Y.?* Marsh often stayed in Kinsey’s home for “con-
sultation and sex.” Jones quotes Marsh’s raw details of sex acts with all
of the senior staff and their wives, citing Clara, Martha Pomeroy, and
their husbands. Marsh said, “Kinsey, of course, was an eager partici-
pant in these sessions.”?*’

But for the most part, Kinsey’s role in his films was reduced to
demonstrating “solo” techniques.””® Since he loved to show off his
large sex organ, he found bizarre ways to perform on camera. Dellenback
said, for example, he often filmed Kinsey, “engaged in masochistic”
self-abuse. Indeed, Indiana University film recorded Kinsey inserting
objects into his urethra, such as “a swizzle stick, the kind with a knob
on the end.” Or he would “tie a rope around his scrotum, and then
simultaneously tug hard on the rope as he maneuvered the object
deeper and deeper” or “wrap the other end around his hand and climb
onto a chair and jump off.”*?’

This taught the world about sex and started the sexual revolution,
the field of sexology, school sex education, and its curriculum.
(Fortunately for Clara’s health, the Kinseys had long abandoned “the
marital act.”)?*® Clara mostly made persimmon pudding and duti-
fully covered up Kinsey’s crimes until she died of natural causes at
age eighty-two in Bloomington.

Her husband, however, paid a price for his disordered sexual life.
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In 1956, at age sixty-two, Kinsey died, apparently of complications
associated with “orchitis” which can be fatal. Jones discusses Kinsey’s
doctor as “pinpointing the testicles as the site of the infection.”??

Orchitis . . . marked by pain, swelling . . . usually due to gonorrhea,
syphilis, filarial disease, or tuberculosis. . . . Traumatic orchitis {is}
orchitis following trauma . . .”**® He’d had hundreds of violent part-

ners, hence, many sexually diseased partners, as well as significant
trauma at minimum to his testicles and urethra. This death strongly
suggests that Kinsey contracted venereal disease during his frantic
frolics. This and the terrible trauma he inflicted for decades on his
sexual organs no doubt led directly to his untimely death.

Kinsey’s three surviving children were either teenagers or younger
when pornography was being filmed upstairs.”?' In the 2005 PBS
American Experience episode on Kinsey, his daughters admitted they
knew their mother, father, and the Kinsey staff were making pornog-
raphy, “the physiology involved in sex” in their family attic.

Kinsey’s daughter, Anne Call, had refused for years to talk about
her father but, when she was eighty, she wanted to correct the record.
In her “open” home, she said, “Daddy was as pure a scientist as you
will find.” She added, “I'm just glad Mother wasn’t alive to read”
Jones’s book, or Gathorne-Hardy’s confirmations of the sex attic.?*
Call “absolutely” did not believe her father was bisexual or homosex-
ual. No, never! He never had sex with Clyde Martin, “absolutely not.”
Her parents were typical academic conservatives. Did her mother have
an affair with Martin? To that, the daughter of the man who proved
that average Americans were wildly promiscuous gave a peculiar
- answer: “My mother would be the last person in the world to have an
affair,” Call said. “She was really pretty square. Their personal lives
were pretty much by the rules of the day; you stayed true to the person
you were married to.”???

But the youngest son, Bruce Kinsey, contradicted his sister. Though
he refused to answer questions about his father for years, he atrended the
2005 premiere of Kinsey at Indiana University. There, he told university
president Kenneth Gros Louis that the scenes of sexual “swinging” and
filming of homosexual, heterosexual, and orgy-porgie sex in the Kinsey
attic were all absolutely true. He begrudgingly, and apparently bitterly,
admitted that this was part of his home life as a youth.?**
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Toxic Consequences

39 per cent of 13 to 18-year-olds admirted sharing intimate pic-
tures and videos with a boyfriend or girlfriend via sexting. . . More
than one in four 13 year-olds have admitted they send and receive
sexually explicit pictures of themselves via mobile phones.
Telegraph.Co.UK, November 20092*°

ALFRED KINSEY SOUGHT TO destroy the morality and religious
legacy of Judeo-Christianity that had protected masriage, family, the
authority of protective parents, and the sanctity of childhood. But
packaging his lies as science, speaking directly to man’s most base and
powerful fears and urges, Kinsey deceived America. He affirmed and
unleashed the collective sexual urges of a once largely self-concrolled,
decent people. And he did so at great cost, accomplishing on the home
front what the Axis enemy’s black propaganda failed to accomplish
overseas: He sacrificed the reputations of America’s women and men,
demonizing and demoralizing our Greatest Generation.

To sabotage America’s sexual morality and social fabric, Kinsey and
his co-conspirators used a calculated pretense: science. But it was
phony. Worse, Kinsey libeled our servicemen, our service women, and
their grieving loved ones—while he indulged in orgies, lied to get
draft deferments for his staff of sex partners, and even used scarce war
supplies to engage in his treasonous pursuits. While the World War
raged around him, Kinsey was indifferent to the lives lost and the
sacrifices honorably given by the Greatest Generation.
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FIGURE 3
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Kinsey’s sample of “average” men, included latge numbers of sex offenders,
psychopaths and incarcerated crimals.

Libeling Our Legacy: A Media Blitz

When they published Sexual Bebavior of the Human Male in 1948 and
Sexual Bebavior of the Human Female in 1953, Kinsey and his co-con-
spirators launched their campaign against our war heroes. They widely
disseminated their “statistics” based on closet sex predators, psycho-
paths, and criminals (Figure 3). Michael Alvear chuckles in Safon, “50
- percent of women were doing the hoochie-koochie before they got
hitched.”?¢ Life magazine, said, “40% of women have been or will be
unfaithful after marriage.” (Figure 4)%’

Kinsey appeared on the cover of the August 24, 1953 issue of Time
that said, “American culture was irvevocably changed. . . . America wasn't
ready for Kinsey’s finding that 62% of women reported masturbating. . . .
These were, after all, America’s mothers and motbers-to-be. . . ."**® An interview
in the British Broadcasting Company’s documentary, Biography: Alfred C.
Kinsey sums up the reaction at the time. “Here {Kinsey] tells us in 1948
we’ve got this prudish society, and he tells us that more than 50% of
women have had premarital intercourse,” said Victor Cohn. “Well, wow,
we didn’t know that!”*?



TOXIC CONSEQUENCES 71

FIGURE 4

UNMARRIED | MARRIED

MEASURE OF INDESCRETION is shown in Dr. Kinsey’s findings: 85% of men and
50% of women (/gft) have had premarital sex experience; 50% of men and 40% of
women have been or will be unfaithful after marriage. (LIFE)

The shocking claims ultimately appeared in every major magazine,
newspaper, and human sexuality textbook in the United States. The media
unquestioningly bought Kinsey. Then they sold him to the nation.

Why?

“When K-Day finally arrived on August 20, 1953,” the Kinsey
Institute claims, people “rushed to their newsstands to find out what
Dr. Kinsey and his colleagues had discovered about the sexual activi-
ties of American women.” While some believed Kinsey, many “argued
that the statistics couldn’t be accurate because ‘good’ women would
not have engaged in such activities, and if they had, they would not
have revealed their experiences to Dr. Kinsey.”?** Was the American
public #ruly eager to read Kinsey’s findings?

The Kinsey Institute claims that its brilliant campaign was wholly
unexpected. False. In fact, the Kinsey cadre had planned for decades to
castrate our moral and spiritual legacy in an apparently “spontaneous”
manner. By design, Kinsey’s benefactors at the Rockefeller Foundation
bankrolled aggressive publicity extravaganzas to boost sales of the vol-
umes?*! and provided Kinsey—and his data—with seemingly impec-
cable credentials. Further, the Rockefeller Foundation was rich in
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allies that controlled the mass media. Like any war campaign, this
support helped wage a mass media blitz.

Indiana University also provided financial support before, during,
and after Kinsey published the work. And the university’s patron, the
Rockefeller Foundation, provided resources to prepare and carry out a
substantial propaganda media blitzkrieg. As the first book’s publica-
tion date approached, Indiana University wined and dined the most
prominent reporters—supposedly objective journalists who then agreed
to let Kinsey read and approve their articles prior to publication.

To control all media reports, Kinsey gave interviews onfy to those who
agreed to sex interviews first. Then he controlled their sexual histories,
likely using the information for blackmail purposes. At best, Kinsey fol-
lower, Scott McLemee, wrote in Sa/on that such sex files “gave a subtle,
perhaps subconscious interest in confirming” Kinsey's “scientific rigor.”?*

“They were touting the book everywhere even though the statistics
were appalling,”*® said W. Allen Wallis, PhD, past president of the
American Statistical Association. He recalled that an unprecedented
quantity of mulberry-colored, hardcover copies of Kinsey’s book
flooded the health and medical profession. Though these were expen-
sive volumes, he said, they went out gratis.

To indoctrinate a naive populace with their destructive mindset,
Kinsey’s co-conspirators in the mass media blanketed the professions
and academe with his black propaganda. By 1953, the lies were every-
where! Almost all magazines and newspapers—even the most popular
and trusted—quoted Kinsey, blaming marital unhappiness on “the
church, the school and the home.”?** According to the Kinsey Institute

-publicity, “Five national magazines hit the stands on K-Day—Collzer’s,

Time, Life, Woman’s Home Companion, and Newsweek. Redbook and
McCall’s appeared the following day.?* Articles about the book and its
media frenzy were published in newspapers around the country and
the world, from the Bloomington Herald-Times, the Indiana Daily
Student, and the Indianapolis Star to The New York Times, the San
Francisco Chronicle, and the London Sunday Dispatch.”?%

Augmenting the media campaign, Kinsey lectured at colleges and
hospitals worldwide, libeling the World War II generation to millions
of overflow crowds of teachers and youths. Thousands of these wor-
shipful Berkeley university Kinsey votaries would soon teach, train
and spawn the hippie culture of the mid 1960s.
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People repeated Kinsey’s black propaganda so often and in so many
venues that, finally, they began to believe them. Press, law journals,
textbooks, television, novels, and films?¥’ hailed Kinsey’s daring sexual
honesty and labeled the Greatest Generation as “hypocrites,” who only
used church as a cover for their philandering®® (as Kinsey actually
did). Kinsey sycophant, Professor Vern Bullough, says, “The Kinsey
message” was everywhere—in guides, articles, books, and novels like
The Fig Leaf, The Chapman Report, The Sex Probers, Miss Kinsey’s Report,
and scores of others.?%

As a result, millions of American elites parroted Kinsey's sabotage;
that we could indulge in all manner of sexual depravity, with no downside.
The original BBC television production on the sexual revolution, which

A&E replayed in the United States, reinforced the Kinsey party line:

America’s idea of itself as a sexually conservative society was shattered
forever. Things would never be the same again. Sociologically, it had a
tremendous impact in this country. It was an event that just changed
American social history, and I think world social history. It affected
the way people looked, thought, talked and behaved about sex.?*

Ignorant of the horrors of the 1860s sex traffic in New York City,
and ridiculing Comstock as a foolish morals policeman, it was incon-
ceivable that America would again be awash in gangs, drugs, sexual
diseases, sexual crime, sex slavery, and trafficked children.

Such optimism would prove disastrous.

Toxic Fallout

Regurgitating Kinsey’s fraud as scientific gospel, most scientists
swallowed it whole. Some, though, did not. Abraham Maslow, MD,
Lionel Trilling, PhD, and a score of others wrote about Kinsey’s bad
data. But even they could not have foreseen that Kinsey's cult would
open the doors to sex as a field of science—or establish sexual anarchy
as the norm.

Kinsey’s fake statistics about parents were emotional poison that
damaged subsequent generations, to the present day. Kinsey seduced
the Greatest Generation’s children—the Baby Boomers—who became
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the “Sex, drugs, rock ‘n’ roll” kids of the late 1960s and parented the
Gen Xers of the 1980s, who parented today’s “Porn Generation.” It
was exactly what Kinsey intended—but its virulence has likely sur-
passed even his expectations.

Armed with legitimate-looking statistics, Kinsey hypocritically
alleged hypocrisy. He said our World War II heroes were adulterers
and hypocrites, for whom moral integrity was a pretense. Constantly
repeated, Kinsey’s fraud eroded the trust that children had for their
parents and spouses had in each other. As the delicate connection
between Judeo-Christian morality and intimacy came unglued, inse-
curity crept into relationships, undermining marriage and eroding
familial bonds.

From there, Kinsey argued that the Greatest Generation was so
wildly immoral that we needed to reconsider our legal and social
restrictions, even gut the laws that protected women and children
from sexual assault. In the end, he and his co-conspirators sabotaged
the way of life for which our honorable men and women had fought
and, in great numbers, died.

In 1948, novelist Kathleen Norris warned in Life magazine about
Kinsey’s philosophy: “It can recede, I suppose, this civilization of ours,
if in losing faith we lost all the rest. And the eternal animal in us, the
flesh that looks only to flesh, will win the day.”*!

And so it has. We have paid dearly for Kinsey’s sexual pathologies.

As Kinsey’s conclusions spread from mass media outlets to college
textbooks and then to high school, middle school, and even elemen-
tary children’s lectures and texts, America’s greatest strengths—our
'sexual reticence and commitment to God and family—would be
branded as weakness: moral hypocrisy. In the end, Kinsey's black pro-
paganda led to a drastic deterioration of American morals, changing
Western society forever.

The British medical journal the Lancer, quoting Cole Porter’s song
about the sexual conduct of the World War II generation, [“According
to the Kinsey Report,”} concluded that Kinsey, “an otherwise harm-
less student of the gall wasp, has left his former co-workers some
explaining to do. The books launched the so-called sexual revolution,
an era of sexual license” that brought a booming global trade in elec-
tronic pornography; annual international sex trafficking of up to eight
hundred thousand women and children; domestic sex trafficking/
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prostitution/stripping in the millions; unprecedented sexual violence
against women and children; rampant eroticism in pop culture; high
rates of unwed pregnancies; abortion on demand; skyrocketing rates of
addiction to sex, pornography, and illicit drugs; failed marriages;
widespread impotence; lost careers; financial ruin; sexually transmit-
ted disease; and death.

Some revolution.

For years, people have charged that I track Kinsey and his followers
the way a Nazi hunter tracks World War II war criminals—as if they
were traitors, responsible for the deaths of untold millions of their
countrymen. After all, they note, Kinsey and most of his original team
are dead.

Yes, Istill track the Kinsey cult, for their lobby were and are traitors
to our Greatest Generation, our World War II warriors. Further, the
Kinsey lobby’s aggressive marketing of sexual license has unleashed
rampant child sexual abuse, abortions, venereal diseases, AIDS, and
serial killings; they are responsible for the deaths of untold millions of
their countrymen—and their toxins have spread worldwide.

In his 1998 commentary in the Ewncyclopedia Britannica, Joseph
Epstein notes that, “Kinsey’s message—fornicate early, fornicate often,
fornicate in every possible way—became the mantra of a sex-ridden
age, our age, now desperate for a reformation of its own.”*?

In connecting the dots of this historical epoch, the dark data speak for
themselves. The evidence shows that Alfred Kinsey and his psychopathic
collaborators were the most effective fifth column in American history.
The famed sociologist Pitirim Sorokin, PhD, said the evidence also
shows that Kinsey and his followers’ diabolical “sexualization of
American culture . . . drastically and brutally affect[ed] the lives of
millions. . . . What used to be considered morally reprehensible is now
recommended as a positive value; what was once called demoralization
is now styled moral progress and a new freedom.””* The evidence
shows that Kinsey succeeded, Sorokin also notes, by vilifying the
entire World War II generation. It is time we united to restore honor
to those whom Kinsey and his villianous co-conspirators defamed.
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Normalizing Sexual Pathology:
Culture and Laws after Kinsey

Kinsey’s work, likened to the H-Bomb when it was published and
the source of innumerable citations, references, comments and
even jokes and songs, has formed the bedrock of all subsequent
academic studies on human sexuality: it would be almost impos-
sible to find an English-language book on human sexuality pub-
lished since the 1950s which did not mention Kinsey. No other
academic in the field of sexology (and precious few academics in
any field) have been featured on the front cover of Time magazine
or have sold so many copies of an academic textbook.?**

—Sarah Goode, Paedophiles in Society (2010)

IN HER NEW BRITISH text book, Paedophiles in Society, Professor
Sarah Goode, PhD, documents Kinsey’s work as “continued and devel-
oped by other researchers and writers.” In her extensive research on the
growth of pedophilia, Dr. Goode documented Kinsey's child sexuality
views, “from birth have been taken up with gusto in certain quarters.”
Goode, a liberal researcher, notes that his studies have shaped “legisla-
tion, the gay rights movement and the field of sex education.” In fact,
says the psychologist, Kinsey’s “has been the most important and
influential work on human sexuality in the twentieth century” deeply
influencing “science, the media, the law and public opinion.”*

Another Britisher, John Bancroft, MD, was the fourth director of
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the Kinsey Institute. Handpicked, like all of the Institute’s other
directors, he continued to perpetuate the myth of Kinsey as an objec-
tive scientist for whom a serendipitous twist of fate led him to study
sex. Yet in his introduction to the 1998 edition of the Female volume,
Bancroft stated that Kinsey sought “a greater understanding of the
varieties of sexual expression and a resulting greater tolerance of such
variability.”

In more than a half-century since publication of the Kinsey Reports,
the world’s scientists, judges, educators, and parenting experts have
transformed the man’s psychosexual perversions into a scientific prem-
ise, a belief, which translated into behavior, ultimately sacrosanct in
our laws and courts, classrooms, and doctors’ offices. Now we are liv-
ing with the fallout of Kinsey sadism and depravity.

Kinsey and his co-conspirators ambushed and vanquished three bed-
rock American values: the authority of Judeo-Christian sexual morals,
the sanctity of marriage, and the protected innocence of children.
Interrelated, these three values formed the basis of civilized society.
Inverting them (through values-free education, sexual license, and child
exploitation) leads inevitably to societal chaos and collapse. Kinsey and
his zealots knew this. I propose that their lobby deliberately set out to
cause America to implode. His disciples’ devious call for participation in
and toleration of sexual “variability” has given America six decades of
sexual pathology, spreading daily in virulence and violence.

It is impossible to overstate the changes in American culture and society pro-
duced by Alfred Kinsey'’s attack on the movality of the Greatest Genevation.

The doggedly libertarian Salon’s Scott McLemee agreed with The
National Research Council, that America can be divided into “pre-
Kinsey” and “post-Kinsey” eras.”’ He said the “history of sex in
America falls into two large, unequal, yet clearly defined periods. The
first era belonged to the Puritans, the Victorians and related figures of
restraint and misery. . . . This epoch of libidinal prohibition lasted
until Jan. 4, 1948. . . . [wlhereupon, as the expression has it, the earth
moved” with Kinsey’s first book.?*®

Before publication of Sexu#al Behavior in the Human Mate, we were
largely a family-oriented, normal-minded, churchgoing, God-centered
nation. We were not petfect. Racism, sexism, and bigotry are ever-present
human failings. Yet our country was increasingly given to respectful
tolerance and equal rights for women and for all races and religions,
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secular and even atheist. Due to our overall national mores, people
worldwide flocked to our shores to partake of the nation’s safety and
opportunities. However, since Kinsey’s publication, we became a coun-
try awash in divorce, pornography, sex addiction, venereal diseases, drug
addiction, runaways, and sex crimes by and against adults and children.
We have become a society that aborts tens of millions of babies, a society
that repeatedly releases child rapists on parole, a society that inures us to
increasing rates of sex crimes, of increasing savagery.

And 50 it turns out to be of significant public policy importance that, instead
of being a normal family man, the father of the sexual revolution was a mad,
sexual psychopath. While Kinsey claimed that the “sexual conflicts of
youth” result from “prudish aversion” to youthful “participation” in
“normal sexual activities,””’ we know that a worldview that routinely

involves young people in erotic experiments would serve the psycho-
pathic Kinsey well. And, though he asserted that individuals and soci-
ety suffer when we do not train our children in sexual techniques,
Kinsey’s sexual pathology devastated our public policies and national
health, and the wellbeing and safety of our women and children.
Despite the fact that this saboteur said laws cannot “enforce moral-
ity,” that is exactly what laws do, that is what laws must do. Kinsey
claimed that “science” proved there is no moral or immoral, no right
or wrong, no normal or abnormal. Therefore morality is whatever one
chooses. Murderers could argue that murder should be legal, rapists
could claim rape should be legal, and thieves can argue that theft
should be legal. Following this ridiculous logic, the American Law
Institute secretly fought the Founders” morality, working to establish
- their own value-free “morality” in laws that served villains, pedophiles,
and other deviants.

A Legal Paradigm Shift: The American Law Institute’s
Model Penal Code

Kinsey’s sexual propaganda dominated the now famous—or infamous—
“sex offences” section of the American Law Institute’s Model Penal
Code (ALI-MPC) of 1955. The powerful Kinsey and ACLU lawyer,
Morris Ernst, and the renowned historian/author, David Loth, enthused
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that the Kinsey Report did for sex what Columbus did for geography.
However, unlike Columbus, the ALI-MPC authors, with Kinsey’s aid,
had mapped out well in advance how and where to use his scientific
fraud in courts of law.

The first version of the ALI-MPC was distributed to legislators
nationwide. It stressed “the authority of the ‘social’ sciences” to legal-
ize all consensual fornication. The Random House Dictionary defines
fornication as “voluntary sexual intercourse between two unmarried
persons or two persons not married to one another.” One of the many
problems was that consensual fornication would be costly to society
in many unseen ways, the obvious ways being the increased tax bur-
den due to sexually transmitted diseases and illegitimate births, as
well as the general destabilization of the family as fornication became
common and consent became expected, subjecting women and chil-
dren to additional, unanticipated physical and social pressures and
consequences.

This loosening of moral absolutes certainly has caused and contin-
ues to cause many “subtle” changes in the human landscape. Before
Kinsey, American laws protected women from what our hard-nosed
Judeo-Christian patriarchy recognized as a predatory streak in their
fellow men. However, if roughly half of women and men were forni-
cating with no bad public health consequences as Kinsey claimed, these
carefully designed special privileges for women were obviously unnec-
essary. So, in 1955, Kinsey'’s sex frauds were carved into the American
Law Institute’s Model Penal Code. Sex science now participated fully
in the protection of predators, to the injury of their victims. Perhaps
more than anything else, the ALI-MPC exemplifies the fact that
Kinsey’s defamation of the Greatest Generation had profound fallout
in all aspects of our moral and sexual life and in the law. Indeed, his
propaganda affected the very essence of our society, spawning epidem-
ics that threaten our children, our families, our marriages, our public
safety, our quality of life, our very lives.

All of these changes have been and will continue to steamroll
through our society. Starting with Alfred C. Kinsey, the Kinsey lobby
continues to perpetuate the Kinsey Institute’s agenda in @/ areas of
human sexuality in our culture.

This is Kinsey's legacy.
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The “mainstream” Boston media didn’t give “Slutcracker” nega-
tive reviews, although they did suggest it was “for adults only.”?*®
One review mentions that Clara “finds a sex toy” under the
Christmas tree when, says the Boston Phoenix, we are treated to a
“retelling of The Nutcracker . . . larger-than-life candy striped
dildos and pole-dancing sugar plum fairies.”

—SiutCracker, Reviewed November 30, 20092

Our laws are no longer based on Judeo-Christian morality, but on
Kinsey’s immoral “morality”: an adulterous, fornicating, aborting,
pornography-addicted, masturbating, impotent, sadistic, masochistic,
bisexual, homosexual, exhibitionist, voyeuristic, and child-sexual-
abusive world.

These truths are difficult to accept, yet crucial. America must come
to understand what has gone wrong and how we changed from a fam-
ily-oriented and flawed but honorable country to a sex-obsessed and
violent one.

In Ethical Issues in Sex Therapy, pop sexologists Masters, Johnson,
Kolodny, and Weems presented papers on the history of “Ethics of Sex
Research Involving Children and the Mentally Retarded.” Masters,
Johnson, Kolodny, and their world-famous “sexperts” expressed no
ethics problem when they reported the Kinsey team’s criminal sexual
abuse of 1,888 infants and children. No ethics violation. No problem.
None, whatsoever.

Although ethics committees constantly testify on and make deci-
sions about embryonic cloning, partial-birth abortion, compulsory

-sex-disease vaccinations for infants, assisted suicide—you name it—

no national ethics organization has ever seen fit to investigate the
Kinsey Institute’s crimes, despite my efforts for thirty-five years. This
is hardly reassuring.

Over the years, I have contacted many ethics groups about the
criminal abuse of children evident in Kinsey’s “data.” I contacted the
Hastings Center in New York. I contacted the ethics division of the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. I reached out to
scores of writers concerned with ethics. But no one wanted to know
about these crimes, and none of America’s ethics royalty has bothered
to condemn the Kinsey abuse as of this writing. None.

I have often felt like John Adams in the Broadway play 1776. “Is
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anyone there?” Adams cried out from his heart during the debate
about declaring independence. “Does anyone care? Does anyone see
what I see?” My earlier book, Kinsey, Crimes and Consequences, identifies
the racist policies of the Kinsey Institute and of Kinsey’s “studies.” I
document Kinsey’s claim that these “experimental” babies and chil-
dren were taken from the black community, the “ghetto.” Still there is
no outrage from academe or law.

Federal, state, and private grants generously continue to fund
“research” in sex, “gender,” and reproduction at the Kinsey Institute.
Naturally, these funds pay for these sexperts’ use of commertcial por-
nography and production of their own. Why? Because today’s sexolo-
gists are commonly addicted to pornography, imbibing it themselves,
so they can use it for “therapy.” This should not surprise us. Their
founder, addicted as well, also made his own. As Masters and Johnson
said, they all stand on “Kinsey’s shoulders.”
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Marriage, Family, and Parenting

People will be involved in the attic with all kinds of sexual acts,
and she’ll come in with milk and cookies and towels for them to,
you know, dry off and freshen up, and then milk and cookies and
the next round of, you know, behavior will begin.

—James Jones, “Social Science in America’s Bedroom, Alfred

Kinsey Measures Sexual Behavior”2¢?

KINSEY BIOGRAPHER, JAMES JONES, paints a wholesome picture
above of the famous man’s dutiful wife and helpmate, Clara Kinsey.
Despite Jones’s sanitized depiction of the “you know, behavior,” Clara
Kinsey was accustomed to being degraded, right from her honeymoon,
when she became the first permanent member of the sex guru’s harem.
-From that day, Clara Kinsey no doubt bore the brunt of her husband’s
perverse wrath—and more—if she did not bow to his will. In standard
Pavlovian conditioning mode, she jumped at the sound of the bell.
And having sexually degraded herself, she degraded others, certainly
allowing the abuse of Kinsey’s experimental child “subjects.”
Novelist T.C. Boyle was the only person on the American Experience
television documentary who voiced any honest observation of the
Kinseys’ relationship, wondering about Clara’s jealousy, loneliness, and
any emotional harm. Pursuing the issue, Boyle coyly muses whether
“love and romance . . . {can] be totally separated from the mechanical
act of sex, the hormonal act of sex, as Kinsey would suggest.” Of course,
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Kinsey married Clara largely as a cover for his homosexuality and, when
he promised to “love, honor and cherish” her, he lied.
So, what about love?

Clara's Wifely Duties

Despite the Kinsey daughter’s claim that mom and dad were typical
conservative parents, she couldn’t have missed the atypical fact that
their parents had separate bedrooms on separate floors of their home.
Having given her the masculine nickname of “Mac,” Kinsey replaced
his bride with an endless parade of male lovers and “quickie” pick-
ups. Kinsey did not just break his marriage vows, he trampled them
into the mud, abandoning his wife’s bed for seedy sodomy in bars,
hotels, and bathhouses with multiple male “subjects.”

Jones reported this account of the household arrangements by the
sado-masochistic Earle Marsh, aka Mr. Y:

During his visits to Bloomington, Mr. Y always stayed at the Kinseys'. . . .
Kinsey’s relationship with Clara was no longer passionate. . . . “They
slept in different bedrooms. . . . I don’t think he had sex with Mac to

have sex, but if I was there we’d all have sex.”?

Elaborating, Mr. Y. (Marsh) revealed to Jones:

Kinsey and I'd be having sex upstairs and I'd go down[stairs} and
‘have sex with Mac in the same house. She accepted what went on, you
know. . . . Not that Clara had much choice, not if she wished to
remain with her husband. Kinsey once said, “The reason she does
[accept everything] is that she knows when I make up my mind to do
something I do it,” recalled Mr. Y.

Marsh said Kinsey had a male harem and Clara had better be “open
as hell.” She often had sex with a man directly after Kinsey had used
him. How mannerly. Divorce was unthinkable. She could only accept
his table scraps. Clara would never have gone to court and divulged
the real grounds for the divorce. Jones admitted that:
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No one felt the force of his unyielding demands more strongly than
Clara, {who} went along with the filming . . . doing her best to throw
herself into the role with the proper abandon as befitted the wife of
the high priest of sexual liberation. Clara was filmed masturbating,
and she was also filmed having sex with Pomeroy. . . . [She} was
cooperative—anything he wanted.?®

“I did see films of Kinsey masturbating,” Jones acknowledged in
his Yorkshire Television documentary. “I saw films of Mrs. Kinsey
masturbating.”?* If Kinsey coerced his wife into doing that on cam-
era, we can only imagine what the rest of her life was like.

Martin Dellenback told Jones that Clara did what Kinsey wanted
“because she didn’t have anything else.” Clara was, in many ways, a
victim of her times. Since Americans were truly traditional, and deeply
committed to marital fidelity, how could she face the public shame of
her life? All the excuses about her worship of Kinsey’s vision ring false.
Any knowledge of human love makes it clear that these activities were
highly destructive to her, the other performers, to their marriages,
and, therefore, to their children.

We know that Kinsey bullied women and that he bullied them into
making his sex films. Clara was a party to this coercion. The novelist
T.C. Boyle wondered whether the wives of Kinsey’s team might have
suffered emotionally. As the emotional traumas of living such lives
escaped all the Kinsey biographers, so too did the fact that some of
these wives might also have suffered physica/ harm, say from venereal
diseases they might have contracted from bisexually experimenting
- husbands.

Hidden behind a falsified and idealized marriage model that the
father of “sexology” held up to fool the world, the true Kinsey mar-
riage was rife with sadistic masturbatory satisfactions and bi/
homosexual adultery. Yes, the father of American sex “education,”
of “therapy,” and of a sexual liberation cult, shaped millions of
marriages in his deformed image. Specializing in primitive, pain-
ful, pathologic, and ultimately pathetic sex acts that humiliated
and assaulted everyone involved, Kinsey himself »ever lived in a
healthy marriage. Whatever it was, it was never love—by any
stretch of the word.
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Kinsey's Perverted Marriage Model

In Kinsey’s research—as well as in his own marriage and sexual relation-
ships, one thing was missing: the most important thing. Kinsey was
incapable of researching or understanding or likely even contemplating
or feeling Jove. Kinsey was psychologically and intellectually unable to
support or even understand what keeps marriages intact; a good mar-
riage is woven throughout with fidelity and love—both quite foreign to
him. Kinsey utterly neglected the structure and physiology of the enzo-
tional and spiritual side of human sexual life.

Former Kinsey Institute librarian Cornelia Christenson, in Kinsey:
A Biography, recalled a 1935 lecture that Kinsey gave on sexuality and
“reproductive behavior.” Though the talk allegedly predated Kinsey’s
academic interest in sex by three years, Christenson noted Kinsey’s
“interest in and concern for the problems arising from the social
restrictions on man’s biological nature.” She quoted his conclusions:

The ignorance of sexual structure and physiology, of the technique fun-
damental in the normal course of sexual activities and the prudish aver-
sion to adequate participation in [sex, results in} broken marriages.?’

Kinsey determined that this “ignorance of sexual structure and
physiology”—the mechanical aspects of sex—caused marriages to fail.
Since he had “practiced” a distorted form of sex on himself since he
was a young boy, torturing his own sexual structure and physiology for
more than three decades, he should have had a blissful marriage.

By his thinking, to keep marriages intact, society should lift restric-
tions that limit sexual behavior. Early in life, we should learn how to
masturbate, copulate, and sodomize, he informed us, because igno-
rance would limit orgasms and lead to divorce. Comparing the post-
Kinsey American divorce rate against the endnring marriages of the
Greatest Generation, reveals these claims as ludicrous. Indeed, science
confirms common sense, grandmothers, and biblical readings: that
physical ignorance seldom causes marital fajlure. Although sometimes
a major problem, ignorance has also unified many virginal newlyweds
embarking on the great mystery and adventure of “the marital act.”
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But Kinsey took aim and fired directly into the heart of America’s
social vision—marriage—Dblaming everything from “high” rates of
divorce and rape ro homosexuality on sexual repression. He certainly
knew that sexual promiscuity would inevitably lead to more divorce, the
failed marriages, rape, and homosexuality (which it did). Thus the
father of “the sexual revolution” was also the father of “no-fault-
divorce,” sexual addictions, incontinence, “early satisfaction of the sexual
impulses,” and so much more.

Marriage in the Greatest Generation

While Kinsey was busy sabotaging Americans with false claims of our
sexual behavior, Hitler conquered Denmark, Holland, and Norway.
France fell and England was destined to go next, while Italy followed
the former teacher and dictator, Benito Mussolini. The United States
rescued the Western world, and our World War II efforts turned
wholly upon our soldiers’ faith in God, their love of country, their love
for their wives and families, and their selfless solidarity with their
comrades in arms. Today, Europe is free on/y because the morals and
values of our Greatest Generation strengthened o#r men and main-
tained #heir commitment to fight and die, if need be, to preserve free-
dom for America and for victims of tyranny abroad. Were it not for
G.I. Joe’s individual morality and honor, the Nazi jackboot would
have squashed all of Europe. But after the war, Europeans quickly for-
got this. In the years since, European and United Kingdom elitists
. often called Americans uptight, sexually repressed Puritans. This view
widely missed the mark.

In fact, honest research confirms that, in pre-Kinsey America,
“love” was in the air. Americans believed in sex, but held that “good
sex” depended on love and marriage. In fact, most Americans planned
to make a honeymoon gift to each other of their virginity.?® It was
the American way. Even by 1960, most college males still believed
that “sex without love seemed utterly unethical.” Interviewing two-
hundred college men, Kinsey’s libertarian psychologist friends,
Phyllis and Eberhard Kronhausen, were surprised and appalled to
discover that:
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The average modern college man is apt to say that he considers inter-
course “too precious” to have with anyone except the girl he expects
to marry and may actually abstain from all intercourse for that

reason.’®

The brilliant and touching letters between Abigail and John
Adams—obviously virgins before their wedding-—provides insight
into the reality of pre-Kinsey American marriage “Alas!” Abigail
wrote in December 1773. “How many snow banks divide thee and me
... dearest Friend.” The “one single expression,” she said, “dwelt upon
my mind and played about my Heart. . . .” Later, she begged, “Do not
put such unlimited power into the hands of the husbands,” and John
wrote to her, “This is rather too coarse a compliment, but you are so
saucy, I won’t blot it out.”?’°

To give children a res/ historical baseline for learning about mar-
riage and Eros, sex education should focus on love letters between
husbands and wives who, together, face challenges like hardship and
war. Boys and girls would then understand that purity before the wed-
ding day and fidelity afterward, rather than impediments to love, pas-
sion, and successful marriages—are commonly aids to it.

Unfortunately, the fallout from Kinsey’s domestic black propaganda
is apparent today, as American culture—and marriage—took a sharp
turn.

Kinsey's Marriage Fraud

From stories such as King David and Bathsheba, Sir Lancelot and
Queen Guinevere, and recorded histories such as Henry VIII and Anne
Boleyn, we know that, throughout time, fornication and adultery have
imperiled human peace and prosperity. Few men willingly rear other
men’s offspring. What’s more, women who were known to be unchaste
rarely could ascend to the throne or keep it, unchaste women of lower
castes had difficulty marrying, and, by the time of the Greatest
Generation, even men who themselves had “sowed their wild oats”
sought to marry chaste women.

Was this “double-standard” unfair to women? Of course 7 was! On
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the other hand, the stress on chastity actually provided a bealthier and
more civilized world for women and for their children. Despite Kinsey’s lies,
American men were expected to be chaste, to save themselves for their
beloved. But following Kinsey’s Male book in 1948, the focus on chas-
tity—and therefore fidelity and marriage—was reversed. Razing the
“bourgeois notion” of heterosexual marriage and family, Kinsey
fathered a sexual revolution that triggered a steady slide—a moral
free-fall—from Indiana University to college professors to fraternity
houses to bedrooms, and from “sex, drugs, and rock ‘n’ roll” to
Woodstock, to music and the arts, and even to Big Pornography, inev-
itably profiting Big Pharmacology and big-business boardrooms.

Before Kinsey, “our boys” went off to war, leaving “for the dura-
tion”; unless they were killed or severely wounded, they would not be
home until the war ended. Soldiers did not get stateside R & R or
special leave for the holidays. Together with the emotional devastation
of war, the long separations wrought changes in sons and husbands,
who left as boys and returned as men. Having cheated death, they
tried to get past the trauma of war. Our veterans cherished life.
Creating families and children was a driving force, so they married
immediately and started large families.””" Births jumped to the high-
est in our nation’s history:

1940 2,360,399
1946 3,470,000
1947 3,910,000

The 2009 U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention report,
“Changing Patterns of Nonmarital Childbearing in the United States”
revealed, with abortion and contraception freely available, in 2007
60% of births to women ages 20-24 were nonmarital, up from 52%
in 2002; 32.2% of births to women 25—29 were nonmarital, up from
one-quarter (25%) in 2002%® with births to unmarried women total-
ing 1.7 million, 26% more than in 2002.77*

Pre-Kinsey, notions of “illegitimacy” and “bastardy,” tended to
limit unmarried births despite restrictions on contraception and the
criminalization of abortion. Although Aid to Dependent Children was
created in 1936, in 1940 “virtually no illegitimate children and few
nonwhites” were on its rolls. However, “illegitimacy in fact was at 7%
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in 1940.”7?” By 1950, youngsters under fifteen were the largest single
population group in the country”’® with roughly 12 percent of these
youngsters recorded as illegitimate.”” Between 1940 and 1947, the
Baby Boom increased the population by 12 million.?’®

Then, in 1948, Kinsey’s bow-tied, crew-cut visage was in every
magazine and newspaper. He spoke on the radio and appeared on the
new television sets that showed up in even modest homes, all across
the country. I remember hearing something about him proving that
all adults were licentious sexual hypocrites. Thanks to the massive
Rockefeller-funded publicity campaign for the Kinsey reports, I was
not alone. Across America, the effects of Kinsey’s propaganda on our
World War II men and women and, subsequently, on their children,
wildly skewed our perceptions of each other.

The “boringly faithful” Americans of the Greatest Generation natu-
rally wondered who among their family, friends, neighbors, and fellow
churchgoers were living this exciting, dissolute life that Kinsey
described. Emily Mudd, a famous marriage counselor and Kinsey afi-
cionado, reflected on the kinds of cartoons, jokes, remarks, and queries
that spread like a flash flood across the country:

Anyone who hears these [Kinsey} Reports, talks with their friends
about them, and sees them in the different popular magazines, can’t
help but wonder where they as an individual fit into this or that pat-
tern. We wonder about our friends and our associates.*””

Some Joyal spouses, who had never thought of straying, now
doubted each other. And if adultery was so common and harmless,
deception so easy, and jealousy so passé, maybe they, too, should taste
the exciting, forbidden fruit before they grew too old? Further insecu-
rity, demoralization, and pondering stirred among the Greatest
Generation, prodded by bogus, misguided mental health experts. That
is the nature and purpose of black propaganda.

Not only did men and women begin wondering which of Kinsey’s
statistics fit their own spouses, but their children, for the first time,
began silently questioning their parents’ morality. Hating to think
about their parents sexual lives, and afraid of the possible answers,
many young people simply didn’t ask. But their moms’ and dads’
denials would not have mattered much anyway, since college
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professors and textbooks explained that their parents were so sexually
repressed that they naturally lied to hide the shocking truth from their
children. The Greatest Generation was branded a generation of hypo-
crites, living a lie of sexual licentiousness by night and hiding behind
a veneer of upstanding citizenship by day.

Having assaulted the men of the generation in 1948, Kinsey and
his co-saboteurs unleashed Sexual Bebavior in the Human Female in
1953, assaulting the chastity of American women. That same year, the
sex industry moved in as Hugh Hefner made his move in December
1953 with his first publication of Plzyboy, soon an icon on college
campuses.

Branding America’s women as morally loose, Kinsey’s hostile sci-
entism caused millions to wonder about their mothers, their sisters,
and their girlfriends. Husbands wondered, too. Of course, no one
could know that “wives and mothers” in Kinsey’s “study” were mainly
prostitutes whom Kinsey paid to be coded as typical American wom-
en.?®® This was no accident. Normal women wouldn’t answer his sex-
ual questions, and Kinsey eagerly sought abnormal people upon whom
to “norm” his false data. He had sown the seeds of distrust. With his
classic black propaganda, Kinsey undermined the trust and commit-
ment of Americans to each other—and to the Founders’ ideal of a
virtuous, civilized people. It would wreak havoc.

Monumental Effect

- America was the healthiest and wealthiest nation on Earth in the 1950s.
With fewer educated elites and city folk, the Judeo-Christian ethic was
the essence of our national persona—a great nation of laws, under God.
The nation strove to uphold our pledge of allegiance and our National
Anthem, believing in the morality that our parents taught us. We
upheld the values of courage, faith, honesty, responsibility, self-control,
virginity, honor, loyalty, and love of family and country.

Post-war, the Greatest Generation, as parents, taught their children
that God always watched them, that all persons were equal in the image
of God; that therefore homosexuality (pitiable but abnormal) was largely
due to early neglect or sex abuse; that it was wrong to dress provocatively
or view risqué pictures; that they should refrain from premarital sex; that
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they should stay faithful; and that absent brutal violence or alcoholism,
they should try, try, try to stay married—if only for the security that it
provided to their children. While such moral structures did have draw-
backs, these values became meaningless if children believed that their
parents commonly and hypocritically betrayed these values.

Returning from the war, our dazed fighters couldn’t see what was
about to punch them in the gut. Everywhere they turned, they heard
they were sexual charlatans. It was wrong, insane. Yet, how many
WWII survivors spent their last years pondering what zbey had done
to create our immoral culture?

In her book Daily Life in the United States, 1940—1959: Shifting
Worlds, historian Eugenia Kaledin writes, “No greater revolution took
place during the 1950s than the shift in attitudes toward sex. By the
end of the decade all institutional control over individual sexual behav-
ior seemed to melt away. Beginning with the two gigantic Kinsey
reports . . . the nation’s mores were turned upside-down. . . .”*%!

On the heels of the Ma/e volume in 1948, three major “companion”
books would work to sabotage American law. The first out of the gate
was The Ethics of Sexual Acts by Kinsey’s friend, René Guyon, a closet
French pedophile jurist. The second was American Sexnal Bebavior and
the Kinsey Report, by author/historian David Loth and Kinsey’s lawyer,
Morris Ernst, the ACLU attorney. The third book was Sex Habits of
American Men, a collection of essays, edited by journalist Albert
Deutsch and written by world famous and stunningly foolish acade-
micians. The drumbeat continued. Nationwide, thousands of articles
and essays appeared by lawyers, judges, academics, anthropologists,
psychiatrists, sociologists. Kinsey’s cabal was on the move. Influential
authors quoted Kinsey’s bogus findings as fact, ridiculing all American
sex laws and calling for reduction in and elimination of @/ sex crime
penalties. By 1953, the unrelenting buzz instigated the Illinois General
Assembly’s Commission on Sex Offenders.

The Kinsey Reports . . . permeate all present thinking on this subject.
.. . [Cloncepts of {sexual} normality and abnormality . . . have little if

any biological justification. . . . {Crime] prevention through . . . sex
education for both adults and children may prove to be effective. . . . A
cultural tendency to overprotect women and children often . . . {is} more

detrimental to the . . . victim than the offense itself*** (emphasis added).
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Little did Americans know that the bell was tolling to end all such
Judeo-Christian tendencies to “overprotect” women and children.

Until this turning point in our history, balf of our states outlawed a
single act of unmarried, consensual, intercourse. Of course, few Lover’s Lane
couples were dragged off to the lockup, but the law held out a clear
“ideal” that had the direct effect of assuring most children an intact fam-
ily, with a father and a mother and the very real opportunity for a stable
and healthy life. Thus, constraining uncommitted passion had impor-
tant social consequences, the same ones that had helped to produce the
strong and moral nation from which the Greatest Generation emerged,
the same morality that underpinned their ability to win World War II.

Today, as our society confronts the gamut of sexual dysfunction and
atrocity, it is clear that to “overprotect” cultural tendencies have been
diabolically destroyed. Meanwhile, back in 1953, the Illinois report
proves that Kinsey intended his stealth design to deliver a death blow
to our sex laws.

Harvard sociologist Pitirim Sorokin shook his head: “What used to
be considered morally reprehensible is now . . . styled moral progress
and a new freedom.”?

Legal Protections for Women

In an angry screed in the Washington Post in 2004, law professor
Jonathan Turley quoted Kinsey’s adultery findings and concluded that
such “science” proves that our laws still condemning adultery reflect
“fundamentalist Islamic states.”***

Like so many liberal “thinkers,” Turley either needs to do some
independent thinking or travel to the Middle East, for to compare
American adultery laws to “Islamic” laws is shamefully uninformed.
Pre-Kinsey, American adultery laws (which the Illinois Commission
said “overprotected” women), in fact shielded women, as well as their
children and property. Islamic fundamentalist laws, on the other hand,
have always overprotected men. A Muslim man may legally have mul-
tiple wives—which we still call polygamous adultery—and he can
discard any of his wives by merely saying three times chat he is divorc-
ing her. Once so divorced, such a Muslim wife is legally on her own,
shamed without home, job, alimony, opportunities or children unless
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her husband grants his permission. Rare indeed is the Muslim woman
who would dare to try to divorce her husband.?®

The elevation of women, marriage, and premarital chastity—in both
sexes—is a distinctively Western chavacteristic. It was the Western, Judeo-
Christian belief that each of us is made in God'’s image that opened the
door to equal legal rights for both sexes. Both the Old and New
Testaments abhor divorce and, knowing men’s sexual vulnerability to
lust, warn men not to abandon the wife of their youth.

Prior to the Kinsey reports, American laws with regard to sex
reflected the American ideal that it is critical for a civil society to
honor women, wives, and mothers. To that end, the laws that gov-
erned the Greatest Generation favored women as the protectors of mar-
riage and family. According to these laws, infidelity justified severe
alimony payments. Courts found “fault” in divorce—and usually
awarded child custody to betrayed moms. Such restrictions were the
result of long political campaigns by ladies who convinced voting gen-
tlemen that God would only bless husbands and an America that tried
to live by the Ten Commandments.

Kinsey’s Adultery

Kinsey’s biographers pretended that his cruel betrayal of Clara and
sexual prowling for handsome young bucks somehow did not poison
their marriage! But infidelity crushes the heart and soul of the victim-
ized spouse—usually, but not always, the wife. Traditionally, our laws
clearly recognized the brutality of adultery, to the betrayed spouse, to
the family, and to society. Yet Kinsey expected us simply to ignore the
cost of infidelity: the wars fought down through the ages; the count-
less suicides and homicides; hundreds of years of literary, scientific,
and scholarly treatises on love, jealousy, sex, and betrayal; and all the
other reasons for laws that stood against adultery. Instead, Kinsey set
out to banish normal and abnormal, moral and immoral, sin and
redemption, good and bad, love and hate.

Primal human emotions are not so easily dismissed. I once knew an
English woman who found her husband cheating on her. She grabbed
a butcher knife and chased him all over the neighborhood, then stabbed
him ten times. When he limped home from the hospital, she looked
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up coolly and cooed, “Tea, dear? One lump or two?” While I certainly
do not advocate the release of such primitive emotions, as far as I know,
he never cheated again.

Instead, what if, in marriage or in society, adulterers have a free pass?

At incalculable cost to our society, Kinsey has succeeded in largely
granting them this.

Before Kinsey, adultery was both shameful and illegal. But when he
claimed that a quarter of wives cheated on their husbands and most of
the rest wanted to, he debunked the notion of female virtue. Such
revelations increasingly devastated men'’s views of their wives and, in
turn, their own fidelity.

Since then, America has largely decriminalized adultery. “No-fault”
divorce, which all states legalized in full or in part by 1984, quadru-
pled divorce rates. Alimony essentially ended, impoverishing ex-wives
(and their children). Wives lost homes, cars, other marital assets, and
spousal support, which, until then, had been automatically awarded to
betrayed spouses. Few protections remain for wives, except in com-
munity property states. Mothers of small children were forced to go to
work. Subsequently, many women “chose” to maintain jobs after mar-
riage “just in case,” and this removed many mothers from their role as
the primary caretakers of now, “latchkey” children.

Legalizing adultery was the job of Kinsey’s black propaganda and,
in time, the job of the educational arm of the American Bar Association,
the American Law Institute Model Penal Code (ALI-MPC). The ALI-
MPC wanted to decriminalize adultery, opening the door to “open
marriage,” “wife-swapping,” “swinging,” and “no-fault divorce.” But
according to the minutes of an ALI-MPC committee debate, an anon-
ymous Nebraska lawyer was outraged by the proposal to decriminalize
adultery. “I come from a section of the country,” he told his elitist
committee members, “where we still try to preserve the home and
sanctity of the marriage.”?*® Kinsey's morality, however, won the day
and, eventually, the land.

According to historian David Allyn, another Kinsey aficionado:

The committee voted . . . . to eliminate adultery from the model
penal code. In fact, by the time the code was published in 1960, it
closely matched Schwartz and Ploscowe’s original intentions, which

were based on the logic of the Kinsey reports. . . .2
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Great. The ALI-MPC cited Kinsey’s claim that “in an appreciable
number of cases an experiment in adultery tends to confirm rather
than disrupt the marriage.””® The committee might have asked
exactly how many adulterous marriages were “confirmed,” what were
the criteria for confirmation, how was the data collected, by whom,
over what length of time, and was the alleged findings independently
validated? Had they done so, they would have realized that Kinsey
and the ALI-MPC had embarked on yet another Big Legal Lie.
Considering Kinsey’s torrid tumbles with a collection of desperate
men and boys, Clara’s perfunctory adultery “experiment” may have
indeed “confirmed” their disordered marriage. Again, Kinsey justi-
fied his own deviant lifestyle and inflicted it on our nation and even
on the world.

By statistically defaming wives (and, implicitly mothers, in the
1940s), Kinsey paved the way for no-fault divorce and an epidemic
of single mothers. It did not matter to the ALI-MPC lawyers that
Kinsey’s World War II “sex survey” did not include servicewomen or
women who otherwise worked for the government. No matter that
most of Kinsey’s “wives” were not actually married, but were prosti-
tutes or women who lived with a man for “over a year”!” Claiming
adultery was widely practiced and trivial, Kinsey’'s ALI-MPC lied
and liberated men from their moral responsibility to their wives and
children.

As a result, the cult of sexual psychopaths and their abettors in
media, law, clergy, government, and education, forever altered
American social history. In time, the naive cavalcade of sexual radicals
of the 1960s began to question why they needed that “silly piece of
paper anyway.” In the wake, the breakdown of our society is powerful
proof of the pernicious cost of divorce for adults and, especially, for
children. For step by step, the laws we had always known to be socizlly
stabilizing went by the wayside.

The Honorable Judge Morris Ploscowe was a major author of the
ALI-MPC, which never questioned who comprised Kinsey's “average”
World War II men or women or where Kinsey got infants and children
to molest. Instead of really reading Kinsey’s Swiss cheese of a study,
Judge Ploscowe opined that, “It is obvious that our sex crime legislation
is completely out of touch with the realities of individual living.”*°

Lawyer, Morris Ernst, excitedly explained:
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‘The whole of our laws and customs in sexual matters is based on the
avowed desire to protect the family, and at the base of the family is the
father. His behavior is revealed by the Kinsey Report to be quite different
from anything the general public had supposed possible or reasonable.”"

It has been rather complacently assumed by a great many Americans
that sexual activity for men outside the marriage bond is as rare as it
is offensive to the publicly proclaimed standards of the people . . .
strengthened by the bulk of popular literature and entertainment . . .
[and] the almost savage penalties which many State laws attach to
such activities [as adultery}.?%?

Within a few years, our lawyers, judges, attorneys general, prosecu-
tors, defense attorneys, and, indeed, our entire justice system, as
Ronald Reagan observed in 1981, favored predators and ignored vic-
tims.?* The Kinsey cult coached, disciplined, and drilled the justice
system in jurisprudence, both politically and personally. Thus, only a
handful of U.S. laws that once protected women and children (e.g.,
seduction; breach of promise to marry; alienation of affection; and
criminal conversations) still live on some books. Some linger as rem-
nants of the pre-Kinsey era. As of this writing, ten states, including
Virginia, still have unused antifornication statutes that prohibit sex
outside marriage.””* Though prosecution for marital infidelity is rare,
Virginia and twenty-three other states can still indict it. In fact, in
September 2004, a former Virginia town attorney confessed to adul-
tery and got twenty hours of community service as punishment.

Free Sex Is Not Free

Life magazine’s cover photo on August 24, 1953, showed two little girls
collecting seashells on the beach under the heading, “Kinsey Report on
Women.” A trusted magazine, Life gave Kinsey full exposure and full
credibility, publishing Kinsey’s “facts” about widespread “fornication”
and “adultery” and saying that Kinsey’s team knew more “about women
than any men in the world.” Of course, had the public known that these
“scientists” were actually a handpicked gang of adulterous, bi-homosex-

ual misogynists, the article never would have appeared.
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Few Americans could avoid hearing and reading the adultery “data”
from the Kinsey/Rockefeller cult although most average Americans
rejected the bogus “findings.” Academic elites were the first to accept
the new “sex science” until, eventually, the oft-repeated “proof” of
allegedly harmless and even healthy “free love” gained acceptance.
Claiming to provide scientific justification for sex—early and often
and with anyone or anything——the Kinsey fraud eventually rendered
deviance as passé. In the process, vulnerable individuals followed the
experts, wallowing in a wholly new configuration: not just premarital
sex, but Joveless sex. College anthropologists Nena and George O’'Neill,
PhDs, quoted Kinsey in their 1972 book, Oper Marriage. The O’Neills
sold Americans on adultery as a “restyled and updated type of
monogamy”?”® through the same “swinging” and “wife-swapping”
that sexually predatory fringe academicians had eagerly endorsed.
According to the O’Neills:

[After} reading the Kinsey reports (on Sexual Bebavior in the Human
Male in 1948 and Sexual Behavior in the Human Female in 1953) {we
found] everybody else was apparently already doing it. What really went
on in the sexual life of America had at last been made public through

rigorous scientific research. Inhibitions began to look plain silly.?*®

Like Hugh Hefner, the O’Neills scorned the post-World War II
ideal of togetherness in marriage, saying, “sexual fidelity is the false
god of closed marriage,” but, well, “the choice is entirely up to you.”
The cool, smart, smiling, educated O’Neills certainly wouldn’t bow
before that “false god”! After all, they said, our GIs sowed their wild
oats with “frauleins and geishas, whether the husbands admitted it or
not.” Of course the authors had not served in the war.

Catch-22 author Joseph Heller did. He reported this about his
bomb wing’s bombardiers:

Tom was only a few years older than I, no older than twenty-five, I'm
sure, but he was already married and the father of an infant child he'd
seen not more than a few times. He was resolutely intent on surviving to
rejoin the family he missed so greatly, and he was increasingly and visibly
perturbed that he might not succeed. It’s a joy to me now to report that
hedid. . .. Hall A. Moody, my age or even younger, was married also, and
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I relate with pride, not scorn, that neither he nor Tom Sloan ever exhib-

ited even the slightest interest in sex with another woman.”’

Certainly some men yielded to the trauma and terror of war.
Returning, they would want to put their infidelities behind them, to
rebuild their lives and families. Instead, the O’Neills said inhibitions
were “plain silly” because everybody else was “swinging” and this
made marriages solid. The O’'Neills even advocated that wives should
prepare for “multiple partners.” Thou shalt commit multiple adul-
tery—albeit responsibly.

On December 31, 2000, the New York Times included a review of
the O’Neill legacy, pointing out that they had “underestimated jeal-
ousy in the book as a source of trouble”: “When Nema interviewed the
subjects years later, she found few of those with sexually open mar-
riages had stayed married.” Of the 100 or so couples Nena spoke with,
the longest sexually open marriage was two years.*”®

FIGURE 5
MARRIAGE RATES FOR WHITE AND BLACK
FEMALES 15YEARS AND OLDER, 1950-2004
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Although the Pied Piper led the children of Hamelin into myzhi-
cal destruction, Kinsey’s black propaganda, popularized by “experts”
like the O'Neills led women out of marriage (Figure 5), and mar-
ried couples into adultery, divorce (figure 6), and genuine destruc-
tion. In 1968, these two PhDs lectured nationwide, singing their
siren song that “marital freedom equals happiness.” By 1974, the
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backlash over “wife swapping,” “swinging,” and failed “open mar-
riages” caused the O’Neills to backpedal. In Shifting Gears, they
denied that their advice had encouraged the divorce wreckage evi-
dent everywhere, ignoring the brazen facts before them of the
increased harm to children who do not live with married parents.
As if on cue, the couple reverted to blaming zheir public for the
trauma they had inflicted with their “expert” psychobabble, charg-
ing they were misunderstood:

[Pleople . . . consistently misinterpreted Open Marriage. The model
is not a prescription for a swinging marriage, nor is it a prescription
for lack of responsibility and caring. Open martiage isa . . . model for
change and growth.”

FIGURE 6
TRENDS IN DIVORCE, 1950-1995
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Source: Historical Statistics of the United States,
Millennial Edition 2006, Vol. I, p. 688

Nine years after Open Marriage, Nena O’Neill belatedly tried to make
amends in The Marriage Premise (1977). It was too late. In short order,
the death knell struck for marriage. In the years since, adultery-driven
divorces jumped off the charts, as did massive increases in adultery-
driven battery, suicide, and even homicide. Testifying before Congress
on May 3, 2006, Brookings Institution senior fellow Ron Haskins
reported, “The three decades between the 1960s and 1990s, marriage
rates fell dramatically . . . [whereas} during the 1970s and 1980s . . .
divorce rates were rising . . . doubling between 1965 and 1975.7%%
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Even the notably liberal Brookings Institution now admits that
divorce has wreaked havoc with children and society—ifrom schoolwork
to delinquency and violence to suicidal conduct and more (Figure 7).
(Gosh! Brookings ignored the high rates of violent and sexual child
abuse in single-parent homes.)

Although the O’'Neills dropped the swinging banner in 1977, oth-
ers eagerly picked it up. In 1987, popular author and journalist Maggie
Scarf, penned another typically Kinseyan marriage manual, Intimate
Partners: Patterns in Love and Marriage. Like Open Marriage and Shifting
Gears, Scarf’s national best-seller regurgitated Kinsey’s lies about the
World War II generation:

In the late 1940s and early 1950s, when Kinsey and his co-workers
published their landmark findings . . . the statistics on adultery took
most pegple by surprise . . . extramarital experiences were, apparently,
not at all uncommon®" (emphases added).

Like all subsequent Kinsey clones, Scarf dodged the most obvious
questions. If adultery and random sexual behavior really was “not at
all uncommon,” why be “surprised by Kinsey's adultery data”? And as

FIGURE 7
WELL-BEING OF ADOLESCENTS
IF MORE LIVED WITHTHEIR MARRIED PARENTS

Behavioral Problem ACTUAL (2002) PROJECTED
Repeated grade 6,948,530 ~299,968
Suspended from school 8,570,096 —485,165
Delinquency 11,632,086 -216,498
Violence 11,490,072 -211,282
Therapy 3,412678 —247,799
Smoked in last month 5,083,513 -239,974
Thought of suicide 3,692,358 —83,469
Attempted suicide 636,164 -28,693

Note: Based on comparison of rates of behavioral problems in married-couple families and
single-parent families from the National Longitudinal study of Adolescent Health, 2002.
The “Projected” column extrapolates the incidence of each behavioral problem. If the same
percentage of adolescents had lived in married-couple families as in 1980.
Source: Paul Amato, Future of Children, p. 89 (see footnote 6)
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noted earlier, only 7 percent of single moms in 1940 had babies from
“extramarital sex” when contraceptives were limited and abortion
criminal? (Remember, in 1946, American marriages peaked at 16.4
per 1,000, producing a million-plus more babies than in 1940.) So,
if free sex was common, where were all the babies?

Scarf ignored the low divorce, illegitimacy, and venereal disease
rates in pre-Kinsey America. He simply parroted Kinsey’s fake data
that 50 percent of husbands and 26 percent of wives committed adul-
tery in the 1940s, and so on.*” Hundreds or thousands of experts
globally repeated Kinsey’s false numbers, including Scarf and the
O’Neills, praising his “methodology.” Scarf did mention that, before
Kinsey, adultery “was widely viewed as shameful and dishonorable.”
Yet, if one believes Kinsey’s data, 26 percent of World War II wives
were supposedly unfaithful with absolutely no bad results; by con-
trast, after the “free-sex” cult swept the country, marriages dropped by
half—to 8.5 per 100,000 between 1959 and 1962.3%

Unique among Kinsey’s popularizers, Scarf did admit adultery causes
powerful psychological effects although still ignoring the high price
paid by children, especially as divorce and broken families commonly
resulted. Her summary of how adultery affects a marriage is worthy of
quoting almost in its entirety:

The discovery, by one partner, that the other is involved in an affair is usu-
ally experienced as a totally unexpected and catastropbic event. It is a disas-
ter, like a death—which, in an important sense, it actually is. It is the
death of that marriage's innocence, the death of truse, the death of a naive
understanding of what the relationship itself is all about. The vss of
emotional and sexual exclusivity have been broken, and the reactions, on
the part of the betrayed mate, are shock, anger, panic, and incredulity.
The marriage, as he or she knew and understood it, no longer exists,
and suddenly, the “haven in a heartless world” feels frighteningly inse-
cure and exposed. A fire storm of fierce emotionality—accusations and
anger, on the part of the faithful partner®® (emphases added).

And yet, we are to believe that this “disaster,” this “catastrophic”
event that brings “shock, anger, panic and incredulity,” was occurring
among 50 percent of husbands and 26 percent of wives, with zers public
awareness or consequence until truth-telling Kinsey made it famous?
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Naturally, promoting adultery as harmless and chic increased its
frequency. Sociologist Arlene Skolnick, PhD, noted, “with the old
norms and patterns no longer powerful and no new ones available,
both young and older people improvised and experimented with . . .
“swinging” or “mate-swapping” (at first called “wife-swapping”). She
says these alternatives had little staying power and were “serious
threats to the conventional family in the 1960s.”%

Scarf observed that “in the decades following the publication of
Kinsey’s data,” adultery increased among men and “significantly”
increased among women. Sexual equality had allegedly arrived for
women. She claimed half of wives were at the time unfaithful, which
“represents a steep increase from the 26 percent infidelity rates among
females that the Kinsey workers found in the early 1950s.7"

FIGURE 8
NUMBER, RATE, AND PERCENT OF BIRTHSTO UNMARRIED WOMEN
AND BIRTH RATE FOR MARRIED WOMEN, SELECTEDYEARS 1950-2002

BIRTHSTO UNMARRIED WOMEN
Birth Rate Percent Birth Rate for
Year Number (Per 1,000 Unwed i Married Women
Women Aged 15-44) (Of All Births) (Aged 15-44)

2002 1,358,768 43.6 33.8 NA
2001 1,349,249 43.8 33.5 88.7
2000 1,347,043 44.0 33.2 89.3
1999 1,308,560 44.4 33.0 86.5
1998 1,293,567 443 32.8 85.7
1997 1,257,444 44.0 324 84.3
1996 1,260,306 44.8 324 83.7
1995 1,253,976 451 32.2 83.7
1994 1,289,592 46.9 32.6 83.8
1993 1,240,172 45.3 31.0 86.8
1992 1,224,876 45.2 29.5 89.0
1991 1,213,769 45.2 29.5 89.9
1990 1,165,384 43.8 28.0 93.2
1985 828,174 32.8 22.0 93.3
1980 665,747 29.4 18.4 97.0
1970 398,700 26.4 10.7 121.1
1960 224,300 21.6 5.3 156.6
1950 141,600 14.1 39 141.0

NA-—Not available

Source: National Vital Statistics Reports, v. 51, no. 2, December 18, 2002, p. 10; National
Vital Statistics Reports, v. 51, no. 4, February 6, 2003, p. 14 (this report shows revised birth
rate data for 2000 and 2001 based on populations consistent with the April 1, 2000 census);
and National Vital Statistics Reports, v. 51, no. 11, June 25, 2003, p. 4.
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The adultery increase is finally real, seen in the 750 percent increase
in “illegitimacy” from 1950 to 2002 despite legal contraception and abor-
tion. None of this is good for women, children or society. A flood of
such sex “studies” and propaganda by seedy researchers have increased
the acceptance of infidelity, divorce, and subsequently, “illegitimacy.”
Revolutionary sex researchers continue to toss out blue ribbon “stud-
ies” that “find” high rates of infidelity, while simultaneously ignoring
its causes and tragic consequences.’”

In the 1970s, every young couple I knew in Los Angeles (we were all
liberal) engaged in adultery in order to “grow.” They all, also, eventually
divorced. In every case, the break-up was due to an “open marriage,” known to
mankind for several millennia as toxic “adultery.” One after another, hus-
bands and wives abandoned their children and foolishly left their families
to “find themselves” in communes, bars, beaches, and/or bathhouses.
This, the experts explained, was because it was much better for the chil-
dren if parents divorced rather than try to work out marital conflicts. As
countless marriages fell apart, few questioned the wisdom of the Kinsey
lobby—the O'Neills, Scarf, Masters and Johnson, and any of the myriad
love groups and gurus from the 1950s to today. Caught up in the “pro-
gressive” excitement, marriages and love met disaster at every turn.
Millions of couples bit into the forbidden fruit. And it was poison.

The Fallout from The New, “No-Fault” Divorce

Before the 1917 Russian revolution, religious law controlled family
and marriage, restricting divorce and penalizing adultery. After their
revolution, the Bolsheviks instituted “no-fault divorce.” Our post-
Kinsey culture was primed to adopt “no-fault” divorce and, unfortu-
nately, the Kinsey cult didn’t seem to mind a bit when “no-fault”
divorce weakened marriage. But in time, it also harmed women’s
safety and financial equality. Bryce Christensen quoted radical femi-
nist Betty Friedan admitting, “I think we made a mistake with no-
fault divorce.”?°

Sex guru “Dr. Ruth” Westheimer didn’t seem to mind when she
voiced the implacable position of those who owe their livelihood and
fame to Kinsey: “I don’t care much about what is correct and what is
not correct. Without him I wouldn’t be Dr. Ruth!”*!
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Encouraging fornication and adultery, the ALI-MPC has demoral-
ized marriage and families, telling the nation we did not “need to be
good.” Decades later, the ALI-MPC has harmed millions of women
and children financially, morally, and physically. To their husbands,
women gave their most significant “property” under common law—
their virginity, innocence, modesty, youth, dreams, labor, and fidelity,
as well as their children and, more subtly, their trust, dignity, and part
of their humanity. In their middle years, millions of husbands shab-
bily dismissed these wives and mothers. And, as a final insult, our
society and man-made laws have trivialized this betrayal.

Couples married young and naive in America in the 1940s and
1950s. The proportion of American adults who are married declined
from 95% in the 1950s to 72% in 1970 to 60% in 1998 and roughly
53% in 2009.%'* Although roughly 90% of adults marry at some time,
American “men and women . . . marry for the first time an average of
five years later than people did in the 1950s.7%"

It used to be that marriage was where one had a sexual relationship.
Once love replaced marriage as justification for intercourse, it was not
long before lust sufficed as adequate reason. Rolling down the slippery
slope, such rationale has steadily degenerated. Today, forget marriage or
love. Millions of young people live in an era of one-night stands, “booty
calls,” and “friends with benefits.” It all started with Kinsey’s phony
statistic that half of “good” women were promiscuous. That moment in
our history dramatically weakened women’s hard-won power to with-
hold sex until men made a commitment to love and honor, and made it
legal with a marriage certificate, that “lictle piece of paper.”

But without the safety net of marriage, women lost virginity as
their marital bargaining chip. “Free” sexual favors became increas-
ingly expected as women traded on their sexual ability, availability,
and agreeability in their search for some kind of lifelong stability. For
many, the “nest” would not come. Instead, sex without love or com-
mitment devastated millions of American women—and our society.

Prior to 1948, what types of men really were habitual fornicators
and adulterers? Not even Hugh Hefner, the infamous pornographer-
publisher of Playboy magazine, was “sexually active” before Kinsey.
“The first time was in college,” said Hefner in a January 11, 1976,
interview with the Cleveland Ohio, Sunday Plain Dealer. “It was with

the girl that I married.” Hefner was rwenty-two when be lost bis virginity 34
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Hefner believed Kinsey and credits him with transforming his Puritan
values. Biographer Russell Miller writes in Bunny in 1984:

It was the Kinsey Report that aroused his interest in sex . . . [due to}
considerable frustration in his courtship of Millie. He began avidly
reading . . . books on sex law, and any work with a vaguely erotic or
pornographic content. That summer . . . Millie acquiesced to his

urgent pleading to “go the whole way.”?"

He saw himself as Kinsey’s populist. “Hefner recognized Kinsey as
the incontrovertible word of the new God based on the new holy
writ—demonstrable evidence,” wrote Thomas Weyr. “Kinsey would
add a dash of scientific truth to the Playboy mix.”'¢

Much of Hefner’s subsequent Plazyboy campaign for “no fault
divorce” translated into legal change, which was bad news for women,
children, and our civility. The Rockefeller-funded cabal-—ALI-MPC,
Kinsey, Playboy, and others—would emerge as something akin to a
reality-twisted, 1984-type Ministry of Truth.

Citing Kinsey’s “data” and aping the Playboy and Bolshevik tradi-
tion, the ALI-MPC sent the 1955 Model Penal Code to all American
state legislatures. California, where seduction had been a felony in
1948, passed “no-fault divorce” in 1969. This completely destigma-
tized adultery. Soon, every state in the union adopted the ALI-MPC
recommendations for “no-fault” divorce, all or in part. Adultery no
longer carried the old cultural onus of shame. Millions of marriages
collapsed under the weight of sexual experiments.

. The social expectation of faithfulness and the cost of alimony pay-
ments that had restrained many potentially errant husbands and
fathers, and that had fed, clothed, and protected their children, were
ridiculed as old-fashioned sexual repression and Puritanism. With that
ridicule was a perceived “right” to other violations. “Rainbow Retreat,”
apparently the first “battered women’s” shelter, opened in 1973 in
Phoenix, Arizona. Desertion, as well as wife and child battery, began
to surface as a nationwide calamity.’!’

Even battered, betrayed, and abandoned wives of thirty years’
duration were frequently convinced that they should reject alimony
as these behaviors were “normal” and because they were suddenly
“equal” under the law. It took years for these discarded homemakers
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to realize that this new law afforded no equality. Their job opportuni-
ties were, at best, entry-level, meager, and low-paid. Moreover, ali-
mony and other deterrents against battery and betrayal by husbands
turned out to have been a major support of the civil society. Without these
safeguards, millions of abused and fatherless children became depen-
dent on welfare. Mothers, seeking father figures for their children, too
often exposed their little ones to transient male figures, followed by
unparalleled violence, neglect, and worse.

The “no-fault” fallout would go on to cause catastrophes of epic
proportions.

Family Chaos in the Wake of Easy Divorce

Kinsey’s black propaganda assault on women in his Female book
asserted that illicit sex and adultery did not increase illegitimacy,
venereal disease, divorce, abortion, homicide, or sex crimes. The rea-
son, of course, was that all of these measures of social chaos were mod-
estly low until the 1960s. Because there had not yet been an epidemic
of sex crimes, sexually transmitted diseases, divorce, or illegitimacy,
Kinsey’s cult used his black propaganda about frequent fornication to
justify abandoning social restraints. The data, after all, supposedly
implied that, since we were already “doing it” without any negative
fallout, there was nothing to worry about—we should just be more
honest about what we were doing.

But the harmful “ripple effect” of depicting fornication and adul-
tery as normal is seen in the titanic swells of crime and of increasing
depravity ever since (Figure 9). In secret or in public, adultery is nei-
ther a “private” vice nor “a victimless” crime. Besides injuring the
betrayed spouse, adultery demoralizes friends, family, and society. The
children suffering through an adulterous marriage are ordinarily
deeply wounded and vulnerable to myriad difficulties in their own
lives. After fifty years of Kinsey-era disordered and broken families,
some states are reassessing their position on adultery. A few, for
instance, have initiated legislation to repeal “no-fault” divorce stat-
utes, and to reestablish adultery as grounds for “fault” divorce.’*®
Certainly some marriages are tragic. However, in no way does adultery
“confirm” marriage. It destroys marriage.
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And, while divorce devastates adults, it has an exponentially more
serious effect on children, whose private world is A-bombed. They are
left reeling from shock, which radiates out from the private to the
public world. Bob Just wrote of his parents’ divorce when he was five.
“The great wisdom of building a family,” Just mused, “is that you stay
together for the sake of the children if for no other reason. . . .”**” The
product of a family that did not do that, Just speaks of a lifetime of
“fear and anger”:

And there are millions of other Americans coming up behind me
with the same demons. We are not just a social problem, but also a
growing political force. In fact, America’s ability to maintain her
freedoms may ultimately depend on there being some kind of mas-

sive national healing. . . %%

The sexual “freedom” of adultery spawned separations and divorces
that, in turn, bred parental hostility, child abandonment, lonely latch-
key children, and child runaways. Two million runaway and homeless
children live on America’s streets. This is not little Johnny packing cook-
ies, an apple, and his toy harmonica in a handkerchief to “run away” to
the backyard. One out of every seven children rez/ly runs away before
age eighteen.’?' The outcome is disastrous: 75 percent of runaways
who are missing “for two or more weeks will become involved in theft,
alcohol, drugs, or pornography.” One of every three runaway boys and
girls is prostituted “[wlithin 48 hours of leaving home.”**?

According to the U.S. Department of Justice (DoJ) 2002 National
Incidence Studies of Missing, Abducted, Runaway or Thrownaway Children
(NISMART) report, 1,315,600 children go missing each year. Of
those, 203,900 are family abductions and 58,200 non-family abduc-
tions, leaving 1,053,500 runaway or thrownaway children! Many of
these youngsters return home or are returned in a day or two. But all
of these children, adrift from home, directly reflect the trauma inflicted
on children today from divorce, single-parent homes, battery, and
incestuous abuse. That there are no press headlines, no in-depth televi-
sion coverage, no Oprah interviews, about a million missing children
is very revealing. The Kinseyan “sexual revolution” has hardly
improved the lives of children.

When authorities ask runaways why they fled home, most report



SELECTED FINDINGS

CHILD DEPICTIONS

BASIC FACTS:
49% (2,971) photographs
34% (2,016) cartoons
17% (1,011) illustrations

PRINCIPAL AND OTHER
CHILD CHARACTER
Where Depicted
47% female 49% male
32% male SEX  35% female
21% both/other 16% both/other
39% 3-11 years 79% adults
26% 12-17 years 7% 3—11 years
16% fetus—-2 years AGE 7% 12-17 years

14% pseudo children(¥*)
5% unspecified

6% unspecified
2% fetus—2 years

85% Caucasian
3% Black
12% Other minority

85% Caucasian
3% Black
12% Other minority

RACE

SAMPLE CHILD DEPICTIONS
(NONADDITIVE)
29% nude/genital display (visual only)
21% visually exposed/sexualized
20% genital activity
16% sexual encounter with adult
10% force
10% killing/murder/maiming
6% internal genital (“pink”) exposure (visuals only coded)
4% sex with animals/objects

SHARE OF CHILD DEPICTIONS BY MAGAZINE**
Playboy: 8 avg/issue (5% of Playboy cartoons/visuals)
Penthouse: 6 avglissue (4% of Penthouse cartoons/visuals)
Hustler: 14 avglissue (12% of Hustler cartoons/visuals)
Playboy highest year: 1972 (N=187, 16 per issue)
Penthouse highest year: 1972 (N=31.0r 11 per issue)
Hustler highest year: 1978 (N=228, or 19 per issue)

Over 9,000 scenarios in Playboy, Penthouse and Hustler
were identified as depicting characters under 18 years of
age. From this population pool, a mere 6,004 scenarios
met the project’s unusually narrow criteria for the ana-
lysts of child depictions.11

ADULT CRIME AND VIOLENCE DEPICTIONS

BASIC FACTS:***
42% (6,273) photographs
36% (5,338) cartoons
22% (3,243) illustrations

VICTIM AND OFFENDER
Where Depicted
46% male 54% male
43% female SEX  22% female
11% both/other 24% both/other
66% 18-39 years 57% 19-39years
15% 40-60 yeass 17% 40-60 years
3% 61+ years AGE 3% 61+ years
16% unspec/mixed 23% unspec/mixed
85% Caucasian 82% Caucasian
2% Black RACE 2% Black

13% Other minority 16% Other minority
SAMPLE CRIME AND VIOLENCE DEPICTIONS
(NONADDITIVE)

56% violent prop, (Visual only)

32% nude and/or sexualized victims

14% killing/murder

14% assault/battery

12% sex dealing/prostitution

12% violent sex act

12% other violent activity

11% white collar crime

SHARE OF CRIME AND VIOLENCE DEPICTIONS

BY MAGAZINE
Playboy: 21 avg/issue (12% of cartoons/visuals)
Penthouse: 16 avg/issue (10% of cartoons/visuals)
Hustler: 32 avglissue (26% of cartoons/visuals)
Playboy highest year: 1976 (N =490, or 41 per issue)
Penthouse highest year: 1980 (N=271, or 23 per issue)
Hustler highest year: 1984 (N=568, or 47 per issue)

AGGREGATE SHARE OF CHILDREN,
CRIME AND VIOLENCE BY MAGAZINE
Playboy: 29 average per issue
Penthouse: 22 average per issue
Hustler: 46 average per issue

*The description of “pseudo-child” provided in the Attorney General’s
Commission on Poritogrtphy (1986, Vol. I, p. 618) rest “Pseudo-chiid
pornography or ‘teasers’ involve women allegedly over the age eighteen
who ate ‘presented in such away as to make them appear to be children
or youths.” Models used in such publications are chosen for their youth-
ful appearance (e.g., in females, slim build and small breast); and are
presented with various accoutrements designed to enhance the illusion
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of immarurity (e.g., hair in ponyrails or ringlets, toys, teddy bears, etc.).
‘Pseudo-child pornography is of concern since it may appeal to the same
tastes and may evoke responses similar or identical to those elicited by
true child pornography.”

#*For rationale of estimates, see Overview of Project (Volume I),
Table I, “Average Total Number of Features Per Magazine,”, and Table
11, “Average Number of Cartoons and Visuals Per Issue Containing
Child Imagery” (pp. 95-96).

*#*%For rationale of final 14,854 estimate, (originally 14,692) see
Ouverview Project (Volume 1), Table I, “Average Total Number of Fea-
tures Per Magazine” (p 95), and Tables “Crime and Violence Data”
(p. 133), “Crime and Vielence Cartoon Data” (p. 134), and “Crime
and Violence Visual Data” (p. 137).v
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abuse. Yet our pornography-tolerant justice system does little to pro-
tect these children when they return to their parents, who are often
alcoholic, adulterous, and/or pornographically sexually and physically
abusive. Such children are destined, for the most part, to become the
next generation of teen parents acting out their damage on their own
children. Our broken homes have fed:

¢ Increased poverty and welfare, especially among single mothers;
¢ Increased pornography consumption, including in the home;
» Increased parental abuse and neglect, triggering sexually active,

traumatized children;??

* Increased mothers’ boyfriends sexually “acting out,” etc.;**

» Increased childhood abuse by drug-using, disordered, incarcer-
ated, and/or abandoning parents;**

» Increased State aid, prisons, half-way houses, medicalized youths,
mentally ill adults;

e Increased child runaways, child prostitution, child pornography,
child substance abuse;

* Increased “retrained” judges who trivialize violence, pornography
addiction, drug use and incest in favor of the more affluent parent;**®

* Increased battery, homicides, suicides, and multiple drug and
alcohol addictions;

¢ Increasingly high taxes to control, treat, and remedy these

problems.

With divorce come child custody battles. Before Kinsey, rare was
the adulterer who gained child custody; a guilty dad paid alimony
and child support, and lost his home and other major possessions.
Certainly, scheming wives harmed some innocent parties, but, today,
protective parents sometimes give up on the legal system, snatch
their children and flee, rather than let the court place their children
with an abusive ex-husband or ex-wife. The DoJ crime data show
that, in one year, 203,900 children were kidnapped by “a parent or
family member”?? (Figure 10).

Typical of the reality of 58,200 children kidnapped by nonfamily
members in 1999 is the September 5, 1982 abduction of “Johnny”
Gosch, a twelve-year-old Iowa paperboy. His mother Noreen'’s efforts to
find her son created needed public awareness of the authenticity of child
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FIGURE 10
203,900 CHILDREN ARE KIDNAPPED BY FAMILY,
58,200 CHILDREN ARE KIDNAPPED BY NON-RELATIVES AND
OVER 200 KIDNAPPED CHILDREN ARE KILLED IN 1998
70,000 1999
58,200
60,000 1
50,000 T
40,000 T
30,000 T
] 1950
20,000 No Child
] Abduction
10,000 Reports
0

In 1950 there are zero child non-kin kidnapping reports.
Source: missingkids.com/en_US/timeline/flash.heml

abductions and sexually trafficked with over two hundred children mur-
dered each year. Authorities have not found Johnny while scores of other
children are similarly snatched and trafficked (see the Franklin Cover
up) confirmed even in our law courts.’”® A society without two parents
caring for their children endangers its children and its civility.
In 1950, the U.S. Census Bureau reported that 43 percent of
.American children were at home, with their mothers caring for them,
while their fathers worked full-time to provide for their families. By
1990, a scant 18 percent of American children had such stable homes.
Black families had disintegrated even more rapidly than white fami-
lies. Liberal black journalist William Raspberry observed in the
Washington Post that black families were “failing”:

When [Senator Daniell Moynihan issued his controversial study {40
years agol, roughly a quarter of black babies were born out of wed-
lock; moreover, it was largely a low-income phenomenon. The pro-
portion now tops two-thirds, with lictle prospect of significant
decline, and has moved up the socioeconomic scale.’?
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In The Family in America, Bryce Christensen, PhD, addressed some
of the appalling societal consequences of divorce. He said so-called no-
fault divorce statutes—spinning off from 1971*°—drove up state
divorce rates “by some 20 to 25%” by 1989.%*! In most of the thirty-
two states that implemented no-fault divorce during the divorce boom
(1965-1974), statistically, the change “resulted in a substantial num-
ber of divorces that would not have occurred otherwise.”?*

“No-fault” divorce swelled the ranks of “displaced homemakers” as
divorced men moved on to sexual frolics with younger women. The new
Kinsey era of socially and legally permitted fornication shifted men's focus
from seeking “the woman meant for him,” his “soul mate,” his wife—who
would be the devoted and caring mother of his children—to having sex
with a growing pantheon of sexy “playmates.” Seduced by their new role,
these boys playing at being men increasingly neglected or refused to pay
alimony and child support. Every form of abuse increased.

The troubled and troubling children of divorce made their mark in
the juvenile crime statistics. These children later crowded unemploy-
ment offices, prisons, and therapists’ couches, often adjudicated and
counseled by those sharing similar but more controlled emotional dis-
orders. Those who survived parental abuse, neglect, or divorce had
experienced betrayal at the most intimate level of the heart. Many if
not most would be, at a minimum, suspicious of love in the future.

Most Americans had understood and agreed that fathers should care
financially and emotionally for their children. Christensen said that,
historically in America, if you “bore the title ‘father,” you ‘bore also the
title of provider.”” Pre-Kinsey, if a girl became pregnant outside of mar-
riage, her family and the general community often pressured the young
man into fulfilling his manly responsibilities in what was commonly
known as “a shotgun wedding.” Before Kinsey, American character did
not largely center on the right to be “happy,” have sex, and to consume
products; rather, American character upheld the “duty to provide for
the unborn child and its mother,” and the child’s right to be recognized
as legitimate—and always as wanted. Abortion, viewed as murder of
one’s unborn child, strongly focused American females’ character on
the merits of chastity. Post-Kinsey, gone was the clarity about the eco-
nomic and social stigmas that had kept many frisky young men and
women virginal until marriage—and faithful within it.

Turning to that massive increase in the number of single mothers
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raising children without child support, and battling the inevitable
child poverty, neglect, illness, and criminality, Christensen wrote:

America’s policymakers have given little or no regard to the social ideal
of wedlock. Though zealous to reduce the child poverty which parental
divorce has caused, they have shrunk from the task of preventing
divorce in the first place. Indeed, the policymakers pushing for tougher
measures to collect child support have generally acquiesced in the lib-
eral no-fault divorce statutes, which helped to drive up the divorce rate
in the first place. . . . It is now easier to dispose of an unwanted spouse
of twenty years than to fire an unwanted employee of one year.”?

Great consequence has turned on the difference between “fault-based”
and “no-fault” divorce. Before Kinsey, an adulterous spouse forfeited cus-
tody of the children. Before Kinsey, win or lose, most fathers thought it
their manly obligation to shoulder the burden of proper child support.
Once lawmakers eliminated “fault” from child custody proceedings,
adulterous fathers or mothers could retain custody. Neither party was
“innocent,” neither was “betrayed.” There were only betrayed children.

Increasingly strict laws to collect child support from “deadbeat dads”
brought about fierce custody battles, which treated children as com-
modities. The parent who “won” custody of the child also “won” child
support from the other parent, regardless of that parent’s sex or ability
to pay. In the post-Kinsey family, a parent might have to pay child sup-
port to an “ex” who casually brought lovers—male or female, or both—
into the child’s home to frolic in the living room and bedroom.

As divorced mothers sought new partners, neglect and sexual abuse
of children increased in frequency. It is common knowledge that phys-
ical and sexual abuse of children, including child murder, is especially
334 On the other hand, even
in cases where there was ample proof that adulterous fathers battered

linked to the boyfriend/stepfather scenario.

and deserted their wives and children, convicted felons and incest
offenders have actually gained custody of their children, often because
these men had higher incomes than their ex-wives.’>

Those who pushed for “no-fault” divorce said they aimed to “strengthen
wedlock . . . by helping men and women trapped in bad marriages to
move into good marriages.” Indeed, this finally enabled many people to
leave alcoholic, violent, or adulterous spouses, without having to prove



MARRIAGE, FAMILY, AND PARENTING H13

adultery or violence. In this way, no-fault divorce helped those who could
not prove fault, lacked resources, or preferred not to air dirty laundry.

Nevertheless, divorce skyrocketed—and left children in a no-win
situation. Whether their mother stayed with or left a violent husband,
he still beat the children. Often, too, such children suffered sexual
assault. Daughters of batterers are 6.5 times more likely to become
victims of father-daughter incest than are other girls.”

The problem is that, when the “scientists” wreaked havoc on our
laws concerning sex and family, they also jettisoned sin and guilt.
When a society no longer condemns the man who dumps his middle-
aged wife for a “trophy bride,” and coworkers no longer ostracize sexu-
ally exploitive male or female colleagues, more and more men will
mistreat women and children. This is no surprise. And this is why
Kinsey’s effect on children—including as victims of sexual abuse—has
been profound and far-reaching.

More recently, it even turns out that girls who grow up without
fathers at home may actually reach puberty at unnaturally young
ages.”” In her 1997-breakthrough scientific journal article, Marcia E.
Herman-Giddens, MD, found that little girls were entering puberty
abnormally “eatlier than their mothers did.” If her father is absent, or
ifa girl grows up in a home with a nonbiological male figure, puberty
tends to occur earlier. Among the variables that may explain this
change in development, Herman-Giddens adds that the increasingly
overt sexuality of popular media may not only cause copycat imita-
tion among girls, but may also play a role in precocious pubertal
development.

Parenting, Permissiveness, and the Predatory Era

Adulterous couples reaped their own rewards. When children were
involved, the disastrous penalties of broken vows were visited upon
the children, unto future generations.

Up to and including the men and women of World War II,
Americans had always surmounted great adversity, due largely to their
serious, religiously grounded ethical beliefs. But then, elitist “experts”
weakened parents’ moral confidence. While the Greatest Generation
struggled to get their lives on track, they fell into Kinsey’s trap, when
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PhDs everywhere sabotaged their child-raising skills. As families were
uprooted and toppled, their children became vulnerable prey.

The renowned 1950s psychologist Erich Fromm said that even the
mature adult longs for “rootedness, for . . . mother, blood and soil.”**
But rootedness, as well as mother love, patriotism, and even the God of
their parents, were stolen from the children born in that era. Their
moral inheritance was purloined by those who bore false witness against
their parents, libeling those who saved the world in World War II and
whom Tom Brokaw rightly called the Greatest Generation.

The illustrious sociologist Christopher Lasch, PhD, wondered why
a generation unsusceptible to extreme hedonism “raised a generation
that was.”** Normalizing hedonism in ways Freud never would—or
could—Kinsey’s attack on parents’ customs and self-confidence left
them dependent upon experts who urged permissiveness “to fill their
children’s needs. . .repudiating the serviceable practices of the past.”>%
Lasch wrote extensively about the “permissiveness” of the child-rais-
ing experts of the late 1940s. He reported one mother saying, “If any-
thing had been drummed into her in her years of motherhood, it was
that you mustn’t squelch the young. It might stunt their precious
development.”?"! Said Lasch, the “routinized half-truths of the experts”
became “the laws of living”**? as “modern parents repudiated the ser-

viceable practices of the past.”

Tired, confused, and hopeful, postwar parents heeded the “experts,”
and the “experts” heeded Kinsey’s “sexperts.” According to Lasch, the
prescription for parents was that “the child should have every wish and
need met, should not have the experience of being refused.””* No

-surprise, then, that many thousands of these children later fled their
folks’ hearth and home for “sex, drugs and rock and roll.” Still, in the
late 1950s, Lasch recalls a colleague’s weary comment, that fathers and
mothers need to be able to “say ‘No’ without going through an elabo-
rate song and dance.”** Lasch observed:

The severe criticism of the average mother’s way with her children
coming from social workers, psychiatrists, and educators has helped to
destroy a great complacency which was formerly the young mother’s
protection. . . . The dictum that mother knows best and the dogma of the
natural instincts of motherhood have so fallen in disfavor as to be avail-
able refuges only for the ignorant or the stubborn®® (emphasis added).
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Why had parents failed? Why had they been conned by supercilious
“experts” whose parenting prescriptions were diametrically opposed to
the teaching of Scripture and of their own parents? Their parents—the
non-college-educated Depression Generation—admired education and
passed on this deference to their children. As a result, the struggling
Greatest Generation was vulnerable as the experts purged “the cult of
virginity” with candid school “sex education.”**

Even before Sexual Bebavior in the Human Male, a few voices cried
out in the wilderness against these modern child-raising trends. Often
blamed for the excesses of the permissiveness camp, pediatrician
Benjamin Spock, MD, was actually one of its critics, seeking to restore
the wisdom of the parent in the face of an exaggerated concern for the
child’s “self-expression.”

With a few of his peers in the 1940s and 1950s, Spock had realized,
somewhat belatedly it is true, that experts’ advice actually harmed chil-
dren’s welfare. Even before millions of Baby Boomers were fleeing home
to go find “sex, drugs and rock and roll,” Spock recognized that “expert”
advice undermined parents’ confidence. In his post-World War II (1946)
book, Baby and Child Care, he warns parents not to heed the experts:

[Many parents} felt somehow that they had failed to do for their chil-
dren what their parents had done for them, and yet, they did not know
why, or wherein they had failed, or what they could do about it.’¥

The consequences were dire: Increasingly, parents were becoming what
Kinsey had falsely painted them to be. By the late 1960s, we were becoming
what Kinsey said we were in 1948: promiscuous hypocrites. Losing
themselves to the hedonism that “sexperts” prescribed for them, many
parents turned a blind eye to their children’s need for comforting struc-
ture, discipline, nurturing, and even obedience. With proponents in
media, education, and law, Kinsey stripped parents of the ethical author-
ity to direct their children’s moral lives. “The children born . . . to World
War II heroes became the rebels and dropouts of the sixties and seven-
ties,” said Lasch. “Demanding and reproachful, they simultaneously con-
demned their parents’ values and criticized their failure to live up to them.”>*®

Their failure to live up to their values?

Their parents fought and died in World War 11 to preserve those very values
for their children!
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But how else could Baby Boomers respond, believing that their
lives and their parents’ lives were built on lies, hypocrisy, and secret
sexual perversions? How bitter, how desperate were thousands of
youths who silently suspected their parents’ lives were a sham? Never
really knowing what drove them to distrust, thousands of children left
home at the first opportunity, both defying and emulating their par-
ents’ alleged sexual hypocrisy (as in the 1967 film, The Graduate), cel-
ebrating “free love,” and drugs.

In the end, the Greatest Generation won at the battlefront but lost
the home front, and Kinsey’s black propaganda was a self-fulfilling
prophesy: With a vengeance, Baby Boomers believed Kinsey and his
champions—and raised #heir children accordingly. Kinsey’s disastrous
effect on American life has become evident in our daily diet of pornog-
raphy, lust, sex, rape, torture, and murder. In our common language
and media, this barrage obscured the images of godliness, purity,
honor, modesty, and self-control.

The seeds were sown. Millions of young adults believed Kinsey.
They did not know—no one knew-—that Kinsey was a saboteur. And
their parents could not know that drugs, booze, and free love would
lay waste their World War II sacrifices, that their children would reject
the integrity of their parents—the generation that saved the world in
their lifetime. Sadly, the seeds spread into the wind, into the fertile
soil of the American psyche, weakening our faith in our traditions, in
each other, and in our parents.

Biographer Barry Miles, who wrote about Allen Ginsberg, William
Burroughs, Jack Kerouac, and the Beat Movement, revels in the era:

The years 1965 and 1971 . . . revolutionized western—and eventually
global—culture. . . . Long hair, grass and LSD, free love, rock music
and the great festivals from Monterey to Woodstock, antiwar protests
and political activism, communes . . . personal transformation in ther-
apies and practices from EST to gestalt. . . . the hippies were defined
by virtually everything so-called straight society was not.>*

Too many children had found themselves neglected, frightened,
abandoned, angry, and, increasingly, sexually molested by their par-
ents’ passing lovers.

An even darker picture then emerged from Kinsey’s false data, and
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led directly to the general demise of childhood security. Kinsey’s euphe-
mism for sexual abuse—mere sexual “contact”—was being normalized
and mainstreamed as a beneficial technique of child-raising, though it was
advocated by a man who himself lived a life of grotesque and latent or
active pederast perversions. The implications for society of normalizing
child sexual abuse have become almost inconceivably catastrophic.

Our Greatest Generation didn’t know it then, but the so-called
experts’ advice on #// moral issues reared a largely confused, rebellious,
and enraged generation that, in turn, gave birth to today’s growing
population of lethargy, as well as sexual criminals and predators. The
children would soon strike back.

First, Kinsey’s black propaganda replaced the age-old wisdom of
our Greatest Generation. Then, experts’ parenting prescriptions super-
seded the maternal instincts of Baby Boomers, as parents. Of course,
permissive parenting easily unraveled our cultural norms.

Renowned child psychiatrist Lawrence Kubie, a strong supporter of
Kinsey and his fraudulent data on child sexuality, was a typical child-
rearing “expert.” He declared:

[Olur responsibility, as experts . . . is to re-examine critically everything
which used to be left to mother’s or father’s uninformed impulses, under
such euphemistic clichés as “instinct” and “love,” lest mother-love mask
self-love and father-love mask unconscious impulses to destroy.>*

Ideologues carefully replaced the old-fashioned value of love with
new scientific black propaganda, infusing the new message into fami-
lies in a modern way. Just after the war ended, for the first time in
human history, images, ideas, and relationships of all kinds entered
the home via the mesmerizing light of television, which educated,
entertained, influenced, deceived, tempted, and too often corrupted,
and distanced family members.

But why was the Greatest Generation so easily swayed by “experts,” who
preached child-rearing practices that weve nor only in conflict with but dia-
metrically opposed to the practices of their own Depression-era parents?

Depression-era parents survived World War I and then the Great
Depression before raising large families. With meager resources, few
Americans in the 1920s were fortunate enough to actend high school.
Remember, his official biographer Cornelia Christenson quotes Kinsey
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saying that “less than 1%” of men during his term of research, attended
college.”! The parents of the Greatest Generation had great respect for
higher education as the way up in the world. Those with college
degrees held the public’s trust, respect, confidence, and better and
more secure jobs. The Depression Generation passed this trust in edu-
cated professionals on to their children, the Greatest Generation, who
created their own large families in the 1940s and 1950s. They, too,
tended to believe that educated child experts knew more about raising
good, healthy, and noble children than did their own parents.

Yet, the more the Greatest Generation followed the directions of
university-trained experts, the more Grandpa and Grandma shook
their heads, as they watched their children devalue and replace their
common law, Judeo-Christian values with those of the sexual elites.
For centuries, worldwide elitist sexual revolutionaries advocated free
sex, but not until Kinsey’s books was their narcissism able to overtake
and overwhelm the American psyche.**

Kinsey’s Lies Fuel the Sixties Generation

During the 1960s and 1970s, the mass media, Hollywood, college
professors, and child-raising “experts” proclaimed the rebels and drop-
outs of the 60s and 70s to be more moral than their parents. Many
students of human behavior have struggled to understand what hap-
pened in the 1960s. Judge Robert Bork quoted an Israeli visitor’s
attempt to grasp why many American children of that decade rebelled
- so violently against their parents.

“Their fathers gave them prosperity and freedom,” The Israeli said,
“and so they hate their fathers.” At first blush, Bork thought this was
just “a biting comment on the ingratitude of that generation.”* But
Bork decided, the visitor had “a deeper insight.” What was it?

For the answer, Bork referred his readers to sociologist Helmut
Schoeck’s work on “envy.” Schoeck argued that the children of the
Greatest Generation “strike out in senseless acts of vandalism as a
result of their vague envy of a world of affluence they did not create
but enjoyed with a sense of guilt.”?*

Schoeck might rightly be accused of psychobabble. In most indus-
trial nations—especially the United States—the children of immi-
grants usually became more affluent than their parents had been;
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usually, these children were aware of the sacrifices that had earned
their subsequent affluence and they were, then, deeply grateful to their
parents. On the other hand, if the children of the Greatest Generation
believed that their parents’ lives—and their own—were built on lies
and deception, on hypocrisy and secret sexual perversions, their van-
dalism becomes far more understandable, even predictable.

Lasch, like Bork, also puzzled over what “blew up” American sexu-
ality and morality among the children of World War II. As noted,
Lasch blames their “parents’ . . . failure to live up to . . . their values.”?*
But that makes no sense. Their parents fought and died in World War 11
to preserve those values. Repeated often enough, the self-styled authori-
ties succeeded in sabotaging World War II parents, destroying fami-
lies, devastating children, turning Americans against a system that
had produced so much for so many—and opening our doors wide to
the brave new world of sexual anarchy.

Today, we live with the fallout from Kinsey’s black propaganda
campaign to destroy marriage and the family. For example, the data
are quite clear that the absence of a biological father in the household
leaves children significantly more vulnerable to eatly sexual activity,
alcohol and drug abuse, and even criminal activity.

Indeed, the lies about the Greatest Generation launched a tidal wave
of cynicism and violent crime, said Neil Postman, PhD, largely “gener-
ated by our children, children post-1960s.”¢ By 1979, “serious child
crime” reached a staggering 11,000 brutal felonies that year. Postman,
then chairman of the Department of Culture and Communications at
New York University, described a dramatic increase in serious crimes
(i.e., murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault) committed
by American children. Postman reported that:

¢ In 1950, adults committed 215 serious crimes for each crime
committed by a child;

* By 1960, adults committed 8 serious crimes for each crime com-
mitted by a child;

* By 1979, adults committed 5.5 serious crimes for each crime
committed by a child.?”’

And adult crime exploded during these years! In 1979, more than
“400,000 adults were arrested for serious crimes, representing .2430%
of the adult population; indeed, adult crime tripled from 1950 to
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FIGURE 11
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Postman, The Disappearance of Childhood: in 1950 nationwide, “only 170 persons under age
of fifteen were arrested* for murder, forcible rape, robbery or aggravated assault (0004 of
juveniles), p. 134.

1979.7%%8 At the same time, Postman reported, “serious child crime”
soared a staggering 11,000%. Postman observes the obvious about the
children of the Greatest Generation: “If America can be said to be
drowning in a tidal wave of crime, then the wave has mostly been
generated by our children.”
By the 1980s, Baby Boomer parents became what Ben Shapiro calls
“The Porn Generation.” Our innocence had come to an end. Dancing
-cheek to cheek was out. “Hooking up,
friends and “Choo-Choo” orgies were in.””> According to Shapiro:

» &

Sexting” by teenagers to

This is the tried-and-true hypocrisy charge: If you've sinned, you
can’t advocate morality. Falsely implicating millions of Americans in
immoral sexual behavior was certainly an effective way of neutraliz-
ing societal morality. The only way to alleviate guilt became abdica-
tion of moral sexual standards. And when the chief goal is erasing

guilt, even for immoral actions, all that remains is narcissism.>*

Sabotage indeed.



[ CHAPTER 7 1]

Pandering, Promiscuity, and Pornography

Some women don’t seem to recognize that anything that’s too easy
to get is not desirable. If a girl holds herself at so little value that
she will sleep with one man after another, then other people will
also hold her at very little value.”¢!

—Katharine Hepburn, Ladies Home Journal, January 1984

The Repressed Church, School, and Home

With the most up-to-date science telling both husbands and wives
that their spouses secretly craved outside liaisons, marriages began to
implode. Concerned about the trend, naive and trusting average
Americans searched for answers. Kinsey’s cult just happened to have
them. In 1953, the popular Colliers Magazine reviewed Kinsey’s sex
“data” and explained that bedrock American institutions inhibited
sexual expression. One of the Rockefellers’ many mass-media shills,
Colliers quoted Kinsey to its readers:

“It is the church, the school, the home . . . which are the chief sources
of the sexual inhibitions, the distaste for all aspects of sex, and the
feelings of guilt which many females carry with them into marriage.
The solution, [Kinsey] infers from the statistics (and most Americans
are likely to disagree violently), is to permit greater freedom before
marriage.”>%
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But those societies that have accepted sexual license have always
reaped social chaos. Once the sexual genie escapes the bottle, everyone
suffers. Historian, British scholar J.D. Unwin once set out to prove
that #o relationship existed between sexual behavior and culture, but
years of study persuaded him that there is a direct correlation between
sexual morals and the rise or fall of a nation. In 1934, Unwin reported in
Sex and Culture that human liberty depends wholly on monogamy, and
that social energy, justice, and success “in conquest, in art and science”
depended completely on marriage and monogamy. In 1936, Raymond
Firth described Unwin’s conclusion:

The cultural achievement of a people can be correlated with the degree
of sexual continence they observe, and indeed is directly based upon it.
Societies such as the Masai, the Andamanese or the Haida, which place
no restrictions on sexual play or upon the early satisfaction of the sex-
ual impulses, are at a “dead level of conception”; they possess the
power of reason but they do not apply it to the world of their experi-
ence; a sense of responsibility has no place in their social vision.>®

When Kinsey was fifteen, the famed deaf and blind author and lec-
turer Helen Keller repeated the same warning that most of the medi-
cal profession did. In 1909, she said women and children always paid
the price of “free love.” Candidly addressing issues of health, sex, mar-
riage and family, Helen Keller wrote her article, “I Must Speak,” in a
time when adult and child prostitution were fraying the edges of soci-
ety. “The most common cause of blindness is ophthalmia of the new-

-born,” Keller wrote. “One pupil in every three at the institution for
the blind in New York City was blinded by this disease. What is the
cause{?} . . . [Her husband} . . . has contracted the infection in licen-
tious relations before or since marriage.”*

Keller said the truth about syphilis and gonorrhea—the only two
prevalent venereal diseases of the era~—was sorely needed. “Surgeons
attributed three-fourths of the surgical operations on women to this
disease; one-fourth is a very conservative reckoning.”**> Blind her-
self, Keller recorded the “bitter harvest” of such blindness, with
syphilitic children reared in poorhouses and scores of young, once-
healthy women dying in great pain and misery as a direct result of
sexual license.
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Still, Kinsey promoted his bogus “proof” that promiscuity bore no
bad fruit to a public and an educational system increasingly ignorant
of history. Indeed, this would become his lifelong mantra.

Before Kinsey, young women were divided into two groups—the
fortunate “good girls” and the unfortunate “bad girls.” Men would toy
with “bad” girls and marry “good” ones. Understanding this reality,
religious groups often tried to rescue the “bad girls” and help them
rejoin society. But Kinsey, with the help of his pamphleteer, Hugh
Hefner, essentially redefined #// females as the “bad girls next door.”

The experience of the last fifty years proves the historical accuracy
of the maxim that women use sex to get love and men use love to get
sex. As it turns out, a realistic appreciation of this human weakness
had been the basis of our protective sex laws. So, once we destigma-
tized adultery and legalized fornication and cohabitation, the violent
fallout in the West was inevitable.

Just a Piece of Paper?

Most of the pre-Kinsey generation found transcendence and sexual
security through the church- and synagogue-taught beliefs of chastity,
love, marriage, fidelity, and bearing and raising children. These values
were transformed, then, into hard work, self-governance, and service
to God and country. But Kinsey sacrificed those values on the altar of
his pagan dogma, that a civilized society can healthfully separate sex
from love, commitment, respect, and procreation.

Repeated often enough, Kinsey’s spurious “data” on fornication cre-
ated widespread distrust, not just between husbands and wives but
also between unmarried women and men. A marriage license would
soon be pooh-poohed as that mere “piece of paper.” Love—not mart-
riage—would be the reason for having intercourse. And inevitably,
physical lust was adequate qualification for a “roll in the hay.”

A witnessed marriage contract publicly assured women of a reliable
life partner, safety from venereal disease, rape, and myriad other catas-
trophes. While marriage gave men great power over their wives, it
also provided a sense of duty beyond the self; care and protection for
their children. The couple would strike a bargain based on the assump-
tion of a gentlemanly, even loving husband, who would not abuse his
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economic and physical advantages. Once women lost their most pow-
erful bargaining chip for marriage—their virginity—they had to
resort to a backup bargaining tool—sexual availability and agreeabil-
ity. However, marital sex was commonly a joyful pleasure for both,
assuming the couple had continued to honor one another. But contrac-
tual, monogamous, marital commitment has been the foundation of
civil society, and the backup plan wasn’t likely to lead to lifelong sta-
bility for women.

Based on the common law, America’s legal system Jid reject Kinsey’s
bogus “findings” that justified early sex with as many “partners” of as
many ages, sexes, and even species as possible.**® Most Americans also
rejected it—at first. Soon, however, more and more people yielded to
the relentless mantra of supposedly harmless and healthy “free love.”
Acceptance of Kinsey’s dogma percolated downward from university
professors, until it became the new “sex science” religion. Kinsey’s
fake “data” would slowly normalize sexual anarchy.

Embraced and repeated by the intellectual elite, Kinsey’s black pro-
paganda inevitably spilled over into all forms of education and enter-
tainment, where it took on a life—and false truth—of its own. By
1964 a Time cover story marveled that “Sexuality and open nudity
became prevalent on the avant-garde stage. . . . The rebels of the 60s

are adrift in a sea of permissiveness.”*%

Bitch, Cow, or Female Goat

In unprecedented numbers, children went off to college, where their
professors taught them that their parents’ love was a cover for envy
and fear, and that virginity and sexual fidelity were abnormal, even
deviant. Children of the Baby Boom slowly began rejecting every-
thing their parents had fought to preserve in World War II. President
of Barnard College at Columbia University in 1948, Millicent C.
Mclntosh, PhD, warned that Kinsey lined “up statistics which seem to
show that [woman} is not really different from the bitch or the cow or
the female goat.”%®

In 1953, said Mclntosh, college girls felt trapped by Kinsey’s sta-
tistics and wondered whether they were “normal” if they were not
having relations. At the same time, many college boys “felt that they
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were not actually virile if they could not keep up with the statistics
Dr. Kinsey presents.”**® But McIntosh observed, if they heard Kinsey’s
big lie often enough, people begin to believe it, “no matter how much
they may realize in their more lucid moments that they should not
swallow it whole.”?”°

Even fornication-friendly Margaret Mead, PhD, warned that Kinsey,
who referred to reproductive sex as “outlet,” was training the public to
“confuse sex with excretion—excremental rather than sacramental.”
Mead agreed that Kinsey “suggests no way of choosing between a
woman and a sheep.”?"!

Kinsey’s black propaganda worked. Americans believed scientists,
and put their stock in the declarations of the experts. How bitter, how
desperate children must have been, thinking that their parents—and,
therefore, their own lives—were a sham and a farce? How disillusion-
ing and depressing for young, hopeful, idealistic boys and girls! So it
was that, once they accepted Kinsey’s deviant data as true, the children
of our Greatest Generation shifted their “moral sanctions.”

Ever since December 1953, Playboy magazine has touted the sexual
revolution and especially Kinsey, and also regularly promoted illicit
sex and drugs. The vulnerable fee/ing of betrayal had become a quiver-
ing state of rage by the 1960s.?”? The horrors of Vietnam further fueled
the depression and despair of many young Americans, such that radi-
cal students rioted, started fires, screamed obscenities, hurled rocks at
police, and set off bombs. Some waved the banners of the Communist
enemy and chanted “Ho, Ho, Ho Chi Minh!” Many staged violent,
drunken, drugged sit-ins. They raged at stunned, cowering, cowardly,
foolish, and clueless university administrators and radical teachers
who, at heart, and even publically, often both led and encouraged with
the youthful revolutionary leftists.

The 1955 ALI-MPC quoted Kinsey, claiming, “Pre-marital inter-
course is also very common and widely tolerated, so that prosecution
for this offense is rare.”®”® In fact, we have shown premarital inter-
course was hardly common or widespread. Regarding Kinsey's data on
“working class” males, the pre-Kinsey national “hard data” statistics
on venereal disease, illegitimacy, and abortion fully disprove the claims
that ours was a nation of promiscuous women and men.*’* But despite
solid evidence to the contrary, the ALI-MPC swallowed and regurgi-
tated Kinsey’s absurd statement with no attempt to validate his
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“research.” Despite Kinsey's claims, no reliable data suggests sexual ethics
were less conservative in working class communities. The hard data on “ille-
gitimacy” and venereal diseases confirm the facts. Promiscuity was
known to be a dead end for women: Few men and significantly fewer
women of any class were promiscuous. Yet the ALI-MPC cited Kinsey’s
snide ridicule of America’s moral creed:

[I1n a heterogeneous community such as ours, different individuals
and groups have widely divergent views of the seriousness of various
moral derelictions. . . . The immorality of the extra-marital fondle or
kiss may have to receive legislative concern once we embark on the

task of enforcing morals.>”

This loosening on moral imperatives, moral absolutes, is certainly
causing many such “subtle” changes in the human landscape. Over the
years, American moral laws had grown to protect women from what
our hard-nosed Judeo-Christian patriarchy recognized as a predatory
streak in their fellow men. However, if most women and men were
fornicating with no bad public health consequences, these carefully designed
special privileges for women would have to go. So, in 1955, Kinsey’s
sex frauds were carved into the American Law Institute’s Model Penal
Code. Sex science would now participate fully in the protection of the
predators, to the injury of their victims. Kinsey's sabotage of the
Greatest Generation had profound fallout in the law with regard to
protections for unmarried women.

The American Law Institute-Model Penal Code

The ALI-MPC was enacted all or in part by every state legislature,
weakening or eliminating laws that, while restrictive, turned out to
have protected the interests of women and children: fornication,
cohabitation, seduction, breach of promise, prostitution and yes, even
laws restricting public access to contraception outside of marriage.

In promoting premarital and extramarital sex, Kinsey’s reports had
wide-reaching effects on sexual relationships outside of marriage, as
rampant promiscuity led to increases in venereal diseases, illegitimacy,
and, yes, prostitution. Contraception was broadly legalized in 1965.
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With widespread reliance on contraception instead of abstinance, pro-
miscuity multiplied exponentially as did “illegitimacy.” Following
legal access to abortion, genital herpes and AIDS had devastated our
country and many parts of the world. What’s more, we associate vari-
ous debilitating and fatal illnesses with many forms of contraception,
even the “Pill,” which-—for forty years—experts insisted was com-
pletely harmless and even beneficial to health. Far from it.

Before Kinsey, prostitution was illegal. Since Kinsey, it became
viewed as such a “victimless crime,” that sex therapy surrogates (pros-
titutes) can practice in some states to “treat” impotence. Acceptance of
prostitution and sex-for-profit further legitimized pornography,
spawning increases in sexual abuse, incest and domestic and interna-
tional human sex crafficking.

1960 Joe and Jane College Are Virgins

By the early 1960s, Phyllis and Eberhard Kronhausen, PhDs,
Scandinavian free-sex radicals, advocated pornography for all. The
Kronhausens later built an “erotic” museum in Sweden, where liber-
ated parents might even bring the little kiddies. In 1960, even the
Kronhausens grudgingly lamented that our college youth were still
the antithesis of Kinsey’s aberrant population.>’® Despite the agendas
of such sexual elitists, American colleges had no “co-ed dorms” in
1960. Just as we called men in the service “our boys,” we offered
added protection to college students by giving them a grace period in
which to mature. They were still “girls” and “boys.” Many colleges
could expel those girls and boys if they were not in their dorms before
the doors closed at midnight. Further, sleeping around got a girl a
very bad reputation, and it was similarly bad form for a boy to brag
about any such conquest. The Washington Post recently noted that
during the sexual revolution it was “collegiate etiquette” to hang “a
tie or sock from a doorknob signifying privacy required.” Now “Tufts
might be the first college in the nation to make explicit what other
schools have only hinted at: It is not cool to have sex in front of your
roommate.””’

Certainly before Kinsey the “patriarchy” believed females could eas-
ily be seduced into sexual behavior contrary to their own interests and
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that of society. Such men viewed females as the “weaker” sex, and as a
higher moral and empathetic sex, deserving of protection from exploi-
tive, wily, physically stronger men on the prowl, but they couldn’t have
foreseen the college “hook up culture.” For hard data, from early in the
last century, confirms pre-Kinsey male chastity, as well.

Heeding the claims about the spread of gonorrhea and syphilis,
New York City mandated premarital VD testing in 1935. According
to those records, “the positive rate for syphilis during the first year of
compulsory testing was only 1.34%.” Even “liberated” men had to
admit that “it’s possible the prevalence of the disease was exaggerated. . .
[and] that the respectable types who got marriage licenses were at low
risk for sexually transmitted disease.”*’®

To their dismay, the Kronhausens, describing the sex lives of two
hundred male college students in the early 1960s, concluded in a
huff that, even in 1960, “Joe College” was still a virgin. Those suave
Kronhausens were offended. They chose to hide the percentages,
stating only:

No Sex Without Love: Many of the students were as blushingly
romantic about sex morals as any girl of their age would be. To these
young men, sex without love seemed utterly unethical. Some of them
did not even think it right to kiss a girl unless they were “in love.”*”

Premarital Intercourse: In the college group as a whole one still
finds considerable resistance toward premarital intercourse. What has
changed in terms of sex mores between the attitudes of the older gen-
eration . . . [has been,} as Kinsey puts it, the “rationalizations” which

serve to justify this resistance against premarital intercourse.’®

Shame! Good gracious! But thanks to such bona fide “sexologists,”
see how advanced and “liberated” we are now! In 1960, the two
researchers groaned to think that that many college men found pre-
marital intercourse unacceptable due to “morals” and “religious
tenets.” Even more depressing to the sexperts was the fact that mosz
college men objected to premarital sex for emotional and ethical reasons.
Our free love advocates fretted that Joe College found intercourse “zo0
precious” to share with anyone but his fiancée or even his wife. The
Kronhausens were shocked, aghast, and selflessly determined to help

Kinsey rid the nation of such obvious sexual self-discipline.*®!
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Everyone Likes Children

Reluctantly, contemptuously, and even scornfully, the Kronhausens
admitted that Joe College 474 abstain—because he and “lower educa-
tional groups . . . overvalued virginity” in themselves but especially in
women.

Of course, the truth was—and is—that appropriately valuing vir-
ginity in women and in men had no fatal downsides versus enormous
personal, societal,and economic benefits. But of course, the Kronhausens
were not interested in such practicalities.

Nor was Hugh Hefner.

With his pushing and prodding, the drug culture of the 1960s and
1970s exploded as pushers found new young buyers who sought to
numb their pain pharmacologically. Too well do I remember such a
tragedy. My neighbors, Joe and Catherine Reilly (fictitious names to
protect their privacy), were long-suffering stoics from the Greatest
Generation. Their daughter, “Cindy” and her hubby would lie around
stoned while their small daughter roamed, half-dressed, through the
neighborhood. “Aren’t you worried she’ll be hurt or molested?” 1
asked. “No,” laughed the modernized beguiled parents. “Everyone
likes her.” Like thousands of other children, their sweet little girl was
fecklessly exposed and was indeed harmed.

At the first opportunity, millions of Baby Boomers fled their par-
ents’ comfortable homes to defy their (falsely labeled “hypocritical”)
Mom and Dad by joining hippie “free love” communes. The “free
love” movement of the 1960s advocated unattached, uncommitted
sex. With the arrival of the contraceptive birth control pill early in the
decade and some states’ legalization of aborting babies, women increas-
ingly offered their sexual favors, Kinsey style.

“Shotgun weddings” became outmoded. Instead, men increasingly
abandoned women of all ages, races, and religions to single-mother
poverty. Women were commonly injured by sex without love or com-
mitment. The devastation of such fornication (as well as “no-fault”
adultery) was enormous, not to mention the unparalleled impact on
children. By the mid-1960s, women who survived the toll of multiple
partners, venereal disease, and traumatic abortions were often left per-
manently scarred—pbhysically and emotionally barren.
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Neither the bloody three-year Korean War that began in 1950, nor
the civil rights struggle that began in the mid-1950s, nor the horror of
the Vietnam War that began silently in the eatly 1960s, nor the assas-
sinations of Robert Kennedy and Martin Luther King in 1968, explain
the sexual self-destructiveness of so many American young people.

The quote “Make Love, Not War” was the spirit of the 1960s.
However, Joseph Heller saw the late 1950s and eatly 1960s as disas-
ters: when drugs destroyed so many of his old Coney Island friends:
“Sex was often fused with drug use, and many claimed to enjoy their
sexual experiences more when high on marijuana, mescaline, or LSD.
Group sex and orgies became commonplace in some circles.”

By the end of the ’60s, typical Americans could no longer avoid the
media’s “expert” focus on the joys of “free” sex without love or marriage.
By 1972, Nena and George O'Neill's best-selling book Open Marriage,
popularized “swinging” and “wife-swapping,” selling Americans on
adultery as a “restyled and updated type of monogamy.”%

Attempting to get men to “pop the question,” educated, attractive,
young single women took to engaging in sexual antics that were once
even too degrading for most prostitutes. Telling themselves that they were
indifferent to wedding bells, highly educated, financially secure, and “sex-
ually free” academic or businesswomen breathlessly awaited a man’s mari-
tal proposal. Of course, it was unlikely to come. Such women commonly
were devastated by sex without love or commitment.

“The Booty Call” on His Cell Phone Speed Dial

Politically correct, sexology-trained professional Ian Kerner wanted to
legitimize homosexuality, sodomy, and much of the Kinsey model.
But even this so-called “Sex-Doctor to Generations X & Y” began to
wonder:

In the very first episode of [the television show} Sex and the City,
Carrie Bradshaw posed a question: “In an age when a woman has
access to the same money and opportunities as a man, can she also
have sex like a2 man? Can women pursue sex for the sole sake of plea-
sure, without any emotion or deeper sense of attachment? Can she
hook up casually without feeling post-orgasm regree?”>%
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Kerner said “post-orgasm regret” was often accompanied by “sad-
ness or anger.” “[Tlhe female orgasm releases a burst of oxytocin, also
known as the cuddle hormone,” that causes a connection often even to
the one-night-fellow. Contrary to established propaganda, this quizzi-
cal therapist found that women’s “orgasm” without love could be more
depressing than masturbation. Like most sexologists of the Kinsey
cult, Kerner doubtless never really read Kinsey’s so-called “scientific”
research. He, like the others, just accepted all of Kinsey’s claims,
thinking they were science. After Kerner saw the Fox film, Kinsey, he

had other misgivings:

Kinsey was more interested in sex as a pure physiological act than as
an emotional expression of love. . . . Watching the film, I was struck
by a scene in which Kinsey’s assistant and protégé——distraught at the
toll that casual sex has taken on his life and the subsequent indiffer-
ence of his mentor—shouts at him, “You think sex—f**king—is
just something, but you’re wrong. It’s the whole thing. And if you
don’t watch out, it will cut you wide open!”**

For Kerner, that cinematic scene in Kinsey was like “a lightning
bolt.” He noticed that “millions” of women seek love “in the age of the
booty call,” that sex “matters”—even if you pretend it doesn’t. So
enlightened was Kerner that he seemed to think he had discovered the
wheel, even though our grandparents and the Bible and our heritage
had preached the same thing, all along.

Kerner noticed that sex could be “magical, but it also has the
potential to debase and destroy.” Still, even as a pornographically
modified sexologist, he wondered why so many women he counseled
were being destroyed by sex? The answer is clear to those who con-
sider the question carefully, those who value history and literature, or
those who still have common sense: Sex without marital commitment
retards love.

True to his sexual indoctrination, Kerner values erotic liberation.
Yet he is troubled. What do women get today instead of love, mar-
riage, children, and grandchildren? Kerner’s answer is that women get
“orgasms” that represent “some guy'’s ability to add your phone num-
ber to his cell phone’s speed dial.”?%

The cost of sexual sabotage to society is high. Kinsey saw sex as
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separate from our mind-body-heart-soul—separate from love and
commitment—allegedly what we do with our body has no lamentable
physical or emotional effects. Really?

Sex without Soul

For sixty years, Kinsey’s own baleful vision has separated sex and body
from brain and love. He succeeded in this because “scientists” bowed
to his delusions. Naturally, the working public always pays economi-
cally, emotionally, physically, and civilly for the errors of elitist, magi-
cal, psychotic visionaries.

Predictably, devaluing virginity and chastity came at a great price.
Along with skyrocketing rates of illegitimacy and abortion, countless
college students and other Baby Boomers fell victim to a growing
infestation of sexually-transmitted diseases—genital herpes, human
papilloma virus (HPV), chlamydia, and other venereal epidemics—
not to mention depression, heartbreak, alcohol, drug, and sex addic-
tions. Topping off the list, in 1981, the era ushered in the deadly
AIDS virus. The statistics on all of these post-Kinsey diseases are
sobering. Reclaiming America noted this venereal disease fallout in
“The Truth About Alfred Kinsey.”*®” America’s sexual revolution,
predicated on Kinsey and his “scientific research,” has had a profound
and devastating impact on our children and our society. The current
claim that pre-Kinsey Americans were as promiscuous as subsequent
generations is either based on //iteracy or premeditated lies. In fact:

o Births to unmarried teenagers ages 1519 years jumped 254% from
1950 to 1992.3% After 1973, with contraception and abortion
available, we can conservatively estimate a #rzpled increase in teen
sexual intercourse to at least 600%, since “Planned Parenthood”—
not parents—managed the sexual lives of American youth.

o The Medical Encyclopedia identifies almost 12 million new cases of
VD every year, almost 65% under the age of 25 and one-fourth

are teenagers.’®

e In 1994 alone, the total known cost for VD in the United States

was more than $16 billion.3”°



PANDERING, PROMISCUITY, AND PORNOGRAPHY 133

¢ U.S. carriers of AIDS in 2006 are estimated at 36,828, and deaths
at 14,016, largely unchanged since 2002, despite massive educa-
tional efforts to stem the epidemic.*!

This epidemic of venereal diseases follows almost five decades of
classroom sex sabotage by Planned Parenthood, SIECUS, et al. Further,
Reclaiming America reported that Planned Parenthood ended the lives
of 244,628 unborn American babies in 2003.”? This group received
$350 million dollars in federal taxpayer money in 2008, and is sup-
posed to increase their grants in 2010—roughly a million dollars a
day—to encourage promiscuity and kill che results.*”?

Pediatrician Meg Meeker, MD, writes in Epidemic: How Teen Sex Is
Killing Our Kids that sexually transmitted diseases (STDs) are crippling
and killing children. Meeker reports that nearly 50 percent of children
have had sex by grade twelve and about 25 percent of these are infected
with an STD; chlamydia and genital herpes have skyrocketed 500 per-
cent among white teenagers in the last twenty years, resulting in infer-
tility, divorce, depression, suicidal attempts, and on and on.

According to the government-funded National Longitudinal Survey
of Adolescent Health, the Heritage Foundation reported in 2005:

This year, nearly 3 million teens will become infected. Overall,
roughly one-quarter of the nation’s sexually active teens have been
infected by a sexually transmitted disease (STD).?**

No Moral or Immoral, Right or Wrong

The American taxpayer has been “forced to finance a substantial pot-
tion of this group’s grotesque agenda.”** Despite its ongoing record of
sabotage, injuring minors, Planned Parenthood annually dips into the
federal pork barrel for millions of dollars in government grants and
contracts.® Whose special interests do our elected officials serve by
funding this wealthy and influential sex organization?

Society must weigh other consequences of the growth in our soci-
ety’s tolerance for and acceptance of even extremely overt sexual devi-
ance. “Kinsey’s explicit goal,” wrote liberal author Scott Stossel, was
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to strip sex from religion and morality and give sex over to a new “sex
science.” That goal is now fully achieved. Stossel quotes Kinsey:

Whatever the moral interpretation . . . there is no scientific reason for
considering particular types of sexual activity as intrinsically, in their
biological origins, normal or abnormal. . . . Present-day legal deter-
mination of sexual acts which are acceptable, or “natural,” and those
which are “contrary to nature” are not based on data obtained from
biologists, nor from nature herself.>”’

“['Whatever the surveys found was ‘natural’ and whatever was
‘natural’ was ‘normal’ and whatever was ‘normal’ was morally okay,”
Stossel wrote. “In other words, {Kinsey] sought to demolish ‘normal’
as a meaningful category of sexual behavior.” He concluded that
under cover of pseudo-science, Kinsey successfully divorced sex “from
questions of moral value and social custom.”*?

Do we wonder why?

Clearly, Kinsey sought to use his “work” to legitimize and not-
malize his own deviancy. Indeed, the notorious sex guru may well
have been the father of sexual perversion—including bestiality—
that most Americans regard as revolting and unthinkable, with good
reason.

But Kinsey championed these bizarre and barbaric practices, and
even blamed the Old Testament and the Talmud for the ban on
what he called “matings between individuals of different species.”
Blasphemously, Kinsey likened laws against sex with animals to:

[Biblical]l taboos which made certain foods clean and other foods
unclean. The student of human folkways is inclined to see a consider-
able body of supetstition in the origins of all such taboos [for} human
contacts with animals of other species have been known since the

dawn of history.*®®

Kinsey’'s “Inerspecific” (Bestiality) Contacts

Of course, rape, torture, murder, and cannibalism have also “been
known since the dawn of history,” but they are still barbaric deeds that
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Judeo-Christianity—and any civilized culture—considers more than
“taboo,” but criminal. Such judgments protect the civil society.

Paul Robinson, a Kinsey friend, wrote that Kinsey “evaluated every
form of sexual activity in terms of its role in the sexual lives of the
lower species . . . [as] natural because they conformed to ‘basic mam-
malian patterns.”” He added that Kinsey’s “naturalism received its
most forcible expression in those Chapters of the Reports treating sex-
ual contacts between human beings and animals of other species, or
interspecific contacts, as he preferred to call them .

Kinsey said that sex with animals offers a “psychological intensity com-
parable to that in exclusively human sexual relations.” We might wonder
how Kinsey would know such a thing. But Kinsey provided other clues,
claiming that human “enjoyment” of bestiality required satisfying the
animal with an orgasm. Kinsey also dubbed most animal sex as “homo-
sexual.” Why? Because, said Kinsey, female animals show no erotic arousal
and fail to reach orgasm. Finally, Kinsey felt losing “an affectional relation
with the particular animal,” could traumatize the human lover. Taken
together, it is rational to consider Kinsey's descriptions of bestiality as
autobiographical, as Robinson suspected. In fact, Kinsey felt “erotic
responses to human{s]” and to animals are the same. And, interestingly,
Robinson points out that, in all of Kinsey’s writings, only when the zoolo-
gist described bestiality did he mention love. Robinson wrote:

Thus he found it entirely credible that a man might fall passionately in
love with his dog, and that the affection could be returned in kind: “The
elements that are involved in sexual contacts between the human and
_animals of other species are at no point basically different from those
that are involved in erotic responses to human situations.” In effect,
Kinsey refused to grant the human realm a unique place in the larger
order of things. Indeed, it was precisely the pretension to such special-
ness, he believed, that accounted for most of our sexual miseries. !

Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders (DSM)

Today, bestiality/zoophile Web sites abound. Indeed, the American
Psychiatric Association’s (APA’s) Diagnostic and Statistical Manunal of
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Mental Disorders (DSM) no longer classifies sex with animals as a pathol-
ogy, “unless accompanied by distress or interference with normal func-
tioning.” Though these erudite psychiatrists might at least be concerned
about disease transmission or even the animal’s distress, the DSM com-
mittee increasingly concerns itself solely with achieving orgasms—any
and all orgasms—having relied on Kinsey’s data as the “science” that
normalized even the most barbaric and inhumane behaviors.

How could the APA normalize and destigmatize such extreme path-
ological, sexual perversions as bestiality? “Only a zoophile writes this
way about sex with animals,” murmured a renowned psychiatrist, when
I presented Kinsey’s statements. “Kinsey sees no difference between
Romeo and Juliet and Romeo and Rover!” But he said, “Don’t give my
name.”

In the beginning, Kinsey libeled the Judeo-Christian Greatest
Generation. In the end, nearly sixty years after the Kinsey reports, his
cultic lobby has resurrected the Ancient Theology: Baal Peor, Priapus
worship, wrapped in scientific robes. Kinsey’s cult sabotaged the real-
ity of “morality” by claiming to prove scientifically that there is no
right or wrong, 7o good or bad, zo moral or immoral, and 7o normalcy
or deviance. In Kinsey’s world, we can do no wrong except, perhaps, to
uphold our traditional, Judeo-Christian values. In Kinsey's world, the
only perverts are virgin men and women who marry, stay faithful, bear
children, and raise them in a wholesome, intact home.



Bio Pornography as Sexual Sahotage

Kinsey opened the floodgate of the AIDS epidemic, rampant abor-
tion, pornography, increased divorce, and the sexual anarchy
America faces today.

—DMichael Savage, PhD, 2005

Hepburn as Witness: Off the Pedestal and into Pornography

The famous actress, Kate Hepburn, is certainly another liberal witness
to Kinsey’s sexual sabotage warning that women have gone from “the
pedestal . . . into pornography . . . now merely sex objects.”“*>—decades
before the violence and degradation now known as “gonzo porn!” With
regard to pornography, the world has indeed changed in the years since
Kinsey published his black propaganda. Hefner’s launch of Playbey in
December 1953 genuflected to Kinsey, saying his was the most impor-
tant book “of the year. . . . I did a research paper comparing the statis-
tics in the Kinsey report and U.S. laws.”?

Thus, one man’s vision changes another man’s life and, then, the
world—as Hugh Hefner and his magazine, Playboy, did eventually
conquer the world. “We have our own flag and a Bunny army,” Hefner
exulted in 1970.

Hefner recognized Kinsey as the incontrovertible word of the new
God.** Indeed, Hefner saw himself as Kinsey’s publicist.

Hugh Hefner launched Playboy in December 1953, eight years
after the war’s end and a scant five years after the publication of Sexxa/
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Behavior in the Human Male. The magazine was Hefner’s Kinseyan
outreach to college males. He declared that Plzyboy would be Kinsey’s
mouthpiece and Hefner would be “Kinsey’s pamphleteer,” branding
the college population with Kinsey’s black propaganda. Hefner
openly parroted Kinsey, falsely describing “the hypocrisy . . . the gap
between what we said and what we actually did.”* Of course, Hefner
was actually the poster boy for male virginity.

It would bring more bad news for women, children, and our civil-
ity, as Kinsey moved sex from the “marital embrace” into a stand-
alone, recreational industry—with millions of sexual-disease and
impotence victims ultimately filling the coffers of the elated pharma-
ceutical companies.

But conventional wisdom argues that “porn” simply increases
libido. Are we giving pornography a bum rap when we hold it account-
able for disease, impotence, and abuse? After all, what’s wrong with
porn? Is it really such a bad thing?

Yes, pornography is a very bad thing.

Hefner Trains Joe College: How to Seduce a Virgin

Until the Kinsey and Hefner media frenzy claimed to prove wide-
spread female sexual promiscuity, it was a crime to seduce a female in
thirty-six out of forty-eight states, plus Washington, D.C.%¢ “Seduction”
was defined as “intercourse with a girl of previous chaste character by
means of various deceptions, artifices or promises.”*’

Brian Donovan, a sociology professor at the University of Kansas,
noted that women in the “Progressive era (1900—1920)” brought “fel-
ony charges against men who reneged on their promises of marriage.
New York’s seduction law not only criminalized betrayal but it also
functioned as a tool in the prosecution of sexual assault.”*%

Such a view of women’s rights came under attack when Plzyboy’s first
issue, with Marilyn Monroe on the cover, told its naive consumers to
renounce marriage, arguing that women are all just “Miss GOLD
DIGGER,” after men’s money. With the inaugural issue, Hefner edito-
rialized about his hedonist “Plzyboy philosophy.” He would hire no mar-
ried men. Quoting his guru, Alfred Kinsey, Hefner sought to eliminate

the “togetherness” marital ideal that had characterized our nation:
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If you are a man between 18 and 80, Playboy is for you. . . . If you're
somebody’s sister, wife, or mother-in-law and picked us up by mis-
take, please pass us along to the man in your life and get back to your
Ladies’ Home Companion. . . . We believe . . . we are filling a publish-
ing need only slightly /ess important than the one just taken care of
by the Kinsey Report.*”

Based on Kinsey’s phony statistics, Hefner launched this effort to
resist marriage, defend adultery, and call for changes in U.S. laws,
namely to end alimony for jettisoned wives. Much of Hefner’s ongoing
Playboy campaign for “no-fault divorce” translated into legal change,
as the Rockefeller-funded Kinsey-Playboy cabal emerged touting
mechanistic sex for our brave new world.

First, seduction became legalized—as state legislators believed the
ALI-MPC calling for modernizing our “restrictive” sex laws. Thus,
promising marriage and tricking girls into sex lost its unambiguous
moral and criminal stain. Soon, uneasy seducers could be “cool,” and
follow Playboy’s lead, without fearing a jail sentence.

Nine months after Hefner’s first Playboy issue, he published his Joe
College seduction manual, “X Virginity: An Important Treatise on a
Very Important Subject.” Here, Playboy urged bachelors to seduce virgins
by dangling love, marriage, and family before their eyes. In fact, although
in some states seduction would still have been a criminal offense, Hefner’s
September 1954, issue declared open season on virgins:

You must now face up to the problem of virginity in your female friends

‘and acquaintances. . . . You will, of course, meet a certain amount of
intellectual resistance from young ladies who have been previously
misguided by narrow minded mothers, teachers, maiden aunts, etc.
The purpose of this article is to show you how such resistance to learning (a
Jorm of social lag) can be most easily overcome (emphasis added).*°

Clearly, in Hefner’s view, most coeds were virgins. “Spreading the
good news . . . is what this article is about,” claimed Playboy. After
achieving success in “deflowering” (the common term at the time for
a girl’s first sex experience) a reticent co-ed, go on to others.

Though the founding patriarchs sought to protect female vulnera-
bility by controlling male predation, Hefner made it clear: Those days



140 SEXUAL SABOTAGE

were gone. Playboy advises its naive reader to give her just enough
alcohol to release her inhibitions. Promise her anything, certainly
marriage. If need be “emphasize the intellectual rather than physical.”
In this regard, the Playboy author says Freud and Kinsey “have done
more for sex than any other men who ever lived.”

Playboy advises selecting “a suitable subject and, these days, that can
sometimes be more of a problem than you might assume.” But the mag-
azine provides several strategies—The Alcobolic Approach, The Intellectual
Approach, The Freudian Approach, The Atomic Age Approach, The Snob
Approach, The Persistent Approach, and, of course, The Kinsey Approach:

You will meet, too, from time to time, the . . . girl who wants to con-
form . . . to do whatever everyone else is doing. For Miss Common
Denominator, we suggest Kinsey’ last volume, Sexual Bebavior in the
Human Female. You can prove almost anything with this book . . . like
81% of all American women pet, 60% have premarital intercourse,
75% of the women who experience sex have no regrets afterward
[and} . .. make better adjustments after marriage. . . . The idea is to
bowl her over with the sheer mass of your statistics—all proving that
simply everybody is enjoying sex this season. Losing her virginity will
seem very unimportant compared to the fear of being different.!

“Everyman” Is a Playboy

With its first issue, Playboy displayed the air-brushed “girls next door”

. to every man or boy who could pay the price of the magazine. Married
or single, Everyman and Everyboy could be a play-boy forever. Later
seeing himself as Playboy’s January 1954 bow-tied rabbit, sandwiched
between two women in swimsuits and heels, indeed, in 1955, Hefner
explained his “Playmates”:

It’s natural to think of the pulchritudinous Playmates as existing ina
world apart. Actually, potential Playmates are all around you: the
new secretary at your office, the doe-eyed beauty who sat opposite you
at lunch yesterday, the girl who sells your shirts and ties in your
favorite store.*?
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By the 1950s, although psychologist Abraham Maslow, PhD,
was still advocating women’s “self-actualization primarily as wives
and mothers,” dozens of writers had already cited the same “evi-
dence from the Kinsey report that persuaded Betty Friedan of a
link between women’s emancipation and their greater capacity for
sexual fulfillment.”®> Finally, after ten years of their husbands’
lusting for Miss June, July, and August, the closet Communist
Betty Friedan!
the feminist movement was born. In The Feminine Mystique (1963),

put down Das Kapital, her broom and mop—and

Friedan expressed the betrayal of college-educated “super wives”
and “super moms” who married for “love” and “togetherness” only
to find their college-educated husbands dragging Playboy paper-doll fan-
tasies into the conjugal bed. "V

In 1963, hubby claimed that he “read” Playboy for the “articles.”
Wives who objected were told they were “jealous” or had “no sense of
humor.” The Vietnam War might become a political issue in the late
1960s, but, armed with Kinsey’s lies, Hefner and his paper dolls had
created another issue, rocking and revolutionizing the marriage bed.
The national view of sex and love would never be the same.

In Love and Will (1969), psychotherapist Rollo May, PhD, noted the
“sexual fascism,” the “detached, mechanical, uninviting, vacuous—
typical schizoid faces” of the women sold by Plzyboy. He said, famously,
that Hefner “shifted the fig leaf from the genitals to the face.”¥'¢ In
fact, Hefner hijacked Judeo-Christian virtue, seducing men and boys
to trade in their beloved “sweetheart” for interchangeable, monthly
paper-doll “playmates.”*!’

As men suddenly questioned the integrity of their wives and girl-
friends (as well as parents and friends), May predicted that Kinsey’s

attack on intimacy in sex would 7ncrease male hostility and impotence:

In an amazingly short period following World War I, we shifted
from acting as though sex did not exist at all to being obsessed with
it. . . . Y® From bishops to biologists, everyone is in on the act. . . .
[Note thel whole turgid flood of post-Kinsey utilitarianism. . . .
Couples place great emphasis on bookkeeping and timetables in
their love-making—a practice confirmed and standardized by

Kinsey. . . .*° Where the Victorian didn’t want anyone to know that
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he or she had sexual feelings, we are ashamed if we do not. . . . The
Victorian nice man or woman was guilty if he or she did experience
sex; now we are guilty if we don’t.*' [Wel feel less in order to per-
form better! My impression is that impotence is increasing . . . it is
becoming harder for the young man as well as the old to take “yes”

for an answer.??

In fact, just as he was recognized as “the father of the sexual revo-
lution,” the impotent Kinsey should be known as “the father of the
impotence evolution”—the one being the natural outgrowth of the
other. Sad as it is, this state of affairs is also glaringly apt—even
predictable—since Kinsey himself suffered from Traumatic Mastur-
batory Syndrome (TMS). Though people considered masturbation
taboo in Kinsey’s day, not so today. Now it is, instead, taboo to admit
that masturbation can be addictive—and that chronic masturbation
can cause impotence. Indeed, mass retailing of pornography in recent
decades has led to “Clinical Traumatic Masturbatory Syndrome”
(TMS).*? Lawrence Sank, PhD, of the Center for Cognitive Therapy
in Bethesda, Maryland, discussed TMS in a 1998 article in the Journal
of Sex and Marital Therapy. According to Sank, TMS results from
“masturbating prone. It causes severe sexual dysfunction in most
males who practice it . . . leading to ‘a long history of sexual
failure.””424

But the cost of pornography is much more devastating than the
masturbation based impotence men inflict upon themselves. The
vast world of Internet pornography has obviously made female, male,

.and child sexual abuse ever more common. A 2002 article in the
Duke Law Review notes:

Parents arrested for the online sharing of explicit photos of their own
children are just one example of how child pornography, though
extremely socially unacceptable, is an already created and unfortu-

nately booming market.*?

We trace this victimization back to the Kinseys, who used their
colleagues, subjects, and, not unlikely, their own children in their
attic porn.
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Pornography’s Power over the Brain: Mirror Neurons

Science magazine has reported for decades on the “mirror mechanism,”
whereby the human brain links visual to motor neurons. When we
watch an event, our bodies physically mirror the excitement we feel
were we actually involved in the event. Significantly, watching a film trig-
gers the same neurochemical sites as watching an actual event. Neuroscientist
Gregg Miller reported:

This [mirroring} process is why the tarantula scene in Dr. No gives
people the heebie-jeebies, and why we flinch when we see someone

cut her finger with a kitchen knife.**

Although the intensity is normally less, our “reproductive” organs
are similarly stirred if we witness sexual actions, even animal coital
actions. As in “monkey see, monkey do,” our brains translate the
highly intense or intimate actions we observe into our body’s neural
and motor activity. Therefore, exposing children to animal or human
mating is perilous premature “learning by imitation.” In his research
on mirror neurons, Miller reports:

Actual touch and the observed touch elicited similar activity in the
subjects’ secondary somato-sensory cortex, an area involved in pro-
cessing touch. . . . It’s as if the brain translates vision into

sensation. 4%’

Miller added, “If you see someone behaving badly, a sadist, you
hopefully don’t share their joy.” Unfortunately, “hope” clashes here
with reality, as Kinsey’s facial expression clearly demonstrated when
he forced small children to watch a film of porcupines violently mat-
ing. This revealing photograph is a classic example of how “people
with impaired emotional experience are also impaired at recognizing,
judging, or caring about emotions in others.”#?®

Researchers at the University of Picardie Jules Verne in France
studied young male volunteers who viewed neutral films as well as

videos “of men stroking naked women. . . . fellatio and engaging in
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intercourse.” The fMRI scans and the men’s “penile plethysmograph”
(a tube that measures erection) were in concert. The men got erec-
tions, and the brain lit up. It turned out that the erections followed
the mirror newrons—that is called a “cause-effect” relationship. “The
activation comes before the erection.” The study finds the viewers’
mirror neurons automatically imitate the pornography to produce
erections.*?

Jonah Lehrer, author of Proust Was a Neuroscientist, writes that por-
nography “works by convincing us that we are not watching porn. We
think we are inside the screen, doing the deed.” A study in Nexroimage
also found that “looking at still pictures of naked people triggered our
mirror neurons into action, as the brain began pretending that it was
actually having sex, and not just looking at smutty pictures in a sci-
ence lab.”%3° Thus, viewing still or moving pornography automatically
triggers (solo) masturbation, or coitus, or sodomy with a willing or
unwilling adult or child, lest one become frustrated, anxious, angry,
and depressed indeed! Hence: cause=effect=and widespread pornogra-
phy addictions set crimes.

The Erototoxic Virus

Sociopolitical essayist Jason Miller, a typical, liberal college graduate
and former pornography consumer, casts no stones at porn users.
Instead, Miller would have them admit its “virus-like” harm—both to
them and to all society. He describes his “relationship,” typical of mil-
lions of similar men, with one “liberated” woman:

She was so damaged by pornography that despite her attractive phys-
ical appearance, she saw herself as ugly and overweight. Her ex-hus-
band had been addicted to pornography. He was physically abusive,
insisted on watching porn movies while they had sex, and forced her
to act out the parts of the women in the movies. Based on those expe-
riences, she lived in a nightmare world of virtually endless and hope-
less psychological competition with fantasy women. She was
comparing herself to air-brushed, sutgically-enhanced women whom
pornographers portrayed as compliant sex partners with endless crav-
ings for hot . . . delights such as these do not occur in nature.*’!
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An August 1974 pornographic Playboy cartoon shows a young cou-
ple in bed, naked. The male is grinning at a large Playboy centerfold
nude photo that he has placed across the body of the beautiful young
woman upon whom he is mating. As in similar other Plzyboy cartoons
and illustrations, the female is not a “mate” but reduced to serving as
a Playboy receptacle. She looks up and asks, plaintively, “Are you sure
you still love me, Henry?” This has become the reality in millions of
homes and university dorm rooms. “Henry’s” daily parade of porno-
graphic “paper dolls” (and often his own hand) is more key than his
once-beloved mate, triggering what one psychiatrist calls his “squirt
reflex.” What a tradeoff! Impotent without pornographic images in
his mind, Henry is like millions of men, boys, and increasingly women
and girls worldwide.

Playboy publishers are on record as being fully aware that they are cre-
ating impotent male users and addiction to their products. They feed this fear
with images of all wives as fat, old, ugly, having sex with the family dog
or as sexy adulterous swingers. Playboy published thousands of cartoons,
jokes and articles with these ideals, while threatening their consumers’
potency. Playboy “jokes” that doctors, lawyers, pilots, professors, preach-
ers, writers, artists, and men are “too small” or impotent, endangered by
women. Typically, November 1983, Interlandi “jokes” that Shakespeare
is impotent, “Well, Mr. “To Be or Not to Be,’ is it to be or not to be?”

Emascularion by pornographers is happening on a global scale. Worse,
such Playboy pornography (circa 1970s) included the thrill of rape, as in
a Playboy, September 1971 image of a chained woman about to be raped
by two train engineers. Such constant propaganda helped fuel scientists,
like evolutionary psychologists, Randy Thornhill and Craig Palmer who
argue that rape is normal, for “natural selection has furnished men with
behaviours that makes it easier for them to commit rape.”*?

The FBI admitted that “forcible” rape in the United States increased
a staggering 418 percent in thirty-nine years (this statistic only
includes reported female victims over age twelve),”* while the popula-
tion increased a mere 52 percent.’* In fact, when society sufficiently
abhors and punishes rape and anything that supports it, rape decreases.
When society pardons rape, it increases.

Pornography is the bible and the bile of the “human sexuality”
movement.

And it is toxic, an erototoxin.
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Many pornography victims have testified to Playboy’s role in their

victimization (see the Attorney General’s Commission on Pornography,
July, 1986). Consider the testimony of addiction therapist Mary Anne
Layden, PhD, of the Department of Psychiatry at the University of
Pennsylvania. An expert witness on pornography effects before the
U.S. Senate in 1999, Lyden said:

S O 00

11.
12.

. I treat sexual violence victims, perpetrators, and sex addicts.
. Every case of sexual violence that I have treated has involved

pornography.

. Sexual violence and pathology involves distortions called per-

mission-giving beliefs.

. Many psychological problems and social problems show traces

of these distortions.

. The media spreads the distortion called Pornography

Distortion.

. Research finds that pornography spreads these distorted beliefs

including the belief that children are not harmed by pornography.

. Visual images are mentally stored facts, events.

. Visual images are stored permanently.

. Children are especially vulnerable to images.

. The Internet contains the three factors that produce antisocial

behavior in children.

Sexual violence and pathology are frequent.

We cannot accept a society where the factors that hurt children
are spread in schools and libraries.*”

Playboy Led Consumers to Incest

Hugh Hefner long called himself “Kinsey’s pamphleteer.” By 2003,
David Shaw, writing in the Los Angeles Times, quoted the king of porn

as boasting that “After 50 years of Playboy, we all live in Hef’s world”:

We all now live, to some extent, in a Playboy world. I can see the
effects of the magazine and its campaign for sexual openness every-
where. . . . When George Will was here the other day, interviewing
me, he said, “You won, and he’s right. It’s nice to have gone through
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the battles with all those Puritans, all those forces of repression and

hypocrisy, and to live long enough to see the victory parade.”#¢

But who are “we”? Who really “won”?

Clearly, Playboy won. Big Pornography won.

Playboy has always had a corner on the market, but it was not long
the only magazine on the market. It took fifteen years before Playboy
was followed by a more degrading magazine, Penthouse. Ten years after
Penthouse was on the newsstands, Hustler emerged, adding brutal depic-
tions of bestiality, scatology, and racism that had been finessed in
Playboy and Penthouse. From there, dozens of pornographic picture
books came out of the woodwork.

Wardell Pomeroy’s pornographic addictions, begun in the Kinsey
attic, made him a natural fit for employment by Big Pornography.
Pomeroy was a paid advisor, consultant, and expert witness for Penthouse
Forum Variations, the pornographic publication that taught bestiality,
sadism, homosexuality, bisexuality, and incest, which the magazine
euphemistically dubbed “Home Sex.”

One of many Penthouse titillating incest articles by Pomeroy came
sandwiched between two planted editorial “letters,” allegedly from
young women who were thrilled at their incestuous lives. The texts of
both letters are deliberately pornographic. One of them recalled the
“memory” of a “five or six” year-old having sex each morning with
papa. That editorial plant, disguised as a young woman, was very
graphic and explained, “It felt marvelous.”**” The other Penthouse let-
ter alleged that a young girl’s lust seduced her handsome, intelligent
dad. Mom found out, joined them in a trio and, yes, you guessed it, all
three lived “happily ever after.”

Penthouse perpetuated the rape and incest theme with “Wicked
Wanda,” a comic strip starting in 1973 that copied Playbey’s “Little
Annie Fanny” comic strip, that began in October 1962. The Playboy
strip’s underlying pedophile core is based on its inspiration—Harold
Gray'’s Little Orphan Annie. Playboy’s Annie Fanny is a massive-breasted
blonde innocent, stripped naked and often gang raped from 1962 to
1988, and again briefly in 1998. “Wicked Wanda,” the Penthouse copy, is
raven-haired, huge-breasted, naked, wicked, and depraved. Her blonde
childlike sidekick, “Candyfloss,” wearing white and pink communion-
like dresses prior to various rapes, is the Penthouse pedophile hook.
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The December 1977 issue of Penthouse initiated the magazine’s big
incest campaign with “Incest: The Last Taboo” by their flaccid writer
Philip Nobile. Although Nobile used Penthouse Forum to push incest,
he reported that same year that Willard Gaylin, MD, a psychiatrist at
Columbia Medical School, was “appalled” by the promotion of “posi-
tive incest.” Gaylin viewed incest as a problem not unlike that of homo-
sexuality; it “implies that some wrong has already occurred,” that incest
revealed a disordered, diseased family life. He added, “A child will have
plenty of intercourse in life, but he or she is going to have only one
crack at a caring parent.” Said Nobile, “Despite Kinsey’s statistics,
Gaylin remains unconvinced of non-traumatic incest.” Gaylin said he
had more trust in “the wisdom of the Old and New Testaments and
every other religious group” and wouldn’t believe in positive incest if
“it lay down on his couch.”*® Nobile also quotes Abraham Kardiner,
MD, a psychiatrist specializing in incest, who thought that such arti-
cles “will throw a monkey wrench into society by introducing the idea
that incest is beautiful. . . . The family is in enough trouble already
from homosexuality.”#*

But Nobile panders incest. In page upon page of Penthouse, millions
of users lusted after unattainable, inaccessible ysxng women whose
illustrated pictures and photographic montages provoked consumers
for sex. Psychologist and “men’s rights” advocate Warren Farrell, PhD,
answered the dilemmas for millions of frustrated, aroused men and
boys, and even women and girls:

When I get my most glowing positive cases. . . . incest is part of the
family’s open, sensual style of life, wherein sex is an outgrowth of
warmth and affection. It is more likely that the father has good sex
with his wife, and his wife is likely to know and approve—and in one

or two cases to join in.**

Statistically, some percentage of those reading Farrell will have
acted out his story on hapless children. Nobile and Farrell, Gebhard,
Pomeroy, and others used the media to urge son, brother, uncle, father,
aunt, or mother to rape and/or sodomize their children in the comfort
of their own homes. Many sexually aroused and frustrated readers
would put down these magazines and feel “naturally” neuronally
driven to sexually assault the young child asleep—or hiding—in the
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next room. In the evening, child incest victims often hide in closets,
under beds, or on window ledges, hoping to escape the “open, sensual
style” of their “warm and affectionate” family predators.

December 1977, the same month and year that Penthouse pro-
moted incest, the next magazine in the bookstore rack, Playboy, did
the same thing in a special piece about three sisters seducing dad-
dy.*! Playboy, however, had pushed incest since its first issues, via
Hefner’s carefully selected cartoons. We must wonder how many chil-
dren have endured the years of incest that the Kinsey/Hefner, et al
cult advocated.

On the other hand, psychologists, psychiatrists, social workers,
and others who created, shaped, and “accredited” their profession as
“sex experts” are also incest pushers. These self-certified “sexperts”
testified in all major obscenity, pornography, sodomy, and homosexu-
ality cases and even child custody cases, that pornography and incest
are harmless and can even be “enriching” for children. The sexperts’
diseased view of children and sex has infected all our lives, without
exception!**?

Children in Playboy

In 1989, as the Principal Investigator for the U.S. Department of
Justice (DoJ), Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP), I completed a study, Images of Children, Crime & Violence in
Playboy, Penthouse and Hustler. For this study, our coders identified
Playboy with 1,196 cartoons of children, most of them sexualized, and
with 1,849 visuals of children under eighteen, also usually sexualized
by implication or association with the “centerfold” photo and other
techniques. Measuring the “softest” Plazyboy pornography for its toxic
treatment of eros, implicates its followers as producing measurably
stronger €rototoxins.

For example, in August 1975, Playbey ran a full-page, full-color
pornographic advertisement for its harder “erototoxic”—as I call
it—satellite publication, OUI. In this large photo, a teenager, “Jane,”
lay naked on a bare mattress handcuffed to the tarnished metal bed
frame, wearing only sheer black stockings, which suggest her har-
lotry to blur adult sexuality with youth. The text traffics “Jane”
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directly into the brains, mirrored memories, and bodies of millions
of Playboy consumers:

How One Family Solved Its Discipline Problem

This is Jane. When she is nice, she is very, very nice. But when she is
naughty, she has to be punished. Lately, Jane has been very, very naughty.
That is why, in the current issue of OUI magazine, Jane is pictured in a
variety of poses that restrict her movement . . . it’s for her own good.
And not incidentally, your pleasure. And it’s only in QUL

Elsewhere, Playboy used the ploy of “discussing a foreign film” to
undermine its consumers’ awareness of being brainwashed. In one clip,
a father holds his young “retarded nymphet” upside down, exposing
her reproductive organs as he is about to rape her.** Another Playboy
“film clip” displays the back of a man’s head as his “tween” daughter
apparently presses papa toward her crotch.*’ Playboy also highlights
photographer David Hamilton’s “artsy” simulated lesbian scenes
between nude teenagers.

In our DoJ study, from December 1953 to December 1984, our
coders identified 266 Playboy visuals of children systemically depicted
in some degree of nudity, like “Jane,” the “retarded nymphet,”
Hamilton’s naked little girls, “innocent” nude teenage “lovers,” and so
on. Of these, 129 visuals were in a “home/doorway/yard” and another
sixty-six in a “bed/bedroom/hotel room.” In the 1,849 Playboy child
visuals that our coders identified, we found 688 “other characters”; of
_ these, almost 400 were “incest” visuals: 54.1% were sexually linked to
a parent, 9.3% to an “other relative,” 8.6% to an “older sibling,” 4.9%

to an unspecified relative, and 1.2% to a grandparent.*’

Playboy Photographer as “Father Knows Best”

In February, 1979, Playboy ran a photo story, “Father Knows Best,”
which reported that “photographer Ron Vogel has been snapping pic-
tures of his daughter ever since she was a baby. At 21, she’s still his
favorite model.” Indeed, Vogel pimps his naked daughter directly into
the neurochemistry of millions of Playboy-using fathers. The article
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says in their “nudist family,” Lexi always competed with the naked
models for her father’s attention. Right.

A multiple-page spread of photos of Lexi show Dad tying up his
daughter in naught but leather trappings to leave her anatomically,
graphically exposed. Perusing Vogel’s exploited daughter, Playboy’s
aroused dads are naively excited by an innate sense of fear and shame
beyond their normal aroused state, while Playboy and Vogel share the
images as though they are oh, so casual and, well, asexual.

But these pictures are imbedded forever in viewers’ brains. And
some dads, identifying with the handsome young photographer (in
several intimate photos with his daughter,) will decide they, too, can
take naked photos of their daughters—perhaps to send some to Playboy.
Few Playboy users suspect that they have been tricked and manipu-
lated into viewing their own daughters—and others—as welcoming,
incestuous sexual targets. But many dads, thinking it was their own
idea, will act out on their daughters, and never know why they had
these overwhelming, frightening, and devastating urges. They were
conned by Playboy and Ron Vogel. Some father.

“She Digs Forceful Figures, So Come on Strong, Big Daddy”

Playboy also published a series of sadistic child molestation photos by J.
Frederick Smith. One naked girl, allegedly an adolescent, is eroticized
and sadistically posed like Christ on the cross—but laid out horizon-
tally. Playboy tells its consumers the “hung up miss” will accept abuse,
“albeit with clenched teeth.”® Adjacent to this, Playbey displays
another of Smith’s photographs: a sleeping girl, supposedly about eight
years old, lies naked with her hair in pigtails, on full-color Disney chat-
acter sheets as she holds a Raggedy Anne Doll. Playbsy’s accompanying
text is unashamed as it obviously panders incestuous violent rape:

Baby Doll. 1t’s easy to feel paternalistic toward the cuddly type above.
Naturally, she digs forceful father figures, so come on strong, Big Daddy
(November 1971).

The Playboy Advisor column, formerly penned by James R.
Petersen, is one of the magazine’s regular features. Petersen, who
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lectures nationwide in colleges, was identified some years ago as the
country’s most popular sex education resource. Posing as a savvy sex
“advisor,” Petersen wrote responses to letters allegedly from juve-
nile and adult readers who sought advice about wines, orgasms,
sound systems, and so on. In the magazine’s May 1987 issue, a
clearly planted letter asks how to be safe from AIDS. In response,
Petersen directs millions of American men to find “virgins or very
young lovers” in order to “cut down your chances of being exposed
to the virus.”%%

Intermingled with such incest and child-abuse sabotage, the monthly
“centerfolds” include photographs of the Playboy Playmates through-
out their childhoods. Typical captions for these child photos include:

“8 Weeks: My first centerfold!”4°
“Age 1: Already Playmate Material !
“Age 5: My lst topless picture.”#?

Cartoons as Propaganda

A 2006 California health department advertising campaign featured
cartoon characters shaped like male genitalia; the campaign advocated
STD testing for San Francisco’s bisexual and homosexual men. A study
of the casual effect of the ads found that, in neighborhoods where the -
ads appeared on billboards and bus shelters, “Between 40 and 60% of
survey respondents who were aware” of the risqué ads said they had
- recently tested. Thus, the officials said, the cartoons changed attitudes
and conduct.®?

So, too, Playboy, Penthouse, and Hustler cartoons change attitudes
and conduct. Cartoons urging sex with children appeared in Playboy
in a systematic manner from 1954 to 1984/ In 1954, several cartoons
had little boys seeking sex with adult women. One cartoon was
drawn by Hefner. The cartoon depicts three boys closely examining
semi-nude pictures of women on a burlesque theater display, while a
fourth lad, looking fully satisfied, is watching a dog. One of the boys
explains why “Joey” is not looking at pictures of the naked women:

“Joey ain’t interested—he’s got a sister.” 4
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In 1968, Playboy’s “Straw Man” from the Wizard of Oz hints that he
wants to have sex with flat-chested Dorothy. However, many consum-
ers would think it was their own “dirty minds” that thought “sex”
when the Straw Man leered at a confused Dorothy and asked, “Woxld
you like to know what I really want?”*> By 1978, the Straw Man, Cowardly
Lion, and the Tin Man gang rape Dorothy—full assault and in full
color in Playboy. Dorothy is sprawled out on the Yellow Brick Road,
complaining to a police officer who does nothing, though her shirt is
torn open so we can see the exaggerated breasts drawn by one of Playboy’s
main child sex-abuse artists, Michael Ffokers (aka: Brian Davis).

So, no, it wasn’t the consumers’ pedophile minds—roz yer. It was
Playboy’s closet pedophile seeding pedophile fantasies among their
naive “readers.” Soon enough, millions of consumers wox/d get the
Dorothy rape and find it “funny.” Playboy used fairy tales and other
forms of illusion and fantasy as a standard conditioning device to
circumvent the consumer’s suspicions that the magazine was groom-
ing him to be a pedophile. But by 1971, incest appeared often in
Playboy cartoons, and routine viewing would change these consumers.
Of all Playboy child cartoons, 390 took place in a “home/doorway/
yard,” and forty-seven included the child in a direct “sexual encoun-
ter with family member.”

On the graphic evidence, Hefner personally culled about 400 car-
toons from roughly 200,000 submissions each year for thirty years
from December 1953 to the 1990s, documented in my book, Sofz Porn
Plays Hardball.*® Thus, Hefner himself mindfully selected and pub-
lished the monthly child cartoons that included “gang rapes of chil-
dren” and sexual abuse by benevolent father figures. Despite our
devastating child pornography research findings in our DoJ study,
Playboy lied in response:

If other magazines are publishing cartoons of “gang rapes of children,
fathers sexually abusing daughters, benevolent or father figures rap-
ing or murdering young girls,” PLAYBOY never has, never will.
Our readers know that. And lying with statistics is still lying.*’

The distribution of my United States DoJ Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Executive Summary twenty-four-page
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précis, with its graphic anthology of child pornography examples in
Playboy, Penthouse, and Hustler, troubled many of the magazine con-
sumers who saw it. In February 1986, Playboy finally reprinted one of
its letters to the editor, requesting Playboy’s comment about the
study.®® Playboy did not directly answer the letter, but excused it as a
case of lumping Playboy together with other magazines.*®

Two years later, Burton Joseph, the Plzyboy lawyer and former chair-
man of the Media Coalition, said that pornographic child pictures in
Playboy are “extremely rare and occurred mostly in older issues.” He
admitted that Playboy does run cartoons with children being sexually
molested, but (as Hustler’s Larry Flynt claimed about “Chester the
Molester”) these child pornographic jokes were just “commentaries on
society’s defects.”%

Joseph also faulted my OJJDP study, saying we overcounted
incidents of child-abuse cartoons in Playboy. For example, Joseph
falsely claimed that we counted each panel of P/zyboy’s “Little Annie
Fanny” comic strip as a separate cartoon, thus inflating the num-
bers.*! However, having read my OJJDP report, Joseph knew that
our research analyzed no comic strip characters. Playboy’s Annie, how-
ever, was a pseudo child raped by hundreds of bug-eyed males in
each comic strip. Ho, ho. Coincidentally, the year Joseph made this
statement, “Little Annie Fanny” was removed from Playboy maga-
zine. Such a coincidence.

Playboy Cartoonists Blame Child Victims

In his 2009 book, Empire of I/lusion, Pulitzer Prize winner Chris Hedges
notes the sexual sabotage of pornography. He says television’s “The
Girls Next Door, which stars the octogenarian Hugh Hefner and girl-
friends young enough to be his granddaughters, is spiced up with under-
tones of incest and pedophilia.” %

Brainwashing viewers with incest and pedophilia has always been a Playboy
subtext. When readers of the February 1971 Playboy turned the pages
from the sexually arousing naked women, they came upon a black and
white cartoon of a middle-class living room. There, Plazyboy's artist
“Cole” drew an old man leeringly imagining his granddaughter naked
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as his wife innocently comments to a friend that the old fellow loves his
grandchild.*6

Alongside incest, seventy-two Playboy cartoons had a child involved
in “prostitution, sex buying or barter, massage parlor activity and
dealing.” That is, “incest” for pay.

Considering that cartoons are especially appealing to youngsters,
who stop to study and look at them, “child sex” cartoons are particu-
larly insidious.

Claiming to have selected all the Playboy cartoons until the 90s,
Hugh Hefner would have chosen this incest cartoon, drawn by “Ffolkes,”
a Playboy cartoonist who published at least thirty-five child abuse fun-
nies. In this one, the girl is depicted as about six years old, with the
naked exaggerated breasts that P/zyboy commonly draws on its child sex
victims, to blur the child’s age and confuse and arouse consumers. This
gitl is voluntarily, happily prostituting herself to a male relative, dad or
uncle. Ffolkes (and Hefner) have the child archly say to the man: “But
first of all we have to ask Teddy’s permission, and that costs $40.74%

In May 1974, the Hefner-Ffolkes’ team again aroused, confused,
and desensitized P/zyboy reader-participants with their “happy incest”
theme. In this scene, a naked little girl of roughly eight years is with
an old man in his bed. Looking like Shirley Temple, the curly-top
child (with naked exaggerated breasts) talks to mom on the bedside
telephone. Grinning, she says, “Uncle William and I are playing a
game of consequences.”

In another example of children as willing victims, Bill Lee depicts
a four-year-old tyke confounding her would-be molester. “No thank
you nice man,” she says. “I don’t want to go for a ride in your car. Why
don’t we just go up to my place and ball?”4

Typical of Playboy’s “child entrapment” theme, these cartoonists
blame their victims and render the naive children unhurt by whatever
transpires (as is always the case with “Little Annie Fanny”). Often,
such cartoons show a “clever” adult male who tricks a child into sex
by saying it will cure her hiccups, fix a headache, or serve as her “con-
sequence” for losing her game, and so on. Some argue that these car-
toons are “nonviolent,” but it is ludicrous to excuse something as
“nonviolent” when it instructs in trickery to violate a child or woman.
All such images are violent and predatory by definition.
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Brooke Shields, “Sugar and Spice” Child Pornography
Published by Playboy Press

In 1983, the case of Shields v. Gross dealt with parents selling their children
for sexual purposes. At age eighteen, the teenage actress, Brooke Shields
(b. 1965), sought to halt the distribution of naked photographs taken of
her by Garry Gross when she was ten years old. Shields’s mother allowed
her to be marketed as an oiled nude with coiffed hair and heavy “adult”
makeup for photographic use to Playboy Press. The lawsuit stated:

[Plaintiff] had been a child model and in 1975, when she was 10
years of age . . . a series of photographs to be financed by Playboy
Press, requited plaintiff to pose nude in a bathtub . . . used not only
in “Sugar and Spice” but also, to the knowledge of plaintiff and her
mother, in other publications and in a display of larger-than-life

photo enlargements in the windows of a store on Fifth Avenue in
New York City.

Today, we recognize these oiled and naked images as child pornogra-
phy and, therefore, as i//egal! But for his own private reasons, the New
York judge ruled against the rights of Brooke Shields to retrieve her
naked photos. The New York Court of Appeals, soon to be Chief Judge,
Sol Wachtler, concurred in the 1983 decision. Less than ten years later,
Wachtler was arrested and convicted of sexual crimes involving an
underage child.*’ Apparently, his earlier judicial decisions are not
- being revisited based on his inherent conflict of interest.

The court allowed Gross to distribute and sell his photos of the
naked Brooke Shields wherever he wished. Like most children con-
trolled by errant parents, Shields had nowhere to hide! Charles Jourdan’s
Fifth Avenue shoe salon displayed photos of ten-year-old Brooke,
“promising even greater reaction,” says a well-satishied Playboy Press.
Penthouse and similar outlets reproduced these photos and sold them to
consumers. In its introduction to a series of naked images of the young
Shields, Playboy Press stated, “We knew we were onto someone alto-
gether different when we saw these photos by Garry Gross.” Playboy
Press says these are photos of “a little girl” who “projects an identifiable
sensuality . . . inside that little girl there’s a sexual woman hiding. %
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Hiding?!

As often as possible in 1978, Playboy exploited the twelve-year-old
in the film, Pretty Baby, which was set in 1917. In March, Playboy
printed an outcut showing Shields in bed with her naked mom (played
by liberal Susan Sarandon), as a potential customer looks on. The idea
here was that of a mother-daughter sex act—common to prostituted
women and children at the time.

Playboy, Erototoxins Belittle Incest Trauma

Kinsey’s efforts to downplay the medical and emotional consequences
of incestuous abuse showed up in psychiatrist Judith Herman, MD’s
Father-Daughter Incest:

Kinsey himself, though he never denied the reality of child sexual
abuse, did as much as he could to minimize its importance. Some
80% of the women who had experienced a childhood sexual approach
by an adult reported to Kinsey’s investigative team that they had
been frightened and upset by the incident. Kinsey cavalierly belit-
tled these reports. He hastened to assure the public that children
should not be upset by these experiences. If they were, this was the
fault not of the sexual aggressor, but of prudish parents and teachers

who caused the child to become “hysterical.”%®

It is amazing that a feminist scholar like Herman missed Kinsey’s
brazen data that proved that he was @ best an academic pimp and pro-
curer of mass child rape, if not a child rapist himself. Herman also
missed Kinsey’s claim that, of 4,441 women he interviewed, none were
ever harmed by a sexual encounter. Historically, it is difficult for one
scholar to see the pathology of another.

Belittlement of incest trauma dominated Kinsey’s studies—and those
of his collaborators—<reating the field of human sexuality and mass sex
education. Prevalent in Playboy and other pornographic publications,
such belittlement then wormed its way into mass media and the modern
American culture, especially law and school sex education. For example,
the “incest” citation in the free encyclopedia, Wikipedia (founded by a
Jimmy Wales, cited as a pioneering pornographer?’’) quotes Kinsey
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zealot and pedophile advocate Floyd Martinson, who parroted Kinsey’s
incest frauds:

Incest is also an important part of sexual exploration by children, espe-
cially in families with children of the same age. A study by Floyd
Martinson found that 10-15% of college students had had a child-
hood sexual experience with a brother or sister (see child sexuality).*”!

The Academic Pedophile Lobby

Floyd Martinson, PhD, edited Children and Sex in 1981 with another
pedophile advocate, Larry Constantine, PhD. Both men are celebrated
for their claims on “Infant and Child Sexuality: Capacity and
Experience.”¥ In his presentation in Wales at the British Psychological
Association Conference, Martinson encouraged “infant and child sex-
ual activity.”¥”> Not surprisingly, Martinson is cited favorably in
Paidika, The Journal of Paedophilia, a child molester magazine designed
to promote the acceptance of pedophilia and pornography. Paidika
said “paedophilia has been, and remains, a legitimate and productive
part of the totality of human experience . . .”¥4

This advocacy would cause many-—perhaps most—people to
conclude that Martinson is a closet pedophile—or pederast. He was
also a child sexuality expert for Playboy. To sway hesitant parents and
arouse Playboy’s readers, Martinson reiterated Kinsey’s claims of
infant sexuality. The Playboy editor sighs, consider “your wasted
. youth,” when you know that erotic excitement starts “in the womb,”
and that little boys can have orgasms by “their first birthday.”*”

Martinson’s assertion was “gaining currency within the sex
establishment [that} very young children should be allowed, and
perhaps encouraged, to conduct a full sex life without interference
from parents and the law.”%’¢ Says sports and sexuality expert, psy-
chiatrist Linnea Smith, MD:

While society is locking at ways to draw the line and say clearly that
adolescent girls are not “fair game” we see on Playboy’s March 1996
cover, a knock-kneed adolescent in a parochial school uniform
depicted as the “stripper next door” ever ready to symbolically
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sexually service all male viewers. Playboy continues its practice of
sexualizing extreme youth, innocence, vulnerability, and submission.
Playboy is flagrantly glamorizing the adolescent student as a sexual
target and perpetuating the propaganda of pedophiles that children
solicit sex from adults. Catholic schoolgirls as a genre of criminal
child pornography and pseudochild adult bookstore porn is standard
fare. Recycling these images in a more legitimized commercial sex
format only multiplies the harm.

A New York judge commented that, “. . .A society that loses its
sense of outrage is doomed to extinction.” Where is the outrage of
child advocates, parents, all citizens? A saciety cannot continue to
abandon its responsibility to its children for humanitarian reasons as

well as its own future. 47

But Floyd Martinson claimed people foolishly feared incest. Though
he did not admit to personal experience, Martinson wrote of “father’s
drunken condition” and daughter’s delight in “the sensual experi-
ence.” Father, he says, didn’t know what he was doing. Daughter, he
says, did. Father made “love” to the child. Martinson assured us the
child “liked the sensation” so she “let it continue for awhile.” The
sexpert’s Old Pedophile Tale hasn't a shred of credence. Still, did any
sexpert researchers follow the so-called delighted daughter for the next
few decades, to see what long-term consequences resulted from the
“sensual experience” of being raped by a drunken father?

Beyond gagging and choking, real incest symptoms include buli-
mia (to shrink from sight), obesity, wearing baggy clothing or many
layers of clothing (in an attempt to cover up from peering eyes and to
provide protection by appearing larger), eating disorders, substance
abuse, perfectionism (an attempt to overcompensate for feelings of
worthlessness), depression, suicidal ideation, promiscuity, prostitu-
tion, self-harm, phobias, homosexuality, and more. Martinson ignores

and hides the common results of incest.*’®

Child Pornography Sabotage Feeding Pedophiles«s

Across the nation, educated and economically secure friends, neigh-
bors, educators, judges, teachers, lawyers, doctors, college presidents,
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and even a Nobel prize-winner have been arrested for possession of
child pornography as well as for child sexual abuse.

We’ve had safe public libraries for over one hundred years! One might
say we have “turned a corner” in society. What is on the other side?

According to PedoWatch, a pedophile monitoring group, “online
pedophiles are telling each other to use public libraries to download
child pornography,” but PedoWatch is “working with law enforcement
worldwide to remove child pornography and child luring activity, and
currently works with . . . law enforcement . . . to monitor the activities
of online pedophiles.”® According to Donna Rice Hughes in her
March 2000 Senate Hearing testimony, public libraries are a “breeding
ground” for sexual attacks on children.

Consider the following data, excerpted from Enough Is Enough, Safety
101:%!

* 40% of arrested child pornography possessors were “dual offend-
ers” who both sexually victimized children and possessed child
pornography.

* 83% had images involving children between ages 6 and 12; 39%
were children ages 3 to 5; 19% had images of infants and toddlers
under age 3.18

¢ Internet child pornography images increased 1500% since 1997.

» Approximately 20% of all Internet pornography involves
children.

¢ Child pornography was a $3 billion annual industry in 2005—it
has grown since.“%

¢ Child pornography reports increased 39% in 2004. Over 20,000
children are sexualized on the Internet weekly.

* More babies and toddlers are appearing and abuse is more torturous
and sadistic.

» Children are between six and twelve, and getting younger.*®

* Most illegal sites are hosted in the United States.

* The U.S. Customs Service notes over 100,000 Web sites with child
pornography.

e Amazon.com “subscribers” use credit cards for a monthly fee of
between $30 and $50 to download photos and videos, or a one-

time fee of a few dollars for single images.*®’
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CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE IS OBVIOUS BUT HERE ARE “STUDIES”:488

¢ A New Zealand Internal Affairs study connected viewing child
pornography with committing child sexual abuse (New Zealand’s
Department of Internal Affairs, 2006).%%

o The American _Journal of Preventive Medicine reports one in six men
as sexual abuse child victims.

* Almost 40% of perpetrators were female (The American Journal of
Preventive Medicine, June 2005).

* One in four women report childhood sex abuse, largely by males
(study as above).

* $19 billion is generated annually on the street from human traf-
ficking (Christine Dolan, The Global Coalition to End Human
Trafficking NOW).#°

* “The Global Coalition to End Human Trafficking NOW” cites
10 million children prostituted worldwide.

ONLINE SEXUAL PREDATORS®!

* 40% charged with child pornography admit to sexually abusing
children (Reuters, 2003).

* The Butner study found 85% of offenders for child pornography
also molested children.*?

* One in five children who use computer chat rooms has been
approached over the Internet by pedophiles (Det. Chief Super.
Keith Akerman, Telegtaph.co.uk, January 2002).

¢ 1 in 33 received AGGRESSIVE sexual solicitation (asked to meet,
called them via phone, sent mail, money or gifts) (Online

- Victimization, NCMEC, June 2000).
* 25% told a parent (Online Victimization, NCMEC, June 2000).

YOUTH

¢ Children go missing at 750,000 per year, 62,500 per month,
14,423, per week, 2,054 per day, and 85 per hour, 3 children
every 2 minutes. (NCMEC Online Victimization: A report on the
nation’s Youth April 3, 2000).

* 90% of teens go online, 74% at home, 31% from their bedroom
(The Kaiser Family Foundation in consultation with International
Communications Research, 2001).
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* 44% of children polled visited sexual sites.

* 43% say they have no Internet use rules in their homes (Time/
CNN Poll, 2000).

* 75% of parents say they know where children spend time online,
but, ,

* 58% of teens say they accessed objectionable Web sites: 39%
offensive music, 25% sexual content, 20% violence. (Source:
WebSense, USA Today, October 1012, 1999).

* Pornographers disguise their sites (i.e., “stealth” sites) including
Disney, Barbie, ESPN, etc., to entrap children (Cyveillance Study,
March 1999).

* 62% of parents of teenagers are unaware that their children have
accessed objectionable Web sites (Yankelovich Partners Study,
September 1999).

* 95% of all 15- to 17-year-olds go online, with 70% accidentally
seeing pornography, 23% “very” or “somewhat” often; 55% of those
exposed say they were “not too” or “not at all” upset, 45% were
“very” or “somewhat” upset.®

* 26 popular child characters, like My Little Pony, Action Man,
link to porn sites, 309% hard-core (Envisional 2000).

Pornography and the Law

In 1967, the Colorado Law Review published “The Legal Enforcement
of Morality,” that relied on Kinsey’s “data” to sabotage the American
 “common law” standards of virtue, honor, and chastity. “Kinsey reports
that in some groups among lower social levels,” the article explained
to its audience of lawyers, “it is virtually impossible to find a single
male who has not had sexual intercourse by the time he reaches his
mid-teens.”** The author of that article was none other than Playboy
magazine publisher, Hugh Hefner—Kinsey’s “pamphleteer.”

(Since Kinsey claimed to interview 1,400 sex offenders, any res/
scientist would report on what percentage of the sex offenders had sex
by “his mid-teens.” Not the Kinsey team.)

The Kinsey Institute and Hefner were on a roll. Sexual purity, chas-
tity, and modesty—the ideal of American culture—were being ripped
away. Mass media penetrated almost all American homes, delivering a
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steady diet of sex, at best, and predatory perversion at worst. Discussions
about sexuality were beginning to spill from research circles and aca-
deme to higher education and, eventually, “sex education” infiltrated
nearly every school in the country. Sex-related disorders would soon
exact a painful cost, individually and collectively. Nationwide, states
were mugging our common law base of history and bible for “scien-
tific laws” based on Kinsey. They were liberalizing their sex laws, usu-
ally for the first time since statehood.®” The legalization of seduction,
breach of promise, fornication, adultery, and pornography jump-
started our national sexual-dysfunction epidemic.

Before Kinsey, exhibitionism, voyeurism, and pornography were
illegal. Now, for the most part, they are legal. Obscenity, however, was
illegal—and still is. The issue today is how we define “obscene.” Again,
the turning point in our history was 1955, with the ALI-MPC:

OBSCENITY: PRE-KINSEY ILLEGAL. POST- KINSEY ILLEGAL.

The slippage is so dramatic that, although obscenity is szz// illegal,
most sexual materials mass distributed now would have been
defined as illegal obscenity pre-Kinsey.

Exhibitionism and Voyeurism: Pre-Kinsey #llegal; Post-Kinsey
largely legal.

Exhibitionism is legal in the media and tolerated elsewhere. We see
prostitution, stripping, pseudo-child pornography, sado-mas-
ochism, and bestiality in “entertainment” and in school sex edu-
cation, bookstores, and libraries; this creates voyeurs of all
onlookers, hence de facto legalization of voyeurism, et al.

Pornography/Erototoxins: Pre-Kinsey 7//egal; Post-Kinsey legal.

Pornography is more profitable than legitimate film and increas-
ingly part of legitimate films, plays, and even dance. Kinsey, a pornog-
raphy-masturbatory addict and masochistic orchitis sufferer, claimed
pornography was neither addictive nor harmful, and of course, more
intelligent men use it. In 1953, “Kinsey’s pamphleteer,” Hugh Hefner,
launched Playboy. After 1957, pornography spread as the U.S. Supreme
Court used the Kinseyan ALI-MPC definition of obscenity to legalize
“soft” pornography. This triggered mass production of deviant por-
nography and, eventually, sadistic adult and child pornography, pros-
titution, child sexual abuse, rape, and general social disorder.
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Recently, liberal radio host Michael Goldfarb professed puzzlement
about The Motion Picture Production Code of 1930, the Hays Code,
which had prevented the filming of “immoral” words, plots, and
scenes. Since today’s system permits almost anything to be filmed and
then “rates” the results, Goldfarb mused, “The irony is that the arrival
of censorship initiated Hollywood’s Golden Age.”*

Actually, this really is not ironic. We are most creative when
forced to think and to limit what we do—else the bad always drives
out the good. So, thanks to the pr