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The Case Against Kinsey
by E Michael Jones

Alfred Charles Kinsey, the compiler of 4,000,000
gall wasps and 18,000 sex histories, has been dead for
almost 33 yeais now but the controversy surrounding
his work lives on after him. It is, you might say, his
legacy. June Machover Reinisch, thecurrent director of
the institute lhat Kinsey founded to a lai^ge extent from
proceeds from his male and female reports, is now
flirting for her job. After evaluating her performance
over the past six and a half years, Indiana University
has decided to ask her to leave. They allege incom
petence- In February a former student of Reinisch
claimed that she ''should not have bee^ listed as co
author because she made no contribution to the por-*
tion of his thesis published In the science journal
Nature'* Tn March the National Institutes of Health
announced that they were sending a team of inves
tigators to Bloomington "to conduct a preliminary
study of Kinsey*s grant records." In question is **how
millions of federal research grant dollars were spent"
by Reinisch. One of the things the funding agencies
found intriguing was a joint bank account Reinisch
opened in 1980 with a Danish psychiatrisU That this
type of academic squabbling makes it into nationally-
syndicated news articles is a tribute to the work that
Kinsey did and the name he made for himself and the
field of sex research.

However, it is just as much an indication of the con
troversy that continues to surroundthe field of sex edu
cation. Those within the charmed circle of the sc*
industry like to explain this as having to do with the
field of sexuality itself, which, ihcy teU us, is very"con-
troversiair controversial to the point of paranoia, one
suspects. When I askied for a picture of Kinsey to
accompany this article I was told by one of the
functionaries at the Kinsey Institute that they would
have 10wait until Dr. Reinisch returned from Denmark
to get her approval When 1 expressed surprise at the
institute's administrative stjie, I received a return call
fnsm that person*s superior, reminding me how "con-
trovereiar work on Kinsey was and informing me that
they **might not even have a picture lo .send me.*' It was
almost as if I had asked for a picture of Kinsey himself
inftaffxmte dilectu. Butit'sjustpartof thecurious double
standard one getsused to when dealing with the Kinsey
Institute for Research on Sex, Gender, and Reproduc
tion. Tliey profess not to bat an eyelash at the most
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hair-raising of sexual pervereions, but nonetheless
become positively Victorian when the conversation
moves in the direction of Kinsey himself.

irS SBX, BUT IS IT RESEARCH?

"It's safe," said one sex educator dismissing
abstinence as a way of avoiding both pregnancy and
disease, "but is it sex?" The same sort ofquestion comes
to mind when one delves into the field of sex research.
"It's sex." one is inclined to admit when confronted
with the 64,000 volumesof pornography, the 3.500 three
dimensional objects, the 25,000 pieces of "flat art" and
the hundreds of films of sexual activity that comprise
the Kinsey collection on the campus of Indiana
University, "but is it research?" A recent ^ article
gives some insight into thescholarly credentials of the
institute and the accuracy of its media apologists.

In an AP story dated December 11, 1988, AP new-
features writer John Harbour recounted the SO-year his
tory of the Kinsey reports and Institute and the prob
lems of the current director. In the course of the article
the enormous Kinsey pornography collection was de
scribed as "the world'ssecond largest repository of sex
ual publications, erotica and pornography, the largest
being in the Vatican." The linehad a sortof throw^away
quality to it—as if it werecithera misprintor meantas
a joke. However, when I contactcd him, Mr. Harbour
was dead serious. He stood by the claim lhat the Vati
can had more than 64,000 volumes of pornography, etc.
Having worked at the Vatican more than once, my
curiosity was aroused.

"Can you tell me where it is?" 1 wondered, feeling
certain that someone from one ofour major news agen
ciescertainly wouldn^t make up something like that.

"IN SOME BASEMENT SOMEWHERE"

"1 don't know," Harbour replied, "It's in some base^
ment somewhere. I canM tell you exactly."

When1pressedhim on the issue.Harbouradmitted
that he hadn't seen the collection himself. He said he
got the information from the Kinsey Institute, "and
then I think we at one time confirmed it with our Rome
bureau. 1 don't recall exactly when. It's been used for a
long time."

"In other words, the Kinsey people told you this?"
"That was the original source," Harbour replied.
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"So you're saying that the Vatican has more than
64,000vQlumds of pornography?"

saying that thafs true. Whatever the flgurc Is, 1
can*t remember. I(*$ a long time since TVc done that
story. What is your problem?"

"I don*t think ifs true, to be honest with you,'* I said.
"Well, why don't you call the Vatican?" Rurbour

wondered, a tone of annoyancc creeping into his voice.
Monsignor Thomas Herron is now head of theology

department at St. Charles Seminary in Philadelphia.
Until his return to Philadelphia in the Pal] of 1988,
Herron had lived in Rome and worked for the Vatican
for nine years. For the last six years of hi^ stay in Rome,
he worked as one of a stafT of six research assi.stanL^
under Cardinal Ratzinger, prefect for the Congregation
for the Doctrine of the Faith. It was a job which en
tailed doing research not only in the Vatican libraries
but also in archives open to no one but Vatican staff.
When I asked Msgr. Herron about the Barbour state
ment, his answer was unequivocal.

"ITS A FIGMENT OF HIS IMAGINATION"

"1 can tell you that the statement is completely
calumnious. It*s absolutely without foundation. He
cannot know it because it isn't so. It's a figment of his
imagination."

"Now It seems lo me," I replied, "that a collection
like that would require a builiding of some size.'*

"I've worked over there about as closely us one can
for the Holy Sec and in the oHices of the Holy Sec and
not only had access but the requirement of doing con
siderable research. There is absolutely nothing of the
kind there."

*1 called Mr. Barbour today, and he told me it was
In a basement somewhere."

"It's absolute nonese. Absolute nonsense."

Barbour, as 1 said, had never seen this collection
himselC which given its size, should be hard to miss,
especially for ]>eople as intrepid as AP's Rome bureau,
so I ask^ him if he had ever spoken to anyone who
had seen it.

"I mentioned it to a number of Catholic fncnds
{Some of Mr. Barbour's best friends are Catholic, I'll
bet] and they said that th^ were not the least bit sur
prised. And we did ask our Rome bureau lo chcck, and
it was confirmed by them."

Bynow Barbour had reached the end of his patience.
"I think you really have Rome nxe to grind, and that

you might as well take it lo some grindstone, sir.
Goodbye."

With that Barbour hung up.
However, since Barbour mentioned the Ktnsey In

stitute as his source, 1 decided to check with them.
/ asked to speak with Dr. Reini.sch, but got a Stephanie
Sanders instead. She ha.s a Ph.D. too, probably in sex
Ksearch. She is a former student of Dr. Reinisch's.
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"Well." she said after I read her the quote from the
Barbour article, "I'll tell you what wc usually say about
that. We may have the largest, We are not Vatican
scholars, though we had always believed that we were
second. That was passed down along the generations.
Some Vatican schoIaTS [Dr. Sanders gave no names.]
have said that they believe that we have a larger collec
tion. And why docs the Vatican have it? Well, because
they have been in the business of restricting those
materials for Catholics for years. And so they have
archived those material.^ but I've never been there so 1
wouldn't be able to speak to the Vatican collection."

When 1 asked how lai]ge the Vatican collection was,
Dr. Sanders responded, "I have no idea. And I'm a
Catholic. Tve been to the Vatican. But I'm not a scholar.
I've never been in their libraries.''

Dr. Sanders was becoming defensive.
"I don't even know if they have anything at this

point in time. That would still make us the larger
collection."

Which is certainly true.
She then promised lo consult with Dr. Reinisch and

get back to me. After a few minutes she called to say
that Dr. Reinisch, who '*was running between
meetings." said that "as far as she's concerned that our
collection is the largest collection."

"So you're saying that Barbour's statement is false
then?"

"Absolutely. He interviewed with me and I know we
would have said that wc have the largest collection to
our knowledge. Absolutely, Because we've got a lot of
stuff."

"A monsignor who worked at the Vatican says there
is no collection ofpornography there," I responded.

'That wouldn't surprise me," said Dr. Sanders, leav
ing me to interpret that as best 1could. "And then again
I don't consider our collection to be a pornographic
collection. It has materials that have been censored
over time, um, and things like that But they're here for
a different purpose. They're not here for prurient in
terests. And that's a very important thing I want to con
vey to you."

So, contrary to what Mr. Barbour of the Associated
Press claimed in his article, the Kinsey Institute is not
the source of the claim that the Vatican has a huge
collection of pomogrpahy, at least according lo one
version of what Dr. Sanders told me. Well, if so, where
did the claim come from? If Dr. Sanders were more
familiar with the history of the institute, she would
have known that the claim came from Kinsey himself.

KINSEY IS THE SOURCE

On p. 397 of Warden Pomeroy's biography of Kin
sey, Dr. Kinxey and the Institute for Sex Research^
Pomeroy quotes a letter from Kinsey to Dr. Arthur L.
Swift Jr., a professor at Union Theological Seminary,
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in which he writes,
1 Hnd it difficult to undcntand why a scholar sl^ould
have to justifythe accumulationof a library in the suh'
jcct in which he is working. TTiis is particularly strange
considering that thereis no suchsex libraryanywhere in
the United States, and probably nowhere in the world
short of the Vatican.

On p.458 of the same book,Pomeroy. whowasKinsey's
co-worker and coauthored the male and female volumes
with him, aaya of the Kinsey Institute pornography
collection that *'it would be outstanding as the lai^est
collection of erotica in the world, larger than the
British Museum*s and presumed to be more extensive
that the legendaryVaticancollection."

So the daim that the Vatican, like the Kinsey In
stitute, is in the business of collecting pornography has
a long history there. In fact, it goes back to the founder
of the institute itself. That the claim is baseless seems
not to have prevented Kinsoy from making it over and
over again in his public lectures.

When I mentioned the Barbour article to Paul
Gebhard, also a Kinseyco-worker and previous direc
tor of the Kinsey Institute, he just laughe<i.

"BARBOUR OUGHT TO KNOW BETTER"

"Barbour ought lo know better,he said. He then
gave the historyof the remark.

"The truth is that Kinsey had been fond ofsayingin
his lectures that our collections weresecond oiily to the
Vatican or sometimeshe would say that the Vaticanwas
the secotid, but anyway he made this reference, and it
always brought a big reaction from the audience. So he
liked to do it. Somewouldgasp and say,'I didnM know
that' And others would laugh. Mainly 1 ihit^k it was
astonishment rather than laughter, "But at any rate
after hi.s death, I got to thinking aboutit and 1said, 'If
the Vatican has such a vast collection,why am Tnot in
communication vidth them to swap duplicates perhaps
or make xerox copies?" So I wrote the Vatican library
and inquired about the collections and in due time
received back a postcard with thepapal seal and allthe
rest Unfortunately it was in Italian so I had totake it
over and get it translated, and in essen^ it said, we
don'thaveany such collection. Get lost' **

"So 1 went to one of my Jesuit friends and 1 said.
'Hey, I think the Vatican's covering up. What should I
do about thisr And he said, 'Well, I have friends that
have photographed and microfilmed the Vatican library.
There's a big project located in St. Louis, where a
bunch of priests microfilmed the Vatican library. Ill
pass the word along to them that you're a legitimate in
quirer and ask them about it.' So 1did, I got intouch
with them andthey said, no. They said, ifyou're talking
about confessors' manuals, yeah, we're loaded with
confessors' manuals. And 1 said, well 1 thought it went
this way, that the local priest would snatch the dirty
book from the hands of the parishioner and then getit
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to the monsignor, who would give il to the bishop, and
it would finally end up at the Vatican. He said, *No way.
No bishop wants lo be sending collections of pom to
the Vatican library.'"

"KINSEY SAID SO"

*'So then I was really balTled. So I wrote the Ameri
can Library Association, and I said, *Do you know any
thing about the Vatican libraiy?' And they-said, *Yeah,
they have a big pom collection.' So I said, 'On what
basis do you say that?' And they said, 'Kinsey said
so.'"

At this point Gebhard burst out laughing.
"All of a sudden 1 felt the circle close," he said. "So

then I finally found out what happened. Many years
before I joined the .staff, somewhere about 1940 or so,
old Dr. Robert Dickinson bad just been at the Vatican
and had visited Kinsey. At that timeiGnsey had a book
case about half full of pom, and Dickinson looked at it
and said, 'Gosh, you've got quite a collection. You've
got almost as much as the Vatican.' At that point Kin-
Hcy .started making this remark."

The incident i-s instructive for a number of reasons.
First of all, it gives some sense of the standards of
scholarship that prevail in the field of sex research.
Kinsey made the statement repeatedly throughout his
carecr as the famous sex researcher, and no one ever
challenged him on it, least ofall the press. The Ameri
can Library Association took it as a fact simply on his
say so alone. Tbward the end of his life, Kinsey even
visited Rome and seems lo have made no effortto con
tactthe Vatican. Sothere isevery reason to believe that
he continue<l to make the statement even knowing that
it was false.

According to Gebhard, Kinsey made the statement
just toget a rise out ofhis audience, but the dynamics
involved in the claim go deeper than that. As Dr.
Sanders .said of the Kinsey Institute's pornography,
"They're here for a diflcrent purpose. They're not here
for prurient interests." The implication is clear, and it
goes right to the heart ofthe double standard—one of
the many double standards one finds inthe sex research
business. If the Vatican were to collect pornography,
their interests would be clearly prurient. However,
when sex rc^earchers do the same thing they accuse
others of, they do so only from the highest, scientific
motives. The double standard bespeaks anti-Cathohc
bigotry more than anything else. But here as elsewhere
even bigotry can be made to look respectable ifcloaked
in the mantle of science.

Beyond that, the whole incident show.<> how the
mainstream press has run interference for Kinsey for
over 40 years. Not only dothey pass on his calumnies
witliout taking the time to check them out, they also
becomeinvolved in the Kinsey disinformation network
by claiming that the untruths have been verified. John
Barbour not only passed on a little piece of anti-
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Catholic bigotiy; he went even further out on a limb by
claiming that AP\s Rome bureau had checked it out
irs an indication of the kind of forces which have con
spired to give sex rcscarcH the air of legitimacy it has
enjoyed for the past 40 years. It also i$ a good indication
of the type of ideology masquerading as science which
has provided the perfect cover for ihc sort of thing that
If done in another context—say, by prelates at the Vati
can—would have been condemned as prurient interest.

ANIMUS AGAINST CATHOUCS

'̂You must know " said Dr. James Jones, professor
of history at the University of Houston, wl)o is currently
writing a biography of Kinsey and someone who has
done research on him off and on for the past 20 years,
"that Kinscy had an abiding animus against Catho
lics." Kinsey opposed certain "aspects of Catholic
dogma that were very repressive.** according to Jones.
Guess which aspects the sex researcher had in mind.

"Kinsey felt that the abscnce of birth control was re
sponsible for some real friction in marriages and that
unwanted pregnancy was a source of real friction. Kin
sey was pretty much of a eugenicist in his thinking and
in some instances thought that the wrong people were
having too many babies. He was very much concerned
about the WASP concern about differential feriiliiy."

In Kinsey*B own writings, the anti-Catholic bigotry
getsportrayed as the scientist'sstruggle for the truth. In
her adulatory biography, Cornelia Christenson,
another Kinscy co-workcr, reprints an unpublished talk
he wrote just before his death entitled "The Right to do
Sex Research," in wliich Kinsey claims that

II is probably corrcct to say that our knowledge of the
basic anatomy and physiology of human sexual re
sponse in the year 1940 was no better than our knowl
edge of the circulation of the blood in the early
]60()s,... There were eenluries, no! too remote, in
which any attempi to undersuind the siruciurc or the
universe, the nature of matter, physical processes, and
biological evolution were condemned because they were
considered an invasion of areas that xhould be left to
philosophy and religion. The names of Galileo, Newton,
Kepler, PaseaL and most of those who attempted to ex
plore the physical realitie;; of (he universe appear in in
dicesof prohibitedbooksdatingback not morethan two
or three ccnturies, and in some instances as recent as the
last hundred years. How many persons would venture
today to condemn all further physical research? It has
been the history of science throughout the ages that ig
norance has never brought anything but trouble to man
kind, and that cvciy fact, well established, has ultimately
added to the happiness of our social organization....
The scientist's right to do research in these other fields
involved the basic development of our right to estublish
knovt^edge as a source of our human capacity, and that
is now a part of the written histoiy. There is hardly
another area in human biology or in sociology in which
the scientist has had to tight for his right to do research,
as he has when he attempted to acquire suientiftc undcp
standing of human sexual behavior.
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FINE SENTIMENTS

These are fine sentiments, 1 suppose, but they ring a
bit hollow coming as they did from a man who used to
talk about an imaginaiy Vatican pornography collec
tion just to get a rise out the audiences he addressed.
The anecdote was classic Kinsey, though, because it
allowed him to push for an ideological agenda against
an institution he saw a.s the main impediment to en
lightenment in the area that conccmed him most while
at the same time posing as the objective and unflapp
able scientist. It bespoke an interesting mixture of sci-
cntism and sexual ideology that was potent enough to
throw two generations of Americans off the scent. In
fact the tradition of enlightenend inquiry and academic
freedom always did have an Alice-in-Wondcrland
qiiality about it. There was something bogus about sex
research from the beginning and the tradition goes past
Kin.scy—to Hreud, for instance—but it defintely takes a
major turn for worse with him.

Kinsey, as I have already indicated, did not start out
to bea sex researcher. He l^gan hisscientific career as
an entymologist,but he had to struggle with his family
to do even that, Kinsey's father, according to the two
biographies we have of him, wax rigid, intolerant of
views differing from his own and a strict Methodist
who expected his family to attend three separate ser
vices on Sundays. The elder Kinsey had worked his
way up to a position at the Stevens Institute in South
Orange, New Jersey and expected his son to follow in
his footsteps. YoungAlfred,however, was more attracted
to things outdoors.

According to Cornelia Christcnson's biography,
which covers his earlier years in greater detail, Kinsey,
whom she describes as "frail,** "ranged the countryside
[around South Orange] on Saturdays to collect botani
cal specimens. This hobby continued all through high
school," One classmate remembers a discussion she
had with Kinsey on the Darwinian theory of evolurion,
he expressing a belief in it and both of them feeling
daring at taking such a "'radical stance at that time."

Kinseyjoined the then newly-formed BoyScouts in
1910 and was remembered as wearing his uniform fre
quently. He was also remembered as havinglittle to no
interest in members of the oposite .s«. According to
Christenson, Kinsey

did not date or show any interestin girls. In fact, in his
.senior year the South Orange High School year book
placcd underhispicture a quotation from Hamlcti "Man
delights not mc: no, nor woman neither." A classmate
rccalls that he was **thc shyest guy around girls you
could thing of." Kinscy senior did not approveof dating
in any ease, bo socializing on young Alfr^*s part would
have undoubtedly led to increased friction at home.

The friction came anyway, even without the girls.
YoungKinsey was, according to his father's vdshes, to
become an engineer but showed little aptitude or in
clination for that profession. After two years at the
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Stevens Institute, there was a break with the family,
especially the father, and iGnsey set off for Bowdoin
Colle^ in Maine tostudy biology.

According toChrisienson^ "Alfred's family life might
be described as unduly restrictive during his boyhood
and adolescent years, buthe was already teachingout
side of his home into the beginnings of his lifelong
romance with nature and the out-of-doots." On a trip
asan undergradutc to thenothem Maine woods tocol
lect live animals for the Bowdoin Museum, he and his
friends agreed to stop their watches as a way of being
more in tune with the rhythms of nature. "This wish to
be dose to nature is a rccufring leitmotif throughout
Kinsey's Ufe»" Christenson adds. He seems to have
been fascinated by all sorts of animals, especially
snaWes; however, his first professional interest fell upon
insects in general and the gall wasp in particular.
Christenson gives an interesting explanation of what
Kinsey found attractive about this particular insect;

Their curious life historysometimesincludesalternating
generations, a rather rare biological phenomenon, in
which offspring do nol resembJe their parenus. One
generation may be aganuo~"thQt is, able lo reproduce
without sexual union.

After graduating from Harvard's Bussey Institution,
Kinsey was given a Sheldon Travelling Fellowship
which allowed himto pretty much gowhere hewanted
throughout the United States, collecting gall wasps and
enjoying life outdoors. "1 am more and more satiKfied,"
the young Kinsey wrote to his high school biology
teacher, ''that no other occupation in the world could
give me the pleasure that this job of bug hunting is
giving.*"

Kinsey began his academic career at Indiana Uni
versity in Bloomington in the fall of 1920. During his
first year there he had his first date and marned the
woman a year later. He then setded down to the busi
ness of teaching, raising a family and collecting ^11
wasps. In 1938 he was asked to be one ofthe teachers
for a non-ciedit marriage course. According to the two
official biographies he was appalled by the lack of
"sdentilic" material on sexuality and tried to do some
research on his own. The students he taught came to
him for advice and out ofthese conferences the proj^
of accumulating sex histories was begun. Dr. Judith
Reisman, who received her Ph.D. in communicaUon
from CaseWestern Reserve, disputes theomcial Kinsey
Institute version of how Kinsey went from collecting
bugsto investigating buggery.

"Kinsey spent at least a decade preparing the
groundwork getting that coursc started," Reisman said.
"He planned every step ofthe way. There was nothing
coincidental about it'* The fact that Kinsey ended up
teaching the course was the result of"a long carefully-
structured strategy."

By mid-summer of 1939 Kinsey was deeply involved
in getting sex histories, so much so that he was spending
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just about every weekend in Chicago, where he had
gained entry into the homosexual demi-monde. Kinsey
was interested in variation more than anything dse—
this was true both of wasps and sex, and this interest
was to predetermine the results he eventually got

"UNLIMITED NONIDENTITY^'

Many people have remarked that starting offin en-
tymology was a curious way to get involved in sex re
search,but virtually no one has commented on the con
nection in anydepth or detail. Kinsey, however, didjust
that in an address he gave tothe campus chapter of Phi
Beta Kappa in 1939, oneyear after hebadembarked on
his project ofcollecting sex histories. Kinsey begins his
talk by stating that for the past 20 years, he has been
interested in "individual variation as a biologic phe
nomenon." "Variability," hetells the goup, '"is universal
in the living worid," so muchso that"the failure to rec
ognize this non identity fmy emphasis] has...
vitiated much of our scientific work." What begins qs a
talk on biology soon shades over into a a critique of
human sodety, much like the allegory of the termites
that one of his professors had given him in graduate
school. "The moths at one pointmaybe in reality not
quite like the moths at other pointt," leading Kinsey to
conclude that 'what is one caterpillar'spoison may be
the next worm's meat'"

Ifbiologists sooften forget the most nearly universal of
all biologic principles, it isnotsurprising that men and
women in genera! expcct their fellows to think ond
behave according to patterns which may fit the law-
maker, or theimaginary ideals for which the legislation
wasfashioned, but whichare ill-shaped for all real indi
viduals who try tolive under them. Social forms, le^l rc*
strietions, andmoral codes may beas the social scientist
would contend, the codificaUon of hu^n expei^nce;
but like all otheraverages, they are of littlesignificance
when applied toparticular individuals— Prescriptions
ai-e merely public confessions of piescriptionists—
What is right for one individual may be wrong for the
next; and what is sinand abomination toonennay bea
worthwhile part of the next individual s life. Tlie range
of individual variation in any particular case is usually
much greater thanis generally understood.

"Continuous variation," Kinsey concludes, "is the
rule among men as well as among insects." He then
goes on to draw sweeping conclusions about how soci
ety should be changed according to the lessons Kinsey
haslearned from siud^ngtheloxonomy of gall wasps.

Under the laws ofour own socieQr, thedcdsionbetween
an acquittal and a ten-year sentence too often depends
upon a theory that there are two dasses and only two
classes of people: acccptable citizcns and lawbreakers.
In ethical situations we commonly recognize right and
wrong without allowance for theendlessly varied types
of behavior thatare possible between theextreme nght
and the extreme wrong.... Our conceptions of right
and wrong, normal and abnormal, are senously
challenged by the variation studies.
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"WHATEVER IS IS RIGHT"

Right and wrong, according to Kinsey, are to be
delcrmined empirically. It is a curiousway of thinking,
but there is no doubt that this is what Kinsey believed.
Like Alexander Pope, he could exclaim, "Whatever is is
right" Well, not quite. Kinsey wasn't really all thatcon-
sLstent Materialists tend not to be. So, for example,
when It came to a conflict between human laws and
mores, whichhaveevery bit as much ontological status
as insect behavior, and sexual impulse, the latter was
cleaily to prove the must for the former.

Given this procrustian attitude, one wonders why
Kinsey slopped only at moral laws dealing with scxu«il
behavior. Why not set out to reform moral and legal
strictures concerninghuman speech, for example? Kin
sey, I suppose, could have interrogated people on
whether they always told the truth. He probablywould
have found that lying was fairly common among the
population. It seems fairly certain that most people iJo
it at least sometimes. He then could have catalogued
the various types of lies that people tell. And then?
Could he have atgued that the prohibition against
lying is unfounded because empirical investigation
shows that it is widespread? What about laws against
perjury and fraud? Should they bestruck down on the
basis of people's behaviort What about theft? People
steal all the time. They have been doing this sort of
thing for thousands of years. Does that mean that the
laws against theft are "puritanicar and should be
abolished? To be consistent Kinsey would have to argue
for this as well. But it seems that the only area whcns
this type of thinking has any purchase on the modem
mind is in the area of sex.Sex is an appetite of unusual
power, especially when it is notproperly controlled. It
leads in these cases almost naturally to compulsive be
havior, and complufiive sexual behavioris the antithesis
of rationality. The human conscience is capable of re
covering from almost anytype ofinjury, butat a certain
point in people's lives they tend to Iwe heart in the
struggle against a particular vicc. Since the sexual
vices—or to use a contemporary term, sexual addic
tion—can beparticularly compulsive, people can lend to
despair that they will ever conquer them, Ai this point a
peculiarly modem temptation enters the picture—the
temptation lo make wrong right The temptation to
rationalize, the temptation to use the intellect or "sci
ence," the modem's trancated form of rationality, as a
way ofde-legitimtlizing the norm or,something which
is the same thing expressed differently, of making
dcviance the norm. A careful reading of Kinsey's Phi
Beta Kappa speech shows that this isprecisely what he
is up to. "Popular judgments ofnormality," hetells us,

more often represent measures of departure from the
standards of the individual who is passing judgment—
an admission that "only thee and me are are normal and
thee, 1 fear, is a bit queer." The psychologist's more pre
sumptuous labeling of theabnormal is,toooften, merely
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an attempt to justify the mores, a rcassertion of society's
conccpt of what is acceptable in individual behavior
vi-ilh no objective attempt to find out by actualobserva
tion, what the Incidence of the phenomenon may be, or
the extent of the real maladjustment that the behavior
will introduce. Scholarly thinking as well as the
laymen's evaluation still needs to betempered with the
realization that individual variations shape into a con
tinuouscurveon which there are no sharp divisions be
tween normal and abnormal, between right and wrong.

AB50UJTES7

Once again one is tempted to ask if we are dealing
with absolutes heie. Is it always true that saying some
thing is abnormal is simply an '̂ attempt to justiiy the
mores"? Is Dr.Kinsey exempt from hisown injunction?
Is his attempt to label this country's sex laws "abnoi^
mar simply his owndesire to justify his ownmores or
that of a group to which he feels a particularly close
identiflcation? If there is no right and wrong,by what
right docs he claim the mandate to change sex laww?
A little bit of reflection will show that there is no con
sistency here, and that whatclaims to be clear-headed
empirical thinking is nothing more that an ideology for
social change based on the prestige that science had
among the common man in tiie late '30s. Kinsey is
attempting to use science to de-le^timatizc the norm
and substitute deviance in its place.

These individual diflcrcnces are the materials out of
which nature achieves progress, evolution in theorganic
world. Standardized, interchangeable genes in the
primordial bit of protoplasm would have covered the
earth withnothingbut primordialbitsofprotoplasm....
In the differences between men lie the hopes of a chang
ing society.

Difference clearly takes on a metaphysical If not
downright theological lole in Kinsey's philosophy. Kin
sey concludes his lecture byhoping "that ouruniversity
hasnotputanystandard imprint onyou who have gone
through it In fact from what I know ofsome ofyou who
are the ocwly-dcctcd membere of Phi BetaKappa, you
area strange assortment of queer individuals; and that
iswhy I respect you, and believe in your future "

ABSOLUTE DEVIANCE

Kinsey's philosophy then is more than just moral
relativism. It is a philosophy—constructed withthe help
of Darwin—in which deviance Is the cause of all prog
ress. Deviance is the engine which allows new things to
happen. Without deviance there would be no human
society, no human beings, no higher animals; there
would be nothing hut that primordial bit of protoplasm
with its standardized genes. As a result of his immersion
in Darwinian theory and the minutiae of insect tax
onomy, Kinsey came up with a theory which allowed
him to undermine theconcept of thenor^ both social
and personal, in the area of sexual morality.

Bccausc of Kinsey's fixation on deviance as the
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engine ofsocial andbiologic»1 pro6fKs.thcoutcomcofKj?se/s s»rv^ was P-CSTSti"" Wof
TJ; o'̂ tT rlU rr-hf wUh r/en^ ,00 "ar^ a of.0—
SrelM in hirmairiage couisc. Ifhe had been inter- There was some trulh in this....

to Ihc nature of human sexuality or what most The truth of thta, how^r. raises ^;™|W'"e q»«-
neople did, he would have tried to gather a scien- lions about the accuracy of the survey. Whra one pur
SncallY valid demographic sample of the population as ports to give abroad .wrvey ofa wK instead Kinsey moved in the opposite Uon of the nature of the sample becomes cmcial. And
direction-toward deviance. In Juno of 1939~lcs» than in Kinsey's case questions over the n"'"'®
ayear after he got started in the sex business-he made pie have plagued his research from the beginnins.
his first trip to Chicago. Why Chicago? According to in 1954 The American Statistical Association
Christenson, he went there published its own analysis ofKinscy reports in Statisti-

primarily for homosexn.! histories, but along with them cal Probkms ofthcKin^
WHS amixture of divorcc coses made avollabie to bira by the Human Male. Cochtan. Mosteller. Thkey and Jen
un inveslgator for astate committcc. and also histories of They concluded thai' critics are justified in theirbifi-cltypnistiiuies. Of the homosexual histories he wrote objections that many of the most (...1 provocative
that they were "the most marvelous evolutionary scries g^jii^nieiits in the book are not basfCd on the data pre-
[his emphaBia)—disclosing bs prime factors such «cc^ rented thcfcin^ and it isnot made dearto the reader onnomie and social problemJi as have never been suited evidence the statements are based." Tlie ASA
before, and asimple biologic basis thni is so wmple that specificaUy mentioned concern about Ihe
i, «,„„ds impossible diat cvewne hasn't seen .t before. ~~"„Srof homosexuals causing "bias In the

During his entire career as a sex researchcr, Kinscy sjunpic." When 1asked Paul Gebhard what percentage
remained fascinaletl by deviance. His favorite groups sample were homosexuals, he def^ectcd the ques-
for information—the ones he kept reluming to again saying "now we're going to get into the nasty prob-
and again were homosexuals, prostitutes^ and pnson m- defining what is a homosexual."
mates. From Kinsey's point ofview as acollector ofsex Lewis Terman expressed similar doubts about Kin-
histories this is not hard tounderstand. Asule from any . j„ ^n article. "'Sexual Behavior in the
prurient interest on Kinsey's part—w»mcthing wc will Hyj^an Male*: Some Comments and CriUcism," which
take up later-the fact remains that these groiips were published in the Psychohgical Bullelin in 1948. Ter-
more willing to talk about their sex lives than the PJJP"' Kinsey for **gencralizing beyond the data,
lation in general. Why this should be the case is not hard examples ofgeneralizations based on small
to understand. To begin with, prisoners ar^if you samples and generalizations which are contradicted by
pardon the expression, a captive audience. They have
nothing else to do. and more importantly nosocial rta- ^ ^ore
tus to lose by talking about the thmgs that Kinsey was percent of the upper level male's outlet is
interested in hearing. Sexuality fora prostitute is a busi- derived fiom marital intercourse by the age of55." On
ness matter, and they talk about it in this fashion, al- checking back totable 85, p. 348 we find that there were
thouffh Pomeroy makes the fascinating observation that gj uppei^lcvcl married men above the age of45
althouch orostitutes were willing to talk about their cu.s- yeors upon whom data on source ofoutlet are given,
tomers thev were unwilling to talk about their husbands From table 56. p. 2S2, wc find that ^Sdrr^sTK™
easier to understand, Surely bold ty?e is hardly suitable for sweeping con-
use their own argot, almost exclusively in the closa. elusions based on such limited data.
They were part ofa secret society. Kinsev bases his statement that orthodox Jews areactivity.iTieywereinmanymstancespartofacninina^ Kinsey ^
conspiracy. Such a life causes a great deal of psychic he least sexually activ^
strain. Homosexuals then, once they felt secure that IJn ted Stales on » ..
SeJy^onnteJwew^ ^

Sain moral concerns would itselfbe dc^ly sooth.ng Ae 9-12 eve .and 71 for th^m l^eL n

fy47»rir, 19S9)
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"MORAUSM AND PRUDERY"

According to Pomeroy, Tcrman's article was "theone
review that appeared to conccm Kinsey most" Accord
ing to Pomeioy's leading of Kinsey, '"I'crman's review
symbolized for him the moralism and prudery of so
many of his worstcritics,wrapped in a blanket of pro
fessional criticism.... Kinsey remainetl cunvincctl
that Tferman had betrayed him, through jealousy and
basic prudery." So much for Kinscy's willingncjw to
face the facts In a disnterestett scicniinc manner.

More crucial, however, than how Kinsey generalized
from his oftentimes suprisingly small samples was the
que.stion of whovolunteered tobe surveyed. According
to Terman,

One question regarding the representativeness of Kin
scy's sampling is whether the subjects who volunteered,
and who account for about three-fourths of his total
population, tended to be of a special sort One might
suppose that persons most willing to talk about their sex
lives would be, in a disproportionate number of eases,
those least inhibited in their sexual activities. On p. 37
Kinsey says that many whovolunteered did so becausc
they were seeking information or help in connection
with their personal problems.

' By comparing Kinscy's volunteer sample with what
he claimed were his hundred percent samples, Terman
comes up with differences that range from 2 to 1 for
premarital Intercourse to 4 to 1 for homosexual con
tacts; thai is, that volunteers were twicc to four time.'? as
likelyto have sexual activity as non-voluntccrs.

Differences of such magnicude confirm the snispicion
that willingness to volunteer is asscKiated with greater
than average sexaul activity. And since the volunteers
account for about three-fourths of the males re
ported upon in this volume, it follows that Kinsey's
figures, in all probability, give an cxaggernted notion of
the amount of sexual activity in the gcncrHl population.

VOLUNTEER BIAS

Abraham Maslow, the humanist psychologist,
worked briefly v^lh Kinsey in the *40s andgothim into
Brooklyn College where he surveyed! Masbw^s students.
In an article which appeared in The JournalofAbnormal
andSocial Fsychohgy in April 1952, Maslow and Sakoda
conclude that

the bios introduced into a sex study by the use of volun
teers Is, in general, in the direction of Inflating the per
centage reporting unconventional or disapproved sexual
behavior—'Siich as masturbation, oral sexuality, pening
to climax, premarital and cxtraibarital interoourRe, etc.
The more timid and retiring individuals, evidently, are
apt to beprivately, aswell as.socially confonning. Hiey
are likely, it seems, to refrain from volunteering for Rex
studies in which theyare asked embarrassing queRtions.
The present study would lead u* to conclude that the
percentages reported are probably inflated and that they
should be discounted to some extent for voluntccr-crror
until reexamined.
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Kinsey» who knewof Maslow's objections while he
was .«!till preparing his first volume, ignored the objec
tions. In a letter written in 1970, Ma-slow said that he
warned Kinsey about volunteer error but Kinsey

disagreed with mc and was sure that his random selec
tion would be okay. I put the heal on all my five classes
at Krooklyn College and made an cITort to get Ihem all
to sign up to be interviewed by Kinsey, Wc had my
dominance test scores for all of them, and then Ktnsey
gave me the names of thestudents who actually showed
up for the interviews. As I expected, the volunteer error
was proven, and the whole basis for Kinscy's Riatlsdcs
was proven tobeshaky. Butthenhe refused to publish it
and refused even to mention it in his books, or to men
tion anything else thoi I had written. All my work was
excludi^ from his bibliogrpahy. So after a couple of
years1wentahead and publishedIt myself.

Paul Gebhard now feels that "Maslow had a point,
and it should have been analyzed." However, at the
lime, according to Gebhard, Kinsey "didnH believe
ihal Tthink KInsey's feeling was I'vegotenough to
do without going off on a side tangent."

Once the malevolume appeared little was heard be
yond the din created by the popular press. Kinsey had a
policy ofnot allowing journalists tobepresent when he
spoke. He also had a policy of requiring journalists to
submit their articles to him before publication; how
ever, in spite of all that, the relationship between Kin-
sey and the press was for the most part a marriage
made in heaven. The sweeping generalizations he
made about sexual mores were guaranteed to stimulate
reader interest, and if no one read the fine print, well,
the journalists for the most part weren't going to com
plain. Theentymologist from Indiana provided theper
fect covcr for the liberation from Christian mores and
restraints, namely, science, which was probably at the
height of iui pre.<;tige as the validator of things real. No
one knew about the infamous Tbskegee syphillis ex
periments yet, and the equally contemporaneous Nazi
experiments were simply a part ofthe horror ofWorld
War II that hadn't been sorted out yet either. Hugh Hef
ner, no impartial bystander when Itcame to lobbying
for the removal of restraints on sexual behavior, cited
the Kinsey reports asjustification for creating Playboy.

KINSKY AND HIS DATA

But behind it all we have two entities which have
never really been examined by anyone outisde of the
charmed circleof the Kinsey Instituteor the sex research
establishment. I'm talking about Kinsey himself and
the<laia upon which hisstudy titsts. Why was Kinsey so
interested in sex anyway? Are we to believe that it was
simply pure dispassionate thirst for the truth? Or were
there other personal factors at work here? Given Kin
scy's bias in collecting data, given his preference for
deviance, is it not possible that his project, the "grand
schemc," as Pomeroy would call it, was nothing more
than the expression of deep-seated personal neetl if
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not compulsion. This is Paul A. Robinson's view of
Kinse/s life as portrayed in both the Pomeroy and
Christenson biographies. Writing a review of these two
boolcs for the May 1911Atlantic^ Robinson feels thai

Kinsey^s great project originated in the discovery of his
own sexual ambiguities. I also suspect that Pomeroy
holds the same opinion but that for ethical reasons he is
unable to say so. Soon after he Joined Ihc project Pome
roy deciphered the code Kinsey used to disguise the iden>
tity of the histories. He was thus able to read Kiiuey^s
own history, as well as those of his wife and children.
Furthermore, during (he period of their association
Pomcroy and Kinsey took each other's history every two
years in ofder to test (he consistent^ of tlicir recall. In
composing his biography, therefore, Pomerc^ had access
to all the details of Kinsey's sexuaJ development^ but he
was bound to silcnce by the ground rules of the project
which ^aninfced confidentialiiy even in deatt).

Robinson intimates "that Kinsey may have dis
covered in himself the homosexual tendencies he
would later ascribe to a tai^e portion of the popula
tion'*as a result ofhis reading of the relationship viiich
Kinsey had with a graduate student of his by the name
of Ralph Voris.

"NO COMMENT'

When I asiced Paul Gebhard, who has also seen
Kinsey's sex history, if he would like to comment on
Robinson's charges, he said, "Yeah, no comment**

"Do you think," I said, "that Kinsey's sex life was in
fluential in his research?"

**11 was a motivating factor. He had such a restrained
childhood. He once said to me that he hopcil that no
other children would have to go through what he went
through as a child. Sexual urges were inherently sinful.
Masturbation would drive you mad—stuff like that. I
think that was what gave him a little humanitarian
devotion."

Or the desire to subvert sexual norms. It all
depends, it seems, on where Kinsey himself stood. Even
if Kin.<:ey was not an active homosexual, he cctainly
seemed fascinated by what they did. One homosexual
wrote in a memoir that Kinsey spent over 700 hours
wiUl him alone. This certainly bespeaks something
other than scholarly objectivity, especially when Kin
sey seemed so bent on collecting as many historie.<i as
possible. He could have collected at least S(N> in the
time he spent with this man alone.

The question of Kinsey's homosexuality is a particu
larly tantalizing one because we know that the answer
lies in the Kinsey archives. Like Freud, with whom he
is so often compared, Kinsey liked to project the image
of himself as the scientist intereste<i in discovering the
fact of the matter. Like Freud, he was obsessively con
cerned with preserving his privacy. Freud burned his
private papers, not once, but twice during his life time.
Kinsey told his staff photographer William Dellenbauk
that he would destroy the institute's files and go to jail
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beforehe wouldlet the FBI see them. This was to pre
serve their confidentiality; however, it is not hard to see
that the most valuable instance of confidentiality is the
one concerning the man whose project is at stake and
whose objectivity would be compromised by evidence
of a hidden sexual agenda.

Professor James Jones, who has seen the correspon*
dence between Kinsey and Voris, is as evasive as
Gebhard when asked to describe their relationship.

"If you will read in Christanson's book and in
Pomeroy^s book that's spoken to. The research that !Ve
done beyond that is basically my research and Tm pre
paring a volume, and I think it's premature for me lo
say at this point what Fm going to write."

Ironies abound here. First of all we have a man who
spent his life snooping into the private lives of
thousands of people and proselytizing for the removal
of sexual prohibitions and laws, yet no one knows what
thi.<i man's own sexual orientation was. Secondly, the
institute which this man founded to disseminate infor
mation on human sexuality is aggressive in thwarting
any research into the life of its founder. Wouldn't it
stand to reason that a man who was as intensely inter
ested in sexuality as Kinsey was would be motivated by
his own sexual concerns? And if so what were those
concerns? And if not, why does the Kinsey Institute
give the impression that it has something to hide? Talk
ing to people like Dr. Oebhard, one is confronted with
an inescapable double standard. The Kinsey Institute
would claim that there is nothing wrong with any sexual
practice that one finds stimulating. Yetalongside of this
boundlessly progressive attitude toward sex in the
abstract is a positively Victorian attitude toward the
sexual habits of their founder in particular. Well, if
committing so<iomy is no different morally than col
lecting .<itamps, then tell us about Dr. Kinsey's sexual
preferences. And if the institute can't tell us about their
data then they should not expect us to accept everything
they or Kinsey had to say as scientifically proven. Veri-
fiability, nller all, is the essence of science. In the area
of .sex research, however, one is expected to accept
things on blind faith. It is as if Leeuwenhoek had in
vented the microscope, but then refused to allow any
one to look into it and claimed that whatever he saw we
would have to accept on his say so alone. Such is the
fiuicntific status of modem-day sex education.

MORE SERIOUS CHARGES

in 1981 more serious charges were levelled against
Kinse>'. Judith Reisman, then a professor at the Univer
sity of Haifa, Israel, gave a paper in Jerusalem which
analyzed the data on child sexuality in the Kinsey re
port. Given the shocking nature ofthe data It is surpris
ing that no one questioned it until 33 years after it had
been published. Tables 30 through 34 in chapter five of
Kinsey's book Sexual Behavior in the Human Male docu
ment the incidence of orgasm in preadolescents. One
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data. John Gagnon, whowas on the staffof the Kmsey
Institute for 10ycars» wrote in his book Human Sivcw
alities that "a less neutral observer than Kinsey would
have tfescribed these events as sex crimes, since they in
volved sexual contacts between adults and children"
(p. 84). Gagnon urges caution in interpreting this sort
of data* although he also feels that "the observations
should not be ruled out simplybecause they emerged
from illegalor stressful situations."

The dilemma here is that much of U»is information
comcs from odults who were in active sexual contuct with
theseboysand whowere Interested In producingorgasm
in them. The aggressive seeking by the boys moy be an
adult interpretation based on feelings of guilt....

Reisman draws the analogy between rapists and
theirvictims. The rapist frequently claims that his vic
tim enjoys being raped. However, heishardly a neutral
observer in thisparticular sexual transaction. Thesame
caveats then would apply to Kinsey's child sexuality
data. If it was obtained from pedophiles, it wa.<« .scien
tifically worthless. If it wasobtained from expenments,
then the Kinsey staff was involved in criminal activity.

On p. 315 of his biography, Wardell Pomeroy givts
someindication that Kinseymay have been involved in
sexual contacts vwth children himself. According to
Pomeroy, Kinsey

believed that students in the field had hU been "*100
prudish** tomake on actual investigation ofsperm count
in early-adolescent males. Hisown research fortheMale
volume had produced some material, but not enough.
He could reports however, that there were mature sperm
even in the first ejaculation, although he did not yet
have any actual counts.

As Reisman was to say later. ''You can only collect
early adolesccnt ejaculaic by being pretty close to the
adolescent You don't nece.warily have to do anything,
but what I'm saying is that it sounds likeexperiitiental
activity.*'

WORST CASE SCENARIO

According to Dr. Reisman's "worst case scenario,"
Dr. Kinsey and his colleagues would have organized
and conducted the child orgasm tests, not unlike the
concurrent and infamous TUskegee Syphillis studies on
Black ^ult males begun in 1932 To report on ma
ture sperm required laboratory analysis promptly
following collection of the material. This necessitated
•^specific contact" for sperm coUection, since Kinsey dis
dained secondary collection techniques—such as early
morning urine samples. Early adolescent sperm
"material" is not collected by recall.

Reisman also concluded according to the testimony
of pediatricians that the children were either forcibly
restrained or restrained by dru^. She also surmises
that the children came from ghetto areas.

In 1983 Patrick Buchanan published the charges in
one of his syndicated columns. "If Dr. Reisraan's
charges stand up in thestorm thatis coming,** he con-
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eluded, "Kinsey will wind upon the same ethical and
scientific shelf now reserved for the German doctors
who conducted live experiments on Jewish children.
And he will belong there."

The storm that came, if one could call it that, didn't
last long. Harriet Pilpel, a lawyer longassociated with
both the institute and the ACLU, wrote a threatening
letter to Buchanan alleging thathisclaims were "totally
without foundation, libelous and malicious." Miss Pil
pel also claimed that"the archives of the Kinsey Insti
tute contain no films of any human sexual experiments
conducted by the institute." The claim, of course, set
her up for an easy rebuttal by Buchanan, who simply
quoted Pomeroy's biography about the existence of
films of sexual activity made specifically at Kinsey's
direction and paid for by flinds provided by Indiana
University. With thepublication ofBuchanan^s column
responding to Pilpel's letter, the coming storm subsided
almost as si>on as it arose. Virmally nothing has hap
pened since Buchanan responded to the Pilpel letter.
The charges were never refuted, but then again they
were never definitively substantiated either.

When I spoke with Paul Gebhaxd he remembered
Reisman as "veryobsessed with this matter,"

"She got the idea," he continued,"that wewere run
ning a kind of Masters and Johnson experiment on
children, and she telephoned me—that was shortly
before I stepped down as director—and wanted to
know about this. Were did we getthese data? I saidwell
we got them from a diversity of sources. Some were
from parents. We\l often ask parents about the sexual
activity of their kids. Some of it we got from nursery
school attendants who would tell us what they had ob-
.served, and some of it we got from pedophiles. We
interviewed a number of pedophiles, particularly in
prison. So we lumped that all together, and that's where
we got tlie datn. TTiis distressed her. She decided that
wc were experimenting with children, and she's asked
for an investigation. She has made all sortsof accusa
tions, but nothing has ever come of it."

"You weren't experimenting with children?" I asked.
"No, of course not."
"Isn't there a stop watch used to lime these

experiments?"
"Oneparent usetl a stop watch, but wenever did it

No, 1 can assure you we did not experiment with
children."

"Do pedophiles use stop watches?"
"Not generally, no," Gebhard responded.

OUTRAGE

According to Dt. Jonesof Houston University, both
Gebhard and Reinisch expressed "outrage" at Reis-
man's charges against Kinsey.

'They felt that Kinsey had been unfairly accused
and tried to figure out how theycould respond without
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violadng the confidentialityof ihc records."
Jones has had more access to (he Kinsey files than

anyone nol in the charmed circic of sex researchers
associated with the institute. Although if he is, as he
claims to be, outside of ihe circle, he is nol far outside.
Jones did his dissertation on Kinsey at Indiana Univer
sityand has been in the past a member of the institute's
scientific board of advisors.

According to Jones, "Kinsey to my knoweUlgc was
not involved in any abuse ofhuman subjects. Whatever
else rm working on and trying to straighujn out, I
found no evidence of that Kinsey was not doing ex
periments on human subjects as far as 1know."

"What about getting people to come and perform
sodomy?" 1 asked.

'1 think there you'd have to ask other people. There
are a lot of rumors now and basically what one has lo
do is try to scparaie rumor from fact Reisman and
Buchanan have made any biographer's task a very
demanding one now because when you make those
kinds of accusations someone is going to expect a
serious scholar to straighten them out And it's very
hanJ to prove negatives."

In this case it is particualriy hard bocause the Kin
sey Institute has absolute control of the data. As a
result the question of Kinsey s involvement in illegal
activities has reached a stalemate. The Kinsey Institute
is in full control of the archives that would allow
scholars or journalists to resolve the issue, but they will
only let those sympathetic to the cause of sex research
and sex education in to do research. And even there,
the material available is rigorously censored.

Describing his own research at the Kinsey Institute.
Jones says, *'Noone has impeded me.*^ But before long
he is putting qualifications on to his own statement
"Let's put it this way, 1 don't know what's in the
archives and what's not there. I've been permitted to sec
everything that Tve asked to sec. I don't know whether
there are inner sanctum materials thai 1 don't know
how to ask to see. I don't know If materials prior to
Kinsey's death were removed. 1 don't think they were,
but 1 don't know."

When I asked Dr. Gebhard what Jones was allowed
to see, he gave a slightly dilTerent version. Jones, he
said, "can see the stuff that's previously looked over. He
got to see some of the correspondence, but I ran ahead
of him and made .sure to abstract anything that was
confidential."

"Is Kinsey's sex history going to be available to
historians?"

•No," Gebhard responded.
"Is it going to be available to Dr. Jones?"
"No."

"Is it ever going to be available?"
"Not as far as 1 know,"
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"TOUCH LUCK"

"Doesn't this pose problems for historians?"
"Yeah," Gebhard answered, ^That's tough luck."
"All Kinsey Institute activities,"we read in a glossy,

iwo-^olor brochure put out by the institute,
derive from the belief that social policy and pcrsontil
decisions about sex, gender, and reproduction should be
made on the basis of factual information rather than ou
ignorotice. The Kinsey Institute continues its commit-
meni to providing sutsh information.

The Ironies here arc too large too ignore. The Kin
sey Institute, it seems, following in the footsteps of its
founder, has mastered the art of having its cakc and
eating it too.Theygetover $500,000 in state funds each
yearbut have no public accountability. Theycall them
selves an archive and yet consider their files as sacro
sanct as the letters you wrote to your wife when you
were engaged to be married. They get to agitate for the
deconstruction of sexual mores and laws by basing
their claims on "science," but refuse to let anyone see
the basis of their data. When Kinsey puts forth his
claim to be the quintessentially disinterested scientist,
those of us outside the charmed circle of the institute
are expectcd to believe this on the blindest of blind
faith. Tt leads one to believe that the institute indeed
has something to hide and thai if free access were given
to their nrchivcs or even to Kinsey's sex history that the
whole edifice of sex research and sex education would
come tumbling down like a house of cards. The jjcx
resoaruhers, like Kinsey himself, protest too much.
Beneath all the high-sounding ideals, one detects the
unsavoiy odor of hypocrisy and mendacity and
beneath that, sexual compulsion masquerading as
scientific interest

"Did you ever ask people to give performances
before camera?" J asked Dr. Gebhai^.

"No.''

"Did you ever ask them to have sexual intercourse
in front of cameras?"

TWO sciENTisrrs

"Some people," Gebhard answered, contradicting
his earlier statement 'These people were scientists, and
they w^re very fewin number. See, ifyou observe sexual
activity. Kinsey pointed out, you can't look at all parts
of the body simultaneously. The best we could do was
choose a few scientists who were willing to cooperate
and film them and then we could look at the films over
and over again." •

It just so happens that one of the "scientists" who
volunteered to perform before the cameras wrote a
memoir of his experiences which appeared in the No
vember 13,1980 xmwbcrot IheAdvocate^ a homosexual
newspaper out of Los Angeles. Samuel M. Steward, the
author of the article, was "teaching English at a second-
rate sectarian university in Chicago" when he first met
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Kinsey in 1949. He laterbecame proprietor of his own
tutoo parlor, which I'm sure is a scientific endeavor of
some sort His partner in crime—sodomy was and is
illegal in the utate of Indiana—was "a tall mean-loolc-
ing sadist,.. with a crew-cut and a great personality."
The autlior's partner "was a free-lancc artist doing
fashion lay-outs for Saks and other Fifth Avenue
stoi«s, and under the name of Steve Masters he pro
duced many homosexual ink-drawings for the growing
S/M audience."

Kinsey brought these two "scientists" to Blooming-
ton to be illmed while engaging in sado-masochism.
According to Stewards Kinsey "never set up assigna
tions of any kind—but his interest in sado-masochism
had rcached a point of intolerable tension. He knew
that I experimented in that area, and he wanted to
find out more."

Steward,accoixJing to his own testimony, became an
-unofficial collaborator" for the Kinsey Institute from
1949 until Kinsey's death in 1956. The relarionship
began with Kinsey taking Steward's sex history, after
which Kinsey "looked at me thoughtfully and said:
'Why don't you give up trying to continue your hetero
sexual relationships?'" It seems that the disinterested
scientist wasn't above a litlle proselytizing after all.
At any rate, Steward responded immediately: "1 aban
doned my phony 1>iscxuality' that very evening,"
he said.

Apparently Kinsey and Steward found each other
fascinating. Both of them were sexual record keepers;
both kept their records in codc, although Steward con
cedes that Kinsey's code was much more sophisdcated
than his. Both wre avid consumers of pornography.
Kinsey was interested in the pornography Steward
wrote as well as his "sexual action Polaroid pictures,"
which he sent to Institute photographer Bill Dellen-
back, who made 8X10 glossy reproductions. "Kinsey,"
Steward wrote,

favored me in rdorn with the n>ost flultering kind of
attention—never coining to Chicago without writing w
mc and trying toarrange nmeeting. In the eight years of
ourfriendship, I logged (asa record keeper again) about
700 hours ofhispleasant company, themost faBclnaling
in the world becauseall of his shop talk wasof sex....

All of this attention—700 hours is, after all, a long
time tospend onone individual, c.specially when Kin
sey was so pressed for time collecting sex histories that
were to survey males and females in general—
apparently got Steward to wondering about Kinsey
himself and his own sexual motivations.

THE IDEAL FATHER

In him I saw (he ideal father—who was never
shocked, who never criticized, who always approved,
who listened and sympathixed. 1 suppose 1 fell in love
with him toa degree, even though he was a grandfather.
Ofcourse, there was never anyphysical contact between
us except a handshake. Many persons 1knew would ask:
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"1» he queeiT' I told him this.
"And what do you answef?"he asked.

1 said slowly. "I always «jy. *Ve5 he is—but
not in the same way we are. He \s a voyeur and an
auditeur. He likes to look and listen."

Kinsey laughed, but a moment later 1caught himob'
serving mc thoughtfully. 1 may have hit closer to the
truth than I realized.

Was Kinsey queei^ We may never know. Dr. Reis-
man claims that certain Kinsey Institute files were de
stroyed shortlyafter her accusations were made public.
Kinsey's own personal sex histoiy is presumably still
available but it would have to be decoded by cither
Pomeroy or Gebhard» both ofwhom have a vested in
terest in the outcome. According to Professor Jones,
part of the reason Pilpel's letter toBuchanan was mere
bluff was because the institute is afraid to become in
volved in litigation.

"No one at the institute wants to sue," he said,
'"bccause if you getinto a courtof lawthe issue ofcon
fidentiality on those records isjointbecaitse if theonly
way you canprove something is togointo the files then
the court may order that. 1 don't think the institute
wants a lawsuit for thai rca.son. But I would not read
thaitomean that they couldn't win it in terms ofwhat's
in thefiles. It'sjust that if you arcordered bythecourts
to open those files then you've got a real quandary."

HETEROPHOBIA

In terms of external evidence, homosexuality is the
piece thaicompletes thejigsaw puzzle that Is Kinsey's
life and legacy. It explains, for example, the
"hcierophobia" fliat Edward Eichel, who received his
degree insex education from New York Universiiyj has
described as the"hidden agendain sex education." Sex
education's primary purpose is 10 break down the
child's modesty and then his namral averaion to
homosexual activity.

For Kinsey, blurring of sexual IdBniilybisexupIity (as
opposed to hclerosexuality)—was an essential stop in
opening up an unlmited range of sexual opportunities.
Kinsey suported an ideology that might be called pan-
sexuitllty, "anything goes** that provides excitement and
pleasure. But in fact, it in an ideology that frowns upon
monogamy and traditional concepts of normality, and
considers intercourse between a man and a woman a
limitedformof sexual expression. (Pomeroy, in his arti
cle '^fhe Now of the Kinsey Findings" 11972| refers to .
heterosexual intercourse as an '̂addiction.")

The disparity between the little oneneeds to know
to function sexually and the elaborate outlay of time
and money involved in sex education ciirriculums can
best beexplained bythefact thatsex ed isthere to edu
cate children away from their natural aversion to cer
tain unnatural activities. Sex education uses science as
a Icgilimatixing device, just as Kinsey did in his own
sex research. The protective mantle of science allows
one to becomeinvolved in activitythat everyone would
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otherwise condemn depraved, activities likevoyeur
ism and collecting pomogipahy« while simultaneously
maintaining a veneer of respectability. Science is the
legiiimator that allows sex educators to engage in
smutty talk in front of children without being either
fired or arrested. If it could serve as a permission slip
for Josef Mengele, then why not for Alfred Kinsey?

DOUBLE DEALING

Homosexuality also explains the phenomenon of the
double life one finds all h«t ubiquitous in sex educa
tion curriculums. Toput it simply, parents almost never
get to sec what their children see in the courses they
take. The reason for this is obvious: the sex c<lucators
fear parental outrage. The Unitarian Universalist
Association, publishersofAbout Your Sexuality, a sexed
program which shows to 14-year olds, among other
things, graphic films of anal intercourse, refused one
parent permission to see the materials in the program
bccsiuse he "had not demon.strated open-mindcdness
and good faith.** The program was created by Deryck
Calderwood, who died in 1986 of, according to some
reports, AIDS. Calderwood was described in The New
York l\ibune article describing the wltole flap as

a disciple of sex pioneer Alfred Kinsey [whoj believed,
vrfth Kinsey, that no type of sexual behavior is abnormal
or pathological. He crafted the ideotogy of IhcNYUpro
gram, which has been called by one foimer student, Ed
ward Etchel, "a gay studies program for heterosexuals."

The Rev. Eugene B. Navias, director of religious edu
cation for the Unitarian Universalists "confirmed that
the program forbids the children to speak to their
parents about what is said by others in the groups
But this practice, he said, protects the sense of group
trust that is e.ssential if the children are going to be able
to share honestly." Which is reminiscent of what Kin
sey and his succe.ssors had to say about the files of the
Kinsey Institute. Academic freedom, it seems, is a one
way street headed in the direction of .subversion.

SUBVERSION

Subversion is, of course, something Kinsey prac
ticed with a vengeance all the while claiming that he
had no other agenda that the pursuit of ^scientific truth.
In fact the best way to achieve the former is by claiming
the latter^ something recognized by Paul Robinson
when he reviewed the two Kinsey biographies:

The critics were right In asserting that the Reports had
been inspired by moral as well iik ^cicnlific principles.
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At least implicilly, both (he Mah end Femah volumes
argued against existing sexual restrictions by showing
(hat actual sexual behaviour bore little relation to these
restrictions.... 'Whatever their motivation, the Reports
were all the moreeflective polemically for their seeming
di.sinterestcdncss. Instead, for example, of stating out
right that premarital sex was desirable, Kinsey simply
documented a high correclation between premarital son-
ual experience and sexual ''adjustmenr In marriage,
leaving the reader free to opt against adjustment if his
moral code SOdemanded.

It is now 50 years .since Kinsey started his sex
research—time enough to step back and have some sort
of rcevaluaiion. And the best place to start is with the
sex history of Kinsey himself. If the Kinsey Institute
wants to keep his life a dark secret, that is their right,
I suppo.«Jc, although 1 don't sec how they can go on
accepting public money if they take this stance. If they
choose to remain secrctive, however, they .should not be
surprised if growing public scepticism is the response
to their claims, The essence of science is verifiability.
On that score sex research a Id Kinsey is not immune to
the verdict of history, which threatens as ofnow to rank
its credibility just below phrenology. •
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