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• The Power Behind Foundations



its Impact and Influence
on America

iMichael Loyd Chadwick

Between 1933 and 1953 achange took placs in
ti.e United States which was so drastic it could be
accurately described as a "revolution." It was
Gunng these critical years that the nation's worst
depression occurred and th.e American oeople
became involved in a catastrophic world war
Snony ^anerwards they found themselves in a
no-w-in "undeclared war" in Korea. As crisis piled
upon crisis significant changes took place in the
suucture ^of American life. One of the more
ocvious changp was the rapid shifting of ultimate
responsibility for the economic welfare of the
people from the private sector to the Executive
oranch oc the rederal Government.

Rather am.azingly, this revolutionary transfer of
power was achieved without violence and in a
propaganda climate which led the majority of the
Am.erican people to give it their fuU consent.

By the early 1950's, however, there were many
people ooth in and out of government who felt that
something was seriously wrong. It was charged

a: the resources of America's vast educationai
system had been misappropriated to teach con-
cep^ which were destructive to the entire fabric
ot the Amencan constitutional system. It was also
teit the schools were being utilized to promote the
acceptance of economic ideas which are dia
metrically opposed to the open society of the
Amencan free enterprise system.
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So much public indignation had been generated
by 1952, that the 82nd Congress passed House
Resolution 561 to set up a special "Select
Committee to InvesMgate Foundations and Com
parable Organizauons." Many considered this to be
one of the m.osr important investigations in the
nation's history. The Committee was instructed
to determine whether or not any of the founda
tions had been "using their resources for un-
Amencan and subversive activities or for purposes
not in the interest of the tradition of the United
States. (Hcu« Rapcrt.No. 2514. January I. 1953. p.2)

The Cox Committee

Tnis Commitise was named after its chairman
and became known as the "Cox Committee,"
but unforunately it did not accomplish a great
deal. Trie b'me factor was rather limited and the
unexpected death of the chairman resulted in a
ver^- superficial inquiry being conducted. Never
theless, it did establish that there were signs of
Suong subversive influence on the decision-making
level of several leading foundations. However, the
impact of this discovery was virtually nullified in
the Comm.itree's final report by giving considerable
weight to the testm.ony of the foundation officers
who had insisted that the subversive elements on
their boards were not of any particular significance.

The Minority Views of
Congressman B. Carroll Reece

Congressman B. Car
roll Reece was a mem

ber of the Cox Commit
tee and was not at all
satisfied with the final

repon. He added an
appendage which urged
that "if a more compre
hensive study is desired,
the inquiry might be

. continued by the 83rd
•Congress . . . ." (ibid..
^ p. 141

Congressman Reece felt that the hasty and
superficial inquiry of the Cox Committee left the
nation without the answers it needed. He therefore

introduced House Resolution 217, which was

passed by a vote of 209 to 183 on July 27,
1953. The resolution provided that:

"ihe Committee is authorized and directed to
conduct a full and complete investigation... to
determine which of such foundations and organi
zations are using their resources for un-American
and subversive activities; for political purposes:
propaganda, or attempts to influence legislation."
(Houm Rapor No. 2631. Decerrcer 16. 1954. ?. 1)

First Attempt To Block
the Investigation

Tne- members of the new Committee were:
B. Carroll Reece of Tennessee, Chairman; Jessie
P. Woicott of Michigan; Angier L. Goodwin of
Nlassachusetts; Wayne L. Hays of Ohio; and
Gracie Pfost of Idaho.

It is important to note that three of these five
individuals had voted against the Reece resolution
in order to prevent this Committee from com.ing
into existence. This was the first attempt by the
powerful influences working behind the founda
tions to control and block the investigation.

Second Attempt to Block
the Investigation

Tne resolution directed the new Comm.irtee to
prepare a report by January 3, 1955. On August
1, 1953, the Committee was granted $50,0C0
with the agreement that additional funds would be
fonhcom.ing after the first of next year. Committee
counsel was obtained on September 1, 1953 and
the compilation of a staff began on September
15th. However, it was soon apparent that the
promised funds would not be forthcoming. The
second attempt to block the investigation of the
Reece Committee by the foundation world there
fore came in the form of starving the Committee
by lack of sufficient funds.

Committee Research Directed by
Norman Dodd

Between September 15, 1953 and April 29,
1954 the Reece Committee operated, in essence,
under the direction of its Research Director
Norman Dodd.

It is interesting to note that after ^e Committee
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was organized the members wanted to study the
data collected by the Cox Committee, especially
on the subversive aspects of the foundations. For
some mysterious reason the entire file dealing with
the subversive activities of the foundations had
disappeared.

A Preliminary Report by
Norman Dodd

On April 29, 1954, Norman Dodd prepared a
preliminary report for presentation to the members
of the Reece Committee. This report was explora
tory incharacter and outlined the pattern of inquiry
which the research staffwould be pursuing.

Third Attempt to Block Investigation

The effect of Dodd's preliminary report was
electrifying. Within a matter of hours, steps were
taken by powerful forces to block the rest of the
Committee's investigation. The Establishment
media deluged the nation with stories that the
investigation was futile and should be terminated.

Tne smear job on the Committee was the third
major tactic utilized by the foundation worid to
harass and terminate the committee. It soon be
came obvious why the Reece Committee was
considered such a threat. Congressman Reece
laterdescribed the situation in these words:

"The evidence that had been gathered by the
staff pointed to one simple underlying situation,
namely, that the major foundations by subsidizing
COllectivistic-minded educators, had financed a
socialist trend in American Government. ^

"We informed the foundations in advance that
our findings suggested that the foundations had for
a long time been exercising powerful, although
sometimes indirect political influence in both
domestic and foreign policy, predominantly
toward the left—to say nothing of the support by
the foundations of the Institute of Pacific Relations
which led the movement to turn China over to
the Communists and which was admittedly Com
munist dominated.

"The doubts and reservations concerning the
validity of thecomplaints agair\st the large founda
tions were largely dispelled by the almost hysterical
reaction of the foundations to the summary pre
sented to the committee by the committee staff
on the opening day of the hearings.

Pr««ni«n Otgot. Jun* 1978

The eUement bordered on panic; as was
observed by ^ej demonstrations through the public
relations ch^nels of the large foundations and
this convinced me. and others of the American
public, judging from the letters received... that th=
general picture which had taken shape was ncl
very far from the truth." (Sp,«h cv-,

231 1953. p.3) ^
very far from
Luncheon, February
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Committee
the first time
the victim of

the Constitu

man Dodd's Preliminary Repcr:
lOwerful individuals in America mada

insure that the Committee would be
terminated. It was obvious that the
littee had already gone too far. This
ras about to officially document fcr
in history that the United States was
a deliberate conspiracy to dismantle
tional rights of the people. This
aiming at no less than the creation
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Committee
A Standstill

•iearings Brought to

After nin
political mac
ployed at the
completely.
1954.

^teen days of hearings, powerful
"linery behind the scenes was de-
Capitol to stop the Reece Commitiee
ne last hearing was held on July 9,Tr

The hearir
the abrasive

igs|were canceled partly because of
an(|i uncontrollable aciions of Con

gressman Wayne Hays, who later admitted to
Normal Dodd that Major Persons from the White
House had been up to see him. "He wanted me to
cooperate in dusting up this investigation," Hays
stated. (Intenncwwith Notman Dodd. Nowennbcr 12-13.1977)

Even though the hearings were discontinued,
a sufficient qi antity of evidence was accumulated
by the Comriittee's staff to clearly demonstrate
that the rnajor foundations had been spending
hundreds df riiillions to divest the United States of
her traditional system of values and replace them
with socialist goals designed to prepare America
for provindal status in a global world government.
The remainder of this issue will be devoted to
examining th(2 evidence gathered by the Reece
Committee. Il: seems to be entirely apparent that
these events
prelude to the

of Ithe past were a clearly defined
pr^nt. •
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A r«vf«w and ctMiinrwnUiry on Dr. Carroll boo^
TRAGEDY AND HOPE

Reviewed by

W. CLEON SKOUSEN

" As a student at Georgretown, I heard that call clarified by a professor
named Carrol Quigley..."

William Jefferson Clinton, 1992 Democratic National Convention



TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATl

WEAKENING AND SU

CONSTITUTIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL

OF THE AMERICAN CULTURE

DNS INVOLVED IN

3VERTINGTHE

FABRIC

Now we turn to the vast reservoLre of wealth—the tax-exempt
foundations—which Dr. Quigley describes as the major base of opera
tions for the Establishment bosses as they launch their catastrophic
attack on the basic framework of the \\ hole American society.

Dr. Quigley's disclosure that thp ('oilmcil on Foreign Relations and
the Institute of Pacific Relations were responsible for what turned our
to be a paroxysm of world-wide ipoli|tical subversion, is no mor
shocking than his bold declaration th
London-Wall Street axis were equally
foundation of the American culture

millions made available by certain tax-exempt foundations.
•Generally speaking, the Rockefeller Foundation, the Carnegie

Foundation, the Ford Foundation and a host of other Wall Street
philanthropies have always been loolied upon as generous, capitalistic
santa clauses. Let us repeat a previous quotation in which Dr. Quigley
admits the development of an explosive situation back in the early
1950*s when the use of tax-exempt foundations for U. S. subversion
ALMOST spilled out into public view. In fact, public hearings were
heard, but the Establishment's chok^-hold on the press was sufficient
to keep the public from becoming aw
of the facts which were discovered.
describes what happened:
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are of the scandalous proportions
Here is the way Dr. Quigley



t,

Tax-Exempt Foundations Caught Red-Handed:
"It must be recognized that the power that these energetic

Left-wingers exercised was NEVER their own.power'nor Communist
power but was uitimately THE POWER OF. THE INTERNATIONAL
FINANCIAL COTERIES, and, once the anger and suspicions of the
American people were aroused, as they were by 1950, it was a fairly
simple, matter to GET RID. OF [HIDE ELSEWHERE]'" THE RED
SYMPATHIZERS. Before this could be done, however, a congressional
committee, following backward to their source the THREADS WHICH
LED FROM ADMITTED COMMUNISTS like Whittaker Chambers,

•.through Alger Hiss, and the Carnegie Endowment to Thomas Lamont
and the .Morgan Bank, FELL INTO THE WHOLE COMPLICATED

:NETWPRK OF INTERLOCKING TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATIONS."
(pp. 954-955, emphasis added)

How the Scandal Was Kept From Reaching the Public;
"The Eighty-third Congress in July 1953 set up a Special Com

mittee to Investigate Tax-Exempt Foundations with Representative B.
Carroll Reece, of Tennessee, as chairman. IT SOON BECAME CLEAR
THAT PEOPLE'.OF IMMENSE WEALTH WOULD BE UNHAPPY
IF THE INVESTIGATION WENT TOO FAR and that the 'most
respected' newspapers in the country, CLOSELY ALLIED WITH
THESE MEN OF WEALTH," would not get excited enough about any
revelations to make the publicity worth while, in terms of votes or
campaign contributions." (p. 955, emphasis added)

Note how this last sentence reveals the Achilles Heel in the secret
society's operations. The whole concern of the globalist conspiracy
is to do their work in such a way that the public will not become
sufficiently aroused to use their "votes and campaign contributions"
to knock the agents of the Establishment out of political power in
Washington. As long'as the Constitution remans in effect the American
people still have an opportunity to wake up" and "throw the rascals
out." As we shaii see later," Dr. Quigley was hoirified, along with his
fellow "insiders" .when this earth-shaking possibility almost became
a' reality in 1964. But Wshairdiscuss that'tremendously interesting
incident a little later. Now, back to Dr. Quigley:

The Scandalous Congressional Findings Were Not Shocking To Dr.
Quigley: .

"An interesting report SHOWING "THE ' LEFT-WING ASSO
CIATIONS of the interlocking nexus of tax-exempt foundations was

58



issued in 1954 RATHER QUIETLY. Four years later, the Reece
committee s general counsel, Rene A. Wormser, wrote a shocked,
BUT NOT SHOCKING book on the subjjct called Foundations: Their
Power and Influence. " (p. 955, emphasis Jdded)

Note that Dr. Quigley fully appreciates that the Reece Committee
hearings turned up some shocking information and that the book
written by its general counsel, Rene A. Wormser, was intended to shock
the public. But Dr. Quigley had been on
it was not shocking to him.

This reviewer has studied the Worniser book (Devin-Adair, New
York, 1958) and has concluded that while the findings of the Reece
Committee might not be disturbing to aln "insider" like Dr. Quigley,
they are certainly sufficient to raise the blood temperature of°any
ordinary American who might be an.xious ^o preserve his basic rights
and preserve the American way of life in an open society. The Reece
Committee found that ta.x-exempt foundations were deliberatelv
attacking the whole basic structure of the Constitution and the
Judaic-Christian American culture.

the inside for many years so

A CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEEj VERIFIES WHAT
IMG THE POWER OF
DATIONS

DR. QUIGLEY SAYS CONCERNI

TAX-EXEMPT FOUN

For the sake of brevity, the facts s^t ,,
the findings of the Reece Committee wiU be summarized. The various
references to the specific pages where the details can be read are pro
vided;

1. Political maneuvering to prevent ithe hearings from bein-^
effective, (pp. 341-377) j

2. Completely disruptive tactics erhp
Hays. (pp. 359-366)

3. How rich banking and industrial families give their money to
foundations without losing control of their funds, (pp. 11-12)

orth in the Wormser book on

oyed by Congressman Wayne

4.

5.

Who actually runs the tax-exem
How the major foundations are
lithic monopoly of power to iarry out globalist policies
(pp. 57-80)
Money of the foundations used tb take over the Social
Sciences:

a. Social Sciences looked upon as a potential political
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instrument, (pp. 83-86)
b. Suppressing social scientists who disagree or criticize,

(pp. 86-89)
c. Developing an elite corps of social engineers with a com

pulsive drive to ''remake the world" along socialist lines,
(pp. 90-100)

d. Foundation-sponsored Kinsey report deliberately designed
as an attack on Judaic-Christian morality, (pp. 100-105)

e. Using social science to sabotage the structure of military
services, (pp. 105-110)

f. Employing a Marxist Socialist to produce and promote
the social science classic, ''A Proper Study of Mankind."
(pp. 110-114)

g. Importing a Swedish Socialist to produce a study on the
American Negro which has created the current climate of
revolution and violence, (pp. 114-119)

h. Financing The Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences as a
vehicle for the spreading of socialist concepts, (pp. 119-125)

i. Developing a Marxist elite in academic social science
circles, (pp. 125-129)

j. Policy of continually emphasizing pathological aspects of
American society to discredit its culture, (pp. 129-131)

k. Foundation-sponsored research often slanted to conform
with pre-conceived objectives, (pp. 75, 131-138)

7. Foundations use their funds to subvert and control American
education.

a. "Conform or no grant!" (p. 140)
b. The birth of Educational Radicalism, (pp. 143-145)
c. Carnegie finances a Socialist charter for education, (pp.

146-152)
d. The radical educators, (pp. 152-155)
e. The Progressive Education Association, (pp. 155-156)
f. Financing and promoting socialist textbooks,(pp.156-167)
g. Financing Left-wing reference works, (pp. 167-171)
h. The National Education Association not designed to

advance "American" education, (pp. 142, 145, 160, 164-
165, 216-217)

8. Tax-Exempt Foundations as instruments of subversion:
a. Communist influences in foundations, (pp. 174-177)
b. Socialist influences in foundations, (pp. 177-184)
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c. Helplessness of the average citizen, (pp. 186-187)
d. Ridiculing the American idea of free markets and free

enterprise, (pp. 187-188)
e. The Socialists receive voluminous foundation-support in

f.

a
o*

launching their League fo
188-193)
Foundations push a lon^-range program to radicalize
American labor, (pp. 193|l96)
Foundations provide Cominunists, Socialists and similar

r Industrial Democracy, (pp.

collectivist mentalities to s
199)

9. Foundations finance the betr

rve in government, (pp. 196-

yal of America's best interest
to achieve collectivist internationalism:
a. Foundation policies fixed oil global schemes, (pp. 200-201)
b. Rhodes scholars fed into Government service bv founda

tions, (pp. 201-202)
The Carnegie Endowment
promulgating war. (p. 20^^)
International Relations Clubs sponsored by Carnegie to

c.

d.

e.

f.

g-

h.

for International Peace caught

promote socialist internati
Alger Hiss. (pp. 207-208)
The Foreign Policy Association as an instrument ofopinion-

, ^^8-209)

Ahiericans from learning the

Dnalism and speakers such as

molding to the Left. (pp. 20
History books which keep
truth, (pp. 209-210)
Promotmg the United Nations as the home base for the
Socialist-Communist coalition, (pp. 214-216)
Alger Hiss describes how
used to affect U. S. policy

oundation agencies should be
decisions, (pp. 218-219)

THE FORD FOUNDATION RECEIVES SPECIAL ATTENTION

•Hie Wormser book devotes .79 pages exclusively to the Ford
Foundation. Even in 1958 Wormser sen^ that the newest and largest
of the dynastic foundations was being harnessed to the team of global
mternationahsm and that its guns were quick to blast away at any
traditional Americans who were bold enough to suggest that the open
socwty of the United States might be ' *
society of controlled collectivism.

The irony of this tragic abuse of
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"They bribe governments to take on projects they
would not otherwise do," says Kim Dennis, untiJ recent
ly execudve director of the Philanthropy Roundtable, an
Indianapo'lis-based trade association for grantmakers.

Bribe may not be too strong a word. "The govern
ment's for saJe," says attorney Kent Masterson Brown,
who is suing on behalf of Kentucky cidzcns to void the
state's 5299,500 contract with the Robert Wood John
son Foundadon.

The 1994 contract provided that the foundadon would
fund the design of a comprehensive health care program
for the state. The foundadon, pursuing its own long
standing agenda, steered the state toward an imbidous
health care reform plan that's a virtual copy of Hillary
ClLncon's f^ed program.

"Clearly the money provided by [the Johnson Foun
dadon] is in exchange for 'influence,' in e.xplicic violadon
of Kentucky bribery laws," says lawyer Brown. Afier
accepdng die money, he charges, die statepermined the
foundadon to influence the direction of its health cai-e
reguiadons. Kentucky has moved to dismiss the action,
which is pending in state court.

In order to get the foundation money, former Ken
tucky governor Brereton Jones gave thefoundation rights
to use and even sell ail of the data to be collected from
padents, doctors and hospitals. Think about that for a
moment; In a very real sense the state was selling confi
dential data about its citizens to a private foundation in
renirn for a grant.

Former governorJones says he doesn't recall seeing
that provision in the contraa when he signed it in 1994.

CarpetbaggerRobert Van Hook, a longtime Johnson
Foundation operative, headed up the state's new Health
Policy Board—at a salary of 380,000 a year, 520,000 of
which was paid by the Johnson Foundation. Presumably
he would sec to it that the board carried out the founda
tion's big-govcmment agenda. Less than a year later Van
Hook moved, back to Maryland, but the foundation's
legacy lives on in Kentucky.

Also in Kentucky, the Baltimore-based Casey Founda
tion, endowed by the founder of United Parcel Service,
James Casey, seeded a S74 million program to put social
workers in everypublic school. Among other things, the
workers tndn new parents and make cure the children get
ail the health and social services they need, including
referrals to get pregnancy tests and condoms. Some local
officials initially balked at making referrals forcontracep
tives without parental consent. But Kentucky educrats
cracked down, telling them they had no choice. Thus,
without debate, an' important new policy was imposed on
the state's students.

The manager of the program at the time was Ronnie
Dunn, author of The factoryrdhU^ ascreed that compares
children to the "rawmaterials used in the manufacturing
process." Dunn made her bent for social engineering even
blunter when she added: "When all citizens 'own' the
childrenand worktogether to support and empower fam
ilies, our society becomes a better place." Better for
whom? By what standard? The state never asked. It just
took the money.

Kentucky bureaucrats recendy imposed emergency reg-

'They abuse them [the girls] to see if
anybody else is abusing them?" asks
concerned parent Camille Wagner.

ulauons permitting schools to treat children for both
mental andphysical ailments and bill everything to Med-
icaid, ail expected to cost taxpayers another 580 million
a year.

Wait a minute. Isn't this lobbying by private founda
tions—a practice prohibited byfederal law? Can't a foun
dation be fined or lose its Internal Revenue Code Section
501(c)(3) tax-fi-ee status if the ms thinks it's getting too
cozy with a governmenL'

Yes, but six years ago—after listening to thepleas of the
big foundations—the Treasury Department relaxed the
lobbying rules to permit virtually everything short of
actually buttonholing a legislator or voter to support a
certain bill.

That change in the law opened the doors to every
foundation with an agenda it wishes to impose. Swoop
ing to take advantage was Lauren Cook, director ofstate
technical assistance at Washington, D.C.-based, founda
tion-sponsored Council of Govemon* Policy Advisors. In
November 1991 Cook organizeda weekend mixer at the
Wlngspread Center Li iUcine, Wis. for foundation lead
ers eager to meet and mingle with state officials.

James Joseph, dien president of the left-leaning Coun
cil on Foundatior-s, fired the starting gun. He proclaimed
that "We now stand ready to 0.. . . usher in a new era of
coUaboradve efforts to form a more perfect union and
promote the general welfare." The general welfare? By
whose definition?

The states eagerly took the bait. After the meeting
Robert Kaigh, special assistant to the secretary of Penn
sylvania's Department of Public Welfare, organized a
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-ommincc ofPennsylvania officials and gnintmakers that
'si nirn enlisted foundadon-junkic Cook. Her job: Advise
permsylvania how co cap the foundations. Cook's match
making paid off. Since 1990 Haigh ha5 hauled in some
575 million in private foundation grants to Pennsylvania
and state-sponsored social projects.

The money comes with ideological strings attached.
Pennsylvania was one of 15 states selected by the John
son Foundation in 1995 to receive money to craft
schemes to push primary medical care. In order to get the
5100,000 seed money, Governor Robert P. Casey and
state health ofncials had co agree to buy certain comput
er equipment from a Johnson shill, collect and inpuc
information about hospitals, doctors and patients, and
give Johnson the right to use and even sell those data. If
the Johnson Foundation Liked the plan, the state could
get another S2.4 million more, plus a S4.2 million loan
to implement the plan.

SLx weeks afcer Pennsylvania applied. Governor Casey
called a spccial session of the legislature and passed a law
oroviding for free or cut-rate medical care for children
whose families are too afduenc co get Medicaid but have
no insurance—a typical Johnson ploy. The Pennsylvania
health department then set up a new bureaucracy called
the Bureau of Primary Care Resources Sc Systems Devel
opment co carry out Johnson's agenda, with seven new
positions, two paid out of roundarion funds.

In April 1994 Governor Casey vvrote to Johnson boast
ing that he'd spent some 54.4 million in taxpayer dollars
and would spend at least S5.6 million more on the foun
dation's agenda, which included putting health clinics in
public schools. For his effor:^ the foundation gave Penn
sylvania another 5874,505.

Governor Casey boasted that he'd spent
S4.4 million on the Johnson Foundation's
agenda and promised S5.6 million more.

Today Pennsylvania boasts 38 full-service school clin
ics. Health department officials are pushing for more. And
Permsylvania requires schools to see that every child gets
every^ing from dental exams to complete physicals.
Worst of all, the folks at the Johnson Foundation showed
them how to get virtually all schools designated Medic-
aid providers so they can bill everything co caxpayers.

Result? Pennsylvania officials can just keep imposing
more and more intrusive medical and psychological pro
cedures svithout getting authorization from parents or the
legislature.

"Smelling a rat, the Pennsylvania legislature recently
appointed a commission to investigate. Last spring itcame
to light that in March 11-year-old girls at East Strouds-
burg's J.T. Lambert Intermediate School were pulled out
ofclass and required to submit to genital exams as part of
routine physicals. Outraged, parents have already filed a
lawsuit charging assault, battery, invasion of privacy and
intentional infliction ofemotional distress. The school dis
trict insists the exams are required by Permsylvania law.

State Representative Sam Rorer is introducing a bill to
make it harder for state agencies to accept grantswithout
lesislative approval.

"in 1991 the folks at the Casey Foundation decided that
states should do more to make sure children grow up
mentally healthy. Whatever that means. They invited state
health officials co compete to come up widi clever new
ideas for helping children who are abused, neglected or
in trouble with the law. Each of the top seven would
receive a 5150,000 "planning grant," with the promise of
up to S3 million iftheir plans pleased the foundation. In
effect, the Casey Foundation was paying state officials to
lobby for new government programs.

Virginia was one of the states that received a planning
grant. In 1992 Virginia bureaucrats got the legislature to
pass the Comprehensive Services Act for At-Risk Youth
& Families. The actset up a new bureaucracy to monitor
children and coordinate ^ kinds of money andservices.

Foundation officials claim they don't meddle with
policy. But consider the letter the Casey Foundation
wrote to Virginia Governor Lawrence D.Wilder in 1993
telling him his modest demonstration plan for monitor
ing children was barely adequate. Come up with a more
ambiuous planand commit some taxpayer money, the
Casey Foundation's executive director, Douglas Nelson,
threatened, or he would give Virginia no more founda
tion money.

Thegovernor snapped to attention. Thelegislature ear
marked S60 million to do what the Casey Foundation
wanted, done. Placated, the foundation has given Virginia
about S3 million co set up community centers to moni
tor children and figure out how to shift die entire cost co
taxpayers once the grant money riins out next year. Last
year alone, the tab for all this was up to S90 million. In
other words, an ideologically driven foundation plan
quickly becomes an embedded state bureaucracy that
nobody voted for.

In 1995 the Kellogg Foundation hired as its new pres
ident William Richardson, a 56-year-old former Maryland
bureaucrat. Since then, Kcilogg, too, has started bribing
more state agencies to adopt its agenda. This year Kellogg

Forbes • December 16, 1996



Even after cooseirvative Governor PataM
took office, state officials continned
to do the bidding of liberal foundations.

PolicyDevelopment. No matter that this subterfuge was
an obvious violadon of the intent of Pew's founders. Five
states won the planning grants.

Pew later canceled the Children's Initiative program
when it became clear it would take decades and cost bil
lions to implement, but Casey, Johnson and Kellogg were
already beginning similar programs. These folks have
never seen a government program they don't like, and
you can count on them to cry to keep this one alive.

As anyone knows who hasever paid the least actendon
to government, a program once launched has a tendency
to go on forever; so it is with these foundation-financed
projects, which tend to go on with taxpayer money long
after the foundation cap has been turned off.

In New York, for instance, in the final years of Mario
Cuomo's administration, money poured in from left-
leaning foundations determined to promote socialized
medicine in the fertile soil of this most liberal of states.
Projects under way included Johnson Foundation plans
to secprivate doctors' fees, pool information on patients
and even cap private spending on health care

Now chat Republican George Pataki is governor, arc
those liberal plans shelved? No way. Pataki's health com
missioner, Barbara DeBuono, who had enjoyed a gener
ous Johnson Foundation grant in Rhode Island, supple
ments her 5102,335 armual salary with an extra 550,000
from a state agency. Health Research, Inc., supported
almost entirely by private foundation and federal grants.

Since Pataki took office, DeBuono and other health
officials have accepted millions more In grants from the
foundations—always for projects aimed at getting chc
state government deeper into people's private lives.

New York deputy healthcommissioner, Juditi^ .\rnold,
recentiy wrote to the JohnsonFoundation's grant admin
istrator. Arnold promised that evenif the legislature scops
funding healtii carc reform, Johnson-seeded reforms will
continue. She didn't specify where the money would
come from, but the implicationwas: We burcaucracs will
find a way.

To understand what is going on here, it is important co
recognize that bureaucrats have an ail-too-human ten
dency to enhance their importance by spending more
money. More often than not, too, they are recruited from
the ranks of people committed to using goveniments co
redistribute the wealth by raising ca.xes. Consider, for
example, Brian Roherty, former Minnesota budget offi
cer, now president of the NationalAssociation of State
Budget Officers. He has called onstate budget officers all
over the country to bend the law as far as possible to
advance a liberal agenda. Roherty complains that the top
20% of households own 85% of die nation's wealth.

Roherty is at least refreshingly, frank: ''How things arc
distributed ^v^ll become the next batdcground in Axnen-
can politics," he says on the trade assodadon's Web site.

Rohertyproceeds to throwdown the gaundet to those
who rhinSc it is time to roll back or at least stabilize the
government's grab at the ta.xpayer. "State budgets will be
the primary vchicle fbr this chaingc, which will be direct
ed by men and women of courage who are prepared co
'go where no one has ever gone.'" With a litde help, of
course, from ta.x-e.xempc private foundations. Q
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ccamcd up wich chc Johnson Foundation to offer state
policymakers 524.25 milUon to come up with new ways
to "transform and strengthen the public health infra
structure." Sounds innocent, but no one is fooled. The
whole purpose is to lure states into expanding their
bureaucndes and increasingspending, ail in the name of
improving public health.

Somedmcs states bend the rules in order to get the
grants. Pennsylvania welfare official Haigh says he was
applying for a Casey Foundarion grantin 1992 to reform
foster care. But there was a hitch. The foundation
required that the state's welfare department enter into a
contract with a specific county—Philadelphia.

That would have been a violadon of Pennsylvania laws
that require compeddve bidding. No problem.Thcn-Sec-
retar/ of Public Weiiarc Karen Snider jmt decided to skip
the compeddve bidding process by pretending there was
no other possible bidder.

Four years ago the Pew Charitable Trusts set out to
induce states to overhaul all health and sodal services so
as to track all children from birth to adulthood. The Chil
dren's Inidadve, it was called.

The comperidon began with states applying for
5100,000 "planning grants," followed by another
5250,000 for the stateswhose plansbest met Pew's biases
in favor of expanding and enlarging government pro
grams. Pew's chartcr doesn't permit grants to state gov
ernments. Again, no problem. Pew simply laxindered the
planning grant money though a Bala Cynwyd, Pa. not-
for-profit outfit called the Center for Assessment and



Study of Sex
Experiencing
2d Revolution

By ETHAN BRONNER

Half a century after a mild-man-
nered Midwestern biology professor
named Alfred C. Kinsey essentially
created a new academiq discipline
with publication of his best-selling
tome "Sexual Behavior in the Hu
man Male," the study of sexuality on
American campuses is again being
revolutionized.

Oyer the past five years, courses
examining the origin and meaning of
sexual identity have appeared in
nearly every catalogue of American
liberal arts colleges, and the area is
still growing. Unlike the short health
classes taught at colleges in the past,
what is now available permits stu
dents to specialize in sexuality, espe
cially as a cultural phenomenon.

The University of Chicago initiat
ed a lesbian and gay studies project
this past fall; the University of Iowa
will offer a certificate program —
short of a major but more than a
minor — in sexuality starting next
September; Brown University is in
the fourth year of offering a full
major called Sexuality and Society;
the University ofMinnesota is est^-
lishing, with a pledged half-milUon-
doUar endowment, a Center for Gay,
Lesbian, Bisexual and Transgender
Studies; the University of California
at Riverside, the University of Wis
consin at Milwaukee, New York Uni
versity and the University of Penn
sylvania are among a growing num
ber of^institutions with graduate or
undergraduate programs focused on
sexuality.

Some of the sessions are surpris-

Contirmed on Page 11

S.

w



?••«•» 8iS'l.';.ll^:^l«-•!an.s 'V,f/„ '̂*«!:'«l«BZor''' I i£i2!!RiOOK
versUy.theowJ;;^^ A» Brown UnJ

penis, clitoris and v, 1 'he
laughing." Without

her Weekly, 25.studeni' /.
«hey hearIswhat's hnH k""® "A"" cju, klllyou. I want ,l.f« 1*'

Miller, a*23-Sr^ld rec'''
of Brown's program wh®

others whn In Miller and I ASnnml T —
a••equlremenl S, SkS^ir®"* ^^mpJe ofCoUrsesliToI iT^"'ore courses: £ LtoLt of " 'r' coursecatain " ^eXUality
an Introduction » ^ ' 8®"''er, ' ®®<^3'a'ofjwesai
"'erarya^dSurafstudr'oryofsexuality and •» '''®*
called Queers Ld^r. 1. ®®
appears on tran?crip,5 ac7,''"'Conitnunlties /or fea^if /
employers would Poientialreal name. ^ P"' «>" by the

i2!!l!!:!li;]£^enlnterest
^ aiice. y

^mmmi
boundaries.'

ance.

f^eynes, EMFo7J, n"
Tchaikovsky ' ?/„ '"* "'<
T E. Lawre^r. ^ '̂"ayan
Ludwii' Wliia ' ^ Turing an
"^r- he J ofp"?.'®'". '""nose"
Socrates Piaio' siTtSophoclci'opher Marlow? '1?''® '̂'®' ^hris
Great. Juhus cL ^ '̂̂ ^^n^er th.

Cliinging Views
Toward Homosexuality
allnliuic'SJ """»l»
least partiv m n.!- America at
George Chauncey a^hfsi t''"""®"-
University of Ch^rLo 'he
•wok arguing a
"'ost fundamental rh ®
second half of the lo?h ^" "'sProfessor ri, "" <^enfury."rst An.eriJa?aSeml? '̂

on gay and lesbian siJ^n '̂ ®"'erence
at Vale University20® participants Twn '''"e**

- somc-6oo-^^|J-^-yeai-s-|ater-hen reSer/"!""'''-
Harvard University ®'
participants and '•««>- "
a'Ru'gers UnTversl?v
Panlcipated and 200 n

gist who Is presfdem ofBr"*'®'̂ '®"
'ege. has watched ih' Barnard Col-
•ler studies whh sim g®"-

"ncernbut

because hTsIlc'lfapJfsor,?''''̂ 'encourages studemf '«"«•"

F^oni course caialofiwes at
s:rsrrr'"-«'™"io,

"1MtRl|,5T0».„

new paraphernalia J .''cnonstraie
JJnjversllJ 0! ^ v/J
Palu. sadomasochlsrc m
to discuss iheir nnr»i ®'"vJied
crllteism from anionl 1'
George E. Pal^i ^ oihers. Gov.

'AVlZZTk!!!;"«rt/from an area ot thl
history or English '"<«
crdsscultural questiMshave Invlgoraied ihLc '"a'se

- •»..»ii(.. j aisQ

choose tlieir own di

'henaiion;

"QUKRH,STOHlES,"ATyALE:
oSw;T°i='r"'"'=s«>'

.S2§|?'"
-eSdS'"""™"'/
gende, and sexual '""" '̂"8
SSS™""''"'"''''

,^®',®P®cltvecaninHuence
ca,eoo'̂ " '̂"9°''"otlefn

Issues Evolving
From Women's Studies

"»• i"8 St.'xX"''' r "•«'«»™

sclibhrlycon(ereL?Fo°"°''""'«' o"™ reS '' """"tas lowjTV""'-<""•

a« Brown and directs o/? P™'®sso«-
courses, sexuaildlnm " sexualityare soclal|"constrS2 ^
This sch 4

gender.

"SCXUAUTrTOOAyATiMr

,e„a'SP'™'P'asandlc.s

~rs'^LT-
prean/n''*'°" ""'bondedPregnancy, sex under ihe
'n«uenceo/a/cohoUeg,e„ed

.SSSr
»-ua,hea«.a«,.UaL,,.
"SaiAN, GAY AND BlSEXUAl

he curriculum win arMfPri-.,,..

oisexualrepreseniaiion aav
'esbian and bisexual ^ '̂
perspectives on the aris
/eJheon7ai;i^«^-.1 -

"''tae is,"; »«S°

S''g^iw^i;?o"'̂ efdV^arly and societal In f ®®'' ®cho|.
He<6 of scientific knlif^!' '™'''
".•Hue m'e aSJZ^ r™"

"search Into the'""""/s^Tuai^dZ?'

rjsk sexual behawS wEl®.•!" '"S''- ^""ens mthe 5th "SL n'"
!!^»''hywhetSeS^':r®^^^

o "V "a^croft added: " , ««entlallsm. which » """"Sht,
Portant aspects ofbehnuiJ? * '̂'"* ""e's sexual argues that

.fl fnuch moreconsisfpn# kbloloclcallv h . Is Innate™imc endeavSn 'ta «!• «™" auLt'"'"'""' l» tha aca '̂
'» knlw^? '!'"• « "torn "" ""»•

sSSr'^S
yealKild Sexuamy ToS''"'
'he;Unlvcrsitvof VirT° atthat fear that sLc V®' "was
when she had il.i. " !"-I'̂ ress

«o challen'ge"^e i
society faulty bases of

-"««»iana sexual assault 7P'e, we need toumw ? ' ''"•®*am-

i5ss;v"££-ssr;r"
0/ New Crlterlin editor .,
"'onthly Journal dr«l ""^®"'®"ve

New Paid ,j„g fjj, at SUNY '
S'fW -Journal pu"i,^^£" ^he Wall
article by him mmS 1 ®caustic
"Syllabus (or art*!: "•= ksaJllne,

J ilorA • . .

""a you hTve'™;,"'"*" «»"years where you S. ""'" '̂̂ '̂aWe
^ea' of moneC ,0ho' ®
Vou have to makp ri. i'"® ®''''caied.
"^r to spend " bet-
d"dosor^eading Kanf?i?'"«the amazing Ignoraiice o/nof

SSkS-"'en.Iranssexua/s. and

-fissz'&izr

sociala„dc*S.:?!'f"''»
-uivisis The course wiiiu^.^ bisexual

£Soirrro,J ~rc-;.

"o» and l/itlniiicy i,,
entaiicipaiion. Iheidea u7
IJleasure by divnrri ""®asc
'hose customs and rillfak 'T" ""embedding |n whirh ®°clal

S in which sexuality has
understood tki'

T*"® 'Dark Side'
Of Enlightenment

iSSuM.'':?, 9TO-
plumbing? Should
feated In an oblwMvn ® he
f^h.Coanactili^y'L^f•''''"'''8'•"'i • thinl. . •• i'>)r«iii)''' |

n>oves the dece"? '̂'''-

Chicago. Is ,,,„. ,,0^""''' In
pressed with these co.t« ' ''""'hat ignorance of thinHs*^" '̂
'"embers of ihe i2f

life.

'hetime oi.lJuJ. .""' he knew at
' Piaio's

'«""«I.T/iraf° ".a."as adefend SS"!,""™'""'I" f"1°""8aa "uclenis w^i?™ f"""'"'ne a highly hu^rln '"'"S" i"'"® 'hemseives Bu? m,"«"e' o? t-lf.- -lieu. linollZZT' ""wtter;h:l£~^^^and Reason" f|/arv, i'®»®®''' "^ex
Press. 1992) "if ha^l^ ^^nlversity
'0 me that the greai« r®'
history of philoSfv '" 'he
"•alter any ^ for that

a,.

He .i<l.),-.|-(. . ... ®

hy compVr^;''t',-^;'"e it because0"e-s most naturJl Ld^^h'®®'" '"'e
<lcncies and feelinof^ . 'en-
and cross-culiuraf _ h's'orlcal
tlents are oblleed^l P''actlces. stu-
• "Through sS o"f/'°"'»-ard.
"« l"rcM 10 ai'r '• «"""•«
WOSI/OMS abo,„ >>""
'«S UsH/ and „,,, , organ-



Kinsey's Legal Legacy
America's post-World War II and government are to be deemed in- otl

generation lived through the violate, that everything, including ba- tra
sexual revolution of the 1960s. sic moral law, is subject to change, na

America's post-World War II
generation lived through the
sexual revolution of the 1960s.

Now, sadly, most of them are living with
the consequences of its devastation: abor
tion, skyrocketing disease, divorce, and
sexual dysfunction. Most Americans are
unaware that their nation's moral founda

tion was supplanted, nor do they appreci
ate that a deliberate effort was

engineered to derail American com
mon law, which was constructed on
biblical principles to protect and order
society's most important building
blocks — marriage and family.

Fifty years ago this month, Indiana
University zoologist and Rockefeller
grantee Alfred Kinsey, the widely ac
knowledged "father of the sexual
revolution," published his unprec
edented report on human sexuality.
Sexual Behavior in the Human Male.

Kinsey's theme of "free love" was re
inforced by a well-timed media blitz,
and the American public was recep
tive. For the next decade, Kinsey was
one of the nation's most popular ce
lebrities (until his premature death in
1956). Cole Porter's hit song popular
ized Kinsey's sexual liberating anthem
of "Anything Goes." But over the sec
ond half of the 20th century, America
and the Western world learned the

hard lesson that, seductive though it be,
free love is not free.

In 1954, Tennessee Congressman B.
Carroll Reece could clearly see that revo
lutionary changes were forming on the ho
rizon of our nation's social landscape, and
that a principal source of the change was
foundation grants encouraging collectivism
and internationalism. When Reece began
to investigateKinsey's report and the back
groundof its funding, he discovereda trail
leading back to the Rockefeller Foundation.
While the Reece Committee was stopped by
a bipartisan effortfrom further investigation,
it did offer the following warning regard
ing the enlarging mission of social scien
tists in changing our society:

... that there are no absolutes, that ev

erything is indeterminate, that no
standards of conduct, morals, ethics,

and government are to be deemed in
violate, that everything, including ba
sic moral law, is subject to change,
and that it is the part of the social sci
entists to take no principle for granted
as a premise in social or juridical rea
soning, however fundamental it may
hereto have been deemed to be under

our Judeo-Christian moral system.

othercriminalacts.Thoseactswerethenpor
trayed by Kinsey as both commonplace and
natural. Kinsey's mission, Jones writes in
Alfred Kinsey: A Public/Private Life, wasto
free America from Victorian "repression."
But his wider goal was an amoral new or
der — possible only if human life is un
hinged from the divine.

Kinsey, like Margaret Sanger and
population planners of the early 20th
century, was a eugenicist who es
chewed biblical standards of morality.
According to one Kinsey associate:
"Kinsey knew a great deal about the
Judeo-Christian tradition and he was
indignant about what it had done to
our culture."

How did the acceptance of crimi-
- nal sexual behaviors and perversions

begin in America? Kinsey's studies
were accepted as "scientific authority"
to alter the American common law

view of marriage. Life's most intimate
and personal act was equated with de
generative behaviors as long as it was
done between "consenting adults."

Kinsey found help in his effort from
^ liberal French lawyer Rene Guyon of!| "sex by age eight or else it's too late"
% infamy. Dr. Harry Benjamin, an inter-
o national sexologist and an associate of

both Kinsey and Guyon, wrote in the
introduction to Guyon's 1948 book

Sexual Ethics:

Many ... sex activities, illegal and
immoral, but widely practiced, are
recorded by both investigators ...
Guyon speaking as a philosopher,
and Kinsey, judging merely by em
pirical data ... [upset] our most cher
ished conventions. Unless we want

to close our eyes to the truth or im
prison 95% of our male population,
we must completely revise our legal
and moral codes.... It probably comes
as a jolt to many, even open-minded
people, when they realize that chas
tity cannot be a virtue because it is
not a natural state.

With such philosophical inspiration,
Guyon developed a deconstructed legal
theory, fortifying it with Kinsey's "scien-
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Kinsey: Working for an amoral new order.

Kinsey was a vital agent in the trans
formation of America. The Russian, Ger
man, and French revolutions were all

preceded by an embrace of sexual anar
chy. In such revolutionary models, mar
riage is undermined first, then the family,
followed by private property and gov
ernments. Kinsey facilitated, with the
fraudulent data of his "studies," the aban

donment of absolutes in the "social or

juridical reasoning" of America's "Judeo-
Christian moral system."

A recent Kinsey biography by James H.
Jones, a Rockefeller grantee and former
adviser to the Kinsey Institute, reveals that
Kinsey himself was a sado-masochistic
homosexual on a perverted mission. Troll
ing through homosexual bars and night
clubs, Kinsey gathered the subjects for his
research, drawing disproportionately from
those participating in sexual perversions and



legislatures for their consideration, with
plenty of authoritative support for its
implementation provided by Kinsey's
flawed scientific analysis. Adoption of the
Model Penal Code eliminated and/or

trivialized prior sex offenses, eventually
aiding the reduction of penalties for abor
tion, rape, wife and child battery, deser
tion, seduction, adultery, prostitution,
contributing to the delinquency of a mi
nor, soliciting for masturbation, sodomy,
public sexual exhibitions, "unfit" parent
age, alienation of affection, and obscenity,
as well as infanticide, premeditated AIDS/
STD transmission, etc.

At the very time the ALI's Model Pe
nal Code was being developed, there was

been apprehended. This recognition
that there is nothing very shocking or
abnormal in the sex offender's be

havior should lead to other changes
in sex legislation.... Penalties should
be lightened. In the first place, it
should lead to a downward revision

of the penalties presently imposed on
sex offenders.

tific" data. It was put into the hands of le
gal radicals like Morris Ernst, an advocate
for the new sexual order, who handled
revolutionary cases in his war against the
American legal order.

Ernst was well credentialed as a legal
radical for his service as the American

Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) attorney for
Alfred Kinsey, the Kinsey Institute, the
Sex Information and Education Council of

the United States (SIECUS), and Planned
Parenthood of America. He had close ties

to Supreme Court Justices Brandeis,
Brennan, and Frankfurter, and Judge
Learned Hand — all influential progres
sives in moving American law away from
the absolute "Judeo-Christian moral sys
tem" which protected the
sanctity of life, marriage,
and family. TV/>i

In Ernst's 1948 book

American Sexual Behav- Qiti
ior and the Kinsey Re- .
port, Kinsey colleague
Robert Dickinson noted dn
that "an era of hush-and-

pretend in the life of our
nation may end" through DGtV^
Kinsey's Sexual Behavior
in the Human Male and

that "virtually every page
of the Kinsey Report touches on some sec
tion of the legal code ... a reminder that
the law, like ... our social pattern, falls la
mentably short of being based on a knowl
edge of facts."

Ernst explained in Scientific Monthly
why the Kinsey reports were making ma
jor inroads in changing American law:
"[R]ecently law has reached for scientific
tools to aid in its search for truth.... I now

say that the Kinsey Report is the single
greatest contribution of science to the
rule-making part of the law in my life
time.... The Kinsey Report broke through
a mass of taboo."

Ernst advised that every bar association
in the country "should establish a Com
mittee on the Laws of Sexual Behavior

and consider its own State's legal system
in this field...." Soon Committees were es

tablished with funding from the Rocke
feller Foundation in an effort to overturn

the American way of life.
In 1955, the Model Penal Code was

completed under the auspices of the
Carnegie- and Rockefeller-seeded Ameri
can Law Institute (ALI), the education
arm of the American Bar Association.

This "model" was then submitted to stale

Trolling through homosexual bars

and nightclubs, Kinsey gathered

the subjects for his researchg

drawing disproportionately from

those participating in sexual

perversions and other criminal acts.

Biographer James Jones reports that
Kinsey died believing that his crusade to
promote more enlightened sexual attitudes
had not succeeded. Yet in 1957, a year after
Kinsey's death, the Supreme Court in Roth
V. U.S., a case handled by Ernst, relaxed
the once protective American legal defi

nition of obscenity. In
1961, Illinois became the

u first state to repeal its
sodomy statute, and today

red Isss than half of the states
_ retain sodomy statutes. In
"f 1973, Dr. Mary Calde-
'Qjffj rone, a leading Kinseyan,

was cited in the Roe v.
a/ Wade decision which le-

actS galized abortion. Since
Roe a staggering 34 mil-
lion babies have been

aborted. Also in 1973, the
American Psychiatric Association re
moved homosexuality from its list of psy-
chopathologies, and in 1995, pedophilia
was removed. Today, Kinsey's finger
prints are all over the current literature of
law, medicine, and the social sciences.
For example, in Westlaw, a database of
the major national law journals, during the
period 1982-96, 499 authors cite Kinsey
versus 71 citations for the more recent

Kinseyans, Masters and Johnson. In the
Science Citation and Social Science Cita

tion Indices, Kinsey rates thousands of
listings, twice as many as Freud.

Continuedbelief in and use of Kinsey's
data may be viewed as a contributing fac
tor to the current exhaustion of our crimi

nal justice system. Authorities who permit
the killing of the unborn and release sadis
tic rapists/murderers back into society, to
typically repeat their crimes, represent a
system adrift in an amoral abyss and bent
on anarchy and national destruction. •

— Col, Ronald D. Ray, USMC (Ret.)

Col. Ray, a former Deputy Assistant Secretary' of
Defense, is the author 0/Military Necessity and
Homosexuality, Jn writing this article, the author
largely drew from Dr. Judith Reisman's definitive
book on Kinsey, which is scheduled for release in
early 1998.

a growing public outcry for tightening,
not loosening, sexual psychopath laws.
But respected magistrate Morris Plas-
cowe, the model code's principal author,
argued (based on Kinsey's findings of
course) that "When a total clean-up of sex
offenders is demanded, it is, in effect, a
proposal to put 95 percent of the male
population in jail.... Of the total male
population 85 percent has had pre-marital
intercourse...."

As America's common law was sup
planted, legal penalties were "lightened"
and new sentencing guidelines were de
veloped. For example, prior to Kinsey rape
was extremely serious, a death sentence
being required in three states and life in
prison in over 18 states. But Plascowe in
troduced to the legal profession what,Kin
sey and Guyon had certainly envisioned:

One of the conclusions of the

Kinsey report is that the sex offender
is not a monster... but an individual

who is not very different from others
in his social group, and that his be
havior is similar to theirs. The only
difference is that others in the

offender's social group have not

For More Information on R.S.V.P Campaign
Call, Fax or Write: R.S.V.P. America

PO Box 1136 • Crestwood, KY 40014
1-800-287-RSVP
Fax: (502) 241-1552
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The Sunday Observer^ London. England. August 9,1998
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They abused children (but only for research purposes)

Alfred Kinsey revolutionalised ideas of sexual development
What he did not reveal is that his data was supplied by paedophiles.

By Tim Tate

ing, who
:ed at least J have apparently developed "incurable brain damage". I have also
didren, abandoned documentary film-making in favour of "sensational twistings" and
sdthe "cheap controversy", inthe company of America's rabidChristian right. My
rch" that "sins", I am advised, are "considerable".
led Alfred Tfhis enlightening diagnosis is made by Dr. Clarence Tripp, psychoanalyst,
' ® sometime photographer and close confidant ofthe world's most femous sex

iim'̂ an scientist, the late Professor Alfred Kinsey.
^raph by Mo symptoms are simple enou^; Ihave produced adocxmientary film that

dares to challenge the sci^tific validity and morality of onepart of Kinsey's
uerque Photo monumental research into human sexuality {Secret History: Kinsey's Paedophiles—
im[PHOTO channel 4, tomorrow).
'E] Kinsey, a professorof zoology at Indiana University, beganhis research in

the niirties—a time vAen, ashiscolleague PaulGebhard explained, "everything
was illegal excqjt wetdreams". Overtwo decades Kinsey and his teamcarried outthe biggest
surve}' of sexual attitudes andbehavior every undertake. Kinsey published thedatain in^ressive
scisitific detail in two books. Sexual Behavior in the Human Male (1948) and Sexual Behavior in
the Human Female (1953).

Eadi book included s^arate chapters oa child sexuality. Chapter 5 ofthe *Male'volume
setthetone byconcluding that children were fully fledged sexual beings from birth. Kinsey
specifically denounced theprevailing Freudian view that child sexuality was latent—and thatduring
this periodthey needed protection. Kinsey insisted that-with the rightassistance—children could
enjoy "orgasms"' from the momait they were bom.

Curiously no one seemed to questim the basis of this revoluticmary claim. For almost40
years it was singly acceptedat &ce value. Th^ in the Eighties, Judidi Reisman, an American
academicresearchingsex in the media, re-examined tiie seeminglysciaitific tables and text of
Chapter5. Reisman quicklydiscovered that up to ninepaedq^hiles had sent Kinsey diaries
detailing their abuse ofdiildren; he had r^roduced their contents as scientific "proof of children's
sexualhy.

Reismanwas particularly concemed by four tables in Chapter 5 wiiidi described
children's capacity for orgasms. Deprading on howthe tables were interpreted, between 317 and



Reisman remains a highly unpopular figure with KinsQr
Institute he founded. They accuse her ofbeing part ofthe coalition
Christian Right. And its certainly true that these groups—fi'om Coi
-have adopted her and her campaign.

But Reisman is her own woman. *"1 was bom a Jew and

b^ond doubt is that behind Kins^'s prolix phrasing is something
several hundred children by men who he encouraged to mail their

When we set about investigating how such a respected s(^i
child abuse by paedophiles as evidence that children enjoy sex with
relationships with habitual child molesters was considerably more
revealed. |

Curiously, KinsQr's colleagues did not want to deny his iela|tioi|iships with paedophiles; th^r
wanted to celebrate them. Clarence Tripp-hired Kins^ to m^ films ofmen masturbating-is
particularly proudofhis mentor'sassociation witha manwhoabused 800pre-pubescent boysand giris.

Describingthe paedophile-whom we discoveredto have been a US government land examiner
called Rex King-as **super scientific", Trifq) insisted his victims **alj thought he was wonderful."
Pausing for a minute he corrected himself. There were two young girls Who....agreed to the sexual
contact but then found itveiy painful. This was because th^ weie vtiy young and had small genitalia
and [King]was a grown man with enormous genitalia. And there was a fit problem.'

Paul G^haid defends Kinsey's useofKing's data becauK it w^ unique-which is rather the
point. I^ as the Institute now maintains, much of Chapter 5 of 1
Kinsey withnoindependent verification, in {kirety scientific

The current KinsQr Institute director, John Bancroft, soi
mig}it be dubious, but has republished both volumeswith no <
Paul G^hard insists fhat King's rqiorts were trustworthy'
who rejected his sexual overtures] as well as his successes."

And, Clarence Trii^ isadamant thatKinsey's diaries ofseTbal abuse contained such precise
detail that they were self-evidently sciehtific-though he concedes thi it vijhfle simultaneously writing
them and molesting children, the paedophile was also masturbating linjself.

As we laboured on our film I was strack by the seeming]^ nitional w^ Tripp makes his
extraordinary claims. I hadto consult the tapes againto besurewe!lave transcribed themcorrectly.
When I did1cameto the reluctant conclusion that it wasn't me Who hadsuffered damage to my mental
fiiculties.

1,800 boys—from twomonths to 15years—seemed to havebeoi bsed in e;q>erimeiits designed to
discover the precise time it took them to adiieve orgasm. Since the tables showed infants offive
months achieving multiple orgasms, itseemed likely that an adildt ]iad been involved Reisman wrote to
theKinsey Institute seeking cla^cation. Shereceived a remaikably firank letterbackfrom the then
director—and former colleague ofKins^—Dr. Paul Gd^hanL In it he confirmed her suspicions:

Since sexual experimentation was illegal we have had to dejiend upon other
sources of data.... Someof these.... werehomosexual m^ra interestedin....
piepubertal children. One... had numerous contacts with noiale and female
infants and children and being ofa scientific bent kept detailed records ofeach
encounter. |

Gebhard went on to explain that the paedohileshad masturbated the :hildren-manually or orally-to
produce the orgasmsKins^ described in Chapter5. It wasto be the last fiank and revealingletter
Reismanwould receivefrom the KinsQrInstitute. She wanted to kndw who the paed(q)hiles were—and
how th^ had got access tothe childreit Instead ofreceiving answer^ she found herselfonthe
receiving end'ofa hostile press campmgn by the new director ofthe Kin^ Institute. "Ihad clearly
touchedon somethingthQ^ didn't want dealt with in public. I was questioningthe unquestionable—
KinsQ '̂s researchand his reputation as a reliablescientist And fiDr ^t th^^wereclearlyout to get
me.

igcolleagues, and with the
gibiqK aligned to America's

ed women of America to RSVP-

a [communist]". And what is
nasty indeed: the abuse of

to Indiana.

came to public accounts of
we discovered that Kinsey's

than had ever been

Vtole" volumewas providedby
h^w can it be relied on?

hat gradgingly accepts that it
l^ktion orcaveat His predkessor
1eir^rtedhis £ulures [children



British Television's Program, "Secret History:"
"Kinsey's Paedophiles"

Excerpts from Transcripts takenfrom Video taped Interviews

USED in the production OF THE DOCUMENTARY,

•TCtnsey's Paedophiles."

Working paper tor discussion purposes only

Compiled by judith reisman. ph.d.. 8/26/98

[The KinseyInstitute] already moved Kinsey's notorious sex-films to a secret
location. And they have vowed to destroy painstakingly accumulated material
(includinga $40 millionerotic art collectionalmostnever seen) if the police
arrive with warrants—as the Tate documentary suggests is desirable....rm
afraid a lot of materialhas probably already beendestroyed.... I think it*s
inevitable that things will be got rid of. They're undersiege Tate....marks
Kinsey down as a fifth-columnist gay man—the veryimage of deceitand lies.

JonathanGathome-Hardy, Kinsey Institute insiderand Kinsey
biographerin the LondonIndependent^ "Its TimeTo Ditch The Dirt"
August 10.1998)

Note; "INT* refers to the interviewer, Tim Tate, the producer/director of"Kinsey's
Paedophiles*' for YoitehireTelevision, London, England. "JAR" refers to the author, JudithA.
Reisman. All items in capitals are words spoken by theinterviewer. Unless in brackets [ ] all of
the text is spoken by thedesignated interviewee. The quotes that are in bold and italics indicate
the remarks that are especially revealing.
Full transcripts are in the archivesofthe Yorkshire Television and copies are in the author's archive.

iNTRODUCnON; The following are excerpts firom some transcribed interviews taken from
a recent documentary produced by Tim Tate and the English Yorkshire Television. The
documentary was bro^cast in England on August 10, 1998. The series is entitled, ^^Secret
History", thebroadcast: "Kinsey's Paedophiles.^^ Current Kinsey Institute Director Dr. Bancroft
and Dr. Judith Reisman's interviews are not included here but are forthcoming.

Dr. PaulGebhard, Kinsey co-author, states oncamera that theKinsey team solicited child
abusers andobtamed child "sexuality** data from pedophiles as well as a pedophile organization.
Offcamera Gebhard mentions thatthis organization was either NAMBLA (the North American
Man Boy Love Association) or itspredecessor. Kinsey*s ^technically trained** sexresearchers, a
group ofcriminal sexual psychopaths, were redefined by Kinsey ashis child sex expertSi riien
whose sexual ^expertise' was knowingly used to abolish American laws and to change public
opinion regarding attitudes toward human and animal sexuality. According to the Yorkshire
television research department, thecorrect name of Kinsey's Arizona serial pedophile rapistis
"RexICing.** Wherever Green appears the actual name ofthe pedophile is I^g.

The quotes are excerpted from interviews with 1) Paul Gebhard, Kinsey co-author, past
director of&eKinsey Institute and long-term courtroom and legislative expert witness, 2) "
JonathanGathome-Hardy, a current British Kinsey biographer; 3)James Jones, author of
Alfred C. Kinsey: APublic/Private Life (1997); 4)William Dallenback, Kinsey Institute
photogn^her and Kinsey's sex performer/partner, 5) Clarence Tripp, Kinsey photographer and
subsequent expert witness, psychologist, pornography and human sexuality "expert;" 6)Esther,



testifying to her incestuous abusefor Kinsey's study and 7) pre
Fritz von Balluseck, Kinsey nazi war criminal, serial pedophile
"expert." End

:s clippings about the trial of Dr.
rapist and Kinsey child sex

1

1) DR. PAUL GEBHARD INTERVIEWED BY 1
UNIVERSITY, IN THE KINSEY INSTITUTE LIBR^
JOHN BANCROFT, KINSEY INS ITI UTE DIRECT
CO-AUTHOR & PAST DIRECTOR OF I HE KINS

1

TATE AT INDLVNA

LRY UNDER THE AEGIS OF

OR. GEBHARD IS KINSEY

EY INSTITUTE (May 1998)

GEBHARD; [A German wrote] to Kinsey, telling him that ht was apaedophile....fKinseyJ
wrote him questions in the letter 2sA they carried on quite a correspondence....^oWce [seeking a
childsex murderer] wentthrough his possessions....found his CDrrespondence with Kinsey....they
gotInterpol..,.and the FBI....put....pressure onKinsey to reveal theguy's....sexual diary....Kinsey
said,absolutely not...IT]he poor paedophile...had his reputation destroyed ....finally quit
corresponding with us. [More detail at theconclusion of these iiterview quotes].

GEBHARD; [We are committed to] destroying the records..]/even thought about it,
recently, somehow thepoliticians startedgetting inters ted in the institute....sl senator
from Texas....fl local senator in Indiana, Burton, he wanted the institute investigated. They
said, oh,youprobably have case histpries of sexcriminals andweM like to getthose records sowe
cancatchthese people..../Ac/i weseriously thought what wouldhappen ifwestartedfacing
court orders and ifthe searchpeoplecamein with a warranito seizewhat wehad....we*ve
madeprecautions ....I had to turn down the FBI....the policc...iiad awarrant out for my arrest.
GEBHARD; Kinsey spoke to the....Wolfenden Committe€L..i<> revise English sex /flw....he
testified before various committees that were interested in law reform, particularly the
Wolfenden Committee. ,»,That caused quite achange in Brt^k law and notably in law in the
UnitedStates, The changes that were made, the first changes ^ere to decriminalize
consenting behavior between heterosexual adults. And tlieni...many of the States dropped
their sodomy laws^ because they considered any mouth/g^nijal contact sordid, even in
marriage....[which] changed quickly. And the penalties fpr pre\marital intercourse were
largely dropped or ignored. Homosexuality still remained taboo until even after Kinsey's
death and finally, thanks to American PsychiatricAssodation, they dropped it from the list
of mental disorders. I

GEBHARD; [The Arizona pedophile who raped 800 chilc
Kinsey files as ^^Green" had sexwith men,women, children
people....parents....couIdn*t give us theextraordinary detail
and we knew it was illegal and that's why a lot of people arc
have turned him in instantlv....iYwe had turned him in it wo
research project

ren. Rex King—known in the
and animals.... Nursery school
that Green did. It was illegal
furious....they say we should

iild have been the end ofour

GEBHARD; Any goodscientist that studies knows childi
get erections even in the uterus. They are sexualfrom the^w
fair amount to our knowledge....fl/irf medicine's knowledge of
ourpoint that children are sexual frombirth.

reii are sexual beings..../iV//e ma/es
9r^^0....Green....contributed a
sexMality in children. We made



GEBHARDt Judith Reisinan....[on] this famous table 34 that had the data on children....hit the
ceiling....the data came from....a good pieceof it camefrom Green....parents....physicians....we
just added it all together.

TNT: HOW DID KINSEY COME IN CONTACT WITH SAY. THE PAEDOPHILES?

GEBHARDt Thatwas rather easy. We got in prisons, a lot of them....weWgo after
them,...Then there was also a paedophile organization in this country,„.they
cooperated....some not incarcerated, they came and gave us information....You had one in
Britain...a British Paedophile Organization.

GEBHARDt We made no secret that we were studyingsex ofFenders....Nobody, no one
complained.... |Y]ou've gotta study criminals sowecan combat crime.... Most ofthe bizarre
cases didn *t get in the main volume,frankly,

2) JONATHAN GATHORN HARDY, KINSEY'S MOSTRECENT
ENGLISH BIOGRAPHER (June 1998)

HARDYt We know in 1940 that he was telling his team you should experiment
sexually.... People didn'tknow how babies were born...,[ox] whether masturbation might
kill you, most ofthem....

HARDYt The laws in America about sex were outrageous...Kinsey [said] the whole
of Americawould go to prison, 95% of Americansfor what they normally did in bed
together.... In Indiana there was even a law against an offense called encouraging to
masturbate.,,, this was horrifying....outrageous....fiIled Kinsey with great
SLnger.,„Until we know whatpeople do wecan*t help them,

HARDYt He was astonished at the number of homosexuals.... [Kinsey was] sexually
excited....[He went] to urinals....had sex in....tearooms....It would have been
disastrous....He could have gone to prison....to protect his particular desires from the
outside worid....A lot....was done in the War....the War restricted him...as to petrol
and things....

HARDYt Kinsey....[was] tentative about asking someone to have sexwith
him....Pomeroy....with whom...Kinsey did have sex....The team slept together and
had sex together both the wives and the husbands and Kinsey had both. The sex
and the staff....took place in Kinsey's house.Where else I don't know. It had to be
kept secret

HARDYt Amateurs sent films...Kinsey was incapab^ of delegation. He delegated
nothing....he dideveiything....the Methodist preacher....emerging with a religion he
believes in, a scientific religion....towards sexual behavior...do what you want This
is a field where you are not goingto hurt people....provided everyone consents it
doesn't matter what you do.



HARPY; He was deeply affected byfivepaedophile headrkasters who,„.had,.Joving
relationships with young adolescent boys oftwelve orthirt^n.,,. You certainly cannot
take the word ofpaedophile headmasters,..

HARPY; All the papers except the New York Times with
had it either on thefrontpages or very very big in the mi
magazines^ Life, Time, had sixor seven page spreads aboi j
the Atom Bomb papers, all the magazines, all the radio
massively and then recovering it to answer the readers le
President dying. Perhaps that's putting it rather strongl
than any other book had ever been or has ever been sinc^.

PART n HARPY TAPE

^whom he'd had a row,
idie pages. All the
t it..It was compared to
stations were covering it

hers. It was, it was like a
f but it was far greater

HARPY; The reason the Kinsey Institute is so careful...|is khat some of the things
they have [are]....evidence of sexual behaviors that even now are illegal. They are
nervous thatsonsorgrandsons will sue them ifthey let thUinformation out. So they
had to be very, very careful that names are not revealed in that way.

HARPY; [Re; RexKing, the pedophile] Eight or nine typewritten volumes [were]
typed up byKinsey's wife....prior to 1945, which was, yc u know, before Kinsey
admitted. Green [the pedophile] wenton havingsex mth everybody until the
end...lone after Kinsev 9ot the journals. The material in ^hat chapter almost entirely
[chapter 51came from Green's journals which Kinsey eo^iin 1944/45.

HARPY; He would masturbate little boys, tiny little boys
People don't normally do that....Very small children can
children. There are even scans ofa boysort ofplaying h
knew the material would be less scientifically considere(j

babies at 15 or 16 months.

have orgasms, tiny
ith his cock in the womb. He

if he did reveal his source.

TNT YOU READ THESE rPEDOPHILEI JOURN^S?

HARPY; Thepoint is this...J daren'tput this onfilnt ^rdidreadthem, butBancroft
doesn*t want me to sav I read them. Bancroftsaysthai ifthepeopleknow I read them
they willgo to him andsay, you 've let one scholar have them, and Vm not going to do
thai. So what I had to say in my book is that I closely questioned Bancroft and

t read them. Infact, I didGebhard about the contents of the journals, but I diqii'
read them. But I can't sav I read them.

HARPY; The joumals....G>'eeii describing havingsex m
boy or this man or thispig,;,\ thinktheKinsey Institute
would pluck out things..../ think they areright to keep

ith this,...little girl, this little
felt....right wing figures....
em undercover because th^th



are not dealing with scrupulous scholars, they are dealing with people out to wreck
them....don *t put this in but there are descriptions ofGreen buggering boys nigh on
7J....boys sort ofenjoys it but doesn't enjoy it I mean it's quite sort of harsh stuff
some of it

HARDY; They [The Kinsey Institute] are nervous, pecp/c will read thejournals and
identify someone in them.

INT: SUPPOSING SOMEBODY ...FOUND ONE OF THESE PEOPLE THAT
GREEN ..THEY MIGHT WELL SUE YOU... PRESUMABLY THE KINSEY ...

IN REPRODUCING THESE IN THE VOLUME. MADE MONEY OUT OF IT.

HARDY; You mean [the data] in that chapter? I don't think you can sue for that
can you? You can sue for defamation of character and slander, but if you are
unidentified, ifyour are just a statistic?....As a scientist I thought he was marvelous,
exemplary.

3) DR. JIM JONES—KINS.EY'S AMERICAN BIOGRAPHER (June 1998),
ROCKEFELLER AND KINSEY INSTITUTE GRANTEE, DOCTORAL

DISSERTATION ON KINSEY INSTITUTE

JONES; The only sex sanctioned by society and its legal strictures in the 20s and
30s is sex between people who are married and even then, there are some...arcane
laws about even husbands and wives....the whole thrust of the society is towards
social controL,.Masturbation is illegal^fornication is illegal, adultery is illegal,
homosexuality is illegaL.,,sex outside ofmarriage is pathology, sin and crime.

JIM JONES, PART n

JONES; TheKins^ myt}u,.,he cultivated,„\t\ke\ ofTicial version that Kinsey was
prevailed upon by students to offer a sex education class....part of a larger
[mythology] of the disinterested scientist, the person with no ax to grind, no vested
interest, no desire to influence policy one way or the other, a kind of simple 19th
century empiricist who is just collecting, assembling, and presenting data, a
Victorian metric minded, morally neutral, totally dispassionate investigator who
simply sees a hole in the literature..../^just serve his students and science,,,,,

JONES: Kinsey is in a war, okay, with middle class morality as it prescribes and
constrains sexual behavior... '5 cultivation ofthe image ofthe disintere^ed
scientist was,,,, thescientific armourthatheput on to„„keep individuals,,,,off the
trail„.,And it enables the state legislature to believethe University when it talks about
academicfreedom and academic integrity all part of the strategy that President
Wells..„used when explaining, justifying Kinsey before the state legislature,,,.



shielding, protecting an investigator against a potentially
Kinseythe personal is always political. I don't think his
very far from the work.

hostile environment. With

personal needs are always

JONES; WhenKinsey becomes a sex researcher he picks up the heaviest club he can
find, which isscience, tofight back againstprescribed moraUty„,,\{Q wants [his staff] to
understand that as scientists they are not bound, okay, bybourgeois morality....he builds a
staffwhere thereissomewife swapping».„gay contacts....or] both professional and
private [needs].

[IF THE PUBLIC KNEW]

JONES; There is no way that the American public in thi
have sanctioned anyform ofbehavior that violated middle
the scientist who was telling the public that he was disint

1^40s and the 1950s would
class morality on the part of

'kre^ed and eivine them the

simple truth],„Any disclosure ofanyfeature ofhisprivate life that violated middle
class morality would have been catastrophic for his caree!r..j.For Kinsey, life in the
closet came complete with a wife, children, a public imaige that again he preserved at
all cost Kinsey's reputation still in large measure rests
he cultivated during his lifetime...the ofllcial mystique

upon an image of him that

wljed] up in Vincent Nowlis's
hat sexual activity would

under Kinsey's supervision
ijjucle....[There isan explicit]

ion sessions....group
ep Kinsey at arms length....

JONES Kinsey and other members ofthe Institute staffsh(^
room, inviting him to disrobe with the clear understanding
follow....[Two male students, Brayland and Coons]....wo '
....in 1934/35....numerous episodes....nude....and whatn(j)t
photograph ofKinsey in the buff...on that trip....masturba|t
masturbation ....Both ofthe young men....are....trying to

rked

ke

INT: DID BRAYLAND'S WIFE....HAVE A

JONES I cantellyou that....she didn't like Alfred Kinsey.
werejust kids from Mississippi andthat Alfred Kinsey hu

VIEWONTfflS?j ;

[She responded] that they
rt them.

JONES Kinsey, inonereport circumcised himselfwith a pocket knife v^thout anesthesia
or anything else....pretty heavy masochistic behavior....^njg arope around his scrotum
and throwmg the rope over apole and trying to suspenc h&slelfusing that rope and sort
ofjumping offa chsur... .inWiley Hall. ...hehad pain foi •si !X...

' ;re very proud of the [sex]
liming that goes on involvesboth

I •

JONES; Kinsey andthe people whowereclose to hini w
filming ....the risk that felon behavior entailed....Thefi
stafT members themselves and a few invited guests.



TNT! JUNE REINISCH SWORE IN AN AFFIDAVIT SAYING THAT THE

KINSEY INSTITUE NEVER FILMED ANY SEXUAL EXPERIMENTATION.

JONES: I saw some ofthefilms.,„when I took Paul Gebhard's class on human
sexual behavior, when I was a graduate student,,,[AiXtr Reisman's] charges were
made that Kinsey was a pedophile I was asked by June Reinisch, she was the
director of the Kinsey Institute at that time, to investigate those charges and report
back to her....when 7 did see films ofKinsev masturbatine, I saw films ofMrs. Kinsev
masturbating. If memory serves I saw some films of staff having sex 12 or 13 years
ago. Whether they exist today or not I can't say because I don't know,

JONES; Kinsey relied upon this [pedophile]„„for the chapter on childhood sexuality
in the made volume,,,,,! think that he was in the presence of pathology at large
and...Kinsey....really disgraced...elevated to, you know the realm of scientific
information„„yi\\2X should have been dismissed as unreliable, self serving data
provided by a predatorypedophile,

INT: WHAT DAMAGE I^GHT HAVE BEEN DONE TO THOSE CHILDREN
BY THAT MAN?

JONES; I don't have any doubt in myownmind that man wreakedhavoc in a lot of
lives. Many of his victims wereinfants and Kinsey in that chapter himselfgivespretty
graphic descriptions oftheirresponse towhat hecalls sexual stimulation. Ifyou read
those words, what he's talking about is kids whoare screaming. Kids who are
protesting in every way they can the fact that their bodies or their persons are being
violated„„SL large number.

INT: DO YOU THINK IT IS RIGHT THAT THE INSTITUTE CONTINUES
TO PROTECT HIM? WHICH IS MORE IMPORTANT. CONFIDENTIALITY

OR THOSE CHILDREN?

JONES; In my mind those children,

INT: FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF THE CHRISTIAN RIGHT ...THIS
MAN. ABUSED THESE CHILDREN. CAUSED THEM PAIN. SUFFERING.
AND KINSEY USED HIS MATERIAL AS A SUBSTANTIAL PART OF THE

CHAPTER ON CHILD SEXUALITY.

JONES; I don't think the Christian right is wrong on that I think they have their
right to be outraged....politica! ideology really doesn't have much to do with
people's reactions to child abuse....a civil evil.



TNT: FORMER COLLEAGUES OF KTNSEY SAY TrtiS MAN CAN'T HAVE
DONE ANY HARM BECAUSE NO ONE EVER CbMPLAI>JED

JONES; Ifind that argument vacuous and unpersuasive,
didn *t complain. Theperson who was rendering thai info
who abused them. It seems to me that they have as much
have, saying that the victim enjoyed the rape.

How did they know they
motion is the sameperson

credibility as a rapist would

4) BILL DALLENBECK, KINSEY PHOTOGRAPHER, ifeLLOW PORNOGRAPHY
PERFORMER, STILL IN RESIDENCE AT INDIANA t^VERSITY, MAY 4,1998

!

DALLENBECK: You don*t find out about what pedophiles think and do [unless] you talk to
a man who has done pedophile....there is nothing like going to firstt sources and
photographing you see....I photographed everything in the huinananimal when we could
arrangeit....ifthe FBI were to come, demandto see our histori es, I would destroy them first

ff....outrageous....The horrible
ed Reisman ....I heard that

DALLENBECK; Jones....injected all ofthis other moralistic sti
thing is that some ofthe import^t peoplein the UnitedStatesjoin
lecture that Reisman gave here and it'was incredible.

DALLENBECK; Nothing has been destroyed to my knowlec
necessityyet to do that„.,I quotedyou what Kinsey told me an
we would never willingly give information away to anybody....

I

INT: RE: STAFF-SEX SESSIONS. MUTUAL PLAY

THOSE AND IF NOT WHY NOT?

DALLENBECK; I would prefer not to talk about it...to some ^ent this does not belong in
the hands of the public. That was directly personal and scientifically done in that way so Td
rather not even talk about that.

5) DR. CLARENCE TRIPP, KINSEY'S PHO^TOGRAPHER, LATER A
PSYCHOLOGIST, PORNOGRAPHY & HOMOSEXITALITY EXPERT WITNESS

' I , •
j

TRIPP: The sexual climate...was very uptight both here and ui England....inhibition isgreatly
damaging to sex research....morality, whatever, on sex research.LPwple were put in jail for almost
nothing...He was anestablished professor who could goan^here and doanything.

TRIPP; Even [Kinsey's] enemies today, people like Juditii: leisman andConcerned Women of
America ....These mordists goaround, horrified at the feet tl it quote unquote, Kinsey used
pedophiles to get information. . ,
Well, its true that Green....had intercourse with hundreds ofmalss imd females ofeveiy
conceivable age....It was Mr. Green's girifnend who did the Whole ^g [the stop watch records of
table 34] herown daughter [but the tables were allof boys].

8

ge: WehavenU had that
d we allfelt the same way and

•DID YOU TAKE PART IN



TRTPP: The children [with whom he hadsex] thought he was wonderful, all the mothers
thoughthe waswonderful. Therewas no force, no damase. no harm, no pam..../iustl two
instances in which a young boy or girl ~ agreed to the sexual contact but then they found it
vftrv painful and veiled out when it actually tookplace. Thiswas because they werevery
young and hadsmall eenitalia and Green was a grown man with enormous genitalia and
there was afit problem. Buteven there, there was no, never enough complaint togethim into
any trouble, A very importantobservation,

TRIPP; Green was absolutely super clever. He rented himself outas a babysitter part of the
time ....He did everything....Kinsey...has a thing in there defining six kinds oforgasm....alerted
to byGreen. Then hefKinsevf looked forhimself...andit turned outthat Green *s
observations were terriblyfeasible....So, before thebook was published, they packed offthe
galleys to Green....[and] Green...patched itallupagain....Kinsey was himself a super-expert at
child sexuality, a superobserver....IGreen] wasthe only man I everknew who could, who was
moresensitive than Kinsey at looking at that [child sex] material... Most of this material
eventually gottransferred to theInstitute for SexResearch.

INT: HOW SCIENTIFie WAS THE DATA?

TRTPP; Thebestinthe world. Kinsey had a huge store of films done bymyself. Bill Dallenbeck
and otherpeople„„YSnsty...yfOv\A sayshow me, or do you mind if I watch, or let mecome
over....Yes, yes. Whenever possible ICinsey did validate it....

INT: WHAT YQU^RE SAYING THEN IS THAT IT IS POSSIBLE THA T KINSEY
PERSONALLY VAUDATED GREEN'SMATERIAL [THE SEX WITH CHILDREN!?

TRTPP: OhI don*t doubt it He pokedinto, he lookedat everything. Ifhe had /imc....he
oftenhad to havethese thingsphotographed becausehe simply didn't havetime....[Kinsey]
was in the market for everything..../7co/7fe whoare intospecialthings, love to document it
And it seems to revthemup iftheymark it down on a calendar,,,,

TRTPP; Kinseyhad at least ten motility studies going,

JAR: Note: ["Motility" studies would bemicroscopic studies of sperm, commonly studied
byKinsey tosee at what age small boys and youths create mature sperm capable of
fertility. This would involve sexexperimentation among children, encouraging
masturbation or adult manipulation of theboys to yield ejaculate which would bestudied
for spermcontentand motility].

TRTPP; Ifyougo out and masturbate dogs^I wasvery goodat this when I wasa io^—the
dog will love you to pieces because the dog has no efficient way to masturbate. Heloves the
orgasm asmuch as anybody else buthe can'tself produce it Now you justdo this a time or
two. The dogs do various....things. You try this onall theneighborhood dogs,„Some dogs
will always expect or trytotalk you into doing &....Other dogs will come to any human and
say, pleasetouch me here in a certain kind ofway.



INT: DO YOU BELIEVE THAT KINSEY VIEWED cIrEEN'S ACTIONS AND
MATERIAL AS ETHICALLY ACCEPTABLE?

TRIPP; Totally.,...he is clean as a whistle. Where it counts he is very clean. Nobody is
objecting ....he had sex with all these relatives and brothers and sisters and aunts....but
nobody isobjecting. Hemakes itpleasant I

PART II: TRIPP INTERVIEW

THAT HE OBSERVED IT HIMSELF?

TRIPP; Almost alwavs.,„iher^ is no mention of his observin!

wanted to see evervthins. This is a hands-on scientist,,, he h\
; people. But he did. He
ad to see it to reallv believe it

TRIPP; Reisman is outraged and has been from the first. She Was treated very nicely by
Gebhard who didn't know any better at first and she wrote questions in her letters and he tried to
answer every question until she asked that he send her Xeroxes df peoples history. Then he knew
what he was dealing with.

JAR: TRIPP GIVES SPEECH HERE ABOUT REISMAN WlflOIHE SAYS CLAIMS
KINSEY'S DATA CAUSED GIRLS & BOYS TO LOSE THEIR VIRGINITY.

INT: rVE PROBABLY GOT THIS WRONG BUT I THOUGHT SHE WAS
COMPLAINING ABOUT THE USE OF CHILDREN

TRIPP; Oh she throws....in anything that migiht do damage|to
young children, which is true....which sounds like there was
from criminals this knowledge and pumps it i

KiAsey...that he took histories of
going on....She instantly....he took

intohis research and spoils everything....

TRIPP; [Lectures on female orgasm] Ifwe could only getth6se children with some kind of
masturbation or somethingthat wouldrev up their sexual substrate at an early time it would
fix people like Judith Reisman immediately because then theyjd respond and then they'd know
whk the restof theworld was like.

TRIPP; I gothold ofa young....Gennan boy....prostitut^.
who was having an affair with one of the younger ones

photographed this German boy
the picture.

INT: WHAT DO YOU THINK SOMEONE LIKE RlilSMAN WOULD MAKE OF

YOU HOLDINO A PICTURE LIKE THAT?

TRIPP; Oh she wouldturn it into the next lovelystatement,
however. They're mostly liesbut they're interestinglies!..
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epitomeof child corruption in her mind....In Reisman'smind this would probably be the
epitome of adolescent or child corruption of some kind...

TRTPP; This backlash againstKinsey....will makehim non-considered by laymen out there. It
won*t affect the sex researchers because they'll know better...

INT: ITS BEEN SAID THAT KINSEY SHOULD HAVE TURNED IN
PAEDOPHILES.

TRTPP; Oh yes, I lovethat the best...Kinsey's answer was beautiful. Youare talking about
95% of our samplewhich is the number who have committed jailable offenses. So, you want
the whole batch done or only particular ones....

TRTPP; Paedophilia is an almost non-existent kind of crime... For instance they use words
like child molestation. What is that? Nobodv knows. Abuse of children? Are they talking
about boxing them against the ear or hitting them with a stove pipe? Are they talking about
ticklingthema little? Areyou talkingaboutfondling?

TRTPP; / hesitateto even call Green a paedophile. It is true he had somechildren,his
girlfrienddidmost of the reallyyoungones....If you havepaedophilia between an older male
and a youngboy is that homosexual?...It*s that they are playing in a way...

TRTPP; [Kinsey] is irreplaceable...touched things anddidthings thathaven'tbeen matched.
Jones [offered] to share the royalties with [theKinsey Tnstitute]....he wrote out a cheque for
$16,000, sent it to the Institute....

TRTPP; I remind youthat Judith Reisman andher Family Services group, not to mention the
Concerned Women of America....under heraegis also,go anddo things like give lectures at the
Indiana University... .And you have this continual torture.

INT: THE INSTITUTE SAYS THAT KINSEY NEVER HAD ANY CONTACT WITH

PAEDOPHILES. IT WAS JUST ONE MAN.

TRTPP; Kinsev had contact with all that he could find. It's true that nobody would he trust as
much as Green but who would?

6) ESTHER, INCEST SURVIVOR REPORTING HER ABUSE AS NON-
CONSENSUAL CHILD SEX "DATA''

FOR KINSEY'S MPORT FILMED IN FRONT OF L U. BUILDINGS
Following are excerptsfrom Esther's intervielw taken during thevideo taping at the

Indiana University in variouscites including at Indiana University,

ESTHER; Mygrandfather was a student here...when Alfi-ed Kinsey was here....in a
biology class in 1922....My father actually did mail some questionnaires....! believe, to the
Kinsey Institute about thesexual abuse that hewas doing onme....since 1938, which
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makes me about four years old....I found the papers on the
them quickly and said, he hadto sendthemback, there was
had ....to meet with him and with Alfred Kinsey....Alfred Ki
was I happy....did I love mydaddy? Of course, I was instru
man, that he was a very famous man....the conflict ofemoti
ended up in convulsions....it wascrying and uncontrollable

able and [my father] grabbed
a deadline he had to make. I

nsey asked me some questions,
cted ....to be very nice to this
ons [in the sex abuse] actually
shaking....

ESTHER; At the very peak ofwhenall the abusewas going on, there was a time
ttle questions on it, with little
wor€ls....orgasm....my father
t to let him know when there

d, he had a deadline to meet
jnvelope and I have never seen

when there was a paper in a brown envelope and it....had li
blocks in front ofit.:..but I didn't understand one of the

explained to me what an orgasm was. And he asked m
was an orgasm. He always looked at his watch.....he sai
andyou had to send[the paper] away. So he put it in this
it since

I i

ESTHER; But about 1947....he had this book....Ali*ed Kinsey's book-The Sexual
Behavior ofaHuman Male. He told me there were typographical errors in .it, that it
wasn't quite finished....it wasa pre-published edition....He said, thisbookwill change the
waythe world looks at sexuality....! knowhe had a....caiiierathat he used, but I don't
know how much he took....one incident he could have i^aken...in the act....There was

one time that may have been photographed ....there w; is one time when I do
s, oh, don't pay attention toremember it [a movie camera] was running and he say

that. So, I don't know whether a film was made or not thiit he sent to Alfred
it bouldn't possibly be enjoyed.Kinsey You could onlybe a littlegirl to understand that

That was slavery....

ESTHER; I was manipulated intotelling Alfred Kinsey that I was a happy child. I
no science in that. There is lust,

able to say that childrenwere
was not a happy child. I was an obedient child....There is
There is sin....it had to be educational and so he had to be
sexual ifyou were going to have sex with children....in hik own family I am sure.
Anyone whowritesa booklike that has got to be doing it himself.....Alfred Kinsey set
up his little empire to abuse children. I feel I was raped by Alfred Kinsey.

i 1 •

ESTHKR; I'm looking for who paidmyfather the $6,000 down payment on that
little house.... Ifthe files wereopen, I would know...lw2ilk through the campus (of
Indiana University] and find it beautifuL But Iw^ struck by the evil that comes
out of that building...even now. I'm sorry....the hami itjs doing our children
today....There has got to be power insome very high ])lapes, because some very
important people havetried and failed. And I know that I havea right to find
out....

hilia. 1know there is a lotof
...J50 years ago...they published

ESTHER: They are fanning the flames of pedo [)
money in pohiography and the trafficking of childrei
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the human sexualityofthe American male. That wasn't the....American male; that was a
lie. ..I think what he did, at least in my case was use the figures for incest in the 1953
book he did. Now I understand, they have passed on that incest information onto
someone else who is publishing a book and that makes me angry....They didn't ask
my permission to publish....It isn*t just the United States, it*s the worid that theykeep
publishing these books in

ESTHER; I really would like to know the truth....It's going to take an act of
congress to do that. It was tried once, but it didn't go far enough. It didn't actually
open up the files of the Kinsey Institute.;;.[T]hey are perpetuating that information
through the psychological association....telling thepsychologists of thiscountry and this
worldandgiving themawards in perpetuating the liethat children liketo be molested and
that's a lie....I went into a psychologist myselfand I found Kinsey's lies coming right
back at me. And then I realized that the Kinsey Institute is teaching the
psychologist, I just got through paying money to see....most people seek [help] in
psychology or a psychiatrist that was trained by Alfred Kinsey....when I sawthe
agenda that theyhad for the Quad S Association, I realized why that psychologist
didn't help me, and the children that are left to deal with this.

ESTHER: I'm sure that some of them committed suicide....multiple
divorces....lives havebeen ruined. My life has been ruined....Those childrenfrom
Kinsey's books ....areprobably still suffering. I am still sufrering....it pains meto think
about it but those children are probably my age now

ESTHER; [The Kinsey books] are republished. I would like to stop that....I'm
seeing evidenceof that in our curriculum. I do research of curriculum for the public
schools in our school district. I am right now reviewing a health text book, I have
reviewed other health text books and they quote Alfred Kinsey's book of fifty years
ago.....if a new book is published, reams of that information is going to be used in
our public schools and perpetuate the lie again. Who is financing it....it had nothing
to do with science. It had to do with perversion.

ESTHER: Those archives need to be opened up so people can understand that if
theyfed th^ were connectedwith the Kins^ Institutethat theycan go hack and know
for sure, they used me and they used those children and that is a terrible way to
feel, to feel that you've been used for a lie, and they perpetuated it so that it would
happen a^oi/t....Those archives need to be opened to find out who financed this,
where the money went and when we find that out I think we'll find out that the
pornography industry has benefited....Kinsey had ah awful lot ofpeople who helped
him with this. Theyare all across this country, the fathers andthe peoplewho gave him,
whatever statistics that he took down....lies....I blamewhoever helped him.
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ESTHER; My grandfather's perpetuation to my father was generational, and
I think that's what Alfred Kinsey was after....[The Kinsey Institute] priority was what
theywanted to do, not what was right. Their whole willingness to publish a book was
paramount in their minds....They didn't think that molesting children was wrong, so
they didn't want to interrupt it, the abuse that was going onL They wanted that to
continue, that is what they are doing this book for...evil f eople perpetuating
evil..,.They don't know what right is....whatever theydo is okay intheireyes because they
don't haveanysenseofanything except what theywant to 66.

7) PRESS CLIPPINGS REPORTING ON DR. VON BALLUSECK, KINSEY'S
GERMAN NAZI CHILD ABUSE COLLABORATOrJ ON TRIAL FOR CHILD

SEX ABUSE AND CHILD MURDER, BERLIN GERMANY, 1957

THREE PARAGRAPH INTRODUCTION BY

Judith A. Reisman, Ph.D.

JAR: Two ofKinsey's documented nazi sex collaborators were the convicted spy
for the Germans in the halls ofpower in America, the infamdus George Sylvester Viereck
andDr. Friedrich Karl Hugo Viktorvon Balluseck. The former, Viereck, was"one of
the...masterminds ofthe propaganda cabinet that Germany skt up here early in the war,"
while the latter, Balluseck,was tried m Berlin in 1957 for a childmurder.

I

Nazi scientists commonly* supported their right to exf eriknent onanyone and Dr.
von Balluseck, who collaborated with Kinsey on his child sex abuse was a nazi aristocrat,^
an incest offender who raped andsodomized hisown kin; aji wdl as Jewish, Polish and
German children for "three decades," beginning roughly in 1927.

I

JAR: Dr. von Balluseck's trial for the murderof lO-year-old LoiselotteHas,
"found....naked and throttled....on a piece ofwasteland" was jwidely covered in Germany.
The trialwas described as "completely unprecedented in the moral history ofthe post war
era" and vonBalluseck, "themost important pedophile inthecriminal history of Beriin."
Balluseck, a Kinsey collaborator, was tried for the abuse of50 or "morethan 100" or,
"several hundred" and it was noted that von Balluseck also
for "over the last three d^des" {Frani^rterAllegemane
Moreover, hiswas."Themost significant sextrial ofBerlin
16,1957).

had sexually violated children
Zekung^ May 22, 1957).
s post war history" (For, May

The newsof Kinsey'srole in this abusewas splash
largest German newspapers. Judge Berger: "emphasizeji

^aci^oss the headlines ofthe
again and again the important

^Max Welnreich. Hitler's Professors: ThePart of Scholarship Ih
JewishPeople, Yiddish SdentlficInstitute—Yivo, New Yorki 19
^Aphotocopy of Dr.von Balluseck's nazi membership card, dall
the Gemian document center, is on file In the author's archh^e
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function played bythe press in warning the public against paedophiles likeBalluseck, who
approach children as understanding friends and helpers intheir sexual need" {Franl^rter
Allegmaine Zeitung, May22, 1957). Still, despite the encouraging role of Alfred C.
Kinsey "the most famous man for a decade" (1948-1958), ("Biographies" A&E, 1997/8),
the USA press was uniformly silent on Kinsey's-role in thisexplosive trial. It was as if
these proceedings ofthe na^German/American collaboration on child sex crimes were
censored to protect an international military secret.

JAR; According to the Yorkshire Television research department, from 1942to-
1944,Dr. von Balluseck wasthe Department ofJusticeDistrictKreishauptmina, the
controller of a small Polish town, Jedrzejow, where Balluseck selected children to sexually
assault, warning them, "It is either the gas chamberor me." The EncyclopediaJudaica^
fully quoted below,^ reports that all Jedrejow Jews ended up in thegas chambers. All,
including the children, were under the control of Dr. FritzvonBalluseck, Kinsey'swar
crimes colleague, Kinsey*s "technicallytrained" sex researcher.

THE ENCYCLOPEDIA JUDAICA 1972; Holocaust Period. The German army
entered on Sept. 4,1939. In the spring of 1940 an"open" Jewish ghetto wasestablished.
In January 1941 about 600 Jews in the vicinity were concentrated inJedrzejow. During
the summer of 1942 another 2,000 Jews were transferred to the town from other towns
nearby, increasing theJewish population to about 6,000. The entire Jewish population
was deported m2SiAktion on Sept. 16, 1942 to Treblinka death camp andonly 200 men
remained ina camp established inside the former ghetto. In February 1943 all 200 were
deported or shot, and Jedrzejow was proclaimed "Judenrein. '̂' Anumber ofJews had
succeeded in escaping from the ghettobefore theAktion took place but only a few
survived in hiding: Polish gangs murdered most of them. After the war the Jewish
community inJedrzejow was not renewed. Organizations of former Jedrzejow residents
exist in Israel, the U.S.A., Canada, and Argentina. Encyclopedia Judaica, 1972.

Berger "Aftera lengthy reading from Balluseck's diaries. Dr. Berger exclaimed: "Thisis
no longer human! What wasthis all for? To tellKinsey about?" Morgenspost, May 16,
1957"PerverseCorrespondence with the US Sexologist, Kinsey."

German News Clips re; Balluseck &/or Kinsey: Source and Date Included
* * * *

The nazis knew and gave him the opportunity to practice his abnormal
tendencies in occupied Poland on Polish children, who had to chose between
Balluseckand the gas ovens. After the war, the children were dead, but
Balluseck lived. (iVZ, May 15,1957).

^The Encyclopedia Judeica, Keter Publishing, Vol. 9,1972, p. 1310-1311.
^Judenrein, a German nazi term meant "freeof Jews."
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Balluseck's career catapulted because he was a fansitical member of the nazi
party....he was a nazi Occupational officerin Pol ind and he abused 10-12
year old girls....he was in the infamous civil adminisltration....By force they took
millions ofPolish nationals to Germany [for slave labor]. (Neues Deusischland
(East Berlin), May 17,1957.

BaIIuseck....corresponded with theAmerican Kilisey Institute for some
time, and had also got books from them which deal
(Tagespiegel, October 1, 1957).

with child sexuality

[N]ot only did he commit his crimes in Germany, b it also during the war as an
occupation oflicer, he committed numerous sexusl crimes against Polish girls
ofbetween 10 &14 years old. (DerMorgen^ May i5,1957).

Dr. Balluseck.... [recorded measurements] ofhis crimes committed against
children between 9 and 14 years old... .in four thick diaries ... .ofa pseudo-
scientific character....while in correspondence with the American sexual
researcher Kinsey...;abovt his research results which as he said himself, took
place over three decades. {Frcmlrfurter Allegemaine Zeitung^ May 22, 1957)

JAR; The press described the early attempts to"covir
citing the court description ofthis powerful attorney as a
keep his photograph secret. Post WW n von Balluseckse
year-old son ofa vicar and forced the boy to write down th
following courtroom exchange was reported:

up" who Balluseck really was,
shop-workef' and the effort to
ij^ally assaulted the eleven-
5apts for Kinsey. The

Judge Berger: "/had the impression thatyou got to the children in order to
impress Kinsey and to deliver Mm materi(d.** |
B^luseck; "Kinsey himselfasked mefor that [asked me to do so]''
As a role model for his perverse actions Ballusedk named the so-called sexual
psychologist Kinsey....(^ei/e5D«//:sc/i/(ani/(East ierlin). May, 17, 1957).

Today the court has got four diaries, and in these lliaries, with cynicism and
passion, he recorded hiscrimes against 100 childr m in the smallestdetail. He
sent the detail ofhis experiencesto the L
latter was very interested and kq)t up a regular
Balluseck...(^, May 15,1957).

an

S sex researcher, Kinsey. The
d lively correspondence with

Sharp criticism of American sex researcher by|prssidingJudge....Heinrich
Berger....because of the correspondence between Ke^eningsrat Dr. Fritzvon
Balluseck, accusedof many counts ofsexual crimes, and Kinsey. The presiding
judge exclaimed, "Insteadofanswering hissordid l^ers, thestrange American
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scholar should rather have made sure that Mister von Balluseck was put behind
bars...(K{orgenposty May 16, 1957).

The connection with Kinsey, towards whom he'd showed off his crimes, had a
disastrous effect on [von Balluseck]...[I]n his diaries he'd stuck in the letters from
the sex researcher, Kinsey in which he'd been encouraged to continue his
research .... He had also started relationships....to expand his researches. One
shivers to think of the lengths he went to (7S!P, May 17, 1957)....

Kinsey had askedihe paedophile specificallyfor material ofhis perverse
actions. The presiding judge. Dr. Bergernoted that it was Kinsey'sduty to get
Balluseck locked up, instead ofcorrespondingwith him. {BerlinerZeitung^ May
16, 1957).

He made statistics of all these experiences and he sent them with
comprehensive reports to the American sex researcher, Kinsey. In one reply,
which apart from a "thank you," contained the warning "be careful" (or
'Svatch out") Balluseck cut out the signature from this letter, and stuck it in his
diary. {TGSP, May 16,19957).

In the diaries, described as volume 1 & 4, he described with pedantic
exactness, how he committed his crimes {NZ, May 15, 1957).

Balluseck had close contact with the so called American sex researcher, Kinsey, to
whom he*drepeatedly and explicitly reported his perverse crimes. Balluseck had
also described those in pedantic det^ in his diaries. {NZ, May 15, 1957).

JAR; Ordinarily, a university pressoffice would immediately deliver international
press mentions ofthe school (especidly damaging information) to the administration. lU
and President Wells were already aware ofKinsey's collaboration with Balluseck, as
Kinsey Institute Director, Paul Gebhard said, for the FBI had sought Kinsey out for aid
and he refusedto give the FBI the evidence they knew he had on Balluseck's crimes.

JAR; Considering the "pressure" Gebhard claims was applied to Kinsey, it is more
than likely that the FBI appealed to lU officials for aid, informing them of Balluseck's
child sex crimes and ofKinsey's letters encouraging these crimes. Even after serving his
sentence for massive child sex abuse (they claimed a lack ofadequate evidence for the
murder conviction), Balluseckcontinuedcorrespondingwith Gebhard, the latter
indignantly protesting that this "poor pedophile" had trouble obtjuning ajob afterhis
release from prison.

JAR; At a seminar on The Ethics ofSexResearch^ (Masters, Johnson& Kolodny,
1972) Gebhard told the attending learned sexology "experts," that it was ethical to use
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child sex data from Balluseck (a man the Kinsey team knew tc be a nazi, pedophile, war
criminal). No attending sex "expert" challenged the Kinsey team ethics when Gebhard
reported they "interviewed" vonBalluseck, carefully purging
'sex murder."

'child" from his report ofa

We [were] amoral at bestand criminal at worst....An example of our criminality is
our refusal to cooperate with authorities in apprehendirga pedophile we had
interviewed whowas being sought for a sex murder ^

Dr. Paul (jebhard

JAR; Yorkshire TV Tim Tate's location ofthe Nazi ped(!>phile who was Kinsey's
child sexuality expert, shedslight upontheKinsey team's Worid War II draft evasions—
none ofKinsey'shealthy research team joined America in defending the USAin that war.
Onthe evidence, Kinsey*s racist call to sterilize American "lowerclasses" was in keeping
with the views ofthe German-American Bund, afascist traitirist organization. Kinsey
knowingly solicited and used the-descriptions of "morethan 100" children who Balluseck
raped and sodomized, relabeling Balluseck's brutal, inhuman crimes as "scientific" data.

JAR; It is correct to ask ifDr. von Balluseck obtained alid possibly photographed
the"orgasm" data from the 1,888 boys and 147 girls extehninated inTreblinka. It is
correctto ask if these were included in the records which van Balluseck "repeatedly and
explicitly" mailed to Alfred Kinsey for his two reports. And it is correct to ask if these
war records subsequently informed the continuing sexual revolution which changed
American lives, laws and public policies, yielding the current blight ofsociosexual
disorders visibly crippling and neutering this nation ofthe people, by the people and for
the people.

®Masters,Johnson and Kolodny, Ed.
and Company, Boston, 1977, p. 13.

Ethical Issues in Sex 77ieripy and Research, Little Brown

18



Kinsey, Rockefeller and the Nazi doctors
Reisman's latest research on the man who seduced America presents sinistermaterial

KINSEY, CRIMES &CONSEQUENCES:
The Red Queen & The Grand Scheme
ByJudith A. Reisman
The Institute For Media Education,
Arlington, Va'
326pages; softcover; US$24.95

The 1960s' sexual revolu- HffXVR
Lion wasbased onthemost I&SIkr

elaborate and CiirefuUy crafted
scientific fraud of this century,
writes author Judith Reisman.

Early sexologist Alfred C.
Kinsey, with his two famous
reportsjust50 years ago,seem-
ingly legitimized both profli-
gacy and deviancy, and thus
established "the sexual licence

he [personally] espoused." Sex
ual Behaviour in the Human Male (1948)
and its female equivalent (1953) kicked off
no-fault divorce, the wife-swapping era,
the gay rights movement, classroom sex edu
cation, sex "therapy" as a growth industry,
explicit imagery in the media and entertain
ment industry, iindan avalanche of pornog
raphy and obscenity.

Although Kinsey was a sexual revolu
tionary,Dr. Reisman contends, he was falsely
portrayed by Indiana University where he
worked, and the Rockefeller Foundation
which funded him, "as just a normal Amer
ican guy/husband/family man who simply
'discovered' that 'really' most American
men commonly engaged in sexually aber
rant and outlaw behaviour. Kinsey's 're
search' alleged ihat 10%of American males
were homosexual, that all of us were bisex
ual, that children were sexual from birth and
could engage in sexual •—
activity with adults without
harm, plus a whole broad
spectrtmi of things taught
today in our schools and
practised today in courts of
law as fact and as true...It

was fraud then, it is fraud
now andit revolutionized ftiHk. f 1
this nation and turned us bI'W
into Kinsey's [psycholog- [I
ical] clones."

His "Grand Scheme" was jSf~
to eliminate normal fami- V
lies in favour of selective F
breeding predicated upon [
racial and sexualeugenics,
she charges, and his "sci- Author Reisman:

entific conclusions" were concocted to

advance it. The reference is to die Red Queen
inAlice in Wonderland who wanted the sen

tence (beheading) carried out first and the
verdict pronounced afterwards.

Disturbing information about Kinsey's
_ work and private life has been

^accumulating since his death in
1956 atage 62. (The officialcause
was pneumonia due to overwork,
but his extensive homosexual and

sado-masochistic activities were

likelycontributors.) Dr.Reisman
revealed much of it in 1990, for
example, in Kinsey, Sex and
Fraud. Even last year's reso
lutely non-condemnatory biog
raphy by fellow Indiana Uni

versity scholarJames H. Jones-Alfred
C. Kinsey: APublic/PrivateLife (Norton)—
is replete with gruesomely shocking details.

Kinsey: Crime and Consequences cannot
be described as non-condemnatory. Its cen
tral figure. Dr. Reisman asserts, "fits the clas
sic definition of a sexual psychopath." Had
the public known that he "and his male pop
ulation were sexually abnormal, the popular
use of their data to change [our] law, edu
cation and public policy would have come
to a screeching halt." He was able, however,
to blackmail into silence associates who knew

about "his extensive use of deviants, his large
prison population or, worse, his active child
molesters."

Still, she thinks his 'Tmdings" should have
roused suspicion. "When I first read Kin
sey's research, I thought thisman is not report
ing on America—he's reporting on himself
and then projecting that onto the nation. Kin-

seyprostitutedhis own wife
Clara...into acts of sodomy
with fellow 'researchers,'
which Kinsey filmed. He
seduced his own students

Indiana University—
male, not female students.
He devised sexual

ties with his 'co-workers,'
who then became his co-

authors. He [personally]
engaged in violent sadis-

activity, in which he
harmed himself terribly...
and appears to have died,
frankly, as result of the
traimia to his body."

Condemnatory. But his famed reports

were carefully phrased to obscure the fact
that words like "contacts," "partners" and
"sex play" could signify grown men sodom
izing children. He was also both racist and
cautious about his colleagues, avoiding Jews,
blacks and moral traditionalists. Dr. Reis

man quotes Kinsey co-author Wardell
Pomeroy (Kinsey and TheInstitutefor Sex
/?e5earc/i, Harper & Row, 1972), on his hir
ing technique: "As usual...we took his sex
ual history first...[Then] Kinsey put down
his pen and said, 'I don't think you want to
work for us.' 'But I do,' the researcher
insisted. 'Well, Kinsey observed, 'you have
just said that premarital intercourse might
lead to later difficulties in marriage, that
extramarital relations would break up a mar
riage, that homosexuality is abnormal, and
intercoursewith animals is ludicrous.Appar-

'No manofourcentury may
have contributed so much to the

public acceptance ofhis own private
disordered imagination, and harmed

America and all of its citizens, as
muchas Indiana University
sexologistAlfred C. Kinsey...

America's pioneering sexologist
practised whathe preached.'

ently youhave all the answers....Whydoyou
want to do research?'"

BiographerJones describes Kinsey as"one
of the scholarly eugenicists of pre-WW II"
who favoured mass sterilization for the low
er classes and selective breeding for the
"better classes." Moreover, Judith Reisman
emphasizes, the Rockefeller Foundation
was early interested in population control
and in using the media to popularize it. The
Reece Committee, investigating U.S. tax-
exempt foundations in 1953-54, concluded
that this "plutocratic control" was accom
plished by "funding the 'right' university
researchby the 'right' researchers, thenby
funding mass media dissemination of the
'right' sciencedata to thepublic." Kinsey's
numbers madehim a perfectfit for anyone
eager to alter what he would call human
"breeding patterns."

Dr. Reisman, a specialist in content anal
ysis studies of written and visual media,
lost many family members in the Holocaust.



In that context she raises further sinisterques
tions about Kinsey's data. For instance, who
was the "lone pedophile." the "elderly gen
tleman" cited by Kinsey for his sexual
molestation of800 children? Who were "The
Children of Table 34" and what became of
them?HowdidKinsey's "technically trained"
observers gain access to the claimed 1,800
American children for illegal genital exper
iments?'To thisday,"sheobserves,"the Kin
sey Instituteand IndianaUniversity have
repeatedly.-.refused to reveal anynames of
the subjectsor the experimenters." Nor has
anyoneofthese childrenevercome forward,
alAoughtheinstimteseemsanexcellenttar
get for lawsuits.

Even in the destitute 1930s, at the cited rate
of a dollar a day, she doubts that children as
youngasthree months wereobtamableinsuch
numbers around Bloomington, Indiana. She
suggests an ominous but credible alterna
tive: a collaborative link between Kinsey and
NaziGermany, thenapolicestatewhere such
"experimentation" couldeasilybe conduct
ed"aspartofanongoingcollegial, cross-cul
tural, multinational, 'fact-finding' research
project." Shecitessignificant links, suchas
one George Sylvester Viereck,who worked
for the German embassy in Washington,
D.C., in those years, setting up Nazi front
groups, andwhoisknowntohavebeenaKin
seycorrespondent. Furthermore, theRocke-
feUerFoundation was simultaneously fund
ingeugenics projects in Berlin.

Kinsey consistently keptsecrethishypothe
ses and the basic facts upon which his con
clusions rested, Dr. Reisman charges.
"Neither Kinsey nor any of his team can
rightly betermed 'scientists.' Theirmethod-
ology was not scientific,for it was neither
abletobereplicated norvalidated. Theirdata
was anonymous, forced, secretlyaltered at
will, and ^udulent. With the aid ofthe elite
academic world and institutions and the sup
port of public funds andthe socialplan
ningfoundations, Kinsey andhisassociates,
who served as his own private male harem,
conducted thousands ofsexual interviews to
present a false view of American sexual
behaviours."

Amazingly, however, use of Kinsey data
as authoritativehas never been seriouslychal
lenged—until now. Itmustnotcontinue.Dr.
Reisman declares; "There [must] be a full
andopenpublic investigation intoKinsey's
fraudulent data and its impact upon law
makers, the military, the church, the press,
the academic world, the family and all our
institutions."

—Kevin E.^rams

\^ncouver writerf^n £ Abrams is coauthorof
ThePink Swas&a: HomoseooiaHy InTheNazi Paity.

'Kinsey, Criwes andConsequencesan be ordered bycalling
1-800637-0544.
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flshcroft's Priorities
In the aftermath of the Clinton administration's lawlessness there
are many urgent matters desperately in need of an attomev .Gen
eral sattention - mcluding Chinagate, Pardongate, the matter of

I " w files, and still-simmerincquestions about Waco and Oklahoma City. When asked about hi^
pnonties dunng the February 6th edition of CNN's Larr\- Kinv
Lwe program, ne\^y confirmed Attorney General John Ashcroft
chose mstead to offer asafely "bipartisan" answer.

rnnHiT"' '•^invigorate the war on druas
A.hlf. T, Wherever I find it," announced

•tix^.lop concerns were "racialprohhn£ and(violence against Elaborating uDon
TuckeT MindvTucker added that the attorney general also wants to "take a
senous look at hate crimes." 9"" reinvigorate the waron drugs, [and] to end discrimination wherever Ifind it." said the

torney general during aFebruary 6th appearance on Larry King Live.



Are Child Abuse Laws in America Enforched?
The American BarAssociation Reports ChildPredator Protections

In 1990, American Bar Association referred to tfie handling of child sex abuse offenders as a
'̂ continuing theoretical debate/*^ Th^ report that according to a 1987 ABA stu(fy, over four-
fifths of child sex abuse pffenders are sentenced to probation, with the most common condition
being that the offender receive "treatment for his sexual orientation tochildrea"^

Admitted in die Introduction of &e report, litde consensus exists about type of treatment
works best, nor do any standards exist concerning type of treatmentor administration. Regarding
prosecution, there were "mixed opinions** about whether incest should be treated less punitively
than other child abuse. There was "considerable consensus...^ most child sexual abuse cases
terminated with negotiated outcomes rather tfian trials.**' In terms of sentencing, "the preparer of
die pre-sentence report yielded considerable power in determiningthe fate of the defendant..., and
most offenders were sentenced to probation conditioned on ...treatment for the offender*s sexual
orientation to children.**^

Unfortunately, the stucfy points out, tfiere is a lack of treatment altematives, and long waiting lists
for programs. None of^e sites studied had written standards for treatment, orany qualifications
for the therapist, and many programs would not accept offenders without payment "Officials
were quick to point out that these probationers pose serious potential harm for one compelling
reason: their sexual orientation to children usually includes a long, pervasive and active history
which is extremely difficult to change.**^ "The primary reason given [for specialized supervision]
was that these offenders are especially likely to re-offend and pose such a potential danger to
children that extraordinary monitoring and supervision isqjpropriate.**'

The stu(fy lamented the lack of monitoring by both probation officers and therapists.
"[TJreatment providers need probation oflficers to respond quickly and seriously to any reports of
the offender's failure to either attend or progress...probation officers need to be kept informed in
a timely manner when the offender is not attending treatment**® Furthermore there are "usually
no standards to guide them [judges] in selecting from among available out-patient programs.*'®
"Standards should be developed...These standards are best developed by criminal justice officials
and treatment providers working as a team. Judges and probationofficers who are responsible for
recommending specific treatment providers/^proaches should be given training to help them
select the most appropriate options for individu^ offenders."^®

"Most practitioners interviewed...worried that abusers were je-offending without being detected,
and there were even more concemed that abusers were refi-aining firom sex wiA children only
because they were being *watched* and would regress once probation was terminated. More
careful monitoring may help alleviate the first concem. The secondpoint is moot in a due process
system ofjustice.""

'American BarAssociation. 1990. The Probation Response toChild Sexual Abuse Offenders: How IsItWorking?
ExecutiveSummary. State Justice Institute, Grant, SJI-88-1 lJ-E-015, p. 1.
Md.
'Id., p. 6.

Id..p.7
Id., p. 8.

'Id..p. 9
'Id., p. 10
'Id.
'Id., p. 11

Id., p. 12
"Id.



In recommending research, the stady suggested tfiat probation and ^erapists keep statistics on the
number of probationers who are successful and unsuccessful. There should be mental health
research on child sexual abuse offenders. **C)fficials raised manydisturbing doubts aboutwhe&er
it is indeed possible to change a person*s sexual orientation and behavior towards a child and
about the long-term prognosis for reunifying offenders with dieir f^lies...justice officials
frankly admitted that offenders are being sent to one type of treatment versus another without
benefit ofany hard evidence toindicate which option might bebetter.***^

Conclusions
.

This study by the prestigious American Bar Association identifies die sorry plight of children in
light of a justice system which has abandoned its role. In spite of the complete failure of the
system, it asks tax p^ers to support a program with tfie following track record.

1. Over 4/5 ofchild abusers serve HQ time for crime.
2. Corrections Practitionersdeny any value in therapy for child abusers.
3. Treatment programs, popularized for over 30 years, still provide no data >;y^atsoever to

show any benefit, improvement or cure.
4. There are no standardsto definewhat treatment should be or who is best provider.
5. Corrections Practitioners strongly affirm that child abusers are conJtoed in their

behavior and remain a continuing tihreat to children.
6. Presentencing therapeutic evaluation of child abusers has usurped the autiiority of

judges.
7. The only solution is more time and more ther^y perpetuating therapy's failed

experiment at great risk to our nation's children.
8. The academic and legal elites in their "theoretical debate" have lost touch with the

reality that skyrocketing child abuse statistics represent defenseless children
abandoned by an unresponsive legal system.

9. Under the conmion law it was not a "moot point," as it is under the ALT Model Penal
Code, that child abusers were likely to re-offend and be apprehended within a few
years.

10. Low crime rates were statistically documented in the 50's for child rape and abuse,
when there were strongpenalties (from death to a minimum of decades).

AMERICA
<*• fiunij ^ ApicfKa Recontmendatjons

• Restore the common law;

• Death penalty for rape ofa child, with mandatory imprisonment for all child abuse
felonies.

• All child abuse should be prosecuted as charged, without plea bargaining options.
• All therapy without hard data to prove its success cannot be supported by tax dollars;

thus current programs must be de-funded.
• A jury ofpeers and a presiding judge should decide the guilt or innocence and

sentence for the offender.

RSVPAmerica, A CAMPAIGN TO RESTORE SOCIAL VIRTUE AND PURITY TO AMERICA^

"Id, p. 13.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The number of child sexual abuse cases adjudicated in our
nation's courts is large and increasing dramatically. As the
number of child sexual abuse cases grows, so does concern over
the best ways for the criminal justice system to respond to such
cases. While some advocate a strong response by the criminal
justice system and stiff punitive sentences, others suggest
alternatives to the criminal justice system and treatment-
oriented sentences (MacFarlane and Bulkley, 1982; Harshbarger,
1986). While theoretical debates continue, criminal courts are
already facing these complex cases in record numbers and are
forced to make wise sentencing decisions now. How are they
responding? What is the result?

According to a 1987 American Bar Association (ABA) study,
the primary response to these cases was to sentence the defendant
to probation. The study, conducted in Trenton, New Jersey,
Fairfax County, Virginia, and Santa Cruz, California, documented
that of the 159 child sexual abuse cases sampled in these
counties, over four-fifths resulted in orders of probation. The
most commonly imposed offense-specific condition of probation was
that the offender receive treatment for his sexual orientation to
children. A full 89% of the cases involved court-mandated
treatment as a condition of probation, and 56% of those sentenced
to some jail time were also required to serve a probationary
period upon their release with the condition that they receive

^ treatment (Chapman and Smith, 1987a and 1987b).

An earlier study sponsored by the American Humane
Association (DeFrancis, 1969) in Brooklyn and the Bronx, New
York, found less reliance on the use of probation, but they still
found it was used for 40% of convicted child abuse offenders.
(That study did not, however, examine specific conditions
associated with the probation orders.)

Previous research documents that criminal courts are
sentencing many, if not the majority, of those convicted of
sexually abusing children to probation. What happens to these
cases when they are turned over to probation departments?
Probation departments are being given the enoi^ous task of
monitoring abusers' probationary conditions. This comes at a
time when these departments are assuming ever-increasing
responsibilities and maintaining tremendous caseloads due to
prison overcrowding. Do probation officers have the time,
expertise, and resources to monitor child sexual abusers
adequately? How important is supervision by probation officers
of offenders in treatment programs? What exactly does monitoring
involve and how time-consuming is it? What happens when abusers
fail to fulfill the conditions of probation? Does anyone even
know if they fail? If so, what happens?



In addition to issues related to supervision, probation
officers are being asked to address difficult treatment issues.

^ ; Little consensus exists about what type of treatment works best,
yet probation officers must often decide, or at least participate
in deciding, complex treatment issues, largely without benefit of
extensive training on these issues. For example, who is
"qualified" to treat these offenders? What standards, if any,
should be used to select treatment providers? Who should select
the treatment program — the judge, the probation officer, the
defendant (or his lawyer), or the prosecutor? Should the
treatment be administered in prison, in a half-way house or on an
out-patient basis? When is someone considered "treated" and who
makes that decision? This study sought answers to these key
questions and to those related to supervision in order to explore
what court- ordered probation for child sexual abusers actually
means in practice, and to make recommendations for improving the
response of the criminal justice system to child sexual abuse
offenders.

II. PROJECT DESIGN

The research included two methodologies; (1) a national
telephone survey of chief probation officers in 100 randomly
selected counties, supplemented by a mail survey of the state
director of probation (or another state representative in states
without a state director), and (2) case studies in four sites.
The surveys were designed to elicit a national picture about the
supervision and monitoring of child sexual abusers sentenced to
probation; the special conditions associated with their
probation; the use of specialized caseloads for these offenders;
problems associated with monitoring these offenders; treatment of
offenders; and revocation issues. The case studies were designed
to explore these same issues in greater depth with judges,
probation officers, prosecutors, defense attorneys, therapists,
and victim advocates.

III. SURVEY RESULTS FROM PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Telephone surveys with 100 representatives of county
probation departments revealed the following:

o Fewer than half of the county probation departments
surveyed had any special regulations or guidelines for
handling probationers convicted of child sexual abuse.

o Chief probation officers expressed concern that their
staff caseloads were too high generally, and were
specifically too high to supervise child sexual abuse
probationers adecjuately.

2
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o Only one-quarter of the probation departments had^ a
specialized unit or officer(s) designated to supervise
child sexual abuse offenders.

o One-third of probation representatives surveyed
believed that the training provided to their staff on
child sexual abuse was inadequate.

o The majority of jurisdictions placed child sexual abuse
offenders on probation for an average of three to five
years. Most thought this length of probation was
"about right."

o The vast majority of child sexual abuse probationers
were required to report to their probation officers in
person; "surprise" and collateral contacts were also
frequently used to monitor these probationers.

o Psychological counseling for the abuser was the
offense-specific condition most often ordered for child
sexual abuse probationers; also common was an order to
stay away from the victim.

o Most probation officers were satisfied that the special
conditions ordered by the judge were sufficiently clear
and specific.

o Public mental health programs were utilized most often
in the treatment of child sexual abusers; private
counselors were also frequently used.

o Fewer than one-quarter of the probation officials
reported that there were sufficient numbers of "good'
treatment programs either for those who were indigent
or for those with the means to pay. Most departments
had no standards by which to approve treatment
programs.

o Few child sexual abusers were brought back to court for
reoffending or other "major" violations, according to
those surveyed. The few offenders who were brought
back to court most often had their probation modified
or revoked.

Mail surveys with representatives from each of the 50 states
produced similar results to the telephone surveys. However, the
state representatives were even wore pessxmistic about the
quality of treatment facilities and staff training available on
child sexual abuse than were the county officials.



IV. desoription of case studies

in the national su^ey ^-v^o-rani sts were making concerted

St. Joseph County, Indiana.

witness personnel. Staff also visxT;e fpatient treatment
F"tur' ;S£ o"V»P «..»py ....ion. ..r.

observed.

The sites provided an interesting contrast in terms of the

approaches of treatment programs.

TPaVTS COUNTY. TEXAS

Tn Travis County, child sexual abuse offenders generally
„c.i" |iob.uo„

W of "shook" incarceration. For the first s^erai y . , . ^

iSs' «
probationers.

While on probation, offenders are required to undergo

sex^aU^divUnt blhavYo"r, mfre ""Custic," focusing on
the numerous therapy needs of the client.

RAT.T lAKg rnlTNTY. UTAH

Despite a mandatory minimum sentencing law, most

4-v.i the first year to year and a half is spem: eitner xnthe ®,, J house or in an out-patient treatment

iasiF™' sincfresfdentfln^ the" h°alf-wa7
:;?.r4rtS l'



officers and residents although probation officers have regular
contart wito residents' therapists. Out-patient probationers are
on maximum supervision for at least "i"? lfaft"Lice a
time they meet with their probation officers at least
month.

W

several counseling facilities in the community provide most
of the in-patient and out-patient treatment. Programs are y

Kesle^bo^t^ s®ex o7fe\"e-specific and other problem areas
successful completion of the treatment program may result
early termination of probation.

VERMONT STATE

In Vermont the only state-wide system included in the
study racists and the more serious sexual assault offenders are
tvpically given a "split" six to twelve year sentence, with part
t^be sewed in a correctional facility and part to ''f
D?obttitn Nonviolent pedophiles charged with "lewd and
lascivious" contact are generally sentenced to two or three to
five years on probation, and frequently remain on probation forthe entire five-year period. While practices vary around the
state larger counties have specialized probation officers to
supervise these offenders. Child se^al
usually on medium to high supervision ®
requiring them to meet twice a month with their probation
officers? Upon reassessment, the required n^er of visits may
be reduced to one a month and, after two or three years, to one
every 90 days.

As elsewhere, probationers must be treated by probation-
acDroved therapists. Despite state-wide coordination provided by
the legislatively created Vermont Treatment Program for SejMalSgress^ors and tL existence of a "pool" of approved therapists
in every county, therapy approaches vary
therapist to therapist, with some highly structured and °ther
consiLrably less demanding. Therapy lasts a minimum of 18
months but typically tepinates at least a year prior to the
of the probationary period.

ST. .TOSF.PH COUNTY. INDIANA ' SooU"

Most convicted offenders who sexually abuse children receive
three or four years of probation, sometimes accompanied by 30 to
60 davs of incarceration to be served on weekends. These
offenders are supervised by the same probation officers who
supervise other felony offenders. Most are on maximum
supl^is?on for at least six months, during which time they must
meet with their probation officer at least twice a month.

i ..W'



1-n receive treatment fromProbationers are ^ -atment providers. Most
probation out-patient basis by a program which
treatment is ^/An^ responses to deviant
=rTrealLnru^uflir?as?^^trt^ four ?ears.

V. RESULTS FROM THE CASE STUDIES

interviews were gg"^^j.°^®vict\m^wi^^ advocates) |
judges, defense sites The opinions of those )

r .o?~.s o?ss
itss s: ?„\wSu"ti«f.rwAr co»=n
however, and can be summarized as follows.

P-rnsecution

Although prosecution was not the lately
the prosecution of discussed during
tied to sentencing outcomes. Four issues
the interviews:

offenders. Opinions were mixed among those
about whether individuals who sexually abuse childW the nuclear (or extended) family should be
treated d'Tffe^rentTy tLn other offenders ^ile |ome
argued that intrafamilial offenders should
less punitively by the system (in order, for exampl ,trpr^ser^e th"^ family structure, to comply wxth^^^^
•FaTTiiiv's wishes, or to obtain family therapy), otherscoSdld that 'the offender's violation of a sacred
trust warranted more punitive action.

o nrosecution. DespiteprosecutiL of child sexual abuse cases,
reported that prosecution of these cases
difficult.

° IxlsLd'̂ in^ril'fouV''sYte""that mo^t^child seimal abuse ^
casef terminated with negotiated outcomes rather than
trials. i

4-1. "treatabilitVi^ Consideration

° to«..».«.... >«>
factor in officials' decisions regarding case outcomes.
Offenders who admitted to some type of sexual a^use
Sith children were much more likely to be viewed as



good candidates for treatment. Those who denied the
abuse were much more likely to be incarcerated.

^ Sentencing

sentencing issues related primarily to the presentence
report, the types of sentences imposed, and the conditions
probation.

o The presentence report. Presentence ^
key role in determining the outcome of child sexu^
abuse cases. The preparer of the presentence report
yielded considerable power in determining ®
the defendant since most judges indicated that they
usually follow the presentence recommendations.

o Types of sentences imposed. While many prosecutors and
a number of judges expressed the view that
incarceration was indicated for many abusers, prison
overcrowding was frequently given as a prime reason for
reserving scarce prison beds for the most violent
offenders and those who denied the abuse. Most
offenders were sentenced to probation conditioned on
receiving either in-patient or out-patient
sometimes accompanied with short periods of "shock
incarceration in a local jail.

o conditions of probation. By far the most commonly
V 1 ordered offense-specific condition of probation was

treatment for the offender's sexual orientation to
children. Also common were^ orders to stay away from
the victim or other minor children.

supervision of Probationers

Issues discussed included the length of the probationary
period, the intensity of the supervision, the use of specialized
caseloads, and confidentiality issues related to supervision.

o iienath of supervision. Despite the disparity among the
sites in the length of probation (from two to ten
years), officials within each site were generally
satisfied that the length of probation in their
jurisdiction was adequate and appropriate.

o Intensity of supervision. The most intensive form of
supervision outside of jail or prison was that provided
in residential half-way houses. This type of
supervision was available in two of the four sites
visited. All four sites used intensive or maximum
supervision for child sexual abuse offenders initially
placed on probation. Such supervision included

7



,-.4- T ^r>n4-«nts with the probationer's employer,collateral contacts vi-cn j,c5sociates; "surprise"
W therapist, family members, place of

or f^e^ent in-person meetings between the
officer l^d the offender. Almost withoutlxcept?on? practitioners held that intensive

supefision wL important in these cases, at least
initially.

° a°sLfed
Ibule ofLnders. These officers had a reduced caseload
Ss;. St*."Si.
specialization was important.

O r>^^fH^>.ntialit.v issues. waiver
sexual abuse offenders were required to sign a waiv
of confidentiality with the ^ it
officials felt such a waiver was important because itanoSed the probation officer to receive Progress
reports from treatment providers and to obtain
otLrwise confidential material from employers
government agencies.

Treatment

^ Discussion about treatment issues on ^hree key

providers.

o i-^P.«taaent. Although P^^f^titioners
aenerallv were able to secure some type of treatment
for child sexual abuse offenders, they were disturbed
by the relative lack of alternatives and sometimes long
Msitina lists for programs. Almost universally thenied was reported^ for more therapists and more
a!tLnat!ve therapy settings - half-way houses,
therapy within prison, and therapy within :jails.

^ approaches. With few exceptions, the
therapists inLrviewed said they would not accept
anyone in their program who absolutely denied se^al
conduct with children. Most firmly believed that
individuals who denied the abuse were not amenable to
treatment. Treatment approaches varied considerably
both within and across the four sites. Styles range
from holistic "support" therapy to
therapy. None of the sites had established written
standards to address the qualifications needed by
therapists treating child sexual offenders. Probation



officers relied heavily on their own assessments of the
quality of available treatment providers and the
assessments of their colleagues in the probation
department.

o Coordination between thft treatment provider—|nd
probation. Most officials thought that coordination
between the therapist and probation officer was
critical to successful treatment of the offender. Most
bemoaned, however, that heavy caseloads precluded as
much coordination and contact as would have been
beneficial.

f

Revocation/Success Rates

Officials in all four sites noted that there were few known
instances of reoffending by child sexual abuse offenders during
the period of probation. But officials were also quick to point
out that these probationers pose serious potential harm for one
compelling reason: their sexual orientation to children usually
includes a long, pervasive and active history which is extremely
difficult to change. As a result, many cautioned that just
because revocation rates are low and known reoffenses are few in
niimber while the offender is on probation, a sigh of relief may
not be warranted. Many expressed concern that offenders who will
not abuse children while they are on probation will regress to
their abusive behavior once that period is over. These concerns
generated considerable debate among professionals who handle
child sexual abuse offenders. Some suggested that lengthy
periods of probation (such as the ten years used in Texas) are
appropriate and fair sentences for these offenders. Others,
however, contended that prolonged probationary periods are unfair
and unrealistic in terms of available resources, and that shorter
periods of intensive probation (such as two or three years) would
be a better use of limited resources.

VI. CONCLOSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The primary goals of the research were to examine how well
probation departments were coping with their responsibility to
monitor child sexual abuse offenders and to develop
recommendations to improve the response of the criminal justice
system to these cases. The exploratory research design included
telephone and mail surveys with 150 representatives of probation
departments and site visits to four jurisdictions to conduct
open-ended interviews with probation officers, judges,
prosecutors, defense attorneys, therapists, and victim advocates.
General conclusions and specific recommendations can be drawn
from the research.
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r-HTTn SEXUAL ABUSE PROBATIONERS REQUIRESPECIAUzId SUPERVISION BY PROBATION OFFICERS.
The telephone and mail surveys, as well asfro. tfe foir'̂ sites, P-vided conclus^e evxden^^^^^perceive that child sexual ,f Seve^^that "^these

attention. Most bftfficers in a specialized unit
probationers should be handled ° . reduced caseloads,
lhat has the characteristics^.^
officers with intensive ^ationer. The primary reason
and intensive supervision of the likely to reoffend
given was that these ^at extraordinary
and pose such a f"®®^„yo„riate. Unfortunately, many
monitoring and supervision ^ nrecluded such a specialized
lamented limited caseloads due in
response, especially given , Nevertheless, their
op!n!on"'Ibourthe°need for a special response was clear and leads
to the following specific recommendations.

- u. cS!ff=;

more careful monitoring of these offenders.

13 The specialized unit should ®?^=^^^=^.^is®^robation
frequent contact between the ?'°^^^°"®'^^_person office
officer. The contact should

Stiilen %hi' o«ic^ .probationer's therapist,
employer, family members and associates.

1.4 The officers in tte specialized ^it shoul^^ given
intensive training on issues related to child sexuax
and the monitoring of such abusers.

(2) CLOSE COORDINATION BETWEEN PROBATION OFFICERS AND
treatment providers is VITAL.

Both the surveys and the ^^J^gtion'̂ ^betwlen^^probatio^
that close ^i^ers is important to monitor the
officers and treatment treatment providers need
offender adequately. ^°«nond sickly and seriously to any
probation officers to ^ P either attend or progress in
reports of the offender s fai u „ , j,^ii offenders to changetrLtment in prSon need to betheir behavior. . ^a" er „hen the offender is not

ln"rt.r to sop-^vi- th. oK.nd.r .nd
10



protect future potential victims adequately. Effective
communication, coupled with an understanding of each other's

^ roles, is often critical in these cases, according to the vast
majority of those interviewed. Therefore, the following are
recommended:

2.1 Regular telephone, written, and in-person conmunication
between probation officers and therapists should be required
by the probation department. Probation officers and
therapists should be encouraged to work together to
establish the most effective necuis of communication.

2.2 The probation department should require probationers to
sign confidentiality waivers to facilitate access to
relevant information and insure meaningful communication
between treatment providers and therapists.

2.3 Joint training is recommended between probation
officers and treatment providers to clarify roles and
responsibilities and to establish mutually advantageous
interaction between the two.

(3) A VARIETY OF SENTENCING OPTIONS AND APPROACHES ARE
NECESSARY TO ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF ALL CHILD SEXUAL
ABUSE OFFENDERS.

Officials across the country are faced with very few
sentencing options in child sexual abuse cases. While treatment
is often the preferred choice for offenders who appear amenable
to it, many judges indicated that the sentencing goals of
punishment and public protection would best be served by
providing that treatment in a correctional facility or other
secure setting, such as a half-way house. Unfortunately, few
judges have the luxury of selecting the "best" possible sentence.
Prison overcrowding and the lack of any (or enough) treatment
beds within incarcerated or half-way house settings often leave
judges with the uncomfortable dilemma of imposing treatment
without incarceration or incarceration without treatment. Judges
frequently attempt to alleviate this situation by the use of
"shock" incarceration.

In addition to limited in-patient treatment options, many
judges face limited out-patient options. Many out-patient
programs are overcrowded or are unable (or unwilling) to accept
indigent offenders. Further, most judges are not trained to
assess the efficacy of various treatment approaches and there are
usually no standards to guide them in selecting from among
available out-patient programs. This conclusion leads to the
following recommendations:

11



w

W>

•^4-•: •FriT- ctiild sexual abuse offenders3.1 sentencing ^^lons iaclude sufficient
Bust be b^°S?t-patient facilities and in-

•prisons

officials and treatment providers working as a team.

3 3 Judges and probation officers who are '^esponsple for

options for individual offenders.

/A^ "qnrcESSFOL" AND "UNSUCCESSFUL" TERMINATION OF
PROBATION AND TREATMENT NEEDS TO BE BETTER DEFINED
and DOCUMENTED.

?sris,
JiSJvi'o? ss
=: ;;s

S3JI-5'UK;«"s;»ArT-^.;=ni'i
new offense).

Officials were concerned about the paucity of information
"unsicceLfullJ-\e"^Tn"t^^ ?«atS"nd TrobaSo"®^ -^Jefore,
the following are recoTtmended:

A 1 Treatment providers should maintain and disteibirte to
pi„b.tion 'Si

anfaS avaiS,le statistics on long-term follow-up success
rates.

12



4.2 probation departoCTts interested parties,
judges, treatment proT^ders, sexual abuse probationers
katistics on the terminate their periods

abuse offenders.
. • aViove were bsised on

The conclusions Important questions remain
./thoa.. T»r..«,

deserve particular note.

First, many suggestions w®". qeneraTly°''and'̂ prSat
of the criminal clSld sexual abusers. The specificdepartments specifically to ^ild^se^^ rigorously tested using
recommendations in jf_j_gj.iB,ental design in a number
an experimental or improving the response of the
jurisdictions. The and deserves serious
Criminal justice system is grea
consideration.

second, while ration^^of probation departments,
directly on the day-to-d y P , also benefit from mental health
the criminal justice system could also cen criminal
research on child sexual abuse and fair sentencing
justice ° nd^nput from the treatment community,
decisions, they .f°"r'̂ -tud^es are needed to assess the long-
Specifically, longitudinal studies ^he victim, and the
term effects disturbing doubts about whether it

r-oi ative "success" or
Third, research is n®®*^^ different types of offenders,

various types /i°/franWy admitted that offenders
Most criminal justice offici treatment versus another without
are being sent to one type of . which option might bebenefit If any hard evidence to ^nd^ unfortunate
better. Unless such research issit^tion is likely to continue.
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How Many Dead Children Are Needed
to End the Rhetoric?

by Andrew Vachss
Originally published in New YorkDaily News, August 12,
1994

Megan Kanka was 7 years old when she died. Jesse
Timmendequas, a twice convicted sex offender, has been
charged with rape and murder. When the child was first
reported missing, Timmendequas volunteered to sketch
posters with the child's likeness. It was the neighborly
thing to do—Timmendequas lived right across the street.

As usual, the public gets the facts about a recently released
sexual predator about the same time the autopsy is
performed on his victim. Yes, child molesters were in the
neighborhood—not just passing through as they stalked
their prey, but living there, openly. Another predator
released on an unsuspecting society. Another dead child.
Another desperate search for solace and solutions.

As public outrage builds, politicians remain calm—^they
know (from long experience) that the public is easily
appeased by naming (still another) hollow law after (still
another) dead child. Remember the "Little Lisa" law? If
you don't, I rest my case. And ifyou do, tell me what
impact it has had on child abuse. The law, named after
Lisa Steinberg, attacked bogus adoptions rather than the
child abuse that led to her death.
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Absent the cash-oiled machinery of a special interest
group, no politician ever feels that much pressure to
actually perform. There is one exception to this rule:
When the media adopt a cause, the cries for change echo
immediately throughout the back rooms where politics is
actually practiced. Soon, there will be "action." Let no
citizen sleep easy at this prospect. A new law requiring
"community notification" of the release ofa previously
incarcerated child rapist will provide plenty of "anti-
crime" publicity for politicians. But although such a law is
overdue, its passage should not fool us into believing that
we have de-fanged the beast.

No matter what voodoo statistics are employed, it's
beyond dispute that previously convicted sex offenders
constitute a significant risk to children.

Even if their recidivism rate was less than 50 percent—a
claim only the most deluded would make—^there is no
question but that a previously convicted child rapist is a
ticking bomb. All that is in question is the target.

Even the most rabid retailers of "rehabilitation"—and

make no mistake, sex offender "treatment" is the growth
industry ofthe '90s—no longer claim they can "cure" sex
offenders, especially those who target children.

Today, the claim is that, with proper treatment, the
behavior of some of the offenders will change. Do they
know which offenders will change their behavior? Well,
not exactly. The way they find out is to release them and
see what happens. No community should be forced into
becoming a testing laboratory for the assessment of sex
offender "treatment."

The real problem with "treatment" for sex offenders is that
they like what they do. Psycho-babble aside, the motive
for sexual assault is sexual assault. So sex offenders don't
volunteer for treatment unless it will avoid prison or
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shorten their sentence (which it often does), and they don't
continue "treatment" a minute longer than the law
requires. An offender can "max out" his sentence and be
released without the annoyance of a parole officer to
monitor his conduct.

Without supervision of the released offenders, notice to
the community is likely to produce a few isolated
demonstrations ... and no change. What is the
"community," anyway? Where does the "notice" get
posted? Will we tie up our aheady over-burdened courts
with claims that such "notice" laws discruninate against
released felons?

The National Child Protection Act of 1993, better known
as the "Oprah Bill," provides for a national registry of all
those convicted of crimes against children. But while that
law, properly utilized, will guard against the highly
stylized stalking ofpedophiles who use employment or
volunteer activity as cover, it will have no effect on the
anonymous predator living in a dense urban environment
who pounces without warning.

It's not only politicians who fear the media. Prosecutors
do, too, especially those prosecutors who are politicians in
disguise. How many rapists are allowed to plead guilty to
"burglary?" How many child molesters are allowed to
plead to "endangering the welfare of a child?" How many
predatory pedophiles are allowed to serve their sentences
for dozens of separate crimes concurrently?

If the media continue to abdicate its responsibility and
cover only the high profile cases or those which actually
go to trial, if the media continue to ignore plea bargaining,
if the media continue to report so-called "conviction rates"
and print a district attorney's press releases without any
investigation of their own, we will continue to have a
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system where a prosecutor can give away the courthouse
and claim it as a "victory."

It's all well and good to say Timmendequas maxed out
(completed his sentence) to explain why no parole officer
was involved. But the truth can be found in the length of
his original sentence. Any time you see a sex offender
plead guilty, beware—^they don't call them plea bargains
for nothing.

The death ofMegan Kanka demands two fundamental
changes in the way we deal with sex offenders:

• For certain designated crimes—and this means actual
criminal conduct of the offender, not whatever crimes
he was allowed to plead to—^there must be specialized
post-release surveillance, ideally by parole officers
familiar with sex offender patterns and trained in the
warning signs.

• A "community notification" law for the maxed-out
sex offender will only protect the community to
which he is first released. When the predator moves
on, he takes his cloak of anonymity with him. This is
not a "civil liberties" issue. The idea that those who

prey upon children have "paid their debt to society"
by serving their sentence is as ludicrous as confusing
a politician with a public servant. Sex offenders are
no more entitled to privacy than stalkers are to
camouflage.

We must begin to attack the enemy at both ends of the
continuum. Sexual psychopaths are not bom to their
evil—we make our own monsters, and we build our own
beasts. If there is one compelling theme in the
backgrounds of sex predators, it is early, chronic, intense
child abuse. The connection between today's abused child
and tomorrow's predator is ignored at our peril. Child
protective services are the front line of the war against
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predators, but still we continue to send the troops out with
inadequate training, supervision and support.

We can no longer tolerate empty rhetoric—^the stakes are
too high. Child protection is crime prevention. We cannot
have one without the other.

The only rational response is two-pronged: a massive,
focused, properly funded child protective effort aimed at
saving abused children before some grow up to prey upon
us. And whenever individuals demonstrate by their
conduct that they are sexually dangerous to children, our
response must be incarceration for a lengthy period,
followed by surveillance upon release. Close surveillance.

IfMegan Kanka's death is to have meaning, so must any
political response be meaningful. Politicians are counting
on the public's anger to subside ... until the next child's
death. Yes. we need surveillance of sex offenders, but we
also need surveillance ofpoliticians. This is not a
parochial issue. It's not about neighborhoods, it's about our
future. What good is a "community notification" law if
there is no "community?" Take a few minutes tonight.
Look up the names and addresses ofyour political
representatives. Then sit down and wnte them a letter. Tell
them you want an increase in the child protection budget.
Together with enhanced penalties for sex predators,
together with lifetime surveillance when they are released.
And, on Election Day, remember their names.

If our community accepts another media-genic "solution"
to the horror of dangerous sex predators targeting our
children, we have only ourselves to blame.

© 2000 Andrew Vachss. All rights reserved.

Please Read: Megan's Law Deceptive,
Experts Say It Tends To Give People A False Sense Of
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325,000 U.S. children
in s^^de, study says
USA today • '

WASHINGTON — Aft. estimated
325,000 U.S. chfldreri age 17 or un
der are -prbstitutes, performers in
pornographic videos or have other
wise fallen victim to "commercial
sexual exploitation," University\of

,Perinsylv^a riese^chers.-will report
•today.

"nieir'thfee-year, $400,000 study is
based on research in 17 cities. The
work' includes interviews wdA 200
child victims, mostalready in the le
gal system,^d more than 800 state,
federal and local officials. Experts
on juvenile law say it is .the deepest
investigation, yet into the extent of
;the' piroblem:. There"are 72 million
children iage 17 or under in the Unit
ed States. "

"The depth of the probleni almost
took my breathaway at timies," says
Wchard Estes, a professor of social
work at Penn and one of the rieporfs
co-authors.'; V" •

AmongtheMtogs: V.

• The largest group,' about;
122,000, is made up of children who
have run away from home and
turned to prostitution or pornogra
phy to get money for food or drugs.

B The second-largest group, about
73,000, is made up of children who;
live at home and are used by family
or friends in exchange for money,
food, drugs or other benefits.

; BThe third-largest group, about '
52,000, is made up of children who
have been abandoned by parents or
guardians and turned to the sex
trade to survive.
' BAbout 90 percent of the children

are U.S.-boni. ' . .
The research bjrEstes and Neil-

Wefner of Penh's Center for the'
Study of Youth Policy was funded ^
by grants from the Justice Depart
ment, the W.T. Grant Foundation,'

t the Fund ;for "Nonviolence ' aiid
• Penn's Research Foundation. Pre-

vioiisly, there were few, estimates of
the number of children irivolved in
the illegal commercial sex trade.
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U.S. child-sex exploitation
an 'epidemic,' study finds
By Catherine Edwards
SPECIAL TO 7XE WASHINGTON TIMES

Between 300,000 and 400,000
American children are victims of
the sex trade annually, according to
a new study released yesterday.

**We prpject one out ofevery 100
American children is involved in
sexually^loitative activities. This
is an epidemic," the study's co
author ^chard J. Estes told a news
conference yesterday.

Authored by Estes and Neil
Alan Weiner of the University of
PennsylvaniaSchool of Social Work,
the study is the first to track tbie
growing problem of child pornog
raphy, street prostitution and traf
ficking in children for sexual pur
poses in North America.

While other studies have report
ed the nature of this problem over
seas, the extentofthese activities in
the United States has .been
unknown.

**This is not a problem only in
poor, distant, developing countries,"
Mr. Estes said. "It is a home-grown
problem."

The research team interviewed
hundreds of children and youth
under the age of18 in 17 cities in the
United States, and met with some
800 officials at federal and local law
enforcement agencies and human
services departments during a two-
year period.

They found that the problem was
much more widespread than previ
ously reported.

"Official reports of sexually
exploited children in the United
States have seriously underesti

mated both their numbers and
types," the report sdd.

The largest groups of children
affected were runaways and home
less youths, many of whom "use
'survival sex* to acquire food, shel
ter, clothing and other things need
ed to survive on America's streets,"
Mr. Estes said.

The report found mostofthe sex
ual exploiters to be men, although
some women and juveniles are
involved.

Of the 300,000 to 400,000 chil
dren who are sexually exploited
each year, the study reported that
some 73,000 children resort to sex
for material profit, as a way to buy
better clothes and consumergoods,
even drugs, while continuing to live
at home.

Many of these children come
from "secure" middle-class homes,
although poorer children are at a
somewhat higher risk of commer
cial ssnial exploitation.

Another 30,000 children are traf
ficked as prostitutes, according to
the report. Ninety percent of those
children are U.S. nationals, who are
trafficked across state lines and
abroad to other economically
advanced countries, while the other
10 percent are smuggled in from
abroad.

"We discovered well-wom nation
al trafficking circuits: the East Coast
corridor and the West Coast corri
dors, for example," said Mr. Estes.
"Customers are always looking for
new, young faces, so many of the
kids are transported to a new city
every few weeks."

TWenty percent of the children

encountered in the study were traf
ficked bylarge and well-established
criminal networks with back
grounds in prostitutioi^ where chilc
traffickers can earn up to $30,000 in
trafficking fees. The children have
false identity papers, and the m^or-
ity of them use and sell drugs.

Last year, Congress passed the
Trafficking Victims Protection Ac:
of 2000 to provide assistance to for
eign victims of trafBcking brought tc
the United States. Itw^ sighed into
law by President Clinton.

Sen. Sam Brownback, Kansas
Republican, was one of the bill's pri
mary sponsors. His office said Fri
day that the staff had been waiting
anxiously for this report and hoped
now to draw attention to die problem
ofchild sexual exploitation at home.

"The sexual exploitation of chil
dren is the dark side of globaliza
tion," Mr. Brownback said.

"lb know that hundreds of thou
sands ofchildren are being abused
through trafficking, forced juvenile
prostitution and child pornography
is staggering. Ifs a tragedy diat
demands our attention and our
intervention."

Mr. Estes said that the biggest
problem w^ equipping local law
enforcement, governmentapncies

' and nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) with adequate resources
and staff to combat the problem.

The report recommends that the
•government and NGOsstart by de-
emphasizing the arrest of prosti
tutes, with a greater emphasis on
arresting customers of prostitutes
and consumers of child pornogra
phy.
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Reduce Recidivism (Letter Report, 06/21/96, GAO/GGD-96-137).

Pursuant to a congressional request, GAO reviewed research results on
the effectiveness of sex offender treatment programs in reducing
recidivism.

GAO noted that: (1) all of the research studies reviewed provided
qualitative and quantitative summaries of sex offender treatment
programs; (2) nearly all of the studies identified limitations in
evaluating treatment effectiveness; (3) there was no consensus as to
which treatment reduces recidivism; (4) the cognitive-behavioral
treatment approach works well in treating child molesters and
exhibitionists, but treatment effectiveness depends on the type of
offender and treatment setting; (5) researchers did not engage in
comparison studies to measure recidivism rates because of the studies'
inconsistent measurements; (6) the research reports lacked sufficient
descriptive information on how program participants are selected and
recidivism measured; and (7) definitive conclusions could not be drawn
about deviant sexual behavior because certain methodological weaknesses
have underscored inferences.
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LETTER

B-272097

June 21, 1996

The Honorable Bill McCollum

Chairman, Subcommittee on Crime
Committee on the Judiciary
House of Representatives j , i

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report responds to your request that we review anc synthesize
the current state of research knowledge on ways to prevent sex crimes
against children. We subsequently agreed with your staff to cover
sex crimes against both children and adults and to issue two reports
to you. This report describes and synthesizes reviews of the
research literature on the effectiveness of treatment programs for
sex offenders. Specifically, we describe the reviews, report their
findings on the effectiveness of treatment in reducing recidivism,
and report their assessments of the supportability of conclusions
drawn from existing research studies.

The second report, which we plan to issue later this year, will
synthesize reviews of the research literature on education programs

Sgate.access:gpo.gov/cgi4>inAiseftp.cJf?IPaddFe^l62.
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designed to prevent sexual abuse. It will also review research
literature on the likelihood of child victims becoming adult
offenders and what may be done to prevent that.

BACKGROUND

Letter :1

In 1993, the most recent year for which published Uniform Crime
Reporting data were available, there were 142,520 arrests in the
United States for forcible rape and other sexual offenses.M Public
alarm about sex crimes has prompted legislative activity at both the
state and federal levels. Since 1994, 49 states have enacted laws
requiring sex offenders to register their addresses with state or
local law enforcement officials, and 30 states have adopted
provisions for notifying citizens of the presence of a sex offender
in their community. In December 1995, Public Law 104-71, the Sex
Crimes Against Children Prevention Act of 1995, was passed. This act
increased penalties against those, who sexually exploit children
either by engaging in certain conduct or via computer use, as well as
those who transport children with the intent to engage in criminal
sexual activity. In May 1996, the Violent Crime Control and Law
Enforcement Act of 1994 was amended to require the release of
relevant information to protect the public from sexually violent
offenders who reside in their communities. The act, Public Law
104-145, also known as "Megan's Law,"\2 requires community
notification of the presence of convicted sex offenders.

A 1994 survey by the Safer Society,\3 a resource and referral center
for sex offender assessment and treatment, indicated that there were
710 sex offender programs in the United States that treated adult
pedophiles, rapists, and other sexual offenders. This number
represented a 139-percent increase in the number of treatment
programs since 1986. Of these, 137 were residential treatment
programs (90 being prison-based), and 573 were outpatient or
community-based programs.

There are three general types of treatment approaches:

— the organic, biological, or physical approach includes surgical
castration, hormonal/pharmacological treatment, and
psychosurgery;

— the psychotherapeutic approach includes individual, group, and
familial counseling; and

— the cognitive-behavioral approach covers a variety of cognitive
and skills training methods and includes behavior control
techniques.\4

Psychotherapeutic treatment was the primary approach to treating sex
offenders before the 1960s. Today, cognitive-behavioral approaches
predominate. According to the Safer Society's 1994 survey, 77
percent of sex offender programs used the cognitive-behavioral
approach, 9 percent used the psychotherapeutic approach, and 14
percent used other treatment models. No program reported using the
organic model alone as the basis for treatment.

Conducting rigorous research on the effectiveness of sex offender
treatment is difficult for methodological and ethical reasons.

>address=l(g.140.64.21
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Methodological obstacles include difficulty in selecting a sample of
offenders for treatment who are representative of allj sex offenders,
obtaining adequate comparison or control groups againist which to
cort^are offenders receiving treatment, determining how to deal with
offenders who withdraw or are terminated from treatment, and
determining what criteria to use for judging the success or failure
of treatment and information sources to use in making!this
determination.\5 ^
According to Furby, Blackshaw, and Weinrott (1989), conditions are
not often conducive to doing rigorous sex offender treatment
research. Rather than designing study samples and data collection
procedures to meet the information needs of their studies, evaluators
are often forced by short time frames and inadequate funding into
using samples and data sources that are readily available.

Ethical issues arise when researchers must decide which offenders

should be admitted into the treatment program. If treatment is
withheld from some eligible offenders, they may be precluded from
receiving the benefits of a potentially therapeutic intervention. If
treatment is provided to all offenders, then the treatment's efficacy
cannot be well-tested empirically, • and scarce resources may be
expended on an ineffective program. Comparing alternaltive treatment
conditions is one way to resolve the ethical dilemma.

\1 Excludes prostitution.

\2 Megan Kanka was a child who was raped and killed in
allegedly by a twice-convicted sex offender who lived

1994,

on her street,

\3 Robert E. Freeman-Longo et al., 1994 Nationwide Survey of
Treatment Programs and Models (Brandon, Vt.: Safer Sojciety, 1994)

i

\4 See glossary for a further description of treatment! approaches.

\5 Janice K. Marques et al., "Effects of Cognitive-Belavioral
Treatment on Sex Offender Recidivism: Preliminary Resilts of a
Longitudinal Study," Criminal Justice and Behavior, Vol. XXI, No.
(1994), 28-54.

RESULTS IN BRIEF

We identified 22 reviews that provided qualitative and
summaries of research on sex offender treatment. The'Reviews
discussed the studies in terms of treatment effectiveness and

methodological adequacy.

Letter :2

quantitative

I

There was no consensus among the reviews about what treatment works
to reduce the recidivism of sex offenders. The cogniti
approach was most often reported to be promising, parti
child molesters and exhibitionists. However, because o
methodological limitations inherent in the studies, a ^antitative
estimate of the intact of cognitive-behavioral treatment on
recidivism was not attempted in these reviews. Psychotherapy was
generally viewed as not being effective except, in certain cases,
when administered in combination with another treatment approach.

http://frwe^fe.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/useftp.cgi?IPaddress=162,140.^i21&filename=gg9. 9/29/2001
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Most research reviews identified methodological problems with sex
offender research as a key impediment to determining the
effectiveness of treatment programs. As a result, little is certain
about whether, and to what extent, treatments work with certain types
of offenders, in certain settings, or under certain conditions.

Nearly all of the reviews identified study design weaknesses, two of
which were most recurrent. First, the reviewers found that

comparison groups (against which to compare treated groups) were
often absent. This made it difficult to judge whether recidivism
results were attributable to the treatment, to the method used for
selecting certain types of offenders for treatment, or to other
factors unrelated to treatment that could affect recidivism. Another

major methodological problem identified in the reviews was
inconsistent and inadequate follow-up periods. Meaningful
comparisons between study results are difficult to make when
offenders are tracked for different periods of time and no attempts
are made to stati'stically adjust for such time differences. Further,
if sex offenses are underreported, as research has demonstrated, a
short period of follow-up cannot provide the basis for an accurate
assessment of recidivism.

The other two limitations identified in the research reviews

pertained to recidivism measures and how research is reported. With
respect to those measures, weaknesses included inconsistent ways of
measuring recidivism and the fallibility of too few data sources as
the basis for making estimates of recidivism. With respect to the
reporting of research, weaknesses included insufficient descriptive
information to permit the integration and/or comparison of findings
across studies.

Research reviews that reported some promising areas of treatment
agreed with those that did not on the need for rigorous research to
clearly establish the efficacy of sex offender treatment.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

Letter :3

We collected, reviewed, and analyzed information from 22 research
reviews on sex offender treatment issued between 1977 and 1996.

These reviews were identified through a multistep process that
included contacting known experts in the sex offense research field,
conducting computerized searches of several online databases, and
screening hundreds of studies on sex offender treatment. We sent the
list of reviews to seven experts in the field to confirm the
conprehensiveness of our list of research reviews.\6

We used a data collection instrument to systematically collect
information on treatment settings and types, offender types,
recidivism measures, methodology issues, follow-up periods, and
conclusions reached from these reviews. (See app. I for a more
detailed description of our methodology.)

We sent a draft of this report to three of the experts previously
consulted to ensure that we had presented the information about the
reviews fairly and accurately.\7 Their comments were incorporated
where appropriate. We did not send a draft to any other agency or
organization because we did not obtain information from such

fegov/cgi -bin/useftp,cgi
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organizations for use in this study. We did our work between October
1995 and March 1996 in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards.

\6 Appendix III contains the list of experts we used for this effort.

!
\7 Appendix III lists the experts who reviewed this report.

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH

REVIEWS

Letter :4

The 22 research reviews covered about 550 studies on sex offenders.

Of these studies, 176 were cited in 2 or more reviews; and 26 were
cited in 5 or more reviews. Given the widely varying
detail provided in the research reviews, we could not
determine whether reference was being made to a study

levels of

always
of sex offender

treatment or to other types of studies on sex offenders (e.g..
recidivism studies on untreated offenders and studies attempting to
identify sex offender characteristics). Therefore, we could not
precisely determine the total number of studies on se>:
treatment covered in these research reviews. We also

determine how many studies covered in the 22 research
duplicative in terms of researchers publishing multiple articles
based on the same set of data. At least 10 reviews were authored or

coauthored by individuals affiliated with a sex offender treatment
program. The earliest study included in a research review was
published in 1944, the most recent in 1996.

Almost all of the research reviews provided narrative assessments of
original research studies, with approximately one-half also providing
a tabular summary of at least some of the studies covered. Only one
review performed a meta-analysis, which is a statistical aggregation
of the results from multiple studies to derive an overall
quantitative estimate of the effectiveness of treatment.

Most research reviews did not restrict their coverage to a single
type of treatment, treatment setting, or offender type. Two focused
primarily on a specific treatment setting—one on prison-based
treatment programs and the other on hospital-based programs. Nine
focused primarily on cognitive-behavioral approaches^ Eive on organic
treatment, and one on psychotherapeutic treatment methods.; Half of
the reviews included studies on offenders who commitjted ijntrafamilial
crimes, while others were not always clear whether the
intrafamilial or nonfamilial.

In assessing recidivism results, most research reviews
whether findings were based on official (e.g., parole violation,
rearrest, reconviction) or unofficial (e.g., self-report, report from
family members) indicators of outcome. When official ciata sources
were described in the research reviews, conviction forja new sex
crime was the single most frequently cited recidivism measure. In
many cases, however, the review did not specify whethei the original
study used arrest and/or conviction for a sex or nonsex ctime as the
recidivism measure. As indicated earlier, sometimes thiis was because
the original study itself was unclear about how recidi\}ism was
measured.

http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/useftp.cgi?IPaddress=162.lio.64.21&filename=gg9. 9/29/2001
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RESEARCH REVIEWS VARIED IN

THEIR CONCLUSIONS ABOUT

TREATMENT EFFECTIVENESS

Some of the research reviews concluded that treated offenders had

lower recidivism rates than untreated offenders. Others felt that

the studies undertaken were so flawed that no firm conclusions could

be drawn. Many reviewers seemed to be somewhere in between. They
tended to conclude that, while some recent treatment approaches
appeared promising, more rigorous research was needed to firmly
establish their effectiveness. These reviewers asserted that the

more rigorous research should employ larger and more representative
samples of treated and untreated offenders, with longer follow-up
periods and with better indicators of recidivism.

Eighteen of the 22 research reviews included some discussion of
cognitive-behavioral programs, and 12 of the 18 concluded that such
programs were at least somewhat effective. These types of programs
typically involved satiation, aversion conditioning, covert
sensitization, and relapse prevention techniques either used alone
or, more often, in combination with one another.\8

Reviewers who concluded that cognitive-behavioral programs were
effective often emphasized different components as being the source
of their efficacy and differed in terms of what types of offenders
they were most effective in treating. One reviewer, for example,
concluded that deviant sexual behavior could be reduced by techniques
involving covert sensitization, aversion therapy, and a combination
of the two.\9 Another set of reviewers concluded that comprehensive
cognitive/behavioral programs, particularly when administered to
exhibitionists and molesters, held the greatest promise for effective
sex offender treatment.\10

The National Research Council reported in 1994 that anger management
may be appropriate for dealing with violent individuals, but that "it
has not been demonstrated that, in fact, such techniques can alter a
long-term pattern of sexually aggressive behavior."\11

Seventeen cf the 22 research reviews discussed organic treatments,
and 6 of the 17 concluded that there was some evidence of

effectiveness. However, there was no consensus even among these
reviewers about a particular drug being most effective, nor about the
duration of positive effects from such interventions.

Fifteen of the 22 research reviews discussed psychotherapeutic
approaches to treatment. None concluded that the various forms of
counseling that characterize this approach were sufficient by
themselves to substantially alter the behavior of sex offenders.
However, a number of reviewers indicated that psychotherapy was
useful in diminishing recidivism when used in conjunction with other
treatments.

Only two reviews attempted to quantify the overall benefit of
treatment programs. A 1990 report by the Canadian Solicitor General
stated: "A reasonable conclusion ... is that treatment can be
effective in reducing recidivism from about 25% to 10-15%. •• The only
known and available meta-analysis, or statistical aggregation, of

j/yfrweb£}ate.access.g"po.go\^g|tbin/useftp.c^i?IPaddfess=162.140'64"
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treatment studies to date concluded that "the net effect of the

sexual offender treatment programs examined . . . is 8 fewer
sexual offenders per 100" (Hall, 1995). Both of thes^ reviews
included a range of sex offender types, treatment settings, and
programs. They did not identify any particular subgriiup of sex
offenders for whom treatment was more effective. '

Most reviewers, even those who were quite positive abiut the promise
of sex offender treatment programs, felt that more work was needed
before firm conclusions could be reached. They cited the
methodological limitations of studies as the major obstacle to
drawing firm conclusions about treatment effectiveness. Even those
reviewers who appeared to be among the most positive and optimistic
(at least regarding cognitive/ behavioral programs) echoed the
general sentiment that "there are no conclusive data civailable from
completely methodologically sound research" (Marshall and Anderson,
unpublished).

\8 See glossary for a description of these treatment methods.

\9 Grossman, 1985.

\10 W. L. Marshall and H. E. Barbaree, 1990.

\11 Albert J. Reiss and Jeffrey A. Roth, eds., Underlstanding
Violence (Washington, D.C.: National Academy Science^, 1994), p.
113. This study was not one of the 22 reviews we syntlhesized for
this report because it was not a review of multiple relsearch reports

J on sex offender treatment.

J

RESEARCH REVIEWS IDENTIFIED

METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS IN

EVALUATING TREATMENT

EFFECTIVENESS

Letter :6

The research reviews found that conclusions about the effectiveness

of treatment programs were impeded by methodological W(saknesses in
the inplementation and reporting of the studies. The problems
identified may be grouped into three broad categories: (1)
limitations in the methodological design of studies, (2) limitations
in the recidivism measures used,
studies were reported.

and (3) limitations

LIMITATIONS IN STUDY DESIGN

in how the

Letter :6.1

Nearly all of the reviews identified weaknesses in the study design
as a problem with sex offender treatment research. While numerous
design problems were identified, two were most recurrent. Of the 22
reviews, 15 were critical of the absence of comparison or control
groups, and 12 were critical of follow-up periods that were
inadequate in duration. In addition, 5 were critical of the
inconsistent duration of follow-up periods.

To meaningfully interpret recidivism results, it is important for an

Page 8 of 18
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employing a research design that attempts to control for many of the
methodological problems besetting other studies.\12 (The design and
preliminary findings from this evaluation are described in app. II.;

\12 W. L. Marshall and W. D. Pithers, "A Reconsideration of
Treatment Outcome with Sex Offenders," Criminal Justice and Behavior,
Vol. XXI, No. 1 (March 1994), p. 20.

Vernon L. Quinsey et al., "Assessing Treatment Efficacy in Outcome
Studies of Sex Offenders, "Journal of Interpersonal Violence, Vol.
VIII, No. 4 (December, 1993), p. 514.

LIMITATIONS IN RECIDIVISM

MEASURES USED

Letter :6.2

The validity of conclusions about treatment effectiveness is greatly
affected by which data sources are used to measure outcome. Given
that research has indicated that sex offenses are underreported, that
a single data source is lilcely to be incomplete, and that some data
sources are less reliable than others, the fewer and less reliable
the data sources on which recidivism measures are based, the greater
the likelihood that recidivism rates will be underestimated.

Nearly three-fourths of the research reviews pointed out the problem
of studies relying on too few data sources to measure recidivism.
The reviews criticized studies that relied solely on either official
records or offender self-reports to determine whether program
participants had reoffended. They stated that both official records
and self-reports are likely to contain measurement error. For
example, both arrest and conviction records are likely to yield
underestimates of recidivism if sex offenses are underreported.
Self-report recidivism information may be unreliable. Such
limitations in data sources would not affect the scientific validity
of comparing the recidivism rates of treated and untreated offenders
since both groups would be affected equally. However, these
limitations could affect the accuracy of the recidivism estimates.
Consequently, it is advisable to use multiple data sources to
overcome the weakness of each single data source.

The operational definition of recidivism also has a significant
bearing on the results obtained from outcome studies. In some cases,
recidivism was defined as a rearrest or conviction for a sex offense;

in others, it was defined as rearrest or conviction for any offense.
In still other cases, recidivism was defined only as a rearrest, or
only as a reconviction, with the nature of the crime unspecified.
There seemed to be little consensus among reviewers about what an
optimal indicator of recidivism would be. As a result, it was
difficult to determine whether, and by how much, sex offender
treatment reduced recidivism.

LIMITATIONS IN HOW RESEARCH

WAS REPORTED

Letter ;6.3

Nearly half of the reviews indicated some type of limitation in how
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sex offender treatment studies were reported. The moist frequently
indicated limitations included inadequate descriptioris of the
treatment programs, failure to report the criteria uded to select
study participants, and inadequate descriptions of recidivism
measures. In the absence of such information, it is 'exceedingly
difficult to synthesize the state of knowledge of sex offender
treatment research. For example, without knowing the contents of a
program or how program participants were selected forj it, the ability
to replicate the study and determine whether results are
generalizable is diminished. Without knowing precisely how
recidivism was measured in a study renders comparisonis between it and
other studies meaningless.

CONCLUSIONS

Letter :7

A substantial number of studies have been done on sexj offender
treatment effectiveness, many of which were assessed in the research
reviews described and synthesized'in this report. Th4 most
optimistic reviews concluded that some treatment programs showed
promise for reducing deviant sexual behavior. However, nearly all
reported that definitive conclusions could not be drawi because
methodological weaknesses in the research made infereikces about what
works uncertain. There was consensus that to demonstrat^e the
effectiveness of sex offender treatment more and better research

would be required.

Letter :7.1

Copies of this report will be made available to others upon request.
The major contributors to this report are listed in appendix IV.
Please call me at (202) 512-8777 if you have any questions.

Sincerely yours.

Laurie B. Ekstrand

Associate Director, Administration
of Justice Issues

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

Appendix I

We collected, reviewed, and analyzed information froin available
published and unpublished reviews of research on sex offender
treatment. Identifying the relevant literature involved a multistep
process. Initially, we identified experts in the sex bffense
research field by contacting the Department of Justice's Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and Office of Victim
Assistance, the National Institute of Mental Health's Violence and
Traumatic Stress Branch, the American Psychological Association, the
Association of Treatment of Sex Abusers, Canada's Ministry of Health,
directors of research at various sex assault centers, and selected
academicians. These contacts helped identify experts in the field,
who in turn helped identify other experts. We also conducted
computerized searches of several online databases, inciuding ERIC
(the Education Resources Information Center), NCJRS (tile National
Criminal Justice Reference Service), PsycINFO, Dissertation
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Abstracts, and the National Clearinghouse on Child Abuse.

We screened hundreds of studies on sex offender treatment to

determine their relevance to our work. This process revealed that a
number of reviews of the research literature had been written. Thus,
because of the level of effort involved in identifying and analyzing
the large number of original research studies on sex offender
treatment and our identification of a sufficient number of reviews of

the research literature, we decided to base our synthesis on the
research reviews.

A limitation of basing our work on the reviews is that we did not
assess the original studies, but rather relied on the descriptions
and assessments provided by the authors of the reviews. The reviews
did not always cite the specific information, such as the types of
offenders treated or whether comparison groups were used, on all
studies they covered. Sometimes, this was because full descriptions
of the research were not provided in the original studies themselves.

We sent the list of reviews to seven experts in the field to confirm
the comprehensiveness of our list of research reviews.\13

Also, as a final check, we conducted a second search of computerized
online databases in March 1996 to ensure that no new reviews had been

published since our original search in October 1995.

We identified 26 research reviews on sex offender treatment issued

between 1977 and 1996. We included 22 of these 26 reviews in our

analysis. We were unable to obtain two reviews. These two were
published more that 15 years ago and were unavailable through
inter-library loan services. Two other reviews were similar to a
third review written by the same author. Of the three reviews by
this author, we selected the review ^ith the most recent publication
date for our analysis. Of the 22 reviews, 10 had been published
since 1990, and one had been submitted for publication but was not
yet published.

We developed a data collection instrument to systematically capture
information on treatment settings, treatment types, offender types,
recidivism measures, methodology issues, follow-up periods, and
conclusions reached. Each research review was read and coded by a
social scientist with specialized doctoral training in evaluation
research methodology. A second social scientist then read the
research reviews and verified the accuracy of the coding of every
item on every conpleted instrument.

We sent a draft copy of our report to three of the seven experts who
reviewed the con^rehensiveness of our list of research reviews.
Appendix III lists these experts. They generally agreed that we
presented information on the research reviews fairly and accurately,
and made technical suggestions that we incorporated into the report
as appropriate. We did not send a draft to any other agency or
organization because we did not obtain information from such
organizations for use in this study.

We did our work between October 1995 and March 1996 in accordance

with generally accepted government auditing standards.

^Hpi//fhvebgate.access.gpo.gov/cg["l fc^-162J40.64.21&fil
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\13 Appendix III contains the list of experts we used 1for this
effort.

CALIFORNIA'S SEXUAL OFFENDER

TREATMENT AND EVALUATION PROJECT:

A TREATMENT PROGRAM WITH A

RIGOROUS EVALUATION DESIGN

Appendix II

One sex offender treatment study was cited in several [reviews as
incorporating many of the methodological features needed for a sound
assessment of treatment effectiveness.\14 The study, "iSexual Offender
Treatment and Evaluation Project," was mandated and funded in 1981 by
the California legislature. The mandate required that
state hospital program be established in accordance wi
of experimental design so that sex offender treatment
appropriately evaluated. In 1985, the California Depalrtment of
Mental Health developed a treatment program for sex offenders and
established a long-term, scientific study to evaluate the program.

The California study is a longitudinal effort to evaluate treatment
for institutionalized sex offenders. The study includes three
groups: a volunteer treatment group (offenders who vokunteered for
and received treatment), a volunteer control group (offenders who
volunteered for treatment but did not receive it), and
control group (offenders who refused treatment). Only
convictions for rape or child molestation were eligible. Volunteers
were paired and matched in terms of age, criminal history, and type
of offense. One member of each pair was randomly assi<jned to the
treatment group, and the other remained in the control
Offenders matched on the above characteristics who did

were later selected for the nonvolunteer control group..

a California

thithe features

could be

a nonvolunteer

offenders with

group.

not volunteer

A comprehensive cognitive-behavioral treatment approach primarily
employing relapse prevention was used. Other treatment components
included group seminars on sex education, human sexuality, relaxation
training, stress and anger management, social skills, and substance
abuse and behavior therapy to alter deviant sexual aroiiisal.
Pre-treatment and post-treatment measures were analyzed to assess
whether participants achieved treatment goals. Members of the
treatment group received treatment for 2 years. j

Offenders completing the treatment program participated in an
outpatient program for 1 year after release. Both off!
unofficial data are used to determine recidivism. Offi
include records from the federal and state Departmentis
the state Department of Corrections, and parole offices
arrest for either a sex crime or a violent nonsex criime
reoffense in this study. Unofficial data include confidential
self-reports about the commission of offenses undetectejd by the
criminal justice system. The study keeps records and fiollows up on
participants who drop out of the treatment program befo're completion.

1

To date, preliminary results of the evaluation study have not
revealed a statistically significant treatment effect. !Overall,
offenders con5)leting the treatment program and the volunteer control
group had approximately the same recidivism rate for neW sex crimes.
The nonvolunteer group had a somewhat higher recidivism! rate, but it
was not statistically different from the other two groups. For

cial and

cial data

of Justice,
A new

constitutes a
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violent nonsex crimes, the treatment group had a lower recidivism
rate than either control group, but the differences were not
statistically significant. The researchers emphasized the
preliminary nature of these results and the fact that final results
were about 5 years away.

Treatment under this sex offender program ended in 1995. However,
follow-up of participants will continue until the year 2000. Upon
completion of the study, it is anticipated that all participants will
have been followed up after release from the institution for a
minimum of 5 years and a maximum of 14 years.

\14 Janice K. Marques et. al. (1994). Also see Janice. K.
Marques, "How to Answer the Question, 'Does Sex Offender Treatment
Work?'" (September 1995). Paper presented at the International
Expert Conference on Sex Offenders, Utrecht, the Netherlands.

EXPERTS CONSULTED

The following experts reviewed our listing of research reviews to
help, ensure that our coverage of the literature was comprehensive.
Those with asterisks next to their name also reviewed and commented

on the draft report. The objective of the review was to ensure that
we were presenting information fairly and accurately.

Dr. Margaret Alexander
Clinical Director/Sex Offender Treatment Program
Oshkosh Correctional Institution

Oskosh, Wisconsin

Dr. Judith Becker*

Department of Psychology
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

Dr. Lucy Berliner
Director of Research, Harbor View Sexual Assault Center

University of Washington
Seattle, Washington

Dr. John M. W. Bradford

Director, Forensic Service

Royal Ottawa Hospital
Ottawa, Canada

Dr. David Finkelhor

Family Research Lab
University of New Hampshire
Durham, New Hairpshire

Dr. William Marshall*

Department of Psychology
Queen's University
Kingston, Canada

Dr. Vernon L. Quinsey*
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is carried out using fantasies instead of through physical means,

HORMONAL/ PHARMACOLOGICAL

TREATMENT

Chapter 0:0.4

Treatment that has been called a form of "chemical castration."

Although the medications used in these treatments differ somewhat in
their pharmacology and work in different ways, they are intended to
reduce sexual activity by chemically reducing testosterone levels.
The most well-known drugs used with sex offenders are the hormonal
drug medroxyprogesterone MPA and the antiandrogen drug Cyproterone
acetate CPA.

ORGANIC, BIOLOGICAL, OR

PHYSICAL TREATMENT

Chapter 0:0.5

Treatments that have traditionally been used to reduce offenders' sex
drives. They include hormonal/pharmacological treatmelnt,
psychosurgery, and surgical castration.

PSYCHOSURGERY

Chapter 0:0.6

Surgical treatment that is intended to remove the part
(in the hypothalamus) believed to control sexual behav

of the brain

ior.

PSYCHOTHERAPY

Chapter 0:0.7

The primary emphasis of psychotherapy is on the client gaining an
understanding of the psychodynamics of sexual offending. Currently,
however, there is wide variation in the types of therapy provided,
which include individual, group, and family-based counseling.

RELAPSE PREVENTION

Treatment in which offenders are told that their offense

result of a chain of events involving various cognitions
emotional states that trigger a sequence of behaviors ending in the
commission of a sex offense. Treatment seeks to reduce the risk of

reoffending by providing offenders with an understandirlg of their
problem and with skills so that the offense chain can tie avoided or
stopped.

SATIATION

Chapter 0:0.8

is the

and

Chapter 0:0.9

A procedure whereby an inappropriate response is elimir^ted by
/ repeatedly eliciting it until the desire for the stimulus is

abolished. In other words, the response is sought until it no longer
has reinforcing properties and can even become aversive'.
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"go do
. ,t ie

rignt thing! '
January 08,2000

RE: The Yorkshire Television Production entitled, "Kinsey's Paedophiles"

Dear President Mitchell:

Attached please find a video copy ofKinsey's Paedophiles produced by Britain's
preeminent documentary house, Yorkshire Television and directed by TimTate, past winner of
Amnesty International and UNESCO awards for producer-director.

The contact for use of this documentary is: Secret Histories: Kinsey's Paedophiles: Tim
Tate, Channel 4, Yorkshire Television, Television Centre, Leeds, LS3

of Dr. Alfred C. Kinsey,
who is recognized as the "father of the sexual revolution." The fully accurate documentary
exposes the questionable source of much of the scholarly "research" and popular belief about
child sexualitytoday. Consideringthe amountof British material used by PBS, it seems quite in
keeping for you to contact Mr. Tate to seeabout negotiating a broadcast time forhis production.

Tate received major kudos fox Kinsey's Paedophiles, broadcast August 10, 1998
throughout GreatBritain. Somecritiques from the British Press follow but manyothers can be
provided to you:

Alfred Kinsey has been called the father of the sexual revolution, but this deeply
unsettling documentaryexamineshis links with paedophiles. It makes a strong case that
he cultivated ... active and habitual child molester[s] to provide information that Kinsey
presented as scientific data....Italso goes onto question theattitudes of the Kinsey
Institute, which continues to protect the original research material and, to an extent, its
founder's tattered reputation. {BBC Radio Times August 10, 1998).

[A]n infinitely...dismal and painful insight into what academics will do in the name of
research came in Secret History Kinsey's Paedophiles (Channel 4). We have known for
some time that the first "scientist" of human sexual behaviour was a flawed man. But
Secret History laid barejust how shameless and misguidedAlfred Kinsey had been to use
the detailed private diaries of a predatory paedophile as the scientific evidence for his
claims that children often enjoyed sexual contact with adults. {The Times "Television"
August 11, 1998)

Dr. Laura Schlessinger
15260 Ventura Boulevard • Suife 500 • Shermar] Oaks • California 91403-5339

18181 461-5403 • Fax {8Wj 461-5440
www.drlaura.com



[T]he most famous expert in sexology. Professor Alfred Kinsey....[a] mad and
reckless man who was exposed in last night's Secret History(C-4) as, amongst other
things, a rabid data fetishist, is best remembered for his 1948 magnum opus. Sexual
Behavior in the HumanMale. This terrifying book sent shockwaves in its day around
the civilized world.... What emerged in this deeply shocking programme, was that
Kinseyhad enlisted the help of a terrible pervert, a known but unindicted paedophile,
to collect data for his book. He interfered with hundreds of babies and children and
then passed his odious findings on to Kinsey who offered them to the world as
scientific proof that children were sexual beings from birth.

The proof of that statement may or may not have been evident from the
paedophile's information. What is certainly true, though, is that Kinsey himself was
not only an accessory to child abuse but was also, in himself, a deeply disturbed,
demonic man with a personal interest in every kind of sexual perversion. {Daily
Telegraph August 1, 1998)

The findings made from such abhorrent, specious techniques laid the groundworkfor the
sexual revolution, which has left us with AIDS, high rates of STDs and related infertility, and so
many numbers of fatherless children.

Taxpayers expect the PBS to submit to the legal mandates that regulate public
broadcasting by providing real balance in programming and accurate information about
controversial issues. IfPBS were willing to present opposing data on all sexuality issues,
providing prime times and repetition for Kinsey's Paedophiles would equalize the time and
attention devoted to "It's Elementary," and "Tongues United."

I look forward to a positive response from you.

Sincerely,

Dr. Laura Schlessinger

cc: Dr. Judith Reisman


