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Fifty years ago, Indiana University
professor Alfred Kinsey launched

what was perhaps the first salvo in the
Sexual Revolution. Sexual Behavior in
the Human Male, the work of Kinsey,
Wardell Pomeroy, and Clyde Martin, hit
postwar America like a sucker punch.
Claiming that 85 percent of American
males engaged in premarital sex, 70 per-
cent had paid for sex with prostitutes, and
between 10 percent and 37 percent were
homosexual, the Kinsey Report revolu-
tionized American law, culture, educa-
tion, and a host of other areas. Critics of
the report were to Kinsey what the
Church was to Galileo. Kinsey was, after
all, a “scientist.”

The picture of Kinsey that has been
passed on by college texts and popular
histories is that of the disinterested scien-
tist whose research is unimpeachable. In
David Halberstam’s The Fifties, Kinsey
is “prudish,” “old fashioned,” and “the
very embodiment of Middle American
square.” Rutgers University professor
William O'Neill praises Kinsey in Amer-
ican High as a “hero of science”; those
who pressured the Rockefeller Founda-
tion to cut his funding won “a victory for
small mindedness.” William Man-
chester’s Kinsey in The Glory and the
Dream is “an objective investigator,”
“a stickler for explicit detail,” and a “dis-
ciple of truth.” “As a scientist,” said

Manchester, “[Kinsev] had naturally
played no favorites.”

Kinsey, as we know now, was a very
different kind of “scientist.” A homosex-
ual, a wife-swapper, a sadomasochist,
and perhaps a pedophile, Kinsey was
much more involved in his work than
the keepers of the tablets would have us
believe. The real Kinsey loaned his wife
out to other men. His attic served as a
personal pornographic movie studio.
His fellow researchers, Pomeroy and
Martin, also served as his sex partners.
So powerful was Kinsey’s addiction to
masochism that an incident where he
strung a rope around a pipe, tied the
noose around his genitals, and leapt off a
chair hospitalized him for weeks and
may have helped cut his life short.

Kinsey's bizarre personal life provides
a motive for why he attempted to uproot
the sexual mores of mid-century Ameri-
ca. Kinsey: Crimes & Consequences,
however, demonstrates just how he
skewed his data to get the results he de-
sired. _

Although the total number of men he
studied is in dispute (estimates range
from 4,100 to 6,300), at least 1,400 mem-
bers of the sample group were prison in-
mates. For Kinsey and his fellow re-
searchers, basing their survey on the
inhabitants of an environment that is a
notorious breeding ground for perver-
sion was still not enough to skew the data
to their satisfaction. By developing key
contacts in the urban gay subcultures of
Chicago, New York, and other big cities,
Kinsey was able to interview hundreds of
homosexuals—and procure sexual li-
aisons for himself.

Reisman demonstrates that this same
kind of statistical trickery is pervasive
throughout his study of women. Prosti-
tutes, for instance, were reclassified as
“married women” in Sexual Behavior in
the Human Female.

The keystone of Reisman’s work, how-
ever, continues to be Kinsey'’s role in the
abuse of hundreds of children. Attempt-
ing to prove that humans are sexual from
birth, Kinsey collected data on at least
324 (and perhaps as many as 2,000) chil-
dren. Infants as young as five months
old, said Kinsey, achieve “orgasm” after
being stimulated by “partners.” Symp-
toms of sexual climax for young chil-
dren, Kinsey claimed, often included
“sobbing,” “violent cries,” “loss of color,”
and an “abundance of tears.”

Kinsey and his apostles have made
contradictory claims concerning the
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number of child-molesters employed to
produce this data. It is quite possible that
Kinsey—a longtime counselor for such
groups as the Bov Scouts and the YM-
CA—was a prime “observer” and source
of information. While it is important to
know who Kinsey's trained observers
were, Reisman also asks the more impor-
tant question: “Where are the children
today?”

To this day, Indiana University’s Kin-
sev Institute remains clouded in secrecy.
Concerning “interviews” with small
girls, Reisman wonders, “If, as the Kinsey
team claimed, a parent was always pres-
ent during the interview between ‘Uncle
Kinsey’ and ‘Uncle Pomeroy’ and the
small girl, and if all of every subject is in
secret code in the Institute data base, as
they claimed, why are these children not
traceable?”

Despite having his work thoroughly
discredited, Kinsey is still the ground
from which most modern sex education
is rooted. Reisman notes that “almost
all AIDS and sex education in elemen-
tary, secondary, college, graduate and
post-graduate school base their sex edu-
cation curricula on the Kinseyan ‘vari-
ant’ model.” That a man who stamped
his imprimatur on sex between adults
and children would exert a prime influ-
ence on the sexual education of children
does not speak well for America’s
schools.

Nearly two decades since her address
exposing Kinsey’s role in child abuse at
the World Congress of Sexology in
Jerusalem, Reisman continues to serve
as an agent of truth. While much atten-
tion has been given to James Jones’s new
Kinsey biography, Reisman’s Kinsey:
Crimes & Consequences demonstrates
that Jones, a former Kinsey Institute em-
ployee, conceals more than he reveals.

From Thomas Jefferson to J. Edgar
Hoover, the sex lives (both real and
imagined) of prominent Americans have
become an obsession of modern aca-
demics. Yet Kinsey, the very man who
would merit such an investigation most,
has been ignored. Academics, feelingan
ideological kinship with Kinsey, have
therefore balked at debunking him.

A half-century after issuing his first sex
study, Alfred Kinsey and his work have
been uncovered as a fraud. Will it take
another 50 years for educators to begin
to take notice?

Daniel ]. Flynn is the executive director
of Accuracy in Academia.
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They abused children (but only for research purposes)

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

Tim
Tate

The Sunday Observer - 8/9/98

London, England

THAVE, APPARENTLY, developed ‘incurable
brain damage’. 1 have also abandoned
documentary film-making in favour of
‘sensational twistings” and ‘cheap con-
troversy’, in the company of America’s
rabid Christian right. My 'sins’, I am
advised, are ‘considerable’.

This enlightening diagnosis is made by
Dr Clarence Tripp, psychoanalyst, some-
time photographer and close confidant of
the world's most famous sex scientist, the
late Professor Alfred Kinsey.

My symptoms are simple enough: I
have produced a documentary film that
dares to challenge the scientific validity
and morality of one part of Kinsey’s mon-
umental research into human sexuality
(Secret History: Kinsey's Paedophiles -
Channel 4, tomorrow).

Kinsey, a professor of zcology at Indi-
ana University, began his research in the
Thirties - a time when, as his colleague
Paul Gebhard explained, ‘everything was
illegal except wet dreams’. Over two
decades Kinsey and his team carried out
the biggest survey of sexual atticudes and
behaviour ever undertaken. Kinsey pub-
lished the data in impressive stientific
detail in two books - Sexual Bekcviour in
The Human Male (1948) and Sexual
Behaviour in The Human Femzle (1953).

Each book included separate chapters
on child sexuality. Chapter 5 of the *Male’
volume set the tone by concluding that
children were fully fledged sexual beings
from birth. Kinsey specifically d2nounced
the prevailing Freudian view that child
sexuality was latent - and that during
this period they needed legal protection.

Kinsey insisted that - with the right assis-
tance - children could enjoy ‘orgasms’
from the moment they were born.

Curiously no one seemed to question
the basis of this revolutionary claim. For
almost 40 years it was simply accepted at
face value. Then, in the Eighties, Judith
Reisman, - an American academic
researching sex in the media re-examined
the seemingly scientific tables and text of
Chapter 5. Reisman quickly discovered
that up to nine paedophiles had sent Kin-
sey diaries detailing their abuse of chil-
dren: he had reproduced their contents as
scientific ‘proof” of children’s sexuality.

Reisman was particularly concerned by
four tables in Chapter § which desecribed
children's capacity for orgasms. Depend-
ing on how the tables were interpreted,
between 317 and 1,800 boys - from two
months to 15 years old - seemed to have
been used in experiments designed to dis-
cover the precise time it took them to
achieve orgasm. )

Since the tables showed infants of five
months achieving multiple orgasms, it
seemed likely that an adult had been
involved. Reisman wrote to the Kinsey
Institute seeking clarification.

She received a remarkably frank letter
back from the then-director - and former
colleague of Kinsey - Dr Paul Gebhard. In
it he confirmed her suspicions:

Since sexual experimentation was illegal we
have had to depend upon other sources of data
... Some of these ... were homosexual males
intercsted in ... pre-pubertal children. One ...
had numerous contacts with male and female

infants and children and being of a scientific
bent kept detailed records of each encounter.

Gebhard went on to explain that the pae-
dophiles had masturbated the children -
manually or orally - to produce the
orgasms Kinsey described in Chapter 5.

It was to be the last frank and revealing
letter Reisman would receive from the
Kinsey Institute. She wanted to know
who the paedophiles were -and how they
had got access to the children. Instead of
receiving answers, she found herself on
the receiving end of a hostile press cam-
paign by the new director of the Kinsey
Institute. ‘Thad clearly touched on some-
thing they didn’t want dealt with in pub-
lic.Iwas questioning the unquestionable
—Kinsey's research and his reputation as
areliable scientist. And for that they were
clearly out to get me."

Reisman remains a highly unpopular
figure with Kinsey's surviving colleagues,
and with the Institute he founded. They
accuse her of being part of the coalition
of groups aligned to America's Christian
Right. And it's certainly true that these
groups - from Concerned Women Of
America to RSVP - Restoring Social
Virtue and Purity - have adopted her and
her campaign.

But Reisman is her own woman - ' was
born a Jew and raised a Catholic’. And
what is beyond doubt is that behind Kin-
sey’s prolix phrasing is something very
nasty indeed: the abuse of several hun-
dred children by men who he encouraged
to mail their data to Indiana.

When we set about investigating how

such a respected scientist came to publish
accounts of child abuse by paedophiles as
evidence that children enjoy sex with
adults, we discovered that Kinsey”'s rela-
tionships with habitual child molesters
was considerably more extensive than
had ever been revealed.

Curiously, Kinsey's colleagues did not
want to deny his relationships with pae-
dophiles: they wanted to celebrate them.
Clarence Tripp - hired by Kinsey to make
films of men masturbating - is particu-
larly proud of his mentor’s association
with a man who abused 800 pre-pubescent
boys and girls.

Describing the paedophile - whom we
discovered to have been a US government
land examiner called Rex King - as
‘super-scientific’, Tripp insisted his vic-
tims ‘all thought he was wonderful’, Paus-

ing for a minute, he corrected himself:
‘There were two young girls who ...
agreed to the sexual contact but then
found it very painful. This was because
they were very young and had small gen-
italia and [King] was a grown man with
enormous genitalia. And there was a fit
problem.’

Paul Gebhard defends Kinsey's use of
King’s data because it was unique - which
is rather the point. If, as the Institute now
maintains, much of Chapter 5§ of the
‘Male’ volume was provided by King with
no independent verification, in purely sci-
entific terms how can it be relied on?

The cwrrent Kinsey Institute director,
John Bancroft, somewhat grudgingly
accepts that it might be dubious, but has
republished both volumes with no quali-
fication or caveat. His predecessor Paul
Gebhard insists that King's reporters
were trustworthy ‘because he reported
his failures [children who rejected his sex-
ual overtures] as well as his successes.’

And Clarence Tripp is adamant that
King's diaries of sexual abuse contained
such precise detail that they were self-
evidently scientific - though he concedes
that while simultaneously writing them
and molesting children, the paedophile
was also masturbating himself,

As we laboured on our film [ was struck
by the seemingly rational way Tripp
makes his extraordinary claims. [ had to
consult the tapes again to be sure we had
transcribed them correctly. When Idid T
came to the reluctant conclusion that it
wasn't me who had suffered damage to
my mental faculties.

Rex King, who
malested at least 800
children, supplied the
‘research’ that
supported Atfred
Kinsey's claim that
children could enjoy
sex from infancy.
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