
Chap ter Nine

THE HOMOSEXUALIZATION 
OF AMERICA

If the rise of Na zism in Ger many was made pos si ble, at
least in part, by the homosexualization of Ger man so ci ety,
what does this bode for Amer ica as we watch the steady ad -
vance of the “gay” agenda in this cul ture?  Should we ex -
pect to wit ness some thing like the rise of a Third Reich on
American soil? Or would the ef fect on Amer i can society be
of an en tirely dif fer ent char ac ter?  Is the “gay” move ment
in the United States suf fi ciently sim i lar to its Ger man coun -
ter part as even to war rant con cern? (Cer tainly the Ger man
“gay” cul ture was far more mil i ta ris tic than the ho mo sex ual 
move ment here, for ex am ple). Or is this the wrong ques -
tion?  Is there some thing about ho mo sex u al ity (or the
broader prob lem of sex ual libertinism) that in ev i ta bly de -
stroys the so ci ety that em braces it? 

In many ways these are ques tions be yond the scope of
this book, yet the im pli ca tions of the ma te rial we have pre -
sented com pel us to ad dress them.  Per haps the most help ful 
ap proach is to search the his tory of ho mo sex ual ac tiv ism in
Amer ica for par al lels with the Ger man ex pe ri ence. 

As we noted in the pre vi ous chap ter, the first openly ho -
mo sex ual or ga ni za tion in the United States was the Amer i -

                             299



can chap ter of the Ger man So ci ety for Hu man Rights,
started in 1924.  The SHR was an ab er ra tion, how ever.  The
Amer i can ho mo sex ual move ment re ally only be gan in the
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1940s af ter the Allied de feat of the Na zis. We must be gin
our time line, then, with the ob ser va tion that the cen ter of
in ter na tional “gay” power in the world did in fact shift from 
Ger many to the United States af ter the de mise of the Third
Reich. This represented a huge set back for the “gay” move -
ment, re quir ing it to be gin “from scratch” as it were, since
Amer ica in the 1940s was at least as fam ily-centered as
Ger many had been in the 1860s. 

We know that the im plicit goal of ho mo sex ual po lit i cal
ac tiv ism is to le git i mize ho mo sex ual con duct and re la tion -
ships in a so ci ety. This nec es sar ily re quires a so ci ety to
aban don its com mit ment to mar riage as the ex clu sive do -
main of ac cept able sex ual con duct. The aban don ment of
this stan dard log i cally opens the door to ev ery other form of 
sex ual pro mis cu ity. Clearly, such a trans for ma tion of
attitude is now oc cur ring in Amer ica.  What we will find is
that this trans for ma tion is not the re sult of ran dom so cial
forces, but of de lib er ate and sys tem atic po lit i cal ac tiv ism
by the “gay” move ment.   

Harry Hay and the Mattachine So ci ety

In the words of Jon a than Katz, “a link of a kind pe cu liar
to Gay male his tory con nects the abor tive Chi cago So ci ety
for Hu man Rights (1924-25) and Henry Hay, the founder of 
the Mattachine So ci ety” (J. Katz:407).  This “pe cu liar link” 
is the fact that the man who re cruited Hay into ho mo sex u al -
ity (at age sev en teen), Champ Simmons, was him self se -
duced by a for mer mem ber of the SHR.  In a per verse sort of 
way, then, it seems ap pro pri ate that Hay would be come
known as the “founder of the mod ern gay move ment”
(Timmons:cover).  (In an other ac count, Hay claims his ear -
li est ho mo sex ual ex pe ri ence was a mo les ta tion at age four -
teen by a twenty-five-year-old man) (ibid.:36). 

On Au gust 10, 1948, at the tail end of an eigh teen-year
stint as a Com mu nist Party leader, Hay be gan to or ga nize a
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group that would be -
come the
Mattachine So ci ety
(ibid:132).  Not un til 
the spring of 1951
did it re ceive its
name, but from the
be gin ning it was
seen as a ve hi cle to
de stroy so cial re -
straints against ho -
mo sex u al ity in
Amer i can cul ture (J.
Katz:412f).  The
name Mattachine
was taken from “me -
di eval Re nais sance
French...se cret fra -
ter ni ties of un mar -
ried towns men”

(ibid.:412). The or ga ni za tion’s stated agenda was to pre -
serve the “right to pri vacy.”  Like the SHR, the Mattachine
So ci ety be came con tro ver sial upon the ar rest of a prom i -
nent mem ber.  Dale Jennings, one of the found ers of the or -
ga ni za tion, was ar rested for so lic it ing an un der cover po lice
of fi cer to com mit a ho mo sex ual act in a pub lic restroom
(ibid.:414).

Hay was not a fas cist, but he was a neo-pagan.  He par -
tic i pated in occultic rit u als at “the Los An geles lodge of the
Or der of the East ern Tem ple,  O.T.O., Aleister Crowley’s
no to ri ous anti-Christian spir i tual group” (Timmons:76).
Hay pro vided mu si cal ac com pa ni ment to cer e mo nies per -
formed by the les bian “high priest ess.”  Later in life he
founded a New Age group called Rad i cal Faeries, which
met in an asram in the high desert of Ar i zona to of fer in vo -
ca tions to pa gan spir its (ibid.:265).  
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In some ways, Hay can be com pared to Karl Hein rich
Ulrichs, the “grand fa ther” of the gay rights move ment.
Hay is his Amer i can coun ter part in the sense that both men
launched en dur ing so cial move ments in their re spec tive
cul tures.  The avowed pur pose of each was to un der mine
the Judeo-Christian moral con sen sus in re spect to ho mo -
sex ual re la tions.  And both had been mo lested as boys
(though some sug gest that this is the rule rather than the ex -
cep tion among ho mo sex ual men).  But un like Ulrichs, Hay
be came in creas ingly mil i tant over the course of his life un -
til, in the 1980s, he par tic i pated in Cal i for nia’s no to ri ously
vi o lent ACT-UP dem on stra tions (ibid.:292).  ACT-UP, the
AIDS Co ali tion to Un leash Power, was one of the ear li est
man i fes ta tions of homo-fas cism in the “gay rights” move -
ment.  Though Hay was in his 70s, and is not di rectly linked
to any of the prop erty de struc tion as so ci ated with ACT-UP
demonstrations, his pres ence val i dated the ter ror ist tac tics
of the group.  Hay also openly en dorsed ped er asty as an es -
sen tial part of the “gay rights” move ment (ibid.:296).  

Harry Hay and the Mattachine So ci ety spawned
large-scale po lit i cal and so cial ac tiv ism among ho mo sex u -
als that soon out grew their ex pec ta tions and their con trol.
Their highly mo ti vated ac tiv ists op er ated in groups de -
signed like com mu nist cells, each a “se cret fra ter nity”
bound by the com mon vice.  As Hay stated in a later in ter -
view, “[we wanted to] keep them un der ground and sep a -
rated so that no one group could ever know who all the
other mem bers were” (J. Katz:410).  Slowly at first, from
in nu mer a ble ob scure sources, came the o ries, pub lic state -
ments and ac tions in sup port of the so cial ac cep tance of ho -
mo sex u al ity. And as the power of the homosexualist
po lit i cal lobby grew, so did the ug li ness of its de mands and
its meth ods.
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Al fred Kinsey and the Kinsey In sti tute

While Harry Hay would soon take the ho mo sex ual
move ment pub lic with the Mattachine So ci ety, most ho mo -
sex ual ac tiv ism con tin ued to be car ried out by hid den cell
groups and in di vid ual “in the closet” ac tiv ists.  One such
ac tiv ist was Al fred Kinsey. No one but Kinsey’s clos est as -
so ci ates and sex part ners knew that his im age as a re spect -
able fam ily man and col lege pro fes sor masked his role as
one of the most ded i cated ho mo sex ual change-agents in
Amer ica. 

In 1948, sex re searcher Kinsey re leased his cul -
ture-shattering book,
Sex ual Be hav ior in the
Hu man Male.  The first
ma jor sex study of its
kind, the Kinsey Re port
pur ported to show that
Amer i cans were far
more pro mis cu ous and
sex u ally de vi ant than
they said they were
(Reisman and Eichel,
1992:2).  For over forty
years, Kinsey’s data
went more-or-less un -
chal lenged and the con -

clu sions that he drew con tinue to serve as the “sci en tific”
jus ti fi ca tion for the so-called sex ual rev o lu tion.  His the ory
of sex as a mere “out let” re leased hu man be hav ior from
what Marcuse called “the re pres sive or der of pro cre ative
sex u al ity.”  All forms of sex ual ex pres sion were equal ized
in the Kinsey model.
     Re cently, sev eral stud ies have shown that Amer ica is not
the hot bed of pro mis cu ity and de vi ancy that Kinsey's study
made it ap pear to be, even af ter forty-six years of in flu ence
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by that study, which was loudly trum peted as “fact” by the
me dia and much of ac a de mia.  U.S. News and World Re port
re ported that one such re cent study, con ducted by the Na -
tional Opin ion Re search Cen ter at the Uni ver sity of Chi -
cago, that it showed that “[f]idelity reigns.  Fully 83 per cent 
of Amer i cans had sex with one per son or had no sex part -
ners in the past year, and half of Amer i cans have had only
one part ner in the past five years” (U.S. News and World
Re port, Oc to ber, 1994:75).

Kinsey’s study was tai lor-made for the ho mo sex -
ual/ped er ast com mu nity.  In deed, just weeks af ter its re -
lease, Harry Hay for mally launched the Mattachine
So ci ety. We have no proof that Kinsey and Hay ac tu ally co -
or di nated their ef forts, al though we know that Hay and
Kinsey met to gether more than seven years be fore the pub -
li ca tion of the first Kinsey re port (Timmons:111). We also
know that in flu en tial Kinsey co-worker, War dell Pomeroy,
later be came a mem ber of the Mattachine So ci ety’s ad vi -
sory board, per haps in di cat ing a deeper re la tion ship be -
tween the Kinsey or ga ni za tion and the Mattachines
(Marotta:80). 

Kinsey’s vastly in flated fig ure of the num ber  of ho mo -
sex u als in Amer ica is the ba sis of the en dur ing myth that at
least 10% of the pop u la tion is ho mo sex ual. His  seven-point 
Kinsey Scale, “in which bi sex u al ity oc cu pied a mid dle
‘bal anced’ po si tion be tween het ero sex u al ity (0) and ho mo -
sex u al ity (6)” (ibid.:10), at tempted to es tab lish ho mo sex u -
al ity  as a norm by def i ni tion.  He fur ther de clared
adult/child sex harm less.  This “find ing” was based on data
gath ered by pedophiles from ex per i men ta tion with hun -
dreds of chil dren as young as two months old (ibid.:36).

In Kinsey, Sex and Fraud, Reisman and Eichel state that 
Kinsey “pur ported to prove that chil dren were sex ual be -
ings, even from in fancy and that they could, and should,
have plea sur able and ben e fi cial sex ual in ter ac tion with
adult ‘part ners’” (ibid.:3).  Reisman and Eichel go on to
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sug gest that Kinsey de lib er ately over looked crim i nal sex -
ual child abuse and pur pose fully fal si fied data to fur ther his
per sonal sex ual and po lit i cal agenda.  They cite for mer
Kinsey coworker Gershon Legman who said that “Kinsey’s 
not-very-secret in ten tion was to ‘respectablize’ ho mo sex u -
al ity and cer tain sex ual per ver sions” (ibid.:34). They also
ref er ence so ci ol o gists Al bert Hobbs and Rich ard Lam bert
who ob served “that the Kinsey au thors seemed pur pose -
fully to ig nore the lim i ta tions of their own sam ples in or der
‘to com pound any pos si ble er rors in al most any way which
will in crease the ap par ent in ci dence of [ho mo sex u al ity]’”
(ibid.:24).

Was Kinsey a ho mo sex ual, a pedophile or both?  One
his to rian pro posed that Kinsey “may have dis cov ered in
him self the ho mo sex ual ten den cies he would later as cribe
to a large pro por tion of the pop u la tion” (Rob in son in
Reisman and Eichel, 1992:204).  But Reisman and Eichel
sug gest he man i fested more of the be hav iors of a pedophile. 
“In ad di tion to his in ter est in sex ex per i ments with chil -
dren,” they write, “Kinsey was an avid col lec tor of por nog -
ra phy (and maker of sex films) — an el e men tal fea ture of
the pedophile syn drome” (Reisman and Eichel, 1992:205).
In a later work, Reisman re ports more spe cif i cally that
Kinsey pro duced and di rected films of ho mo sex ual
sado-masochism at In di ana Uni ver sity, and that his col lec -
tion of por nog ra phy in cluded films of chil dren en gaged in
sex ual acts (Reisman,1998:80f).

There is no ques tion, how ever, that Kinsey fits the pro -
file of a ho mo sex ual ac tiv ist.  Like the mil i tant ho mo sex u -
als who ben e fit ted from his work, Kinsey was “in dig nant
about the ef fect of Judeo-Christian tra di tion on so ci ety,”
write Reisman and Eichel. “It is clear that he shared
[co-researcher War dell] Pomeroy’s view that Chris tians in -
her ited an al most para noid ap proach to sex ual be hav ior
from the Jews” (ibid.:6).  Pomeroy, in ci den tally, is known
for his sup port of adult/child sex.  In a 1992 ar ti cle on
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pedophilia, au thor Mi chael Ebert quotes Pomeroy as say -
ing, “Peo ple seem to think that any [sex ual] con tact be -
tween chil dren and adults has a bad ef fect on the child.  I
say this can be a lov ing and thought ful, re spon si ble sex ual
ac tiv ity” (Ebert:6f).

The Kinsey In sti tute should be rec og nized as the Amer -
i can coun ter part and suc ces sor to the Sex Re search In sti tute 
of Berlin.  In deed, E. Mi chael Jones, ed i tor of Fi del ity mag -
a zine told one of us (Lively) in con ver sa tion that he had pe -
rused some of the sur viv ing doc u ments of the Berlin
in sti tute in the base ment of the Kinsey build ing. Like its
Ger man pre de ces sor had been, the Kinsey In sti tute is ded i -
cated to the le git i mi za tion of sex ual perversion.

The Sex ual Revolution

Within five years of the Kinsey re port, Hugh Hefner
launched Play boy mag a zine (and the mod ern por nog ra phy
in dus try), whose ini tial tar get au di ence was the very gen er -
a tion of young men to whom Kinsey had been speak ing on
his col lege lec ture cir cuit.  More sig nif i cantly, it pop u lar -
ized Kinsey’s “gay” ethic of sex ual li cense with the much
of the rest of the male pop u la tion of Amer ica. Hefner him -
self is quoted as say ing that if Kinsey were the re searcher of 
the sex ual rev o lu tion, he (Hefner) was the pam phle teer
(Reisman, 1998:108). 

We are not sug gest ing the Hefner is ho mo sex ual, only
that Play boy mag a zine serves as a tool of “gay” so cial en gi -
neer ing in that the ex is tence of a thriv ing por nog ra phy in -
dus try serves the “gay” cause by mor ally cor rupt ing the
men who use it.  It log i cally makes them less likely to op -
pose ho mo sex u al ity on moral grounds and more likely to
sup port pub lic pol i cies which le git i mize sex ual li cense. 
Ex po sure to por nog ra phy, es pe cially at a young age, can
also be a gate way into the “gay” life style it self.

 In the same man ner, the “gay” cause is ad vanced by a
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suc cess ful abor tion in dus try (which also arose in re sponse
to the sex ual rev o lu tion).  The choice to kill their un born
chil dren mor ally com pro mises both men and women (mak -
ing them un will ing to crit i cize the choice to en gage in other
forms of im moral be hav ior), and en sures that the out come
of an un wanted child will not be a last ing de ter rent to those
who have cho sen sex ual license over fam ily.  This ex plains
why ho mo sex u als, who by def i ni tion can not bear chil dren
to gether, are among the most mil i tant ad vo cates of abor tion 
on de mand. 

The  ac cep tance of sex ual in dul gence as an im por tant
so cial value in ev i ta bly ini ti ates a down ward moral spi ral in
a cul ture.  In American so ci ety, the sell ing of the idea of
rec re ational sex to young col lege-aged men in the 1950s
cre ated a “mar ket” for im mod est and sex u ally ad ven tur ous
young women, which in turn helped to le git i mize the idea
of fe male pro mis cu ity.  In the 1960s, once im mod esty and
pro mis cu ity be came ac cept able for some women, the pres -
sure in creased for all women, com pet ing for the at ten tions
of men,  to adopt these be hav iors.  This was es pe cially true
of the youn gest of mar riage-age women of that gen er a tion,
whose per sonal mor als and val ues had been in flu enced by a 
de cade of sex-saturated pop cul ture.

The whole sale en trance of women into the world of
sex ual license cre ated a num ber of so ci etal de mands: for a
fem i nist po lit i cal move ment to “lib er ate” women from so -
cial ex pec ta tions about mar riage and child-rearing (Na -
tional Or ga ni za tion for Women formed 1966); for
con tra cep tion on de mand (Griswold v. Con nect i cut --
1966); for abor tion on de mand ( Roe. V. Wade --1973); and
for “no fault” di vorce (state-by-state lib er al iza tion of di -
vorce laws be gan in the early 1970s).  The re sult of these
pol i cies has been the achieve ment of the “gay” goal as em -
bod ied by Kinsey’s teach ings: the pro gres sive
denormalization of mar riage and the steady nor mal iza tion
of sex ual li cense.  The most re cent cen sus data, pub lished in 
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1998, showed a four fold in crease in di vorce from 1970 to
1996, while the pop u la tion of “co hab it ing” cou ples who
had never mar ried had more than dou bled. 

Among the side-effects pro duced by these dra matic
changes in the life of a peo ple, side-effects which have in -
creased steadily since the 1960s, are the es ca la tion of crime
(es pe cially vi o lent crime), the pro lif er a tion of sex u -
ally-transmitted and other dis eases, and the es ca la tion of
men tal ill ness and chronic sub stance abuse.  These are all
re sults which one would ex pect to find in a gen er a tion of
cit i zens raised in un sta ble homes. Each and ev ery one of
these so cial prob lems is a di rect con se quence of em brac ing
the “gay” ethic of sex ual li cense as pop u lar ized by Kinsey. 
Mean while, as the pur suit of sex ual he do nism be came the 
per sonal goal of an ever larger per cent age of the
non-homosexual pop u la tion, the “gay” move ment con tin -
ued its ad vance.

The Stone wall Riot and “Gay” Mil i tancy

“Two, four, six, eight -- Smash the fam ily, smash the state”
(Pop u lar slo gan of 1970s “gay” ac tiv ists --Oosterhuis and Steakley:2)

By 1969, the de vel op ment of a grow ing ho mo sex ual
sub cul ture in Amer ica had spawned an open ho mo sex ual
pres ence in ma jor cit ies.  So-called “gay bars” sprang up in
Los An geles and New York, host ing a bi zarre mix of “street 
queens,” drug ad dicts and boy pros ti tutes (Marotta:71).  In
New York, ho mo sex u als reg u larly en gaged in pub lic sex
acts with anon y mous part ners “in the backs of trucks
parked near the West Vil lage piers” (ibid.:93) and in the
pub lic restrooms.  Ho mo sex ual ac tiv ity oc curred so fre -
quently in the bushes of one pub lic park that the au thor i ties
were forced to cut down the trees to stop it (Adam:85).  In
re sponse to po lice ef forts to dis cour age this in creas ingly of -
fen sive be hav ior, ho mo sex u als be gan to or ga nize to de -
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mand the “right” to pub lic de vi ancy.  Em boldened by their
num bers, they be gan pick et ing busi nesses such as Macy’s
De part ment Store, which had cracked down on ho mo sex ual 
be hav ior in their restrooms (ibid.:85). 

On the eve ning of June 27, 1969 the “gay rights” move -
ment of fi cially adopted ter ror ism as a means to achieve
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power when a surly mob of “drag queens, dykes, street peo -
ple, and bar boys” phys i cally at tacked po lice of fi cers con -
duct ing a “raid” on the Stone wall Bar on Chris to pher Street
in New York.  Stone wall was “one of the best known of the
Ma fia con trolled bars” (Marotta:75), and was be ing closed
for sell ing al co hol with out a li cense.  It was also a ha ven for
sex ual de vi ants.  As po lice be gan to take some bar pa trons
in for ques tion ing, a mob of ho mo sex u als gath ered across
the street.  Homosexualist Toby Marotta’s The Pol i tics of
Ho mo sex u al ity in cludes an eye wit ness re port by a writer
for the Vil lage Voice:

[A]lmost by sig nal the crowd erupted into cob ble stone
and bot tle heav ing...The trashcan I was stand ing on was
nearly yanked out from un der me as a kid tried to grab it
for use in the windowsmashing me lee.  From no where
came an up rooted park ing me ter—used as a bat ter ing ram 
on the Stone wall door.  I heard sev eral cries of “Let's get
some gas,” but the blaze of flame which soon ap peared in
the win dow of the Stone wall [where the po lice of fi cers
were trapped] was still a shock (ibid.:72).

By morn ing, the Stone wall bar was a burned-out wreck, 
and ho mo sex ual lead ers had de clared the vi o lence a suc -
cess.  In ter est ingly, the an ni ver sary of this event is known
to day as “Gay Pride Day” and fea tures pa rades and other
events most no ta ble for their pub lic sex and nu dity
(ibid.:158).  It is ironic that the very ac tiv ists who emerged
from this new mil i tant en vi ron ment de vel oped (in 1970) the 
strat egy of claim ing vic tim sta tus through the use of the
pink tri an gle and com mem o ra tion of the ho mo sex u als who
were per se cuted by the Na zis (Adam:86).

The rise of ho mo sex ual mil i tancy re flected the emer -
gence of an ag gres sive “Butch” fac tion of the Amer i can
“gay” move ment, sim i lar to that which oc curred at the turn
of the last cen tury in Ger many. (Ironically, while these
mas cu line-oriented “gays” as sume an at ti tude of su pe ri or -
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ity over “Fems,” in both Ger many and the United States the
“gay” move ment was ac tu ally launched by ef fem i nate ho -
mo sex u als and only later be came dom i nated by
“Butches”).  In The Making of the Mod ern Ho mo sex ual,
au thor Gregg Blachford ob served that dur ing this time “ho -
mo sex u als them selves moved away from the pre vi ous ste -
reo type of ‘swish and sweat ers’ to wards a new mas cu line
style [that be came] the dom i nant mode of ex pres sion in the
sub cul ture” (Blachford:187).      

Fol low ing the Stone wall riot the Mattachine Ac tion
Com mit tee of the Mattachine So ci ety’s New York chap ter
clam ored for “or ga nized re sis tance” (Ad ams:81), but con -
trol of the move ment was taken out of their hands by a still
more rad i cal group of ac tiv ists.  These men quickly formed
the Gay Lib er a tion Front, so ti tled “be cause it had the same
ring as Na tional Lib er a tion Front, the al li ance formed by
the Viet Cong” (ibid.:91).  At the heart of this new cir cle of
power was Her bert Marcuse (ibid.:88), a long time So cial ist 
who had learned his pol i tics (and per haps ho mo sex u al ity)
in pre-Nazi Ger many.  Homosexualist his to rian Barry D.
Adam writes,

Her bert Marcuse, who had been a youth ful par tic i pant in
the 1918 Ger man rev o lu tion and had been steeped in the
think ing of the life-reform move ments of the Weimar Re -
pub lic, caught the at ten tion of many gay lib er a tion ists.
His Eros and Civ i li za tion, pub lished in the ideo log i cal
waste land of 1955, bridged the pre war and post war gay
move ments with its im plicit vi sion of ho mo sex u al ity as a
pro test “against the re pres sive or der of pro cre ative sex u al -
ity” (ibid.:84).  

The Stone wall riot be came the new sym bol of the “gay
rights” move ment.  In its wake, Gay Lib er a tion Fronts
sprang up across the coun try, us ing meth ods of in tim i da tion 
and co er cion to achieve po lit i cal gains.  Im me di ately they
tar geted the med i cal com mu nity, whose in creas ing ef fec -
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tive ness in treat ing ho mo sex ual dis or ders threat ened the
log i cal prem ise of the move ment (Rueda:101ff).  “Gay Lib -
er a tion Fronts,” writes Adam, “stormed San Fran cisco, Los
An geles and Chi cago con ven tions of psy chi a try, med i cine
and be hav ior mod i fi ca tion,” shout ing down speak ers and
ter ror iz ing au di ence mem bers (Adam:87f).  As ex treme as
it had it self be come, the Mattachine So ci ety pre dicted the
GLF’s “vi o lent tac tics” would fail to in spire the move ment
(Marotta:136), but they were wrong.  Though the GLF col -
lapsed in 1972, in part be cause of a con flict be tween “drag
queens and ma chos” [“Fems” and “Butches”], their phi los -
o phy pre vailed (Adam:90).  

On De cem ber 15, 1973 the board of trust ees of the
Amer i can Psy chi at ric As so ci a tion ca pit u lated to the de -
mands of the rad i cals.  The ho mo sex u als had be gun to
speak of un yield ing psy chi a trists as “war crim i nals”
(ibid.:88), with ob vi ous im pli ca tions.  Pos si bly in fear for
their safety, and cer tainly wea ried by con stant ha rass ment,
they de clared that ho mo sex u al ity was no lon ger an ill ness.
The re sult ing ref er en dum, de manded by out raged mem bers 
of the as so ci a tion, was con ducted by mail and was par tially
con trolled by the Na tional Gay and Les bian Task Force
(Rueda:1982).  The homosexualists won the vote and the
new of fi cial def i ni tion of ho mo sex u al ity as a dis or der was
changed to in clude only those who were “un happy with
their sex ual ori en ta tion” (Adam:88).  His to rian Enrique
Rueda writes,

This vote was not the re sult of sci en tific anal y sis af ter
years of pains tak ing re search.  Nei ther was it a purely ob -
jec tive choice fol low ing the ac cu mu la tion of in con tro -
vert ible data.  The very fact that the vote was taken
re veals the na ture of the pro cess in volved, since the ex is -
tence of an or tho doxy in it self con tra dicts the es sence of
sci ence (Rueda:106).
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Weimar in Amer ica

How does all of this com pare to the Ger man ex pe ri -
ence? One strik ing par al lel is the span of time over which
ho mo sex u al ity be came cul tur ally ac cepted in each country. 
In Ger many, approximately twenty-five years passed from
the for ma tion of the Sci en tific Hu man i tar ian Com mit tee by
Magnus Hirschfeld un til sex ual per ver sion was be ing
openly prac ticed in Ger many (roughly from 1897 to the
mid-1920s).  In the United States, the emer gence of wide -
spread overt ho mo sex u al ity oc curred in the early 1970s, a
quar ter-century af ter Harry Hay formed the Mattachine So -
ci ety.  

An other sim i lar ity is the ex tent to which per ver sion ad -
vanced once the moral bar ri ers were low ered. Let us briefly
com pare the two so ci et ies.

Un der the Weimar gov ern ment, es tab lished af ter Kai -
ser Wil helm II’s ab di ca tion in 1918, many tra di tional at ti -
tudes were ques tioned, in clud ing those about sex u al ity.  As

Amer ica does to day,
Weimar Ger many
experienced tre men -
dous con flict as these
pol i cies clashed with
tra di tional
Judeo-Christian val ues. 

Feel ings on the ‘sex -
ual ques tion’ ran high.
There were dis putes
about the roles of the
sexes and about at ti -
tudes to ward mar -
riage, the fam ily and
child rear ing, and
these dis putes were
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bound up with ar gu -
ments about so cial
pol icy and de mo -
graphic trends
(Peukert: 101). 

In this cli mate the
homosexualists made
sig nif i cant gains.  Al -
most im me di ately, ma -
jor Ger man cit ies
be came ha vens for ev -
ery form of sex ual ex -
pres sion.  Wil liam
Man ches ter writes of
“trans ves tite balls,
[where] ‘hun dreds of
men cos tumed as
women and hun dreds of 
women cos tumed as
men danced un der the be nev o lent eye of the po lice,” and of
“moth ers in their thir ties, teamed with their daugh ters to of -
fer Mut ter-und-Tochter sex” (Man ches ter:57).  Plant writes 
of “lux u ri ous les bian bars and night clubs [that] never
feared a po lice raid” (Plant:27).  

Steakley re cords that “[o]fficial tol er ance was man i -
fested...in the un hin dered con sump tion of nar cot ics in some 
ho mo sex ual bars, and trans ves tites were is sued po lice cer -
tif i cates per mit ting them to cross-dress in pub lic”
(Steakley:81).   And his to rian-biographer Charles Bracelen
Flood speaks of “sad al leys pa trolled by pros ti tutes of all
ages and both sexes, in clud ing rouged lit tle boys and girls”
(Flood:196). “Berlin’s spe cial ized es tab lish ments in cluded
a bath house fea tur ing black male pros ti tutes” that was fre -
quented by Ernst Roehm, writes Flood, and “there was a se -
date night club for les bi ans, the Sil hou ette, where most of
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sub cul tures are unmistakable.  



the women, sit ting on hard benches along the walls, wore
men’s clothes with col lar and tie, but the young girls with
them wore dresses with ac cented fem i nin ity” (ibid.:197).

Ger many’s ver sion of Ma donna was a woman named
Anita Ber ber, “the role model for thou sands of Ger man
girls...[who] danced na ked...and made love to men and
women sprawled atop bars, bathed in spot lights, while voy -
eurs stared and fon dled one an other” (Man ches ter:57).
Rec tor de scribes the Weimar scene as a “sex ual Mardi
Gras” (Rec tor:15):

There were about as many — if not more — ho mo sex ual
pe ri od i cals and gay bars in Berlin in the 1920’s as there
are now in New York City, and Berlin of the time was
abuzz with the fea si bil ity of form ing a na tional ho mo sex -
ual po lit i cal party.  The sex ual rev o lu tion, with its
free-and-easy at ti tudes, in clud ing wife swap ping and
group sex as a moral pre cept, was a Ger man “in ven tion”
of the Twenties...abor tions were shrugged off and con -
doms were on sale in open dis play in gro cery stores and al -
most ev ery other pub lic mart  [Quoting from T.L. Jarman,
Rec tor con tin ues]...Free dom de gen er ated into li -
cense...Bars for ho mo sex u als, ca fes where men danced
with men,...por no graphic lit er a ture in the cor ner ki -
osks—all these things were ac cepted as part of the new
life (ibid.:13).  

To day, all of these things are man i fest in Amer i can so -
ci ety as well.  The lid to Pan dora’s Box that had been
cracked open by Kinsey, Harry Hay and the Mattachines is
now flung wide.  Rueda writes,

...there are no fewer than 2,000 [ho mo sex ual bars in
Amer ica]...They range from small “sleazy” places in dark
and dan ger ous al leys to plush es tab lish ments...Some bars
ca ter to a con ven tional-looking cli en tele. Oth ers
spe cial ize in sa do mas och ists or trans ves tites. There are
bars which pur pose fully at tract young peo ple, pros ti tutes
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who serve to at tract older ho mo sex u -
als who in turn pur chase drinks for
the young sters while sex ual deals are 
ar ranged.  Printed guides for trav el -
ing ho mo sex u als...[spec ify] the
avail abil ity of pros ti tutes or “rough
trade” (i.e., ho mo sex u als who en joy
ap pear ing vi o lent or who ac tu ally
be have vi o lently) (Rueda:33).

Amer i can cit ies also host “bath houses,” which are not
ac tual baths but meet ing places for anon y mous ho mo sex ual 
en coun ters.  “Peo ple walk in there and have sex with mul ti -
ple part ners and have no idea who they’re hav ing sex with,” 
re ports for mer ho mo sex ual John Paulk.  “I know this first
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In the 20s and early 30s the Eldo rado Club
was a fa vor ite of the Berlin SA, un der Cap -
tain Paul Rohrbein. Later it was con fis cated
and put to use as a Nazi fa cil ity. To the left is 
a piece of mem o ra bilia from the 20s.



hand and from the many many peo ple I was as so ci ated with
in the gay life style” (“The Gay Agenda” Video). Paulk re -
ports that these “bath houses” re main open de spite the AIDS 
ep i demic.  He also de scribes the ac tiv ity called “cruis ing”
in which ho mo sex u als meet for anon y mous sex in pub lic
restrooms and other pub lic lo ca tions.  While this has ap par -
ently al ways been com mon be hav ior in the ho mo sex ual
com mu nity, Paulk im plies that it is far more wide spread to -
day than ever be fore.  This is sub stan ti ated by other ob serv -
ers of the “gay rights” move ment (Grant, 1993:36f).

A great deal more could be writ ten about the va ri et ies of 
ho mo sex ual per ver sion that have pro lif er ated in Amer ica's
cit ies and towns to day (and in creas ingly dom i nate the en -
ter tain ment me dia).  In deed, the au thors feel that the be hav -
ior  of ho mo sex u al ity needs to be ex posed to a pub lic whose
at ten tion is sys tem at i cally drawn away to “cover” is sues
(e.g. “vic tim” sta tus, “rights,” etc.).  But it is our in ten tion
here to fo cus on the so cial, po lit i cal and spir i tual ram i fi ca -
tions of this be hav ior.

Consequences

Leaving re li gion aside, the ra tio nale for a so ci ety to
limit sex to mar riage is fairly ba sic.  Mar riage “sanc ti fies”
what is oth er wise merely self-centered plea sure-seeking, 
while also pro tect ing in di vid u als and so ci ety from most of
the prob lems as so ci ated with “un wanted” chil dren, sex ual
dis eases and se rial re la tion ships. (How many of our most
press ing so cial prob lems to day are di rectly or in di rectly re -
lated to these fac tors?)  

Once a so ci ety aban dons mar riage as the pre req ui site
for sex ual re la tions, how ever, there re mains scant log i cal
grounds to re strict any form of sex ual de vi ance or pro mis -
cu ity.  For ex am ple, on what grounds can a so ci ety deny ho -
mo sex u als free dom of con duct if non-homosexuals have
been per mit ted to en gage in sim i lar dis ease-transmitting
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sex ual acts?  And if pub lic health con sid er ations no lon ger 
out weigh the “right” to sex ual free dom un der the law, what
jus ti fies con tin ued lim i ta tions upon sado-masochism, in -
cest, beastiality and even pedophilia?  A so ci ety is left with
no bases for reg u lat ing sex ual con duct but its surviving
moral stan dards and the le gal con cept of “mu tual con sent.” 
     Can we have con fi dence that Amer ica’s moral stan dards
will pres ent a last ing bar rier to the con tin ued es ca la tion of
sex ual de vi ance? Cer tainly not with re gard to con sen sual
sex be tween adults.  A quick pe rusal of the menu of avail -
able por nog ra phy on the Internet re veals that bat tle has
been lost. But will the line hold against the le git i mi za tion of 
adult-child sex? The an swer to that lies in the hands of the
“gay” ac tiv ists, whose ded i ca tion to their own sex ual free -
dom has driven the sex ual rev o lu tion.    
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Ped er ast film, ad ver tised in a ho mo sex ual mag a zine. The only bar rier
to ped er asty in Amer ica to day is age-of-consent laws. Elim i na tion of
age-of-consent laws was one of the planks of the 1972 “Gay Rights”
Plat form. 


