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ChapterNine

THE HOMOSEXUALIZATION
OF AMERICA

If theriseof Nazismin Ger many wasmadepossi ble, at
least in part, by the homosexualization of Ger man so ci ety,
what doesthisbodefor Amer icaaswewatch the steady ad-
vance of the “gay” agendain this cul ture? Should we ex-
pect to wit ness something like therise of a Third Reich on
American soil?Or wouldtheef fect on Amer i cansociety be
of an entirely differentcharacter? Isthe “gay” movement
intheUnited Statessuf fi ciently simi lar toitsGer man count
ter part aseventowar rant con cern? (Cer tainly the Ger man
“gay” cul turewasfar moremil i taristicthanthehomosex ua
movement here, for example). Or is this the wrong ques-
tion? Is there something about homosexuality (or the
broader problem of sexua libertinism) that inevitably de-
stroysthe so ci ety that em bracesit?

In many ways these are questions be yond the scope of
thisbook, yet theim pli cationsof thematerial wehavepre
sented com pel usto ad dressthem. Per hapsthemost helpful
approachistosearchthehistory of homosexual activismin
Americafor par al lelswiththe Ger manex peri ence.

Aswenotedintheprevi ouschapter, thefirst openly ho-
mo sex ual or gani zationintheUnited Stateswasthe Amer i-
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Original char ter of the So ci ety for Hu man Rights.

can chapter of the German Society for Human Rights,
startedin 1924. TheSHRwasan ab er ration, how ever. The
American homo sex ual movement really only beganinthe
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1940s after the Allied defeat of theNazis. Wemust begin
our time line, then, with the ob ser vationthat thecenter of
inter national “gay” power intheworlddidinfact shift from
Ger many to the United States af ter the de mise of the Third
Reich. Thisrepresented ahuge set back for the“gay” move-
ment, requir ing it to be gin “from scratch” asit were, since
America in the 1940s was at least as family-centered as
Ger many had been in the 1860s.

Weknow that theimplicit goal of homosex ual politi cal
activismistolegiti mizehomosex ual conductandrelation
ships in a society. This necessarily requires a society to
abandon its commitment to marriage as the exclusive do-
main of acceptable sexual conduct. The abandonment of
thisstandardlogi cally opensthedoor toev ery other form of
sexual promiscuity. Clearly, such a transformation of
attitudeisnow oc cur ringin America. What wewill findis
that this transformation is not the result of random social
forces, but of deliberate and systematic political activism
by the“gay” move ment.

Harry Hay and the Mattachine Society

Inthewordsof Jonathan Katz, “alink of akind peculiar
to Gay malehistory con nectstheabor tive Chi cago Soci ety
for Human Rights (1924-25) and Henry Hay, the founder of
theMattachineSoci ety” (J. Katz:407). This*peculiarlink”
isthefact that themanwhorecruited Hay intohomosex ua-
ity (at age seventeen), Champ Simmons, was himself se-
duced by afor mer member of the SHR. Inaper verse sort of
way, then, it seems appropriate that Hay would become
known as the “founder of the modern gay movement”
(Timmons.cover). (Inanother ac count, Hay claimshisear-
li esthomosex ual ex peri encewasamolestationat agefour-
teen by atwenty-five-year-old man) (ibid.:36).

OnAugust 10, 1948, at thetail end of an eigh teen-year
stint asaCom mu nist Party |eader, Hay begantoor ganizea



302 The Homosexualization of America

group that would be-
come the
Mattachine Society
(ibid:132). Not until
the spring of 1951
did it receive its
name, but from the
beginning it was
seen as a vehicle to
destroy sociad re
gtraints against ho-
mosexuality in
Americancul ture(J.
Katz:412f). The
name Mattachine
wastaken from*“me-
dieval Renaissance
French...secret fra

ternities of unmar-
ried townsmen”
(ibid.:412). The organization’s stated agenda was to pre-
servethe“right to pri vacy.” Likethe SHR, the Mattachine
Society became controversia upon the arrest of a promi
nent mem ber. DaleJennings, one of thefound ers of the or-
gani zation,wasar restedfor solicitinganunder cover police
officer to commit a homosexua act in a public restroom
(ibid.;414).

Hay was not afas cist, but he was a neo-pagan. He par-
tici patedinocculticrituasat “theLosAngeleslodgeof the
Order of the Eastern Temple, O.T.O., Aleister Crowley’s
notorious anti-Christian spiritual group” (Timmons:76).
Hay provided musi cal accom pani ment tocer emo niesper-
formed by the lesbian “high priestess” Later in life he
founded a New Age group called Radical Faeries, which
met in anasraminthehigh desert of Ari zonato of ferinvo-
cationstopagan spirits(ibid.:265).
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In some ways, Hay can be compared to Karl Heinrich
Ulrichs, the “grandfather” of the gay rights movement.
Hay ishisAmer i can counter part in the sensethat both men
launched enduring social movements in their respective
cultures. The avowed purpose of each was to undermine
the Judeo-Christian moral consensus in respect to homo-
sexua relations. And both had been molested as boys
(though some sug gest that thisistherulerather than the ex-
ceptionamong ho mo sex ual men). ButunlikeUlrichs, Hay
becamein creasingly mil i tant over thecourseof hislifeun
til,inthe1980s, hepartici patedinCal i for nia snotori ously
violentACT-UPdemonstrations(ibid.:292). ACT-UP, the
AIDS Caodlition to Unleash Power, was one of the earliest
manifestations of homo-fascisminthe®gay rights’ move-
ment. Though Hay wasin his70s, andisnot di rectly linked
toany of theprop erty destructionassoci atedwith ACT-UP
demonstrations, his presence validated the terrorist tactics
of the group. Hay also openly endorsed ped er asty asanes
sential part of the“gay rights’” move ment (ibid.:296).

Harry Hay and the Mattachine Society spawned
large-scalepoliti cal andsocial activismamonghomosex u-
als that soon outgrew their expectations and their control.
Their highly motivated activists operated in groups de-
signed like communist cells, each a “secret fraternity”
bound by the com mon vice. AsHay stated in alater in ter-
view, “[we wanted to] keep them underground and sepa
rated so that no one group could ever know who all the
other members were” (J. Katz:410). Slowly at first, from
innumerable obscure sources, came theories, public state-
mentsand actionsinsup port of theso cial ac ceptanceof ho-
mosexuality. And as the power of the homosexualist
politi cal lobby grew, sodidtheugli nessof itsdemandsand
itsmethods.
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Alfred Kinsey and the Kinsey In sti tute

While Harry Hay would soon take the homosexual
movement publicwiththeMattachine Soci ety, mosthomo
sex ual activismcontinuedtobecar ried out by hid dencell
groups and individual “in the closet” activists. One such
activistwasAl fred Kinsey. No onebut Kinsey’ sclosest as
so ci atesand sex part nersknew that hisim ageasare spect-
able family man and college professor masked his role as
one of the most dedicated homosexual change-agents in
America

In 1948, sex researcher Kinsey released his cul-
ture-shattering  book,
Sexual Behavior in the
Human Male The first
major sex study of its
kind, the Kinsey Report
purported to show that
Americans were far
more promiscuous and
sexually deviant than
they said they were
(Reisman and Eichdl,
1992:2). For over forty
years, Kinsey's data
went more-or-less un-
challenged and the con-
clusions that he drew continue to serve as the “ scientific”
justi fi cationfor theso-calledsex ual rev olution. Histheory
of sex as a mere “outlet” released human behavior from
what Marcuse called “the repressive order of procreative
sexuality.” All formsof sex ual ex pressionwereequal ized
in the Kinsey model.

Recently, sev eral studieshaveshownthat Americaisnot
thehot bed of promiscuity and devi ancy that Kinsey'sstudy
madeit ap pear to be, even after forty-sixyearsofinfluence
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by that study, which was loudly trum peted as “fact” by the
mediaand muchof academia. U.S. Newsand World Report
reported that one such recent study, conducted by the Na-
tional Opinion Research Center at the University of Chi-
cago, that it showed that “[f]idelity reigns. Fully 83 per cent
of Americans had sex with one person or had no sex part-
nersin the past year, and half of Amer i cans have had only
one partner in the past five years” (U.S. News and World
Report, October, 1994:75).

Kinsey’s study was tailor-made for the homosex
ual/pederast community. Indeed, just weeks after its re-
lease, Harry Hay formally launched the Mattachine
Soci ety. Wehaveno proof that Kinsey and Hay actualy co-
ordinated their efforts, although we know that Hay and
Kinsey met to gether more than seven years beforethe pub-
li cation of thefirst Kinsey report (Timmons:111). Wealso
know that influential Kinsey co-worker, War dell Pomeroy,
later became a member of the Mattachine Society’s advi-
sory board, perhaps indicating a deeper relationship be-
tween the Kinsey organization and the Mattachines
(Marotta:80).

Kinsey’ svastly inflated fig ureof thenumber of homo-
sex uasin Americaisthebasisof theendur ing myththat at
least 10% of thepop ulationishomosex ual. His seven-point
Kinsey Scale, “in which bisexuality occupied a middlie
‘bal anced’ posi tionbetweenheterosexual ity (0)andhomo
sexuality (6)” (ibid.:10), at temptedtoestablishhomosex u
ality as a norm by definition. He further declared
adult/child sex harmless. This“finding” wasbased ondata
gathered by pedophiles from experimentation with hun-
dreds of chil dren as young as two months old (ibid.:36).

InKinsey, Sex and Fraud, Reisman and Eichel state that
Kinsey “purported to prove that children were sexual be-
ings, even from infancy and that they could, and should,
have pleasurable and beneficial sexual interaction with
adult ‘partners” (ibid.:3). Reisman and Eichel go on to
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suggest that Kinsey deliberately over looked crimi nal sex-
ual childabuseand pur posefully fal si fieddatatofur ther his
persona sexual and political agenda. They cite former
Kinsey coworker Gershon Legman who said that “Kinsey’s
not-very-secretintentionwasto‘ respectablize’ homosex u-
ality and certain sexual perversions’ (ibid.:34). They also
referencesociol ogists Al bert Hobbsand Rich ard Lam bert
who observed “that the Kinsey authors seemed pur pose
fully toignorethelimi tationsof their ownsam plesinor der
‘tocompoundany possi bleer rorsina most any way which
will increase the apparent incidence of [homosexuality]’”
(ibid.;24).

Was Kinsey a homosexual, a pedophile or both? One
historian proposed that Kinsey “may have discovered in
himself the homosexual ten den cieshewould later ascribe
to a large proportion of the population” (Robinson in
Reisman and Eichel, 1992:204). But Reisman and Eichel
sug gest hemani fested moreof thebehav iorsof apedophile.
“In addition to his interest in sex experiments with chil -
dren,” they write, “ Kinsey wasan avid col lector of por nog-
raphy (and maker of sex films) — an el emental featureof
the pedophile syn drome” (Reisman and Eichel, 1992:205).
In a later work, Reisman reports more specifically that
Kinsey produced and directed films of homosexual
sado-masochismat Indi anaUni ver sity, and that hiscol lec-
tion of por nog raphy in cluded filmsof chil drenengagedin
sex ual acts (Reisman,1998:80f).

Thereisno question, how ever, that Kinsey fitsthe pro-
fileof ahomosex ua activist. Likethemil i tanthomo sex -
als who benefitted from his work, Kinsey was “indignant
about the effect of Judeo-Christian tradition on society,”
write Reisman and Eichel. “It is clear that he shared
[co-researcher War dell] Pomeroy’ sview that Christiansin
herited an almost paranoid approach to sexual behavior
from the Jews” (ibid..6). Pomeroy, incidentally,isknown
for his support of adult/child sex. In a 1992 article on
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pedophilia, author Michael Ebert quotes Pomeroy as say-
ing, “People seem to think that any [sexual] contact be-
tween children and adults has a bad ef fect on the child. |
say thiscan bealov ing and thought ful, re spon si blesex ual
activity” (Ebert:6f).

TheKinsey Insti tuteshould berec og nized asthe Amer-
i cancounter part and suc cessor totheSex Researchlnsti tute
of Berlin. Indeed, E. Mi chael Jones, edi tor of Fidelitymag-
azinetold oneof us(Lively) inconver sationthat hehad pe
rused some of the surviving documents of the Berlin
institute in the basement of the Kinsey building. Like its
Ger man predecessor had been, theKinsey Insti tuteisded i-
catedtothelegiti mi zationof sex ual perversion.

The Sex ual Revolution

Within five years of the Kinsey report, Hugh Hefner
launched Playboy magazine(andthemodern por nography
industry), whoseini tial tar get au di encewasthevery gener-
ation of young men to whom Kinsey had been speak ing on
his college lecture circuit. More significantly, it popular
ized Kinsey’s “gay” ethic of sex ua li censewith the much
of therest of themale pop ulation of Amer ica. Hefner him-
self isquoted assay ing that if Kinsey werethere searcher of
the sexual revolution, he (Hefner) was the pamphleteer
(Reisman, 1998:108).

We are not suggestingtheHefnerishomosexual, only
that Playboy mag azineservesasatool of “gay” social engk
neer inginthat theex istenceof athriving por nog raphy in-
dustry serves the “gay” cause by morally corrupting the
men who use it. It logically makes them less likely to op-
pose homosexuality on moral grounds and more likely to
support public policies which legitimize sexud li cense.
Exposure to pornography, especialy at a young age, can
asobeagateway intothe“gay” lifestyleit self.

In the same manner, the “gay” cause is ad vanced by a
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suc cessful abor tionindustry (whichaso aroseinresponse
to the sexua revolution). The choice to kill their unborn
chil drenmor ally com pro misesboth men and women (mak-
ingthemunwill ingtocriti cizethechoicetoengagein other
forms of immoral behav ior), and ensuresthat theout come
of anunwanted child will not bealasting deter rent to those
who havecho sen sex ual licenseover family. Thisex plains
why homosex uals, whoby def i ni tioncannot bear chil dren
together, areamongthemost mil i tant ad vo catesof abor tion
on demand.

The acceptance of sexua indulgence as an important
socia valueinevitablyiniti atesadownwardmoral spira in
aculture. In American society, the selling of the idea of
recreational sex to young college-aged men in the 1950s
createda” market” forimmodestandsex ually adventur ous
young women, which in turn helped to legitimize the idea
of femalepromiscuity. Inthe 1960s, onceimmod esty and
promiscuity becameac cept ablefor somewomen, thepres
surein creased for all women, competingfor theat tentions
of men, to adopt thesebehaviors. Thiswasespecially true
of theyoun gest of mar riage-agewomen of that gener ation,
whoseper sonal mor alsandval ueshad beeninfluencedby a
de cade of sex-saturated pop cul ture.

The wholesale entrance of women into the world of
sex ual licensecreated anum ber of so ci etal demands: for a
feminist politi cal movementto“liber ate” womenfromso-
cial expectations about marriage and child-rearing (Na-
tional Organization for Women formed 1966); for
contraception on demand (Griswold v. Connecticut --
1966); for abor tionondemand ( Roe. V. Wade--1973); and
for “no fault” divorce (state-by-state liberalization of di-
vorce laws began in the early 1970s). The result of these
pol i cieshasbeen the achieve ment of the* gay” goal asem-
bodied by Kinsey’s teachings. the progressive
denormalization of marriage and the steady normalization
of sex ual li cense. Themost recent censusdata, publishedin
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1998, showed a fourfold increase in divorce from 1970 to
1996, while the population of “cohabiting” couples who
had never mar ried had more than dou bled.

Among the side-effects produced by these dramatic
changesin the life of a peo ple, side-effects which havein-
creased steadily sincethe 1960s, aretheescalation of crime
(especialy violent crime), the proliferation of sexu
aly-transmitted and other diseases, and the escaation of
men tal ill nessand chronic sub stance abuse. Theseareall
results which one would expect to find in a generation of
citizens raised in unstable homes. Each and every one of
thesesocial problemsisadi rect con sequenceof embracing
the“gay” ethicof sex ual li censeaspopularizedby Kinsey.
Meanwhile, asthe pur suit of sex ual hedo nism becamethe
persona goa of an ever larger percentage of the
non-homosexual population, the “gay” movement contin
ued itsad vance.

The Stone wall Riotand “Gay”” Mil i tancy

“Two, four, six, eight -- Smash the family, smash the state”
(Popularsloganof 1970s “gay” activists--Oosterhuisand Steakley:2)

By 1969, the development of a growing homosexual
subculture in America had spawned an open homosexual
presenceinmajor cities. So-called“gay bars’ sprangupin
LosAngelesand New Y ork, hosting abi zarremix of “ street
queens,” drug ad dictsand boy prosti tutes(Marotta: 71). In
New York, homosexuals regularly engaged in public sex
acts with anonymous partners “in the backs of trucks
parked near the West Village piers’ (ibid.:93) and in the
public restrooms. Homosexua activity occurred so fre-
quently inthebushesof onepublic park that theauthor i ties
were forced to cut down the treesto stop it (Adam:85). In
responsetopoliceef fortstodiscour agethisincreasingly of-
fensive behavior, homosexuals began to organize to de-
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“Gay Pride” Day is the an ni ver sary of the Stone wall Riot. This “Gay
Pride” flyer re veals that the “Gay Ho lo caust” myth was al ready be ing
pro moted in the 1970s.

mand the“right” to public devi ancy. Em boldened by their
numbers, they began pick etingbusi nessessuchasMacy’s
Depart ment Store, which had cracked downonhomo sex ual
behav ior intheir restrooms (ibid.:85).

Ontheevening of June27, 1969the* gay rights’ move
ment officially adopted terrorism as a means to achieve
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power when asurly mob of “ drag queens, dykes, street peo-
ple, and bar boys’ physically attackedpoliceof fi cerscon
ductinga“raid” onthe Stonewall Bar on Christo pher Street
inNew York. Stonewall was*one of the best known of the
Mafiacontrolled bars’ (Marotta:75), and was being closed
for sell ingal cohol withoutali cense. Itwasalsoahavenfor
sex ual devi ants. Aspolicebegantotake somebar patrons
in for questioning, a mob of homosexuals gathered across
the street. Homosexualist Toby Marotta's The Poli ticsof
Homosexuality includes an eyewitness report by a writer
for the Vil lageVoice

[A]lmost by signa the crowd erupted into cobblestone
and bottleheaving...Thetrashcan | was standing on was
nearly yanked out from un der measakid tried to grab it
for use in the windowsmashing melee. From nowhere

cameanuprooted parkingmeter—usedasabat teringram
onthe Stonewall door. | heard sev eral criesof “Let'sget

somegas,” but the blaze of flamewhich soon ap pearedin
the win dow of the Stonewall [wherethe po lice of fi cers
were trapped] was il a shock (ibid.:72).

By morning, theStonewall bar was aburned-out wreck,
and homosexual leaders had declared the violence a suc-
cess. Inter estingly, thean ni ver sary of thiseventisknown
today as “Gay Pride Day” and features parades and other
events most notable for their public sex and nudity
(ibid.:158). Itisironicthat the very activ istswho emerged
fromthisnew mil i tantenvi ronment devel oped (in1970) the
strategy of claiming victim status through the use of the
pink tri angleandcommemorationof thehomosexua swho
were per secuted by theNazis(Adam:86).

The rise of homosexual militancy reflected the emer-
gence of an aggressive “Butch” faction of the American
“gay” movement, simi lar tothat which oc curred at theturn
of the last century in Germany. (Ironicaly, while these
masculine-oriented” gays’ assumeanat ti tudeof superi or-
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ity over “Fems,” in both Ger many and the United Statesthe
“gay” movement was actually launched by ef femi nateho
mosexuals and only later became dominated by
“Butches’). In The Making of the Modern Homosexudl,
author Gregg Blachford ob served that dur ing thistime* ho-
mo sex u alsthem selvesmoved away fromtheprevi ousste
reotype of ‘swish and sweaters' towards a new masculine
style[that became] thedomi nant modeof ex pressioninthe
sub cul ture” (Blachford:187).

Following the Stonewall riot the Mattachine Action
Committeeof theMattachine Soci ety’ sNew Y ork chap ter
clamoredfor “or ganizedresistance” (Adams:81), but con
trol of the move ment was taken out of their hands by a still
moreradi cal group of activists. Thesemen quickly formed
the Gay Liber ationFront, soti tled* becauseit had thesame
ring as National Liberation Front, the alliance formed by
theViet Cong” (ibid.:91). Attheheart of thisnew cir cle of
power wasHer bert Marcuse(ibid.:88),alongtimeSocia ist
who had learned his politics (and perhaps homosexuality)
in pre-Nazi Germany. Homosexualist historian Barry D.
Adam writes,

Her bert Marcuse, who had been a youthful partici pantin
the 1918 Ger man rev o lu tion and had been steeped inthe
think ing of thelife-reform move mentsof theWeimar Re
public, caught the attention of many gay liberationists.
His Eros and Civilization, published in the ideological
wasteland of 1955, bridged the prewar and postwar gay
movementswithitsimplicitvi sionof homosexual ity asa
protest” againsttherepressiveor der of procreativesex uak

ity” (ibid..84).

The Stonewall riot be camethe new sym bol of the* gay
rights’” movement. In its wake, Gay Liberation Fronts
sprangupacrossthecountry, usingmethodsof intimi dation
and coer ciontoachievepoliti cal gains. Immedi ately they
targeted the medical community, whose increasing ef fec
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tiveness in treating homosexua disorders threatened the
logi cal premiseof themovement (Rueda:101ff). “Gay Lib-
er ation Fronts,” writesAdam, “ stormed San Fran cisco, Los
Angeles and Chicago conventionsof psy chi atry,medicine
and behavior modification,” shouting down speakers and
terrorizingaudi encemembers(Adam:87f). Asextremeas
it had it self be come, the Mattachine Soci ety predictedthe
GLF s“violenttactics’ wouldfail toin spirethemovement
(Marotta:136), but they werewrong. Though the GLF col-
lapsed in 1972, in part be cause of acon flict between “ drag
gueensand machos’ [“Fems’ and “Butches’], their phi los-
o phy prevailed (Adam:90).

On December 15, 1973 the board of trustees of the
American Psychiatric Association capitulated to the de-
mands of the radicals. The homosexuas had begun to
speak of unyielding psychiatrists as “war criminas’
(ibid.:88), with obviousimplications. Possibly in fear for
their safety, and cer tainly wearied by con stant harassment,
they declaredthat homosex ual ity wasnolonger anill ness.
Theresultingref erendum, demandedby outragedmembers
of theassoci ation, wasconducted by mail andwaspar tially
controlled by the Nationa Gay and Lesbian Task Force
(Rueda:1982). The homosexualists won the vote and the
new of fi cial def i ni tionof homosexual ity asadisor derwas
changed to include only those who were “unhappy with
their sexual orientation” (Adam:88). Historian Enrique
Rueda writes,

This vote was not the result of sci entificanal y sisaf ter
yearsof painstak ing research. Nei ther wasit apurely ob-
jective choice followingthe accumulation of incontro-
vertible data. The very fact that the vote was taken
reveal sthenatureof theprocessinvolved, sincetheexis-
tenceof anor thodoxy init self contradictsthe essence of
sci ence(Rueda: 106).
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Weimar in Amer ica

How does all of this compare to the German experk
ence? One striking par a lel isthe span of time over which
homosexual ity becamecul tur ally acceptedineachcountry.
In Ger many, approximately twenty-five years passed from
thefor mationof theSci entificHumani tarianCommitteeby
Magnus Hirschfeld until sexual perversion was being
openly practiced in Germany (roughly from 1897 to the
mid-1920s). In the United States, the emer gence of wide-
spread overt homosexuality oc curred in the early 1970s, a
quar ter-century af ter Harry Hay formed the M attachine So-
Ci ety.

Another similarity istheex tenttowhich per ver sionad
vanced oncethemoral bar ri erswerelow ered. Let usbriefly
comparethetwosoci eties.

Under the Weimar government, established after Kai-
ser Wil helm I’ sabdi cationin 1918, many tradi tional at ti-
tudeswerequestioned, includingthoseabout sexual ity. As
America does today,
Weimar Germany
experienced  tremen
dous conflict as these
policies clashed with
traditional
Judeo-Christianval ues.

Feelings on the ‘sex-
ual question’ ran high.
There were disputes
about the roles of the
sexes and about atti-
tudes toward mar-
riage, the family ad
child rearing, ad
these disputes were
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bound up with argu-
ments about social
policy and demo
graphic trends

(Peukert: 101).

In this climate the
homosexualists made
significant gains. Al -
most immediately, ma-
jor German cities
became havens for ev-
ery form of sexual ex-

pression. William | 1.
Manchester writes of
“transvestite balls, | This recently published book docu

‘ mentsin highly por no graphic de tail the
[Where] hundreds  of perverse extreme to which Germany

men costumed  as | de scended during the Weimar pe riod.
women and hundredsof | The parallels to today's U.S. sexual

women costumed as sub cul tures are unmistakable.

men danced under thebenev olent eyeof thepolice,” and of
“moth ersintheir thir ties, teamed with their daugh tersto of-
fer Mutter-und-Tochter sex” (Man chester:57). Plant writes
of “luxurious lesbian bars and nightclubs [that] never
feared apolicerad” (Plant:27).

Steakley records that “[o]fficial tolerance was mani
fested...intheunhindered consumptionof nar coticsinsome
ho mo sex ual bars, and transvestiteswereissued policecer-
tificates permitting them to cross-dress in public’
(Steakley:81). Andhistorian-biographer CharlesBracelen
Flood speaks of “sad aleys patrolled by prostitutes of al
agesand both sexes, including rougedlit tleboysand girls”’
(Flood:196). “Berlin’ sspecial izedestablishmentsincluded
abath housefeatur ing black maleprosti tutes’ that wasfre-
quented by Ernst Roehm, writes Flood, and “there was a se-
date nightclub for leshians, the Silhouette, where most of
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the women, sitting on hard benches along the walls, wore
men’s clothes with col lar and tie, but the young girls with
themworedresseswithac centedfemi ninity” (ibid.:197).

Germany’s version of Madonna was a woman named
Anita Berber, “the role model for thousands of German
girls...[who] danced naked...and made love to men and
women sprawled atop bars, bathed in spot lights, while voy-
eurs stared and fondled one another” (Manchester:57).
Rector describes the Weimar scene as a “sexua Mardi
Gras’ (Rector:15):

Therewere about as many — if not more— ho mo sex ual

periodicalsand gay barsin Berlin in the 1920’s as there
are now in New York City, and Berlin of the time was
abuzzwiththefeasi bil ity of forminganational homosex
ual political party. The sexua revolution, with its
free-and-easy attitudes, including wife swapping and
group sex as a moral precept, was a German “invention”
of the Twenties...abortions were shrugged off and con-
domswereon saleinopendisplay ingro cery storesand a-

most ev ery other pub licmart [Quotingfrom T.L. Jarman,

Rector continues]...Freedom degenerated into li-

cense...Bars for homosexuals, cafes where men danced
with men,...pornographic literature in the corner Kki-

osks—all these things were accepted as part of the new
life (ibid.:13).

Today, al of thesethingsaremani festin Amer i can so-
ciety as well. The lid to Pandora's Box that had been
cracked open by Kinsey, Harry Hay and the Mattachinesis
now flung wide. Rueda writes,

..there are no fewer than 2,000 [homosexual bars in
America)...They rangefrom small “sleazy” placesin dark
anddanger ousal leystoplushestablishments...Somebars
cater to a conventional-looking clientele. Others
special izeinsadomasochists or transvestites. Thereare
barswhich pur posefully at tract young peo ple, prosti tutes
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Buy aprint copy of thisbook, in cluding photosand
graphics, at the book store,
www.abi dingtruth.com/pfrc/showproducts.php.

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 putto use as a Nazifa cility. To the leftis
apiece of mem o rabilia from the 20s.

whoservetoat tract older homosex u
als who in turn purchase drinks for
theyoung sterswhilesex ual dealsare
arranged. Printed guides for travel-
ing homosexuals...[specify] the
availability of prostitutes or “rough
trade” (i.e.,homosex ualswhoenjoy
appearing violent or who actually
behaveviolently) (Rueda:33).

American cit ies also host “bathhouses,” which are not
actual bathsbut meeting placesforanony moushomosex ua
encounters. “ Peoplewalk inthereand have sex with mul ti-
plepart nersand have noideawho they’ rehav ing sex with,”
reports for mer ho mo sex ual John Paulk. “I know thisfirst
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hand and from themany many peo plel wasasso ci ated with
in the gay life style” (“The Gay Agenda’ Video). Paulk re-
portsthat these* bath houses’ remainopendespitetheAIDS
epi demic. Healsodescribestheactiv ity called* cruising”
in which homosexuals meet for anonymous sex in public
restroomsand other publiclo cations. Whilethishasap par-
ently always been common behavior in the homosexual
commu nity, Paulk impliesthatitisfar morewide spreadto-
day thanever before. Thisissubstanti ated by other ob serv-
ers of the “gay rights” move ment (Grant, 1993: 36f).

A great deal morecouldbewrittenabout thevari etiesof
homosex ual per ver sionthat haveprolif eratedinAmericas
citiesandtownstoday (andincreasingly domi natethe er
tertainment media). Indeed, theauthorsfeel that thebehaw
ior of homosexual ity needstobeex posedtoapublicwhose
attention is systematically drawn away to “cover” issues
(e.g. “victim” status, “rights,” etc.). Butitisourintention
heretofocusonthesocial, politi cal andspiri tual rami fi ca
tionsof thisbehavior.

Consequences

Leaving religion aside, the rationale for a society to
limit sex to mar riageisfairly basic. Mar riage* sancti fies’
what is otherwise merely self-centered pleasure-seeking,
while also protecting indi vidualsandsoci ety frommost of
theproblemsassoci atedwith* unwanted” chil dren, sex ual
diseases and serial relationships. (How many of our most
pressingsocia problemstoday aredi rectly orindi rectly re
lated to thesefac tors?)

Once a society abandons marriage as the prerequisite
for sexual relations, however, there remains scant logical
groundsto re strict any formof sex ual devi anceor promis
cuity. Forex ample, onwhat groundscanasoci ety deny ho-
mosexuals freedom of conduct if non-homosexuals have
been permitted to engage in smilar disease-transmitting
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Pederastfilm,advertisedinahomosexualmagazine. The only barrier
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”
Platform.

sex ual acts? Andif publichealthconsider ationsnolon ger
outweighthe*right” to sex ual freedomunder thelaw, what
justifies continued limitations upon sado-masochism, in-
cest, beastiality and even pedophilia? A soci ety isleft with
no bases for regulating sexua conduct but its surviving
moral standardsandthelegal concept of “mutual consent.”

Canwehaveconfi dencethat America smoral standards
will present alastingbar rier tothecontinued escalation of
sexual deviance? Certainly not with regard to consensual
sex between adults. A quick perusal of the menu of avail-
able pornography on the Internet reveals that battle has
beenlost. Butwill thelinehold against thelegiti mi zation of
adult-child sex? The an swer to that liesin the hands of the
“gay” activists,whosededi cationtotheir ownsex ua free
dom hasdriventhesex ua revolution.



