Ten Non-Religious Reasons to Preserving Traditional Marriage
     Most people believe that the principal objections, or even the only objections, to the drive to legalize homosexual “marriage” spring from religious faith.  But that is simply not true. I'll offer ten objections that have nothing to do with any religion at all, except insofar as the great religions of the world happen to reflect the nature of mankind.  These objections spring from three sources.  The first is a commonsense observation of man -- his needs, his shortcomings, and his aspirations.  The second is a consideration of history: our own recent history, and the history of those who once committed the mistakes we are committing now.  The last is logic, that relentlessly honest instrument of thought.  The objections are such as should make everyone in our world uncomfortable, both those who call themselves conservative and are busy destroying the heritage of western civilization, and those who call themselves liberal and are busy curtailing and denying every freedom but that of the zipper.
 1.  The legalization of homosexual “marriages” would enshrine the sexual revolution in law.
     Forty years ago, we were advised by popular singers that we needed to open our hearts to love, meaning a free and easy practice of sexual intercourse, without what were called “hangups”.  Modesty was decried as prudishness, and chastity ridiculed as either impossible or hypocritical.  Experimentation abounded: the so-called “open marriages,” public intercourse, intercourse under the influence of psychedelic drugs.  A few of the experiments fizzled out for a time, though they are now resurging, as witness the sewer of websites devoted to “swingers.” The pornography explosion shows no sign of abating, having been given its second life by the internet.  In what they discuss and the salaciousness of their photos, the magazines that women buy at grocery store checkout lines are as salacious as anything put out by Hugh Hefner in the 1950’s.

     Is there any honest observer of our situation, or any political partisan so intransigent, who dares to argue that the results have not been disastrous?  We were told that the legalization of abortion would lead, paradoxically, to fewer abortions, and fewer instances of child abuse.  Instead it led to far more abortions than even the opponents ever imagined, and it so cheapened infant life that child abuse spiked sharply upward.  It has remained so high that no one is surprised to hear, on local television, an account a child chained to his bed and allowed to starve in his own filth, or a baby bludgeoned to death by a boyfriend, with the mother as accomplice.

     We were told that the legalization of contraceptive drugs would lead to fewer unwanted children -- certainly to fewer children born out of wedlock.  Anyone with a passing familiarity with the human race should have known otherwise.  Whatever one may believe about contraception, one must admit the historical fact: by reducing the perceived risk of pregnancy almost to zero, contraception removed from the young woman the most powerful natural weapon in her arsenal against male sexual aggression.  She no longer had any pressing reason not to concede to the boyfriend’s wishes.  So she agreed; and we now have one of three children born out of wedlock.  The sexual chaos has touched every family in the nation.  Who does not know at least one family whose children require an essay merely to describe who under their roof is related to whom, and how, and why they live together, and why others they call their father or mother or brothers or sisters do not?

     Some people reckon up the losses from this revolution in terms of percentages: of unwed mothers, of aborted pregnancies, of children growing up without a parent, usually the father.  It will take artists of the most penetrating insight to reckon up the losses as they ought to be reckoned, in human misery.

2.  It would, in particular, enshrine in law the principle that sexual intercourse is a matter of personal fulfillment, with which the society has nothing to do.

     It is hard for us to imagine, in a world of mass entertainment and its consequent homogenization of peoples, how central an event the marriage is in every culture.  It marks the most joyful celebration of a people, who see their own renewal in the vows made by the young man and the young woman.  For although marriage focuses upon the couple (and it is interesting to remember that even our word focus is a marriage word, denoting in Latin the hearth), it does so because the couple embody a rejuvenation in which everyone, young and old, male and female, take part.

     In his Epithalamion, the English Renaissance poet Edmund Spenser summons everyone to the solemn celebration of his wedding -- and after the priest has “knit the knot that ever shall remain,” and the revelers have splashed themselves and the groom’s walls with wine, and the girls have danced and the boys have run shouting up and down the street, and the bonfires have blazed and the hours of celebration have been hastened along in glee, he bids everyone to leave him and his bride alone.  They enjoy each other’s love, and pray that from their “timely seed” they may raise a large posterity.  Here we have an understanding of marriage infinitely deeper than the meager thing we are now left with.  Of course it is personal and private: and it is public, and universal, even cosmic.  It bridges two chasms that must be bridged, lest the culture, that is the cultivation of all that a people most dearly cherish, wither away, and the people separate one from another, into a suspicious world of privacy.  One chasm is that which divides the generations.  At the true wedding, the elders know that the future belongs to the couple, who in their love that night, or on a night soon to come, will in turn raise up yet another generation.  Sexual intercourse is, as a brute biological fact, the act by which we renew mankind.  We celebrate the wedding because it betokens our survival, our hope for those to come after us.

     But we could not have children without the bridge thrown over the more dangerous divide, that which separates two groups of human beings who seldom understand one another, whose bodies and psyches are so markedly different; who try to love one another, and so often fail, yet who try again for all that.  I mean men and women.  The wedding is a symbol of the union of differences: the generations, certainly, and separate families, but most strikingly, man and woman.  The very word sex derives from Latin sexus, denoting that which separates; it is cognate with a whole host of words for severance, such as (in English) schism, scissors, sect, shed.  It is a mark of our degeneracy that the ugly term “having sex” has come to mean the marital act, with the once delicate term “making love” similarly demoted.  What man and woman do in the marriage bed is not “have” sex; the sex, that is the separation, they are provided with already.  What they do is to unite, across the separation.  And unless man and woman unite -- and, given their differences, it always amazes me that they can -- the culture cannot survive.  The women will split away to protect their persons and their relatively few children; the unattached males will pass the dull hours in destruction.

3. It will drive a deeper wedge between man and woman.
 The unhappy parting of man and woman that I have described in argument 2 is already a common feature of our day. In my own lifetime I have witnessed the last petering out of a tradition of song and poetry that had lasted eight hundred years, from the troubadours of Provence to its last and decadent efflorescence among the rockers of the 1960’s. I am speaking about poetry and song of love. What has happened to it? Men no longer celebrate the beauty of women they admire from afar, whose hand they aspire to hold; more to the point, men are no longer inspired by women, as Dante was by his Beatrice, and Petrarch by his Laura. The reasons are distressing. It takes a good man to admire a woman, and a good woman to be admired by a man. But does a good man snarl at woman, calling her names that I do not care to repeat here, or, even if he is too polite to use the words, treating her as such? Does a good woman look down with ignorant contempt upon her brothers?

 Perhaps the reader will ask what homosexuality has to do with this problem. It is simple: the acceptance of homosexuality is predicated upon the tacit assumption that male and female are not made for one another. It defines male apart from female, female apart from male; or it leaves those terms free-floating, without definition. Young men and young women already are growing up without understanding what they are to be for one another. Again, the results are predictable. Fewer young people marry.  When they do marry, their emphasis on personal fulfillment, rather than on interpersonal and complementary gifts, bodes ill for the survival of the marriage; for a spouse will destroy many a foolish daydream of youth. They will have fewer children. In no western country does the birth rate now assure even a replacement of one generation by the next; in many countries, the birth rate is so low as to constitute a slow and numb despair, a resignation to cultural suicide. If this situation is to be reversed, and the unarguable mathematics shows that countries like Italy and Japan are rapidly nearing a point of irreversible decline, then men and women must be brought together again. How they can be brought together, when we offer them the chance, though delusory, to “fulfill” themselves sexually apart from one another, or when we implicitly affirm that sex is simply a matter of individual preferences, is hard for me to fathom.

4. It makes a mockery of chastity.
 Every faculty of man has its proper use. If I walk every day, I will develop strong legs for standing and walking and bracing myself. That is what legs are for. Chastity is the virtue of using one’s sexual desires properly. Since the act that is biologically designed to produce babies has the predictable propensity to, well, produce babies, and since the desire to perform that act is one of man’s strongest and most violent drives, all cultures have resorted to means of curbing that desire or channeling it towards healthy ends. Before the advent of the modern welfare state, most peoples laid heavy blame on those who brought children into the world when they were unfit to care for them. Traditions regarding these matters vary from culture to culture, but several things remain notably constant. If you indulge yourself in the marital act and produce a baby out of wedlock, you are in big trouble. In general, that act is reserved for marriage, or for something closely associated with it (as, for instance, is the tradition among some peoples, where a man is duty-bound to sleep with his brother’s childless widow, that his brother’s seed may endure).

 Chastity has all kinds of practical considerations going for it. If you are chaste, you stand a much lower chance of being beaten or murdered by someone driven witless by jealousy; you will probably not contract certain filthy and debilitating, even deadly, diseases, and if your spouse is chaste, you certainly will not contract them; your marriage begins in better shape, as you will not be spoiled or confused by memories of previous affairs, many of them painful; you will not help destroy a family with your looseness, your own family or someone else’s. The psychological considerations are greater still. What insanity of ours, that we encourage boys and girls to set forth on a long series of sexual train wrecks, with all their concomitant misunderstandings, abuses, and treacheries, as preparation for lifelong marriage! It is a miracle almost if they do not reach their twenties as thoroughly cynical about themselves and the opposite sex as is the most embittered divorcee. How can love survive the bath in acid?

 But how can we recommend chastity to the young, when we enshrine the principal that what they do with their genitals is strictly their own business, and that such activity is all for personal fulfillment? What value can sexual restraint possibly have, except as some cold, calculating means towards keeping one’s resume clean along the road to wealth and power? In particular, how can we even talk about chastity when we accept homosexuality? For a homosexual defines himself or herself by the action. A teenager calls himself homosexual because he has performed homosexual acts. It is utterly incoherent to suppose that we can ever recommend to “straight” teenagers a chastity that must be violated by the homosexual in order for him to define himself as such. What homosexual could possibly “wait until marriage,” even if such “marriages” were made legal? What reason would there be for him to do so? In short, if homosexual acts are accepted, there remains no reason at all to condemn or even frown upon premarital sex.

 That point illustrates what I have often argued, namely that sex can never be merely a matter of satisfying an individual's desires. We are all in the same cultural boat. What you compel me to condone in one case will cause me also to condone other things, necessarily. We are not islands unto ourselves.

5. It will curtail opportunities for deep and emotionally fulfilling friendships between members of the same sex, opportunities that are already few and strained. This is particularly true of men.
 We in America and Canada now use the word “friend” to denote a passing acquaintance of whose company we may be rather fond. But modern life has necessarily driven us apart, even as in appearance we seem to be thrust together. For modern life has brought men and women, married and unmarried, into a kind of superficial contact with one another, constantly, at work -- where most of our contacts are made. That environment makes almost impossible the depth of friendship described by Cicero, when he said that a friend was another self, or one before whom you could without shame utter your thoughts aloud. Indeed, how many of us can even understand the passion of friendship in David’s lament for Jonathan, or Gilgamesh’s lament for Enkidu, without coloring it with the suspicion of homosexuality?

 Let me give you an analogy. Our sexual customs constitute a language, one that we must all use, whether we like it or not. If, all at once, clothing becomes optional on a certain beach, then that beach is a nude beach. If you wear your suit to that beach, your action has a meaning it did not have before. At the very least it means that you do not approve of public nudity. It may mean that you are ashamed of your body. It may mean that your religion forbids it. It may mean you are a prude. But it does signify something; and it must. You cannot say, “It means nothing to me,” simply because language is by its nature public and communal.  Suppose the incest taboo were removed. You may say, “I will hug and kiss my niece in any case,” but your actions will now have a significance they did not have before. The shadow of the thought must cross any beholder’s mind; it might cross the niece’s mind. If you were at all considerate of her feelings, you would hesitate before you did it.

 The incest taboo is surely not irrational: it allows members of a family the freedom to share each other’s company, in what might otherwise be often embarrassing circumstances, and to touch, in ways that would mean something, were it not a brother or an aunt giving the kiss. On pain of expulsion from the group, that taboo must be upheld, so that the deep feelings and intimacy of a family may develop freely and sanely. In Japan, for example, families often bathe together in a hot bath; that freedom can only be enjoyed if everyone knows (despite the vicious few who will violate the taboo) that it is perfectly innocent, that it means nothing. If you are a close friend of the family, you may be made an honorary member of the family -- and thus brought under the umbrella of the prohibition -- by being invited to share the bath. Such an invitation is unthinkable unless incest is acknowledged by everyone, including hypocrites, as forbidden.

 If homosexuality is at the least not publicly condoned, then that may clear away sufficient ground for men to forge the emotionally fulfilling friendships that they once enjoyed in the past. Such friendships have been at the base of many a cultural renaissance: the men of France who assisted Louis Pasteur in his work; the Founding Fathers of the United States; the explorers and pioneers of the American west; the friars and monks who built the first universities. I know quite well that, no matter what the prohibition is, there will always be a few who will violate it. But the point is that the prohibition is public, and helps constitute the meaning, to oneself and to others, of one’s attachment to a member of the same sex. Not so long ago, it was conceivable to suppose that two men might share an apartment merely as close friends; if Oscar and Felix of The Odd Couple did the same thing now, homosexuality would be the first thing to cross your mind, whether you support the homosexual agenda or reject it. One of my students related to me an incident that happened to him in a bar. His closest buddy had been abandoned by his girlfriend, and was weeping freely as the young man cradled his head in his arms. A young lady walked up to them and chirpily asked them if they were gay.

 The effect upon boys is devastating; it is hard for women to understand it. Their own friendships come easily, and in general are not based upon shared conquest, physical or intellectual. It is simply an anthropological fact that male friendship is essential for the full development of the boy’s intellect: the history of every society reveals it. But now the boys suffer under a terrible pincers attack. The sexual revolution causes them to rouse themselves to interest, or to pretend to interest, in girls long before they or the girls are emotionally or intellectually ready for it; and now the condonement of homosexuality prevents them from publicly preferring the company of their own sex. This is simply inarguable. If a George Gershwin nowadays shows up at Maxie Rosenzweig’s house all the time, while his pals are outside on the streets playing stickball, then there must be something up with George and Maxie. If you do not think that that is the way teens and even children now talk, then you are not paying attention. We have forced them to talk that way. What was once innocent, or what both Maxie and George need have no worry about, now means something. Therefore unless they are comfortable with the meaning, they will shy away from one another; the friendship will not deepen. Confess, reader: if you come upon two teenage boys in a pond skinny-dipping, it is the first thing you will think, and you will think it despite the obvious fact that before bathing suits were invented it was the only way two boys could ever be found swimming.

6. It leaves us with no logical grounds for opposing any form of consensual intercourse among adults.

 No culture in history has accepted (even celebrated!) homosexual acts between adult men or adult women. (I will deal with the case of Athens later; it is lethal to the homosexual cause.) But plenty of cultures have accepted polygamy, or, more appropriately, polygyny, the marriage of one man to several wives. Certain religions allow it or encourage it: Islam allows a man to have up to four wives, and radical Mormonism is, as I understand it, even more generous.

 There are natural justifications for the many instances of polygyny. A rich man can thereby father, and support, dozens of children; the tribe as a whole benefits from the fecundity. A man can beget several children virtually at once. The parentage of the children will be certain -- not the case if one woman marries several men, nor, barring the most freakish of accidents, will she be bearing more than one man’s child at a time anyway. An older and well-established man can continue to father children long after his first wife has grown too old for it. As I say, it is culturally common; not as common as monogamy, but common enough not to surprise.

 What grounds could we possibly have to deny people the opportunity to marry more than one person? If we establish as a matter of law that marital relations are free to any two people who consent, why limit the number to two? Polygyny, after all, is much easier to justify than are homosexual relations: it does not violate the biology of the people involved; it brings forth many children; it preserves the ideal of the union of male and female. But what would happen if the door were opened to polygyny? Would we not find ourselves, almost overnight, in a world utterly different from the one into which we were born? Nor would it be enough to say to oneself, “I do not believe in it; I will never marry another.” What about one’s spouse? What about the members the opposite sex whom you may happen to meet? In every culture that allows polygyny, the pressure of the possibility of dalliance and marriage, no matter who you are (for it turns married men instantly into eligible bachelors), compels the severest separation of roles for men and women. Is that what we want?

 On what grounds could we deny any combination of people who wish to “marry”? What of two so-called bisexual men, who want to “marry” one another and their shared wife? If homosexuals claim rights based upon their sexual actions, why not bisexuals? If the marital act is all about the fulfillment of one’s personal desires, how can even homosexual “marriage” fulfill the bisexual? And does he or she not have the same “right” to fulfillment as the homosexual? On what grounds could we deny a marriage license to an adult brother and sister? Reasons of health? Not if the brother can prove he has had a vasectomy, or not if she can prove she has had her tubes tied.

 Why stop here? What about people whose desires cannot be fulfilled unless they perform sexual actions in public? Or with animals? Or with precocious children? Or with the dead -- so long as the dead can be shown to have consented?

 The reader is correct to find the suggestions appalling. But logic requires an answer. If you affirm the false principle, you must go where that principle leads. As for now, the only thing preventing the collapse of all sexual constraints is a residual feeling of disgust. That is one rickety door to batter down.

7. It seals us in a culture of divorce.
In the United States, nearly half of all marriages will end in divorce. It is hard to see how any community can survive the resulting breaking up of homes, the smashing of friendships, the jumble and shuffle of neighborhoods, and the underlying assumption that human beings are not to be trusted. Social science has finally come round to showing just a bit of what we all ought to have known anyway: divorce is deeply damaging to the family and to the community. Boys who grow up apart from their fathers are many times more likely to fall prey to drugs and crime; girls, to seek male affirmation elsewhere and bear children out of wedlock. Spend a little time getting to know the destroyed lives of a few of the millions of young men in prison, and then try to defend divorce -- or the habit in some communities of never forming a marriage in the first place.

Once again, we were told by the social reformers, this time the falsely named “conservative” reformers, that divorce laws were outdated and cruel, often compelling people who wanted to break up to manufacture ugly accusations against one another, just to procure the divorce. We were told that the reform of the laws would not increase the incidence of divorce -- since those who were going to divorce would do so eventually in any case. But it would save a great deal of human misery.

And again, that is exactly what the no-fault divorce laws failed to do. Divorce swept the land like a plague, and brought untold misery in its wake. And no-fault is patently unjust: very often it subjects the wronged party to the whim of the guilty; it rules out of bounds the most commonsense considerations in matters of the custody of children; and it reduces marriage to a status some miles below that of a business contract. If one partner at a gas station embezzles funds and uses them to buy stock in the competition, does he get to claim half of the original station? Does she get to compel her partner to provide her support as she buys even more stock? Would not such malfeasance land you in jail? Why do we take the ownership of corporations more seriously than the establishment of coherent families?

Any statesman must see that we cannot continue this way. At the basis of all civilization lies trust: I must believe that the people driving down the road will stay on their own side of the yellow line. If I did not believe that, and believe it with something approaching absolute certainty, I could not drive. Divorce begins by undermining trust in marriage (and that is bad enough, given our plummeting birth rates), and ends by undermining trust altogether. We must retrace our steps: we must bring some semblance of justice back to divorce law.

But how can we do this, while legalizing homosexual “marriage”? Again, the principle for the legalization is simply that people have a right to “fulfill” themselves sexually. But some marriages are unhappy -- or some people who are married come to think that it would be more “fulfilling” to leap over the fence. How can we deny them this? Or how can we blame them for it? How can we penalize the breaker of a family, when his or her motives are exactly the same as those we have blessed in the case of the homosexual?

And what about homosexual adultery? We have been informed by the homosexual activists themselves that people’s expectations in this regard will have to change. Male homosexuals do not remain faithful to one another, in the sense that they do not so severely restrict their sexual activity. But if a certain looseness is granted to the male homosexual, when his jealous lover chooses to “divorce” him, why should the same benefit not be accorded the male heterosexual?

The argument that the availability of marriage would encourage monogamy among homosexuals, while not affecting heterosexuals at all, is particularly specious. It assumes, first, that marriage is what the homosexuals seek, rather than the status of normality that marriage confers. In so doing it misconstrues the nature of the homosexual relationship (see below), and threatens the already embattled institution of marriage with a new barrage of divorces, custody litigation, and an expensive and morally disastrous “right” to manufacture children. The bases for marriage and homosexual union are, however, fundamentally incompatible. The former is based upon the very structure of our bodies, upon biological and anthropological fact. The latter is based, as is the sexual revolution, upon will alone. In practice it must accelerate the destruction of marriage; its principle, or rather the false principle that made homosexual “marriage” conceivable in the first place, is all the poison that is needed.

8. It normalizes an abnormal behavior.
That it is an abnormal behavior is clear to any disinterested observer. It hardly needs mentioning that the male and female bodies are made for one another, in obvious ways, and in more subtle ways which medical science is only beginning to discover.

I will discuss below what causes the behavior. For the moment, let us remember what is required of a scientific theory. It should explain the evidence -- all of it, not just the evidence the theorist finds convenient. It should not embroil the theorist in thornier questions than the one he seeks to answer. It should be coherent with other accepted theories. It should be fruitful: that is, if the theory is correct, it should help explain many other related phenomena. It should be based on few assumptions, and those assumptions should be easy to claim.

Now the theory that homosexuality is caused by one’s genes is based on the simple, though shaky, assumption that human behavior is wholly determined by genetics. Otherwise it violates every qualification for sound science.

First, it does not explain the evidence. That evidence shows that homosexual activity is far more prevalent among some cultures than among others; that in the same culture it is more prevalent among some groups than among others (for instance, living in the countryside places the boy at a significantly lower risk of experiencing serious homosexual attraction); that some people spend years engaging in homosexual activity and then give it up, often becoming happily married (John Maynard Keynes was one). At best, the theorist must retreat and say that there may be a genetic predisposition to homosexual behavior; but there may also be a genetic predisposition to crime, or to alcoholism, or to any number of human weaknesses and aberrancies. The possession of a certain gene for alcoholism is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for one’s becoming an alcoholic. You can be dry with it, and alcoholic without it.

Second, it embroils the theorist in an odd dilemma. If he affirms that such a gene is passed along by heredity, then it seems hard to believe that it would have survived after the thousands or millions of years the human race has been in existence. Put it this way: suppose there is a gene for celibacy. Would that gene not die out the faster, precisely insofar as it determined its possessor to a life of celibacy? To the extent that a “gay” gene is determinative, to that same extent it suffers under the mathematical power of natural selection, since people who do not possess that gene will have many more children than people who do. To the extent that it only nudges human behavior rather than determining it, to that same extent it will vanish from the gene pool less quickly -- but then it is incoherent to talk about it as if it were really a “gay” gene. And it is utterly implausible to suppose that millions of mutations of exactly the same sort pop up in the United States with every generation.

Third, it runs counter to the leftist notion, loudly proclaimed in academe, that sexual behavior is “socially conditioned.” Thus, despite the plain fact that some boys seem to know how to take machines apart and put them together again without ever being taught, or that boys in every culture have invented rough games, or that in every culture young men commit the bulk of the violent crimes -- all this is to be explained by social conditioning, occurring magically in the same ways in several thousand cultures that we have knowledge of, cultures in every part of the world and at every conceivable stage of technological development. The only thing that the left now believes is genetically determined is precisely the aberrant behavior for which it is implausible to suppose that any gene could long remain in the gene pool!

Fourth, the theory is not fruitful. It really explains nothing: it is a kind of deus ex machina, brought on stage to clinch an argument by appeal to higher authority. It does not explain why male homosexuals engage in a promiscuity that beggars the imagination. It does not explain their preponderant use of pornography. It does not explain the masochism and sadism that are so marked a part of the lifestyle. It does not explain the anonymous or group sex, or the precoccupation with bathrooms. It does not explain a host of psychological syndromes heavily represented among gay men, including narcissism, self-mutilation, coprophilia, drug use, alcoholism, exhibitionism, and suicide. It does not explain why the bizarre behaviors are more prevalent in places where homosexuality is the more tolerated. It does not explain the male homosexual cult of youth -- more about that below. Most damningly, it does not explain the compulsiveness of the male homosexual, a compulsiveness tacitly admitted by the name of the Catholic group Courage, a group of men attracted to other men and struggling to live celibate lives. Male heterosexuals do not need courage to remain chaste: simple continence will do. Something additional must beset those who require courage to keep from having sexual intercourse.

Before the current wave of political advocacy, many psychologists who studied homosexual men did come to some plausible conclusions about the same-sex attraction. From their studies and from what I know about the nature of boys, I offer the following alternative theory to explain male homosexuality.

I accept the word of male homosexuals who say that they have always felt attracted to other males. There is no reason to doubt them on this. They believe that this attraction makes them different from their brothers -- and this is where they go wrong. The plain fact is that all boys have a deep need (again, this is something hard to explain to women) for male acceptance and affirmation. All boys are attracted to the athletic, the popular, the gregarious, the cheerful, the clever boy, or man, as the case may be. This need is expressed in various ways: sometimes by shutting girls out of the club; sometimes by horseplay; sometimes by the violent high spirits of a gang; sometimes by initiation rites involving blood; sometimes by sworn devotion to a higher cause. In every boy there is a strain of the Tom Sawyer who organizes the other boys around him, or of the boys who look to a Tom Sawyer. The art of every culture testifies to these powerful (and difficult) friendships: Gilgamesh, Huckleberry Finn, David Copperfield, Kidnapped, The Iliad, Star Wars.

That is the single assumption I make; and even homosexuals unwittingly testify to it. From it, all else follows. For suppose the boy has a cruel father, who makes fun of him for being slow or fat or clumsy. Or suppose the boy is naturally shy, and is rejected by the local boys -- and can only watch their rough games resentfully yet longingly from the kitchen window. Or suppose the boy’s older brothers ignore him, and he watches in envy as they catch the football or flirt with the pretty girl. Whatever the cause, suppose a boy who is rejected by the most important males in his life: the neighborhood boys, or his brothers, or, most perilously, his father.

The longing for male companionship does not go away; and remember, the boyish friendship is expressed with an active and frank physicality. What happens now may depend on other factors: the presence of some one friend in whom he can trust, or a loving father who will make rejection by the other boys pale in importance. Failing that, the boy must struggle on his own to define himself as a boy, or must accept that he “deserves” to be rejected by the others, because he is not a real boy. This struggle is for the central fact of the boy’s existence -- and that too is unwittingly supported by homosexuals, who alone among people of all kinds of sexual habits associate their very identities with their longings.

Soon enough, the boy reaches puberty, and the longing assumes a new character, influenced by the boy’s new capacity for sexual arousal and his developing, and often chaotic, feelings of sexual desire. The same kind of bodily fooleries that help form the identity of other boys -- for instance, nude bathing or semi-public urination or the common shower after an athletic contest -- become for him moments of great dread, or desire, or both at once. Hence the compulsiveness of the homosexual’s behavior: like other compulsives, he scratches at a wound that will not heal; he visits again and again the site of the painful memory; he aches to fulfill a longing whose source he can no longer rightly recognize. Most boys grow out of this silly stage; the homosexual, who was denied the chance to undergo it in the normal way, returns to it, as if compelled. Hence the exhibitionism and other forms of public behavior that one might expect in a prepubescent boy -- if the boy were deeply disturbed.

What the male homosexual longs for, sexually, is what every male needs, and that is simply affirmation by other men. It is to know that you belong, you are a man, you can be relied on in a fight, you have what it takes. If a boy is given this affirmation, then, barring a rape or something else unspeakably bizarre, he will not become a homosexual. This too is a plain fact: it is a sufficient condition for the nonappearance of the syndrome. If a father affirms his son physically (for the rough touch of a good father’s love is never forgotten by the son), then the son will identify with the father. He will know he is a boy, to follow his father in marrying a woman and having children by her.

Thus male homosexuality is a corruption not of the relations between men and women, but of the relations between men and men: it is an aberrant eroticization of male friendship. And that explains the unimaginable promiscuity. What a man seeks in a woman is not what he seeks in a man. Husband and wife may be “friends,” but in the first instance they are both less and more than that. My wife is not an alter ego; we do not stand side by side to conquer the world. But I find in her what I lack in myself. She is the mysterious one who is not like me; and my love for her is quite unlike my love for my friend, who is like me. There is nothing casual about marriage, but friendship descends from the summit all the way down to pleasant and passing acquaintances. If it is friendship that male homosexuals seek, then we might predict many of their otherwise inexplicable behaviors. Friendship is not exclusive; one can never have too many friends; friendship is often celebrated best in boisterous groups; to live even a week or two without the feeling that one has a friend is agonizingly lonely.

But the hope that homosexual relations can ever really fulfill that need for the affirming friend is, in the end, delusive. The homosexual knows better than anyone that something has gone awry with him; hence his own vacillation between insisting that he is normal, and his flaunting of behavior that if performed by anyone else in any other situation he himself would despise. “Queer Theory” -- the sad name speaks volumes.

9.  In one crucial respect the social acceptance of homosexuality makes matters worse, not better, for the homosexual himself.

     If my body needs protein, it will not do to try to fool it with starches.  If the male homosexual needs a true male friendship, and affirmation as a man, he will not attain it by adopting the pose of a woman.  That stands to reason.

     But there are additional psychological reasons why the best society for a homosexual is not one that simply condones his behavior. I am not talking about cruel severity.  If people understand that some folks are unfortunately attracted to members of their own sex, and if, while they neither seek to reveal it nor feel compelled to punish it, they make it known as a matter of cultural custom that they do not approve of it, then the homosexual is provided with a sane and merciful curb on his behavior.  That explains why homosexuals seem to plunge further and further into the bizarre and self-destructive, precisely in those places where bigotry against them is slight or nonexistent.  Or put it this way: homosexuals themselves admit that they delight in being what they have called “transgressive,” that is, literally, crossing the boundaries of what is decent or even speakable.  It follows that the nature of the transgressing behavior will depend upon where the society draws the line.  Even if it draws the line rather close, the homosexual will likely stay content with merely crossing that line.  If, to be specific, it is unspeakable to suggest that a man will engage in a particular form of sexual release with another man, then the transgressor can do that, and let there be an end of it.

     But if the line is drawn farther off, or not drawn at all, then the homosexual must go ever farther for the same thrill of transgression; must, as we have seen in such cities as San Francisco and Seatte, invent methods and combinations that are too saddening to enumerate, and that cannot be described in a public forum such as this.  That such things are common in the homosexual community should be revealing; and it is a poor charity that shrugs and pretends that all is well.  AIDS is only one disease in a panoply of ailments that the male homosexual suffers, through abuse of his body.  Perhaps the reader should pause to consider why hepatitis is so common a killer of homosexual men.

10.  It spells disaster for children.
     Our society has been corrupting childhood for a long time now, all under the pretense of good hygiene. 

     Why have we forgotten that it is crucial to our emotional and intellectual development that sexual feelings be latent while we are children?  It frees the time for what is then more important: learning.  In the first instance, the boy learns to be a boy and then a man, so that afterwards he can marry; and the girl learns to be a girl and then a woman.  But also the boys and girls are learning about the world around them -- a world of duties and responsibilities.  This social learning is short-circuited by a forced precocity in matters of sex.  Other forms of learning are short-circuited too.  The boy who at age fifteen is not interested in girls may well be forging his way through calculus, or learning to take cars apart and rebuild them from scratch.  The girl who at age fifteen is not interested in boys may be devouring the novels of Charles Dickens.  Since, given the many years we expect our children to be in school and then college, most will not marry until long after puberty, why on earth would we want to hurry the onset of the troubles?  Would we of all people not want instead that our children should not even think seriously about the opposite sex until well into their teenage years, at the earliest?

     But if homosexual “marriage” is accepted, there can be no such wise deferral.  We will be visiting a crisis of identity upon every child in our society.  That in fact is the intention of many homosexual activists, whose revenge upon the children who were once cruel or indifferent to them is to afflict other children with doubts, to make them endure the questions that they themselves endured.  All this is done under the guise of charity for the homosexual teenager; but the true charity would refrain from plunging children into the trouble in the first place, and would instead offer what another commentator has called an “unambiguous expectation of heterosexuality.”  That would give many pubescent teens the wherewithal to shrug off the random doubt, rather than causing it to grow into a dreadful prognosis.  But given the latency of sexual feelings during childhood, no child will be able to say, with confidence, “I am a heterosexual” -- how could the child really even know what that means?  In the meantime, what for boys and girls are wholly natural attraction to members of the same sex, in the years when they are forging their identities as boys and girls, will now be shaded with the suspicion of homosexuality -- as if the boys and girls could really know what that meant, either!

     There is no gainsaying it.  If homosexual “marriage” is condoned, then of course kissing, holding hands, celebrating anniversaries, talking about your first date, and all the rest must be condoned.  If a teacher can casually mention where he met his wife, then the homosexual teacher can casually mention where he met his husband.  Need I mention that logic compels us to travel to the end of this mistaken road?  Why should not the bisexual mention to his third graders where he met his wife and husband?

     Not surprisingly, those who will suffer worst from the confusion will be those who run the gravest risks in the formation of their sexual identity: boys.  How many of them will now “know,” to their dismay, that they are homosexual, when all they are is lonely or just at the stupid dizzy age of thirteen, when every naked body draws their attention?  How many will now avoid the very friendships they long for, in the mistaken fear that their longing for friendship marks them out as homosexual?  What guidelines can we provide for children who are trying to establish themselves as boys and girls, when we have effectively told them that there are no guidelines at all?

     And what about children as objects of sexual desire?  In the few societies wherein homosexuality has enjoyed some measure of acceptance, it has not been homosexual relations between adults, but homosexual relations between a man and a boy, or, more rarely, adolescent girls. This marked preference for girlish looking youths is seen in ancient Greece, afterwards adopted in Rome; it is also to be found in the decadent years of the Ottoman Empire, and in samurai Japan. Again, it is not a corruption of the relations between husband and wife, but of the relation between teacher and disciple, mentor and protege.  From Plato’s Symposium we can gather that relations between adult men, such as Pausanias and Agathon, were considered unseemly, effeminate, even ridiculous. Pausanias himsef does not try to justify those; but he does complain that ignorant fathers will try to protect their sons from the advances of their lovers (the older men). Evidently not everybody in Athens was pleased by the vice -- and, evidently, Plato himself had his doubts about it, as he casts Socrates as the great frustrator of the desires of the debauched Alcibiades.

     If male homosexuality has its source in painful events in childhood, then it is to be expected that male homosexuals will be preoccupied with childhood; many of them will be attracted to boys, just as they were when they were boys and the natural attraction was frustrated or cruelly rejected.  We hear often that a majority of child abusers are heterosexual; but that is a statistic manipulated for political purposes.  Its effectiveness as rhetoric depends upon the fact that most people do not distinguish between absolute probability and conditional probability.  The question is not, are most child abusers heterosexual -- since by far most men are heterosexual; almost 98%, to be precise.  The question is, given a heterosexual, or a homosexual, what are the odds that that person will be a child abuser? Put it another way: if being homosexual were absolutely no indicator for an inclination towards viewing children as sexual objects, then homosexuals would be only as likely as heterosexuals to abuse children.  Then 98% of abused children will be girls -- but this is certainly not the case.  In fact, most children who are sexually abused outside the home are boys.

    What the proponents of the homosexual agenda have done is to fold incest into the category of child abuse, further skewing the statistic and making it unusable for those who wish to understand what is going on.  Now, short of banning families, there is no way for us to eliminate occasions of incest; we can at best be vigilant about it and punish it severely.  But if a father and mother know perfectly well that they are not abusing their own children, then the only question of import becomes, “What sort of person, homosexual or heterosexual, is more likely to be trouble?”  I am not implying here that most homosexuals are dangerous for children.  Most are not.  But a very small percentage of the male population is somehow responsible for the abuse of boys at ten times the rate that their numbers should predict. And the psychological causes of male homosexuality make it no surprise that it should be so.

     The reader will have noticed that I have spoken mainly about male homosexuality, and have only lightly touched upon lesbianism.  Indeed I think lesbianism is the more dangerous of the two, involving a far more radical rejection of the opposite sex, though it would take a long and very different essay to delve into its etiology and the prognosis for a society that accepts it.  I will only say again that any wise statesman must look at us and see that we have gone badly astray; if nothing else, demographics will prove it.  Crucial to our regaining health will be a restored love between man and woman.  That will require the rejection of the sexual libertinism we have taken for granted.  And that means that the very last thing we ought to do now is to give that libertinism a constitutional imprimatur.  We have a long road to travel; we ought not, at its inception, cut off our own feet.

     I have until now not spoken from a religious point of view; the truths I have cited can be seen by anyone, regardless of faith. But I wonder whether a wise ruler would care to sever his culture forever from the religion that gave birth to it and nurtured it to maturity.  At the least he would thus alienate those for whom the religion is still the polestar of human existence; these would suddenly find themselves in a nation as hostile to them, though perhaps not yet so cruel about it, as ancient Rome was to the first Christians. But other consequences must follow.  It is foolish and shortsighted to believe that all the moral and cultural victories won by one’s nation’s dominant religion will remain after that religion has been expressly rejected.  It is one particular victory of Christianity -- and this is an historical fact, whatever one may believe about Christ -- to have preached to the world the dignity of all those whom the world had scorned: the dignity of women, and children, and the poor, and the weak, and the suffering.  The first written tribute of a man to the virtue and intelligence of a woman -- not to her physical beauty -- was Augustine’s account of the life of his mother, Monica.  No higher esteem was ever paid the child than when Christ said, “Except ye become as one of these little ones, ye shall not enter the Kingdom of Heaven." We take for granted that we will keep a few of the moral precepts of Christ even after we have marked his followers out for derision.  That is an assumption no true statesman would make.  He would know that no culture that denied its very roots -- the exhausted and agnostic Athens after the Peloponnesian War; the supine emperor-worshiping Rome, once built upon the sweat of its own aristocratic farmers, now buying time from the sweat of slaves -- has ever survived for long.  We won’t, either.

