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Collapsing birth rates in Europe and the
United States, coupled with population
explosions in Africa, Asia, and Latin
America, are set to cause cataclysmic
shifts in world power, as unchecked
immigration swamps and polarizes every
Western society and nation.

Drawing on U.N. population projec-
tions, recent U.S. census figures, and
expert policy studies, prominent conser-
vative Pat Buchanan takes a cold, hard
look at the future decay of Europe and
America and the decline of Western cul-
ture. In The Death of the West, Buchanan
contends that the United States now har-
bors a “nation within a nation,” that
Europe will be inundated by an Islamic-
Arab-African invasion, and that most First
World nations, including Japan, have
begun slowly to vanish from the earth.

And aside from a rapidly aging popu-
lation, Buchanan argues that the coun-
terculture of the 1960s has now become
America’s dominant ethos and is system-
atically demolishing America’s history
and heritage.

Bold, powerful, and persuasive, The
Death of the West details how a civiliza-

tion, culture, and moral order are passing

away and foresees a new world that has
terrifying implications for our freedom,
our faith, and the preeminence of Ainer-
ican democracy.
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This is the way the world ends
This is the way the world ends
This is the way the world ends

Not with a bang but a whimper.

—T S. Eliot,
“The Hollow Men”
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Some withered nerve in her brain twitched slightly, she
softened, smiled, and told him a story about her
grandfather who had been a page at Queen Victoria’s
coronation.

“That was another world,” he said.

“Another civilisation,” she corrected him, “the one I
was born into. It has died. I say: died, not vanished,
because it was a living organism. A civilisation based on
the family. What has taken its place is not alive; an
atomised society, without security, without warmth, a
chaos of fragmented mechanical relationships. O, I know
as well as you do, that in my world all was not well,
there was ignorance and poverty. But the right way was
not to tear that world down and replace it by anarchy.
The family base should have been extended, cherished,

”
encouraged.

—Storm Jameson, 1966,

The Early Life of Stephen Hind




THE DEATH OF THE WEST




INTRODUCTION

: P at, we're losing the country we grew up in.”
Again and again in the endless campaign of 2000 I heard that
lament from men and women across America. But what did they

mean by it?

WHY SHOULD SADNESs or melancholy—as though one’s father
were dying and there were nothing to be done—have crept into the
hearts of Americans on the cusp of the “Second American Century”?
Were these not, as Mr. Clinton constantly reminded us, the best of
times in America, with the lowest unemployment and inflation in
thirty years, crime rates falling, and incomes soaring? Are we not, as
Madeleine Albright never ceased to boast, “the indispensable nation”?
Was this not, as Mr. Bush trumpeted, our time “of unrivaled military
power, economic promise, and cultural influence”?' We had won the
Cold War. Our ideas were winning all over the world. What were
they talking about? What was their problem?

It is this: America has undergone a cultural and social revolution.

We are not the same country that we were in 1970 or even 1980.
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We are not the same people. After the 2000 election, pollster William
Mclnturf told the Washington Post: “We have two massive colliding
forces. One is rural, Christian, religiously conservative. [The other] is
socially tolerant, pro-choice, secular, living in New England and the
Pacific Coast . . ."?

Disraeli said Victorian England was “two nations,” rich and poor.?
Novelist John Dos Passos wrote after the trial and execution of Sacco
and Vanzetti, “All right, we are two nations.” As I listened to the
Inaugural address, a line struck home. President Bush seemed to have
heard what I had heard and found what I had found. “And some-
times,” he said, “our differences run so deep, it seems we share a
continent, but not a country.”

While the awful events of September 11 created a national unity
unseen since Pearl Harbor—behind President Bush and his resolve
to punish the perpetrators of the massacres of 5,000 Americans—they
also exposed a new divide. This chasm in our country is not one of
income, ideology, or faith, but of ethnicity and loyalty. Suddenly, we
awoke to the realization that among our millions of foreign-born, a
third are here illegally, tens of thousands are loyal to regimes with
which we could be at war, and some are trained terrorists sent here
to murder Americans. For the first time since Andrew Jackson drove
the British out of Louisiana in 1815, a foreign enemy is inside the
gates, and the American people are at risk in their own country. In
those days after September 11, many suddenly saw how the face of
America had changed in their own lifetimes.

When Richard Nixon took his oath of office in 1969, there were
9 million foreign-born in the United States. When President Bush
raised his hand, the number was nearing 30 million. Almost a million
immigrants enter every year; half a million illegal aliens come in with
them. The adjusted census of 2000 puts the number of illegals in the
United States at 9 million. Northeastern University estimates 11 mil-
lion, as many illegal aliens as there are people in Alabama, Mississippi,
and Louisiana.® There are more foreign-born in California—=8.4 mil-

lion—than people in New Jersey, more foreign-born in New York

Introduction [3]

State than people in South Carolina. Even the Great Wave of im-
migration from 1890 to 1920 was nothing like this.

“America is God’s Crucible, the great Melting-Pot where all the races
of Europe are melting and reforming,” wrote Israel Zangwill, the
Russian-Jewish playwright, in his famous 1908 play The Melting Pot.”
But the immigration tsunami rolling over America is not coming from
“all the races of Europe.” The largest population transfer in history is
coming from all the races of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, and they
are not “melting and reforming.”

In 1960, only sixteen million Americans did not trace their ancestors
to Europe. Today, the number is eighty million. No nation has ever un-
dergone so rapid and radical a transformation. At Portland State in
1998, Mr. Clinton rhapsodized to a cheering student audience about a
day when Americans of European descent will be a minority.

Today, largely because of immigration, there is no majority race
in Hawaii or Houston or New York City. Within five years
there will be no majority race in our largest state, California.
In a little more than fifty years there will be no majority race
in the United States. No other nation in history has gone
through demographic change of this magnitude in so short a
time.?

Correction: no nation in history has gone through a demographic
change of this magnitude in so short a time, and remained the same
nation. Mr. Clinton assured us that it will be a better America when
we are all minorities and realize true “diversity.” Well, those students
are going to find out, for they will spend their golden years in a Third
World America.

Uncontrolled immigration threatens to deconstruct the nation we
grew up in and convert America into a conglomeration of peoples
with almost nothing in common—not history, heroes, language, cul-
ture, faith, or ancestors. Balkanization beckons. “The strongest ten-
dency of the late [twentieth century],” writes Jacques Barzun in his
history of the West, From Dawn to Decadence, “was Separatism. . . .
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It affected all forms of unity. . . . The ideal of Pluralism had disinte-
grated and Separatism took its place; as one partisan of the new goal
put it, ‘Salad Bowl is better than melting pot.” " The great nations
of Europe have begun to break apart. Writes Barzun:

If one surveyed the Occident . . . one could see that the greatest
political creation of the West, the nation-state, was stricken.
In Great Britain the former kingdoms of Scotland and Wales
won autonomous parliaments; in France the Bretons, Basques,
and Alsatians cried out for regjonal power. Corsica wanted in-
dependence and a language of its own, Italy harbored a League
that would cut off the North from the South, and Venice pro-
duced a small party wanting their city a separate state . . , 1

As people return their allegiance to the lands whence they came, trans-
national elites pull us in the opposite direction. The final surrender of na-
tional sovereignty to world government is now openly advocated. From
Walter Cronkite to Strobe Talbott, from the World Federalist Associa-
tion to the UN Millennium Summit, the chorus swells,

At Maastricht in 1991, fifteen European nations, including France, It-
aly, Germany, and Great Britain, decided to begin converting their free-
trade zone into a political union and transferring their sovereign powers
to a socialist superstate. In 2000, the president-elect of Mexico came here
to propose a North American Union of Canada, Mexico, and the United
States. Though the erasure of our borders would mean the end of our na-
tion, Vicente Fox was hailed in the U.S. media as a visionary, and Presi-
dent Clinton expressed his regret that he might not be around to see it
happen: “I think over the long run, our countries will become more
interdependent. . . . It will be the way of the world. . . . I regret that
won't be around for a lot of it. But I think it’s a good thing,”!!

Nor is America immune to the forces of separatism. A sense that
America, too, is pulling apart along the seams of ethnicity and race
is spreading. Moreover, America has just undergone a cultural revo-
lution, with a new elite now occupying the commanding heights.
Through its capture of the institutions that shape and transmit ideas,
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opinions, beliefs, and values—TV, the arts, entertainment, educa-
tion—this elite is creating a new people. Not only ethnically and
racially, but culturally and morally, we are no longer one people or
“one nation under God.”

Millions have begun to feel like strangers in their own land. They
recoil from a popular culture that is saturated with raw sex and trum-
pets hedonistic values. They see old holidays disappear and old heroes
degraded. They see the art and artifacts of a glorious past removed
from their museums and replaced by the depressing, the ugly, the
abstract, the anti-American. They watch as books they cherished dis-
appear from the schools they attended, to be replaced by authors and
titles they never heard of. The moral code that they were raised to
live by has been overthrown. The culture they grew up with is dying
inside the country they grew up in.

In half a lifetime, many Americans have seen their God dethroned,
their heroes defiled, their culture polluted, their values assaulted, their
country invaded, and themselves demonized as extremists and bigots
for holding on to beliefs Americans have held for generations. “To
make us love our country, our country ought to be lovely,” said
Burke.” In too many ways America is no longer lovely. Though she
remains a great country, many wonder if she is still a good country.
Some feel that she is no longer their country. We did not leave Amer-
ica, they say, she left us. As Euripides wrote, “There is no greater
sorrow on earth, than the loss of one’s native land.”'?

When Cornwallis’s army marched out of Yorktown, the fife and
drums played “The World Turned Upside Down.” Now our world
has been turned upside down. What was right and true yesterday is
wrong and false today. What was immoral and shameful—promis-
cuity, abortion, euthanasia, suicide—has become progressive and
praiseworthy. Nietzsche called it the transvaluation of all values; the
old virtues become sins, and the old sins become virtues.

Every few years, a storm erupts when some public figure blurts out,
“America is a Christian nation!” She was once, and a majority yet call
themselves Christians. But our dominant culture should more accu-




[6] THE DEATH OF THE WEST

rately be called post-Christian, or anti-Christian, for the values it cel-
ebrates are the antithesis of what it used to mean to be a Christian.

“I am the Lord thy God; thou shalt not have strange gods before
me” was the the first commandment Moses brought down from
Mount Sinai. But the new culture rejects the God of the Old Tes-
tament and burns its incense at the altars of the global economy.
Kipling's “Gods of the Market Place” have shouldered aside the God
of the Gospels. Sex, fame, money, power—those are what our new
America is all about.

We are two countries, two peoples. An older America is passing
away, and a new America is coming into its own. The new Americans
who grew up in the 1960s and the years since did not like the old
America. They thought it a bigoted, reactionary, repressive, stodgy
country. So they kicked the dust from their heels and set out to build
a new America, and they have succeeded. To its acolytes the cultural
revolution has been a glorious revolution. But to millions, they have
replaced the good country we grew up in with a cultural wasteland
and a moral sewer that are not worth living in and not worth fighting
for—their country, not ours.

In the election of 2000, the political differences between the Beltway
parties were inconsequential. Mr. Bush wanted a larger tax cut than
Mr. Gore, who wanted to spend more for prescription drugs. Why then
the bile and bitterness of the Florida recount? Writes Terry Teachout
in his postelection assessment of a polarized America, “The rancorous
intensity with which the Bush and Gore camps disputed the outcome of
the 2000 election all too clearly reflected the magnitude of their culture
differences, and it may be that the tone of that dispute will characterize
American politics for the foreseeable future.”!*

Exactly. The savagery of our politics reflects the depth of the moral
divide that separates us as Americans. A hundred times in the cam-
paign of 2000, a voter would come up and say that he or she believed
in me and agreed with me, but could not vote for me. These people
had to vote for Bush, because only Bush could keep Gore out of the
White House, and, “We must stop Gore!” It was not that they dis-
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agreed with Clinton and Gore. They detested them. The cultural rev-
olution has poisoned American politics, and we have not begun to see
the worst of it.

In the hours after that awful morning of September 11, Americans
did come together again—in grief and sorrow over our terrible losses,
i admiration and awe of the heroic firemen who ran into the World
Trade Center as others ran out to safety, in our rage and resolution
to do justice to those who did this to our countrymen. But by October,
that unity had begun to fade. It will not long survive our first victories
in the war on terror, anymore than the first President Bush’s 90-
percent support survived his victory in Desert Storm. For our divi-
sions are rooted in our deepest beliefs, and upon those beliefs
Americans are almost as divided as we were when General Beauregard
gave the order to fire on Fort Sumter.

Once again, we are seceding from one another; only this time, it
is a secession of the heart.

In one of the more controversial addresses of the twentieth century,
I told the 1992 Republican National Convention at Houston:

My friends, this election is about more than who gets what. It
is about who we are. It is about what we believe, it is about
what we stand for as Americans. There is a religious war going
on in our country for the soul of America. It is a cultural war,
as critical to the kind of nation we shall one day be as was the
Cold War itself. And in that struggle for the soul of America,
Clinton and Clinton are on the other side, and George Bush
is on our side. And, so, we have to come home—and stand
beside him.'?

The words ignited a firestorm that blazed on through 1992 and has
not yet burnt itself out. My words were called divisive and hateful. They
were not. They were divisive and truthful. Let others judge, after eight
years, whether I spoke the truth about Bill and Hillary Clinton.

But Mr. Clinton was rescued from certain impeachment because
he personified the other side of that culture war, and his removal



[8] THE DEATH OF THE WEST

would have imperiled the gains of a decade. That not a single Dem-
ocrat voted to convict Mr. Clinton testifies to the success of the rev-
olution in overthrowing the old moral order and its objective
standards of truth, morality, and justice. To the new elite, what ad-
vances the revolution is moral, and what threatens it is immoral.
Between Senate Democrats and the O.]. jury there is a moral equiv-
alence: truth, justice, and morality triumphed in both cases, because
our side won and our man got off.

THE BOLSHEVIK REVOLUTION that began with the storming of
the Winter Palace in 1917 died with the fall of the Berlin Wall in
1989. The dream of its true believers was to create a new socialist
man. But police terror, the camps of the Gulag, and seventy years of
indoctrinating children in hatred of the West and the moral superi-
ority of Marx and Lenin did not work. Communism was The God
That Failed. When the mighty structure built on a foundation of lies
came crashing down, the peoples of Eastern Europe and Russia threw
the statues of Stalin and Lenin and the books of Marx and Engels
onto the landfill of history without looking back.

But where Lenin’s revolution failed, the one that erupted on the
campuses in the sixties succeeded. It put down roots in society, and
it created a new America. By 2000, the adversary culture of the sixties
had become our dominant culture, its victory conceded when the
political base camp of traditionalism raised a white flag in Philadel-
phia. On the moral and social issues—the fight for the sanctity of
human life and the return of God to the public square of this land
we used to call “God’s Country”—the Republican party raised its
gloves and pleaded, “No mds.”

In The Death of the West 1 hope to describe this revolution—what
it stands for, where it came from, how it went about dethroning our
God, vandalizing our temples, altering our beliefs, and capturing the
young, and what its triumph portends. For this revolution is not
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unique to us; it has captured all the nations of the West. A civiliza-
tion, a culture, a faith, and a moral order rooted in that faith are
passing away and are being replaced by a new civilization, culture,
faith, and moral order.

But the title of this book is The Death of the West. And though
our culture war has divided us, and mass immigration risks the bal-
kanization of America, a graver, more immediate, crisis is at hand.

The West is dying. Its nations have ceased to reproduce, and their
populations have stopped growing and begun to shrink. Not since the
Black Death carried off a third of Europe in the fourteenth century
has there been a graver threat to the survival of Western civilization.
Today, in seventeen European countries, there are more burials than
births, more coffins than cradles. The countries are Belgium, Bulgaria,
Croatia, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Hungary,
Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
and Russia.'¢ Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox—all the Christian faiths
are represented in the great death march of the West.

The new hedonism seems unable to give people a reason to go on
living. Its earliest fruits appear to be poisonous. Will this new “lib-
erating” culture that our young have so enthusiastically embraced
prove the deadliest carcinogen of them all? And if the West is in the
grip of a “culture of death,” as the pope contends and the statistics
seem to show, is Western civilization about to follow Lenin’s empire
to the same inglorious end?

A century ago, Gustave Le Bon wrote in his classic The Crowd:

The real cause of the great upheavals which precede changes of
civilisations, such as the fall of the Roman Empire and the rise of
the Arabian Empire, is a profound modification in the ideas of the
peoples. . . . The memorable events of history are the visible ef-
fects of the invisible changes of human thought. . . . The present
epoch is one of these critical moments in which the thought
of mankind is undergoing a process of transformation.'’
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Le Bon was speaking of his own time, the end of the nineteenth
century, but what he wrote is truer of ours.

For it is this cultural revolution that has led to just such a “pro-
found modification in the ideas” of peoples. And those ideas have
made Western elites apparently indifferent to the death of their civ-
ilization. They do not seem to care if the end of the West comes by
depopulation, by a surrender of nationhood, or by drowning in waves
of Third World immigration. Now that all the Western empires are
gone, Western Man, relieved of his duty to civilize and Christianize
mankind, reveling in luxury in our age of self-indulgence, seems to
have lost his will to live and reconciled himself to his impending
death. Are we in the twilight of the West? Is the Death of the West
irreversible? Let us review the pathologist’s report.

ENDANGERED SPECIES

Europeans are a vanishing species.’

—London Times

The most important single new certainty—if only be-

cause there is no precedent for it in all of history—is

the collapsing birthrate in the developed world.?
—Peter F. Drucker

As a growing population has long been a mark of healthy nations
and rising civilizations, falling populations have been a sign of nations
and civilizations in decline. If that holds true, Western civilization,
power and wealth aside, is in critical condition. For, like the Cheshire
Cat, the people of the West have begun to fade away.

As late as 1960, European people, including Americans, Austra-
lians, and Canadians, numbered 750 million, one-fourth of the 3
billion people alive. Western nations were in the baby boom of the
century. Shorn of their empires, the wounds of war healed, they
seemed alive with vitality. Indeed, neo-Malthusians were bewailing the
population explosion, warning darkly that the earth’s resources and
land were running out. They were laughed at. By 2000, however, no
one was laughing.

While world population had doubled to six billion in forty years,
the European peoples had stopped reproducing. Their populations
had begun to stagnate and, in many countries, had already begun to
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fall. Of Europe’s forty-seven nations, only one, Muslim Albania, was,

by 2000, maintaining a birthrate sufficient to keep it alive indefinitely.
Europe had begun to die.

'The prognosis is grim. Between 2000 and 2050, world population
will grow by more than three billion to over nine billion people, but
this 50 percent increase in global population will come entirely in
Asia, Africa, and Latin America, as one hundred million people of
European stock vanish from the earth.

In 1960, people of European ancestry were one-fourth of the
world’s population; in 2000, they were one-sixth; in 2050, they will
be one-tenth. These are the statistics of a vanishing race. A growing
awareness of what they portend has induced a sense of foreboding,

even panic, in Europe.

EUROPE

In 2000, the total population of Europe, from Iceland to Russia, was
728 million. At present birthrates, however, without new immigration,
her population will crash to 600 million by 2050. That is the projec-
tion of World Population Prospects: The 2000 Revision Highlights re-
leased by the authoritative UN Population Division on February 28,
2001. Another study has Europe’s population plummeting to 556 mil-
lion by midcentury.? The last time Europe’s population showed a drop
of this magnitude was during the Black Plague of 1347-52. Econom-
ics professor Jacqueline Kasun of Humboldt State University in Cal-
ifornia, author of War Against Population, considers today’s birth
dearth an even graver crisis:

With a plague like the [fourteenth-century] Black Death,
maybe a third of Europe died, but it took the elderly as well
as the young. ...But this plunging fertility takes only the
young. A couple still has parents and grandparents to support,
directly or through their taxes. Since they've got fewer or no
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siblings to share that burden, having children seems even more
unaffordable. So how do you dig your way out of a hole like a
shrinking population?*

Excellent question, and if Europe does not find the answer soon,
Europe dies. How bleak is the situation? Of the twenty nations with
the lowest birthrates in the world, eighteen are in Europe. The average
fertility rate of a European woman has fallen to 1.4 children, with
2.1 needed just to replace the existing population. Says columnist Ben
Wattenberg: This does not mean ZPG (Zero Population Growth), this
means ZP—Zero Population.>

Americans in NATO will soon be defending a vast Leisure World.

If the present fertility rates hold, Europe’s population will decline
to 207 million by the end of the twenty-first century, less than 30
percent of today’s. The cradle of Western civilization will have become
its grave.

Why is this happening? Socialism, the beatific vision of European
intellectuals for generations, is one reason. “If everyone has the prom-
ise of a state pension, children are no longer a vital insurance policy
against want in old age,” argues Dr. John Wallace of Bologna’s Johns
Hopkins University: “If women can earn more than enough to be
financially independent, a husband is no longer essential. And if you
can also have sex and not babies—and this seems to be true now of
Catholic Italy as it is of secular Britain—why marry?"¢

By freeing husbands, wives, and children of family responsibilities,
European socialists have eliminated the need for families. Conse-
quently, families have begun to disappear. When they are gone, Fu-
rope goes with them. But as Europe is dying, the Third World adds
one hundred million people—one new Mexico—every fifteen months.
Forty new Mexicos in the Third World by 2050, while Europe will
have lost the equivalent of the entire population of Belgium, Holland,
Denmark, Sweden, Norway—and Germany! Absent divine inter-
vention, or a sudden desire on the part of Western women to begin
having the same-size families as their grandmothers, the future be-
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longs to the Third World. As T. S. Eliot wrote in “The Hollow Men":
“This is the way the world ends / Not with a bang but a whimper."’

CLEMENCEAU’S REVENGE

“There are twenty million Germans too many!” muttered Georges
Clemenceau, the “Tiger of France” and the statesman most respon-
sible for the Versailles Treaty, which stripped Germany of her colo-
nies, a tenth of her land, and an eighth of her people.® Clemenceau'’s
hatred is understandable. As Alistair Horne writes in his history of
the fall of the Third Republic, “Clemenceau had been one of the
deputies to protest against the surrender of Alsace-Lorraine in 1871,
and had narrowly escaped being lynched in the civil war that followed
with the Commune.”® He had witnessed the dethronement of his
emperor and seen a German kaiser crowned at Versailles. In the Great
War, he had seen his beloved France ravaged by the armies of Hin-
denburg and Ludendorff which had left behind the bodies of 1.5
million Frenchmen when they marched home to the Reich.

In fifty years, the Tiger will have his revenge, for German women
are refusing to have children. For ten years, Germany's birthrate has
stood at 1.3 children per woman, far below the 2.1 needed to replace
the present population. Here is the future that is now hard upon the

German nation. By 2050:

. Twenty-three million Germans will have disappeared.

- Germany’s eighty-two million people will have fallen to fifty-nine
million.

« The number of German children under fifteen will have dropped
to 7.3 million.

. A third of Germany’s population will be over sixty-five. These
seniors will outnumber German children more than two to one.

- Germany's total population will be two-thirds of 1 percent of the

world’s population, and only 1 of every 150 people on earth will
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be a German. And Germans will be among the oldest people on

earth.

At the request of the author, Joseph Chamie, director of the UN’s
Population Division, projected the population of several European
nations out to 2100. If the present German birthrate is sustained and

immigration is zero, Germany’s population will fall from 82 million
to 38.5 million by century’s end, a drop of 53 percent.'

The Bavarian conservative and potential chancellor Edmund
Stoiber considers Germany's birthrate a “ticking time bomb.™* He
urges a tripling of the child allowance for the first three years of life.
Today, Germany pays monthly subsidies of $140 a child for the first
two, more for a third. Stoiber’s idea is called radical today; it will not

be tomorrow.
“My reason for not having kids is that I like to sleep. 1 read a lot,

and T can sleep throughout the night,” says Gabrielle Thanheiser,
thirty-four, a banker in Berlin vacationing in Rome with her live-in
boyfriend.!> “We are DINKS,” confirmed Andreas Gerhmann, thirty-
seven, using the acronym popular even in Germany for “double in-
come, no kids” couples.”® In the long run, the self-indulgence of
DINKS like Gerhmann and Thanheiser may prove more fateful for
the German people than the Third Reich.

With the fall of the Berlin Wall, West German chancellor Helmut
Kohl sought to reunify his country after forty-five years of Cold War
division. In Britain, Russia, France, even in the United States, were
heard anguished cries that the world could not trust a united Ger-
many. Twice, Germany had tried to conquer Europe, it was protested.
What guarantee have we that a united Germany will not march again

on Europe?

This is one worry the West can lay to rest. With the German people
aging and dying, with five million fewer German children expected in
2050 than are alive in 2000, Germany, like the old soldier of General
MacArthur’s ballad, is about to “just slowly fade away.”
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ITALY, A THEME PARK

Prospects for the Italian race, which gave us Rome and all its glory,
St. Peter’s and the Sistine Chapel, Dante and Michelangelo, Colum-
bus and Galileo, are even more dire. Italy’s birthrate has been below
replacement levels for twenty-five years and is down to 1.2 children
per woman. At this rate, Italy’s fifty-seven million people will fall to
forty-one million by 2050. Writes population researcher Nicholas
Eberstadt of American Enterprise Institute: “Barely 2 percent of the
[Italian] population in 2050 would be under five years old, but more
than 40 percent would be 65 or older.”* The birthrate in “that most
Catholic and romantic of nations,” adds New Republic’s Greg Easter-
brook, “means that Italy will be a theme park in a few generations.”!*

A recent survey in the popular “semifeminist” magazine Noi Donne
found that 52 percent of Italian women between sixteen and twenty-
four planned to have no children.!® “Career” was their principal rea-
son for not wanting any kids. University of Rome demographer An-
tonio Golini says that the nation is already dependent upon
immigrants to bear the load of its deeply indebted pension system.
But now Italian culture is at risk. Golini believes, “Italy will no longer
be Italian. . . . It will be the end of society as we know it.”"”

Golini was called a “demographic terrorist” twenty years ago, when
he first warned of Italy’s impending population crisis.'® He is called
that no longer, though Dr. Golini remains deeply pessimistic about
his country: “In an increasingly globalized labor market, Italy must
compete with France, with the United States, with India. How can
we, with such an aged society and so few young people?”!?

Cardinal Giacomo Biffi of Bologna has called on Rome to restrict
immigration to Catholics to “save the nation’s identity,” raising eye-
brows with his remark that Muslims have “different food, festivals,
and family morals.”* But where does His Eminence propose to find
these Catholics?

Certainly not in Spain, where in the days of the Caudillo, Gen.
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Francisco Franco, big families were sacred and received medals and
gifts from the state. The Spanish birthrate is the lowest in all Europe,
lower than that of Italy, the Czech Republic, or Romania, all of which
have fallen to 1.2 children per woman. In Spain, the birthrate is down
to 1.07 children per woman, and the population is projected to fall
by 25 percent in fifty years as the number of Spaniards over sixty-five
soars by 117 percent. “In one generation we have gone from a society
in which families of eight or even 12 children were not unusual to
one in which childless couples are common, or people think long and
hard about having a second child,” says Madrid sociologist Victor
Perez Diaz.?' By 2050, the median age in Italy will be fifty-four and
in Spain fifty-five, fourteen years above the median age of Japan, the
oldest nation on earth today.

“Prosperity has strangled us,” says Dr. Pierpaolo Donati, a leading
Catholic intellectual and professor of sociology at the University of
Bologna. “Comfort is now the only thing anybody believes in. The
ethic of sacrifice for a family—one of the basic ideas of human soci-
eties—has become a historical notion. It is astonishing.”*

In 1950, Spain had three times as many people as Morocco across
the Strait of Gibraltar. By 2050, Morocco’s population will be 50
percent larger. If one hundred Spanish young people marry today,
they can expect to have fifty-eight children, thirty-three grandchil-
dren, but only nineteen great-grandchildren.

RUSSIA

What of the late command post of a Soviet Empire that shook the
world for seventy years? With a birthrate of 1.35 children per woman,
Russia’s 147 million people will fall to 114 million by 2050, a greater
loss than the 30 million dead attributed to Stalin. The number of
children in Russia under fifteen will have fallen from 26 to 16 million,
while today’s 18 million seniors will have grown to 28 million.

In December 2000, however, more ominous news came in. Russia’s
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birthrate had already plummeted to 1.17 children, below Italy’s. Its
population had fallen to 145 million; one estimate had it headed to
123 million by 2015. “If you believe the forecasts made by serious
people who have devoted their whole lives to studying this question,”
warns President Putin, “in 15 years’ time there will be 22 million
fewer Russians. Just think about that figure—it’s a seventh of [Rus-
sia’s] population.” A loss of 22 million Russians in fifteen years
would be greater than all the Soviet Union'’s losses in the Hitler-Stalin
war. Putin went on to add ominously, “If the present tendency con-
tinues, there will be a threat to the survival of the nation.”

Life expectancy for Russian men is now fifty-nine, and two of every
three pregnancies in Russia are terminated before birth. Russian
women average 2.5 to 4 abortions each, and Russia’s death rate is
now 70 percent higher than the birthrate.> Even the return of mil-
lions of Russians from the former Soviet republics cannot offset the
dying. Most ominous for the largest nation on earth, the population
of vast, vacant Siberia is in a steep decline as China’s enormous pop-
ulation swells inexorably.

When the deputy speaker of the state duma, the rabid nationalist
Vladimir Zhirinovsky, advanced such ideas as polygamy, allowing every
Russian male to have five wives, plus a ten-year ban on abortion and
a prohibition on Russian women traveling abroad, his ideas were rid-
iculed and his population bills hooted down.? But the life crisis of
Russia cannot be dismissed, and the geostrategic implications for
America are ominous.

Mr. Chamie projected Russia’s population, at present birthrates
with zero immigration, out to the century’s end, and came up with
fewer than eighty million Russians in 2100, roughly the population
of the United States when Theodore Roosevelt left office in 1909.26
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GREAT BRITAIN

What does the future hold for the cousins?

“Demographers have calculated that by the end of this century the
English people will be a minority in their homeland. The English are
not having enough children to reproduce themselves,” writes the syn-
dicated columnist Paul Craig Roberts.2” This is the first time in his-
tory, says the London Observer, “that a major indigenous population
has voluntarily become a minority, rather than through war, famine
or disease."?

The Observer is mistaken. The honor of being the first nation to
voluntarily turn its majority indigenous population into a minority
will go to the United States. President Clinton predicted it would
happen by 2050, half a century before Great Britain. But the British
are clearly heading in the same direction. Ethnic minorities already
constitute 40 percent of London's population, and, as Lee Jasper, the
race relations adviser to the mayor of London, states, “The demo-
graphics show that white people in London will become a minority
by 2010.”2

Among the reasons is the steadily falling birthrate among native-
born British. In 2000, there were 17,400 fewer births in England and
Wales than in 1999, a drop of almost 3 percent, and the fertility rate
fell to 1.66 births per woman, the lowest since statistics began to be
kept in 192430

JAPAN

Of the twenty-two nations with the lowest birthrates, only two are
outside Europe—Armenia and Japan, the first Asian nation to enter
the modern era.

Not until 1868 did Japan break out of her isolation. But within
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thirty years this dynamic nation was a rival of the Western powers.
Japan had defeated China, colonized Taiwan, and in 1900 sent her
soldiers to march beside Europeans and Americans to relieve the dip-
lomatic legations in Peking besieged by the Chinese rebels known as
“the Boxers.” The Russo-Japanese War (1904-5) was the first in
which an Asian people defeated a great Western power. Begun with
a surprise attack on the Russian naval squadron at Port Arthur, the
war ended in one of the most decisive battles in history, the sinking
of the czar’s Baltic fleet in the Straits of Tsushima in thirty-six hours
by Admiral Togo.

In World War 1, Japan was an Allied power whose contribution to
the war effort was to roll up the kaiser’s colonies in China and the
Pacific, defend Europe’s imperial possessions in Asia, and escort the
troops of Australia and New Zealand to Gallipoli. Japan also sent a
naval squadron to the Mediterranean. But when President Harding
and Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes pressured London to
break its twenty-year alliance with Japan at the Washington Naval
Conference, the Japanese felt betrayed, humiliated, isolated. The die
was cast. Twenty years later came Pearl Harbor and the total destruc-
tion of Japan and an empire constructed over sixty years at an im-
mense cost in blood and treasure.

But with American assistance and by copying American methods
and ideas, postwar Japan became the most dynamic nation on earth.
By 1990, her economy was the second largest, half the size of the
United States economy, though Japan occupied an area smaller than
Montana—an extraordinary achievement of an extraordinary people.

But something has happened to Japan. She, too, has begun to die.
Japan's birthrate is half what it was in 1950. Her population is pro-
jected to crest soon at 127 million, but fall to 104 million by 2050,
when there will be fewer than half as many Japanese children as there
were in 1950 but eight times as many seniors as in 1950. Her dyna-
mism will be dead, her Asian role diminished, for there will be fifteen
Chinese for every single Japanese. Even the Philippines, which
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had only a fourth of Japan's population in 1950, will have 25 million
more people by 2050.

The reason for Japan's baby bust? More than half of all Japanese
women now remain single by thirty years of age. Known as “Parasite
Singles,” they live at home with their parents and pursue careers, and
many have abandoned any idea of marrying and having children.3!
“Live for myself and enjoy life” is their motto. With Japan’s elemen-
tary schools in 2000 taking in the smallest class in recorded history,
Tokyo has raised the child allowance to $2,400 a year per child for
six years. Some conservatives want to multiply that tenfold.

One pioneering Japanese female journalist in her sixties, Mitsuko
Shimomura, told the New York Times’s Peggy Orenstein that Japan is
getting what it deserves for not granting full equality to women:

I don'’t regret the decline in the birth rate. .. | think it's a
good thing, The Parasites have unintentionally created an in-
teresting movement. Politicians now have to beg women to
have babies. Unless they create a society where women feel
comfortable having children and working, Japan will be de-
stroyed in a matter of 50 or 100 years. And children’s subsidies
aren’t going to do it. Only equality is.»

These women are deciding the fate and future of the Japanese
nation.

Japan’s Asian Empire was smashed in 1945; but something hap-
pened more recently to sap her vitality and will to live, grow, and
expand and conquer in industry, technology, trade, and finance. Ob-

servers call it a loss of what famed economist J. M. Keynes described
as “animal spirits,”

But perhaps there is another, simpler explanation: age. Of the 190
nations on earth, Japan is the oldest, with a median age of forty-one—
for Japan was the first modern nation to legalize abortion ( 1948), and

her baby boom ended soon afterward, long before the end of the baby
booms in the West. |
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Is there a parallel between a dying Christianity in the West and
the death of Japan's prewar and wartime faith? When nations lose
their sense of mission, their mandate of heaven, the faith that brought
them into this world as unique countries and cultures, is that when
they die? Is that when civilizations perish? So it would seem.

LET us LooK again at the population projections for 2050, and try
to visualize what our world will look like.

In Africa, there will be 1.5 billion people. From Morocco to the
Persian Gulf will be an Arab-Turkic-Islamic sea of 500 million. In
South Asia will live 700 million Iranians, Afghans, Pakistanis, and
Bangladeshis, and 1.5 billion Indians. There will be 300 million In-
Jdonesians, and China, with 1.5 billion people, will brood over Asia.

Russia, with a shrinking population of only 114 million, will have
largely disappeared from Asia. Almost all Russians will be west of the
Urals, back in Europe. Western Man, who dominated Africa and Asia
in the first half of the twentieth century, will have disappeared from
Africa and Asia by the middle of the twenty-first except perhaps for
tiny enclaves in South Africa and Israel. In Australia, a nation of only
19 million, where the white birthrate is now below replacement levels,
the European population will have begun to disappear.

There is a terrible dilemma confronting the First World nations:

At present birthrates, Europe must bring in 169 million immigrants
by 2050 if it wishes to keep its population aged fifteen to sixty-four
at today's level. But if Europe wishes to keep its present ratio of 4.8
workers (fifteen—sixty-four) for every senior, Europe must bring in 1.4
billion emigrants from Affica and the Middle East. Put another way:

Either Europe raises taxes and radically downsizes pensions and health
benefits for the elderly, or Europe becomes a Third World continent.
There is no third way.

If Europe’s fertility rate does not rise, European children under
fifteen will fall by 40 percent to 87 million by 2050, as the number
of seniors rises 50 percent to 169 million. The median age of a Eu-
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ropean will be fifty, the highest in history, nine years older than the
present median age in Japan. Writes French demographer Alfred
Sauvy, Europe is about to become a continent of “old people in old
houses with old ideas.”**

s THE pEATH of the West inevitable? Or, like all previous pre-
dictions of Western decline and demise, will this cup, too, pass away
and expose as fools all who said we must drink it?

After all, Malthus was wrong. Marx was wrong. Democracy did not
die during the Great Depression as the Communists predicted. And
Khrushchev did not “bury” us. We buried him. Neville Chute’s On
the Beach proved as fanciful as Dr. Strangelove and Seven Days in May.
Paul Ehrlich’s Population Bomb never exploded. It fizzled. The Crash
of 79 produced Ronald Reagan and an era of good feelings. The Club
of Rome notwithstanding, we did not run out of oil. The world did
not end at the close of the second millenium, as some prophesied and
others hoped. Who predicted the disappearance of the Soviet Empire
or disintegration of the Soviet Union? Is it not possible that today’s
most populous nations—China, India, and Indonesia—could break
into pieces as well? Why do predictions of the Death of the West not
belong on the same back shelf as the predictions of “nuclear winter”
and “global warming”?

Answer: the Death of the West is not a prediction of what is going
to happen, it is a depiction of what is happening now. First World
nations are dying. They face a mortal crisis, not because of something
happening in the Third World, but because of what is not happening
at home and in the homes of the First World. Western fertility rates
have been falling for decades. Outside of Muslim Albania, no Euro-
pean nation is producing enough babies to replace its population. As
years slip by, that birthrate is not stabilizing; it is falling. In a score
of countries, the old are already dying off faster than the young are
being born. There is no sign of a turnaround. Now the absolute num-
bers of Europeans have begun to fall.
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This is not a matter of prophecy, but of mathematics. The steeper
and longer the dive, the more difficult it is to pull out. The First
World has to turn this around, and soon, or it will be overwhelmed
by a Third World that is five times as populous and will be ten times
as populous in 2050. The ability to pull out of this dive diminishes
each year. No end of the birth dearth is in sight, and all the social
and cultural indicators show that more and more Western women are
converting to the idea of having no children.

Moreover, there is an arithmetical certitude about some aspects of
demography. Italy cannot have more young adults of childbearing age
in 2020 than it has teenagers, children, tots, and infants today. No
existing population cohort can be added to, except by immigration.
Only the mass reconversion of Western women to an idea that they
seem to have given up—that the good life lies in bearing and raising
children and sending them out into the world to continue the family
and nation—can prevent the Death of the West.

Why are Western women having fewer children than their mothers
or none at all? Why have so many enlisted in what Mother Teresa
called “the war against the child”?** Western women have long had
access to the methods and means of birth control but chose not to
use them to the extent they do today. For thirty years, American
women have had easy access to abortion, but, unlike the women of
China, they are also free to choose life. No federal judge forces any
woman to have an abortion.

Yet, Western women are terminating their pregnancies at a rate
that represents autogenocide for peoples of European ancestry and an
end of their nations. “Cherishing children is the mark of a civilized
society,” said Joan Ganz Cooney.® Why are children no longer cher-
ished as they once were? What caused the sea change in the hearts
and minds of Western women, and men? And is it reversible? For if
it is not, we can begin to write the final chapters of the history of our
civilization and the last will and testament of the West.

«WHERE HAVE ALL THE CHILDREN GONE?”

And ye shall be left few in numbers, whereas ye were as
the stars of heaven for multitude; because thou wouldst
not obey the voice of the Lord thy God.

—Deuteronomy XXVIII: 28
Holy Bible, King James Version

Why have Europe’s nations and peoples stopped having babies and
begun to accept their disappearance from this earth with such seeming
indifference? Did the wounds of wars or the loss of empire kill the
will to live? From the evidence, neither appears to be the case.

The Great War left Imperial Germany defeated and dismem-
bered, with two million dead and millions crippled. Yet the German
population grew so quickly after 1919 that France, which had been
among the victors, was alarmed. After World War II, baby booms
exploded among the vanquished Japanese and Germans as well as
the victorious Americans. From studying the birth charts, we find
that something happened in the mid-1960s, in the midst of the
postwar prosperity, that changed the hearts and minds of Western
women and killed in them the desire to live as their mothers had.
But if the reason Western women stopped having babies remains in
dispute, how they did so is not. Contraception halted the popula-
tion growth of the West, with abortion as the second line of de-
fense against the unwanted child.
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FIRST, A LITTLE history: Only once had the U.S. birthrate fallen
below population replacement, during the Depression, when the econ-
omy shrank by half and a fourth of America’s breadwinners were out
of work, many of them out on the streets. Pessimism, a sense of
despair that the good times are over and may never come again, can
apparently impact national fertility. The Silent Generation was born
in the 1930s, a relatively small cohort and the only generation of the
twentieth century never to have produced a president.

The postwar baby boom began in 1946, peaked in 1957, and fizzled
out in 1964. But just as the World War II generation was about
done having babies, and the baby boomers themselves were about to
begin, a new and more convenient way to prevent pregnancies was
discovered.

Historians may one day call “the pill” the suicide tablet of the West.
It was first licensed in 1960. By 1963, 6 percent of American married
women were using Dr. Rock’s invention; by 1970, 43 percent were
“on the pill."* As Catholics furiously debated the morality of contra-
ception and Pope Paul VI issued his encyclical Humanae Vitae—which
declared all artificial birth control to be immoral for Catholics, the
pill included—suddenly a graver issue arose.

Arizona TV personality Sherry Finkbine, a married mother of four
who had taken thalidomide, the drug that had caused deformities in
babies in Europe, learned that she was pregnant. Mrs. Finkbine did
not want a deformed child and confided to friends that she desired
an abortion. When the news leaked out, Mrs. Finkbine was subjected
to threats from some and offers from others to raise the child if only
she would carry it to term. As abortion was still against the law, a
blazing national debate ensued. But Mrs. Finkbine mooted the issue
by flying to Sweden and having the child aborted.

By 1966, however, the Finkbine affair was ancient history, for 6,000
abortions were being done every year. By 1970, that figure had leapt
to 200,000 as Governors Rockefeller of New York and Reagan of

“Where Have All the Children Gone?” [27]

California signed the most liberal abortion laws in America 2 By 1973,
600,000 abortions were being done.? That year, the Supreme Court,
with three of President Nixon's four nominees concurring, declared
that a woman’s right to an abortion was protected by the Constitu-
tion. Within a decade, the number of abortions had soared to 1.5
million a year, and abortions had replaced tonsillectomies as the most
common surgical procedure in America. Since Justice Blackmun'’s de-
cision, 40 million abortions have been performed in the United States.
Thirty percent of all pregnancies now end on a tabletop in an abor-
tionist’s clinic.

In 2000, the Food and Drug Administration approved RU-486, a
do-it-yourself abortion drug for use in the first seven weeks of preg-
nancy. As no U.S. firm wished to be associated with RU-486, a China-
based company began quietly to produce the drug. Cynics might
characterize China’s role in producing RU-486 for America as an act
of assisted suicide for the one nation blocking Beijing’s path to Asian
hegemony and world power.

ROE V. WADE put a constitutional canopy over a woman'’s right to
an abortion. Yet that decision does not of itself explain the sea
change in the attitudes of American and Western women. What
was it that made them so hostile to the idea of pregnancy and
motherhood that they would prefer to have an abortion, an act
their own grandparents would have considered a monstrous offense
against God and man? In the 1950s, abortion was not only a crime,
but a shameful act. There was no national clamor for its legaliza-
tion. Yet, fifteen years later, a Supreme Court decision declaring
abortion a constitutional right was hailed as a milestone of social
progress. A revolutionary transformation had taken place in the be-
liefs of tens of millions of Americans. One of two things had hap-
pened: Either the sixties drove a moral wedge between us, or the
sixties exposed a moral fracture that had existed, but that we had
failed to recognize. I believe the former is true. In that pivotal de-
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cade of the last century, a large slice of young America was con-

verted to a new way of thinking, believing, and living.

CROM 1945 TO 1965, America passed through what sociologists call
“the golden age of marriage,” when the average age of first marriages
fell to record lows for both men and women, and the proportion of
adults who were married reached an astronomical 95 percent. The
America of Eisenhower and John F. Kennedy was a vibrant, dynamic
nation. But, as Allan Carlson, president of The Howard Center for

Family, Religion, and Society, writes:

All the indicators of family well-being abruptly turned in these
places [Western nations] during the short 1963-1965 period.
Fertility resumed its fall, tumbling well below zero-growth lev-
els; a massive retreat from marriage commenced; and Western
societies seemed to lose all sense of inherited family order.*

Dutch demographer Dirk van de Kaa traces the phenomenon to
four transformations: (A) A shift from the golden age of marriage to
the dawn of a new age of cohabitation. (B) A shift from a time of
“king-child” with parents to that of king-parents with one child. (C)
A shift from preventive contraception, to benefit early children, to
self-fulfilling contraception, to benefit parents. (D) A shift from a
uniform family system to a pluralistic system of families and house-
holds, including single-parent families.’

As the drop-off in the birthrate began in the mid-1960s, this is the
site to excavate to discover the causes of this tectonic shift in attitude
of American and Western women away from having children. What
ideas did the boomers bring to maturity? What ideas did they absorb

in college?

“Where Have All the Children Gone?” [29]

THE BOOMERS ARRIVED on campus in the fall of 1964. They
were the first American generation with the freedom to choose how
they wanted to live their lives. In the 1930s, college had been a priv-
ilege only a few could afford. Family decisions were imposed by family
hardships. If the breadwinner lost his job, sons and daughters could
forget about college; they had to quit school and find work. Tens of
millions still lived in small towns in rural America, where the De-
pression had hit the farms long before the 1929 Crash hit Wall Street.
After Pearl Harbor, the war and war economy made the career deci-
sions for America’s young. The Silent Generation of the fifties grew
up with parents, teachers, and clergy still as authority figures. Not
until 1957 did Professor Galbraith discover that we were all living in
The Affluent Society.

But the parents who had gone through the Depression and the
war were determined that “my kid’s not going to have it as rough
as I did.” So the baby boomers were raised differently, spending al-
most as many hours in front of a television as in school. By the
mid-1950s, parents had a serious rival for their children’s attention,
and youngsters had an entertaining and witty ally, and a privileged
sanctuary to retreat to, in the age-old struggle against parents. The
message that came from TV, especially the ads, was instant gratifi-
cation.

By 1964, the year of Mario Savio and the Free Speech movement
at Berkeley, when the first wave of boomers hit the campuses, never
having known hardship or war, it was ready to rock. And though
the student riots and rebellions were blamed on LB]J, Nixon, Ag-
new, and Vietnam, this will not do. For student rebellions were not
confined to America. They broke out across Europe and even in Ja-
pan. As the 1968 Days of Rage tore apart the Democratic party in
the streets of Chicago, Czech students who made the Prague Spring
were facing Russian tanks, Mexican students were being shot down
in the streets of the capital, and French students almost seized
Paris from President de Gaulle.
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What baby boomers had in common with contemporaries abroad
was not Vietnam, but their numbers, affluence, security, and freedom,
and the televised example of their peers all over the world. In child-
hood, they had all had the same baby-sitter, TV—a baby-sitter more
entertaining than the parents. Its incessant ad message was the same:

“Kids! You need this—now!”

WITH MILLIONS OF young women ‘liberated” from parents,
teachers, and preachers, with money to burn, and with the in loco
parentis authority of dons and deans crumbling, the revolutions rolled
over the campuses: the antiwar movement (“Hey, hey, LB], / How
many kids did you kill today?” and “Ho, Ho, Ho Chi Minh / The
NLF is going to win!”); the drug revolution (“turn on, tune in, and
drop out”); and the sexual revolution (“make love, not war”).

Then came the women’s movement, modeled on the civil rights
movement; it won converts even in Middle America. As blacks had
demanded equal rights with whites, women demanded the same rights
as men. Nothing less than full equality. If the boys can sow their wild
oats in frat houses and singles bars and with one-night stands, why
not us? But as nature did not design the sexes that way, and the
consequences of promiscuity are unequally borne by women, in the
form of babies, solutions had to be found. The magic of the market-
place did the rest. If you forgot to take the pill, or the contraceptive
didn’t work, the local abortionist would not fail.

The old sanctions against promiscuity collapsed. Nature’s sanc-
tions—unwanted pregnancy and fear of disease—were taken care of
by the pill, available abortion, and the new miracle drugs. No need
for shotgun marriages. One teary-eyed trip to the Center for Repro-
ductive Rights gets the job done. The fear of social stigma—loss of
reputation—was lifted by a popular culture that celebrated the sexual
revolution and applauded as “swingers” girls who in the 1940s and

1950s might have been called less attractive names. The moral sanc-
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tions—the sense of shame and sin, of violating God’s law, of risking
one’s immortal soul—were eased by a new breed of “Are-You-
Running-with-Me-Jesus?” priests and pastors who won huge popu-
larity by explaining that He (or She) was just not that kind of
“judgmental” God and, hey, “Hell is only a metaphor!”

Not only did the old sanctions collapse, a new way of measuring
morality emerged to justify and even to sanctify “doing one’s own
thing.” Under the new code, morality was now to be determined not
by who slept with whom or who inhaled what—trivial matters of
personal preference—but by who went South for civil rights, who
protested apartheid, who had marched against the “dirty, immoral
war” in Vietnam. As has often been true in history, a new moral code
was crafted to justify the new lifestyle already adopted. As they in-
dulged themselves in sex, drugs, riots, and rock and roll, the young
Jacobins had the reassurance of their indulgent and pandering elders
that, yes, indeed, “This is the finest young generation we have ever
produced.” Has it not ever been so with revolutions? “Bliss was it in
that dawn to be alive / But to be young, very heaven!” burbled the
great Wordsworth of an earlier revolution that turned out rather

badly.

IN THE 19608, both a student rebellion and a cultural revolution
rolled over the campuses. When the rebels graduated, got jobs, and
got married, they ceased to be rebels, taking their place in the country
of their parents and voting for Ronald Reagan; though it took some—
our president comes to mind-—perhaps longer than others to “break
away.”

The sixties’ rebels, however, were not the revolutionaries. Converts
to the revolution came to college thinking and believing one way and
left thinking and believing an entirely different way that changed their
whole lives. Hillary Rodham, the Goldwater Girl who came to Welles-
ley in 1965 and left as a social radical in 1969, with new values, a
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new moral code, and a steely resolve to change the corrupt society in
which she had been raised, is as good an example of the revolutionary
as Mr. Bush is of the rebel.

The cultural revolution that swept America’s campuses was a true
revolution. In a third of a century the Judeo-Christian moral order it
defied has been rejected by millions. Its hostility to Ozzie-and-Harriet
America has been internalized by our cultural elites, and through
their domination of our opinion- and value-shaping institutions—
film, TV, the theater, magazines, music—these evangelists of revo-
lution have spread their gospel all over the world and converted scores
of millions.

We are two Americas: Mother Angelica and the Sunday sermon
compete with Ally McBeal and Sex and the City. And the message the
dominant culture emits, day and night, reacts with mocking laughter
to the old idea that the good life for a woman means a husband and
a houseful of kids. And there are now powerful collateral forces in
society that are also pulling American women away from the maternity

ward forever.

(A) The New Economy. In an agricultural economy, the workplace
was the home where husband and wife labored together and lived
together. In the industrial economy, the man left the home to work
in a factory, while his wife stayed home to look after the children.
The agricultural economy gave us the extended family; the industrial
economy, the nuclear family. But in the postindustrial economy, hus-
band and wife both work at the office, and no one stays home with
the children. Indeed, there may be no children. As political science
professor James Kurth of Swarthmore writes:

The greatest movement of the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury was the movement of men from farm to the factory. . ..
The greatest movement of the second half of the twentieth
century has been the movement of women from the home to
the office. . . . [This] movement separates the parents from the
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children, as well as enabling the wife to separate herself from
her husband. By splitting the nuclear family, it is helping to
bring about the replacement of the nuclear family with the
non-family.¢

As men’s jobs in manufacturing, mining, farming, and fishing are
no longer needed, or are shipped overseas, the skills and talents of
women are now more desirable. There are also opportunities in gov-
ernment, education, and the professions open to women today that
their mothers and grandmothers never had. Businesses, large and
small, offer packages of pay and benefits to lure talented women out
of the home and keep them out of the maternity ward, where they
are "no good to the company.”

It is working. In the scores of millions, American women have left
the home for the office to work beside and compete with men. By the
tens of millions, women college graduates have put off marriage, many
forever. “You can have it alll” the modern woman is told—baby and
a career. With nannies, courtesy of open borders, with equal-pay-for-
equal work, maternity leave, and daycare, courtesy of government and
the company, the lure is not a lie. What you can’t have is a brood of
kids back home while keeping pace with the competition at the office.

Forced to choose, women are choosing career, or career and the
joy of motherhood, once. The Global Economy works hand in hand
with the New Economy, transferring manufacturing jobs from high-
wage Western nations to the low-wage, newly industrializing nations
of Asia and Latin America. With Working America’s yellow brick road
to the middle class down to one lane, wives must work to keep up
with the Joneses next door. So children are put off, sometimes for
good. In 1950, 88 percent of women with children under six stayed
home, where they often had more kids. Today, 64 percent of American
women with children under six are in the labor force.”

“How you gonna keep 'em down on the farm, after they've seen
Paree?” was said of the World War I soldiers who went off to Europe.
Well, how you gonna get ‘em back in the ‘burbs, after they've seen
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D.C., one might ask of the talented women lawyers, journalists, PR
specialists, and political aides who have enjoyed the great game in an
exciting city.

Writing in the Spectator, Eleanor Mills is an authentic voice of her
generation: “The fact is that girls like me—i.e., healthy, hearty,
middle-class women in their 20s—are just not breeding.”® Why not?
Because, she writes, “my generation’s twin preoccupations are, unfor-
tunately, looks and money.” She quotes one of her many childless

contemporaries:

“If I had a kid,” said Jane, an advertising executive, thought-
fully, “I wouldn’t be able to do half the things I take for
granted. Every Saturday at 10:30 .M. when we are still in bed,
my husband and I look at each other and just say, “Thank God
we weren’t up at 5 A.M. caring for a brat.” We have such a great
time just the two of us; who knows if it would work if we
introduced another person into the equation?”!°

“The rich are different than you and 1,” said F. Scott Fitzgerald.
To which Hemingway replied, “Yes, they have more money.” But the
rich also have fewer children. Using Occam’s razor—the simplest ex-
planation is usually the right one—the best explanation for the sink-
ing birthrate in the West may be the simplest. As America’s poor
enter the middle class, and the middle class becomes afftuent, and
the affluent become rich, each adopts the style of the class they have
lately entered. All begin to downsize their families; all begin to have
fewer children. A corollary follows: The richer a nation becomes, the
fewer its children, and the sooner it begins to die. Societies organized
to ensure the maximum pleasure, freedom, and happiness for all their
members are, at the same time, advancing the date of their own fu-
nerals. Fate may compensate the Chinese, Islamic, and Latin peoples
for their hardships and poverty in this century with the domination
of the earth in the next. Indeed, do we not have it on high authority
that “Blessed are the meek . . . they shall inherit the earth”?

“Where Have All the Children Gone?” [35]

(B) End of the “Family Wage.” In the 1830s, as America’s indus-
trial revolution was about to begin, the Philadelphia Trade Union
warned its members about the hidden agenda of what it called “cor-
morant capital”:

Oppose [employment of our women folks] with all your minds
and with all your strength for it will prove our ruin. We must
strive to obtain sufficient remuneration for our labor to keep
the wives and daughters and sisters of our people at home. . . .
That cormorant capital will have every man, woman, and child
to toil; but let us exert our families to oppose its designs. !

In 1848, the year of Karl Marx’s Communist Manifesto, the labor
publication Ten Hour Advocate editorialized: “We hope the day is not
distant when the husband will be able to provide for his wife and
family, without sending [the wife] to endure the drudgery of a cotton
mill.”12

This vision of American free labor was at war with the view being
espoused by Marx and his patron and collaborator, Friedrich Engels,
who wrote in The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State:
“The first condition for the liberation of the wife is to bring the whole
female sex into public industry and . . . this in turn demands the ab-
olition of the monogamous family as the economic unit of society.”!3
Is it not a remarkable coincidence how global capitalism’s view of
women—as units of production, liberated from husbands, home, and
family—conforms so precisely to the view of the fathers of global
communism?

As Allan Carlson, who also publishes The Family in America, writes,
there was a consensus in America, not so long ago, that employers
should pay fathers a “family wage” sufficient to support their wives
and children in dignity without their having to leave the home to go
to work.!* That was considered one of the defining characteristics of
a good society.

The idea is enshrined in Pope Leo XIII's 1891 encyclical Rerum
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Novarum. In books such as A Living Wage, Catholic social critic Fr.
John Ryan championed the idea and stressed the need to “moralize”
the wage contract to protect the home. “The State has both the right
and the duty to compel all employers to pay a living wage,” wrote
Father Ryan."

This idea was widely accepted. Carlson notes that the “wage gap”
between men and women actually widened after World War II. In
1939, women earned 59.3 percent of men’s pay; by 1966, that had
fallen to 53.6 percent.'s In the 1940s and 1950s, the culture, with a
good conscience, separated men and women in the workplace. In
newspapers, the “Men Wanted” ads were run separate from the
“Women Wanted” ads. Only rarely could working women be found
outside such occupations as clerk-typist, secretary, nurse, school-

teacher, or salesgirl. Carlson writes:

To an observer from the Year 2000, the most amazing thing
about this system was that it was both understood by the average
people and popularly supported. In opinion polls, large majori-
ties of Americans (85 percent or more), women and men, agreed
that fathers deserved an income that would support their wives
and children at home and that the labor of mothers was second-
ary or supplemental. This was seen as simple justice.'”

This system fell apart in the 1960s, when feminists managed to
add “sex” to the discriminations forbidden by the sweeping Civil
Rights Act of 1964, which had been written to protect the rights of
African Americans. This turned the new Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission (EEOC) into a siege gun against the family wage.
“Men Wanted” ads were declared discriminatory and outlawed. Gen-
der equality replaced “moral contract.” The rights of individuals took
precedence over the requirements of family. Women's pay soared, and
as women began moving into occupations that had been largely re-
stricted to men—medicine, law, the media, the academy, the upper
bureaucracy, and business—families began to crumble.

Between 1973 and 1996, writes Dr. Carlson, “the [real] median
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income of men, aged 15 and above, working full-time, fell 24 percent,
from $37,200 to $30,000.”8 Marching under feminist banners—
equal pay for equal work, and equal pay for comparable work—women
moved into direct competition with men. Millions succeeded, shoul-
dering men aside with superior performance. Their pay rose steadily,
and the absolute and relative pay of married men stagnated or fell.
With their families under pressure, married men began to yield to
wives' insistence that they “go back to work.” Young men found they
no longer earned enough in their late teens or early twenties to start
a family, even if that had been their hope and dream. Stripped of the
duties of fatherhood and family, many of these young men wound up
in trouble—and even in prison.

America’s young women found they could achieve independence
on their own. They need not get married, certainly not yet. More and
more did not marry. In 1970, only 36 percent of women aged twenty
to twenty-four were unmarried. By 1995, 68 percent were in the
“never married” category. Among women twenty-five to twenty-nine,
the “never marrieds” had soared from 10 percent to 35 percent.'®

The young family with a batch of kids is now an endangered spe-
cies. Only the young rich can afford that “lifestyle,” and they are
uninterested. With the Democratic party so beholden to feminism
that it cannot even oppose partial birth abortions, and the GOP in
thrall to libertarian ideology and controlled by corporate interests, the
call of the gods of the marketplace for more women workers prevails
over the command of the God of Genesis: “Be fruitful and multiply,
and replenish the earth.”

Many conservatives have succumbed to the heresy of Economism,
a mirror-Marxism that holds that man is an economic animal, that

free trade and free markets are the path to peace, prosperity, and
happiness, that if we can only get the marginal tax rates right and
the capital gains tax abolished, Paradise—Dow 36,000/—is at hand.
But when the income tax rate for the wealthiest was above 90 per-
cent in the 1950s, America, by every moral and social indicator, was
a better country.
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The reformed radical and Christian convert Orestes Brownson saw
this new idolatry of “Mammon worship” rising in the America of the
nineteenth century: “Mammonism has become the religion of Sax-
ondom, and God is not in all our thoughts. We have lost our faith
i the noble, the beautiful and the just.”® A century later, another
convert from a failed materialistic faith would remind us again. Wrote
Whittaker Chambers, “Economics is not the central problem of our

age, faith is.”*!

(C) The “Population Bomb” Hysteria. Then there was the antipeo-
ple movement of the 1960s and 1970s, the elite’s backlash against
the baby boom. Paul Fhrlich, a Stanford University biologist, was its
guru, and his bestseller, The Population Bomb, did for population con-
trol what Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring had done for environmental-
ism. Ehrlich was a twentieth-century reincarnation of Thomas Robert
Malthus, the British demographer whose prediction of world starva-
tion proved so spectacularly wrong in the nineteenth century. Malthus
had written: “It may be safely asserted . .. that population, when un-
checked, increases in geometrical progression of such a nature as to
double itself every twenty-five years.”** As the world’s food production
could not double every twenty-five years, said the gloomy parson, mass
starvation was dead ahead.

Malthus proved as wrong about food production as Ehrlich did
about the world’s resources, which he assured us were running out.
Today, the six billion on carth live in far greater freedom and pros-
perity than did the three billion in 1960, the two billion in 1927, or
the one billion in 1830. Political incompetence and criminality, foolish
ideas and insane ideologies, are the causes of starvation and misery,
not people.

Published by the Sierra Club, Ehrlich’s book became required read-
ing in many high schools. By 1977, former secretary of defense and
World Bank president Robert McNamara was playing Henny Penny
to Ehrlich’s Chicken Little, warning that “continued population
growth would cause "poverty, hunger, stress, crowding, and frustra-
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tion,” that would threaten social, economic and military stability.”??

In 1978, a congressional select committee on population announced
that the “major biological systems that humanity depends upon . . . are
being strained by rapid population growth . . . [and] in some cases, they
are . . . losing productive capacity.”** As Jacqueline Kasun, author of
The War Against Population, writes, about this time the Smithsonian
Institution created a “traveling exhibit for schoolchildren called ‘Pop-
ulation: The Problem Is Us,’ [that] featured a picture of a dead rat ona
dinner plate as an example of ‘future food sources.’ "**

As a result of this antipopulation propaganda from America’s elite
institutions of politics and ideas, the public funding for population
control here and abroad exploded. But though the message was taken
to heart by the First World wealthy and middle class, it was largely
ignored by the Third World poor, at whom it had been targeted. We
can see the results today: a birth dearth among the affluent nations
and baby booms across the Third World. ’

(D) Feminism. To be “pro-choice” on abortion is today almost a
defining mark of the “modern woman.” To many feminists, the phrase
“women’s liberation” means liberation from the traditional and, in
their view, narrow and constricting roles of wife, mother, and home-
maker. But among the founding mothers of feminism it was not al-
ways so. Writing on the Supreme Court’'s Roe v. Wade decision in
The New Oxford Review, Catholic columnist Joseph Collison observed:

Early feminists had been fiercely antiabortion. Elizabeth Cady
Stanton, organizer of the first women'’s rights convention in
1848, called abortion “a disgusting and degrading crime.” . ..
And Susan B. Anthony, early crusader for the women’s vote,
wrote that “No matter what the motive . . . the woman is aw-
fully guilty who commits the deed. It will burden her con-
science in life; it will burden her soul in death.” It was in fact
the 19th century feminists who campaigned to pass the laws
that criminalized abortion.2¢
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Collision adds that in early editions of The Feminist Mystique, Betty
Friedan’s seminal work, abortion went unmentioned. It was not a
feminist issue in the early 1960s.

Back before World War II, when Margaret Sanger, birth mother
of Planned Parenthood, wrote that “the most merciful thing a large
family can do to one of its infant members is to kill it,” she was a
radical socialist far outside the American mainstream.?” But the San-
ger animus against big families has since become a central feature of
the new American feminism that was mainstreamed in the 1960s and
1970s. Today, the perception that marriage is human bondage has
become a hallmark of movement militants.

Marriage, writes Andrea Dworkin in Pornography: Men Possess.z'ng
Women, is “an institution [that] developed from rape as a practice.
Rape, originally defined as abduction, became marriage by capture.
Marriage meant the taking was to extend in time, to be not only l.JSC
but possession of ownership.”** Pure Marx. And a logical conclu‘sxc')n
follows. “The nuclear family must be destroyed,” said the feminist
Linda Gordon. “Families have supported oppression by separating
people into small, isolated units, unable to join together to fight for
common interests."*’

In 1970, Robin Morgan, now the nanny of Gloria Steinem’s lov’e
child, Ms. magazine, called marriage “a slavery-like practice. We can't
destroy the inequities between men and women until we destroy mar-
riage.”*® That same year, Ms. Morgan edited Sisterhood Is P(')werful,
containing an essay by Valerie Solanis, president of the Some‘ty for
Cutting Up Men. “It is now technically possible to reproduce Wltho.ut
the aid of males . . . and to produce only females,” wrote Ms. Solanis.
“We must begin immediately to do so. The male is a biological acci-
dent. . . . The male has made the world a shitpile.”*! Not a lady to be
trifled with, Ms. Solanis established her bona fides by going out and
shooting Andy Warhol. '

By late 1973, Nancy Lehmann and Helen Sullinger had c1r01flafted
a new manifesto of the movement they titled Declaration of Feminism,
which was broadly reproduced and widely praised:
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Marriage has existed for the benefit of men; and has been £
legally sanctioned method of control over women. . . . We must
work to destroy it. ... The end of the institution of marriage
Is a necessary condition for the liberation of women. Therefore
it is important for us to encourage women to leave their hus-
bands and not to live individually with men. . . . All of history
must be rewritten in terms of oppression of women. We must
go back to ancient female religions like witchcraft.»

Among feminists, the slavery simile competes with the prostitution
metaphor. “Being a housewife is an illegitimate profession,” wrote Vivian
Gornick, Penn State professor and author, in 1980. “The choice to serve
and be protected and plan toward being a family-member is a choice that
shouldn’t be. The heart of radical feminism is to change that,”s

"I can’t mate in captivity,” Gloria Steinem told a Newswecek reporter
in 19843 In a 1991 Wall Street Journal piece, Christina Sommers
quotes legal scholar Catherine MacKinnon as saying: “Feminism
stresses the indistinguishability of prostitution, marriage and sexual
harassment.”35

To the militant feminist, marriage is prostitution, and the family is at
best a failed institution and at worst a prison or slave quarters. A decade
ago, novelist Toni Morrison told Time, “The little nuclear family is a

paradigm that doesn’t work.”*s In 1994, the Chicago Tribune quoted Ju-
dith Stacey: “The belief that married-couple families are superior is
probably the most pervasive prejudice in the Western world.”* In the
Jewish World Review in February 2000, in a piece titled “NOW: Pro-
Fatherhood Funding Is Unconstitutional,” Sheila Cronin was quoted:
“Since marriage constitutes slavery for women, it is clear that the
women’s movement must concentrate on attacking this institution.
Freedom for women cannot be won without the abolition of mar-
riage.”38

Now, most American women do not harbor so bitter and hostile a
view of marriage and family. If they did, there would be even fewer chil-
dren and the Death of the West would be imminent. But millions are




[42] THE DEATH OF THE WEST

influenced by feminist ideology and its equation of marriage with pros-

titution and slavery, and that ideology has persuaded many to put off
marriage and not to have children. If the preservation of peoples of Eu-
and of the Western civilization they have created, were
Waestern Man would have no future.

uences is the title of the late conservative Richard
success of feminist ideas has had

ropean ancestry,
up to the feminists,

Ideas Have Conseq
Weaver'’s famous little book, and the
consequences for our country. They may be seen in the 1,000 percent

increase in the number of unmarried couples living together in the
United States, from 523,000 in 1970 to 5.5 million today.* The 2000
census also reports that, for the first time in our history, nuclear
families account for fewer than one in four households, while single
Americans who live alone are now 26 percent of all households.*
Marriage is out of fashion.

Back in 1990, Katarina Runske,
American feminists, published in

and Empty Homes, in which she a
marriage rhetoric. Feminism, she said, is

an author far less famous than the
Britain a book called Empty Hearts
ddressed the inevitable result of all

this antimale, anti

In biological terms, there is nothing
kly as a below-

a Darwinian blind alley.

that identifies a maladaptive pattern so quic
production; an immediate consequence

replacement level of re
of feminism is what appears to be an irreversible decline in the
licies at their peril.*

birth rate. Nations pursue feminist po

In short, the rise of feminism spells the death of the nation and

the end of the West. Oddly, that most politically incorrect of poets,
Rudyard Kipling, saw it all coming back in 1919:

we were promised the Fuller Life
and ended by loving his wife)

nd the men lost reason and

On the first Feminian Sandstones,

(Which started by loving our neighbor,

Till our women had no more children a
faith

And the Gods of the Copybook Headings said: “THE WAGES OF SIN'IS

DEATH.”#
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(E) The Popular Culture, in its hierarchy of values, puts the jo
of sex far above the happiness of motherhood. The vs:omen’s mejl ”
zines, the soaps, romance novels, and prime-time TV all celebri?(;
career, sex, and the single woman. “Taking care of baby” is for
Grandma. Marriage and monogamy are about as exciting as a mashed
potat? sandwich. That old triumvirate “the world, the flesh, and th-
devil,” not only has all the best tunes, but all the best ad ,a enciese
How many TV shows today tout motherhood? How long ago iid Th‘
Brady Bunch go off the air? Paul Anka’s signature song “Yiu’re H e
ing My Baby,” is now “We're Having Our Baby,” but i Am Wo av’_’
is still around. It is a sign of the times that Ozzie and Harriet 'man
just behind the times. Like Amos 'n" Andy, it has become a p
for what was wrong with the times. ) it

“Any human society,” wrote anthropologist J. D. Unwin, “is free to
choose either to display great energy or to enjoy sexual fre;:dom Th
evidence is that it cannot do both for more than one generati(')n "*e‘
WhaF is now called the Greatest Generation came of age in the be—
Presswn and World War II. It displayed great energy and gave Amer-
ica a position of unrivaled preeminence. The baby boomers and
Qen—Xers, by and large, opted for “sexual freedom.” Soon we shall se
if Unwin was right. The early returns suggest that he was, that the
West will not survive its experiment in sexual liberation in,reco i .
‘e‘d();le form. As the conservative columnist Jenkin Lloyd Jones obseirflelczi—
by Orreta; ;;f;gz‘at’t:‘?ns and animal standards of behavior coexist only for

(F) The Collapse of the Moral Order. What people truly believe
abo.ut right and wrong can better be determined by how they live
their lives than by what they tell the pollsters. If so, the old r};o 1
or(ier is dying. As late as the 1950s, divorce was a sca,ndal “shackirri1
up” was how “white trash” lived, abortion was an abomir;ation an§
homosexuality the “love that dare not speak its name.” Toda h;llf of
all marriages end in divorce, “relationships” are what life 375, about
and “the love that dare not speak its name” will not shut up Tlfllle’




[44] THE DEATH OF THE WEST

collapse of marriage and marital fertility, says Belgian demographer
Ron Lesthaeghe, is due to a long-term “shift in the Western ideational
system” away from values affirmed by Christianity—sacrifice, altru-
ism, the sanctity of commitment—and toward a militant “secular in-
dividualism” focused on the self.#

When, in 1968, Pope Paul VI issued his encyclical against contra-
ception, Humanae Vitae, the almost universal hostility with which it
was received, even among many Catholics, bore witness to the sea
change in society. Yet the late pope has proved prophetic. As Arch-
bishop Charles J. Chaput of Denver writes, in Humanae Vitae Pope
Paul predicted four consequences of man’s embrace of a contraceptive
mind-set: (1) Widespread “conjugal infidelity and the general lowering
of morality.” (2) Women would no longer be man’s “respected and
beloved companion,” but serve as a “mere instrument of selfish en-
joyment.” (3) It would “put a dangerous weapon in the hands of
public authorities who take no heed of moral exigencies.” (4) The
treatment of men and women as objects, and unborn children as
a disease to be prevented, would result in the dehumanization of the
species.*

With rampant promiscuity and wholesale divorce, the explosion of
pornography and the mainstreaming of the Playboy philosophy, tax-
payer funding of abortion, and a day in America when we can read
about teenage girls throwing newborn infants into Dumpsters and
leaving them out in the snow, the world Paul VI predicted is upon
us. Indeed, the new world takes on the aspect of the old world of
pagan Rome, where unwanted babies were left on hillsides to die of
exposure. Life is no longer respected as it was by the Greatest Gen-
eration, which came home after sceing how life had been so disre-
spected in a world at war. As the pope predicted, the beneficiaries of
contraception and abortion have turned out to be selfish men who
use women and toss them away like Kleenex.

Nowhere is the overthrow of the old moral order more evident than

in how homosexuality is seen today, and yesterday. In World War I,

Undersecretary of State Sumner Welles, who wore the “old school
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tie” of FDR, was forced out of office for propositioning a sleepin
porter. LBJ feared that the arrest of aide Walter Jenkins cauphtg' il
police sting in a men’s room at the YMCA, might cost in'm ﬁ]illil: .
of v<l))tes. Rising GOP star Bob Bauman lost his House seat wh::
f;gi ; Z(;:I?Slt:f Wt‘eenagers in the tenderloin district of D.C. That was
. The turning point came when Gerry Studds, who seduced a
sixteen-year-old male page, defied House sanctions and was reelected
in Massachusetts, a Catholic state. Barney Frank easily survind
House chastisement for fixing parking tickets for a live-in male lover
who was running a full-service whorehouse out of Barney’s base-
mer.lt, and, in the Clinton era, he began to bring his boyfriend to
White House socials. In 2001, John Ashcroft was lacerated during hi
confirmation hearings by former Senate colleagues for having o isec;
the nomination of homosexual James Hormel as ambassador tEpLux-
embourg, Hormel, broadcasting the San Francisco gay pride parad
had la},lgh]ijngly welcomed the transvestite “Sisters of Perpetualplnduf—’
enc i
tgum :(,i uv:)Si(; em(;)ocvl:]nt.he pope and Catholic nuns. Truly, the world is
When America’s most public lesbian couple, actresses Anne Heche
and Ellen DeGeneres, broke up, the president of the United Stat
called to offer his sympathy. Hillary Clinton became the first Fire:
Lady to march in the New York City gay pride parade. Did the Ne:z
).ork Times, the good Gray Lady of Forty-third Street, editorially ques
tion the wisdom of America’s First Lady parading with dra y1?ee :
and men in thongs? Not at all, As Times national political coé;rj:s i
df:nt Richard Berke told colleagues at the tenth-anniversary rece [i?n-
of the National Lesbian and Gay Journalists Association “rl?,hree i)
t'e._rs of the people who decide what goes on the front’ a (Euir'
Iimes] are ‘not-so-closeted’ homosexuals, "+ i
Nine months after marching for gay pride, Mrs. Clinton refused
to march in the 240th St. Patrick’s Day parade, once a must for :ll
f.:etw York City politici.ans. The Ancient Order of Hibernians, the
aternal Roman Catholic group that runs the parade, does not permit
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“Where Have All the Children Gone?” [47]

the Trish Lesbian and Gay Organization to march as a unit; and Mrs. almost 100 )
percent “pro-choice” and pro—gay ri
gay rights. The party of the

Clinton had been chastised by gay rights groups for marching on St.
Patrick's Day in 2000. That Senator Clinton would appease the ho-
mosexuals, even if it meant affronting Irish Catholics, testifies to the
new balance of power in the Democratic party and the new correlation
of forces in the culture war.

Were she a real rather than a fictional character, Hawthorne’s Hes-
ter Prynne, instead of being up on that scaffold having a scarlet “A”
pinned to her blouse, would be on Rosie, exposing Dimmesdale as a
Jeadbeat dad and telling a cheering audience what Dr. Laura could
do with her advice.

Fven the children of Middle America now do tours of duty in the
sexual revolution. “Do your own thing!” is now a moral norm. Every
American woman of childbearing age has had abortion as a fallback,
and millions will not give it up. They want it there for themselves
and their daughters and will vote against any politician or party that
threatens to take it away.

Futhanasia has come to Europe and is coming to America. Upon
what moral ground do we any Jonger stand to stop it? Dr. Kevorkian,
a ghoul in an earlier age, some of whose victims were just depressed,
not dying, gets a sympathetic profile on Sixty Minutes. In the Age of
the Individual, people believe in this life, not the next; in the quality
of life, not the sanctity of life; and no one wants to be told how he
should live his life. “Americans are not going to lead 21st-century
lives based on 18th- and 19th-century moral ideals,” writes sociologist
and public intellectual Alan Wolfe: “Any form of higher authority has

to tailor its demands to the needs of real people.”** After a millennium

and a half, paganism is the “comeback kid.”

HE AMERICA MANY of us grew up in is gone. The cultural rev-
olution has triumphed in the minds of millions and is beyond the
power of politicians to overturn, even had they the courage to try.
Half a nation has converted. The party of working-class Catholics is

Moral Majori isti
! Majority and Christian Coalition has thrown in the towel on
the social i Lo
= otc1al issues—to go out and do the Lord’s work growing the
epartm i
th:i,r E ;anthof’Educatlon. Young people are not concerned about
; ; S; t1 ey re worried about the Nasdaq. Most of the intellectual
and media elite are fighting allies
of the revolution or f
: ellow travelers
an(év I}rllany conservatives are trolling for the terms of armistice ,
at a ti i .
s btmy band of secular humanists declared in a manifesto in
a
o hs leczm; the moral compass of America and is becoming the
e land. Americans have listen
ed, absorbed, and emb
values of a revolution tha i : L
t scandalized their
: ; . parents and grandpar
calling to mind the insight of Alexander Pope: iR

Vice is a monster of so frightful mien
As to be hated needs but to be seen; ,
Yet seen too oft, familiar with her face
We first endure, then pity, then emblrac’e,“9

h O\r)‘lfly a social counterrevolution or a religious awakening can turn
the West around before a falling bi
alling birthrate clos
‘ es off the last exi
e . Xit ram
ings down the curtain on Western Man'’s long-running pla Bulz
not a sign of either can be seen on the horizon X
Wha i iren’ |
R lt] force can resist the siren’s song of a hedonistic culture that
s, slliind : ;
s ur}ing and appealing and is promoted by almost all who
t}}: " o the young—Hollywood, MTV, the soaps, prime-time TV
e not i ’ ’
iy mags and the hot music, romance novels and bestsellers?
4 .
Sed parentsdcompete when even teachers and preachers are
ing out condoms? What is goi
: going to convert Ameri
R - can women
) gtlng what their mothers wanted and grandmothers prayed for
good man, a home in the :
; suburbs, and i
pe a passel of kids? Sounds
In Caes ;
ar and Christ, Book III of his Story of Civilization, historian

Wlll Durant ar “«p - 5
gues that “biological factors” e x
the fall of the Roman irmpite: 8 actors” were “fundamental” to
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A serious decline of population appears in the West after Ha-
drian. ... A law of Septimus Severus speaks of a penuria
hominum—a shortage of men. In Greece the depopulation had
been going on for centuries. In Alexandria, which had boasted
of its numbers, Bishop Dionysius calculated that the popula-
tion had in his time [250 ap.] been halved. He mourned to
see “the human race diminishing and constantly wasting away.”
Only the barbarians and Orientals were increasing, outside the
Empire and within.®

How did Rome reduce its population? “Though branded as a crime,
infanticide flourished. . .. Sexual excesses may have reduced human
fertility; the avoidance or deferment of marriage had a like effect.”!
Adds Durant: “Perhaps the operation of contraception, abortion and
infanticide . . . had a dysgenic as well as a numerical effect. The ablest
men married latest, bred least and died soonest.”s* Christians were
having children, the pagans were not: “Abortion and infanticide,
which were decimating pagan society, were forbidden to Christians as
the equivalents to murder; in many instances Christians rescued ex-
posed infants, baptized them, and brought them up with the aid of
the community fund.”

Irony of ironies. Today, an aging, dying Christian West is pressing
the Third World and the Islamic world to accept contraception, abor-
tion, and sterilization as the West has done. But why should they
enter a suicide pact with us when they stand to inherit the earth

when we are gone?

WHEN SURRENDER OF his forces was demanded at Waterloo,
General Cambronne replied, “The Old Guard dies; but it does not
surrender.”>* A splendid motto for those holed up in our own Cor-
regidor of the culture war. Yet a cold appraisal of the battlefield—
who has the big guns? who holds the high ground?—suggests that
the Old Guard is going to die. For the decisions women are making

“Where Have All the Children Gone?” [49]
today will determine if Western nations will even be around in a
century, and Western women are voting no.

But where did this revolution come from that so swiftly captured
so vast a slice of the most Christianized and *
the West? And what are its dogmas and doctri

‘churched” peop]e of
nes?




CATECHISM OF A REVOLUTION

When the Round Table is broken every man must fol-
low Galahad or Modred: middle things are gone.!
—C. S. Lewis

‘V?Vilat does this new religion, this new faith that came on the wings
of the revolution, hold and teach? How does it differ from the old?

First, this new faith is of, by, and for this world alone. It refuses
to recognize any higher moral order or moral authority. As for the
next world, it will happily yield that to Christianity and traditional
faiths, so long as they stay out of the public square and public schools.
As for the old biblical stories of creation, Adam and Eve, the serpent
in the garden, original sin, the expulsion from Eden, Moses on Mount
Sinai, and the Ten Commandments being written in stone and bind-
ing on all men—believe all that if you wish, but it is never again to
be taught as truth. For the truth, as discovered by Darwin and con-
hirmed by science, is that our species and world are the remarkable
results of eons of evolution, “Science affirms that the human species
is an emergence from natural evolutionary forces,” declares the second

Humanist Manifesto, written in 19732 That picture on the wall in

biology class of the apes walking on four legs, then on two, then
evolving into Homo erectus—that is how it happened.

The new gospel has as its governing axioms: there is no God; there
are no absolute values in the universe; the supernatural is superstition.
All life begins here and ends here; its object is human happiness in
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this, the only world we shall ever know. Each society establishes its
own moral code for its own time, and each man and woman has a
right to do the same. As happiness is life’s end and we are rational
beings, we have a right to decide when the pain of living outweighs
the pleasure of living and to end this life, either by ourselves or with
the assistance of family and doctors.

In the moral realm the first commandment is “All lifestyles are
equal.” Love and its natural concomitant, sex, are healthy and good.
All voluntary sexual relations are permissible, and all are morally
equal—no one’s business but one’s own, and certainly not the busi-
ness of the state to prohibit. This principle—all lifestyles are equal—is
to be written into law, and those who refuse to respect the new laws
are to be punished. To disrespect an alternative lifestyle marks one as
a bigot. Discrimination against those who adopt an alternative lifestyle
is a crime. Homophobia, not homosexuality, is the evil that must be
eradicated.

“Thou shalt not be judgmental” is the second commandment. But
the revolution is not only judgmental; it is severe on those who violate
its first commandment. How defend this apparent double standard?

According to the catechism of the revolution, the old Christian
moral code that condemned sex outside of marriage and held homo-
sexuality to be unnatural and immoral was rooted in prejudice, biblical
bigotry, religious dogma, and barbaric tradition. That repressive and
cruel Christian code was an impediment to human fulfillment and
happiness and responsible for the ruin of countless lives, especially
those of gay men and women.

The new moral code is based on enlightened reason and respect
for all. When the state wrote the Christian moral code into law, it
codified bigotry. But when we write our moral code into law, we
advance the frontiers of freedom and protect the rights of persecuted
minorities.

A corollary to the new moral code that enshrines sexual freedom
logically follows: As condoms and abortion are necessary to prevent
the unwanted and undesirable consequences of free love—from her-
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pes ti) HIV to pregnancy—these must be made available to anyone
who is sexually active, down to the fifth grade if need be.

u i\JDER 'HE NEW catechism, the use of public schools to indoc-
trinate children in Judeo-Christian beliefs is strictly forbidden. But
public schools can and should be used to indoctrinate chi]dren. inua
tolerance of all lifestyles, an appreciation of reproductive freedom
respect for all cultures, and the desirability of racial, ethnic, and re:
ligious diversity. In the new schools, the holy days of Easte’r Week
commemorating the Passion, Crucifixion, and Resurrection of Christ,
are out as holidays. Earth Day, where the children are taught to love,
preserve, and protect Mother Farth |
reflection, from which no child is ex
the conservative scholar Robert Nis

» Is our day of atonement and
empt. Environmentalism, wrote
bet, is “wel i i

the third great wave of redemptive struggle in ]V\.;Ie]s;inwgstt: betlgg
first being Christianity, the second modern socialism,” sk
| The cultural revolution is not about creating a level playing field
for all faiths; it is about a new moral hegemony. After all the Bgibles
books, symbols, pictures, commandments, and holidays have been’
purged from the public schools, these schools shall be converted into
learning centers of the new religion. Here is John Dunphy writing

w1th refiesiling candor in 1983 in The Humanist about the new role
or America’s public schools:

The battle for humankind’s future must be fought and won
in the public school classroom by teachers who correctly per-
ceive their role as proselytizers of a new faith, a religion of
}1unianity. ... These teachers must embody the same selfless
dt'zdlcation as the most rabid fundamentalist preachers, for the

will be ministers of another sort, utilizing a classroom i;stead oz
a pulpit to convey humanist values in whatever subject the

tefach. -+ - The classroom must and will become an arena of confl
ﬂlct between the old and the new—the rotting corpse of Chris-
tanity, together with all its adjacent evils and misery, and the
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new faith of humanism, resplendent in its promise of 2 world in
which the never-realized Christian ideal of “love they neighbor”

will be finally achieved.*

The new secularism is no milk-and-water faith.

IN poLITICS, THE new faith is globalist and skeptical of patriot-
ism, for an excessive love of country too often leads to suspicion of
neighbors and thence to war. The history of nations is a history of wars,
and the new faith intends an end of nations. Support for the UN, for-
eign aid, treaties to ban land mines, abolish nuclear weapons, punish
war crimes, and forgive the debts of poor nations are the marks of pro-
gressive men and women. Whenever a new supranational institution is
formed—the World Trade Organization, the Kyoto Protocol to prevent
global warming, the new UN International Criminal Court—the rev-
olution will support the transfer of authority and sovereignty from
nations to the new institutions of global governance.

Shelley once called poets the “unacknowledged legislators of the
world.”® In modern times, songwriters have replaced poets in the con-
sciousness of the young, and in the 1960s, the Beatles were the most
famous, with John Lennon the poet laureate to a generation. In his
song “Imagine,” Lennon lays out in a few stanzas the heaven on earth

that is envisioned in the post-Christian dispensation:

Imagine there’s no heaven

It's easy if you try

No hell below us

Above us only sky

Imagine all the pople living for today.

Imagine there’s no countries
It isn’t hard to do

Nothing to kill or die for
And no religion too

Catechism of a Revolution

Imagine all the people
Living life in peace,¢

A self-described “instinctive socialist,” Lennon went on to i i
a world of “no possessions,” where everyone shares eve hilmailne
on his death, at forty, the world would learn that Lennolrrlﬁhazg- le]t’
managed to acquire $275 million worth of possessions, maki C(;O' !
one of the richest men on earth.” And though the Vi’/OI‘]d ol;:g llim
Lennon'’s imagination, and that of fellow Beatle Paul McCartne J:n(ri]
Bob Dylan, was utopian, that did not diminish its attraction fy h
young. For these songwriters offered a new faith to believe j ¥ t }:3
i.ts own beatific vision of life here on earth, to replace the Cl:" w'lt
faith that had shriveled in their souls. As David Noebelta t:s“aI;
The Legacy of John Lennon, wrote, the poet-songwriter kr)iev;J e " (]) |
what he was about. In 2 statement that stunned the Americ: x:lcl:y
mid-1960s, Lennon predicted: “Christianity will go. It izvill va: (})1 : (;
shrink. I needn’t argue about that. I'm right and will be pr : 'an
We're more popular than Jesus now.”s Al

“THE CANCER OF HUMAN HISTORY”

But a religion needs devils as well as angels. And much of what th

m.*w faith teaches stems from 1 hatred of what it views as a shamefule
\\.l(‘k.ed, criminal past. To the revolution, Western history is a catalo ‘
of crimes—slavery, genocide, colonialism, imperialism, atrocities maf
sacies—committed by nations that professed to be Christian Th

v&fhm- race is the cancer of human history,” wrote Susan Soit "
birth mother of the revolution, in 1967‘. “The white race r'::(% i:

alone . . . i ivilizati
eradicates autonomous civilizations wherever it spreads,”s

B .
merica was founded on a genocide, . . . This is a passionately

T . { ' i

:ICIS;) country. . .. The truth is that Mozart, Pascal Boolean
gebra,  Shakespeare, parliamentary government baroque
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churches, Newton, the emancipation of women, Kant, Marx,
and Balanchine ballets don't redeem what this particular civi-

lization has wrought upon the world.'

Like Rubashov in Darkness at Noon, our elites have come to accept
Sontag’s indictment of their civilization and have volunteered, pro
case. If many Americans

bono, to assist the prosecution in making its
an blame them? For, as

look back on their history with disgust, who ¢
Myron Magnet writes in The Dream and the Nightmare:

Campus after campus [has] jettisoned traditional Western civ-
ilization great books and great ideas courses as obsolete. . . . An
alternative canon, supposed to be adequate to the new reality,
emerged: Paul Goodman, Norman O. Brown, Herbert Mar-
cuse, Franz Fanon, Michel Foucault, James Baldwin, Malcolm
X, later even the lyrics of Bob Dylan, shouldered aside Plato
and Montaigne. The relevant message was Western Society’s

stifling the instinctual satisfactions for the priv-

oppressiveness,
nd nonwhite at

ileged and tyrannically exploiting the poor a
home and in the Third World."!

What was novelist James Baldwin’s view of his country at the end

of his life? There is not in American history, he wrote, “nor is there

h is not a racist institution.”'?

now, a single American institution whic
In her text Progressive Constitutionalism, Robin West adds, “The po-
litical history of the United States . . . is in large measure a history of
almost unthinkable brutality toward slaves, genocidal hatred of Native
f nonwhites and nonwhite cultures,

Americans, racist devaluation o
15 Deconstructionalist Jonathan

sexual devaluation of women. ..
Culler says that the Bible must be understood “not as poetry or nar-
influential racist and sexist text.”4 Such

rative but as a powerfully
d more the rule in

sentiments are no longer rarities, but more an
higher education in the United States.
In 1990, Tulane announced a new program,

“Initiatives for the

-—
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Race and Gender Enrichment of Tulane University.” University pres-
ident Eamon Kelly explained the urgency: “Racism and sexism are
Per\fasive in America and are fundamentally present in all American
1nst,1,tutions. ... We are all the progeny of a racist and sexist Amer-
ica.”" A recent New York State Regents Report on curriculum reform
underscores the need for a fresh look at American history: “African
Americans, Asian Americans, Puerto Ricans/Latinos, and Native
Americans have all been victims of a cultural oppression and stereo-
typing that has characterized institutions . . . of the European Amer-
ican world for centuries.”'¢

This is the message children receive in college and even in high
school: Europeans and Americans are guilty of genocide against tl%e
native peoples of this continent. Our ancestors transported millions
of Africans in death ships to the New World, enslaved them to do
the hard labor that our forefathers would not do, and maimed and
killed millions. Europe’s nations imposed racist regimes on peoples of
color, especially in Africa, and robbed them of their wealth. Christi-
anity coexisted with and condoned slavery, imperialism, racism, and
sexism for four hundred years. :

“After such knowledge, what forgiveness?” asks the old man in
Eliot’s “Gerontion.”'” “We are used to hearing the Founders charged
with being racists, murderers of Indians, representatives of classg;n-
terests,” wrote Allan Bloom in The Closing of the American Mind; these
slanders are “weakening our convictions of the truth or superi(;rity of
American principles and our heroes.”'® Indeed they are, for that is
their purpose.

Before the bar of history, America and the West have been indicted
on the Nuremberg charge of “crimes against humanity.” And all too
often Western intellectuals, who should be conducting the defense of
the greatest and most beneficent civilization in history, are aiding the
prosecution or entering a plea of nolo contendere. Too many can only

offer the stammering defense of the “good Germans”—"But we did
not know.”
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In moving this indictment, the revolution has complementary
goals: to deepen a sense of guilt, to morally disarm and paralyze the
West, and to extract endless apologies and reparations until the
wealth of the West is transferred to its accusers. It is moral extortion
of epic proportions, the shakedown of the millennium. If the West
permits its enemies to pull this off, we deserve to be robbed of our
inheritance.

Why are so many Western leaders unable to refute the accusations?
Because in their hearts, Clinton, Jospin, and Schroeder believe the
charges are true, and that the West is guilty. Why else would Mr.
Clinton have traveled to Africa to apologize for slavery to the heirs of

the tribal chiefs who captured and sold the slaves? Slavery existed,
even before Arkansas. And the West did not invent slavery; the West

ended slavery.

IN THE cATEcHIsM of the revolution, why did the West perpe-
trate history’s greatest horrors? Because Western nations believed that
their civilization and culture were superior and that they had the right
to impose their rule on “inferior” civilizations, cultures, and peoples.
This is the radix malorum, the root of all evil, the belief that one
culture is superior to another, which leads to the murder of the other.
Eradication of the idea of superior cultures and civilizations is thus a
first order of business of the revolution.

Equality is the first principle. Who sins against equality is extra
ecclesiam, outside the church. In the new dispensation, no religion is
superior, no culture is superior, no civilization is superior. All are
equal. It is “diversity,” the representation in society of all creeds, col-
ors, and cultures in the multiethnic, multicultural nation that we
should aspire to and, prayerfully, are headed for. Logically it follows
that any candidate who would rally a constituency on the idea that
Western civilization and culture are superior and Christianity is the

one true faith is a heretic and a menace.
How crucial is this conviction to our new cultural establishment?
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IN 1994, THE culture war came to Lake County, Florida, when the
school board voted three to two to require that children be taught
that America’s heritage and culture were “superior to other foreign
or historic cultures.”® Board chair Pat Hart, a self-described patriot
and a Christian, said the idea was adopted in response to Florida’s
multicultural education policy. It is fine, said Mrs, Hart, for students
to learn about other nations and cultures, but they should be taught
that America’s is “unquestionably superior.”20

A stunned teachers’ union called the proposal jingoistic. “People
don’t understand the purpose and point of this,” Keith Mullins of
People for Mainstream Values told the New York Times 2!

Nonsense. The blazing controversy that ensued showed that people
knew exactly what “the purpose and point” were. School board mem-
ber Judy Pearson made it clear: “We need to reinforce that we should
be teaching America first.”> Otherwise, said Ms. Pearson, young peo-
ple, “if they felt our land was inferior or equal to others, would have
no motivation to go to war and defend our society.”*?

One dissenter charged the school board majority with “undermin-
ing our school system."* The Associated Press reported, “Some teach-
ers and parents say what's really being taught is bigotry.”s The
spokesman for the national School Boards Association, Jay Butler,
warned that “ ‘values’ in education . . . is something we hear more
about with the rise of the religious right wing,”2¢

The local teachers’ union president, Gail Burry, accused the board
of violating the First Amendment: “The board’s majority wants to
start from a conclusion—that America is superior to all other
nations—and then work backwards from it. . . . That's not education.,
That's indoctrination.”” But isn’t starting from the conclusion that
America is simply equal to all other nations also “indoctrination”?

At the heart of the dispute is Pilate’s question “What is truth?”
To the revolution, Lake County was contradicting the truth, i.e., all
cultures are equal; none is superior. By claiming America’s culture
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could not permit open defiance of a ¢
to children in Lake County. So it went to battle stations. In the fall

election, in a huge turnout,

was superior, Mrs. Hart’s board had committed heresy. The revolution

ore dogma to be taught as truth

all supporters of the “America first” policy

were defeated.

“The people turned out the extremists,” said Mr. Mullins.?®

The episode exposes the true character of our new dominant cul-
ly intolerant and will not abide

h children that

g a lie, who has

ture. About its core beliefs, it is deep
challenge or contradiction. Anyone who would teac
America’s culture is superior is an “extremist” teachin
no business in the public schools of the new America.

ciple, the cultural revolution teaches

AS EQUALITY Ls its core prin
ldiers, and

that the real heroes of history are not the conquerors, so
statesmen who built the Western nations and created the great em-
pires, but those who advanced the higher cause—the equality of peo-
ples. Thus, the end of segregation in the South and of apartheid in
South Africa are triumphs greater than the defeat of communism,
and Mandela and Gandhi are the true moral heroes of the twentieth
century. Thus, Martin Luther King stands tallest in the American
pantheon, and any state that refuses to set aside a holiday to celcbrate

his birth is to be boycotted. As for George Washington, if his name

is removed from schools, so be it. Was he not an owner of slaves?

Did he not participate in America’s most egregious violation of human
equality?

As equality is
the highest form of government and the only truly legitimate form.
It alone may be imposed by force, as it was upon Germany and Japan,
and should have been upon Iraq. Military intervention for national
interests is selfish and ignoble, but moral intervention that sheds
blood in the cause of democracy, as in Somalia, Haiti, and the Bal-

a first principle, one-person, one-vote democracy is

kans—nothing is more pure.
By this standard, the revolution judges the morality of America’s
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wars. The War of 1812, the Mexican-American War, the Indian wars
and the Spanish-American War may have secured a continent at f;
tiny cost in lives, but these wars are forever sullied by the annexa-
tionist and chauvinist spirit of the America that fought them. And
though Korea and Vietnam were fought to save small nations from
murderous Asian communism, they were unwise or unjust wars. For
we were allied with corrupt regimes and fought to keep those coun-
tries in our camp in a Cold War that never had the moral clarity of
the war against fascism.

President Nixon's support for General Pinochet’s overthrow of the
Castroite Salvador Allende in Chile was an outrage. So, too, was Ron-
ald Reagan’s assistance to the Nicaraguan Contras fighting to recap-
ture their country from the pro-Soviet Sandinistas. As for Reagan’s
invasion of Grenada, to rescue that tiny island from the Stalinist thugs
who murdered its Marxist ruler, Maurice Bishop——that was American
aggression. But Clinton’s invasion of Haiti to restore to power the
Marxist defrocked priest, Father Aristide—that was intervention on
behalf of democracy and fully justified.

And so long as it is a “good war,” the end justifies the means in
the catechism of the revolution. That Mr. Lincoln made himself an
absolute dictator, trampled on the Constitution, imprisoned dissidents
without trial, and unleashed Generals Sherman and Sheridan to burn
the South to ashes was fine. The eradication of slavery justified the
means employed, even if fellow Americans suffered terribly. As for
“the Good War,” World War 11, allying ourselves with the mass mur-
derer Stalin and firebombing cities like Nagasaki, killing scores of
thousands of women and children in hours, were acceptable, because
our hearts were pure and our enemy was evil. i

Richard Nixon is denounced for the “murder bombing” of Hanoi
to free our POWSs, bombing that North Vietnam said killed 1,900
people over thirteen days. Yet, Harry Truman is forever a hero even
though he ordered the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
killing 140,000 civilians, and sent 2 million Russian prisoners of war’
back to be tortured and murdered by Stalin in Operation Keelhaul.
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FOR THE CULTURAL revolution the enemy is always on the Right,
and the revolution does not forgive or forget. Compare the remorseless
pursuit to his grave of General Pinochet, the dictator who crushed
Castroism in Chile, with the expressions of sorrow at the deaths of
Mao’s partners in murder, Chou En-lai and Deng Xiaoping.

Byron De La Beckwith, charged with assassinating NAACP leader
Medgar Evers in Mississippi in 1963, is tried, retried, and tried a
third time, thirty years later, and dies in prison, as the revolution
demands, even as it pleads for clemency for Leonard Peltier, who
murdered two wounded FBI agents after a 1975 shootout on Pine
Ridge Reservation. The latest cultural icon is Mumia Abu-Jamal, who
is on death row for murdering a policeman in Philadelphia in 1981
by emptying his gun into the wounded officer, who lay bleeding. One
hundred academic historians have urged that Mumia be given a new
trial and that the killing of that policeman be “viewed in the light of
history.”® As Peltier is an Indian and Mumia is black, they qualify as
members of a victim class. But two dead FBI agents and a dead cop—

three white males—do not.

THE EQUALITY THE revolution preaches is a corruption of Jeffer-
son’s idea “All men are created equal.” Jefferson meant that all were
endowed by their Creator with the same right to life, liberty, and
property, and all must be equal under the law. He rejected egalitari-
anism. As he wrote John Adams in 1813: “I agree with you that there
is a natural aristocracy among men. The grounds of this are virtue
and talent.”3¢

Measured by virtues and talents, it is more true to say that “no
two men were ever created equal.” What America is about is not
equality of condition or equality of result, but freedom, so a “natural
aristocracy” of ability, achievement, virtue, and excellence—from ath-
letics to the arts to the academy—can rise to lead, inspire, and set an
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example for us all to follow and a mark for us all to aim at. Hierarchies
are as natural as they are essential. Consider the American institutions
of excellence, from Microsoft to the New York Yankees, from the U.S
Marine Corps to the Mayo Clinic. How many are run on a or;e;
person, one-vote principle?

As history demonstrates, all peoples, cultures, and civilizations are
not equal. Some have achieved greatness often, others never, All life-
styles are not equal. All religions are not equal. All ideas are n.ot equal
Indeed, what is true martyrdom but that most eloquent and corrcll el—‘
ling of all testimonies that all ideas are not equal. :

While all ideas have a right to be heard, none has an automatic
right to be respected. The First Amendment requires that we tolerate
the false as well as the true, the foolish as well as the wise; but nations
and societies advance by separating the wheat from the chaff and
discarding the chaff. The revolution’s idea of equality is ideolo, ical
utopian, absurd, and ultimately ruinous. Only a society adrift vfould,
award the black berets of rangers, who have volunteered to take the
gravest risks and gone through the most arduous training, to eve
clerk, cook, and bottle washer in the army. Was it not L(;rd Actolz
who said that if democracy dies it is always equality that kills it

THIS DEBASED FORM of equality traces its paternity to the French
not the American, Revolution; to nineteenth-century socialists, not to’
the eighteenth-century American patriots. Indeed, as all men ’are en-
dowed differently with gifts, talents, and virtues, the only way to achieve
equality of result is tyranny. And that is not America. Those who end-
less.ly revise scholastic aptitude tests, because the results collide with
tl?e.lr preconceptions, then give extra points to students based on eth-
wmty, then throw the tests out because they still do not yield the de-
sired results, are hopeless ideologues whose false ideas about human
nature will never survive their first collision with reality.

The'equality the revolution teaches may be found in the final re-
sults of the “Caucus race” in Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland, After
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all the participants had all run around in circles for half an hour, they

asked, “But who has won?”
And the Dodo said, “Everybody has won and all shall have prizes.”'

vERE ToLERANCE, sa1D G. K. Chesterton, “is the virtue of men
who no longer believe in anything.” But our new faith is tolerant only
about what it considers inconsequential: sex, pornography, filthy lan-
guage, boorish manners, slovenly dress, and obscene art. It has no
tolerance for those who defy its secularist dogmas.

In the new dispensation you can make a movie depicting Jesus Christ
as a wimp who lusts after Mary Magdalene, as in The Last Temptation of
Christ. But suggest a link between heredity and intelligence, as Charles
Murray did in The Bell Curve, and you will learn what it means to Cross
the revolution. A local druggist may sell condoms to thirteen—year—olds,
but sell cigarettes to the same kids and you will be prosecuted for en-
dangering their health and imperiling their morals. Books that proclaim
that “God is dead,” or that St. Paul was a homosexual, or that celibacy
is crippling, or that Pius XII was “Hitler's Pope” will attract warm re-
views for “boldness,” “creativity,” and “irreverence.” But slip and use a
racial slur, as Senator Byrd did, or a vulgarism about homosexuals, as
Rep. Dick Armey famously did in his malapropism “Barney Fag,” and
you will not escape the whipping post.

In the nineteenth century, blasphemy was crime in many states. To-
day, blasphemy, vulgarity, and obscenities are acceptable, even on prime
time, but ethnic humor is “hate speech” that must be punished severely.
We can “save the Baptists,” says Darwinist David Dennett, but "not if
it means tolerating the deliberate misinforming of children about the
natural world.”?? Dennett warns Creationists: “You are free to preserve
or create any religious creed you wish, so long as it does not become a
public nuisance. .. “Those who will not accommodate, who will not

temper, who insist on keeping only the purest and wildest strains of

their heritage alive, we shall be obliged, reluctantly, to cage or disarm.”*

There is the militant spirit of the modernist orthodoxy.

Catechism of a Revolution

HATE CRIMES

Like any religion, the new dispensation has its own catalog of moral
crimes. The most odious are “hate crimes,” assaults motivated by ha-
tred of a victim’s color, creed, national origin, or sexual orientation.

Now, clearly, the murders of James Byrd and Matthew Shepard
were cowardly and contemptible acts that merit the maximum pun-
ishment. But why were these two murders, of the fifteen thousand
committed each year, made a cause of special denunciation by our
political and cultural elites? After all, the killers were nobodies. In the
case of Byrd, ex-cons high on drugs; in the case of Shepard, thugs,
nonentities.

True, the killing of Byrd, tied to a truck and dragged to his death,
was particularly gruesome, but that did not qualify it as a hate crime.
It was a hate crime because Byrd was black and his killers chose him
because he was black. Shepard was beaten unconscious and chained
to a fence in a freezing countryside after he made sexual advances to
one of two thugs, who then decided to rob and kill him. His murder
was a hate crime because Shepard was homosexual and his killers were
white heterosexuals, enraged that one of them had been proposi-
tioned. Had Shepard been murdered in the same brutal fashion by
ex-lovers, his killing would not have qualified as a hate crime, nor
would his death have gotten presidential notice.

All of us have biases, so let the author concede his. Had the killers
of Matthew Shepard chosen a sixteen-year-old girl rather than a
twenty—one—year-old gay man, her rape-murder would have been to
me an even greater evil. But the killers in both cases should suffer
the same penalty. And if the killers of James Byrd had been black, or
Byrd white, his dragging-death would have been an equally vicious
atrocity, justifying the same penalty.

Why were these two cruel murders singled out by the president
and the press? Because they fit the profile perfectly. In the catechism
of the revolution, the murder of homosexuals because they are gay,
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and of blacks because they are black, are the worst of crimes, worse
even than the rape-murder of a child. How do we know?

Less than a year after Shepard’s murder, two men in Arkansas were

charged in the murder of thirteen-year-old Jesse Dirkhising. Here are
the details, as reported by the Associated Press:

According to police, Davis Carpenter Jr., 38, and Joshua
Brown, 22, drugged and blindfolded Jesse Dirkhising, gagged
him with underwear, and strapped him to a mattress face down
with duct tape and belts. Then the boy was repeatedly raped
and sodomized with various objects before he suffocated be-

cause of the position he was in, investigators said.
At the apartment the police found handwritten instructions

and a diagram of how to position the boy. Other notes described

apparently unfulfilled fantasies of molesting other children . . .
On the night of Jesse’s death, Brown repeatedly raped the

boy while Carpenter watched, police said. Brown took a break
to eat a sandwich and noticed the boy had stopped breathing.

Carpenter and Brown were lovers, and the former masturbated as
Brown raped the boy. Yet this torture-rape-murder got almost no
national press. Why? Because this was a “sex crime,” not a “hate
crime,” and because to show homosexuals in acts of sadistic barbarism
does not fit the villain-victim script of our cultural elite. To spotlight
the brutality of Carpenter and Brown would have set back the cause.

Wirites media critic Brent Bozell:

Had Jesse Dirkhising been shot inside his Arkansas school he
would have been an immediate national story. Had he been
openly gay and his attackers heterosexual, the crime would have
led all the networks. But no liberal media outlet would dare to
be the first to tell a grisly murder story which has as its villains

two gay men.*

When Brown'’s trial was held, the Washington Times, almost alone
among national newspapers, reported the proceedings. “The discrep-
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ancy ‘[in national coverage of the Shepard and Dirkhising murders]
isn't just real,” wrote Andrew Sullivan, a homosexual and columnist
for the New Republic, “it’s staggering.”* Sullivan found three thou-
sand stories on Shepard’s murder in a search of the Nexis database
the first month after the killing, but only forty-six stories on the slay-
ing of Jesse Dirkhising. FOX NEWS was the only network to report on
Brown’s murder trial and conviction. The Big Media have been converted

mto a communications arm of the revolution.

SOON AFTER BYRD's dragging death, six-year-old Jake Robel died
the same horrible way. As his mother Christy went into a take-out
sandwich shop in Independence, Missouri, Jake was left strapped in
his seat belt in the back of her Chevy Blazer. Christy left the keys in
the ignition. Kim Davis, thirty-four, just out of jail, watched her go
into the sandwich shop and jumped in the driver's seat. Christy Robel
ran to rescue her son, opening the back door to pull him out. Davis
shoved the boy out, still tied to his seat belt. Christy Robel screamed
hysterically for him to stop. Davis looked into the backseat, then into
the rearview mirror, and sped off, dragging the boy five miles until
stopped by motorists who spotted the boy's body being dragged alon

the highway. Why did this crime not get national attention? Becausg
Jake Robel was white and Davis is black. Hate crimes are the cultural

elite’s way of racially profiling white males.

TEN DAYS BEFORE Christmas of 2000, an atrocity more evil than
what was done to Matthew Shepard or James Byrd was committed in
Wichita.

Five young people were at a party when their home was invaded
by brothers, ages twenty-three and twenty. The five were put into a
car, driven to an ATM machine, forced to withdraw their money, and
taken onto a soccer field. The two women were forced to strip) and
were raped. Then the victims were forced to have sex with each other
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Each was shot in the head.
ed. The other woman, left
le in the cold to find help,

at gunpoint. All were made to kneel down.
The three young men and one woman di
for dead, ran bleeding and naked for a mi
as the brothers drove back to ransack the house.

Heather Muller, twenty-five, was remembered for her singing voice.
r had just returned from Mount St. Mary'’s College and
Seminary in Emmitsburg, Maryland, where he had decided to become
a priest. Bradley Herman, twenty-seven, was Aaron's friend. Jason
her and coach at Augusta High.
man who survived and had
“Jason didn't get

Aaron Sande

Befort, twenty-six, was a science teac
He had planned to propose to the wo
bought a ring and a book on how to go about it.
the chance to make the proposal or give her the ring,” writes Frank
Morriss in the Wanderer. “The Catholic church in his hometown of
Pratt wasn’t big enough for his funeral: so, it was moved to the larger
Methodist Church.”>” In the minutes before he died, Jason Befort was
forced to watch as the woman he hoped to marry was raped.
What Morriss did not mention was that all the victims wer
and the killers black. Had the races been reversed, this would have
been the hate crime of the decade. Yet this atrocity never made Bro-
kaw, never made Rather, never made Jennings, never made page one
of the national press. Why not? “The story did not fit the politically
correct national melodrama of black victimhood, white oppression,”
writes columnist and author David Horowitz.**
Mr. Horowitz seems to have a point. According to the 1999 Index of
Leading Cultural Indicators, African Americans, though only 13 percent
of our population, are responsible for 42 percent of all violent crimes

the murders in the United States.*® The statistics on in-
of prejudice.

e white

and over half of
terracial crimes show an even more shocking pattern
In 1990, Prof. William Wilbanks of the Department of Criminal

e at Florida International University was angered by a campaign

Justic
ed to treat assaults on

to reduce black-on-black crime, as it seem
of condemnation. After an in-depth study of the

whites as less worthy
Wilbanks dis-

1987 Justice Department figures on victims of crime,

covered and reported the following:

*
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« In 1987, white criminals chose black victims in 3 percent of vi-
olent crimes, while black criminals chose white victims fifty per-
cent of the time.

« When the crime was rape, white criminals chose black women in
0 percent of their assaults, while black criminals chose white
women in 28 percent of assaults. Of eighty-three thousand cases
of rape, Wilbanks could not find any in which the rapist was
white and the victim was black.

« White criminals chose black victims in 2 percent of their rob-
beries; but black criminals chose white victims in 73 percent of
their robberies.*

When Professor Wilbanks's startling and depressing figures were
first reported, there was no refutation, no challenge, no contradiction
simply silence. Ten years later, in 1999, the Washington Times ub-’
lished the findings of a study on interracial crime by the New Cenptury
Foundation, which relied on the 1994 Justice Department statistics
The NCF study supported Wilbanks'’s findings. .

« Blacks had committed 90 percent of interracial violent crimes in
1994.

« As blacks were 12 percent of the population, these figures meant
they were fifty times as likely to commit acts of interracial violence
as whites.

+ Blacks were 100 to 250 times more likely than whites to commit

interracial gang rapes and gang assaults.

Even in the “hate crimes” category—less than 1 percent of in-

terracial crimes—blacks were twice as likely to be the assailant as

the victim.*!

The NCF study found Asian Americans to be the least violent
group, committing violent crimes at only half the rate of white Amer-
icans.

These figures must be deeply disheartening to tens of millions of de-
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cent African Americans. Yet they do expose as a Big Lie a central
tenet of the cultural revolution: the malicious slander that America

is a nation where black folks are constantly at risk from the majority.

It is in America’s minority communities that crime rates are highest;
it is out of those communities that interracial crime comes. We solve
nothing by self-deception.

The same apparently holds true for England. Analyzing the figures
for interracial crime buried in the Home Office’s “Statistics on Race
and the Criminal Justice System,” columnist John Woods found that of
“racially motivated” crimes in 1995, “143,000 were committed against
minorities, and 238,000 against white people.” Woods’s conclusion:

If the ethnic minorities comprise 6% of the population of the
UK, and are producing 238,000 assaults per year, and the white
population, who comprise 94% of the population, are produc-
ing 143,000 racial assaults per year, it would appear that, on a
per capita basis, the ethnic minorities are producing about 25
times more racial assaults than the white population.®

The New Century Fund is chaired by Jared Taylor, author of Paved
with Good Intentions: The Failure of Race Relations in Contemporary
America, a controversial figure in the debate on crime and race. But
the NCF statistics are based on Justice Department numbers and
track closely the findings of Wilbanks and Woods. They are also un-
challenged and almost ignored.

When the Washington Times asked Morgan Reynolds, director of
the Criminal Justice Center at the National Center for Policy Analysis
in Dallas, to comment on the NCF’s study of interracial crime, he
shrugged: “It’s an issue that most white scholars ignore, because you
can only get into trouble. . .. It's no news to anybody who's pursued
the differences of race and crime, but it's politically incorrect.”#
Crime scholar James Q. Wilson volunteered that racial aspects of
crime are “too sensitive” to be publicly discussed.* But if that is true,

why have hate crimes statutes at all?

Catechism of a Revolution [71]

A CRIME 1Is a crime and should be punished, no matter the creed
or color of the perpetrator. Justice should be color-blind. But this
camp?ign to codify certain crimes as “hate crimes” has nothing to do
with justice and everything to do with ideology. Our cultural elite
wants Americans to see their country as it does—as a racist land in
need of redemption, where white males are the most prevalent and
dangerous of criminals, And the truth does not matter: if the ra e-
murder of a thirteen-year-old boy, or the dragging death of a six- ez -
old boy by a black ex-con, or a racist atrocity in Wichita does no); ﬁz
or worse, contradicts the script, bury the story. ‘
In the catechism of the revolution, the thirty murders of young
men by the sadist John Wayne Gacy did not qualify as hate crimes
but had Gacy been beaten up outside a gay bar for propositioning a’
fraternity boy, that would have qualified. The murder of Dr. Kin
would have qualified as a hate crime, as his killer, James Ear.I Rav?(Z
hated King as a black leader; but the murders of John F. Kennedy b
a Castroite and Robert Kennedy by a Palestinian extremist would noty
As the Mass, endless reenactments of the Last Supper, is a sacra:
ment of Catholicism, repeated recitations of the lurid detyails of hate
crimes are a virtual sacrament in the new faith. The prototypical hate
crime always has the same plot, hero, villain, and victim: progressives
standing up to white bigots on behalf of defenseless minorities. And
the search for fresh hate crimes by media that have become the 'pro -
aganda arm of the revolution never ceases. For each newly discoilerelr)d
hate crime reaffirms an infallible doctrine: deep down America is a
homophobic, bigoted nation. Per Ms, Sontag, “The white race is the
cancer of human history.” i
But how did this new religion capture a Christian and conservative
America of only yesterday? Where did it come from?
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FOUR WHO MADE A REVOLUTION

Who will free us from the yoke of Western Civilization?!
—Georg Lukacs
Marxist Theoretician

A really efficient totalitarian state would be one in which
the all-powerful executive of political bosses and their
army of managers control a population of slaves who do
not have to be coerced, because they love their servi-
tude.?

—Aldous Huxley
Brave New World

The taproot of the revolution that captured the cultural institutions
of the American republic goes back far beyond the 1960s to August
1914, the beginning of the Great War that historian Jacques Barzun
calls the “blow that hurled the modern world on its course of self-
destruction.”

On August 4, 1914, the Social Democrats stood in the Reichstag
and, to a man, voted the kaiser's war credits, joining the orgy of
patriotism as the armies of the Reich smashed into Belgium. Marxists
were stunned. The long-anticipated European war was to be their
time. “Workers of the world, unite!” Marx had thundered in the
closing line of his Communist Manifesto. Marxists had confidently pre-
dicted that when war came, the workers would rise up and rebel
against their rulers rather than fight fellow workers of neighboring
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nations. But it had not happened. The greatest socialist party in Eu-
rope had been converted into a war party, and the workers had thrown
down their tools and gone off to fight with songs in their hearts. As

historian Barbara Tuchman describes it:

When the call came, the worker, whom Marx declared to have
no Fatherland, identified himself with country, not class. He
turned out to be a member of the national family like anyone
else. The force of his antagonism which was supposed to topple
capitalism found a better target in the foreigner. The working
class went to war willingly, even eagerly, like the middle class,
like the upper class, like the species.?

Marxists had been exposed as fools.
As the horrors of the western front unfolded, they waited. But even

Ypres, Passchendaele, and the Somme, where hundreds of thousands

of British soldiers went to their deaths over a few yards of mud, did
not cause the workers to rise up in the homeland of the Industrial
Revolution. Neither the French nor the German working class broke
at Verdun. The 1917 mutiny in the French trenches was swiftly put
down. New blows came at war’s end.

After the Russian Revolution, Communist coups were attempted
in Budapest, Munich, and Berlin. The Bavarian Soviet was quickly
crushed by German war veterans. Rosa Luxemburg, who had led the
Spartacist uprising, and Karl Liebknecth were clubbed and shot to
death in Berlin by Freikorps. The Budapest regime of Bela Kun lasted
a few months. The workers failed to rally to the revolutions launched
in their name.

Trotsky sought to make the Red Army the spear point of revolution.
Invading Poland, he was hurled back at the Vistula by Polish patriots
under Marshal Pilsudski. Nothing the Marxists had predicted had
come to pass. Their hour had come and gone. The workers of the
West, the mythical proletariat, had refused to play the role history
had assigned them. How could Marx have been so wrong?
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) (;F‘{)VO of Marx's disciples now advanced an explanation. Yes Marx
ad been wrong. Capitalism was not impoverishing the workers, In-

deed, thei i i

mr‘ lot was Improving, and they had not risen in revolution be-
cause their souls had been saturate
Christianity,

not take root, and the revolution would be betrayed hy the workers in
whose name it was to be fought. In biblical terms, thé word of Marx
seed of the revolution, had fallen on rock-hard Christian soil and died,
Wagering everything on the working class, the Marxists had bet on th ;
wrong horse. L

The first dissenting disciple was the Hungarian Georg Lukac
agent of the Comintern, whose History and Class Consciousnesssilag
brought him recognition as a Marxist theorist to rival Marx himseéllf
‘I saw the revolutionary destruction of society as the one and onlvl
solution,” said Lukacs, “A worldwide overturning of values cannot
take place without the annihilation of the old values and the creat?o
gf new ones by the revolutionaries.”s Ag deputy commissar for cultlll(;n
in Bela Kun's regime, Lukacs put his self-described “demonic” idea:
Into action in what came to be known as “cultural terrorism,”

As part of this terrorism he instituted a radical sex cducul.i(m ro-
gram in Hungarian schools. Children were instructed in free lzve
sexual intercourse, the archaic nature of middle-class famil codes’
the outdatedness of monogamy, and the irrelevance of religioi Whic};

depri
prives man of all pleasures. Women, too, were called to rebel against
the sexual mores of the time.s

LUK \(. $'S PURPOSE IN promoting licentiousness among women
‘a.nd'chlldren was to destroy the family, the core institution of Chris-
[l.an'll.\' and Western culture. Five decades after Lukacs fled Hunga

his ideas would be enthusiastically embraced by baby I TS i ol
“sexual revolution.” ' ' Qo
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The second disciple was Antonio Gramsci, an Italian Communist
who has lately begun to receive deserved recognition as the greatest
Marxist strategist of the twentieth century. After Mussolini’s march
on Rome in 1922, Gramsci fled to Russia. But unlike the “useful
idiots” and “infantile left” of Lenin’s derision, such as American
writer Lincoln Steffens—“1 have been over into the future and it
works!"—Gramsci was a sharp observer who saw that Bolshevism did
not work. Only through terror could the regime compel obedience.
Gramsci concluded that Leninism had failed. The Russian people had
not been converted to communism; they loathed it. Their land, faith,
families, icons, and Mother Russia all meant far more to the Russian
people than any international workers’ solidarity. The Soviets were
deluding themselves, Gramsci concluded. The Russian people had not
changed. They were obedient only because resistance meant a knock
at the door at midnight and a bullet in the back of the neck in the
basement of the Lubianka. Even the czar had evoked more love and
loyalty than the hated Bolsheviks.

Gramsci concluded it was their Christian souls that prevented the
Russian people from embracing their Communist revolution. “The
civilized world had been thoroughly saturated with Christianity for
2000 years,” Gramsci wrote; and a regime grounded in Judeo-
Christian beliefs and values could not be overthrown until those roots
were cut.® If Christianity was the heat shield of capitalism, then, to
capture the West, Marxists must first de-Christianize the West.

Disillusioned, terrified of Stalin, who had seized power on Lenin’s
death and who did not relish independent Marxist thinkers, Gramsci
went home to lead the Italian Communist party. Mussolini had an-
other idea. He locked Gramsci up and lost the key. Languishing in
prison, near death from tuberculosis, Gramsci was finally freed, but
died in 1937 at forty-six. But in his Prison Notebooks he left behind
the blueprints for a successful Marxist revolution in the West. Our
own cultural revolution could have come straight from its pages. “In
the East,” Gramsci wrote of Russia,
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iie state was everything, civil society was primordial . . . in the
(-.st there was a proper relation between the state and civil
soc
iety, and when the state trembled 4 sturdy structure of civil

soclety was at once revealed. The State [in the West] was only
the outer ditch, behind which there st :

ood a powerful syst
of fortresses and earthworks.” d ol

Rather than seize power first and impose a cultural revolution fro
above, Gramsci argued, Marxists in the West must first chanee thm
culture; then power would fa] into their laps like ripened f;rui%tg B :
to change the culture would require a “long march through th.e irljl

an agency of revolution, Then the people could be slowly educated ¢
understand and even welcome the revolution. %

Gramsci urged his fellow Marxists to form popular fronts with
Western intellectuals who shared their contempt for Christianit and
bourgeois culture and who shaped the minds of the youn Me):cao
to the comrades: “It’s the culture, stupid!” Since Western ciltur(;}lhj
given birth to capitalism and sustained it, if that culture could ;
subverted, the system would fall of its own weight. On the o
his 1970 runaway bestseller The Greening of A :
of the counterculture, autho
fectly:

cover of
merica, the manifesto
r Charles Reich parroted Gramsci per-

Ihere is a revolution coming. It will not be like revolutions of
the past. It will originate with the individual and with culture
and it will change the political structure only as its final act’
It will not require violence to succeed, and it cannot be s ;
cesstully resisted with violence, [t Is now spreading with ang:

in idi i
g rapidity, and already our laws, institutions. and social
structure are changing in consequence. . . .

This is the revolution of the new generation.®

>
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Gramsci's idea on how to make a revolution in a Western society
has been proven correct. Lenin’s regime shook the world for seventy
years, but ultimately his revolution failed, and his regime collapsed.
In the end, the Communist party of Lenin and Stalin remained what
it had been from the beginning, a conspiracy of political criminals
who used Marxist ideas and rhetoric to disguise what they were really
about: absolute power. Lenin’s regime died detested and unmourned.
But the Gramscian revolution rolls on, and, to this day, it continues

to make converts.

THE FRANKFURT SCHOOL COMES TO
AMERICA

In 1923, Lukacs and members of the German Communist party set
up, at Frankfurt University, an Institute for Marxism modeled on the
Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow. After some reflection, they settled
on a less provocative name, the Institute for Social Research. It would
soon come to be known simply as the Frankfurt School.

In 1930, a renegade Marxist and admirer of the Marquis de Sade,
Max Horkheimer, became its director. Horkheimer, too, had con-
cluded that Marx had gotten it wrong. The working class was not up
to its role as the vanguard of the revolution. Already, Western workers
were happily moving into the middle class, the detested bourgeoisie.
They had failed the Marxists, who would not have been surprised by
events on Wall Street in May 1970, when radicals and students pro-
testing Nixon's Cambodian incursion were beaten up by construction
workers of the building trades union of Pete Brennan, whom Nixon
would then install as his secretary of labor.

At Horkheimer’s direction, the Frankfurt School began to retrans-
late Marxism into cultural terms. The old battlefield manuals were
thrown out, and new manuals were written. To old Marxists, the
enemy was capitalism; to new Marxists, the enemy was Western cul-

to themselves the right to lie, steal and cheat.’
an honest Marxist would not strenuously cont

almost caused a collective nervous breakdown
State, !0

ABOUT THIS SAME

R I e e
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ture. To ol i

5 : d Mar?asts, the path to power was the violent overthrow
Of the regime, as in Paris in 1789 and j
the new Marxist, the path to

decades of patient labor. Vict

n St. Petersburg in 1917. To
power was nonviolent and would require
ory would come only after Christia

. path n be-
hefs had dled.m the soul of Western Man. And that would happen
only after the institutions of culture and education had been captu_red

and conscripted by allies and agents of the revolution. Occupy the

cult instituti 3 i
ural institutions of the West, its “fortresses and earthworks,” and

the state, the “outer ditch,” would fall without a fight
. For old and new Marxists both, however, th A
ity remained: what advances the ’
it is not. As Huds
believed in

e definition of moral-
revolution is moral, what obstructs

on Institute scholar John Fonte writes, Gramsci

“absolute historicism,” meaning that morals, values truth
st.andz.irds and human nature itself are produycts of d’iff;l :
hlStOI‘l‘Ca] epochs. There are no absolute moral standards tEnt
ate universally true for all human beings outside of a parti ]at
historical context; rather, morality is “socially Construpctec;C:‘ "

When Ronald Reagan famously blurted that the Soviets “reserve

" he hit on a truth that
est, though the remark
at the Department of

time, music critic Theodor Adorno, psychol-

ogist Erich Fromm, and sociologist Wilhelm Reich joined the Frank-

b ! .
urt School. But, in 1933, history rudely intruded. Adolf Hitler

;S;en(jcd to pow.er in Berlin, and as the leading lights of the Frankfurt

o (;o 'foere Jewish and Marxist, they were not a good fit for the Third
eic N

ich. The Frankfurt School packed its ideology and fled to America
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Also departing was a graduate student by the name of Herbert Mar-
cuse. With the assistance of Columbia University, they set up their
new Frankfurt School in New York City and redirected their talents
and energies to undermining the culture of the country that had given
them refuge.

Among the new weapons of cultural conflict the Frankfurt School
developed was Ciritical Theory. The name sounds benign enough, but
it stands for a practice that is anything but benign. One student of
Critical Theory defined it as the “essentially destructive criticism of
all the main elements of Western culture, including Christianity, cap-
italism, authority, the family, patriarchy, hierarchy, morality, tradition,
sexual restraint, loyalty, patriotism, nationalism, heredity, ethnocen-
trism, convention and conservatism.”!!

Using Critical Theory, for example, the cultural Marxist repeats
and repeats the charge that the West is guilty of genocidal crimes
against every civilization and culture it has encountered. Under Crit-
ical Theory, one repeats and repeats that Western societies are his-
tory’s greatest repositories of racism, sexism, nativism, xenophobia,
homophobia, anti-Semitism, fascism, and Nazism. Under Critical
Theory, the crimes of the West flow from the character of the West,
as shaped by Christianity. One modern example is “attack politics,”
where “surrogates” and “spin doctors” never defend their own can-
didate, but attack and attack the opposition. Another example of Crit-
ical Theory is the relentless assault on Pius XII as complicit in the
Holocaust, no matter the volumes of evidence that show that accu-
sation to be a lie.

Critical Theory eventually induces “cultural pessimism,” a sense of
alienation, of hopelessness, of despair where, even though prosperous
and free, a people comes to see its society and country as oppressive,
evil, and unworthy of its loyalty and love. The new Marxists consid-
ered cultural pessimism a necessary precondition of revolutionary
change.

Under the impact of Critical Theory, many of the sixties genera-
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tion, the most privileged in history,
were ]iving In an intolerable hell. In
enthralled Senator McGove

convinced themselves that they
The Creem'ng of America, which

rn, Justice Douglas, and the Washi
: glas, : e Washington
Post, Charles Reich spoke of a “total atmosphere of violenc g

ica’s high schools.’> This was thirt
did not mean guns and knives:

e” in Amer-
y years before Columbine, and Reich

An examination or test is a form of violence. Compulsory gym
to.one embarrassed or afraid, is a form of violence. The re:
quirement that a student must g€t a pass to walk in the hallway

is v1olenc§. Compulsory attendance in the classroom, compul-
sory studying in study hall, is violence. !*

Erich Fromm's Escape from Freedom and Wilhelm Reich’s The Mass
Psychology of Fascism and The Sexual Revolution reflect Critical Th
ory. But the most influential book the Frankfurt School E‘
lished was The Authoritarian Personalit : sy
Frankfurt School, Karl Marx's economic
cultural determinism. If a family is dee

ruled by an authoritarian father, you may expect the children to
up racist and fascist. Charles Sykes, senior fellow at the Wi gro'w
Policy Research Center, describes The Authoritarian Pers e
uncompromising indictment of bour
that what was considered merely
now 'declared both fascistic and psychologically warped. "4

.\\.'here Marx criminalized the capitalist class, the Frankfurt Schoo]
criminalized the middle class. That the middle class had given bj t(l)1
to democracy and that middle-class Britain had been f h%in H'ltrl
?\.I1L'l1 the comrades of the Frankfurt School in .\Iusmwgwcrcg cull' Er
iting with him did not matter. Nor did it matter that middle—c)l:s;

America had given Adorno and his colle:

agues a sanctuary when th
b o : . y when they
ed the Nazis. The truth did not matter, for these were Marxist

ideologues, and they alone defined truth.

- In this altarpiece of the
determinism is replaced with
ply Christian and capitalist,

onality as “an
geois civilization, with the twist
old-fashioned by previous critics was
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Having discovered fascism’s nesting ground in patriarchal families,
Adorno now identified its natural habitat: traditional culture: “It is a
well-known hypothesis that susceptibility to fascism is most charac-
teristically a middle-class phenomenon, that ‘it is in the culture’ and,
hence, that those who conform the most to this culture will be the
most prejudiced.”!®

Edmund Burke once wrote, “I would not know how to draw up an
indictment against a whole people.”’® Adorno and the Frankfurt
School, however, had just done exactly that. They flatly asserted that
individuals raised in families dominated by the father, who are flag-
waving patriots and follow the old-time religion, are incipient fascists
and potential Nazis. As a conservative Christian culture breeds fas-

cism, those deeply immersed in such a culture must be closely
watched for fascist tendencies.

These ideas have been internalized by the Left. As early as the mid-
1960s, conservatives and authority figures who denounced or opposed
the campus revolution were routinely branded “fascists.” Baby boom-
ers were unknowingly following a script that ran parallel to the party
line laid down by the Moscow Central Committee in 1943:

Members and front organizations must continually embarrass,
discredit and degrade our critics. When obstructionists become
too irritating, label them as fascist, or Nazi or anti-Semitic. . . .
The association will, after enough repetition, become “fact” in

the public mind."”

Since the 1960s, branding opponents as haters or mentally sick has
been the most effective weapon in the arsenal of the Left. Here is the
“secret formula” as described by psychologist and author Thomas
Szasz: “If you want to debase what a person is doing. .. call him
mentally ill.”*® Behind it all is a political agenda. Our sick society is
in need of therapy to heal itself of its innate prejudice. Assessing the
Frankfurt School's Studies in Prejudice, of which The Authoritarian
Personality was the best known, Christopher Lasch wrote:
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The p e i '

I[ urpose and design of Studies in Prejudice dictated the
conclusi é judic |
729 m})ln that prejudice, a psychological disorder rooted in

by ey i
38,1 ut or.ltar.lan personality structure, could be eradicated
”y )y subjecting the American people to what amounted to
collective psychotherapy—by i
. ) Y—Dby treating them as inmates
insane asylum. ' 3 SHIPER Ll

is ed i i
I 1at i S y (§]
] ’

culture,” then all of ys raised i

aised in that old God-and-c. /
the 1940s and 19505 are in need of tre e
face with the prejudice
from birth.

9 atment to help us come face-to-
S ana oigotries in which we were marinated

ANOTHER OF THE insights of Horkheimer and Adorno was to re-
ahze.t.hat. the road to cultural hegemony was through psychol 'rel
condltlo.n.mg, not philosophical argument. America’s chll?lc)llren Oglcii
oc ‘condmoned at school to reject their parents’ social and moraclm}j*
liefs as ramlst, sexist, and homophobic, and conditioned to embra L
rr:]eov;/t n;:zh'ty. Though the Frankfurt School remains unfami]iarcena)
ricans, its j
ey g lgrél}sésllsn;dele;ss(\;v:re well-known at the teachers’ colleges
.\k”"f;h“e[ i(:ﬁo)o)ll ‘?ﬁfrlli{_s.tated that whether children learned facts or
o dilga Corr‘ect‘ 5t:o1p((j)rlanl than that they graduate conditioned
ing of the American \z;in]c;uthzst' “‘Zhen 'Al]anhBloom i s
) / merican hi
among the most sensitive illiterates in the \:'Et]lds,c"h\(:'(i)t]hgf)i?i”efs ixre
lowest Fest scores on earth in comparative exams, but ‘theth(i) htef
S;f,_-rcs for sensitivity to issues like the environment, Bloom w'nft S
tl(l)\lms; to lho success of the Frankfurt School 20 Parents may co(r;sidcz;
.l‘(t :L: EUHE- schools costly failures where children no lol;gcr learn.
rankfurt School, they are a success: for the children comin

______ o
5

- . 1 .
ut of them exhibit all the right attitudes. On entering college, these
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students now go through orientation sessions, where they are in-
structed in the new values that obtain on college campuses—to get
their minds right, as the warden said in Cool Hand Luke.

How successful has the cultural revolution been in eradicating the

old values and instilling new ones in the souls of the young? In the days
after Pearl Harbor, the enlistment lines at navy, army, and marine re-
cruiting stations wound around the block. College boys were as well

represented in those lines as farm boys. But in the days after the slaugh-

ter at the World Trade Center—before a single U.S. soldier had gone
into combat or one cruise missile had been fired at the terrorists’ base
camps—the antiwar rallies had begun on American campuses.

But the importance of schools in conditioning the minds of the
young was soon surpassed by that of the new media: TV and movies.
As William Lind, director of the Center for Cultural Conservatism at

the Free Congress Foundation, writes:

The entertainment industry . . . has wholly absorbed the ide-
ology of cultural Marxism and preaches it endlessly not just in
sermons but in parables: strong women beating up weak men,
children wiser than their parents, corrupt clergymen thwarted
by carping drifters, upper-class blacks confronting the violence
of lower-class whites, manly homosexuals who lead normal
lives. It is all fable, an inversion of reality, but the enter-
tainment media make it seem real, more so than the world

that lies beyond the front door.?!

To appreciate how the cultural revolution has changed the way we
think, believe, and act, contrast the vatues that 1950s films like On
the Waterfront, High Noon, and Shane reflected and undergirded with
the values espoused by the leading films of today. At the Academy
Award ceremony in 2000 the two most honored films were American
Beauty and Cider House Rules.

American Beauty starred Kevin Spacey and depicted life in an Amer-
ican suburb as a moral wasteland. The villain is an ex-Marine who re-
presses his homosexuality, collects Nazi memorabilia, and becomes a
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homicidal maniac. In Cider House Rules, Michael Caine portrays a soft-
spoken abortionist who stands up to the bigotry of Middle Zmerica
America’s mass media have become siege guns in the culture war and e;
vast Skinner Box for conditioning America’s young.

DURING THE FIFTIES, the Frankfurt School lacked a personality
to popularize the ideas buried in the glutinous prose of Horkheimer
and Adorno. Enter Herbert Marcuse, ex-OSS officer and Brandeis
professor, whose ambition was to be not only a man of words but a
re\./olut-ionary man of action. Marcuse provided the answer to Hork-
helrr.ler s question: Who will play the role of the proletariat in the
coming cultural revolution?

Marcuse’s candidates: radical youth, feminists, black militants, ho-
mosexuals, the alienated, the asocial, Third World revo]utionz;ries
all the angry voices of the persecuted “victims” of the West Thi;
was the new proletariat that would overthrow Western CL;lture
Among the “oppressed,” the potential recruits for his revolution‘
Gramsci himself had included all the “marginalized groups of his—,
tory . .. not only economically oppressed, but also women, racial mi-
norities, and many ‘criminals.’ "2 Charles Reich was the echo of Mar-
cuse and Gramsci: “One of the ways the new generation struggles to
feel itself as outsiders is to identify with the blacks, with the poor
with Bonnie and Clyde, and with the losers of this world.”23 CoP;nci:
dentally, in 1968, the year Bonnie and Clyde, a film romanticizine two
perverted killers, was nominated for an Academy Award tvgo of
Reich's “losers,” Sirhan Sirhan and James Earl Ray, achieve(i immor-
tality with the assassinations of Robert Kennedy and Dr. King

Past societies had been subverted by words and books, but M.arcuse
F)f:heved that sex and drugs were superior weapons. In Eros and Civ-
zlzz'ation, Marcuse urged a universal embrace of the Pleasure Principle
Reject the cultural order entirely, said Marcuse (this was his “Gr[()eat.
Refusal”), and we can create a world of “polymorphous perversity, "
As millions of baby boomers flooded the campuses, his moment ca);ne
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Marcuse’s books were consumed. He became a cult figure. When
students revolted in Paris in 1968, they carried banners proclaiming
“Marx, Mao, and Marcuse.”

“Make love, not war” was Marcuse’s own inspired slogan. In One
Dimensional Man, he advocated an educational dictatorship. In “Re-
pressive Tolerance,” he called for a new “liberating tolerance” that
entails “intolerance against movements from the right, and toleration
of movements from the left.”> Full of Marcusian conviction, sixties
students shouted down defenders of the U.S. war effort in Vietnam
and welcomed radicals waving Vietcong flags. On some campuses,
paroled killers can today find more receptive audiences than can con-
servatives. The double standard against which the Right rages, and
which permits conservatives to be pilloried for sins that are forgiven
the Left, is “repressive tolerance” in action. Marcuse did not disguise

what he was about. In Carnivorous Society, he wrote:

One can rightfully speak of a cultural revolution, since the
protest is directed toward the whole cultural establishment . ..
there is one thing we can say with complete assurance. The
traditional idea of revolution and the traditional strategy of
revolution have ended. These ideas are old-fashioned . . . what
we must undertake is a type of diffuse and dispersed disinte-

gration of the system.*

The “diffuse and dispersed disintegration of the system” means
nothing less than the abolition of America. Like Gramsci, Marcuse
had transcended Marx. The old Marxist vision of workers rising up
to overthrow their capitalist rulers was yesterday. Today, Herbert Mar-
cuse and his cohorts would put an end to a corrupt Western civili-
zation by occupying its cultural institutions and converting them into
agencies of reeducation and of revolution. As Roger Kimball, author

and editor at the New Criterion, writes:

In the context of Western societies, the “long march through
the institutions” signified—in the words of Herbert Marcuse—
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"working against the established institutions while workin in
.the‘m. It was primarily by this means—by insinuation t(zind
infiltration rather than confrontation—that the countercul
tural dreams of radicals like Marcuse have triumphed.?” .

For cultural Marxists, no cause ranked higher than the abolition
of the family, which they despised as a dictatorship and the incub
of sexism and social injustice. @
Hostility to the traditional family was not new to Marxists. In Th
Gferman Ideology, Marx himself wrote that patriarchal males ;onsidee
wives and children first as property. In The Origin of the Famil Prz'—r
vate Property, and the State, Engels popularized the feminist conV)i/)cti
that all discrimination against women proceeds from the atriarc}? r;
family. Erich Fromm argued that differences between the Is)exes wea
not inherent, but a fiction of Western culture. Fromm becam A
founding father of feminism. To Wilhelm Reich, “The authorit o
family is the authoritarian state in miniature, . . _ Familial im erijlr'lan
is .. . reproduced in national imperialism.” To Adorno the Pi i lls1m
family was the cradle of fascism. G VEVFiN
To decapitate the family with the father as its head the Frankfurt
School advocated the alternatives of matriarchy, whe’re the mothef
rules the roost, and “androgyny theory,” where male and female familr
roles are made interchangeable, and even reversed. Female boxin ‘
women in combat, women rabbis and bishops, God as She Derr}lgi’
Moore’s G.I. Jane, Rambo-like Sigourney Weaver comfortin ’a terri
fied and cringing male soldier in Aliens, and all the films angd shov;
that depict women as tough and aggressive and men as sensitive and
vulnerable testify to the success of the Frankfurt School and the f; 0
inist revolution it helped to midwife. e
Like Lukaes, Wilhelm Reich believed the way to destroy the famil
was through revolutionary sexual politics and early sex education T;ly
appearance of sex education in elementary schools in America 0\;v ]
debt to Lukacs, Reich, and the Frankfurt School. e
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IN THE DEATH of the West, the Frankfurt School must be held
as a prime suspect and principal accomplice. The propaganda assault on
the family it advocated has contributed to the collapse of the family.
Nuclear families today represent fewer than one-fourth of U.S. house-
holds. And women’s liberation from the traditional roles of wife and
mother, which the school was among the first to champion, has led to
the demeaning and downgrading of those roles in American society.

Millions of Western women now share the feminists’ hostility to
marriage and motherhood. Millions have adopted the movement’s
agenda and have no intention of getting married and no desire to
have children. Their embrace of Marcuse’s Pleasure Principle, their
tours of duty in the sexual revolution, mean marriages put off. And,
as our divorce and birthrates show, even the marriages entered into
are less stable and less fruitful. In the depopulating nations of Europe,
even in the old Catholic countries, use of contraceptives is almost
universal. Contraception, sterilization, abortion, and euthanasia are
the four horsemen of the “culture of death” against which the Holy
Father will inveigh to the end of his days. The pill and condom have
become the hammer and sickle of the cultural revolution.

In the 1950s, Khrushchev threatened, “We will bury you.” But we
buried him. Yet, if Western Man does not find a way to halt his
collapsing birthrate, cultural Marxism will succeed where Soviet
Marxism failed; for in a 1998 report on the depopulation of Europe,
the pope’s Pontifical Council for the Family tied cultural pessimism

directly to infertility.

> A return to a higher fertility rate in those countries whose
fertility is declining at the present can be expected only if there
is a change in the “mood” in these countries, a shift from
present pessimism to a state of mind which could be compared
to that of the “baby-boom” era, during the era of post World
War Two reconstruction.®®

No such “mood change” is remotely visible on the Old Continent,

where birthrates continue to fall. In helping to undermine the family
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and induce cultural pessimism, the Frankfurt School can claim a sh

of the credit for having assisted in the suicide of the West “
Thus did a tiny band of renegade Marxists help subvert .American

culture and begin the deconstruction of our republic. On the tomb-

stone of architect Christopher Wren is written, “Lector, si monu-

menta requiris, circumspice.”? “Reader, if it is monument’s you seek

look about you.” So it may be said of Lukacs, Gramsci, Adorno, and
Marcuse, four who made a revolution.

In a third of a century, what was denounced as the counterculture
has become the dominant culture, and what was the dominant culture
has become, in Gertrude Himmelfarb’s phrase, a “dissident culture.”?
America has become an ideological state, a “soft tyranny,” where éhe
new orthodoxy is enforced, not by police agents, but by i;lquisitors of
the popular culture. We see it in the mandatory requirement for “sen-

sitivity training” in the military, in business, and in government. Turn
on the TV and observe. The values of the revolution domina.te the
medium. Political correctness rules. Defiance of our new orthodo

qualifies as “hate speech,” disrespect for its dogmas as a sign of ment);}l,
sickness. “Get John Rocker to a psychiatrist!” A few years back, a wa

described America’s universities as “islands of totalitarianism i;'l a seg
of freedom.” Now even the sea has become inhospitable. Emily Di k&l
inson spoke to our time as well as to her own: | it

Assent—and you are sane—

Demur—jyou're straightway dangerous
And handled with a Chain.*

Political correctness is cultural Marxism, a regime to punish dissent
and to stigmatize social heresy as the Inquisition punished religious
heresy. Its trademark is intolerance. By classifying its adversaries as
hater.s, or mentally ill, writes journalist Peter Hitchens in his lament
for his country, The Abolition of Britain, the new regime imitates the
Ir.lethods of the Soviet Union’s Serbsky Institute, which used to clas-
sify political dissidents like Natan Sharansky as insane before locking
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them up in a psychiatric hospital.*> What Americans describe with
the “casual phrase . .. political correctness,” says Hitchens, is “the
most intolerant system of thought to dominate the British Isles since
the Reformation.”®* As it is in the United States.
To oppose affirmative action qualifies one as a racist. To insist there
are roles in society unfit for women, such as Navy carrier pilot, is to
be branded a sexist. If you believe immigration is far too high for our
social cohesion, you are a nativist or a xenophobe. In 1973, the Amer-
ican Psychiatric Association was bullied by gay rights militants into
delisting homosexuality as a disorder. Now anyone who considers it a
disorder suffers himself from a sickness of the soul called homophobia.
“Homosexual acts are against nature’s law,” said Pope John Paul
II as thousands marched on international gay pride day in Rome.*
“The church cannot silence the truth, because this . . . would not help
discern what is good from evil.”** This restatement of Catholic moral
teaching marks the Holy Father, and all who accept that teaching as
true, as homophobic. Scholar and author Paul Gottfried calls it “the

dehumanization of dissent.”?¢

Words are weapons, said Orwell. Traditionalists have yet to dis-
cover effective countermeasures. By calling an enemy a racist or fas-
cist, you no longer need answer his arguments. He must defend his
character. In a court of law, the accused is innocent until proven
guilty. But if the charge is racism, homophobia, or sexism, there is
today the presumption of guilt. Innocence must be proven by the
accused beyond a reasonable doubt.

Orwell heard the word “fascist” used so often he assumed that, if
Jones called Smith a fascist, Jones meant, “I hate Smith!” But if Jones
had said, “I hate Smith,” he would be confessing to unchristian ha-

tred. By calling Smith a fascist, he need not explain why he hates

Smith or cannot best Smith in debate; he has forced Smith to prove
that he is not a closet admirer of Adolf Hitler. Huey Long was right.

When fascism comes to America, it will come in the name of anti-

fascism.?”
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THAT LU K-A(‘ 5. GRAMsci, Adorno, Marcuse, and the Frankfurt
SFhool .had immense influence on America’s cultural and intellectual
hlsto'ry is undeniable. But, unlike the Bolsheviks, they did not st X
a Winter Palace, they did not seize power, and ;he did not i o,
their ideas by force and terror; they were not gian);s lil(eoMlmpose
whom men paid homage. Few Americans even know ;vho the arvt‘ v
Not one, not even Marcuse, was a St. Paul, a Luther, or a2 \?IV Tre.
They were intellectual renegades and moral misfits, yes,,but theyii:i

ideas of how a successful revolution might be launched in the W

against the West. And their ideas have triumphed. America'e l'eSt‘
who may not even know today who the Frankfurt thinkers w S eh]te&
taken to their ideas like catnip. i

Americans who today accept these ideas cannot know that th
were hatched in a Marxist nursery in Weimar Germany or th E—y
out in a fascist prison in Mussolini’s Italy, or that theiry urpo e
to subvert our culture and overturn our civilization. But tia?;) ! st
question: Why was the America of the 1960s, if still a countegs't :
mersed in its Judeo-Christian heritage, history, traditions, and bryl'lr:_
receptive to so revolutionary an agenda? . i
True, a small slice of America’s elite, before and during the G

Depression, became complicit in what French author Ju%icn B re; t
called The Treason of the Intellectuals. They despised the Ch 'el? :
capitalist America in which they lived. But v'vhy did the ideas r;maln
l.ural Fraitors take root in Middle America? Why did the attoracftu -
tollowing among children of the Greatest Generation whiz,h had d :
feated Hitler? Why do so many of the young still buy ir;3 Was A 'e-
ir:oral]]y adrift in the sixties, searchin;g for somethi‘ng ;)ew to l:;leilzsz
a ;::(ijw wa)./ to .hfze? YVer'e the timbers of the old house rotten? Was
' 1tion inevitable? Were the young, and many of their teachers
Simply weary of the demands of the old moral or(jer and looking f(:r‘
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a way to say good-bye to all that? Did they all just climb aboard the ] School called their jdeas And as their ideas v
! i ; I e -4 were germinating,
first train that came through town? ] Americans, alienated from 2, Ghilstiintasid capitfli e g, other
é i > alist culture, were
, worki a e
1 ng independently on similar Strategies and ideas to undermine

Certainly, the Frankfurt School was not alone in dreaming of and

devising a social revolution. In the 1930s, many intellectuals were the culture and abolish the old At thevd
Al : . ! : nerica t :
thinking along the same lines and coming to the same conclusions. | Nurtured for decades, these ideas Loy ﬂe)’ 1ad come to detest.
i : . 4 0 i
Here is a passage from the 1937 Yearbook of the National Education l Second, there arrived on HEAA l)ge 14 oyver in the 1960s.
) Oy J 4 P
Al of youth-who had L ‘ ginning in 1964, a huge cohort
| ] 10 had known neither hardship nor war. The cultural rey
oluti ' had S i 2L
. . ution now hdd a huge, captive, and receptive audience. Spoiled and
The present capitalist and nationalist school system has been affluent, carefree, confident liberated, and bored, th ‘
! ’ ’ ) bored, these
supplanted in but one place—Russia—and that change was were ready for rebellion, And swallowing goldfish t‘ ese Youn}gf people
s < ix S vas
had ingnias as not what they

effected by revolution. Hence the verdict of history would seem
to indicate that we are likely to have to depend upon revolution
for social change of an important and far-reaching character.® |

As conservative scholar Robert Nisbet reminds us, bordeom “is o
of the most insistent and universal [of the] forces that have sha n?
.huma'n behavior.” and the “range of cures or terminations of b(;reder:)
is a wide one.”* High among them are sex, narcotics, and revolution
In the 1960s, what Arnold Toynbee called an “internal prolctariat':

famous radical than any of the Frankfurt School, and she had antic-
ipated their ideas: “Birth control appeals to the advanced radical be- of students, bored with their sitidies Mg 1

ot : ; it : 5, eéncounter instrie
cause it is calculated to undermine the authority of the Christian ed graduate instruc-

Margaret Sanger, the founder of Planned Parenthood, was a more

- " :
s, bored with their subjects and unexciting lives—a combustible

churches. I look forward to seeing humanity free someday of the tyr- mixture,
PR N O S Third, 1960s television could convey the tactics and tri 3
Would the 1960s revolution have swept America had Gramsci campus radicals and urban revolutionaries i t ledm Yy

' | .I\‘ lns a J .‘. »

never written Prison Notebooks and had Adorno and Marcuse never And the medium, now matured, no lo h mf}f . tlhur i
, Ne y nger the fifties fiefd f
- R ‘ om o
Howdy Doody and Matt Dillon, could not only transmit the new

gotten out of Germany? Were Lukacs, Gramsci, Adorno, and Marcuse
indispensable men? Probably not, but they did devise the strategy and
the tactics of a successful Marxist revolution in the West, and the
culture they set out to destroy is no longer the dominant culture in
America or the West. They began their lives as outcasts and may end

ideas, it‘could reinforce them by Creating new visual realities
T}fe fourth indispensable element was Vietnam. If the w;n; me:

sacrifice, l‘)luodshcd. perhaps death, the Woodstock generalio;l wa]c??dt
no part of it. What Marcuse offered was intellectual cover for cow"r:rtl-
lfcc.‘u moral argument for malingering, a way to dodge the draft w‘hife
§ellng suPerior to those who went. The “real heroes” of this war, said
vSlcnumr Fulbright and New York mayor John Lindsay, are i;] Ca : :IK
I'he message fell upon receptive ears in the Jyy Lcuél‘m and n;)tn:n;;

on the winning side of history.

there,
ff/i'nally. the old American establishment was broken on the wheel
OF Vietnam—the war that liberalism launched and could not win—

WHY DID THEY succeed? Four elements came together in the six-
ties to create the critical mass that exploded like Dr. Oppenheimer’s

device in the New Mexico desert at Alamogordo.
First was “the message in a bottle,” as the men of the Frankfurt"

B




—_—— |

[94] THE DEATH OF THE WEST

and its moral authority was shattered in the eyes of the young. The
path to power was thus opened to the political vessel of the counter-
culture, the McGovern campaign of 1972, among whose most enthu-
siastic workers was young Bill Clinton, the pride and paragon of the

Woodstock generation.

BUT ALL THIS Traises a greater question: Is the death of a
religious-based culture inevitable once a society reaches general af-
fluence? When a nation has overcome the hardships of its infancy
and the struggles of its adolescence and manhood, and begins to
produce a life of case and luxury, does it naturally succumb to a
disease of the soul that leads to decadence, decline, and death?
“America is the only country that has gone from barbarism to de-
cadence without civilization in between,” said Oscar Wilde.* Did
the man have a point?

Jacques Barzun suggests that the sixties generation simply picked
up where the twenties generation left off. The era of sex, booze, and
jazz led naturally to the era of sex, drugs, and rock and roll. Only the
degeneration was briefly interrupted by the intrusive reality of De-
pression, World War, and Cold War. Once the 1950s were finished,
a new generation took up where the Roaring Twenties crowd had left
off when the market crashed in 1929.

But if the hedonism of the sixties flowed from the hedonism of
the Prohibition Era, there is this difference: that 1920s generation
did not hate America. A few “Lost Generation” writers fled the coun-
try, but the social rebels of the 1920s were not revolutionaries. After
all, they elected Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover in the greatest Re-
publican landslides in history. The sixties intelligentsia was different.
As Eric Hoffer wrote, “Nowhere at present is there such a measureless
loathing of their country by educated people as in America.”*

Four Who Made a Revolution [95]

AFTER THE coLLAPSE of the Soviet Empire, Time magazine
asked, “Can the Right Survive Success?”* Time quoted a conservative
scholar as saying, “It is a sign of enormous triumph that there are no
galvanizing issues for conservatives today."*s

“Nothing could be further from the truth,” responded James Coo-
per, the editor of American Arts Quarterly. “A major galvanizing issue
for conservatives, indeed, for all Americans . . . the great unfinished
task that President Reagan alluded to in his farewell speech to the
nation . . . is to recapture the culture from the Left. .. "

While most conservatives had been fighting the Cold War, a small
band had been holding down the forgotten front, the culture war
Cooper pleaded with conservatives to take up the culture war as thei1:
new cause and spoke of the territory already lost:

Seventy years ago, the Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci (1891-
1937) wrote the most important mission for Socialism was to
“capture the culture.” By the end of World War II, the liberal
Left had managed to capture not only the arts, theater, liter-
ature, music, and ballet, but also motion pictures, photography
education and the media. ,

Through its control of the culture, the Left dictates not only
the answers, but the questions asked. In short, it controls the
cosmological apparatus by which most American[s] compre-
hend the meaning of events.

This cosmology is based on two great axioms: the first is
there are no absolute values in the universe, no standards of
beauty and ugliness, good and evil. The second axiom is—in a
Godless universe—the Left holds moral superiority as the final
arbiter of man’s activities.*”

Qonservatives ignored Cooper’s cry. Instead, they fought against
national health insurance and for NAFTA and the WTO. “The Right
voted with their feet,” said Samuel Lipman, publisher of the New
Criterion.* Added Cooper: “Conservatives returned to money-making
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and Cold War strategies, straightened out their George Stubbs en-
gravings of English Thoroughbred horses on their office walls, and
forgot about the whole matter. After all, they reasoned, how important
is culture anyway?"*

“Where a man’s purse is, there his heart will be also.” The hearts
of many on the Right are in cutting marginal tax rates and eliminating
the capital gains tax. Good causes to be sure. But what doth it profit
a man if he gain the whole world and suffer the loss of his country?
Is whether the GDP rises at 2 or 3 or 4 percent as important as
whether or not Western civilization endures and we remain one na-
tion under God and one people? With the collapsing birthrate, open
borders, and the triumph of an anti-Western multiculturalism, that
is what is at issue today—the survival of America as a nation, separate
and unique, and of Western civilization itself—and too many con-
servatives have gone AWOL in the last great fight of our lives.

So, let us consider what the death march of the West will mean,
not just in future centuries, but in this century, and not just to our
children’s children, but to the generation growing up today.

THE COMING GREAT MIGRATIONS

The art of prophecy is very difficult, especially with re-
spect to the future.!
—Mark Twain

The Old and New Testaments have many parables of how the first-
born, or first chosen, lose their places in their fathers’ houses. A
hungry Esau sells his birthright to his brother Jacob for a mess of
potage. In Matthew 22, Jesus compares heaven to the wedding feast
a king prepares for his son. When the invited guests rudely refuse the
king's invitation, he sends his servants out to the highways and byways
to bring strangers into his house to celebrate the marriage of his son.

As Western peoples have begun to die, the vacant rooms in the
House of the West will not long remain vacant. In America, the places
prepared for the forty million unborn lost since Roe v. Wade have
been filled by the grateful poor of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. As
Europeans forgo children, the places prepared for them, too, will be
occupied by strangers.

Let us revisit the UN statistics on the depopulation of Europe. In
2000, there were 494 million Europeans aged fifteen to sixty-five.
That will plunge to 365 million by 2050. But the 107 million Euro-
peans over sixty-five today will soar to 172 million. In fifty years, the
ratio of European young and middle-aged to seniors and elderly will
fall from five to one to two to one. With Europe’s welfare states
already buckling under the weight of social programs, who will pay
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for the health, welfare, and pensions of the elderly? Who will care for
the old people in the retirement centers and nursing homes? With
the number of children falling even faster than those of working age,
who will mow the lawns, clean the buildings, wash the dishes, prepare
and serve the food in the restaurants of Europe? Where will the
nannies come from? With a working population 25 percent smaller
and an elderly population 90 percent larger, where will the new nurses
and doctors come from to care for these seniors?

By 2050, a third of Europe’s people will be over sixty. In the UK,
Germany, France, Italy, and Spain, one in ten will be over eighty!®
The median age of a European will be fifty, nine years above the
median age of the oldest nation on earth today, Japan. In Gray Dawn:
How the Coming Age Wave Will Transform America and the World,
former commerce secretary Pete Peterson writes:

Within the next thirty years, the official projections suggest
that governments in most developed countries will have to
spend at least an extra 9 to 16 percent of GDP annually simply
to meet their old age benefit promises. To pay these costs
through increased taxation would raise the total tax burden by
an unthinkable extra 25 to 40 percent of every worker’s taxable
wages—in countries where total payroll tax rates often already
exceed 40 percent. Or, if we resort to deficit spending, we
would have to consume all the savings and more of the entire

developed world.*

This is the fiscal equivalent of nuclear winter. If Europe wishes to
maintain its social safety net, there are three options: trillions of dol-
lars in new tax revenues must be found; European women must begin
bearing two and three times as many babies; or Europe must import
millions of workers each year. These are the stark choices the Old

Continent faces.
Yet, as Joseph Chamie of the UN Population Agency notes, “No
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demographers believe birth rates will rebound. How much will it take
to convince a woman to have four children? People are concerned
about their appearances, their education, their careers.”s Europe’s
birthrate has been falling for decades. It is no fluke. A birthrate below
replacement levels is common to every nation in Europe but Albania,
which is Muslim.

This is not a matter of conspiracy but of consensus, of free choice.
European women have decided they want one or two children, or
none, and they have the means—contraception, sterilization, and
abortion—to effect these choices. And European women consider
these personal desires to be far more compelling than demographic
studies describing what Europe will look like when they are seventy
or eighty, or gone.

A “huge decision” confronts Europe, writes Jonathan Steele of the
Guardian. “If living standards are not to fall, EU countries may have
to allow a 60-fold increase in immigration, feeding rightwing protests
and causing additional damage to the region’s fragile race relations.
This is the considered view of demographic experts as they examine
the reality of Europe’s aging population.”

Mass immigration has already begun. In 2000, England took in
185,000 immigrants, a record.” In 1999, 500,000 illegal aliens slipped
into the European Union, a tenfold increase from 1993.¢ In May
2001, the Washington Post reported:

Just a year ago, discoveries of foundering ships jammed with
human cargo of 500 to 1,000 people would have been a novelty
that generated headlines and outrage across Europe. But now
they have become routine in the waters between Turkey and
destinations in Greece, Italy, and as far north as the French
Riviera.®

The Camp of the Saints, Jean Raspail’s 1972 novel about an invasion
of France by an armada of destitute Third World people, whom Eu-
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rope, paralyzed by its egalitarianism and liberalism, is powerless to
resist, appears to have been prophetic. History has begun to imi-

tate art.

Furope appears unable to stop these millions from coming and
taking the jobs opening up as the war generation passes away. Indeed,
employers will demand they be brought in. So will the growing mil-
lions of seniors and elderly. And as the millions pour into Europe
from North Africa and the Middle East, they will bring their Arab
and Islamic culture, traditions, loyalties, and faith, and create replicas
of their homelands in the heartland of the West. Will they assimilate,
or will they endure as indigestible parts of Africa and Arabia in the
base camp of what was once Christendom? Consider the numbers.

As the populations of Portugal, Spain, France, Italy, and Greece all
shrink, on the other side of the Inland Sea, in Morocco, Algeria,
Tunisia, Libya, and Egypt, populations will explode by seventy-three
million in twenty-five years. In 1982, when the author was in Cairo,
there were forty-four million Egyptians. By 1998, it was sixty-four

million. By 2025, Egypt’s population is projected to hit ninty-six mil-
lion. In the nineteenth century, Europe invaded and colonized Africa.
In the twenty-first century, Africa invades and colonizes Europe.
Writes Nicholas Eberstadt, the AEI population expert, “In 1995 the
estimated populations of Europe (including Russia) and Africa were
almost exactly equal. In 2050, by these projections, Africans would

outnumber Europeans more than 3 to 1."'° Only the AIDS epidemic

stands in the way of a Europe overshadowed and eventually over-

whelmed by African peoples.
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have subdivided into twenty-one nations. Two more, Kosovo and
Montenegro, may soon be born. Secessionist movements are alive in
Russia, Macedonia, Italy, Corsica, the Basque country of Spain, Scot-
land, Wales, Bavaria, the Skane region of Sweden. In Belgium, the
ancient language-and-culture conflict between Flemish and Walloons
is flaming up.

"In Europe, with its 40,000-year-old indigenous white population,
the rise of a nonwhite majority may not be greeted with . . . equanim-
ity,” dryly noted London’s Guardian in October 2000.1" The spring
race riots in Oldman and Leeds, between South Asians and whites,
underscores the Guardian's point. Anti-immigration parties have
sprung up—the National Front of France’s Jean-Marie Le Pen, the
Freedom party of Austria’s Jorge Haider, the Swiss People’s party of
Christoph Blocher. As waves of immigration from the Islamic nations
of North Africa and the Mideast and black nations of the sub-Sahara
rise, crest, and crash into Europe, the immigration issue will become
even more explosive. Major parties will seize the issue from the minor
parties, or minor parties will become the major ones.

The German Christian Democratic party leader Angela Merkel al-
ready appears to be moving to capitalize on the backlash against Is-
lamic immigration. “The idea of a united Germany as a multicultural
society of almost 80 million people with more than 7 million foreign-
born appears to trouble [Ms. Merkel],” writes the New York Times.
“No other nation in Europe has as many foreigners.”'?

Ms. Merkel is irritated at U.S. demands that Turkey be brought
into the EU, as membership would confer on Turks the right to move
freely across Europe. “About 75 percent of the Turks in the world
who live outside Turkey are in Germany,” Merkel told the Times’s
Roger Cohen.

UNLIKE AMERICA, EUROPE’S nations are homogeneous. They

have no history of welcoming strangers or assimilating immigrants.
These peoples of different colors, creeds, and cultures will also be
arriving in Europe as its nation-states are crumbling. Since 1990,
three European nations—the USSR, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia—

We don'’t say they should not be Muslims. But we do say that
we are a country with a Christian background, and Turks must
understand this. . . . Inviting Turkey to become a candidate for
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the European Union membership was a mistake. There are
differences of values. We do not have the same understanding
of human rights. Try opening a Christian Church in Istanbul.*?

Europe’s nations are small, densely populated, and have no expe-
rience as “melting pots.” Thus, their ruling elites seem more alert,
apprehensive, and tough-minded about the social perils of mass im-
migration than Americans. But those same nations, and their ruling
elites, are late, very late, in awakening to the demographic danger

presented by a dying population.

“CATASTROIKA”

No nation will be more adversely affected by its collapsing birthrate
than Russia. Her population is projected to fall from 147 million to
114 million by 2050. As Russians are dying, China, even under its
one-couple-one-child policy, expects 250 million more people by 2025.
They will not be staying home. Chinese men already outnumber the
women available to marry by 40 million. If Mother Russia is nervous,
she should be. For even after the breakup of the Soviet Union, Russia
has twice as much land as China.

Three-forths of the enormous Russian land mass lies east of the
Urals, but only 8 million Russians live in the trackless expanses of
the Russian Far East, fewer people than there are in the Czech Re-
public. To their south, however, live 1.25 billion Chinese, with 250
million more on the way. This relative handful of Russians occupies
the northern half of the largest continent on earth, a land mass larger
than the United States, filled with the world’s most vital and desirable
resources: timber, oil, gold.

“Russia has been hemmorhaging humanity at a rate unprecedented
for a modern, industrialized nation, except during times of famine
and war,” writes British journalist John O’Mahony.!* In the winter of
2001, he traveled to the Far East and Kamchatka Peninsula, and
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returned with a grim tale of despair and death. Since the fall of com-
munism, Kamchatka's capital has already lost a fourth of its popula-

tion. In nearby regions, the virtual death of civilized society is
imminent:

However, it is at the exposed and vulnerable extremities of the
vast Russian territories that the atrophy of the population has
been most acute. Perhaps the most startling example is Chu-
kotka, a massive chunk of the far east three times the size of
Britain, where the population has withered by a staggering 60%
from 180,000 in 1990 to just 65,000 today, a figure that is
expected to slump to just 20,000 within the next five years,
making the region’s infrastructure unsustainable.’s

China has long looked on slices of Siberia as “lost territories,” stolen
in the nineteenth century when China was weak and beset by revolu-
tion and preyed upon by Western imperial powers. During the Taiping
revolt that took twenty-five million lives, the czar’s agents swindled the
Chi'ing Empire out of 350,000 square miles north of the Amur and be-
tween the Ussuri and the sea. This land, now Siberia’s Maritime Prov-
ince, is twice the size of California, and fits around Manchuria like a
cupped hand. Vladivostok, Russia’s port on the Sea of Japan, naval base
of her Pacific Fleet, was founded in 1860 on land that had belonged to
the Chinese until that year. And as Russia has had to surrender all the
lands taken from Kazakhs, Khirghiz, Uzbeks, Tadziks, and Turkmen,
what was taken from China will also be reclaimed.

In Mr. Nixon’s first months in office in 1969, Chinese and Russian
troops clashed on the long Amur-Ussuri frontier. And, while an en-
tente currently exists between Beijing and Moscow, the Chinese have
not forgotten. Before the middle of this century, Beijing will likely try
to regain those lands, and Alaska’s neighbors across the Bering Strait
could be tough young Chinese pioneers, rather than elderly Russians.
Already, Chinese settlers are moving into Russian territory, just as
Americans once moved into Mexico’s northern province of Texas be-
fore tearing it away.
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“Russians in the Far East worry about China to the point of par-
anoia,” reports the Financial Times, “An opinion poll conducted last
year [2000] in Primorive, the province around Vladivostok, to the
south of Khabarovsk, found 74 percent of the population expected
China to annex all or part of their region ‘in the long run.” ™

RUSSIA’S OTHER THREAT comes from the ex-Soviet republics to
its south—Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmen-
istan. Let us add Afghanistan, where Islamic rebels delivered the coup
de grace to the Soviet Empire. Moscow seeks to reassert its authority
in this region it calls its “near abroad,” but Russians are historically
European and Orthodox Christian, while these people are Asian and
Islamic and bitterly resentful at having been colonized and commu-
nized. It seems less likely that Russia will be driving south to recapture
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