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Abstract

This thesis is part of a small but growing literatwn the activism of Christi
Right ‘pro-family’ organisations from the United &¢s (US) in internation
development politics. This thesis provides a dethinalysis of the texts of fi
globally active ‘pro-family’ organisations from 1Bintil the end of 2008. One
the major findings is that the ‘pro-family’ poliatproject, previously defined as t
defence of the family against powerful global eljtess now being articulated agai
values associated with industrialisation and maderithrough this change, lon
held Christian Right tenets such as hostility tmifasm, staunch adherence to f
markets, and suspicion of the UN, are being redansd or redefined to suit t
needs of the ‘pro-family’ movement. By mapping thays that ‘pro-family
discourse is changing, this thesis shows the imnspalsat globalization ar
involvement at the UN is having on this set of @mative Christians, and hd
their agenda is changing as a result of theiripalitictivism outside of the US.
This thesis provides a current, comprehensive atidbte review of the activi
publications of the US ‘pro-family’ movement, ansl such, offers an insight in
the changing agenda of a movement that is growatl im organisational aptitud

and in global influence.
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Introduction

This thesis considers the changing agenda of afsebnservative organisations
from the United States (US). These organisationg l@come major players in the
global debate over sexual and reproductive rigittese groups identify themselves
as ‘pro-family’ organisations, and have placed tbelves in steadfast opposition to
progressive organisations and officials who seeknéke the enjoyment of these
rights a universal norm. These ‘pro-family’ orgaatiens are globally active and
exert their influence at a number of different pcdil levels around the world. They
form chapters in different countries, lobby delegatt United Nations (UN)
meetings, organise and attend international coném® run courses, and
commission and publish ‘pro-family’ research wittetintention of shaping policy
at the international level. Progressive women’stsgadvocates see the ‘pro-family’
movement as a major obstacle to achieving broadertmus over health and rights
at the UN, and thus a serious impediment to makegial and reproductive health
services available to people in the global Sduals. described below, ‘pro-family’
organisations have been remarkably successfukinglobal activism.

Despite their effectiveness at the internationatllepro-family’ organisations have

struggled to achieve anything approaching theieifpr policy successes within the
US. Important as they are in the US political s¢cdree rein for sweeping ‘pro-

family’ change was confined to the internationab@lepment portfolio during the

Bush Administration. In some cases, the foreignicgothanges won by ‘pro-

family’ lobbying under Bush have meant that comsis imposed on US

development funding have been entirely at odds withlaw. Such discrepancies,
however, have gone largely unnoticed in US domgstidics. As one observer
notes, in confining the ‘pro-family’ agenda to tlmutside world, the Bush

Administration has escaped criticism of policiesehhiwould be appalling to most

moderate Republicans.’

! In this thesis, | use ‘global South,” ‘third workahd ‘developing’ countries to describe the potti
and economic bloc of countries facing poverty, Heyels of sovereign debt and experiencing
relatively poor public health. While | acknowledtpat ‘developing countries’ is a euphemistic and
perhaps degrading term that depicts ‘developmen#l Enear phenomenon, | retain the term where |
believe it is appropriate, in order to maintain sistency with my primary texts. Where this is riat t
case, | use the term ‘global South.’ This is ablated to ‘South’ a number of times in the thesis.

2 Jennifer Butler, quoted in Standaert, M. (2006pBing Towards Armageddon: the Politics and the
Propaganda of the Left Behind Novels and the LaHaygire(New York: Soft Skull Press), p. 127-8.




Though their real policy victories came with thigsivoured status under the second
Bush government, ‘pro-family’ groups had emergedhaninternational scene well
before this time. ‘Pro-family’ organisations hadgha to network and exert some
influence internationally during the Clinton Adnsitation, with many gaining
official UN Non-Government Organisation (NGO) sttty the end of the 1990s.
Thanks to their advocacy, advancement in the s@tugomen’s health and rights
as a focus of development efforts at the intermatitevel had begun to stall. By the
late 1990s, the entry of ‘pro-family’ organisatiango the global NGO process and
their successful networking with conservative stated made it difficult for
feminist NGOs to claim that they spoke on behalf tbé world’'s women.
Progressive NGO representatives sensed that they m@v defending previous

gains rather than attempting to forge ahead with geals®

The ‘pro-family’ movement can be said to have eradrip the 1990s, coalescing in
response to the Vatican’s urgent appeal for comsers people of faith to come to
the 1994 UN-sponsored International Conference a@puRtion and Development
(ICPD) in Cairo. A number of US ‘pro-family’ orgasations arrived in Cairo to
oppose women’s rights activists in their effortshave sexual and reproductive
rights internationally recognisédit that conference, language around population
control was largely dropped as a justification fbe provision of reproductive
health services in developing countries, in favolirhetoric advancing women’s
reproductive health and rights. After Cairo, wonsehéalth and empowerment was
to be an end, not a means, of development efforts.

More than anything else, for ‘pro-family’ organisats, feminist achievements at
Cairo heralded an international right to abortidhis threat, more than anything
else, brought the ‘pro-family’ movement out of tb&. The groups gathered in

greater numbers in Beijing in 1995, to try to pmavthe gains made by feminists

3 Butler, J. S. (2006) Born Again: The Christian Riglobalized(London: Pluto Press), p. 54.

* A number of commentators have noted that the diseoon family planning in development circles
changed from ‘population control’ to ‘reproductitights’ around this time. See for example, Eager, P
W. (2004) ‘From Population Control to ReproductRights: Understanding Normative Change in
Global Population Policy (1965 — 1994%lobal Societyvol. 18, no. 2, p. 151, and Grimes, S. (1998)
‘From population control to “reproductive rightdtieological influences on population polic{hird
World Quatrterly, vol. 19, no. 3, p. 375.




the previous year from being consolidated and elddnat that year's World
Conference on Women. ‘Pro-family’ organisations nfduthemselves struggling
against an overwhelming majority of progressiveedations and NGOs as they
entered the UN arentalliances between conservative Catholics, Evaegidiand
other faiths were forged at this tifieStill largely taking its cue from the Vatican,
the ‘pro-family’ movement grew in influence and exjence during the 1990s. By
the end of the 1990s, ‘pro-family’ organisationsd Hhaecome a globally active
movement, enjoying increasing influence at the Whth an agenda that had
broadened beyond opposition to abortion to incladehole range of ‘pro-family’

concerns.

By the time George W. Bush was inaugurated as d&esin 2001, the ‘pro-family’
movement had an international agenda, experiendedcates, and established
policy positions on development assistance and humghts. Enjoying the
patronage of the UN’s most powerful player, the-pamily’ impact of US foreign
policy positions would be a devastating blow tousdxand reproductive health and
rights advocates. What follows is a brief list pfd-family’ political achievements
since 2001.

One of the major policy successes of ‘pro-familyganisations was the Bush
Administration’s support and promotion of abstinemmnly sex education.
Abstinence-only education is based on the princips the only way to prevent
unplanned pregnancies and sexually transmittedtiofes (STIs) is to abstain from
sex until marriage. Teachers of abstinence-onlycatiion are not permitted to
mention birth control or condoms to their studeets;ept to draw attention to the
failure rates of different forms of contraceptiétbstinence-only programmes teach
students ways to refuse sex and deal with peesgmesand lay emphasis on the
importance of monogamy for the maintenance of dtineaociety’ One third of

® See Buss and Herman, Buss, D. and D. Herman (2BI0®klizing Family Values: the Christian

Right in International Politic§Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press)4f.

® Ibid, p. 106-7, Butlerop. cit, p. 154

"Barnett, J. E. and C. S. Hurst (2003) ‘Abstineedacation for rural youth: an evaluation of the

Life’'s Walk program, The Journal of School Healthiol. 73, no. 7, p. 264. Academic and peer-
reviewed studies broadly refute the effectivendsghstinence-only education as a means of
preventing unintended pregnancies and STls. A 280iéw of US abstinence-only policies and
programmes concludes that while there is widesppedtic support for abstinence as an essential and
appropriate element of sex education, existinguatans fail to show that abstinence-only




the 2003 President’'s Emergency Plan For AIDS RéREPFAR) funds for HIV
prevention were reserved for ‘abstinence-only-uméirriage’ programme&.in
addition to this third, the remainder of PEPFAR var@ion funds were made
available to religious organisations, who may edelinformation about condoms

or contraceptives if they choose to do so.

Another ‘pro-family’ success came during the 200X $pecial Session on
Children. In this UN meeting, US delegates andrthdies attempted to include
language promoting abstinence-only education indiieome document. Though
they did not achieve this, the US delegation dichage to exclude reference to
comprehensive sex education. One progressive cotatoemad this to say about
the event: ‘successfully opposing the mighty USvptbto be possible, but it was an

exhausting and bruising experience for all involted

Perhaps the most important policy achievement goo-family’ organisations was
the restoration of the Mexico City Policy, a comtt attached to US development
assistance which stipulates that US Agency forivatiional Development (USAID)
funding must be withheld from any organisation thatforms, refers, discusses or
provides counselling for abortions, even when abwoitelated activities are
performed with the organisation’s own funds. Despite relative ease of access to
abortion within the US, under Bush this ‘pro-famisfipulation had the effect of
isolating even moderately ‘pro-choice’ NGOs workingooor countries from their
main source of revenue. Dubbed the ‘global gag’ rokrause of the way it
prevented discussion around abortion, critics o ffolicy say it created an

programmes have been effective in their statedsgoak study which did show that virginity pledges
delayed sexual initiation, noted that when the gpégdhen did have sex, they were less likely to use
contraception, and thus their postponement dicsigmtificantly decrease their chances of becoming
unintentionally pregnant. See Santelli, J., M. At &d M. Lyon et al (2006) ‘Abstinence and
abstinence-only education: a review of US polieiad programs,The Journal of Adolescent Health
vol. 38, no, 1, pp. 72-81, and Kirby, D. (2002) ‘Bbstinence-Only Programs Delay the Initiation of
Sex Among Young People and Reduce Teen PregnaNeyi®nal Campaign to Reduce Teen
Pregnancy Washington DC, p. 4, available at
http://www.thenationalcampaign.org/resources/pdifgabstinence_only.pdiast accessed 15/07/09].
& For more on this stipulation, see Alrich, C. (2p0%stinence Education Spending Requirement
Hinders International Response to HIV/AID&uttmacher Policy Reviewpl. 10, no. 2.

® Girard, F. (2002) ‘UN Special Session on ChildrBosh Administration Continues its Attacks on
Sexual and Reproductive HealtRéproductive Health Mattersol. 10, no. 20, pp. 141-143.




atmosphere of ‘fear and intimidation’ throughout AIS and its partner

organisations around the worfdl.

‘Pro-family’ influence was also a key factor in Bus decision to freeze the annual
contribution of the US to the UN Fund for Populatisssistance (UNFPA) in 2003.
The funds were withheld on the basis of a US ‘@mify’ think tank report which
asserted that UNFPA was complicit in alleged cagrakortions in China. A US
State Department investigation of the allegatiomsnti no evidence of UNFPA
involvement in the provision of abortions or stieations,and recommended that
the funds (already approved by Congress) be raletsdJNFPA immediately.
Despite the official repudiation of the charges iagfa UNFPA, the Bush
Administration maintained the suspension of fundd @ontinued to hold back
funding for UNFPAM

‘Pro-family’ organisations also managed to incogteran anti-prostitution pledge
as a condition of USAID funding for HIV preventionhe ‘pro-family’ view of sex
work — as a form of slavery that prostitutes seekdcape — is incompatible with
prevention programmes which call for non-judgmemiabroaches towards people
who sell sex*? In 2003, the US government announced a conditiopnUS
development assistance which stated that orgammsateceiving USAID funding to
fight HIV/AIDS (outside the US) must sign a pledgenfirming that they condemn
prostitution and sex trafficking. This pledge, aadition of the Global AIDS Bill,
was the product of intensive ‘pro-family’ lobbyin¢Pro-family’ organisations’
emphasis on sexual slavery as the most egregioosdbhuman trafficking was a

major aspect of their ability to present prostaatiand trafficking as part of the

19 Kaplan, E. (2004) With God on their Side: How Gliein Fundamentalists Trampled Science, Policy
and Democracy in Bush’s White Hou@¢ew York: The New Press), p. 229.

" Total funds withheld amounted to over $240 millmnthe end of Bush’s presidency. See UNFPA’s
‘Global Population Policy Update’ no. 86, 26 Jary2009, available at
http://www.unfpa.org/parliamentarians/news/newslstissue86.htnjlast accessed 15/07/09].

2 pue to their high frequency of sexual contacts,\seskers require particular attention in the
prevention of HIV, both for their own sexual headtid in order to prevent or control epidemics. In
populations where the virus is primarily spreasdtiyh heterosexual intercourse, as it is in mostef
countries where HIV is a serious problem, work wvitbstitutes is a significant aspect of prevention.
Most successful HIV prevention programmes amongyinalised groups have worked closely with
prostitutes to build credibility and trust. See, ésample, Koetsawang, S. (1998)pragmatic
intervention to promote condom use by female sevkers in Thailand,Bulletin of the World Health
Organisationyol. 77, no. 11, pp. 888-89and ‘Making Prevention Work: Global Lessons Learned
from the AIDS Control and Prevention (AIDSCAP) Rt 1991-1997' available through:
http://fhi.org/en/HIVAIDS/pub/Archive/index.htrflast accessed 11/08/09].




same problem. As seen in other ‘pro-family’ achreeats, many experienced
organisations at the coalface of HIV prevention eveut off from their funds
because they refused to conform to this ttil&.key ‘pro-family’ leader cited this
effort to ‘follow the money’ — cutting off non-corhignt progressive organisations —
as one of the most important ‘pro-family’ victoriggat she had witnessed under the

Bush administrationi?

Finally, ‘pro-family’ organisations have been veagtive in opposing liberal
language in the outcome documents of UN meetingscanferences. They work
tirelessly to prevent the inclusion of terms iremrmational agreements that could be
construed to mean a right to services ‘pro-famiyoups believe should be
restricted, or behaviours they deem immoral. Frd12to the end of the Bush
Administration, ‘pro-family’ organisations and lead accompanied US officials,
sometimes as members of the US delegation, advibieign to oppose or attach
reservations to particular terms or phrases inam& documents. Terms such as
‘reproductive health services,” ‘sexual orientati@md ‘sexual and reproductive
rights’ became the subject of bitter disputes atlN, and less precise terms were
adopted to preserve consensus. Efforts to imprive darity of language in
international agreements were seen as dangeropiogkessive advocates: opening
up debate on vague language risked the deletioentife phrases or paragraphs
from the agreemerif These kinds of impasses were common during theh Bus
Administration, and outcome documents and compéanommittees remained

unclear as to the duties of the patrties.

13 This was particularly true of unionised sex woskavho overwhelmingly refused to sign the
document and could no longer obtain US HIV prevanfunds.

14 Kaplan,op. cit.,p. 225.

15 An example of this is the effort by feminists teange the term ‘access to reproductive health’ to
‘access to reproductive health services’ in ordegiarify which duties governments are obliged to
perform in order to improve women'’s health. UndesB, the US insisted on the use of the term
‘reproductive health care’ rather than ‘reproduethealth services’ in documents. It is understopd b
both sides of the debated that ‘services’ is repriegive of a broader set of obligations than ‘care
including the right to information, contraceptiomdsabortion where it is legal. Ylva Bergman suggest
that ‘Serviceemphasize having control over one’s sexuality amtility and not just being cared for
when sick or bleeding to death.” In one case, titeame document asserts a ‘right of access to
reproductive health,” using neither care nor s@wiSee Bergman, Y. (ed.) (2004) Breaking Through:
A guide to sexual and reproductive health and sigfithe Swedish Association for Sexuality
Education, Stockholm, available latp://www.rfsu.se/publications__rfsu.afast accessed 15/07/09].

10



All of these ‘pro-family’ conditions were placed oievelopment funds intended to
improve the health and well-being of the world’sopEst communities. US-funded
organisations working in countries with the highedes of HIV transmission, with
the people least able to afford treatment to previes onset of AIDS, were the
same organisations that were threatened with reimgivaheir funding if they
openly promoted the use of condoms. Maternal hedBOs working in sub-
Saharan Africa — where in 1999, women had a orséxiteen chance of dying as a
result of pregnandy — had to use teaching curricula that promote aéstie over
contraceptives and stress the failure rates of @msdn order to continue to receive
USAID funding. Organisations receiving USAID fundirrould not participate in
their national abortion debates, even though atoréand freedom of speech are
constitutionally protected rights in the US. ‘Paofily’ victories in the

development arena have been swift and substantial.

Whether or not they will ever be able to bring abthese same policy changes
within the US, ‘pro-family’ organisations are a neowent of global significance.
Either through the serendipitous election of a iplesg sympathetic to their views,
or through their achievement of a critical massoafanised enthusiasts (or a
combination of both), globally active ‘pro-familygroups represent a serious
challenge to women’s health and rights advocatégsd ‘pro-family’ successes
have been striking, not only because of the redathexperience of the groups
compared to their progressive opponents, but alcause of their historical
suspicion of international institutions. Given th&rmer distaste for ‘handouts,’
‘big government’ and international organisatiortsg speed and success of their

entry into development politics is extraordinary.

With these accomplishments in mind, the broad irhp&this movement calls for a
thorough analysis of the motivations of US ‘pro-figfngroups at the global level.

This is an undertaking that this thesis attemptsatoy out. In doing so, | seek to do
three related things: examine how the groups utmli@isand frame the political

world outside the US, show how this informs thdiarcging agenda, and document

16 See Garner, M. (1999) ‘Death in the midst of 1i8BC News OnlineTuesday 29 June 1999, at
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/special_report/1999/06irid_population/379943.stftast accessed
15/07/09].

11



if and how these understandings are changing awex. in other words, the aim of
this thesis is to map the ideological frameworkgbdbally active ‘pro-family’
organisations, and show how this framework is chrapdBefore | do this, however,
| discuss what | mean by the term ‘pro-family.’

What is the ‘pro-family’ movement?

The ‘pro-family’ movement makes up only one parttbé global issue-based
activism pursued by US Christian Right organisaioBxperts on the Christian
Right highlight a growth in the movement’s polilicaterests outside the US since
the end of the Cold Walbservers have focused on different subsets of the
Christian Right in their attempts to understand dlabalization of the movement.
Correspondingly, experts identify broadly differendtivations behind the activism

of Christian Right groups as they extend their dgerto use William Martin’s

words, ‘beyond the water’s edgg.’

For this reason, in this thesis, | study ‘pro-farnihotivations separately from the
other international concerns of the US ChristiaghiRi Though the organisations
may be ‘in touch’ with each other and share broaiyilar views and sources of
financial support, they are different people, pramp different causes and have
increasingly divergent views of the world outsidee t US. Furthermore,

distinguishing the diverse rallying cries of Chast Right advocacy groups may
improve our understanding of what kind of impacgbiyfamily’ activism has on the

Christian Right as a whol&,

In order to separate the ‘pro-family’ movement frother aspects of international
Christian Right activism, | briefly discuss the ethglobal issues to which US
Christian Right organisations have applied themeselinternational Christian Right
activity and advocacy can be roughly divided iniwe fcategories: isolationism,
support for Israel from ‘Christian Zionist’ lobbyaups, worldwide evangelism and

missionary commitments, opposition to religious seeution, and ‘pro-family’

Y Martin, W. (1999) ‘The Christian Right and AmenicBoreign Policy, Foreign Policy no. 114, p.
67.

18 This might be done by using network or power stieanalysis techniques, or comparative
analysis, but is not attempted in this thesis.

12



advocacy (the focus of this thesis). | briefly diss each of these, highlighting

tensions between the different issue areas.

Isolationism

This is the traditional approach Christian consevea in the US have taken with
regards to globalization, and it remains an endursentiment which threads
through many of the texts examined in this theSiwistian Right isolationism
manifests itself as a ‘passional mythivhich sees the US as having a sacred history
and Christian way of life, which requires protentivom corrupting influences that
come from outside. This extends to the protectib®d® industry, through what
Christian Right observer Didi Herman refers to las tstoking [of] nativist and
protectionist fires? Isolationism is also evident in the mistrust ofegral entities,

especially communist countries and internationstiiations.

In her historical analysis of right-wing organisais in the USRoads to Dominion,
sociologist Sara Diamond suggests that opposit@rmgdvernment involvement
beyond the US has been a part of the US conseeviiinework since the 1930s,
and this sentiment has persisted to the presenbugh less vocally — despite the
Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbour and other intenzd entanglements. After
the Second World War, Diamond writes that isolagbeentiment transformed into
‘militant anticommunism,” a sentiment which she gests has profoundly
influenced the right-wing understanding of the wdf She recalls that Patrick
Buchanan ran his 1992 Republican Primary race WAimerica First’ as his
catchphrase, evoking memories of the Right’s ‘iSotast roots.?* True to this core

isolationist philosophy, some Christian Right origations still have removing the

¥ This term is borrowed from Daniela Rossini, fromaaagraph which describes this myth as
‘nostalgia for the “golden age” of isolation, a @when every American pursued his own personal
interests without worrying about foreign affairsdahe duties and responsibilities they implied.’
Rossini, D. (1995) ‘Isolationism and Internatiosailiin Perspective: Myths and Reality in American
Foreign Policy,” in Rossini, D. (ed.) Theodore Rewalt to FDR: Internationalism and Isolationism in
American Foreign Polic{Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press), p. 14.

% Herman, D. (2001) ‘Globalism’s Siren Song: the tédiNations and International Law in Christian
Right Thought and Prophecylie Sociological Reviewol. 49, no.1, p. 61.

Z Diamond, S. (1995) Roads to Dominion: Right wingwdments and Political Power in the United
StategNew York: The Guilford Press), pp. 23-4.

22 |bid.

% |bid, p. 23.

13



US from the UN as their primary godlOthers act as UN ‘watchdogs,’ for example
Phyllis Schlafly’'s Eagle Forum, whose mission is firotection of US sovereignty

from the UN and other international institutidis.

As an explanation for the persistence of isolasiomiin contemporary Christian
Right discourse, some authors suggest nostalgia bygone ‘golden age’ in which
the US was relatively free from the complicatiofisnternational affair$’ Scholar

and progressive activist Jennifer Butler suggeséd the persistent conservative
suspicion of the UN is partly a hangover from th@dOWNar; an enduring belief that
the UN remains a stalking horse for communfénRespite the persistence of
isolationism in some quarters, recent literaturenenChristian Right acknowledges

a movement away from isolationism as a guidinggpie.

Support for Israel

Christian Right foreign policy concerning Israelimextricable from beliefs about
Armageddon and the Second Coming of Jesus. Expertthis topic stress the
importance of pre-millennialism, the belief that t&econd Coming of Christ is
imminent, in understanding Christian Right suppfat Israel?® For his part,
Marsden writes that Christian Zionists (as he ctllsm) see events concerning
Israel ‘through an eschatological prism, indicategither God’s displeasure or the
proximity of the end of the agé”Jerry Falwell famously summed up the Christian
Right position on Israel: ‘Whoever stands agairssgel, stands against God.’
Indeed, this ‘Biblical focus’ on Israel is widelyeld, according to former
Republican Party strategist Kevin Phillips, who esothat 63 percent of white

evangelical Protestants see the existence of #ie of Israel as a requirement of

24 One such campaign is called ‘Get US out of the’ @dewww.getusout.nefor more details [last
accessed 17/12/2008].

% Seehttp://www.eagleforum.ordlast accessed 17/12/2008].

% See Diamond (1995), Martinp .cit.,p. 78.

27 Butler, J. (2002) A New Sheriff in Town: The Clig Right Nears Major Victory at the United
Nations Public Eye available atttp://www.publiceye.org/magazine/v16n2/PE_Butlktl
[29/12/08].

8 See for example, Hermap .cit.,p. 66, and Croft, S. (2007), ‘Thy Will be Done:élNew Foreign
Policy of America’s Christian Right|hternational Politics no. 44, p. 698.

2 Marsden, L. (2008) For God's Sake: The ChristigghRand US Foreign Polic§tondon and New
York: Zed Books), p184.

%0 Falwell, quoted in Brouweet al, op. cit.p. 18. This quote also appears in Madjncit, p. 72.

14



prophecy to be fulfilled before Jesus will retdtihese evangelicals make up a
sizable proportion of US citizens who support Isrée his 2004 book, theologian
Tim Weber notes that over a third of the Americah® support Israel say that they
do so ‘because they believe the Bible teachestiiealews must possess their own
country in the Holy Land before Jesus can rettifo pursue this objective, there
are a number of conservative Protestant NGOs inJBeaising money with the

purpose of using it to support Jewish migratiotstael

Nevertheless, the issue of Israel is problematidie Christian Right in a number
of ways. Many Jews themselves remain mistrustfutheir allies’ advocacy for
Israel; in second coming scenarios of the ChrisRaght, Jews either convert to
Christianity or they die a horrible deathSimilarly, Marsden notes that Christian
Zionists uniformly oppose Islamic regim&unlike many in the ‘pro-family’
movement and the US government who are more irttlitoe work alongside
Islamic governments and organisations to pursuesergative political goals.
Furthermore, in his consideration of the rise abgll Christianity, historian Phillip
Jenkins warns that in the future, the issue ofelsnaay serve to isolate Northern
Christians ‘not just from Muslims, but from theing churches of the South,” many
of which are sympathetic to the plight of Palestiisi-® Nevertheless, despite the
fact that it may hinder the pursuit of other goatighe international level, support

for Israel remains an important aspect of ChrisRaght foreign policy.

Worldwide evangelism
As William Martin notes, by their identification thi the very term ‘evangelical,’

US protestant evangelicals declare their desirgptead Christianity ‘unto all the

3L Phillips, K. (2006) American Theocracy: The Parild Politics of Radical Religion, Oil and
Borrowed Money in the ZiCentury,(London: Penguin Books), p. 364.

32 \Weber, T. (2004) On the Road to Armageddon: Hoarfeelicals Became Israel’s Best Friends
(Michigan: Baker Academic), p. 11.

% See Croft, S. (2007), ‘Thy Will be Done: The Newré&ign Policy of America’s Christian Right,’
International Politics Issue 44p. 705-6. In his article, Croft reports on anakskOutreach’
organisation, which invites Evangelicals to ‘stefpithe story,” by helping to fund Jewish immigoati
to their ‘ancient homeland.’

3 See Marsderp. cit, p. 190, and Hermawp. cit, p. 66, for more on the prophesied gruesome fate
of non-Christians in end times scenarios.

% See Marsdergp. cit, pp. 197-198.

% Jenkins, P. (2007) The Next Christendom: The CaminGlobal ChristianitfNew York: Oxford
University Press), p. 213.
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world.”®” This spread is taking place in no small measu@shien observes that the
number of Christians in Africa has risen to ne&dyf of the continent’s population;
from 144 million in 1970 to 411 million in 2008.Over a third of these new
African Christians belong to faith communities withlue sets which are consistent
with the conservative positions espoused by the@h8stian Right® Religious
scholar Timothy Shah demurs however, warning thesé¢ numbers should not be
understood as a reflection of people in the Sorgbeiving’ their religion from the
US: the phenomenon, he argues, is largely indigelgoled® Nor, he suggests
should parallels between the moral views of US eoratives and Southern
Christians be understood as important, as viewsoomosexuality and abortion tend

not to constitute a central aspect of politica ks they do in the US.

Nevertheless, widespread international evangeksamithe Christian Right agenda.
In their bookExporting the American Gosp@rouwer, Gifford and Rose document
the rise of US missionary activity in the globaluBio and the ‘Asian Tigerd®

These areas are comparable to the ‘10/40 windowjsaionary target observed by
Sara Diamond, denoting the northern lines of ldétbetween which the vast
majority of the world’s non-Christians liV8The targeting of Islamic people for
conversion by evangelical Christians is an issueCforistian Right organisations
who seek conservative Islamic support for ‘pro-figimpolicies.** Brouwer et al

emphasise the complementary and connected natuds giolitical goals and the

spread of conservative Christianity in the South.

It is not only Islamic people who are concernedutlibe evangelical Christian
Right and their drive to ‘win the world for ChrisAs Brouwer and his colleagues

suggest, the successful efforts of evangelicalthénglobal South (and Africa in

37 Martin, op. cit, p. 67.

3 Marsdenpp. cit, p. 76.

39 Marsden offers opposition to homosexuality as>amle. Among American Pentecostals,
opposition to homosexuality runs at around 80 get,ovhilst amongst Nigerian and Kenyan
Pentecostals, opposition is only marginally und#® per cent. See ibid, p. 75.

“0See Shah, T. S. (2004) ‘The Bible and the Ballmt:EEvangelicals and Democracy in the “Global
South,” SAIS Reviewyol. 24, no. 2.

*! These are Hong Kong, South Korea, Singapore aiwkifiaSee Brouwer, S., P. Gifford and S. D.
Rose (1996) Exporting the American Gospel: GloHalislian FundamentalisifiRoutledge: New
York and London).

2 See Diamond, S. (1998) Not By Politics Alone: Ereluring Influence of the Christian RigiNew
York, The Guilford Press), p. 203.

“3 Butler (2006)0p. cit, p. 134-5.
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particular) ‘to convert Catholics to “real” Chrigtiity’ are a major problem for
Catholic allies of the Christian Rigfit Proselytising evangelicals make much of the
economic underdevelopment in developing countsay, the authors, attributing
this to centuries of corruption, syncretism and kvedligious leadership by the
Catholic Church?

Brouwer et al and Marsden see evangelism in poor countries as a furrsoft
power,” in which the vision of US prosperity atttmicadherents in developing
countries® If this is so, Christian Right missionary activigmesents a view of
progress that is compatible with earlier ChristRight views of development.
Christian Right leaders had previously rejectedoimement in development and
foreign aid, because, they reasoned, poor counivege to blame for their own
problems. These were ascribed to a lack of cedricial values that encourage the
accumulation of wealth, or in blunter terms, beeaw$ developing countries’
‘addiction to paganism [and] immoralit{/’In the promotion of self-sacrifice, hard
work and submission to God as the means of aclgelvealth and wealth in the
global South, Christian Right proselytising offessconservative alternative to
rights-based models of development. As will be ghaw later chapters, these
values (particularly self-sacrifice) still informhé ‘pro-family’ understanding of
how development ought to be pursued, in terms atwWiro-family’ groups see as

their beneficial impact on individuals and commigst

Freedom from Religious persecution

As Marsden notes, persecution is ‘a recurring thenraughout Christian history®
Seen in the light of the increasing evangelicalvagtdescribed above, it is perhaps
unsurprising that globally active Christian Righlbigps have organised to combat
the persecution of Christians beyond the US. A mremd$ groups such as ‘Stand
Today,” ‘International Christian Concern,” ‘Bibleebgue,” ‘Christian Freedom

“4 Brouwer et alpp. cit.,p. 216.

5 |bid, p. 217.

“5 For more on this, see Marsdemp, cit, p. 60.

*" This perspective — a ‘reconstructionist’ one wéll described in Armstrong, K. (2007) On the Bible
(New South Wales: Allen & Unwin), p. 216.

8 Marsdenpp. cit, p. 115.
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International’ and ‘Voice of the Martyrs’ are a paf the Christian Right effort to

prevent Christian persecution around the wotld.

Protecting Christians from execution in Sudan ie 1#990s was a major rallying
point for these Christian Right groups, with reprgatives claiming that over a
million Christians had been killed in that coungyturmoil, some reportedly by
crucifixion.”® Opposition to persecution grew to be a princampect of evangelical
foreign policy by 1996, when the National Assodatbf Evangelicals appealed to
the Clinton Administration to curtail developmenifls to any governments who
were deemed to be persecuting Christfr@hristian Right leaders organised a
‘day of the persecuted Church,” which may have ime@ 100,000 congregations in
the US by the second year it was h&ldittention to this cause has also stimulated a
flurry of interest in missionary activity in thetéa1990s; by 2001, political scientist
Stuart Croft reports, overseas missions organisetd$ Protestant organisations
had increased by at least a factor of eight froeirthumber in 1998° That areas
deemed by the Christian Right to be rife with neligs persecution are the same
countries that are targeted for proselytising hatsgone unnoticed by critics of the
Christian Right>* As Marsden observes, the Bush Administration’sreased
attention to this issue has enabled evangelisticistdn Right organisations

opportunities to proselytise in areas to which thesviously had no access.

Though much of the focus has been on persecutioBhoistians under Islamic
regimes, China has also been a target of Chrifight anti-persecution groups. A
number of Christian Right groups lobbied the Clmeaministration in an attempt
to block China’s ‘most favoured nation’ tradingts&in 1997° For the most part,

however, efforts against Christian persecution hawgrayed Islamic governments

9 Seehttp://www.standtoday.orghttp://www.persecution.org
http://www.bibleleague.org/persecuted/index.gittp://www.christianfreedom.organd
http://www.persecution.confall accessed 3/12/2008]. See also Marsmercit, p. 119 and Crofpp.
cit.

*0 For more on this, see Martiop. cit, p. 75 and Crofpp. cit, p. 695.

*1 See Diamond (1998Yp. cit, p. 207. Christian Right activists organised afemmce in 1996
entitled ‘the global persecution of Christiansy faore on this, see Croftp. cit, pp. 694-5.

%2 Croft, op. cit, pp. 694-5.

>3 |bid, p. 695.

** See Diamond (1998) in particular, but also Cra@Q7) and Marsden (2008).

%> Marsdenpp. cit, p. 121.

%% Martin, op. cit, pp. 75-6.
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and groups as the chief culprits of this form aflence. According to Croft, some
Christian Right groups even attempted to frameewents of September the™ 1
2001 as part of an ongoing ‘jihad’ against ‘AmerisaChristians and Jew¥.This
effort was broadly unsuccessful, however, as treiiag ‘war on terrorism’ allied
the Bush Administration with the very governmentsese Christian Right
organisations had been accusing of persecutionaru8audi Arabia, Egypt,
Uzbekistan and Pakistah.

The Bush Administration was not alone in its sélectinderstanding of its duty to
prevent religious persecution: the ‘pro-family’ seent of the Christian Right also
made an effort to achieve some distance from #siga. Law professors Doris Buss
and Didi Herman'’s interviews with prominent ‘praafdy’ leaders reveal that to a
large degree, ‘pro-family’ leaders accept the pritexpediency of working with
the very governments their anti-persecution ClamstRight compatriots despise.
Austin Ruse, leader of the Catholic Family and HorRaghts Institute (C-Fam),
states frankly: ‘we do not work on religious freetove work on life and family>®

In the same interview, Ruse goes on to say thanideother ‘pro-family’ leaders
‘work very well with [Sudanese and Libyan UN delggas], at the same time
having revulsion for the things that they are dotngChristians in their own
countries.®® Rather than characterise this as hypocritical,sBared Herman prefer
to see Ruse’s nonchalance in this area as a blepdlitical compromise with a
willing ‘suspension of disbelief* While it is unclear how much belief Ruse is
choosing to suspend, so to speak, the extreme @em ragmatism with which he
operates is an indication of how disparate the gBihn Right movement is.
Moreover, it shows the degree to which Ruse andpnesfamily’ associates are

unwilling to be sidetracked from their cause, retsigg the need for Islamic allies.

The ‘pro-family’ movement
As has been shown here, there are several reasocensider the ‘pro-family’

movement separately from other Christian Rightasateas. As noted, ‘pro-family’

>’ Croft, op. cit, p. 697.

8 See ibid, p. 697, and Marsdem. cit.,pp. 123-4.

%9 Austin Ruse, quoted in Buss and Hermam, cit, p. 95.
0 |bid, p. 96.

®1 Ibid, p. 96.
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organisations collaborate with those same govertsnirat their Christian Right
allies accuse of persecuting Christians and thnéajelsrael. Politically, ‘pro-
family’ groups are more autonomous from Christimmaminational divisions and
the Republican Party than the other internationalgtive Christian Right
organisations discussed above. Because of thisfgmily’ groups are freer to ally
with Catholic, Mormon and Islamic organisations hatvothers in the Christian

Right might consider to be ‘a pact with Satan’ -erder to pursue shared goals.

More than the other parts of the Christian Righg fpro-family’ movement is a
part of what Keck and Sikkink classify as a ‘tramonal advocacy network? By
attempting to work with a variety of internation@nservative organisations and
seeking to create a permanent bloc of ‘pro-famglyvernment delegates at the UN,
the ‘pro-family’ movement pulls itself further awdypom its domestic base and

other international causes of the Christian Right.

In terms of their ideological commitments, ‘pro-féyh groups have a deeper
commitment — at least rhetorically — to reducingqrty and improving people’s
well-being (in measurable ways) than the othernagonally active sectors of the
Christian Right discussed here. This is likely t® telated to the influence of
conservative Catholic organisations on the ‘pro#fgmmovement, with their

connection to a church which has a history of bagcdospitals, organising famine

relief and working to relieve poverty in developioguntries.

At the policy level, at least, unlike the otheruss of importance to the Christian
Right, the ‘pro-family’ movement’s focus is on humbodies as much as it is on
human souls. The focus on physical rather thantsgirwell-being has led to the
emergence of ‘pro-family’ think tanks, which resgailand produce a ‘pro-family’
form of social science. This development can bd s=aa broader attempt to break
the secular monopoly on health and human rightguage, and social science in
general. The emergence of what Buss and HermanCtalktian Right ‘expert

discours€®® has been politically useful, providing US policyakers sympathetic to

2 Keck, M. E. and K. Sikkink (1998) Activists Beyowrders: Advocacy Networks in International
Politics, (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press).
%3 Buss and Hermamp. cit, pp. 7-9.
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‘pro-family’ views with the justifications require advance ‘pro-family’ policies,

as has already been shown in this chapter.

Most obviously, perhaps, ‘pro-family’ organisatiohsld a view of the UN that
distinguishes them from the rest of the ChristiaghR In fact, it seems to be the
case that ‘pro-family’ groups’ reputations relygome degree on their acquisition
of NGO status at the URf.Rather than hold the UN in disdain, as is comnmoihé
broader US conservative framewofR, ‘pro-family’ organisations are deeply
involved in the UN system, and use it as a platfesmress for conservative social
policies. This effort betrays a belief in the UNiatis absent from other Christian
Right organisations, and also a conviction thatirtis®cial agenda is widely
supported by delegates in the majority of nations.

Moreover, the language with which ‘pro-family’ orgsations advocate for their
policies is far more secularised than that of otimernational Christian Right
groups. As Swinski finds in her doctoral dissedaton conservative movements at
the UN, ‘pro-family’ groups have adjusted the whgyt represent their views, from
tradition to rights, and now use science and reaathrer than religion and morality,
to advance their argumerffsExplicit discussion of religion is carefully mareay
and in many cases, wholly avoidéd:Pro-family’ organisations appear to be

satisfied that their policies require no expligpaal to religious principles.

Lastly, these groups are globalizing in a way thatifferent from the other groups.
‘Pro-family’ organisations are attempting to broaslctheir conservative agenda as
a universal blueprint for good development, rathan a movement that serves the

interests of Christians, or citizens of the Unigtdtes.

The globalization of ‘pro-family’ organisations shd not be understood in
isolation from other Christian Right activities, imat success or failure in one area

may influence — and be influenced by — other amdasoncern to the movement.

64 Marsderop. cit.,p. 137.

% Butler, op. cit p. 136.

% Swinski, J. S. (2007) Adapting to Norms at theteiNations: Abortion-Rights and Anti-Abortion
Networks(Dissertation). University of Maryland, available a
https://drum.umd.edu/dspace/handle/1903/7634?matefést accessed 13/10/08].

7 Buss and Herman note that ‘...despite religioussheking the basis for the WCFII alliance,’ the
outcome document fails to provide ‘any theologgaidance whatsoevep. cit.,p. 89-90.
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Christian Right organisations are informed by saminedia and do advocate for
similar foreign policies overall, but their ability present a united front at the

international level has been limited.

The agenda of ‘pro-family’ organisations divergesni that of other Christian
Right groups. Consequently, while | acknowledgé tha Christian Right political
power base in the US is, in theory, the same fontdrnationally active Christian
Right organisations, | propose that inconsistenaigs in-fighting may not require
resolution. This is because, in practice, ‘pro-lgmgroups’ devotion to their
particular international concerns has been paramdBno-family’ international

activities are not widely broadcast to the US puladnd tend to be funded in
different ways from domestic causes: in one casganticular, a prominent ‘pro-
family’ organisation’s international activity reieon a single dondf.One ‘pro-

family’ activist disclosed that he had receivedtéhaail’ from other international
Christian Right organisation§® Considering the activism of ‘pro-family’
organisations separately from other globally ac@hristian Right organisations

also helps to define the particular characterigifabe ‘pro-family’ movement.

Terminology
Although | consider a very similar set of Christi&ight groups that Buss and

Herman term the ‘CR UN’ — Christian Right groupsivae at the UN — | refer to
the groups under scrutiny here as ‘pro-family’ onigations, or the ‘pro-family’

movement? The reason for this is that | see the internatieffarts of these groups
as extending well beyond their activity at the UN,that they are attempting to
create a conservative global movement which ishohed to affect political debates

at many levels.

Croft uses the term ‘conservative Protestants’indiscussion of Christian Right
foreign policy, but because Catholic and Mormonaoigations are a part of the

international ‘pro-family’ movement, | require a meoinclusive term. In addition,

® This group is Concerned Women for America. Seeshliam,op. cit.,p. 140.

% Austin Ruse reports that ‘pro-family’ activistsveareceived hate mail for forging alliances with
Islamic groups and governments. See Buss and Heopaait.,p. 95.

% In the chapters that follow, the term ‘pro-familgganisations’ should be understood & pro-
family’ organisations.
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these groups are acting in a number of ways tleahair conservative. Their attempt
to dramatically change the status quo (though ttiayn they want to change it
‘back’ to a presumed better past) is perhaps thst miovious example of this, but
their increasingly novel international activity,ckuas their new alliances with old

nemeses, is also an important reason to avoicatied iconservative.’

Another option would be to simply call these grotips Christian Right, as Butler
does. Yet this nomenclature does not capture tleeifsp focus of ‘pro-family’

groups, which is the curtailment of sexual and edpctive rights, the central
concern of this thesis. Marsden also uses the @hnnistian Right, and includes
conservative Catholics and Mormons as Butler anssBund Herman do. The main
qualifying characteristic for belonging to the Giian Right in Marsden’s work is
‘the common denominator’ of ‘social and fiscal cenatism.”* While this

definition works in the broader purview of ChristiRight foreign policy, it fails to

capture the absolute priority which ‘pro-family’ ayips assign to social policy:
fiscal conservatism comes a distant second to Iscareservatism. Moreover, these
groups are involved in deciding how development ie®mught to be distributed,

rather than whether they ought to be.

International ‘pro-family’ organisations can be satered a subset of the Christian
Right, and include conservative Catholic and Mornmayganisations. Including
Catholics in the ‘pro-family’ movement is convema. As Buss and Herman note,
despite some awkwardness between conservativesRnote and Catholics within
the US, the organisations work well together inmierof their international
activity,”? and have done so for some time. Croft does ndwdecCatholics in his
analysis, but that may again be a result of hisisoon foreign policy, in which
positions of Protestants and Catholics clearlylgldsr example, on the issue of
Iraq.

Finally, in her discussion of how to label US canatives inRoads to Dominion

Diamond acknowledges William Hixson’s caution tligis a good rule not to grant

" This definition also fails to make a distinctioativeen the Christian Right and the neo-conservative
movement. Marsdermp. cit, p. 5.
2 Buss and Hermamop. cit, p. xviii.
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final authority over the use of words to those venisgerests are served by theth.’
Christian Right NGOs certainly believe the termoyfamily’ serves them. Butler
notes the popularity of the term, with these grodpsosing most often to identify
their activities as ‘pro-family,” which she suggest ‘perhaps is the most unifying
aspect of Christian Right activism, and the one thaonates in other parts of the
world, in particular the Muslim world” By applying this name to themselves,
‘pro-family’ organisations imply that their opportenare ‘anti-family.” Yet the
names that social movements give themselves aer pelitically neutral, nor are
they intended to be. In using the term ‘pro-famayg representative of the groups |
seek to understand, | accept their sincerity inkblgef that they are working in the
best interests of the family, as they define ittetain the word in quotations
throughout this thesis because | do not accept ttietwork these groups do is
necessarily in the best interests of families, sk accept that their definition of
the term ‘family’ is a universally true or useful@ However, since this thesis is an
attempt to understand the changing ideological éaork of this movement, | have
chosen terminology that allows for a close readihthe way these groups consider

themselves, yet preserves a degree of analytistdrdie.

| use the terms ‘movement’ and ‘social movementdescribe the activism of ‘pro-
family’ organisations because ‘pro-family’ orgartisas are ‘reach[ing] beyond the
customary resources of the social order to lauhelr bwn crusade against the evils
of society,” to use John Wilson’s definition. Although ‘pro-féyh groups do not
fit any one category of David Aberle’s 1966 anadysi social movement types (or
Wilson’s 1973 development on Aberle’s classificasip there are elements of all
four types present in ‘pro-family’ activisiff The ‘pro-family’ movement is
‘transformative’ (or ‘revolutionary’), in that therganisations anticipate enormous
change, seeking to overhaul modern social strustame remake them in the image
of the ‘natural family.” It is ‘reformative’ in itsssue-based activism and its efforts

3 Hixson, W. B. (1992) Search for the American Ridfing: An Analysis of the Social Science
Record, 1955-198{New JerseyPrinceton University Press), p. xvii.

" Butler (2006)op. cit.,p. 18.

5 John Wilson, quoted in Cohen, R. and S. M. Rad(30Global Social Movements: towards a
cosmopolitan politics,” irCohen, R. and S. M. Rai, (ed&)obal social movemen{®ew Jersey:
Athlone Press)p. 3

® Aberle, D. F. (1966) The Peyote Religion amongNa®aho(Chicago: Aldine Publishing
Company), and Wilson, J. (1973) Introduction toi§bklovementgyNew York: Basic Books).
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to ‘protect’ women and families in the global Saulthis ‘redemptive’ in that the
personal evangelicalism or religious conversionndividuals has the potential to
bring about sweeping social change in the ‘pro-fgmmindset. Lastly, the

movement is ‘alternative’ in its countercultural gmasis on a particular lifestyle.

Buss and Herman do not classify Christian Rightugsoactive at the UN as a
global or transnational ‘social movement’ (prefegito see them as a subset of the
Christian Right) but they believe they have ‘thekings’ of one. | suggest that the
‘pro-family’ movement’s sustained global efforts $idney Tarrow’s definition of a
social movement, as ‘collective challenges (toeslitauthorities, other groups or
cultural codes) by people with common purposes soliblarity, in sustained
interactions with elites, opponents and authoritiéghe ‘pro-family’ movement
can thus be thought of as a continuous challenge wade array of opponents or
ideas which its members perceive as threateningniteral family,” a concept |

discuss in detail in the following chapter.

Structure

In this thesis, | search for the different waystttiee global environment and its
actors are discussed in ‘pro-family’ discourserdamise texts from the websites of
a number of organisations which are representativithe ‘pro-family’ movement
into four areas which | see as important signposthe ‘pro-family’ view of the
world outside the US. These are globalization,Wine feminism, and fertility. All
four areas of focus also represent justificationat t'‘pro-family’ organisations
provide for their activities beyond the US.

Understanding the ‘pro-family’ view of globalizatias the focus of chapter three,
and sets the context for the chapters that follbwe UN demands special attention
because it has been instrumental both to the way dlganisations have
characterised the political world outside the U&] & the ‘pro-family’ entry into
development politics. ‘Pro-family’ views of the Uéte the focus of chapter four.
Opposing feminism stands out as one of the maitifigegions for ‘pro-family’
activity at the global level, and has been a kgyeetsof the international ‘pro-

"Tarrow, S. (1994) Power in Movement: Collectivetidn, Social Movements and Politiilew
York: Cambridge University Press), p. 2.
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family’ agenda since Cairo. The way feminism is t@yred in ‘pro-family’
discourse is described and analysed in chapter Fgdility, discussed in chapter
sSix, persists as a key interest of ‘pro-family’ angsations as they make sense of the
international politics around women’s health anghts. My research attempts to
show how some of these depictions are shifting dwee, and where appropriate,
explanations as to why this may be occurring. Thesfs often involve costs or

complications and these are discussed at the esalcbfchapter.

The world outside the US has been on the ‘pro-fgmmddar for 15 years; my

research shows the way global entities and ideas baen framed by ‘pro-family’

organisations and how this is changing over timmnsider ‘pro-family’ discourse

from 1997 and extend my analysis to the end of 2@08onsider the changing
ideological framework of the ‘pro-family’ movemerBefore | proceed to these
research chapters, however, | evaluate the cotitiisi of literature on the

ideologies of international ‘pro-family’ groups, Guliscuss the methodology | use
to analyse ‘pro-family’ texts.
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Chapter One: Understanding the emergence of the iatnational ‘pro-family’

movement

‘/deas have consequences.’
Allan Carlson, the Howard Center for Family, Redigiand Society, 2000

This chapter critically reviews the literature a#d to explain the emergence and
continued activism of ‘pro-family’ groups beyondettJS. The first part of this
chapter discusses three assumptions | make whiebtdny examination of ‘pro-
family’ ideology. The remainder of this chapter c@ses and evaluates the
different ways that observers of the internatio@hlistian Right have approached

this issue.

Observers of the Christian Right draw on a numbedifferent ideas about the
nature of the ‘pro-family’ movement (and globalipat itself) to understand the
global emergence of ‘pro-family’ groups. In this agiter, the strengths and
weaknesses of each of their arguments are analgsems of their coherence,
veracity and usefulness. This chapter also dissuise other aspects of ‘pro-
family’ international expansion that other authors the field deem vital to

understanding the movement.

Part I: Assumptions

The first assumption | make is that the ‘naturahifg’ is the centrepiece of ‘pro-
family’ activism. While the set of moral ideas epsalated by this term have not
always been labelled in this way in Christian Ridigcourse, the ‘natural family’
refers to a set of norms and beliefs about sexudlraproductive behaviour about
which ‘pro-family’ organisations have agreed sineell before their international

emergence.

The second assumption is to do with the ways thderstandings of globalization

affect the behaviour of international organisatidss this | mean that the way that

! Carlson, A. (2000) “The family” at the United Nas: what went wrong?’ The Howard Center
for Family Religion and Societi,he Family in Americavol. 14, no. 8, available at
http://www.profam.org/pub/fia/fia_1408.htffast accessed 06/09/09].
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the changing world is discussed within ‘pro-familgiscourse is intimately
connected to how the organisations decide whabi@sl they pursue their ‘natural

family’ politics at the global level.

The last assumption, which is connected to theipusvone, is that participating in
global debates changes actors. Successful intemadietween actors in the
international ‘pro-family’ network calls for a redation of certain ideological tenets
held by organisations of the domestic Christian hRigeach of these three

assumptions is discussed and justified below.

The ‘natural family’

Not all family arrangements are morally equal ire tipro-family’ vision. The

‘natural family,” consisting of a married man andman and their biological
offspring, is a central platform for ‘pro-family’daocacy. ‘Pro-family’ scholars
agree that for the purposes of ‘sharing love agdpoopagating children, providing
their moral education, building a vital home ecogooffering security and binding

the generations,’ the ‘natural family’ is the ideakial unit’

In addition to its ability to produce positive salcbutcomes, ‘pro-family’ groups
advocate that the ‘natural family’ is the fundanaisiocial unit described in Article
16 of the UN Declaration of Human Rights. Amongestithings, the declaration
states that ‘men and women of full age, withouititon due to race, nationality or
religion, have the right to marry and to found milg,” and that ‘the family is the
natural and fundamental group unit of society asmcdemtitled to protection by
society and the Staté’From this, ‘pro-family’ activists see the heterasal

married couple and their children as the fundamesdeial unit protected by this
definitive UN human rights document. Deviationsnfrdhis, in the ‘pro-family’

view, are not to be encouraged by countries whaoldpthis declaration.

2 This is an extract from ‘The Natural Family: a Nfasto,’ quoted in Carlson, A. (2005) ‘Defining
Family Friendly,” Remarks for a public dialogue spensored by the Sutherland Institute and the
Hinkley Institute of Politics, The University of &h, 23 September 2005, available at
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.dfu.050988%searclilast accessed 29/07/09].

% From the Universal Declaration of Human Rightsitable atttp://www.un.orgflast accessed
29/07/09].

28



‘Pro-family’ intellectuals acknowledge that socesticannot universally achieve this
ideal. ‘Tragedies alone,” writes one commentatsuch as the premature death of a
young parent, mean that the ideal will always bapered by the reality. With
these kinds of situations in mind, ‘pro-family’ aasts call on public servants to
draft policies that both deal with shortfalls (witit encouraging them) and
maintain a focus on protecting ‘the natural famiag the primary goal of social
policy. Not only is membership in such a family @éntan right, according to ‘pro-
family’ activists, it is also a cure for social disler. According to a prominent ‘pro-
family’ intellectual, the ‘natural family’ has beow® a key term behind which a
variety of conservative religious organisationshwitifferent agendas can rafly.
The ‘natural family,” then, is both a rhetoricabtdor conservative policymakers,
and an ideological symbol affirming the moral foatidns of the ‘pro-family’

movement.

The ‘natural family’ and its role in animating imb@tional Christian Right politics
is thoughtfully analysed by Buss and Herman in rthgrioundbreaking book,
Globalizing Family ValuesThese authors identify the Christian Right's eagé
on this particular type of family as a ‘new famillyeology.’ In their view, the
‘natural family’ has two key elements: marriage dwetlerosexuality. They suggest
that the prefix ‘natural’ has arisen as an aspe@wistian Right counter-discourse,
in opposition to feminism and gay rights activishhis type of family (which until
recently, say ‘pro-family’ activists, never needed be defended) has been re-
branded in opposition to ‘new foesMoreover, they add, God is now implicated in
the creation and blessing of the ‘natural famieécause the biological family is

‘natural,” say Buss and Herman, Christian Rightotais see it as ‘God-given,” and

* Carlson, A. (2005) ‘Beyond the Culture War: On Megural Family: A Manifesto,” Concerned
Citizens for America town hall meeting, 20 OctoB605, Central Christian Church, Rockford,
lllinois, available atttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.cca.051020.flast accessed
29/08/09].

® Allan Carlson, interviewed by (then) doctoral stntlJune Samuel Swinski, reflecting on the
achievements of the ‘pro-family’ networking aroutheé time of the second WCF in 1999. Swinski,
J. S. (2007), Adapting to norms at the United Nidhe abortion-rights and anti-abortion
networks (dissertation) University of Maryland. Availaktlerough
https://drum.umd.edu/dspace/handle/1903/7634?maddkist accessed 13/10/08], p. 219.

® See Buss, D. and D. Herman (2003) Globalizing Ba¥falues: the Christian Right in
International Politics(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press)5p.

" Ibid, pp. 2-4.
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because it is ‘God-given, it is by definition ‘nmal.’® Given that many ‘pro-
family’ publications which spell out the exact rotéd the ‘natural family’ in
Christian Right politics were released after Busd &lerman’s 2003 book, their
early interest in this topic shows considerablesaght. They astutely connect this
new way of opposing homosexuality and abortion e increase in scholarly

research supporting Christian Right political astiv.

To these observations, | would add that the ‘natémenily,” has become the
primary ‘pro-family’ justification for the maritalcontainment of sexuality.
According to a ‘pro-family’ declaration, ‘marriageetween a man and a woman
forms the moral context for sexual union' and setside of the context of
‘traditional’ marriage is a ‘deviation from naturséxual behaviour. The ‘natural
family,” then, is a way of reiterating or transtagi older conservative ideas about
sexual morality into a new kind of political disaea, which ‘pro-family’ groups
sense is more appropriate to their current rhegbrequirements. Most importantly,
the ‘natural family’ captures the sexual moralifyon which ‘pro-family’ discourse

rests, and around which ‘pro-family’ activists cesde.

The way ‘pro-family’ organisations understand glbbation influences their

behaviour

A significant part of this thesis is concerned witte ‘pro-family’ approach to

globalization, and the political world beyond th&,land how this is changing over
time. | take it as a given, then, that ‘pro-familyhderstandings of the world
influence the way that the organisations behavd,iand vice versa. This may
appear a somewhat trite observation. Yet it is muportant one, in that it

underscores the importance of looking at ‘pro-fgmiinderstandings of the world
as a means of appreciating their agenda, rather #iwaply observing their

behaviour and the goals they achieve.

The dynamic nature of ‘pro-family’ global activisi® also an important aspect of

this assumption. Like all institutions, ‘pro-familgrganisations are encouraged by

8 Ibid, p. 5.
° See ‘Mexico 2004: the Mexico City Declaration’ at
http://www.worldcongress.org/WCF3/wcf3_dec.hiast accessed 29/07/09].
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successes in some areas and discouraged by faiuodisers. These successes and
failures influence the way that ‘pro-family’ groupbkaracterise their opponents and
the context of their battles, and this, in turrfprms their next endeavours. From
these kinds of interactions, an observer can diseechanging agenda that is
influenced by the outside world, as well as inflcieg other actors at the same

time.

This becomes especially important in the contexglobalization. In discussing
how religious movements fare under globalizatiaaméds Beckford posits a two-
way relationship between a movement’s understandinglobalization, and its
attempts to use the phenomenon for its own paatigolirpose&’ In Religion and
Globalization, Peter Beyer discusses this kind of relationshipenrms of creating
and destroying identities, but like Beckford, stesusefulness of certain identities

(and I would argue, agendas) as a key componeasitasfge under globalization:

‘..the global system corrodes inherited or coms&d cultural and personal
identities, yet also encourages the creation awitlhtisation of particular identities

as a way of gaining control over systemic power.’

It is not just the identities of the actors theraesl that are changed to suit the
political agenda of the participants; the way idaad organisations in the global
realm are characterised is also related to pdlieffarts to gain influence in the

global arena. How social movements understand bkoiidies and systems affects,

in an important way, the way they advance theiseau

For this reason, | suggest that ‘pro-family’ undanslings of globalization are more
important in this kind of undertaking than pinnidgwn what globalization is or is
not. It would thus be a mistake to produce a dediniof globalization here. My
goal is not to show how ‘pro-family’ organisatiommderstandings differ from
objective reality as | render it; rather it is tonwey what they understand to be
global realities, and how these are changing awee.tin other words, | suggest that
the ‘pro-family’ agenda needs to be examined withaaknowledgement of the
changing ways ‘pro-family’ activists depict glolzdtion and the global world.

19 Beckford, J. (2000) ‘Religious Movements and Gli#adion,’ in Cohen, R., and S. Rai, (eds.)
Global social movement®ew Jersey: Athlone Press), p. 173.
1 Beyer, P. (1994) Religion and Globalizatigrondon: Sage), p. 3.
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Acting globally pulls ‘pro-family’ groups away frotheir domestic base

As noted in the previous chapter, Buss and Herneantlse internationally active
groups as such a distinct category that they peowadlabel for the subset of
Christian Right groups active at the UN: the ‘CR .UNhey offer two main
justifications for separating them from their dothebase: the international groups’
activism at the UN (an organisation the domestid<tian Right tends to view with
suspicion); and the international Christian RighalBances with Islamic ‘pariah’
states'?

Butler develops this observation further, by notingt this segment of the Christian
Right — initially hostile to the UN — now activepyesses for its own agenda through
the General Assembly. ‘Each new success,’ obsduélsr, ‘has gradually moved
Christian Right organisations to a higher leveenfiagement and investment in the
UN as an institution*® As the UN is characterised by a culture of liberal
interaction, ‘pro-family’ organisations have adpgttheir conduct in order to be
successful in that conteXtKeck and Sikkink put it thus: ‘Modern networks awat
conveyor belts of liberal ideals but vehicles fammmunicative and political
exchange, with the potential for mutual transfoiorabf participants® Although
the same culture of liberal interaction is arguatble of US domestic politics to
some degree, international ‘pro-family’ organisatioare clearly diverging from

their domestic base in terms of ideology.

12 Buss and Hermamp. cit, pp. XX-Xxi.

13 Butler, J. S. (2006) Born Again: The Christian RiGlobalized(London: Pluto Press), p.51.

4 Quoting Fiona Adamson, June Swinski writes thatlitRal entrepreneurs who promote norms
that do not conform with the dominant liberal ihgional culture of international organizationsiwil
have to adjust their normative claims or draw dreoinstitutional infrastructures...” In
characterising the political norms of the UN, Swirsuggests that they can be seen as a form of
Lockean liberalism, because they have an ‘empluasisdividual liberties, a rights-based
framework for developing policy, and progress tlgtoscience and reason, [ideals] embodied in the
procedures and frameworks of UN global conferemntsgveral ways: first, individuals are so
important that collective decisions must be consguiecisions (Boli and Thomas 1999), making
coalition building necessary; second, the righasniework has become so embedded that it is a
legitimising frame for most social issues, espégial the post-Cold War world (Rajagopal 2003);
and third, science and reason are seen as thdegishate methods of justifying policy and action,
as opposed to religion and tradition (Thomas 20&lyinski, op. cit, p. 61-2.

15 Keck, M. E. and K. Sikkink (1998), Activists BeyBorders: Advocacy Networks in
International Politicglthaca and London: Cornell University PressR 4.
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Social movements that are able to adapt to newigadlprocesses and expectations
are more likely to persist as influential actorainew environment. In this context,
the ability to influence political outcomes will gend on advocates’ abilities to
learn from their experiences, and change certawwior the way they frame their
arguments to suit their environment. For example2003, Buss and Herman offer
evidence that the Christian Right viewed globalcgpas controlled by its anti-
Christian enemies, who are working together to armdne the “natural family”
and ... religious belief itself-® But by 2006, this depiction had already begun to
change, with Butler noting the exponential increiaseonservative NGOs applying
for UN accreditatiort! Chapter three, on globalization, confirms thiselepment,
showing that ‘pro-family’ groups increasingly sdee tglobal realm as ripe with
opportunity for ‘pro-family’ activism, both in th&JN arena and beyond it. ‘Pro-
family’ groups now see their message as one tolwthie people of the world are
highly receptive. Given the successes the groupe had in broadcasting their
principles, we can see that unlike their domestigeh ‘pro-family’ organisations are
beginning to see the global realm as a space arappty, rather than opposition.

Yet these differences should not be overstatedb-f&@mily’ stances on sexual
politics are largely homogeneous throughout the ekiim and the international
Christian Right. As Butler and Buss and Herman nopposition to homosexuality
and abortion unifies Christian Right organisatiomsre than any other set of issues.
However, in forging a cross-religious, UN-affilidte secular-sounding form of
political activism, adherence to the ‘pro-familyorement may involve muting or
sidelining other relatively ‘mainstream’ Christi&ight political activities, as were
described in the introductidfi. The motivations driving the global activities pfo-
family’ organisations need to be considered sepbrdtom those of the Christian
Right as a whole. Acting globally is having an effen the ideology and agenda of

the ‘pro-family’ movement.

16 Buss and Hermamp. cit, p. xxxii.

Y Butler,op. cit, p. 113.

18 As has already been noted, supporters of thefqoroly’ movement may be ignorant of what goes
on at the international leveh an interview with Marsden, Crouse confides thatpublic

supporters of Concerned Women for America areylikelaware of the alliances they are forming
with governments which are ‘not admirable’: ‘I'mtrgure our constituency, and people in general,
are aware at that level that we are working astjoss we are with people who are undesirable in
so many other ways.’ Marsden, L. (2008) For GodikeS The Christian Right and US Foreign
Policy (London and New York: Zed Bookg). 140.
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Part Il: Understanding the emergence of ‘pro-fahtilpups

There are a number of different ways to frame timrye of ‘pro-family’
organisations into the global political scene. e remainder of this chapter |
separate these different ways of thinking aboud-family’ globalization into seven
categories, which represent seven different caasdsghlighted by authorities in
this field.

The first observation, made by a number of differseholars, is that ‘pro-family’
activities beyond the US can be understood simpglyagpolitics of opposition
expanded to the global level. This has been expdessa variety of ways. Some
suggest that the international Christian Right sepgosition to concealed and
corrupt enemies in the global realm as an impoiasttfication for the expansion
of ‘pro-family’ politics. Another possibility is @it opposition to domestic enemies
is the key reason for the Christian Right's intéiovaal activity. Lastly, most
observers of these organisations acknowledge thgortiemce of international
progress on ‘new’ rights as a central aspect oetpgansion of ‘pro-family’ protest

beyond the domestic sphere.

Another framework offered by observers of the Glars Right is that global

expansion has always been a part of the movemagéada. Proponents of this
view suggest that for ‘pro-family’ organisationspds plan was never limited to
the US. Linked to this framework is the importarafesecond coming beliefs in
motivating global ‘pro-family’ activities. Leadin@hristian Right scholars warn
observers of the ‘pro-family’ movement not to urelgimate the importance of
millennialism in the ideologies of these organisas. Because ‘pro-family’

activists see themselves as a religious force, Biide and certain religious

principles are recognised as motivating this asmivi The role of scripture and
religious identity are discussed in terms of tHiéely impact on the way these

actors define their role in the global sphere.

Connected to the expansion of a ‘pro-family’ paBtiof opposition, scholars have
noted the importance that ‘pro-family’ organisasoattach to their efforts to

‘correct the liberal bias’ at the UN. Appealingdemocratic principles, ‘pro-family’
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activists portray themselves as resisting an ‘imBonal assault on the family,’
conducted by powerful liberal organisations whosguments go un-opposed in
international institutions. In this way, percepsoof social upheaval are attributed
to globalization, and create an impetus for coret@rg organising at both the local

and the global levelS,

Another reason for the global emergence of ‘pro#figmrganisations is to do with
their close associations with neo-conservativesonFrthe neo-conservative
perspective, ‘pro-family’ activism provides a sddiemmework — the ‘aggressive
promotion of American style value® — which will help to bring about a
democratic and capitalist ‘new American centuryrigfly, two prominent scholars
on the Christian Right suggest that the expansioipro-family’ politics beyond
the US is part of a broader effort to ‘mainstreah® Christian Right movement.
Connected to both mainstreaming and empire-builisnigpe propagation of ‘pro-
family’ research, intended to support the positiohgro-family’ advocates from a
non-religious perspective. Each of these eight éaorks is discussed in detail.

1. A ‘friend-foe way of thinking’ globalized

Internationally active ‘pro-family’ organisationdearly share a similar set of
ideological perspectives with their domestic Claist Right base. These
perspectives can perhaps be more accurately chesact in terms of what they
oppose. In this light, ‘pro-family’ global activitcan be understood as the
globalization of a particular politics of resistancThis section discusses the
different ways that scholars have used this pslitit opposition to understand the

global intentions of ‘pro-family’ organisations.

William Martin remarks that the same Christian Riggenda that motivates these
organisations domestically — suspicion of seculganisations, hostility to ‘anti-
family’ policies, and determination to maintain ithevay of life against the

perceived threat of cultural annihilation — havéveln Christian Right groups to

9 For more on this see Butlap. cit, pp. 125-131.
2 |bid, p. 136.
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become politically active at the global le&IThis perspective seems reasonable,
given that the organisations’ entry into the UN bagn through opposition to the
same ‘anti-family’ policies they oppose at homero4amily’ organisations saw
their opponent’s progressive ideas ascending irgkbleal political realm, and thus
threatening the domestic sphere from outside. lis fhamework, then, the
organisations have begun to act globally to prateetpro-family’ way of life from
the intrusion of progressive opponents, and theyare globally active in order to
continue this battle.

Buss and Herman describe this combative aspebedpto-family’ movement as a
‘friend-foe’ way of thinking, typical of organisatns of the Christian Right. For
these organisations, say Buss and Herman, ‘a goldf change is constituted
through a process of contesting “the enem¥.Using this framework, determining
who ‘pro-family’ groups believe their ‘enemies’ aran be a guide to understanding
their motivations. The way that characterisatiofhsmmemy entities change is an
indicator of the direction of the ‘pro-family’ moweent*

What Buss and Herman describe as a ‘friend-foetucel is similar to the
anticommunist sentiment described by Sara DiamondReads to Dominian
‘Anticommunism,’” Diamond writes, ‘was, and is, ackage of beliefs about the
moral superiority of the United States... a dichotosand reactive way of seeing
the world.?* If ‘pro-family’ organisations do see entities ihet global realm as
either good or evil, then this ‘friend-foe’ belisystem is likely to be a contributor
to their mobilising beyond the US: they are caltedcombat ‘evil’ and protect

‘good’ on a global scale.

This way of thinking about ‘pro-family’ groups isngplistic, to say the least. It is
bound to miss some of the other important aspeicteeo‘pro-family’ movement

and the way it is changing. Yet it is indisputalpgrvasive in ‘pro-family’

2 Martin, W. (1999) The Christian Right and Ameridaoreign PolicyForeign Policy no. 114
(Spring 1999), p. 67. See also Armstrong, K. (2003 Battle for God: Fundamentalism in
Judaism, Christianity and IslarfNew York: Knopf).

#2Buss and Hermamwp. cit, p. 35.

2| discuss this in more detail in the following pher.

% Diamond, S. (1995) Roads to Dominion: Right Wingwdments and Political Power in the
United State¢New York: The Guilford Press), pp. 8-9.
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discourse. In the discourse of these organisatiensmies are everywhere, and
vigilance is vital. The sense of being threatersea mearly universal feature of ‘pro-
family’ texts, and is almost certainly intendedaastimulus for action. To be fair,
‘pro-family’ groups are by no means alone in tl@ayironmental and anti-nuclear
organisations also exist — and at times, thriveeeahse of the sense of looming
danger that they broadcast (and their adherenteipe). The difference between
the world views of these NGOs and the ChristianhRig about the way they
moralise the dangers they discern. To use SteveeBrwords: ‘Bad things happen
because bad people desire them,” in the ChristightRunderstanding of the

world.?®

Although this thesis documents a number of examptesvhich ‘pro-family’
scholars seek to move away from this reactive fofnpoliticking, ‘friend-foe’
politics persist as a strong element of ‘pro-farmdigcourse. Because this particular
framework is so useful in understanding ‘pro-farmpylitics, | organise much of
the research in this thesis around the way thdt-family’ enemies and ideas are
framed, in order to document the changing polib€shese organisations. In the
paragraphs that follow, | briefly discuss threetloé ways that observers of the
Christian Right have used a form of this ‘friendfdramework to explain the
global emergence of ‘pro-family’ organisations.

One of these frameworks is described as combatirigreemy other.” Peter Beyer’'s
influential 1994 bookReligion and Globalizatiorheld that the Christian Right
would struggle to find firm footing in the globaplsere because they require an
identifiable outside enemy: a primary operatinghgiple of this group, in Beyer’s
view. Some theorists (Huntington being the mostials) expected to see Islam
arise as the ‘enemy other’ in the worldview of @leristian Right® But this has not
been the case.

% Bruce, S. (2008) Fundamentali§&i® ed.) (Cambridge: Polity Press), p. 114.

% |n the final pages dBlobalizing Family Value8uss and Herman correctly point out that while
Islam may be a sort of eternal rival, and perhapsoalem for the missionary sector of the Christian
Right, conservative Islamic groups and governmargsmore likely to be seen as allies of ‘pro-
family’ organisations. For a thorough descriptidritee tensions between the US ‘pro-family’
movement and its conservative Muslim allies, seteB(2006),0p. cit
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If the Christian Right needs outside enemies, doldad space does not allow for an
‘outside,” how, then, have ‘pro-family’ organisat® managed to globalize so
successfully? In her 2001 artickren Songand again with Buss iGlobalizing
Family Values Herman provides a useful way of understanding boevChristian
Right has been able to thrive under conditions lobaization. She argues that
globalization has created a number of differenterimational foes for these
organisations?’ According to Herman, these new foes are more cdiffi to
recognize and combat successfully because theyatrelentified with one nation,
ethnicity or religion. But they are still at largethe world, and have become all the
more threatening through their anonymity. In thiayw‘pro-family’ organisations
have gained a foothold in the realm of internatiodavelopment politics by
focussing their fear on unidentifiable enemiessThck of specificity, in Herman’s
view, has in fact facilitated network-building &etglobal level. This is because the
concealed nature of these enemies necessitatebal getaliation in order for the
forces of good to win the day. Herman (who hasatieantage of hindsight over
Beyer) is very likely correct in this observatiohhis raises a question that is
addressed in chapters three to six of this thésia.vague, unseen ‘enemy other’
enough to sustain ‘pro-family’ interest in the ghblbealm over time, or will it give

way to more visible or specific enemies?

Another theory to explain the ‘pro-family’ emergernia international politics is that
these organisations have globalized in order toensaccessfully oppose particular
enemies at home. In Esther Kaplan’'s view, the magonal activities of ‘pro-
family’ organisations are primarily a means of &smg domestic goals rather than
global ones. Kaplan, who devotes a chapter to libleag activities of the Christian
Right in her unapologetic tirade against the Bushité&/House, suggests that the
main reason for ‘going global’ was to find waysb@nkrupt organisations hated by
the domestic Christian Right, such as Planned Bresed?® This understanding of

the motivations of ‘pro-family’ organisations isvariation on Keck and Sikkink’s

2" See Herman, D. (2001) ‘Globalism’s Siren Song:Uhéted Nations and International Law in
Christian Right Thought and Prophedyé Sociological Reviewol. 49, no. 1. p. 72, and Buss and
Herman,op. cit, p. 141.

% Kaplan, E. (2004) With God on their Side: How Glien Fundamentalists Trampled Science,
Policy and Democracy in George W. Bush'’s White HoiNew York: The New Press) pp. 228-9.
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‘boomerang pattern,’ in which domestic NGOs sediksabeyond their nation-state

to bring about the domestic policy changes theyrelés

Though Keck and Sikkink’s ‘boomerang effect’ is excellent way of explaining
the motivations of some transnational politicabast it is not useful here. Keck and
Sikkink’s theory does not fit the ‘pro-family’ expence. The boomerang effect
requires domestic actors to seek an internatiomaglobal authority to bring
pressure to bear on their own government. In th8049 when ‘pro-family’
organisations worked in the context of a US adrmai®n that they uniformly
loathed, they still saw global space as hostiltaéir way of life*° If this perception
has changed, it has done so only after the eleafoRresident Bush. For this
reason, the boomerang effect can only be a valdedmeework for understanding

the motivations of ‘pro-family’ groups in the pdBtish context.

In addition, seeing the international realm in terof its uses to the domestic
constituency also belies the degree to which ‘@roify’ organisations now see
their role as international policy makers and pdw global ‘pro-family’ movement
as an end in itself. Though there is evidence thatticular progressive
organisations remain a focus of ‘pro-family’ wrattthe nemeses of ‘pro-family’
organisations are themselves global actors. Thasithirow purpose, if it were ever
the main objective of ‘pro-family’ activism, is Honger as important as the broader
agenda pressed for by advocates of the ‘naturalyan®ro-family’ politics has its
own rationale and global ambitions, a fact largghored by the domestic focus of
Kaplan’s analysis and the boomerang effect.

Perhaps most importantly, a number of scholars estgdpat opposition to ‘new’
human rights, particularly the right to abortios the main reason that ‘pro-family’
organisations have become globally active. Antirabo sentiment was
undoubtedly central to the attendance of ‘pro-fgmdrganisations at the UN

conferences of the 1990s. In interviews with Swingko-family’ leaders said that

29 Keck and Sikkinkpp. cit, p. 12.

%0 Buss and Herman write in 2003 that ‘pro-familyganisations view global space as controlled by
a number of ‘anti-Christian forces, all workingdancert to undermine the “natural family” and,
even more fundamentally, religious belief itseffuss and Hermamp. cit, p. Xxxii.

31| discuss the ways in which these organisationsrgenin ‘pro-family’ discourse in chapters three
and five.
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they and their organisations got involved in the tdNorevent liberal governments
and NGOs active in that arena ‘from institutingiaternational right to abortion,

first threatened at the Cairo conferente.’

This perspective is also present in Buss and Hegramalysis, who suggest that
these ‘new rights,” of women and children are sbgrthe Christian Right as a
Trojan horse, masking a ‘more nefarious “anti-fathilgenda.®® Thus for Buss and
Herman, part of the reason that ‘pro-family’ orgaations are motivated to act at
the UN is because they felt they were called to lwatanti-family’ foes who had
seized (or were close to seizing) control of the. Bibm this perspective, ‘new’
human rights, such as sexual and reproductivesjghére (and are) a means of
concealing the true ambitions of those who wouleé tise UN for their own
(malevolent) purposes. | discuss the way this kahdhinking appears in ‘pro-

family’ discourse in chapters three, four and five.

Outside of the ‘friend-foe’ line of analysis, thesee a number of different ideas
offered by observers of ‘pro-family’ organisatioas to the reasons they have
emerged on the global scene. The motivations (&xeaf by literature on the
Christian Right) that have encouraged the ‘pro-fgnmovement to become, and
remain, active at the global level are discussedetail in the remainder of this

chapter.

2. Global expansion was always a part of the ClamsRight agenda

While it may be the case that international agtivias been an important step in
winning specific battles for ‘pro-family’ organisams, it is possible that this has
always been an aspect of Christian Right ideolddys argument can be made in a
number of different ways. Some authors emphasisesthmiptural importance of
globalization in the fulfilment of end times sceinarderived from the Book of
Revelation. Others consider missionary activitypagtion to communism, and
interest in the Middle East as evidence that thas@an Right has always had its
eye on the world beyond the US.

32 Interviews with Austin Ruse, Wendy Wright, Allaraison and Thomas Jacobson, in Swinsfi,
cit., p. 216.
% Buss and Hermawop. cit, p. 46.
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Feminist academic Linda Kintz takes this lattemwidhough she does not address
the globalization of ‘pro-family’ politics, she seehe extension of religious
conservatism beyond the nation-state as part ofster® built on an ‘American
mythology’ which is intimately connected to a rédigs adherence to free markets.

This mythology can be depicted as

‘...a closed set of concentric circles stacked ondop of the other and ascending
heavenward: God, property, womb, family, churcteefrmarket, nation, global

mission, God*

Using Kintz’'s framework, the ideology of ‘pro-famyil organisations’ has never
been confined to the US. In this sense, the woelgbhd the US is, and always has
been, a part of the Christian Right agenda. Applyikintz’s idea to the
globalization of the ‘pro-family’ movement suggettat the organisations see their
role as part of a ‘global mission,” extending camaéve Christianity and

capitalism throughout the worfd.

Though plausible, this framework is not particutdnelpful. While it is likely true
that the Christian Right has always been mindfukbét has been going on outside
the US, it says nothing about why ‘pro-family’ |lead felt they had to act beyond
the US at the time they did so and in the way tha@ye. Most importantly, it does
not highlight the importance of sexual and repradidecpolitics as an impetus to

‘pro-family’ activism.

3. Second Coming beliefs are integral to ‘pro-fafralctivism

One of the major questions in the literature oenmationally active ‘pro-family’
organisations is to what degree millennialism (alsterred to as end times and
second coming beliefs) is driving the emergence @maseverance of the
international ‘pro-family’ movement. Many influeatibooks and articles on ‘pro-

family’ organisations do not discuss scripture mphecy in their analyses of these

3 Kintz, L. (1997)_Between Jesus and the Market: Eh®tions that Matter in Right-Wing America
(Durham: Duke University Press), p. 6.

% See also Brouwer, Gifford and Rose (1996) Expagrtite American Gospel: Global Christian
FundamentalisniRoutledge: New York and London).
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organisations and their motivatioffsThis section discusses the extent to which
prophetic literature and ideas about the secondrapprovide a useful means of

understanding the motivations of ‘pro-family’ orgsations in the global realm.

Buss and Herman clearly see second coming belgets major component of the
way that the Christian Right understands ‘the dlobanalysis of ‘CR UN’
perceptions of global space in Buss and Hermanik laoe peppered with insights
as to the connections between global entities amttenes beliefs in Christian
Right prophetic literature. For example, the UNBasss and Herman observe, has
played an important role in second coming scenasoa ‘One World Government’
run by a charismatic Antichrist, seen as a precursdribulation®” Similarly, Buss
and Herman write that end times scenarios, in whrce’ Christians are bestowed
with the ability to resist the deceptions of thetidinrist, are connected to a ‘fear of
conspiracy,” or as Herman has written elsewherpaeanoid style’ that is deeply
embedded in US cultur® In this way, Buss and Herman suggest that pre-
millennialism (the belief that Christ's second camiwill bring about a thousand
years of His rule on Earth) shapes the way thaewais see the social and political

world and their role in it.

Martin’s understanding is similar, suggesting tRddristian Right actors hold ‘a
conviction that increasing globalization is a finffent of dire Biblical prophecies
foreshadowing the return of Christ and the onseAmfiageddon® In his article,
Martin sees the internationalisation of the ChaistRight as arising from two wells:
a desire to broadcast their conservative ideolbgagenda globally, and a
motivation to ‘win the world for Christ.” While tlyemay be both be present and
motivating Christian Right political activity, thestwo ideas are fundamentally
different, and lead to quite different forms of amtational activity. While the
literature appears to unanimously accept the fingttivation, that there is a
conservative (or ‘traditional’) social agenda dniyithe organisations, it is far less

clear about the role of Christian Right sacredgextd popular literature.

% Marsden and Swinski have nothing to say on ttpictdThough Butler describes the way that
apocalyptic fiction has been used to support thenekl&onservative political agenda, she does not
use themes from this literature to explain the gl@ztivism of ‘pro-family’ organisations.

37 Buss and Hermamwop. cit, p. 12.

3 |bid, pp. 12-13. See also Hermam. cit, p. 66.

39 Martin, op. cit, p. 67.

42



In Siren SongDidi Herman emphasises the central place of Aeddgn and the
Second Coming in the Christian Right conceptioritloé global.” Without such a
framework, she argues, academic attempts to urdershe Christian Right at both
the domestic and the international level are indetep As evidence for her claim,
Herman offers three main arguments. The first & flor decades the Christian
Right has identified the ‘cultural degeneration’tbé late twentieth century as an
apocalyptic precursor to end times, and so its negsnalready believe that the end
is near’® The second argument Herman makes is that thégablitolicy-makers of
the Christian Right elite are among the millions Axnericans who purchase
prophetic literature and believe ardently that desill return*! Stuart Croft and
Kevin Phillips both offer additional support forishargument, quoting polls which
find that around two thirds of conservative Praatt surveyed said they believe

that the events described in the Revelation to Jdlcome true*?

Herman’s third reason to take end times beliefgossly is that many Christian
Right foreign policy positions only make sense mgaithe backdrop of an
apocalyptic attitude. Her main example is the eagEs with which the historically
anti-Semitic Christian Right supports Israel, ddsemt in the introduction to this
thesis. Herman explains backing for Israel throutghplace in the prophetic
mindset: rapture-minded Christian Right activistantvthe US government to
defend Israel and the Jews, in the hope that Amevitt be spared during the ‘final

days.*? Croft puts it this way:

‘If the ‘end times’ thesis is accepted — as it iglely in the red states of America —
then there is a particular role for Israel to playd the role of [conservative

Protestants] is to support Israel in its cominglest™

0 As an explanation of what the Christian Right see&ultural degeneration’ Herman suggests
‘secularization, sexual immorality, worship of tstate, crime and drugs, for example.’ Hernam,
cit., p. 65.

*1 Herman writes that ‘...many millions of Americairg;luding political policy-makers (see Barkun,
1987: 168; Boyer, 1992: 141-4) read The Reveldtorsigns, buy prophetic literature, and believe
fervently in the scenarios.” Hermaop. cit, p. 66.

“2 Croft, S. (2007) ‘Thy Will Be Done: The New Forai§olicy of America’s Christian Right,’
International Politics vol. 44, no. 6, p. 693. See also Phillips, K.Q@DAmerican Theocracy: The
Peril and Politics of Radical Religion, Oil and Bowed Money in the ZiCentury,(London:
Penguin Books), p. 102.

*3Herman op. cit, p. 66.

“ Croft, op. cit, p. 705.
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Like Herman, Croft sees the protection of Israel lmsed on ‘theological
predispositions* There is no hint in Croft's article that end timssenarios or
theology in general are used as rhetorical toolspbitical actors. Likewise,
Herman rejects the idea that conservative actoes argl times scenarios and
language to conceal their true motives, arguingsbaond coming beliefs ‘must be
understood as providing a belief-framework thatpsisa influences, and impacts
upon political activity’® She concludes her argumentSiren Songoy affirming
that ‘any analysis of [Christian Right] global idegy that neglects pre-

millennialism does so at great co&t.’

Croft suggests that end times beliefs and propl&ti@ature are the foundations for
Christian Right foreign policy positions in generée notes that theological
understandings of world events are accepted wagsring within the parameters
of Christian Right discourse in the U%He cites an example from the Robertson
School of Government teaching programme at Regemwesity, Gov 654:
International Politics which promises to teach ‘a God-centred understgndf
international affairs,” in order that students capply Biblical principles to an
analysis of peoples, nations and international misgdions; to help discern the
footprints of the coming of Christ's new world-wideder.”® Phillips, for his part,
notes that 55 per cent of white evangelical Pratdst agreed that ‘following
religious principles’ should be a top priority féoreign policy in a 2004 Pew
Research Center pofl.

Croft accepts without debate that Christian Righternpretations of biblical
principles feed into their foreign policy positiorBuss and Herman, however, take

a more cautious approach. Although they acknowlgtige there are many other

> |bid, p. 706.

“® Hermanop. cit, p. 66.

" Ibid, p. 66. Millennialism is the belief that ine future, there will be a time of paradise on Eart
during which Christ reigns, prior to the end of therld.

“8 Croft, op. cit, pp. 697-699. Croft makes the observation thaethas been little scholarly
analysis of the role played by religious faith i fbreign policy. He suggests that this is partly
because the Christian Right's view of the worlghsped within a separate subculture: academics
struggle to know how to analyse the material theg.f

%9 Seehttp://www.regent.edu/acad/schgov/academics/colnseflast accessed 16/10/08], or
alternatively Croftop. cit, p. 698. Of the over 50 courses described ontblspage, however, it
may be of interest to discover that the word ‘Gayplpears only in the excerpted text.

%0 Phillips, op. cit, p. 365.
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motivating factors, they repeat that the ChristRight's international activism
‘cannot be fully understood without acknowledgihg trole played by theological
belief systems> Buss and Herman stress that they are not sayinghanly way

that Christian Right activism can be understoodhi®ugh theology; rather that
their emphasis on the theological underpinning€lofistian Right behaviour is a

response to the scarcity of literature on the t3pic

Finally, in terms of their understanding of intefoaal governing institutions, Buss
and Herman suggest that the Christian Right doarallheir millennial ideas (not
just their conservative ones) when they are consiggjlobalization. They suggest
that for the Christian Right, ‘one-worldism witho@Qhrist at the helm is an illusion
and an impossibility>® The authors offer a number of Christian Right $ewhich

do in fact endorse world government (of a consargaChristian variety), which

include some images of global theocracy that maderanservatives would find
distastefuP? Other than this, Buss and Herman refer the rebdek to arguments
made inSiren Songo justify their contention that end times beligksrsist as a

motivating factor for Christian Right internatioredtivism.

While Herman’s and Croft’s article, and Buss andriBn’s book provide many
detailed, important and intelligent contributiores the literature, second coming
beliefs as a motivator for global activism are kely to be as important as these
authors suggest. Moreover, a focus on these bdlafshe potential to obscure or
mystify more important ideological factors that aréving the politics of the ‘pro-
family’ movement. Though | do not make this claior the Christian Right as a
whole, | suggest that for understanding globallytivac ‘pro-family’ groups
(especially when considering the discourse of Slitloking for representations of
end times scenarios in ‘pro-family’ texts is unlikeo uncover the driving forces

behind global ‘pro-family’ activism. Neverthelessnce this thesis is an attempt to

*1 Buss and Hermamp. cit, p. xxxiii.

*2 |bid, p. 8-9.

>3 |bid, p. 30.

** Buss and Herman offer a couple of examples: ‘J€uist will be the King over all the earth [sic]
in His theocratic world government’ from Billy Graim’s 1992 “Storm Warnings,’ or the following
from Christopher Corbett: ‘ultimately globalism Wtiliumph — but not the false globalism of the
Antichrist and today’s spirit of antichrist... Bilie Kingdom of Christ will truly triumph. All natits
will bow before His throne as He rules from His italpn Jerusalem. That is a true globalism which
every Christian will enjoy.” Quoted in ibid, p. 30.
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understand the ideology and motivations of Chmstaght ‘pro-family’ groups at

the global level, and Buss and Herman still argpabpresent the conventional
wisdom on this question, each of their argumentsdn® be addressed. The
following section discusses the reasons for anthagthe consideration of second

coming beliefs as a factor in the global emergaricpro-family’ groups

Herman’s first argument for taking second comintielf® seriously, made iSiren
Song is that the liberalisation of social mores hawve decades indicated to the
Christian Right that the end is nigh. ‘Pro-famigtivists’ investment in reversing
this liberalisation suggests that the groups suscmore to post- than pre-
millennialism. This is a Christian view of the faéuwhich holds that Christ will
arrive after the millennium, and — cruciallyafter Christians have established a
Christian Kingdom on Earth. I&lobalizing Family ValugsBuss and Herman
suggest that pre-millennialist principles may becrdasing in significance in
Christian Right thought, in favour of post-milleahsm. This is of practical
importance, they note, because ‘theologically, pdtnnialism makes more sense
of religious activism’ and allows for a deeper ynif purpose with conservative
Catholic organisations. As they put it, postmilladism ‘entails building a
Christian world in the here and now.This development, which | would argue is a
movement away from conscious millennial thoughovgdther, makes ‘pro-family’
organisations more like NGOs than pre-millennial ri€tfans. Like other
international NGOs, they are trying to change tlwldvto make it more as they
would like it to be. This is not to say that theiotivations are not ‘millennial,’ it is
more that ‘pro-family’ groups are heavily involved bringing about the social

change they believe God wills, rather than leawugl to do it.

To Herman’s second point, that millions of Amerisarad prophetic literature and
believe in the scenarios is undeniable. Howevecjotugist Michael Lindsay
argues that many elites in the Christian Right sfisaiate themselves from the
popular literature associated with second comirenacosin his interviews with
evangelicals, Lindsay was surprised to find a $icgmt number of evangelical
leaders who spontaneously volunteered that theyneadr read théeft Behind

% |bid, p. 16.
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series®® He suggests that these ‘cosmopolitan’ evangelivalst the Christian
Right movement to be taken seriously beyond them aetworks, or in Lindsay’s
words, they are ‘trying to distinguish themselvesnt the rest of the evangelical
subculture®’ It seems likely that ‘pro-family’ activists at ttwobal level do fall
into this category, preferring the respect of the@nservative peers — and indeed
those of other religions — over that of ChristiaigtR popular culture. | return to
this issue later in this chapter. Even if they heaad prophetic literature, given the
context of their political activity, ‘pro-family’ etivists are less likely to express
their millennial beliefs overtly. Thus if end timbsliefs are motivating the elites of

the ‘pro-family’ movement, they are working benetita surface, so to speak.

Thirdly, in terms of explaining Christian Right &gn policy positions, there may
be factors other than end times beliefs at plag.hieris irrefutable that there is a
section of the Christian Right specifically dedexhtto increasing and maintaining
US evangelical support for Isra&lin addition, it seems likely that Israel — being
the birthplace of Jesus — will always be a sacrigsl for many Christians, in
addition to its potential role in the second comiflgus theology must be given due
credit for explaining this particular Christian Rigforeign policy position. There
are other reasons for Christian Right support &nadl, however. One is the
enduring alliance between the Christian Right am®-conservatives: whose
interest in Israel has more to do with its geotsgge influence than its role in end
times scenarios. Israel's proximity to Muslim caigg may also be part of the
reason for the domestic Christian Right's continuetgrest in ‘protecting’ that
country. While ‘pro-family’ organisations have hadme success in forging new
alliances with Islamic groups, Islam remains a p&ral adversary and rival
proselytizer in the eyes of many in the domestidstian Right movement. Finally,

entrenched policies can be extremely difficult toftswhen they are backed by

*% This best-selling fictional series by Tim LaHagelie most famous of Christian Right prophetic
literature. For the full interview, see Lindsay, ({2008) ‘American Evangelicalism: New Leaders,
New Faces, New Issues,’ Faith Angle Conference @igien and Public Life, May 2008. Available
at the Pew Forum for Religion and Public Lifétp://pewresearch.org/pubs/883/american-
evangelicalisnjlast accessed 30/6/08].

>’ |bid.

%8 See pp. 12-13 of this thesis, and Croft, p. 705.

%9 See Butlerpp. cit, p. 135, also seettp://www.newamericancentury.oriy general.
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effective lobby groups, even when they impose §igant political costs on the

governments who promote théfh.

The penchant for searching out conspiracies, wldolss and Herman see as
connected to the apocalyptic narrative, is cenaiptesent in ‘pro-family’
discourse. However, the degree to which conspiratithought is attributable to
Christian Right apocalyptic beliefs is disputaldlee tendency towards conspiracies
can be traced to roots outside the context of andst beliefs, such as in the anti-
communist accusations of the John Birch Societyiarttle beliefs of members of
the US Militia Movement?

Lastly, to Herman’s statement that she does na¢\®ekonservatives are using the
language of Armageddon as a cover for other palitieotives, this is undoubtedly
true. It should be noted however, that the intéonally active ‘pro-family’ groups
under scrutiny in this thesis seldom use this lagguat all. For example, in her
analysis of literature from ‘A.D. 2000 and Beyortd’'clearinghouse established just
before the year 2000 which encourages extensiezniational evangelism), Sara
Diamond finds no suggestion that the end of theldvisrimminent? Similarly, a
search for terms related to Armageddon on the webf the groups under
scrutiny in this thesis found no relevant referesfce

There are, | would argue, a festylisedallusions to second coming beliefs, which
could be connected with millennialism. One examgpléllan Carlson’s suggestion
that the ‘natural family’ is the path to ‘a worldstored.?* The 2008 ‘pro-family’

film, Demographic Winter: the Decline of the Human Fartwiich is examined in

0 See Mearsheimer, J. and S. Walt (2007) The Ity and US Foreign PolidNew York:
Farrar, Strauss and Giroux).

®1 See Diamond, S. (1995) Roads to Dominion: Right¢\Wlovements and Political Power in the
United Stateg¢New York: The Guilford Press), pp. 53-57 for athry of the John Birch Society.

%2 Diamond (1998) Not By Politics Alone: the Endurimdluence of the Christian RigiiNew York:
the Guilford Press), p. 203.

83 Searches for the terms Armageddon, second comsiptyre, apocalypse/ptic and antichrist
resulted in no hits on C-Fam’s website. On the Wweb®f CWA and the Howard Center these terms
were found, but only in quotations from individualst associated with the organisation, or in one
case, ‘apocalypse’ is used as a metaphorical devicennected to the second coming.

% Carlson, A. (2005) ‘Beyond the Culture War: On Megural Family: A Manifesto,” Concerned
Citizens for America town hall meeting, 20 OctoB605, Central Christian Church, Rockford,
lllinois, available atttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.cca.0510@0.flast accessed
07/09/09].
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detail in chapter six) also has an undeniably dgpta ‘feel,” as does its 2009
sequel,Demographic BombNevertheless, the content is still resoundingsue-
based and leaves the restoration of the world toamity rather than the return of
Jesus. The existence of a linguistic/cultural déjpan in the US (and elsewhere)
that tends to see the end of history as predetedramd near may be debated. But
if it exists, it is not peculiar to the ChristiarigRt.®® Thus, insofar as scholars can
say anything about people’s motivations, the distabbsence of millennial language
used by ‘pro-family’ groups that employing it asramework for analysis of their

motivations is questionable.

Given this absence, then, why do Buss and Hermanitsas so important that
prophetic literature is acknowledged in the glatation of ‘family values?’ In their
discussion of the ‘natural family,” which was dissed earlier in this chapter, Buss

and Herman write that

‘[Christian Right] family theology is... both a restaent of what conservative
Christians believe God intends and a new commosesahat neither God nor Jesus

contributed to this doctrine is neither here nar¢h®

In their view, as noted earlier, given the lackbdflical authority for the ‘natural

family,” ®’

its importance to ‘pro-family’ activism can be wndtood as having
arisen as a counter-discourse to feminism and igaysractivism. In setting aside
the lack of scriptural justifications for the ‘naall family’ as interesting but
unimportant, Buss and Herman acknowledge that idee af the ‘natural family’
movement is best understood in primarily for soarad political — that is, counter-
discursive — rather than scriptural or prophetionte Yet given the dearth of any
‘pro-family counter-discourse’ on millennialism, 8s1and Herman’s emphasis on

its significance in the globalization of the Chiast Right must be questioned.

Buss and Herman would argue, presumably, that hestause ‘pro-family’

organisations do not openly discuss end times siosndoes not mean that they

% The word ‘Armageddon’ has been used by Wall Seaimentators to describe the 2008 global
credit crisis, for example.

¢ Buss and Hermamwp. cit, p. 4.

%7 Buss and Herman write that ‘the idea of the nafaraily as the basic cornerstone of society is
not something easily identified in biblical textsthe New Testament is in fact anti-family; it
constructs the Jesus movement as an alternativeaaity that leaves biological family behind.’
For their excellent and concise analysis on thigctasee Buss and Hermamp. cit, pp. 2- 4.
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have no impact on the ideologies of these groupsthiz absence of such end times
scenarios in itself marks a significant shift ire thiscourse. It is likely that ‘pro-
family’ elites see talking about the second comangy a guaranteed route to
marginalisation. Astute political Christians kndwat talking about rapture does not
inspire the respect of a secular or interfaith ende; fear of being labelled a
religious fanatic would certainly limit the opensewith which they share their
views on this topic. Thus while | cannot, and do, meake the claim that end times
beliefs arenot underlying ‘pro-family’ activism in the global ara, the absence of
open discussions of the second coming and apoa@ligrtguage in the texts of
‘pro-family’ groups is in itself highly politicallyelevant, as it is indicative of ‘pro-
family’ audiences and agendas. Either ‘pro-famdyganisations do not see their
global activities as particularly connected to teéurn of Christ, or they do not
want others to believe this is the case. At ang, riatvould argue that over time, the
distinction between these alternatives may becassg televant. Nevertheless, to
the extent that they can be understood to be praséime discourse of ‘pro-family’

organisations, end times scenarios are identifiebidiscussed.

4. The Bible as a motivator behind ‘pro-family’ ix¢gm

The Bible clearly has an impact on the motivatiohspro-family’ organisations.
By definition ‘pro-family’ groups are self-selectethd self-organised into issues
which they, as Christians, deem to be importantnavangelical Protestants
claim as the basis of their faith that the Bibl¢hie inerrant and literal word of God.
Even so, psychologists Ronald Hopson and DonaldhSaffer some compelling
arguments that suggest that looking for religioustivations in Christian Right
behaviour is not a particularly useful thing to éfmpson and Smith identify a drift
away from religiosity within the Christian Right mement?® Retreating from an
‘explicitly religious emphasis,” they suggest, islyoa problem for the Christian
Right if their religious identity is the only thiraf importance to the movement as a

whole. They note, however:

‘That some Christian Right groups willingly maslsic| the religious dimension of

their agenda... argues for an expanded consideratitre bases for Christian Right

% Hopson, R. E. and D. R. Smith (1999) ‘Changingtioes: An Analysis of Christian Right
Ascendance within American Political Discoursiurnal for the Scientific Study of Religjorol.
38,n0.1,p. 4.
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political ideology. As religious tenets are seleelly employed to sacralize a priori
political convictions, to emphasize solely the giglus dimension is purely

arbitrary.®®

Moreover, the authors suggest that the associatien€hristian Right makes with
‘unholy’ groups (they use the Unification and Caihh@hurches as examples, but
in our international context, we can take this amgat further by noting the
alliances ‘pro-family’ activists are making with regervative Islamic groups and
governments) are evidence of the non-religious dations of Christian Right
activism/® Such alliances show that ‘pro-family’ activism miayolve suppressing
certain theological motivations — such as the rglto evangelise non-Christians —

in order to pursue more politically astute consgvesones.

Hopson and Smith go so far as to suggest that ¢hgiaus substantiation the
Christian Right makes for its political positionse asuperimposed onto what they
term ‘pre-existing ideological commitment§®’ Hence, they argue, the trend
towards secularization of Christian Right discowaed behaviour, rather than being
taken as a sign of the movement's demise, maytbalpcover the real foundations
of Christian Right socio-political value¥. If the Christian Right's political

positions do not emerge as the result of a litezatling of the Bible, the authors
conclude, it is imprudent to assume that ChrisRaght ideology is a rendering of

Biblical mores applied to the political reaffh.

However, the argument can be made that the maiiatior political activism are
still Christian, even in the absence of Biblicastjtications, if the proponents of
those political actions believe they are carrying the will of God. But given that
this means that the way that God makes His wilvkmado ‘pro-family’ activists is
via culture rather than scripture, this in a wayde further weight to the arguments
of Hopson and Smith: that ‘pro-family’ identity $®cially or culturally constructed,
and based on a rendering of the Bible that is pmcub a set of Christian

conservatives, who subscribe to a particular idgo&d worldview. From this

% 1bid.
0 bid.
" Ibid.
2 |bid.
3 Ibid.
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perspective, the task of this thesis is to disednat the ‘pro-family’ worldview is,
and how it is changing, rather than attempting ito gown whether and which
biblical narratives have influenced their activisin. this thesis, then, whilst |
acknowledge that the Bible is an important aspdctpm-family’ culture and
identity, | do not refer to scripture as a meansinéovering the driving forces of

‘pro-family’ global activism.

5. Correcting the liberal bias at the UN

US Christian Right organisations have frequentlpicted the UN and other
international institutions as liberal, secular aedger to encroach on US
sovereignty. In this light, ‘pro-family’ organisatis have characterised their entry
in to the UN system as correcting a liberal biagternational politics. Moreover,
‘pro-family’ organisations see their global effods vital to amending a false belief
of conservatives from the developing world: thatlare an isolated few, fighting
against a powerful onslaught of massive liberaharggtions. Part of the goal of the
‘pro-family’ network is to create a bloc of ‘proffaly’ states at the UN, in order to
put a stop to the invasion of national sovereigntyountries dependent on UN

development funding.

Seeing religion as absent from debates around aj@velnt, Butler suggests that
international actors among the Christian Right helveracterised themselves as the
de factovoice for religion and traditiod?Butler, concerned that the entry of the
Christian Right on the UN stage may appear to beent@mocratic than it is,
suggests that the UN NGO arena is characteriseddogblem familiar to observers
from the US: the polarisation of civil society irttee religious right and the secular

left.”” This can be read as a global extension of theieultars: the kind of global

" Butler,op. cit, p. 85.

S This is likely to be unavoidable, however. Pearand Tomalin note that *...the version of
religious authority — political or spiritual — wiids represented at international meetings and
negotiations invariably reflects those elementsciviiold political power in any given faith
community.” Pearson, R. and E. Tomalin (2008) fligent Design? A Gender-Sensitive
Interrogation of Religion and Development,’ in Ger&larke and Michael Jennings (eds.)
Development, Civil Society and Faith Based Orgaigaa: Bridging the Sacred and the Secular
(London and New York: PalgraveMacMillan), p. 47.
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clash that Philip Jenkins foretells, between thiggioais South and the secular
North.”®

Swinski is also dubious about the Christian Rightzsm that its presence enhances
the democratisation of the UN civil society procddsr thesis finds that some of
the key elements of the democratic process areeatily absent in the behaviour of
international anti-abortion organisations. Theseupgs, she suggests, tend not to
share the same core liberal philosophy of theigmssive opponents, so ‘they do
not seek consensus, work inclusively, or work foe greater legitimacy of the
UN.”"" If Swinski's thesis is correct, then ‘pro-familgeasons for entering the UN
arena are more likely to be about fighting theipapents and winning the day.
From this point of view, ‘having the conservativergpective heard’ is merely a
rhetorical tool used by ‘pro-family’ organisatiotes justify their entry to others. In
this sense, this appeal to democratic representdiie@s not help us to understand
the motivations of ‘pro-family’ organisations aetkUN, other than that they seek to
be included.

Nevertheless, crying foul over a ‘liberal bias’ dagay something about the way
‘pro-family’ organisations depict the internatior@mmunity and the opportunity
they see to ‘do good’ there. This assertion suggastiew of the world in which
conservative people from the South need ‘pro-fantiglp in order to network
effectively. In other words, ‘pro-family’ organisahs see their task as showing
conservatives in the South that there are stilaasf conservative religious people
in the world whose voices, if heard, can prevemt kimd of liberal progress that
‘pro-family’ groups seek to halt. They seek to shgt — contrary to what ‘pro-
family’ groups see as a popular delusion acrossggtbkee — there has not been a
massive global decline in people who care aboudditional’ values. This
characterisation of the political world, in whidiet‘silent majority’ begins to fight
back against a vociferous but powerful minority,discussed in more detail in

chapter five.

® Butler, op. cit, p. 85-87. See also Jenkins, P. (2007) The Nesis@hdom: The Coming of
Global Christianity (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
7 Swinski,op. cit, p. 322.

53



6. ‘Pro-family’ emergence may be a result of glabetion

In reviewing the activities of a globally activer&family’ organisation from
Mexico, Butler suggests that ‘pro-family’ globaliman may be a result of political
and economic forces having a destructive effecttonservative ‘family values’
everywhere. She traces the origins of Red Fam#diaMexican ‘pro-family’
organisation, from its participation in the WCF 1999 to 2006, showing the
organisation’s increasing influence beyond the dgirmeMexican political scene.
Similarities between the origin of ‘Red Familia’dathat of US ‘pro-family’ groups

suggest to Butler that

‘the Christian Right [of other countries] might ¢imue to globalize not only because
of US initiatives, but because global economic andial trends are creating the
same conditions in many countries that the Chrskeéght first addressed in the
US.178

Butler thus sees globalization as a force that mayactually encouraging the
expansion of ‘pro-family’ groups beyond their natd boundaries. This
observation is an important one because, to a laxgent, it suggests that the
globalization of US ‘pro-family’ groups has more do with globalization than it

has to do with the ideology of ‘pro-family’ orgaatsons.

Different ‘pro-family’ organisations may all be ¢lalizing in support of ‘the
family’ but they may not share the same ideas alatt the ‘family’ needs to be
protected from. Though there is evidence that stamaily’ issues peculiar to the
South are addressed in ‘pro-family’ discourse -hsag the absence of fathers due
to labour migration and the effect of armed confba families — there is still a
significant degree to which the ‘mutual transforimatof participants’ in the global
‘pro-family’ network is yet to occur. Some US ‘pfamily’ organisations have
tended to insist on including opposition to homasgity in their international
documents, despite the fact that this issue isanoijor concern for conservatives
in the SoutH? Despite some dissonance in the priorities of tiffié ‘pro-family’
groups, networking and interaction are provingecsburces of change for globally
active US ‘pro-family’ organisations. The ways ihigh ‘pro-family’ organisations

from the US claim to reflect the different needstludir partners in the South, as

8 Butler, op. cit, p. 126.
¥ See ibid, pp. 74-5 for more on this.
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part of a global movement ‘in support of the natuamily,” is discussed in

chapters five and six. Insofar as ‘pro-family’ egemce is a result of globalization,
the ideologies of all ‘pro-family’ groups, whethieom the US or outside it, have an
impact on the direction of the movement. As Bufats it, ‘many NGOs emerge
radically changed by their encounter with globdl@aand global organising, even

as they seek to change the woffy.’

7. The neo-conservative/‘pro-family’ alliance
Butler observes that though the ‘pro-family’ allki@with US neo-conservatives has
its issues, there is good reason to consider thgadmof neo-conservatives in

stimulating ‘pro-family’ global activism. She wrgehat

‘While Christian Right leaders were initially drivego the UN by concerns that the
international body was making decisions that woinighact American law, neo-
conservative intellectuals invite religious consgives to view their movement for
conservative family values not as a defensive mdwg, nothing less than as an
integral component of a process of American emipiriéding that will help America

save and democratise the wofit.’

She suggests that neo-conservatives have beerstdérfor some time in the
‘global-local links of the culture waf? ‘Pro-family’ organisations, says Butler,
have received considerable support from neo-coatieevorganisations and think-
tanks as part of a ‘tightly knit’ conservative netk which shares ‘staff, fellows,
board members and funding sourc€dn this sense, it is likely that ‘pro-family’
organisations cannot help but be affected by teasiand successes of their neo-
conservative allies. The production of ‘pro-famiocial science, for example, has
a precedent in the successful neo-conservativk-thmks such as the American
Enterprise Institute and the Heritage Foundatiomniof these groups are also
active at the UN. Butler's reminder to take thistarical alliance into account may
both uncover underlying neo-conservative influenmespro-family’ ideology and
highlight new tensions arising as the agenda a¥-family’ organisations changes

to reflect the new demands of their global envirenim

8 |bid, p. 152.
8 |bid, p. 135.
8 |bid, p. 137.
8 Ibid, p. 141.
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8. Mainstreaming ‘pro-family’ politics

In discussing what the domestic Christian Righingadrom the globalization of
‘pro-family’ organisations, Buss and Herman writeatt ‘this expanded political
engagement ... suggests a movement that is seekingr& mainstream political
profile.’®* This desire is evident, say the authors, in the-family’ production of
ever more sophisticated ‘expert discourse on theralafamily.” To this, | would
add that there has been a rapid increase in cosgry comparative studies on
family and social policy, which facilitates (and facilitated by) the growing

international ‘pro-family’ network of ‘experts’ atie ‘natural family.’

In this effort to normalise (or de-marginalise) itheoncerns, Buss and Herman
suggest that ‘pro-family’ organisations have beelatively successful. ‘Natural
family’ research, say Buss and Herman, has hagrafisant impact and is seldom
associated with the conservative Christian politiésits author$® This finding

leads Buss and Herman to consider the degree tohvthis means the Christian
Right is using ‘stealth tactics’ to advance an umpmmised religious agenda, or

whether it indicates the merge of Christian Rigl&alogy into mainstream politics.

There is more to this mainstreaming success thanstbalthy’ use of statistics to
influence government policies, however. In termstled agenda of global ‘pro-
family’ organisations, | suggest that the more img@at question raised by this
effort is how the ‘pro-family’ movement will managbe increasingly disparate
ideological demands of its political alliances. iBcdl activity at the global level

entails an open and ongoing declaration of ‘proffgmalues. Deciding what this

platform will be is arguably the most importantergdlayed by the WCF. In this
context, the degree to which the organisationsas®milationist’ or ‘stealthy,” to

use Buss and Herman’s words, is only relevantaffects their ability to convince
their audience of their goals. ‘Pro-family’ orgaatisns, if they are to win allies and
show their opponents that they are a legitimatéipal force, will gain the respect

of international elites by displaying their (chamg) agenda in tones and language

8 Buss and Hermawop. cit, p. 140.
8 Ibid, p. 140.
% Ibid, p. 140.
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appropriate to their audience. The ways in whigh it occurring are discussed in

chapters three to six.

Conclusion

There is no single reason why the ‘pro-family’ mment has gone global. All the
explanations described above have some relevance. axe they mutually
exclusive. Some motivations may be operating onestmo-family’ actors at some

points in time, and not at other times.

Some of the ideological forces described above n@ae evolved from others. For
example, ‘mainstreaming’ the movement may be amgit to move away from a
‘friend-foe’ way of thinking. What may have startedt as an effort to bankrupt
Planned Parenthood may have evolved into a glgvalfamily’ mission to save
the families of the world from the liberal UN. Ompiion to ‘new’ human rights
may have been a lesson to ‘pro-family’ activistshiow to articulate their own
agenda in the language of human rights, which neethad an unintended but
expedient ‘mainstreaming’ effect. The connectiomsl densions between these

different motivations are explored in the chaptbet follow.

This thesis explores the different ways that thdrsang forces — and a number of
others discovered during my research — are actpan Wifferent sections of the
‘pro-family’ movement, as well as whether they arganging over time. The

methods | incorporate to carry out this task aseuksed in the following chapter.
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Chapter Two: Methodology

‘All that is necessary for the triumph of evil l'at good men do nothing. Get E-
Alerts! Take Action!

Concerned Women for America homepage, 2008

In this chapter, | describe and justify my selattid ‘pro-family’ organisations and
explain how | use the texts from these organisatidine chapter consists of two
parts. In the first, | show why | have chosen tpaticular set of ‘pro-family’
groups to represent the ‘pro-family’ movement aghale, and address the potential
problems with this selection. | then offer a brascription of each group that
details how they satisfy the criteria | have laid.o

In the second part of the chapter, | discuss whavie approached the subject from
a political science framework and why | use disseuanalysis as a means of

understanding the driving forces behind their gl@zdivism.

Part I: Selection of ‘pro-family’ groups

Five organisations were chosen as representatitreedfiS ‘pro-family’ movement.
| sought a number that was representative of theement and inclusive of many
of its elements, but that was also able to be stud adequate depth. | used four
selection criteria: presence at one or more Wortthgtess of Families (WCF)
events, other evidence of global or internatiomaus, diversity of views between
the groups, and evidence of political influence.atVfollows is an explanation of
each criterion, followed by a discussion of theuéss raised by this selection

process.

Selection Criteria
The organisations | examine in this thesis weresehdrom a list of ‘pro-family’
groups, foundations and sponsors involved in the PWCThe WCF is an

international meeting of ‘pro-family’ organisations has been held five times, in

! Concerned Women for America’s homepage, availatiiétp://www.cwfa.org/main.asflast
accessed 24/08/09].

2 Seehttp://www.worldcongress.ordoér a list of organisations involved in this eviast accessed
25/02/09].
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Geneva, Prague, Mexico City, Warsaw and Amsterdems event facilitates the
flow of ideas between ‘pro-family’ activists andardinates the (US-led) ‘pro-
family’ international agenda to a large degree. THEF is an example of what
Keck and Sikkink call a ‘voluntary, reciprocal andorizontal pattern of
communication and exchangeThis form of exchange is common between N&Os
and provides evidence that these organisationsatesnpting to coordinate a
movement beyond the US. In other words, organisatiavolved in exchanging
their ideas in such a setting can be considerdobyliroadcasters — and receivers —

of ‘pro-family’ ideas.

In addition to their involvement in the WCF, a sedorequirement of the
organisations was that they be globally activeoims other respect. This was either
through attending UN conferences with UN Economiud aSocial Council
(ECOSOC) NGO accreditation, or in the form of cleaptor affiliations with
partner organisations from other countries. Thiguition was required because
attendance at a conference alone was an insufficréerion for the groups to be
considered politically active.

Thirdly, the selection needed to be sufficientlwetse in order that it would

represent the different set of values in the ‘@mmity’ movement. Although

similarity between organisations in a social movetns to be expected, variation
between the groups was a requirement for includ@tause it is not feasible to
exhaustively study every ‘pro-family’ organisatioeach group under scrutiny
represents a collection of priorities and conflittat are sufficiently dissimilar to

the others that range is maximised and repetisaninimised. For example, Phyllis
Schlafly’s Eagle Forum is excluded in this study,lalo not consider the agenda
and constituency of this group to be significamtifferent from Concerned Women
for America (CWA) to warrant its inclusion (CWA waseferred as it is the more

internationally active group).

3 Keck, M. and K. Sikkink (2006) ‘Transnational Acsaxy Networks in International Politics,” in
Perspectives on World Politi¢8 edn.) ed. by Richard Little and Michael Smith (N¥wrk:
Routledge), p. 171.

* In this thesis, | consider ‘pro-family’ groups aparticular set of NGOs. See section two of this
chapter for more on this.
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Finally, while diversity is useful in that it inaees the potential breadth of research
on ‘pro-family’ organisations, it was important éxclude anomalous groups that
have no influence on the movement. For this reaaofnal requirement of this
selection process was some evidence that the gotgsen exerted some influence
on ‘pro-family’ discourse. | included three subteria for inclusion, which were: a
track record indicating the organisation’s knowledgf, and presence at, ‘pro-
family’ causes; submission of a tax return, showatgeast a minimal level of
public donations; and interest or antagonism frowiitipal rivals, such as

progressive NGOs or academics.

Limits and potential issues with the selection pssc

With the first requirement of involvement in the \WCthere is what Buss and
Herman call an ‘elite/street’ issue: organisatitivet are present at the WCF are an
‘elite cadre’ of individuals who are not represeint of the core ‘pro-family’
movement as a whofeThis is very likely to be the case. However, | gesf that a
focus on elites is desirable, as they have begumonsthle for the organisations’
emergence in global politiThe WCF is a forum in which ‘pro-family’ leaders
gather in order to discuss the movement’s globadction: though they may be
constrained by their supporters to some degreey thevertheless push the
movement in the direction they want it to go. Asstthesis seeks to uncover the
changing ideologies of ‘pro-family’ organisatiomsthe international realm, a focus
on the elites of the movement is inevitable andoiuild argue, appropriate. | return

to this issue in the second half of this chapter.

In explaining the intended role of the WCF, AllaarSon (its coordinator) states
that the WCF is not an ecumenical effort at jointiing world’s religions, rather it is
‘a coalition of the most orthodox believers witreach denomination, church or
faith group, persons who are the least likely tmpmomise their core belief§.The

®Buss, D. and D. Herman (2003) Globalizing Famibliés: The Christian Right in International
Politics (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press), piiix

® As one observer of the Christian Right writeseslishape the symbols which define the public
discourse’ of the Christian Right. Detwiler, F. @89 Standing on the Premises of God: the Christian
Right's Fight to Redefine America’s Public Schofew York: NYU Press), p. 134.

" Carlson, A. (2005) ‘On the World Congress of Féesil Presentation to the Charismatic Leaders
Fellowship Jacksonville, Florida January 12, 200% Howard Center, available at
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.020112.wiof. last accessed 24/08/09].
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WCF is a venue, says Carlson, in which its paricip can ‘respond together to the
global spread of a militant secularism that threstibe liberties and existence of all
vital faiths.® Assuring his audience that the WCF is ‘NOT a massirganisation
with visions of power and permanence,” Carlsorest#at ‘it will continue only so

long as it proves helpful to others and to the aisdeof the family?

Unlike other scholars of the international ChristiRight, | have considered
activities beyond the UN as a requirement for ao-family’ organisation’s
inclusion in this research. Because this thesisidens globalization, or the global
broadcasting of ‘pro-family’ ideologies, it is imgant to look beyond the UN: the
UN is one aspect of the global landscape for tlggsaps, not all of it. Here | am
suggesting that ‘pro-family’ involvement in the Ubhould not be examined
separately from the globalization of ‘pro-familyganisations in general. Given the
rapid rise of conservative forms of Christianitytie South, it seems likely that
North-South partnerships between conservative @dmirganisations outside of
the UN will become more significant. In other wardse groups’ involvement at
the UN — facilitated by the Bush administration -aymn time be understood as
incidental to their globalization. For this reasgmups which are active beyond the
UN are included in my analysis. Finally, includimgn-UN affiliated groups or
activities may confirm that the UN has a moderatinfjuence on ‘pro-family’

NGOs; as it conveys legitimacy, it also constrdiekaviour.

In terms of the diversity requirement, excludinggtty similar groups may
emphasise groups that are marginal to the movergat more influential

‘mainstream’ ‘pro-family’ organisations. An additial problem is that it is highly
likely that NGOs are created simply for the purpageacquiring coveted UN

ECOSOC accreditation, which as Elizabeth Arwecls piytis ‘an undisputed cachet
of legitimisation.*® This effort bolsters the presence of ‘pro-famityganisations at
the UN, but says more about the organisationaliuaf#i of some actors in the

movement than it says about the makeup and diyesEipro-family’ organisations

8 Ibid.

° Ibid (emphasis in original).

19 Arweck, E. (2007) ‘Globalization and New Religiod®vements,’ in Religion, Globalization and
Culture: International Studies in Religion and ®tgied. by Peter Beyer and Lori Beaman (Boston:
Leiden), p. 265.
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as a whole. This is part of the reason that pasieon at the WCF is included as a
criterion. Firstly, attendance at an overseas eenf is costly! and secondly, the
conference organisers are eager to present thereockt as an international event,

rather than as a speaking forum for North Amerid&0Os with identical agendas.

A further concern here is how to judge whether e-family’ organisation is
globally active in a political sense. It could bgwed that an organisation’s very
presence on the world wide web renders them a plagy by definition. That
anyone in the world with internet access can acaeguurch’s webpage means that
such messages potentially have a global audienteat does not mean that these
churches seek a global influence. Thus for the geep of this thesis, if the
organisation’s intent is to influence the views iaflividuals or organisations
beyond its membership, its internet activities t@nconsidered political. If this
activism is directed towards increasing the orgatioga’s global influence, then |
consider the organisation to be globally politigadictive. Thus the NGOs under
scrutiny here satisfy one final criterion: they gumeng beyond US borders in order

to change (or save) the whole world from ‘anti-ffrfiorces or trends?

It should be noted that | have not included any fam institutions in my selection.
Though | acknowledge the contribution Mormon groupsve made in the
globalization of the ‘pro-family’ movement, it wagcessary to keep the number of
organisations small and manageable. In additiahig) there are Mormons on the
board of one of the groups | examiiélhese board members are closely associated
with prominent Mormon ‘pro-family’ activists andtsalars** Mormon ‘pro-family’
groups continue to make a significant contributionthis movement, and it is
assumed that this research will incorporate somthefpro-family’ perspectives

strongly held by Mormon organisations.

' The WCF has always been held outside the US (adiin¢he preparatory meetings have tended to
be held within the US).

121t may be that the organisations are only pursthigcourse because they see it as the best way to
promote the interests of the US, but this still ngetheir agenda is both global and political.

13 See ‘Statement 6’ of the Howard Center’s 2006 &8 990 (Return of organisation exempt

from Income Tax Form).

14 See Butler, J. (2006) Born Again: The ChristiagRiGlobalized England: Pluto Press), p. 105.
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What follows is a description of the groups théiave chosen as representative of
‘pro-family’ discourse. Spin-off groups and ‘thirtlanks’ are discussed alongside
the organisations that founded them, except incis® of HLI and C-Fam, which
have diverged so significantly that they warrardeipendent inspection. The five
groups under scrutiny were created with differemémnded audiences and arenas of
action, and have evolved differently over time. &tipial differences in tactics and
language are of interest because they suggest tampavays in which ‘pro-family’
groups are adapting to global political terrainsusyng different approaches. For
each of the five groups, | describe the organis&imrigins and structure, their
international emergence, their mission statemehtsr level of funding and the

major points of difference between the organisation

Concerned Women for America/the Beverly LaHayétlnst

Concerned Women for America (CWA), founded by BevéaHaye in 1979, is
the ‘women’s wing’ of the internationally active @tian Right. CWA'’s origins
have been retold many times. As the story goes,ayaHand her husband were
watching a television interview with Betty Friedan 1979, when the prominent
feminist declared that she was speaking on beliaineerican women. LaHaye,
incensed by this assertion, reacted by calling atimg of Christian Women to
discover whether or not this was actually the ¢&&ncouraged by the attendance
of well over a thousand women, LaHaye created CWith whe purpose of
opposing the ‘anti-God, anti-family rhetoric’ ofrfénists?’ Since its inception, the
organisation has grown in numbers and in influerse® in 2008 boasted half a
million members with almost 500 chapters spreadsacall 50 state's.

> Funds are in US dollars.

16 Seewww.cwfa.org/history.asflast accessed 15/06/08].

7 |bid. Susan Faludi notes, however, that by the 1870s, LaHaye’s name and prominence in the
evangelical community was already guaranteed tev drarowd. See Faludi, S. (1991) Backlash:
The Undeclared War Against American Wonfeondon: Chatto & Windus), p. 280.

18 Seehttp://states.cwfa.org/stateshd ‘Today’ ahttp://www.cwfa.org/history.asflast accessed
15/06/08]. Though CWA undoubtedly has an influetia exceeds their membership, it is likely
that membership numbers are misleading. Michaeidatart notes that CWA membership is
‘indefinite for anyone who has ever paid the anmuembership fee.” He continues: ‘Former
National Organisation for Women president Eleanoe8l declared that if her organisation used the
same system, their membership would be “in theilondl.” Standaert, M. (2006) Skipping towards
Armageddon: The politics and propaganda of the Beftind novels and the LaHaye empire
(Brooklyn: Soft Skull Press), p. 117.
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CWA works as two organisations for tax purposese ¢o which charitable
donations are tax deductible, and one that is llegdlowed to engage in partisan
lobbying. CWA is a predominantly Protestant orgatis, although a significant

number of conservative Catholic women are membeZ3VA’s mission is

‘to protect and promote Biblical values among #lkens — first through prayer, then
education, and finally by influencing our societythereby reversing the decline in

moral values in our natio”

CWA publishesFamily Voice a bi-monthly magazine, available both in prindan
via its webpage. It also broadcasts other itemseutioe titles ‘Press Releases,’
‘Op/Eds,” and ‘In the News.’

Along with LaHaye, CWA'’s president Wendy Wright dreently appears on
television and other media. The major source oéritional commentary and
activism is Dr. Janice Shaw Crouse, a former speetdr for President George W.
Bush?! In 1999, CWA launched a think-tank, the BeverljHage Institute (BLI),

which claims to recognise ‘the power of good data analysis to inform and

substantiate policy position&*’

Prior to the 1990s, CWA'’s international advocacyswhiefly directed towards
opposing communism, with LaHaye publicly endorsiRgagan’s support for the
Nicaraguan Contrad® Although anti-communism persists as a theme in the
language CWA uses, after the Cold War, observetes aghift in the organisation’s

focus away from communism and towards preventingriest progress at the UN.

9 Buss and Hermamp. cit, p. xxviii.

20 CWA's ‘vision statement,’ which is slightly diffent, adds that CWA'’s hope is for ‘women and
like-minded men, from all walks of life, to comegtther and restore the family to its traditional
purpose and thereby allow each member of the fatmilgalize their God-given potential and be
more responsible citizens.” See ‘About CWA, Watw.cwfa.org/about.aspiast accessed 11/06/08].
% See ‘Who’s Who in CWA,’ at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=2112&depsent=CWA&categoryidlast accessed
11/08/09].

22 Seehttp://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=2112&depeent=CWA&categoryidlast
accessed 18/06/08].

% Marsden, L. (2008) For God’s Sake: the ChristigghRand US foreign policyl ondon: Zed
Books), p. 28.
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In the 1990s, responding to the success of the wininealth and rights movement
in that arena, CWA sought, and was granted, off @20SOC statu$'

With annual public donations on the rise, and nowalling over $10 milliorf>

CWA'’s website states that the organisation

‘...is blessed with members and friends who contgbgenerously. We don't,
however, receive funds from large corporationserib foundations, or left-wing
billionaires. Our average gift is less than $30f because we have power in
numbers, we are able to be one of the most eflectiganizations representing your

views anywhere?®

CWA's foot soldiers — or ‘kitchen table activistas they are referred to by the
organisation — make the organisation a powerfuitipal force in the US, through
their letter writing campaigns and their ability tespond quickly to proposed
legislation?” However, ‘kitchen table activists’ have little do with CWA'’s global
activities. As already noted, CWA'’s work at the UdNentirely financed by one
anonymous dond® Moreover, Crouse acknowledges that CWA’s suppsréee
probably largely unaware of the organisation’s rimétional activitie<® This lack
of awareness is likely to serve the organisationl,vas there is some conflict
between CWA's inherent nationalism and historigapasition to ‘handouts,” and
its relatively new role in international developrhgolitics. This role requires
connecting with the interests of people in poorntgas, which is an essential part
of legitimising CWA's presence at the UN. More thiwe other groups examined
here, CWA remains resolutely ‘pro-America,’ tregtimteraction with the outside
world with a caution which sometimes appears t@pgroaching contempt. Thus
CWA must balance a moderately pro-development ipostb its global audience,
even as the organisation maintains a general asifave, anti-UN and fairly

isolationist stance at home. This conflict is shdg other Protestant Right groups

24 Seehttp://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ngot all NGOs with consultative status at the UN
Department of Economic and Social Affairs [lastessed 11/06/08].

% gee Concerned Women for America’s IRS form 996mf2004 to 2008.

% ‘stand With Us to Protect the American Family, @erned Women for America, available at
http://www.cwfa.org/support cwa.aflast accessed 11/06/08].

" For more information on the success of CWA's ‘grasts’ strategies, see Gardiner, S. (2006)
‘Concerned Women for America: A Case Study,” Caatifor Human Dignity, at
www.feminism.eserver.org/cw-of-a.tjast accessed 06/06/08].

% Marsdenpp. cit, p. 140.

2 |bid, p. 140.
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active at the UN, and this thesis relies on CWAd€among others) to demonstrate

this particular tension within the US ‘pro-familyiovement.

These are not the only conflicts at work within CW@WA'’s activities at the UN
have involved developing alliances which the ClarstRight as a whole would
consider to be beyond the pale. Marsden obseratsttihe same time as the Bush
administration was publicly denouncing the ‘Axis BYil,, CWA was working
alongside Libya, Iraqg, Iran and Sudan against titermational recognition of
women’s rights® At an ideological level, CWA declines the oppoityrio take a
firm position on a number of ‘pro-family’ issuesnwilling to condemn the use of
contraception within marriage, or the right or desif women to pursue a caréér,
CWA represents an important set of conflicts falogadtonservative women as they

struggle with feminism.

Despite these issues, CWA remains a big gun ininternational ‘pro-family’
movement. As Standaert suggests, CWA'’s influence tmanslated into real
changes in international poliyThe organisation has significant influence within
the Republican Party: it is estimated that overilian listeners tune in to CWA'’s
daily radio show, whilst hundreds of thousandsudfseribers and church members

receive publications from this organisation ongutar basis>

Human Life International

Human Life International (HLI) is an extensive Qaltb anti-abortion network
which was founded in 1972. ‘With 99 satellite offscin 80 countries,” HLI's
website advertises itself as ‘the largest inteomati, pro-life, pro-family, pro-
woman organisation in the world’Led by Thomas J. Euteneuer, HLI does not
have UN ECOSOC accreditation. HLI does not seekciaff permission or
endorsement to run their campaigns. The organisagoects anti-condom
billboards, lobbies political figures and prosedgs wherever possible. HLI offers

the following statement about its motivations:

¥ |bid, p. 140.

31 LaHaye, Crouse and others at CWA are themselvesingomothers, as has been pointed out by a
number of feminist opponents of CWA.

32 Standaertop. cit, p. 128.

33 Marsdenpop. cit, pp. 47-8.

34 Seehttp://www.hli.org/hli_maps_affiliates.htnflast accessed 23/02/09].
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‘The babies are the reason whyEverything HLI does is dedicated to saving lives
and strengthening families throughout the worldc&ese we are the only pro-life
presence in many countries — and because the ewfudeath is active on so many

fronts — HLI's global approach to the life issugsridispensable®

HLI appeals solely to conservative Catholics infitlsdraising efforts. Utilising its
steadily growing budget — now just under $4 milffdr- Euteneuer and his
colleagues travel to far-flung destinations to adrélLlI's message. Unlike many
‘pro-family’ organisations, HLI funds are used fonore than research and
advocacy. In its international activism, HLI rurtsisis pregnancy’ centres, teaches
courses on ‘natural family planning’ to young medricouples, trains recruits all
over the world to be domestic lobbyists and ‘pfe-lcounsellors, and hosts local

‘pro-life’ radio and television programmes in coues all around the world.

HLI Billboard, Tanzania, 2008

HLI publishesSpecial Reporta monthly journal that discusses the progress (or
otherwise) of the international ‘pro-life’ movemeand offers highlights from
Euteneuer and his colleagues ‘pro-life missionapst HLI also publishesSpirit

% See ‘Our Mission’ attp://www.hli.org/mission.htmflast accessed 23/02/09], (Emphasis in
original).

% HLI's public donations have risen from just ovérillion dollars in 2003 to just under $4
million in 2006. See HLI's 2003, 2004, 2005 and @@xlendar Year IRS Form 990, Return of
Organisation Exempt from Income Tax Forms.

3”Human Life International (2008juman Life International Front Line§pring 2008.
http://www.hli.org/front_lines_spring_2008.pf#ast accessed 17/10/06].
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and Life a monthly e-newsletter, arferont Lines a quarterly magazine which
sends ‘news from the missions’ to HLI supportersad inboxes, and a number of
books and other publications. HLI's ‘pro-life’ miegaries distribute books such as
The Case Against Condonasid The Art of Natural Family Planning: Student

Guide®®

The Catholic Family and Human Rights Institute

Though it is an offshoot of HLI, the Catholic Fayndnd Human Rights Institute
(C-Fam) is a different type of organisation altdget For some time, C-Fam
publicly maintained that it was not affiliated withLI, though it no longer does
s03? After HLI's application for official NGO status #te UN was turned down, C-
Fam functioned as a point of access to UN meetfogghe excluded Catholic
organisatiorf® Created in 1997, C-Fam is a sophisticated advoocaggnisation
with strong connections within the ‘pro-family’ mement. C-Fam has guided a
number of other conservative NGOs through the m®ad gaining UN ECOSOC
accreditation, and is the most well-known of theo‘family’ organisations at the
UN.*! Lead by seasoned activist and journalist AustirseRUC-Fam’s primary

purpose is to

‘...educate the delegates at the UN and the genedalicpon family issues and
human rights. It does this through the publishihghewsletters, papers, and other

informational lectures’

C-Fam’s mission also includes ‘educating the publidarge about the pressing
issues debated at the UN and at other internatiostifutions,*® particularly those
that deal with sexual, reproductive or religiousuiss. Since it was established, this

has been achieved through the distribution offhday Fax a weekly roundup of

38 Seehttp://www.hli.org/publications.htrrlast accessed 18/06/08].

39 For more on this, see Kissling, F. and J. O’BriBad Faith at the UN: Drawing Back the Curtain
on the Catholic Family and Human Rights Institu(€atholics for a Free Choice, 2001). Available
at http://www.catholicsforchoice.org/topics/other/daments/2001badfaithattheun.qtfst accessed
11/08/09].

“OHLI was denied accreditation due to its ‘aggressanguage’ and ‘extremist anti-Semitic and
anti-Muslim statements.” See Butlep. cit.,p. 95.

* Ibid.

“2‘Statement 3 — Form 990, Part Ill — OrganisatidPfBnary Exempt Purpose,’ from the Catholic
Family and Human Rights Institute 2006 CalendarrYB& Form 990, Return of Organisation
Exempt from Income Tax Form.

3 lbid.
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events at the UN written for a socially consenativbut not necessarily religious —

audience.

C-Fam has a think-tank called the International &digations Research Group
(IORG). IORG is dedicated to

‘advancing a deeper understanding of social paieidvanced at the international
level in order to protect and promote better naigolicies regarding human life,

the family, religious freedom, and human righfs.’

IORG’s research is published in ‘White Papers,’ ahhare investigations of C-
Fam'’s institutional foes, pursued as legal arguswamid framed in reasoning and
language that seldom refers to religion. C-Fam’suah funds averaged around
$900,000 from 2004 to 2007, and the organisati@phnaviously relied on financial
support from other organisations, notably HLI Camaahd Brigham Young

University”®

Including Catholic groups is vital to understandihg ‘pro-family’ worldview. In
many ways, the Vatican was responsible for theyeoitrpro-family’ groups into
the UN system in the early 1990s when it callegbeaple of faith to get involved
in international policy-making on reproductive hbalCatholic groups have a
different understanding of the global sphere frdmeirt Protestant ‘pro-family’
allies. Seeing their religious identity as shargdntullions of people around the
world, Catholic organisations have seen the wodgond the US as a sphere of
opportunity for far longer than their Protestarieal Catholic organisations have a
history of working within diverse communities inwtdries all over the world, and
have shown themselves to be well equipped to acaoyngheir ‘pro-family’

partners in global activism.

Though it is likely true that conservative Cathsliand Protestants have lately
found that they have more in common with each ctinen with liberal members of
their own religion® there are still important differences that neetieéananaged in
the relationship. The Pope is still occasionallpided as the Antichrist in US

4 Seehttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.68/default. §tst accessed 15/06/08].
%> See C-Fam’s IRS form 990s from 2004 to 2007. Alse Kissling and O’Briergp. cit.
“¢ Butler, op. cit p. 34.
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evangelical subculture, for examflen addition, the Vatican has taken a number
of political positions that are at odds with thetestant Right, most notably over
the death penalty and the Irag War. Protestant Gattholic groups which work
together must modify their discourse to emphadisgesl values and goals, whilst

playing down historical, cultural and political t#ons in this alliance.

Focus on the Family/the Family Research Council

In the ‘pro-family’ movement, Focus on the Famifotus) is ‘the big oné”® The
organisation was established by evangelical Christionservative James Dobson
in 1977. Dobson, a psychologist, is arguably thestmmoportant activist in the ‘pro-
family’ movement: as Marsden puts it, Dobson ise‘tman whose endorsement
conservative Republicans most crat&Focus is run as a ‘non-profit ministry,’
offering advice and counselling on a variety ofoffamily’ issues’ Dobson has
never received a salary from his work at Fotuse has made his fortune through
royalties from his books, which are usually in bslodélves in the ‘self-help’ section,

and are bought overwhelmingly by wontén.

Focus has a vision of ‘redeemed families, commesitind societies worldwide

through Christ,” and its mission, as stated omvebsite, is

‘To cooperate with the Holy Spirit in sharing the<$pel of Jesus Christ with as
many people as possible by nurturing and defentiagsod-ordained institution of

the family and promoting biblical truths worldwitfé.

The organisation is based on six guiding principldsich it states are ‘drawn from
the wisdom of the Bible and the Judeo-Christianicetrather than from the
humanistic notions of today’s theorist3'’ These are: ‘the pre-eminence of

evangelism; the permanence of marriage; the vafuehibddren; the sanctity of

" See, for example, ‘Conclusive Proof from the Bithiat the Pope is the Antichrist,’ at
http://www.pacinst.com/antichri.htfitast accessed 19/03/09], and ‘Is Pope Benedidtth®
Antichrist?’ athttp://www.popebenedictantichrist.corflast accessed 19/03/09].

“8 Buss and Hermamp. cit., p. xxviii, Butler, op. cit.,p. 111.

9 Marsdenpp. cit.p. 49.

% Johnson, E. (1998) ‘Dr. Dobson’s advice to ChaistWomen: the Story of Strategic Motherhood,’
Social Textno. 57, Winter 1998.

1 Welsome, E. (2006) ‘James and the Giant Jifs280 MagazingAugust 2006,
http://www.5280.com/issues/2006/0608/feature.php@(i2=502, [last accessed 19/06/08].

*2 Johnsonpp cit, p. 57.

%3 Seehttp://www2.focusonthefamily.com/aboutus/A00000040® [last accessed 19/03/09].
¥ See ‘About Us,” atvww.focusonthefamily.corflast accessed 25/01/09].
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social life; the importance of social responsipgjliand the value of male and
female.?® Focus’ website defines sexuality as ‘a glorioufs fjiom God] to be
offered back to Him either in marriage for procr@at union, and mutual delight or
in celibacy for undivided devotion to Chrisf.Dobson broadcasts his daily radio
show to 164 countries, with an audience of over 22llion people in 15

languages’

Focus is a latecomer to the international scendy Heappointment with feminist
successes at the international level, combined tvélgeneral evangelical suspicion
of the UN, confirmed Focus activists’ suspicionattthe world outside the US was
‘anti-family’ and ‘anti-God.” By 2001, however, Caf’s Austin Ruse had
convinced Dobson to apply for UN ECOSOC status, wedorganisation swiftly
established itself as a leading force in intermatio'pro-family’ politics. Focus’

clout is extensive: in Butler's words,

‘Focus has ministries in twenty countries arourglworld, all of which are run by
nationals who sign a licensing agreement to useFteis on the Family label...
Through affiliates Focus can indirectly influendeetcapitals of UN member

states™®

Thus it is clear that even without its UN NGO aciitation, Focus would be able to

exert some influence on the UN, with its conneitm‘pro-family’ states.

Dobson set up the Family Research Council (FR®Yashington DC in 1983. This
was in order that he could be more directly pditicactive without compromising
Focus’ identity as a ‘ministry,” or the tax exengpatus of its burgeoning revenue.
FRC is lead by Tony Perkins, a highly capable malitactivist with a particular
interest in opposing same-sex marriages and chibns. The organisation uses
‘rapid action cells’ to deploy members to opposesopport legislation deemed
politically significant by its leadershify.FRC receives annual donations of around

$10 million, whilst ‘pro-family’ behemoth Focus comands $125 million in public

*® |bid.

*% |bid, also see Marsdeap. cit, p. 139.

> Seehttp://www2.focusonthefamily.com/aboutus/a000000688 [last accessed 02/03/09].

%8 This was seen in the anti-cloning bill advanceddogta Rica in 2003. For more on this issue, see
Butler, op. cit, pp. 117-125.

%9 Marsdenpp. cit, p. 37.
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support on a yearly basi8FRC publishes thénsight series, which as Buss and
Herman note, ‘function as valuable position papkns the [Christian Right]

movement as a whol&"

Movement into the global realm has been complicéedooth FRC and Focus.
While both have been relatively successful, Foctransformation into an
international entity has involved careful managemém attempting to marry its
‘helping’ character with its role in political/cultal warfare, and export both
globally, Focus broadcasts a kind of American fgnasiledo which appears to be
warmly received in many parts of the world. Butnagny women in poor countries
remain politically and socially marginalised (anclwoutside the context of a
backlash against feminism) Dobson’s message to warheomanticised ‘Biblical
submission’ as a counter-cultural ®eequires some modification for audiences in
the global South.

The same can be said for Focus and FRC’s passiopptssition to homosexuality,
which is a lightning rod domestically, but is fas$ politically relevant in the global
South® Conservative organisations in the South may agvige ‘pro-family’
stances on sexuality and reproduction, but povestyains a far more important
issue for most Southern NGOs. In this sense, Fisaepresentative of a number of
international and domestic ‘pro-family’ organisaiso which have a history of
involvement in helping Christian conservatives liv@ to their conservative
ideals®® but have little experience in the area of develepnassistance (other than

in the spiritual sense).

Both Focus and the FRC have official NGO statushat UN. As with CWA,
another challenge faced by Focus and FRC'’s invodverat the UN is to justify its

0 See FRC's and Focus on the Family’s IRS Form $@0s 2004 to 2007.

®1 Buss and Hermamp. cit, p. xxvii.

62 See Johnsomp. cit.for a useful analysis of Dobson'’s ‘Biblical subniiss’

83 See Shah, T. S. (2004) ‘The Bible and the Ballmt:EEvangelicals and Democracy in the “Global
South,” SAIS Reviewyol. 24, no. 2.

% See for exampleyww.exodus-international.orfpr ‘freedom from homosexuality,’
www.familydynamics.nefor a list of ‘pro-family’ organisations which &f marriage advice, for a
list of organisations involved in ‘curing sexualdiction’ see
www.afa.net/pornography/addiction.gstl accessed 04/03/09] to name just a few ofitin@erous
‘pro-family’ helping/ministering organisations.
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activities at the UN to its domestic base, givea titaditionally anti-UN and anti-
Muslim stance of many in the US evangelical commyfffiwith CWA, Focus and
the FRC are the major Protestant organisationsivadoin ‘pro-family’ politics
outside of the US. Any analysis of internationaioyfamily’ groups without Focus
and FRC would potentially miss some of the mostlamental ideas holding the

‘pro-family’ movement together.

The Howard Center for Family, Religion and Society

Allan Carlson runs the Howard Center from Rockfdlichois. Carlson is described
as ‘more of an academic than a global organffatid usually refers to himself as
a social historian rather than a ‘pro-family’ activ Despite this disclaimer, Carlson
served on the National Commission on Children undbe Reagan
Administration®” and is a prolific speaker and writer on ‘pro-fayhiissues.
Previously on the board of the Rockford Institu@arlson and his colleague John

A. Howard left the organisation in 1997 and sethgoHoward Center.

The Howard Center’s purpose is

‘to provide research and understanding that demaestand affirm family and

religion as the foundation of a virtuous and freeisty.®®

The website states that the organisation is inddgr&rfrom ‘any particular religion,
organization, or political group? Carlson himself is a Lutheran, and the board of
the Howard Center contains people from many differeligious backgrounds. The
organisation has strong connections to the Mornpoo-family’ movement: Dallin
Oaks, one of the Twelve Apostles of the Mormon €huis one of a number of
influential Mormons sitting on the board of the Hia Centef? Carlson himself
has what Butler calls a ‘close working relationshigth Dr Richard Wilkins,

former director of the World Family Policy CentérBrigham Young University®

% As Butler notes, Dobson promoted theft Behindseries, which lays out an Armageddon scenario
in which a charismatic UN Secretary General is aéae as the Antichrist. Butleop. cit, p. 112.
¢ Butler, op. cit, p. 104.
" Wisensale, S. (1991), ‘The Family in the Think EAnFamily RelationsVol.40, No. 2.
22 Seehttp://www.profam.org/THC/xthc_faq.htftast accessed 17/06/08].
Ibid.
O Butler, op. cit, p. 104.
™ bid.
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Though this organisation operates on a relativehals (but growing) annual
budget’? the Howard Center is a hive of scholarly activithe Howard Center’s
publications includérhe Family in Americand TheReligion and Society Report.
The former is a monthly report which summarisegmeécesearch on family issues,
couched in predominantly secular language, whitgt katter takes on a more
explicitly Christian tone in its analysis of thepacts of social chandé As well as
operating a massive library of ‘pro-family’ artislespeeches and other publications,
the Howard Center is active at the UN as an offili@O. Most importantly, the
Howard Center organises the WCF and runs the affitCF website and

publications.

More than the other organisations considered hibeeHoward Center generates
ideas and arguments that provide the ‘pro-familgvement with what Buss and
Herman call its ‘intellectual sustenancé.Carlson, in particular, reflects on a
number of social and economic issues with moretdaptl sensitivity than others in
the movement. He acknowledges the tensions withCiméstian Right’'s alliance
with neo-conservatives in the Republican Party, arakes no secret of his anti-
industrial sentiments. Carlson sees himself asnserwative who holds traditional
values, but his nostalgia and agrarianism emphamis@attachment to different
traditions than those of Dobson and CWA.

Another point of difference between the Howard @eand others of the Protestant
Right is Carlson’s attitude towards the role of gmment. His promotion of
‘family-friendly’ policies, such as income-splitirand personal tax exemptions for
married couples with dependent children, marks werdence from other
evangelical$® Though he does not support the ‘Swedish modelgrhphasises the

potential benefits of socialising the cost of hgvichildren (though through tax

"2While the Howard Center’'s 2004 tax return showedhaome of under $500,000; by 2007 this
had increased to well over $1 million. The Howarhe@r for Family, Religion and Society 2004,
2005, 2006 and 2007 Calendar Year IRS Form 99@rRetf Organisation Exempt from Income
Tax Forms.

3 See Buss and Hermaop. cit, p. xxix for more on these publications.

" Ibid, p. xxix.

5 Income-splitting is a taxation system which reduites tax paid by families in which one spouse
cares for dependent children on a full-time ba&txording to this system, a working partner
supporting a wife or husband at home with childegtits’ their income, so that they are both taxed
at the much lower rate which corresponds to hathefworking person’s income, thus the couple
pays substantially less tax overall.
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relief, not income redistribution). This is conresttto his investment and
confidence in European countries as potential faroHy’ allies, which also sets
him apart from many others in the movement who hgiven up the continent as

irredeemably ‘lost.’

These five organisations and their offshoots reprethe different religious sectors
of the ‘pro-family’ movement and the different wayst ‘pro-family’ organisations
are globalising. Their varied emphases on diffepaticy areas corresponds to the
breadth of issues with which the movement as a svilconcerned. They also
embody different — and in some cases opposing sppetives on how to deal with
the issues they face. Although other organisatiorgortant to the movement are
omitted from this study® | consider the groups chosen to be a represeatativ

sample.

Part 1l: How the texts are used

These organisations and their motives for globdlviaen could arguably be

examined (and indeed similar studies have beerupdysusing psychological or
sociological methods. | have chosen a politicalesoe approach because it
highlights the most important aspects of the moveimesuccesses: globally active
‘pro-family’ organisations are elite agenda-seftatsempting to bring about social
change and increase their influence relative tgm@ssive organisations. Before |
describe my methods in more detail, |1 will briefiyiscuss the ways that
psychologists and sociologists have addressedjtlastion and how my approach
differs from theirs.

Interview techniques

A number of political psychologists have attempte@dnswer the question of how
Christian Right beliefs and motivations work. Kri8hdersen’s (1988) study seeks
to answer a similar question about ‘pro-family’ angsations as this thesis: what are
the sources of ‘pro-family’ ideology?Her analysis is an attempt to understand the

cognitive processes through which individuals’ “Ybamily’ political stances

8 Prominent organisations such as the World Familicy Center, Eagle Forum and United
Families International might have been included roader study of US ‘pro-family’ organisations.
" Andersen, K. (1988) ‘Sources of pro-family beli@fcognitive approachPolitical Psychology

vol. 9, no. 2, (June 1988).
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evolve. Andersen interviews her subjects using egefed questions, with
interviewees encouraged to explain their positioasd make links between
statements. Her analysis is excellent, and shevens@ number of similar journeys
where interviewees went from being ‘pro-choice’ being vocal and active

members of the domestic US ‘pro-life’ movement.

Another important contribution to the psychology ‘pfo-family’ advocates is
Christel Manning’s (1999) book on how women invalve the domestic Religious
Right movement ‘grapple’ with feminism in their odmes.”® Manning is interested
in how conservative Catholic, Protestant and Omodewish women deal with
inconsistency between their ideological views ahe tlay to day demands and
experiences in their own lives. She spent time hreea different conservative
communities, using in-depth interviews to ascertaonv conservative women of
faith have responded to feminist ideas. Manninglsject matter may not seem to
be directly relevant to this thesis. However, if a@nsider that one of the same
issues that has motivated ‘pro-family’ activisntla international level — feminism
— is a key factor in shaping how Manning’s subjedentify themselves politically,
then Manning’s methods and findings could be expdrid explain the behaviour
and ideology of ‘pro-family’ groups at the interimaial level. In addition,
ideological inconsistencies like the ones Manniegatdibes in her analysis arise
time and again in ‘pro-family’ texts. In these wajanning’s methods may offer
us a way to explain the behaviour and ideologi@ls of ‘pro-family’ views at the

global level.

In spite of the potential of interviews to uncowbe reasons that ‘pro-family’
activists believe what they do, | do not intervigwo-family’ activists. For the
purposes of this thesis, it is the statements dhatmade by elites once they are
already established as activists that are of istereather than the cognitive
processes by which individuals have arrived atrtltgological positions. This is
partly because these statements and the peoplenake them are leaders of ‘pro-
family’ culture and politics. As broadcasters ok ttpro-family’ message, it is

arguably less important to discover a general rdwytevhich they came to their

8 Manning, C. (1999) God Gave us the Right: consamaCatholic, Evangelical Protestant, and
Orthodox Jewish women grapple with feminigew Brunswick, N. J.: Rutgers University Press).
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views, than to tease apart what their views arehemvd they seek to act upon them
in the global realm. | take it as a given that ¢tinganisations have emerged on the
global scene with a set of ideological commitmeats] it is how and why these
commitments change in the context of globalizatlat is of interest here. Though
interviews and psychological studies of how theo-family’ brain works are an
important step towards understanding the politic&haviour and personal
biographies of religious conservatives, they do address the question of how
conservative social movements see the world beylomdUS and how they change

as they become global actors.

Sociological approaches

Sociological approaches to this topic have alsmhsed to understand the activism
and ideologies of the Christian Right. Frameworksiwd from Marx, Durkheim
and Weber, along with other influential sociolodgicaodels have been used to
understand conservative religious movements in whgs could be potentially
useful here. Building on their work, contemporamycislogists have usefully
applied these frameworks to understand the ads/itf the Christian Right. What
follows is a brief description of four sociologicgbproaches to the globalization of
‘pro-family’ organisations, and my reasons for mditising these methods in this
thesis.

Marxist approaches to religion emphasise that imligicts as a palliative for the
alienating effects of the capitalist mode of pradut Carolyn Gallaher’s excellent
study of the domestic Religious Right picks up lois themée? She makes the very
plausible argument that working-class people fiminfort from the economic
anxieties wrought by globalization in the ‘remasaahtion’ offered by Religious

Right ideology?® The same approach could be use to understandofhéapity of

‘pro-family’ ideas in the global South. However, ehthis framework may offer an

" Gallaher, C. (2004) ‘The Religious Right React&tobalization,’ in Tétrault, M. A. and R. A.
Denemark (eds.) Gods, Guns and Globalization: ReifyRadicalism and International Political
Economy International Political Economy Yearbook, Vol.A®ndon: Lynne Rienner), pp. 31-55.

8 This mirrors the observation made by Rosalind lestky that feminists arguing for sexual and
reproductive rights against their conservativegielis opponents at the UN has been at the cost of
using this energy to combat a macroeconomic agéradgeopardises the ability of women to realise
these rights. Petchesky, R. P. (2000) ‘Reproduetha Sexual Rights: charting the course of
transnational women’s NGOs,’ Geneva 2000 OccasiBapkr no. 8, United Nations Research
Institute for Social Development, p. 24.
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answer as to why people in the poorest countriesiss ready to accept the ‘pro-
family’ message in the context of economic glolatian, it does not cast light on
why ‘pro-family’ groups themselves believe so sgignin ‘remasculinization,” and
what role it plays in their global agenda.

Another important contribution made by sociologistshis topic is their expansion

of Durkheim’s concept of ‘anomie’ to the literature religion and globalization. In

this framework, not dissimilar to the one descriladdve, religion acts as a barrier
against the erosion of norms and values which hedlenged by the relativising

force of globalization. As an explanation for theerof religious fundamentalism in

poor countries, sociologist Radhakrishnan suggistisa ‘fast spreading anomie’
compels increasing numbers of people to seek mguatlance and social

connections in readily available ‘religious bariafit®* As above, however, while

this thesis may help to explain attraction to covesttve ideologies under

globalization, it has limited potential in uncovegiwhy religious groups from rich

countries seek to spread this particular set afabties’ across the globe.

Sociologists of religion in the Weberian tradifidsee globalization as a process
through which the world is rationalised accordirmg gpecific principles that
trivialise local religious practices and defy tlwiolability of the nation-state. As
such, an argument could be made that the ‘pro-famibvement is a defensive
effort to safeguard against the encroachment d¢blaad) ‘iron cage of rationality,” in
which human heterogeneity is destroyed by an ouesducratised global society.
Others picture this differently, seeing the spreatlS style Christianity as one of
the means by which the ‘protestant ethic of caigitall is exported®® This
framework is potentially useful in many ways, aligb it has little to say about
why the focus on curtailing women'’s health and tsgimitiatives has been such a
political success for ‘pro-family’ groups. Applican of this framework would also

be problematic if it ignored the ways in which ‘giaamily’ organisations are

81 Radhakrishnan, P. (2004) ‘Religion under Globélise’ Economic and Political Weeklypl. 39,
no. 13, pp. 1403.

82 See (among others) Ritzer, G. and T. Stillman080Assessing McDonaldization,
Americanization and Globalization,” in Global AmeaP The Cultural Consequences of
Globalization Ulrich Becket al. gds.) (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press), [3-48.

8 See for example, Brouwer, Gifford and Rose (199§)orting the American Gospel: Global
Christian FundamentalisfiRoutledge: New York and London).
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themselves attempting to homogenise the sociatipescof the world according to

their own rationalised schema.

Some sociologists who study social movements héfesed ‘status politics’ as a
means of explaining why certain movements deve®ghay do. This approach
suggests that disgruntled individuals who percénat their social status has been
devalued form protest movements to restore thermasdly their original position.
The status politics framework has been fruitfulppked to the domestic Christian
Right in the context of the anti-pornograptiyanti-abortion, and anti-g&/aspects
of the movement In the context of ‘pro-family’ organisations mogimeyond the
US, status politics theory would suggest one of éwplanations for this movement:
either ‘pro-family’ groups are globalising as a meaof redressing their loss of
status at home, or they at one stage perceived itedlogy as one of global
importance and seek to restore it to that posifiarere is likely to be some truth to
both of these explanations. In terms of the fiest,was discussed in the previous
chapter, the end goal of political ‘pro-family’ agsm may not be limited to the
restoration of the organisation’s domestic standingthat case, an approach that
relies on status politics will miss the aspects ghbbal change which the
organisations desire as ends in themselves. Instefrthe second explanation, it is
true that in many parts of the world, the ‘pro-famideology and way of life were
more esteemed in the past than they are now. Tieegseme evidence that ‘pro-
family’ organisations see the UN itself as an tosibn that was once conservative
in its stance towards the family. Yet to see thgreeips’ activities as aimed at the
re-establishment of ‘pro-family’ norms on a glolsalale is problematic, because
these groups have portrayed the UN — and indeedrtie world outside the US —
as untrustworthy, hostile and secular for so loNgr have the organisations or
individuals themselves suffered a loss of statushatinternational level; their
personal experiences during the Bush Administratiame been the opposite. So

8 For an example of this, see Greek, C. E. and @nison, (1992) ‘Antipornography Campaigns:
Saving the Family in America and Englanihternational Journal of Politics, Culture and Set;

vol. 5, no. 4.

8 See, for example, Burris, V. (2001) ‘Small BuseStatus Politics, and the Social Base of New
Christian Right Activism,Critical Sociologyyol. 27, no. 1.

8 See Moen, M. C. (2001) ‘Status Politics and thktieal Agenda of the Christian Right,’
Sociological Quarterlyvol. 29, no. 3, for a critical analysis of stapgitics approaches to
understanding the Christian Right’s political agend
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although the status politics framework may be Usehen applied to this issue at a
general level, to rely on it as a working methodulgorun the risk of obscuring

important elements in the global emergence of phe-family’ movement.

Sociological methods and frameworks do have muclcommon with political
science approaches, and could have been used dnemearth some extremely
valuable ideas and findings about the motivatidripre-family’ groups. Sociology
offers different ways of understanding how peoptk up ideas, incorporate them
into their lives, and transmit them to others. Wetause this thesis is so concerned
with discerning political ideologies, the analysisthe texts has been carried out
using a political science framework which focusedlte discourse of elites. Given
the lack of knowledge of the general public ash® global activities of many of
these organisations, it seems reasonable to sugjggstit is the elites of the
movement that are responsible for its globalizatieor this reason, it is the political

ideologies of ‘pro-family’ activists which are tisebjects of scrutiny in this thesis.

Political Science

There are a number of reasons to approach ‘profandeologies through a
political science framework. Ideologies are by matpolitical. Political ideologies
make sense of the world (using a particular setssimptions), and stipulate how
people should behave in it. ‘Pro-family’ activistave clearly defined ideas about
what is wrong with the world, a blueprint for hotwey would like it to be, and a

plan as to how they will make it better.

Political ideologies take on even greater signifc&in a globalizing world. In the
absence of an established and respected interabtegeal framework, appeals to
‘universally shared’ symbols — such as the impaaof families and motherhood
— can be a powerful tool for agenda-setting. Inrtheeas of interest, ‘pro-family’
organisations seek to affirm the ‘natural familg @ne global norm for the entire
population of the world. In this effort, the orgsaiions characterise events and
entities as either contributing towards a ‘pro-fgmoutcome, or an obstacle
preventing the realisation of this desired endestBut making such claims in the

global realm is also problematic: as Beyer notésbajization brings into stark
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relief the fact that ‘diverse ways of living aredaly human construction&”In this
environment, then, ‘pro-family’ organisations cam $een as competing for their
ideology — which they argue is the most ‘naturatieo— to be elected as the
blueprint for development. In this sense, the idggl of global ‘pro-family’

organisations can be examined in the same wayhas political ideologies.

‘Pro-family’ ideologies have emerged from an enmireent of cultural conflict.
These groups have gathered in response to poléid#ies and social phenomena
that they and their followers find repulsive. Iretdomestic realm and beyond it,
these groups define themselves and shape theticpdh opposition to others, as
was discussed in the previous chapter. Moreoverwidly these organisations shift
their ideological priorities and adapt their dists®ito new contexts over time is
politically informed. This is a process in whicletmovement picks a path between
maintaining adherence to certain key principlesg d@ahe necessity of taking
strategic opportunities in a constantly changingrenment. As the conflicts have
gone on, the groups have adjusted both their paserand their tactics, becoming

astute political actors in the process.

Perhaps most importantly, these organisations (thies of analysis in this thesis)
are best understood as political entities. Thoulghy tare all religious, their
approach to politics is like any other internatioN&O® (except for the obvious
difference that most NGOs have progressive ordibgoals) with a political agenda
that seeks to influence the way people behave. ToeNd be considered as a
distinctive set of Religious International NGOs, RINGOs' as Boli and
Brewington identify theni® These authors write that RINGOs use religion lzastia
means and an end: their goals are a mixture oflysoiigious activities like
proselytizing, and attempting to fix worldly probie through ‘service to humanity
within a God-given meaning and identity systéfriPro-family’ organisations can

87 Beyer, P. (1994) Religion and Globalizatigmndon: Sage), p. 2.
8 See the ‘seven rules’ of INGOs as described bylifien of International Associations:
‘functional, voluntary, non-profit organisationsttvia high degree of autonomy from the state, a
demonstrated international presence or orientaind,ongoing activities oriented to reasonably
well-specified goals.” See Boli, J. and D. Brewingt(2007) ‘Religious Organisations,’ in Religion,
globalization and Cultureed. by Peter Beyer and Lori Beaman (Boston: Leider207.

Ibid.
% Ibid, p. 221.
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be understood to differ from ordinary RINGOs inttihey see this ‘service to
humanity’ in their effort to prevent (rather thaffen) access to knowledge and
services, and their attempts to bring down intéonal organisations they see as
harming the world’s people. | suggest, howevert thaheir short history, ‘pro-
family’ organisations have shown more enthusiasmcamservative political
activism and almost no interest in proselytizing {he sense of saving souls).
Because they have historically preferred to fotwesrtefforts on proscribing and
disrupting international development initiativesanh providing services, and
because they make an effort to play down theigialis identities, these groups are

best considered as a political movement of religiorganisations.

Discourse Analysis

‘Pro-family’ organisations form a specific politiceommunity with shared goals,
language, and ideas about the world. As such, diseoanalysis provides an
academic tool through which their ‘friend-foe’ pals can be identified and
understood. A ‘discourse’ is usefully defined byatlbtte Epstein as

‘a cohesive ensemble of ideas, concepts and céatons about a specific object
that frame that object in a certain way and, tteeefdelimit the possibilities for

action in relation to it*

Discourses evolve in a process which reinforcexcessgful categorisations and
representations, through which ‘realities are aom$td, made factual and
justified.® Understanding the way these organisations repréiserworld enables
observers to see how ‘pro-family’ ideology is chiaiggover time, to see which
symbols and ideas are believed to be of most siginife, and to understand how

‘pro-family’ groups represent the ideologies ofitlepponents.

It should be noted here that ‘pro-family’ politicaliscourse almost certainly
involves misrepresentation, exaggeration and dutdgception. How is it possible
to discern the motivations of people within theoffamily’ movement if we do not

know whether what is said represents even the vigwbe person saying it, let

L Epstein, C. (2008) The Power of Words in Intewadi Relations: Birth of an Anti-Whaling
Discourse (Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technofigss), p. 2.

92 Lessa, I. (2006)’ Discursive Struggles Within $taVelfare: Restaging Teen Motherhood,’
British Journal of Social Wotkss. 36, vol. 2, p. 285.
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alone the entire movement? To this | would repht the fact that a claim has been
made publicly is what matters, rather than whettiher claims themselves are
sincere, or representative of the wider ‘pro-famelymmunity. An assumption here
is that strategically or deliberately distorted rattaerisations of the world are still a
part of ‘pro-family’ discourse, and therefore saynething about the ‘pro-family’

view of reality. In other words, if ‘pro-family’ diwists are scoring political points

from what they believe are widely held perceptiohthe world and the people in it
— even if they do not believe these perceptionsifiedves — this still betrays a ‘pro-
family’ belief about the world. Regardless of tHgextive truth or otherwise of any
given ‘pro-family’ representation then, persisteepictions of the world that ring

false or seem intentionally distorted offer the efysr an insight into the kinds of
symbols and characterisations that ‘pro-family’ angations want their adherents
to accept. That particularly bizarre charactersseiof the world are either picked
up or ignored by the ‘pro-family’ public is alsdegant, attesting to the boundaries

of the discourse.

In this way, discourse analysis enables obsereepgiticeive the ways that the ‘pro-
family’ movement is changing over time. When thesganisations pick up on new
ideas and stop emphasising old ones, we get acatnah of the way the movement
is changing. These changes in direction may beorsss to events and actors
outside the movement, or the projection of ideasegged from within the
movement. Some ideas remain consistent core helite others are amenable to
change. This type of analysis can show which pgdagitions are likely to persist,
and which are not.

While the use of discourse analysis is by no meesisicted to political scientists,
its ability to discern symbols and ideas within fheguage of a given political
community makes it an excellent tool for understagdhat community’s political

views. The ‘pro-family’ movement appears to be ipatarly attuned to the

importance of symbols surrounding gender and fasiliSymbols and ideas
arguably become even more important under glohalizaas the organisations
appeal to (what they believe are) universally metitals and beliefs.
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Finally, discourse analysis enables an observee¢othe world through the eyes of
other people. This allows us to understand whyrivational ‘pro-family’ activists
do what they do. Considering the discourse of aroplolitical community means
coming to terms with the different assumptions thatpeople within it make about
the world and how they work in practice. Thorouglalgsis of their rhetoric should
provide a sophisticated understanding of thesenisgions. Here | am making the
assumption that it is possible to discern the dgviorces of the ‘pro-family’
movement from the way its organisations write asl# bout the world. This is
part and parcel of treating these organisationgodiical entities; every complaint
or positive comment these organisations make stgdbat the world is a step
closer or further away from the way they think litoald be. From this point of
view, the way social issues are represented wahgnoup of people is responsible
for — or at least indicative of — the political wig of its members, and directs the
group’s activities to a large degree. If these @spntations are successfully picked
up in the discourse, they reinforce the importapiceertain symbols, the accepted
meaning of words, and ultimately the directionlad movement itself.

The texts in this thesis are not read with any pewpecially developed technique,
and no patrticular type or theory of discourse asialis intended to be invented or
redefined here. The texts are simply gathered byusde of search engines on the
websites of the five organisations under scrutangording to their relevance to the
international or global outlook or agenda of thesganisations. For example, texts
for chapter five, on feminism, were found by searghfor the words ‘fem*/’

‘wom*,” ‘masc*,’ ‘child*,” ‘girl*,’ ‘abort*,” ‘sex* ,’ ‘repro* and ‘health,” on all of

the websites.’

What this thesis does not cover

My research does not provide a detailed descripdiothe activities of the ‘pro-
family’ movement in terms of their attendance ateinational conferences,
lobbying US politicians and so on. The efforts oternational ‘pro-family’

organisations are discussed in detail in a growmgnber of books on the
movement. Lee Marsden, for example, traces thevisieti of these international

Christian Right organisations in ‘Hijacking the HamRights and Humanitarian
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Assistance Agenda,’ a relatively descriptive chapténis 2008 book on the foreign

policy influence of Christian Right organisatiofis.

Butler's 2006 bookBorn Againalso provides analysis of Christian Right postion
and arguments at different UN conferences, showiegapproaches the movement
has taken with regards to a variety of issues. &ies herself as a ‘participating
observer’ of the Christian Right, having represdntprogressive religious
organisations at the UN for some years. My resedgtcontrast, maps the ‘pro-
family’ ideological terrain and its complicationis this sense, then, this thesis is
intended to complement Marsden and Butler's work'gyo-family’ activism, in
that it provides a kind of theoretical or ideolagimarrative to the action they

describe.

Nor does this thesis follow the activism of ‘pro¥fdy’ organisations in order to
discern the reasons for their success, as Butles.ddutler's effort to understand
why ‘pro-family’ groups have been so successfulukas on the techniques and
circumstances surrounding the rise of the inteonali Christian Right. Butler is
sensitive to the difficulties facing these groups they attempt to build a
conservative NGO network by creating alliances wabnservative Muslim
governments and organisations. Crucially, she éxplthe globalization of ‘pro-
family’ groups largely in terms of the opportunityey have been given to do so.
This she does well, and from a tactical point @wjiBorn Againprovides a superb
analysis of the strategic aptitude of ChristianiRigrganising. This thesis does not
attempt to analyse the success of the ‘pro-fanmgvement or predict its future
success using any particular political framewonkdoing so. In other words, while
| highlight the changing course of ‘pro-family’ disurse and pay close attention to
the issues that threaten to divide or hinder theveam@nt, | do not attempt to
calculate whether or why the movement is successfulot or speculate as to its

future.

This thesis considers ‘pro-family’ texts from thelgites of the groups described
above from 1997 to the end of 2008. There are twmmeasons for starting my

9 Marsden, L. (2008) For God’s Sake: The ChristigghRand US Foreign Policed Books,
London and New York, p. 145.
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investigation of the international ‘pro-family’ mement around 1997. The first
WCF was held in Prague in 1997, and signals thénbags of a formal effort to
coordinate the global agenda of ‘pro-family’ orgaations. The second reason is
that the internationalisation or globalization bétmovement arguably only begins
in earnest around or after this time. C-Fam wasated in 1997, as was the Howard
Center. Though the other groups may have attendefé@nces at the UN before
this time, they did not gain official ECOSOC acgatation or consultative status
until after 1997* 1 finish my analysis at the end of the Bush adstimation.

Conclusion

In this chapter and those preceding it, | havengited to do a number of things. |
have explained my intention to examine and undedsthe motivations of globally
active ‘pro-family’ organisations, and justifiedighaim in terms of the profound
effects that this movement has had since the B80<° These ‘pro-family’ NGOs
are an elite group of conservative global actor® whjoy the support of the US
Christian Right but do not necessarily have toifystheir activities to their
grassroots domestic supporters. | have describeld eaanisation in detail and

justified my selection process.

| have considered the ‘pro-family’ motivations o#d by the academic literature on
this movement and used what | see as the mostlwsaluitting of these to focus
my research. From this analysis, four areas emem@gdmportant ways of
understanding ‘pro-family’ motivations. The firg globalization, which provides
an understanding of the changing context under lwtpoo-family’ organisations
see themselves as working. The second is the Ukhwias been both the means
through which ‘pro-family’ groups have come to shemselves as global actors,
and a nemesis which characterises the dangersimharglobal space. The third is
feminism, which has undoubtedly been a major idgiold opponent against which
global ‘pro-family’ activism has developed. Thetlas fertility, which brings

together a number of different strands of ‘pro-figimihought around population

% Seehttp://esango.un.org/civilsociety/displayAdvancesi®t.do?method=redefine&ngoFlafpr
the different years that ECOSOC consultative statusccreditation was granted to these
organisations [last accessed 22/08/09].

% In terms of timing, my research is weighted tovgamibre recent ‘pro-family’ discourse. This is
because Buss and Herman's research, which is siyrfitecused on ‘pro-family’ ideology, covers
the period up to early 2003.
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control, secularism and development. In these ehgpt lay out the different ways
that these areas have been discussed in ‘pro-fadimigourse and show how these
perceptions may be changing. In considering theaging ways that ‘pro-family’

organisations consider the ideologies and the petpt they oppose, we gain
crucial insights into what the ‘pro-family’ moventebelieves about itself and its

role in the globalizing world.
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Chapter Three: ‘Pro-family’ views of Globalization: danger meets opportunity

‘... the process of globalization to which we akm to be committed will lead to
the largest “state” of all, the World State, andathstate will inevitably be
despotic*

The Howard Center, 2001

‘I quite agree with Abraham Kuyper ... "There is nacaare inch in the whole
domain of our human existence over which Christ wghSovereign over all, does
not cry: Mine!”?

The Family Research Center, 2001

Globalization is a massive and convoluted topicademics have suggested a
number of different ways of understanding the magniand practice of
globalization. One of the first, sociologist RolanBobertson, described
globalization as ‘the compression of the world iatsingle place®Other scholars
have preferred to characterise globalization imgeof the increasing frequency
with which things and information travel across &etiween regions of the world.
Alternatively, Philip McMichael sees it in more gamlal terms, as a ‘project’ in
which the increasing reach and influence of gladdaes is achieved through the
exploitation of various inequalitie3.All of these definitions are valid (and

compatible), from certain perspectives.

In this chapter | attempt to identify how ‘pro-fdyii organisations understand
globalization. As was discussed in chapter one, | assume thatdnganisations

define globalization has a significant impact orwhthey behave. Finding the

! The Howard Center (2001) ‘Large and Small StaBésbalization, The Religion and Society
Report vol. 18, no. 10, October 2001. Se#p://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_1810.hffast accessed
08/09/09].

2 Bolt, J. (2001) ‘The Culture War in Perspectiveskons from the Career of Abraham Kuyper,’
Witherspoon Lecture, 15 August 2001, Family Rede&cuncil,
http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=WTO01GTlast accessed 05/04/09].

% Robertson, R. (1992) Globalization: Social Themng Global CulturéLondon: Sage) p. 6.

* This is a short version of one of five charactitns of globalization offered by James A.
Beckford, (2004) ‘Religious Movements and Globdi@a,’ in Cohen, R. and S. M. Rai (eds.)
Global Social MovementgLondon: Continuum), p. 170.

® McMichael, P. (2004) Development and Social Chadgelobal perspectiveg3® edn).(Thousand
Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press), p. 238.
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‘truest’ account of globalization is less importahain understanding what ‘pro-
family’ leaders believe about the phenomenon. s teason, | use all of the
descriptions above as ‘working definitions’ of gabization as | seek out the

different ways that ‘pro-family’ activists underathaglobalization.

Much has been written on how religious movement® fim the context of
globalization. Because religions tend to appealiniversal moral principles, and
globalization challenges the universal applicapildf such claims, religious
movements can struggle to maintain their moral @itth in an increasingly
relativistic social environment. ‘Pro-family’ orgaations, with their strong history
of moral declarations and their firm belief in thghtness and wrongness of certain
behaviours, seemed predestined to suffer bittartlet globalization. Yet they have
not. This chapter is an attempt to understand g/ is so. It examines the ways
that ‘pro-family’ organisations have characteriggabalization, in order to discern
how the groups reconcile their ideological posiicand their identity with their
new roles as global actors.

Most ‘pro-family’ leaders see globalization as awsarising process. Globalization,
they argue, is both anti-Christian and anti-traditiWhen it is not associated with
liberal international organisations and ‘globalistgglobalization is very
occasionally conflated with anarchy in ‘pro-familydiscourse. As a result,
globalization (as it is presently experienced)tio@ds with the central values of
Christian conservatism: the primacy of traditiord ativine authority in ordering
social space.

Where they see globalization as unavoidable, ‘proHy’ discourse offers its own
vision of how the process should be guided or shdpesofar as this is possible).
This vision sees enlightened global actors usimg-family’ and ‘Judeo-Christian’
principles as a guide to make appropriate decisiongheir constituencies. These
principles, say the organisations, are preferalotéh o the approaches taken by
liberal leaders of international institutions whae asometimes assigned as
‘globalists,” and to alaissez-faire globalization that is controlled by nobody.
Desiring neither anarchy nor a liberal world goveemt, ‘pro-family’ organisations

assume the responsibility of saving the world franti-family’ forces as their own.
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Policy positions on globalization seldom emergehwihis degree of clarity,
however, with the overwhelming approach to glolsian clouded in ambiguity,
confusion and apprehension. ‘Pro-family’ interptietas of globalization in this
chapter show a movement that is quite uncertainh@iv to deal with this
phenomenon. Inconsistencies and outright hyposrigie rife. It is clear that ‘pro-
family’ organisations are not always talking abthe same aspects of globalization
when they make their claims for or against it. Glatation, like all forms of

political change, is never treated neutrally irojfamily’ discourses.

Nevertheless, a fledgling ‘pro-family’ agenda widgard to globalization can be
discerned. Where political positions do become eppa they veer in two

directions. Some ‘pro-family’ arguments state ti&t process of globalization is in
itself destabilising and needs to be arrested lpealpto government protection,
whilst others speak to the ‘pro-family’ opportuegi that emerge from this
instability. Proponents of the former position acli® strong government and small
communities, whilst advocates of the latter encgertéhe outreach of US ‘pro-

family’ organisations to areas most affected bybglzation, in order to encourage
the ‘grassroots’ uptake of the ‘pro-family’ messadéese are very different
agendas, but both have been advanced across th&afmily’ spectrum, to various

degrees.

This chapter is divided into three sections whiclalgse ‘pro-family’ texts that
relate to globalization. The first section askswiao ‘pro-family’ leaders interpret
globalization? The second asks: which aspects obajjzation are seen as
redeemable? The way the groups are changing teespectives over time is also

considered throughout the chapter.

Part I: How do ‘pro-family’ leaders interpret gldization?

According to ‘pro-family’ organisations, globalirat is mostly a negative
phenomenon. ‘Pro-family’ thinkers who consider gibpation tend to see it as a
process that reduces both the freedom of peopliegadheir lives as they choose,
and the stability of the communities in which tHieg. The texts differ widely as to

what it is that is exerting control over peoplea’sgdom, how this influence will be
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applied, and whether there are agents of globaizatho are responsible for this
reduction of freedom. As already noted, there wwide variety of ‘pro-family’
perspectives on what globalization is, and whalriging it. This section is divided
into six categories, which have emerged from thiang@nation of ‘pro-family’
discourse: globalization as corporate-driven, diabdon as external regulation,
globalization as US-lead, globalization as matema) globalization as spreading

the ‘culture of death,” and globalization as segsia.

Globalization as corporate-driven

Corporations are occasionally highlighted in ‘peorily’ texts as playing a role in
promoting an increasingly repressive global systamd, they are largely seen to be
unreliable entities in terms of protecting traditiand religion. Yet ‘pro-family’
groups do not display any expectation that corpmmatshould act in a particular
way, other than in the direction of maximising piofOverall, texts that are critical
of corporate-lead globalization tend to highlighe diberal attitudes of CEOs as the
reason that globalization has what they see asfamily’ outcomes, rather than

the structures or profit-seeking motives of corpiorss themselves.

The Howard Center stands out among ‘pro-family’ amigations as interpreting
corporate globalization as problematic in itseH, that corporations inevitably
increase their power relative to nation-statesallaeligious communities and
individuals. The author of a 200Religion and Societyeport suggests that
‘globalization, in which international corporatiomentrol the destiny of smaller
nations and sometimes of oufdeads to the breakdown of national sovereignty.
This is through ‘the power of international comneetcin which corporations are
able to impose their will on the governments of kenaountries. The author sees
this as a serious problem that threatens the Ufbigth he concludes that ‘for the
time being, at least, it is Washington, not Walkest, which rules® Globalization
looms, but has not yet taken over. Thus with resalvd political action, people can

still resist the detrimental effects of globalipatiby encouraging governments to

® The Howard Center (2002), ‘Suicidal Democracy &tabalism,' The Religion and Society
Report vol. 19, no. 3 March, 2002. See
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_1903.htm?searchbalization&opt=EXACT[last accessed
11/08/09].

" Ibid.

® Ibid.
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rein in corporations. Economically speaking at e#isen, the Howard Center is
moving towards the prioritisation of the nationtstaystem over any political

commitment to unregulated capitalism.

C-Fam, on the other hand, interprets the role gpa@tions in the process of
globalization more ambiguously. Big business isyadentified as a global threat
when its executives pursue political goals thatincempatible with those of the
Christian Right. One C-Farariday Faxwarns that ‘[ijncreasingly... with the rise
of globalization, the left is coming to see big ibess as a very powerful engine for
liberal social change’’Another Friday Fax bemoans the degree of cooperation
between UN children’s agency UNICEF, and corporetithat they argue are run
by executives with liberal tendencies: ‘These [UNK] programs [promoting
gender equality] frequently use financial and bozestl assistance from such media
giants as Walt Disney, Warner Brothers, and TuBreadcasting’® Globalization

is seen as being negative in this sense, becaufxilitates the institutional
‘teaming-up’ of rich and influential ‘anti-familyforces, not because it enables

corporations and individuals to broadcast theimagegloballyper se

Another C-Fam author takes issue with liberal leadé international corporations
because he sees corporate leaders as betrayindatigiterm profit mandates by
supporting pro-choice organisations. The authopesplexed by the idea that
‘manufacturers that rely upon an increasing poputaof children, for instance,
frequently give their money to groups that suppand promote population
control.™ Rather than stress the moral dimensions of afyoed contraception,
this author emphasises that the promotion of sudicips counteract the interests
of shareholders and in general, the economy as dewhHere C-Fam does not

guestion the appropriateness of global capitalisnpromoting a ‘pro-family/pro-

° Ruse, A. (2000) ‘Corporate Investments May Be Ngamduit for Abortion in Developing World,’
Friday Fax January 7, 2000, vol. 3, no. 8. Catholic Famiig &luman Rights Institute, available at
http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.123/pub_detadlp [last accessed 11/08/09].

Y Ruse, A. (1998) ‘UNICEF Uses American Media GiantSpread Feminism to Developing
World,” Friday Fax October 2, 1998, vol. 1, no. 51. Catholic Farailgd Human Rights Institute,
available athttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.60/pub_detadpl [last accessed 11/08/09].

" Ruse, A. (2000) ‘Corporate Investments May Be Neamduit for Abortion in Developing

World,” Friday Fax January 7, 2000, vol. 3, no. 8. Catholic Familg &luman Rights Institute,
available atttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.123/pub_defadp[last accessed 11/08/09].

2 This is connected to the ‘demographic winter’ agoh taken by ‘pro-family’ organisations, which
is discussed at length in chapter six.
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life’ society, seeing the two as highly compatibl&wus it is the agents, rather than

the process, of globalization that is the problemG-Fam.

Globalization as external regulation

Concerned Women for America (CWA) depictions of bgllization are quite

perplexing. Almost all CWA texts before 2004 menti globalization focus

exclusively on the UN and its shortfalls. In one020article that tangentially

discusses globalization, ‘UN takes on Populatiod Bree Markets,” CWA senior

fellow Janice Crouse warns that international diseans on globalization equate to

calls for greater UN control:

‘Group | [of three groups preparing for a UN-spamsbinternational conference on
sustainable development] will focus on socialistiorld-government anti-poverty
schemes. Group Il will focus on globalization—UNntwo| of trade and finance in

the world economy*®

Here globalization is intrinsically linked to — eveefined by — attempts to control
it. The UN is seen as an entity that seeks to obttie world through its role as a
regulatory body, imposing its ideological agendatlo@ world’s population. This
suggests that (at this time, at least) CWA doesdstinguish between globalization
and what Buss and Herman refer to as ‘globalisime drive to create a ‘New

World Order based on socialist, feminist and eominentalist principle&’

Another article by Crouse in 2002 suggests thabajlpation is one of the UN’s
‘causes.’ Crouse is concerned with the degree iochwiihne UN is able to influence
global attitudes and beliefs. In her words, the Ulbdunts its causes: gender
mainstreaming and gender equality, reproductivketsignd services, globalization
and reparations®® Moreover, the UN is opposed to Western affluencel a

capitalism, says Crouse: ‘According to the UN, ta@m, free trade, private

13 Crouse, J. S. (2002) ‘UN Takes on Population amee Markets,” January 1, 2002, Concerned
Women for America,
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1951&depsent=CWA&categoryid=natioflast accessed
11/08/09].

4 See Buss, D. and D. Herman, (2003) Globalizingiavtalues: the Christian Right in
International Politics(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press), pp-25 for more on Christian
Right interpretations of globalism.

15 Crouse, J. S. (2002) ‘UN/Hollywood Half-Truthsgnlary 1, 2002, Concerned Women for
America, available dittp://www.cwfa.org/articles/1954/CWA/nation/indbim, [last accessed
11/08/09].
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enterprise and entrepreneurship are all sourceavafonmental and developmental
problems around the world®Thus in Crouse’s view at this time, globalizatien

not capitalism writ large, it is the UN’s responset.

Later CWA articles on globalization are not muokackr than their predecessors. In
an article written four years later in responseatpublication by the US National
Council of Churches (NCC), Crouse still makes anemtion between globalization
and economic redistribution from rich to poor coies:

‘[the NCC report suggests that] global trade arabgl aid are essential for greater
financial equity around the world; translation: @#dization means robbing the US

and giving to undeveloped natiort5.’

Clearly Crouse is opposed to globalization if itamg redistributing money away
from the US. Crouse’s issue with globalization i#l $0 do with the efforts of
progressives to mitigate its unequal effects, ratfe@n the process itséff.

This is established further in a 2006 article byouse called ‘the big G —
Globalization.” In this article, her emphasis o tiN’s role in globalization has
disappeared but she persists in seeing globalizatiderms of the redistributive
policies advanced by her opponents. In a critigiie dJnited Methodist study
which (among other things) opposes the increasirglie control of global

financial power, Crouse warns that the study’'sasiin of unfettered capital flows
is an unspoken recommendation for regulation ofitkernational economy by the

1% |bid.

" Crouse, J. S. (2006) ‘Misguided Attempts to EraticGlobal Poverty: An analysis of the National
Council of Churches Study Guide on the Millenniumvdlopment,” Concerned Women for
America, 15 August, 2006. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=11307&dement=BLI&categoryid=reportgdast
accessed 11/08/09].

18t is noteworthy that ‘global trade’ is also catesied to mean ‘robbing the US,’ given CWA's
stated preference for trade as a means of ecordeualopment. See, for example, Crouse, J. S.
(2002) ‘Stumbling Blocks on the road to Johannegpuanuary 1, 2002, Concerned Women for
America. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1955&depsent=CWA&categoryid=natiarSee also
Crouse, J. S. (2002), ‘UN Takes on Population amee Markets,” January 1, 2002, Concerned
Women for America,
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1951&deapsent=CWA&categoryid=natiofboth
accessed 12/08/09].
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UN, or, she scoffs, by ‘a cabal of third world w@iors.'® Perhaps unsurprisingly,

Crouse comes out in full support of global capstali

‘Ultimately, though, the study realizes that glopation [is] about politics —

globalization means privatization. This statemerftaught with horror®

By 2006, then, Crouse sees globalization as anoaei@nexperience, occurring
despite the involvement of the UN rather than bseanf it. She is still on the watch
for would-be regulators, but seems far happier wdissez-faire economic
globalization than she is with any regulatory inmgshent. Even though she does
acknowledge the role of private companies in glab#ibn, missing from any
CWA texts is an indication of how globalization psomoted or affected by US
interests. Globalization remains something of alenm, but what exactly it is and

who is causing it is not ground that Crouse is artable covering.

The connection between globalization and percei\gidbalists’ who seek to
control the US is shared by other ‘pro-family’ amthy Concern that globalization is
an effort to standardise norms and practices thedwaver is prevalent in earlier
Howard Center texts. One of the ‘dangerous featwfeglobalization, according to
a 2000Religion and Society Repotis the ‘trend to submerge particular national
sovereignties and ethnic identities into a multiowll “new world order.”®* This is

‘a project of global planification, standardizatjoor, as it is increasingly called,
globalization.?? Even though this author's comments emerge as seustes a
disagreement in the global banking sector, his eonabout globalization is wholly
with its supposed homogenisation of culture, naos kconomic effects.
Multiculturalism (which is equated with globalizai) is thus seen as a form of
newspeak, in which the illusion of many culturegsha same context hides a social
reality in which differences are actually penalizadd freedoms curtailed.

¥ Crouse, J. S. (2006) ‘The Big G — Globalizationni2goguery about “America’s Economic
Exploitation”,” August 16, 2006, Concerned Women Aonerica. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=11328&deiment=BL|&categoryid=natiofiast
accessed 12/08/09].

2% pid.

% The Howard Center (2000) ‘Tragedy and Masquerdde’Religion and Society Report). 17,
no. 1, January 2000. See
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_1701.htm?searctartst%20family&opt=ALL [last accessed
12/08/09].

2 |bid.
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This resonates with the central concern that mpsi-family’ groups have with
pluralism and tolerance, which are the same weati@isopponents wield in their
domestic battles. On a global scale, however, thhakes take on a more important
role. As noted previously, globalization has ademcy to relativise claims to
religious morality, making accusations of immonralind offence subject to debate
rather than accepted as moral truths. Given thasawative groups inevitably
suffer more from anti-discrimination laws and ‘ertfed’ tolerance, purely because
they are offended by a wider range of behaviouas thberals are, ‘pro-family’
groups equate tolerance with tyranny, paradoxicedlging any global imperative
towards tolerance and pluralism as coming at tts¢ @bthe diversity of moral and

religious beliefs.

Globalization in this form, then, is seen as undably despotic to ‘pro-family’
organisations. Unlike other ‘pro-family’ activistgarly Howard Center texts
support national sovereignty without reserve; dliaation and its promoters
threaten the freedom enjoyed in the nation-stadéesy. External forces are seen as
regulatory, and threaten that freedom. In 2003,osv&td Center author suggests
that putting the brakes on globalization is an ingmt step in promoting and

protecting domestic harmony within the US. He vgritieat

‘Globalization ultimately means the end of natiorsalvereignty, and without a
principle of sovereignty, no nation, not even tlobest in the world, will be able to

fulfill the fundamental duty of a state to presedeenestic tranquility[sic]?®

The group thus rejects globalization on the grouhds it promotes a set of global
norms and rules enacted from beyond the US natair:-sThus again we see the
idea that there are central planners behind glpdadn. While C-Fam and HLI see
their purpose as defending the freedoms of peopldeveloping countries from
external secular forces, Howard Center authors esipé that this same protection
needs to be upheld for US citizens too. In thiswiall nations are fragile in the

wake of globalization, and require strong statem&intain domestic cohesion.

% The Howard Center (2003) ‘The Hidden Violence ddlgalization,' The Religion and Society
Report vol. 20, no. 4, April 2003. See
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_2004.htm?searchbalization&opt=EXACT][last accessed
16/08/09].
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How governments are supposed to safeguard theiulpog from external

regulation is left unexplained, however. Externegulation is characterised in
different and sinister ways, some of which areuwaltyy impossible to prevent. One
Howard Center author writing in 2000 has the follogvto say about the way the

world is changing:

‘While democracy and liberty appear to be triumpthan a planet from which
authoritarian regimes have largely been banishemsarship and manipulative
control are returning in force under other names$e.technology of communication
is now, more than ever, playing an ideological raemuzzle thought... The true
masters of the world are no longer those who conitv appearances of political

power.?*

While the meaning of some parts of this quote maysbmewhat obscure, the
author seems to arrive at the conclusion that vimtreased communication
technology, the individual is no longer an actigert; he or she is just a mindless
conduit for information. The active role is takesuriously, by technology. Put
another way, the author sees a group of people esuprably the very
technologically savvy — benefiting from people’scamased ability to think for
themselves. With an excess of information and k tdcaccess to divine truth (or
an inability to recognize it amongst so much cot)teghe author sees individuals as
at the mercy of those in control of communicatienhinology. Paradoxically, the
same technology used by the groups to advancewigews on the ‘natural family’
is also to blame for inhibiting diversity and fremd. That powerful people or
groups, as the author suggests, are increasinglgf@ight and unaccountable gives
little clue as to who they might be, other thantttieey are not the people who
‘should’ hold power.

Other Howard Center texts stress that externallaign comes in the form of a
global democracy. A report from 2002 suggests tjlabalization means the
surrender of individual and cultural sovereigntyglabal regulation of culture that

needs to be arrested:

4 The Howard Center (2000) ‘In addition to whichilie Religion and Society Reporol. 17, no. 1,
January 2000. See
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_1701.htm?searche%@0masters&opt=EXACTaccessed
15/08/09].
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‘Americans fascinated by globalization and multiotdlism should consider what it
will mean to allow our own lives to be regulated drgianizations with little or no

appreciation for many of our most cherished valées.

Stressing the dictatorial elements of a positedalgovernment, this author sees
global regulation, undertaken by a foreign autlyorias a deeply troubling
concomitant of globalization. Such an authority miag¢ both legitimate and

problematic.

Another 2002 text from this organisation sees dieaton as dangerous precisely
because of its democratizing effects. In a refraglyi candid manner, this author
suggests that the globalization of democracy vélskriously harmful to those who

currently hold wealth and power:

‘... the globalization of democracy will inevitablyean that decisions in our own
wealthy nations will not be made by their own @nsg, but by the far more numerous

poor of the world

The same sentiment is expressed in an article enrith year later, which

acknowledges that

‘with fewer than 300 million people in the Unitedafs, we make up perhaps five
percent of the world's population, and in a reajlpbalized world we shall be
outvoted with regularity and required to surrentther privileges that our wealth and

power have accorded (&.’

Hence for the Howard Center, the case for upholdiational sovereignty is not
only that it maintains freedom in general, but alsat it particularly upholds the
disproportionately far-reaching liberties of the .Ushis is especially the case for
developing countries, the ‘numerous poor,” who litkeee their weak economic
position as being, at least in part, a result ef\fest’s extensive wealth and power.

The interpretation here of ‘real’ globalization bsing truly democratic (in the

% The Howard Center (2002) ‘Going it alon&he Religion and Society Reporol. 19, no. 9,
September 2002. See
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_1909.htm?searchsished%20values&opt=EXACTaccessed
15/08/09].

% The Howard Center (2002) ‘Suicidal Democracy atub@lism,’ The Religion and Society
Report vol 19, no. 3, March 2002
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_1903.htm?searchbalization&opt=EXACT[12/11/06].

%" The Howard Center (2003) ‘Involuntary Self-Abnegat The Religion and Society Reporol
20, no. 4, April 2003.
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_2004.htm?searchbalization&opt=EXACT[12/11/06].
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sense that rich and powerful countries can be ¢etivand forced to toe the line by
poor and weak ones) is an interesting one. Not @nlya future the organisation
does not look forward to in 2002, it is an entirdifferent vision of globalization

than that imagined by most other opponents of dinditson, who might welcome a
democratic alternative to the repressive powerticgla emerging from the new
global reach of corporations. The Howard Centersdu# approve of the corporate
version either, as has already been establishedglhit is noteworthy that the
organisation also takes issue with efforts to aintorporate globalization. Thus
Howard Center authors writing around this time a#élem to suggest that
globalization is likely to be harmful to US intetgswhether through the tyranny of
global corporations, the direct surrender of procadpower (as we would be likely
to witness in a global democracy), or less tangilbhe ideological oppression

emerging from increasing access to information.

However, no solution to globalization is offered tme Howard Center, and these
ideas are left undeveloped by its contributors.ugiothey are common around the
turn of the century, Howard Center texts discusgjladpalization appear only until
around 2003-4, by which time reference to this jnesly popular topic seem to
vanish?® Howard Center authors may have decided that gimian is too slippery
or treacherous a concept to continue to discusstelis some evidence, however,
that the organisation’s concern with democratidglzation as documented above
has changed. As Carlson notes in 2008 (this tiniegngrfor Focus), the staunchest
allies of ‘pro-family’ forces in the ‘battle for dditional families’ are ‘people of
color’ in the developing worl& Moreover, writes Carlson, ‘the $tentury culture
war’s battle lines will be neither racial nor nat#... if traditionalists unite, their
passion for life will provide not only moral autlitgrbut numerical superiority*®
This seriously complicates the Howard Center’'s cgaaon globalization. If this
‘pro-family’ organisation continues to claim thee@ogical allegiance of the global
population, its days as a staunch opponent of giatiemn are over. | return to this

development in the final part of this chapter.

8 One 2005 article which refers to globalizatiomvsilable orwww.profam.org but the majority of
texts which discuss globalization appear betwed®2Mhd 2003.

% Carlson, A. and P. Mero (2004) ‘Traditional Faesliof the world, unite!” Focus on the Family
Issue Analysisavailable ahttp://www.citizenlink.org/FOSI/marriage/A00000222#n [last
accessed 14/08/09].

% |bid.
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Globalization as US-lead

Many ‘pro-family’ perspectives on globalization ackvledge that the US is
leading globalization in some way, although the leags is on cultural
globalization. HLI's Euteneuer is concerned abet $pread of US cultural norms
via both political and economic channels. He sde=sdlisation of laws concerning
sexuality and reproduction in the US as directlgaemaging such changes in other
countries. Consider the following excerpt from aegh given by Euteneuer in
Sydney in 2003:

‘Less than a month ago the US Supreme Court legghlsodomy as a right of
privacy, opening the door to gay marriage; | wag€éentral America on the day that
the decision was given, and the homosexual movemehe country | was visiting

had a fiesta — as America goes, so goes the woriggod or evil).**

Euteneuer’s recognition of the colossal influent¢he US indicates the degree to
which he sees the rest of the world following tteghpthe US sets. Though HLI
makes a great effort to support grassroots movesriandeveloping countries that
are aligned with its views, in this text the maspbrtant battle for the future of the

developing world is still being fought in the US.

James Dobson and Focus also share this sentimamgly that the innocent in
other countries must be protected from the spreadooupt US culture and
politics. In his ‘Eleven Arguments Against Same-3&arriage,” Dobson warns that
‘America continues to be the fountainhead of fdtid immorality, and its influence
is global.”*? Like Euteneuer, Dobson sees the US as a globaedem the

liberalisation of the moral order. ‘If we take ttatep off a cliff,” continues Dobson
with reference to legalising gay marriage, ‘the ifgnon every continent will

splinter at an accelerated ratd® US-lead globalization, for ‘pro-family’

organisations, is synonymous with the spread etdibculture.

3L Euteneuer, T. J. (2003Fighting the Global De-Population Movement,” Huniafe

International, Humanae Vitae 35th Anniversary Coatfiee, Sydney, Australia, July 25, 2003.

Accessed atttp://www.hli.org/commentaries_fr_tom_population

control_fighting_global_pop.htnjlast accessed 13/11/07].

%2 Dobson, J. C. (2004) ‘Eleven Arguments Against &8ax Marriage,’ Focus on the Family

Action, available at

?sttp://www.citizenIink.orq/FOSI/homosexuaIitv/mamAOOO4753.cfniIast accessed 12/08/09].
Ibid.
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Even when ‘pro-family’ groups are concerned abbet role of the US in leading
economic globalization, it is because of the imghat economic globalization has
in transmitting cultural norms, not because oféffects globalization is having on
families in poor countries. In a 2003 text, for exde, Euteneuer writes that
societies in the developing world are helplesssgist the importation of US culture
as they trade with the US:

‘The advertising on billboards is all Western wdpees, too. It is sad, not because
the West is bad, but because the culture of death materialism comes with

everything we export over ther&.’

Euteneuer clearly sees global trade as connecteldetgroliferation of a set of
values which he opposes, though he is careful mataly that there is anything
wrong with the West. The distinction between thepaigation of Western exports
and advertising (bad) and the West itself (not sgaely bad) appears to hinge on
materialism>® In this ‘pro-family’ depiction of economic globatition, it is

impossible for countries which trade with the Wéstresist the slide towards
materialism. In HLI terms, this is a part of thartsmission of the ‘culture of death,’
a term used frequently in HLI texts to describerabo specifically, and more

generally to describe the global spread of valudschv HLI finds hugely

objectionable. For Euteneuer, materialism and ttbkure of death’ go hand in

hand with globalization.

Globalization as materialism

Like Euteneuer, most ‘pro-family’ leaders are caneel with the link between
global trade and the values that appear to accompaMaterialism is a major
issue for HLI, and bears much of the blame for idety birth rates in the
industrialised world in HLI texts. | return to thssibject in chapter six.

In the Religion and Society Repoftom 2000 cited above, the Howard Center

author also sees the material excesses of globahzas a serious problem.

3 Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Tripdia,” Human Life International, 19 November
2003. Accessed attp://www.hli.org/mission_india_2003.htrflast accessed 17/11/06].

% Given that the ‘culture of death’ is somethingaafintrinsically irredeemable label, akin to ‘evil’
or ‘pro-death’, | would argue that the differen@dnhinges on materialism, the more redeemable
term, from which cultural change is at least pdssib
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‘Globalization,” he states, ‘is pillage on a plaamt scale®® Three years later, the
same author condemns the ‘lust for profit todayhich is ‘driving whole nations to
the loss of their national identity to the forcesgiobalization, which certainly
profit the few, but not so certainly the many/.’The warning is clear: if
globalization is harmful, people need to be pra&edtom it. It is not clear whether
the authors see US corporations as the ‘few’ beligl ‘planetary pillage;’ the

forces of globalization remain obscure.

In addition to this concern for the ‘many,” who gpuenably come from all over the
world, there is a strong sense here that econoatiomalism is at work as well.
Like the author above, conservative icon Paul Wyris concerned that the
benefits of globalization are not worth the costshis 2005 series on ‘The Next
Conservatism,’ published — though not endorsed €WA, Weyrich suggests that
it is more important to keep manufacturing jobsthe US than it is to increase
economic efficiency through free trade. Moving avweym a service economy is
desirable, Weyrich suggests, because it would ersl@rage Americans to survive
on one income, so that ‘mom can stay home anddafe of the kids.’ ‘Life is not
just about getting more stuff,’ he recommends, amdild like to ‘restore thrift
[rather than consumption] as a virtue’ in US comative culture®® Weyrich, like
Carlson and his Howard Center colleagues, wouldiremultinational corporations

which, in his view, care little about the futuretbé US>®

Although it appears on CWA'’s website, Weyrich’s agach to this topic differs
starkly from Crouse’s approach to globalizationhkr 2006 critique of the United

Methodist study described above, Crouse derisinetgs that:

% The Howard Center (2000) ‘In Addition to Whicfhe Religion and Society Repedi. 17, no.
1, January 2000. Available at
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_1701.htm?searctartst%20family&opt=ALL [last accessed
12/08/09].
%" The Howard Center (2003) ‘Dangerous Virtu@he Religion and Society Reporol. 20, no.
7/8, August 2003. See
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_2007.htm?searchbalization&opt=EXACT][last accessed
12/08/09].
38 Weyrich, P. M. (2005) ‘The Next Conservatism: Text Conservative Economics,’ Concerned
Women for America, September 7, 2005. Available at
?gttp://www.cwfa.orq/articles/S904/CWA/misc/indemmtlast accessed 11/08/09].

Ibid.
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‘The study suggests that the key to solving theblgras of globalization is to buy
from artisans, shop at locally owned businesseg obly fair-trade coffee, and wear

only sweat-free-label clothing”

Crouse seems unable to stomach this attitude,liladpehis kind of approach as
‘demagoguery.’ Her response suggests that shelsess as hackneyed solutions to
a problem that is bigger than the authors of thelysadmit. She ends her article
sarcastically, parodying the study’s recommendatigheveryone would just quit
drinking bottled water, the word would be a befilrce and we could end poverty
and injustice.** Though she appears to accept that there is a gumobtith
globalization, Crouse has a strong aversion to whatcharacterises as ineffectual
solutions offered by left-wing religious people.odse may have moved on from
seeing globalization as synonymous with globalisnt, the phenomenon is still
identified in terms of how it helps her opponentivamnce their causes. To put it
another way, globalization is still a part of theft’'s arsenal in CWA's view.

Unlike HLI and CWA, who tend to depict globalizatioas an exogenous
inevitability, the Howard Center does not acceptt tine way the world economic
system is changing is a given. Another option -ugfionot one without drawbacks

of its own — exists:

‘The only alternative to this “globalization” israeasure of economic protectionism,
and of course economic protectionism violates tleatgcanon of globalization and

cuts the profits of those most interest&d.’

This Howard Center author prefers barriers to tremleeconomic globalization,
eschewing even a rhetorical commitment to developnwa free trade. That
economic protectionism creates profits for othermmdstic parties and can
disadvantage the poor outside the US does not ootioe author; what is important

is that impediments to free trade slow or prevédrm advance of globalization.

“0Crouse, J. S. (2006) ‘The Big G — Globalizatioeniagoguery about “America’s Economic
Exploitation”,” Concerned Women for America, Augu$, 2006. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=11328&deiment=BL|&categoryid=natiofiast
accessed 12/08/09].

“Ipid.

2 The Howard Center (2003) ‘The Hidden Violence ddlgalization,' The Religion and Society
Report vol. 20, no. 4, April 2003. Available at
http://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_2004.htm?searchbalzation&opt=EXACT [last accessed

12/08/09)].
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Again, the Howard Center opposes globalization aspracess, and uses

justifications that hark back to traditional USla&nism to support its position.

While all the groups reject globalization in a gatsense, and take particular issue
with the centralisation of power and any correspagdtandardisation of culture,
the groups themselves do seek to influence globahs. Thus the ‘pro-family’
objection to globalization is better understood eaaseaction against particular
aspects of the process that the organisations difehsive or threatening. The

following section discusses these aspects.

Globalization and the ‘culture of death’

Those behind the purported ‘attack on the familg aeharacterised with different
degrees of specificity by ‘pro-family’ organisaterHLI refers to its enemy as the
‘culture of death,” ‘anti-life,” and ‘population odrollers,” while the other groups
tend to prefer slightly different terms such agdical feminists/NGOs,’ and the
‘radical Left,” among others. The majority of thesats stress the global reach of
‘anti-family forces.” Thus globalization is bothdohed for expanding the reach and
influence of the ‘culture of death,” and used gsddification for the expansion of
‘pro-family’ activities beyond the US. Consider tfedlowing excerpt from an HLI
Special Report

‘...the anti lifers simply cannot leave people alomgust live their lives as they wish.
The population controllers and other anti-liferse &anatic meddlers who are

absolutely driven to impose their will upon evenntan being on eartf*

HLI sees itself as struggling against a powerfudchhologically advanced,
obsessively driven opponent. The report goes onldon that ‘anti-lifers’ have
‘travelled to the most remote villages imaginahtie’ disseminate their ‘warped
gospel of sterility and biophobi&®'In this way, HLI places itself in defence of life
and traditional culture, on a global scale. Thisntle is repeated time and again in

HLI texts, with the group stressing the need foiogle to ‘understand the

3 Human Life International (200@pecial Repormo. 259, July 2006, p. 1 (Emphasis in original).
Seehttp://www.hli.org/sr_july 06.pdfaccessed 13/11/06].

“** Ibid. This is a complaint frequently aired by HSee also Meaney, J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary
Trip: Malaysia,” Human Life International, 13 Noveer 2003, at
http://www.hli.org/mission_malaysia_ 2003.htftdst accessed 17/11/06].
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worldwide assault of the culture of death against @nd man?® Euteneuer gets
more specific when he names ‘abortion revolutiongrgups like International
Planned Parenthood Federation, Marie Stopes Iritenad IPAS and other
feminist and homosexual non-governmental orgamisatias the force behind this
assaulf® He contends that these groups ‘wield millions oflats and exist for the
singular purpose of pushing their own hedonistieraigas on the rest of the
world.”*” For HLI, it is the relatively newfound global abi#s and influence of
progressive NGOs that are the major problem witibaglization, and it is they who

are fuelling the ‘culture of death.’

HLI makes much of the infringement of national sevgnty by international
NGOs, maintaining that these groups press for ldnas will both undermine the
will of the populace and further their own selfargst and funding base. The group
sees progressive NGOs as using their global readorte their ideologies on

unwilling populations, bypassing national boundsrie

HLI authors are patrticularly interested in protegtideveloping countries against
‘new’ and ‘radical’ ideologies. Many poor countriexperience of globalization is

deeply destabilising. The Philippines, for exampke,the site of a number of

battlefronts for ‘pro-family’ organisations, andcauntry HLI sees as something of
a bellwether for the ‘culture of death.” Seekinglabal agent to blame for the

cultural and family upheaval of this country, HLdipts its finger at NGOs. In an

account of an attempt to pass a Bill intended targotee universal access to
reproductive health services in the Philippines)'#8iBrian Clowes is disturbed to

report that:

‘One of the most frightening provisions of HB 37i&that, if it is enactedthe

population program would not even be run by the PHippine government.

*>Human Life International (2005) ‘Training the T Seminarian Summer Institute,” Human
Life InternationalHuman Life International Front Line&all/Winter 2005, p. 7.
http://www.hli.org/front_lines fall winter 2005.pfl&st accessed 17/10/06].

“8 This is not an acronym. Ipas is ‘an internaticorglanisation that works around the world to
increase women's ability to exercise their sexodlr@productive rights, and to reduce abortion-
related deaths and injuries.’ Set#p://www.ipas.orgfor more details. [last accessed 21/2/08].
Euteneuer, T. J. (2003Fighting the Global De-Population Movement,” Humafe International,
Humanae Vitae 35th Anniversary Conference, SydAesgtralia, July 25, 2003. Accessed at
http://www.hli.org/commentaries_fr_tom_populatiotontrol_fighting_global_pop.htnjlast
accessed 13/11/07].

" lbid.
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Instead, it would be operated by a bureaucracy seesr by three non-elected
officials from non-governmental organizations likeéernational Planned Parenthood

Federation or Family Health Internation&.’

HLI's objection in this case is thus wholly agaipsbgressive NGOs, who they see
as foisting their ‘polluted influence’ on an inna¢gopulacé? That progressive
NGOs have, in HLI's view, come to be responsible flee troubles faced by
Filipino families speaks to the desire of ‘pro-féyhigroups to find culprits other
than the process of global economic integratioblamne for the negative effects of

globalization.

It is, of course, highly unlikely that HLI would ¢& favourably on the same Bill
even if it were planned and implemented by the s®ga government. In such
cases, government decisions that run counter tdsHidlue set tend to inspire
accusations of official corruption. Consider thédwing excerpt from Euteneuer’s

trip to Venezuela:

‘[the forces of darkness] lurk in the backgroundiluthey gain enough political
power to impose their will on the population, whiokmains pro-life despite the
corruption of its government officials, judges,eltigentsia, medical profession and

media.®°

It is not so much that the policies are encouragednposed by an external agent
that is problematic for HLI, it is the nature oftlpolicies themselves. When laws
are the result of an elected government, and forwidddomestic legal, academic
and medical involvement, as in this Venezuelan,case HLIstill argues that they
are forced on an unwilling public by corrupt elitege can be fairly certain that at
the heart of the matter, HLI's complaint is not abmational sovereignty. As
Euteneuer puts it: ‘Anywhere the anti-life mengalitakes root is mission
territory.”* In HLI's view, globalization may facilitate the g@ad of ‘the anti-life
mentality,” but it is progressive agents that asebtame for the problems that

accompany it.

8 Human Life International (200@pecial Repormo. 259, July 2006, p. 1 (Emphasis in original).
Seehttp://www.hli.org/sr_july 06.pdf13/11/06].

“9lbid, p. 3.

* Euteneuer, T. J. (2004) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trifenezuela,’ Human Life International, 30 June,
2004. Sedttp://www.hli.org/mission_venezuela_2004.h{italst accessed 21/12/06].

°1 Euteneuer, T. J. (2002) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trifenya’ Human Life International, 8

September 2002. Séétp://www.hli.org/mission_kenya_ 2002.htfidst accessed 17/11/06].
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Globalization as secularism

To put it another way, though HLI may appeal toiowet of national sovereignty,

their grievance is with any efforts to alter sogiet a way in which the organisation
does not approve, from inside or out. UN resolgiare always a problem for HLI,

for example, because they are unmistakeably seeamdrthus an aspect of the
‘culture of death.” Thus HLI sees it as imperatiliat Christian conservatives react
to fight the global spread of secular organisat@amd their ideologies.

One way HLI has reacted against the diffusion ofie values is to appeal to what
it sees as the natural, hard-wired, ‘pro-family’inpiples of people in the
developing world. Thus although official channelaynbe ‘corrupted’, as in the
Venezuelan and Filipino examples above, all islostt because HLI sees its values
as being aligned with the ‘natural’ values of peogll over the world. ‘Nature’ will
eventually win the day. The following quote on theplementation of

comprehensive sex education in Malawi demonstrates:

‘What gives me hope is that most teachers are RHIANT to teach their pupils
this new value-free sex education. There is dtidinse in the eyes of most teachers.

What they are asked to do contradicts their embedde authentic cultural

values: %2

This HLI author believes that his organisation mudly re-ignite the innate values
of people in developing countries to fight off thmbal onslaught of secularism.
HLI's own values are characterised as natural anbeatic: those of progressive
NGOs are juxtaposed as amoral, bizarre and alie@.séme HLI report again takes
the side of ‘traditional values’ over all othertatsg that the cultural morality that
progressive groups seek to jettison in Malawi ‘wah&ays upheld by the entire
society.”® Putting the factual status of this assertion aside permanence and
universalism of these values that HLI alleges apethvnoting. Such a stance is not
only in opposition to globalization, which is se@® an outside force that can only
damage the moral cohesion of society, but hidepdssibility that some ‘tradition
values’ may themselves be different to those hglHbl.

*2Human Life International (200&pecial Reporto. 264, December 2006, p. 3, accessed at
http://www.hli.org/sr_dec_06.pdaccessed 30/01/07]. (Emphasis in original).
%3 |bid, p. 3.
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C-Fam takes a similar stance on tradition, seeeggular NGOs as a threat to
‘traditional values.” Responding to a Populatiortigie International (PAI) study on
population and development in Africa, C-Fam ass#r& ‘...traditional societal
and religious practice vigorously approve of lafgeilies, which Africans view as
a sign of wealth. PAI calls for eradicating thesmditional notions>* Here again
we see a secular NGO depicted as a would-be destrofy traditional and
indigenous value. Secularism is contrasted withetygr and portrayed as a force

that prevents the acquisition and practice of tiauis.

Focus is also concerned that the internationahreglgrowing progressively more

secular, or in one author’s words, ‘our global sbchas become increasingly more
liberal, with a substantial change since the 12880%.°° The article goes on to

lament that ‘traditional sexual values are disiratigg’, leading to the increase of
‘many social ills.*® Thus a battle is framed on a global scale witHitian, religion

and morality on one side and secular liberalisnthenother.

In this way, seemingly harmless ideas like womearsl children’s rights are
recognised by ‘pro-family’ advocates as attackstloa family. Globalization is
implicated in this attack. According to a 2008 FRG@icle, there has been ‘an
increasing trend against parents’ rights,” whichkises under the guise of
globalization and the innocuously-named “childrerights movement.® FRC,

like CWA, persists with the idea that there areiaat or ‘globalist’ actors behind
globalization, who seek to infiltrate the familycaweaken parents’ control of the

way that children are raised.

* Ruse, A. (1998) ‘Population Action Internationallis for More African Abortions,” Catholic
Family and Human Rights Institute, August 28, IgIno. 46. Available atttp://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.55/pub_detail.gépst accessed 14/08/09].
*>Focus on the Family (2008) ‘Cause for Concern (idlesice),” Focus on the Familgsue
Analysis,available at
http://www.focusonthefamily.com/socialissues/alestice/abstinence _before_marriage/cause_for_co
Qf}cern.asp*last accessed [14/08/09].

Ibid.
" Blackwell, K. (2008) ‘Homeschoolers in the crosshaf the NEA, PerspectiveFamily Research
Council, March 20, 2008. Available bttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PVO08L0Past accessed
12/08/09].
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Taking a slightly different approach, in a lectuvsa T. S. Eliot, one Family
Research Council (FRC) contributor agrees withfreous poet and author that
the drift towards secularism is towards ‘a lifebofredom, alone on a blasted plain.’
This, he suggests, is the inevitable result ofueely materialistic civilization with
all of its technical achievements and its mass amesits.®® In the context of
capitalist globalization, which hugely increases ttumber of material things that
can be used to amuse oneself, globalization, agsdcas it is with secularism and

materialism in the ‘pro-family’ vision, is a seri®@goncern for FRC.

It would appear, then, that every ‘pro-family’ onjgation has something negative
to say about globalization. Whether it is alarnthegt perceived direction of social
and economic change, or anxiety about what a fujlobalized world might be
like, all the ‘pro-family’ organisations take issueith certain aspects of

globalization. Are there any aspects that theylrate?

Part Il: Globalization as redeemable

‘Pro-family’ texts advancing the merits of globaion range between tacit
approval of the new abilities of ‘pro-family’ grospto extend their influence
beyond US borders, a grudging commitment to freeley and a kind of prim
approval of globalization purely for the reasont tiie Left sees it as a problem. No
‘pro-family’ group explicitly praises globalizatipmather they seem to consent to its
going on, or see no alternatives to it. The groaps encouraged by the global
transmission of ‘pro-family’ norms and values, thereasing ability to permeate
national boundaries and generally approve of imtgonal trade as a means to
prosperity. This section is organised under fivadiegs, each describing an aspect

of globalization of which ‘pro-family’ organisatisrappear to appreciate.

1. Globalization facilitates the widespread prolifaat of ‘pro-family’ values

Even while criticising its opponents for the viadat of national sovereignty in
developing countries, HLI is heartily satisfied lwiits own enhanced ability to
interact with people in the farthest corners of gihabe. On a ‘pro-life mission’ to

Tanzania, for example, Euteneuer exclaims thatshednstantly amazed to see

%8 Frohnen, B. (2001) ‘Witherspoon lecture: T. SoEbn the necessity of Christian Culture,” Family
Research Council, availableldtp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=WTO1A]last accessed 15/08/09].
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HLI's reach - even to little Zanzibat? HLI also credits itself with preventing
abortions in developing countries: the author o &Ll publication suggests that
‘without HLI, many babies in the third world woulde killed by agents of the
devil."® HLI is able to travel to these remote destinatjonuence their officials

and report back from them only because of innowatim global communication
and transport technology. The reports repeatediykhhe sponsors of HLI for their
funds, collected through HLI's donation webpageiaktfinance ‘pro-life missions’

to previously inaccessible areas.

HLI's mission reports show that HLI and its partregganisations in developing
countries are extremely satisfied with the globat\work that they have created. In
a trip to Paraguay, Euteneuer writes that ‘thelipeos there are so glad to belong to
an international pro-life organization. It giveseth a sense of belonging,
encouragement and great support in their eff6tslLI clearly sees itself as invited
to act without concern for national boundariesjrsgés actions as justified both by
its network in the countries in which it is actigad the righteousness of its cause.
Indeed, Euteneuer states unambiguously: ‘the fgyhlife is a global one and is not
just limited to what happens in one culture or heot.”* The organisation sees no
problem with working in defiance of state authesti In a trip to Hong Kong, for
example, Clowes is pleased to report on the suesessthe underground Catholic
movement in Chin&® For HLI, national sovereignty is easily trumped by

globalization, when it is HLI with the trump card.

The same can be said of HLI's approach to tradithswas noted earlier, HLI and
C-Fam both enthusiastically offer themselves as ghardians of tradition and

‘authentic cultural values.” However, where theaties conflict with those of HLI,

%9 Euteneuer, T. J. (2002pro-Life Missionary Trip: Tanzania,” Human Life &rhational, 1
September, 2002ttp://www.hli.org/mission_tanzania 2002.htfiast accessed 17/11/06].

8 HLI (2005) ‘Tanzania: Aid from HLI Switzerlandiluman Life International’s Front Lines,
Fall/Winter 2005, p. Shttp://www.hli.org/front lines_fall_winter 2005.pfHccessed 17/10/06].
®1 Euteneuer, T. J. (2002) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Tritaraguay,” Human Life International, 14 June
2002. Sedttp://www.hli.org/mission_paraguay 2002.htjlalst accessed 21/12/06].

62 Euteneuer, T. J. (2003Fighting the Global De-Population Movement,” Huniafe
International, Humanae Vitae 35th Anniversary Coatfiee, Sydney, Australia, July 25, 2003.
Accessed atttp://www.hli.org/commentaries_fr_tom_population
control_fighting_global_pop.htm[last accessed 13/11/07].

% Clowes, B. (2002) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trip: Homng,” Human Life International, October
2002. Accessed attp://www.hli.org/mission_hong_kong_2002.hfijiast accessed 17/11/06].
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cultural change and progress are heartily welcorired. mission trip to Malaysia,

for example, Clowes notes that:

‘Conversions [to Catholicism] are even more numsramong the different
indigenous tribes who had previously practiced auasiforms of animist religions

and who were infamous for such practices as heatlfguand ritual cannibalisni®
Similarly, Euteneuer in Costa Rica writes:

‘Catholicism has always taught pagan societies to¥orm marriages and families
because it has always known that these are theaprimtabilizing forces of

society.?®

HLI is choosy in the range of cultural values ieses authentic: ancient practices
that do not fit with HLIs values are best relegated the past. Where the
globalization of secular values is seen by HLI ms#ront to the cultural values of
traditional societies, social change produced leydlobalization of Catholicism is

seen as valuable and legitimate.

2. Globalization means the ‘spirit-rich’ South can egelise the materialist West
Another aspect of globalization of which HLI appes\s the possibility that people
from developing countries can and will ‘re-evangelithe West. HLI's Brian

Clowes writes that

‘A century ago, the West evangelized Africa, an@vribe young and lively Faith of
the Africans is evangelizing the dying West. Isnivonderful how the Holy Spirit
has everything planned out? We win in the end:riasl The Book?®

Characterising the West as ‘dying’ turns developimam its head: for HLI, the
West is ‘...the so-called “developed” world (econoatliz but not spiritually
developed).. %’ As such, HLI sees globalization as providing theams for ‘spirit-
rich’ Africa to enlighten and re-orient richer cdues towards Christianity, as an
inevitable and predictable part of God’s divinempldhe ‘young and lively’ are

% Meaney, J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trip: Mafg,’ Human Life International, 13 November
2003, http://www.hli.org/mission_malaysia_2003.htfhl7/11/06].

% Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Triosta Rica,” Human Life International, 30
June 2003http://www.hli.org/mission_coasta_rica_2003.hflakt accessed 21/12/06].

% Clowes, B., (2004) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trip: Niga,’ Human Life International, May 25

2004. Sedttp://www.hli.org/mission_nigeria_2004.htifthst accessed 16/11/06].

7 Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Frligexico,” Human Life International. 20
January, 2003. Sdwtp://www.hli.org/mission_mexico_2003.htifthst accessed 21/12/06].

111



juxtaposed with the West, almost certainly a refeecto the ‘demographic winter’
depicted by ‘pro-family’ organisations, which issdussed further in chapter six.
Euteneuer makes a related comment during his atoreomed trip to the
Philippines:
‘Fr. Marx used to comment that the Philippines $iagplanted Ireland as the world's
primary exporter of Catholicism and missionary ddtl@lic culture through the

millions of Filippino [sic] Catholics who take theFaith with them when they

leave.®®

Seeing the diaspora of (usually female) Filipinosl éhe global promulgation of
Catholicism as positive are undoubtedly evidence Hifl's enthusiasm for
globalization, albeit of a certain type. This hamgpsregard for national boundaries
even appears to supersede the ‘pro-family’ contleat the ‘export’ of Filipino
Catholics often leads to the long-term separatibfamily members. At any rate,
while HLI may not explicitly state that globalizati is a positive occurrence, it has
no staunch loyalty to the ideals of national autopoor democracy. In terms of
ideology, compared to the other organisations emadihere, HLI is pro-

globalization.

3. Globalization gives ‘pro-family’ organisations aige in international policy-
making

The Howard Center takes a far more cautious apprtben HLI, preferring to find
international allies and appeal for some semblafigeternational approval before
it takes its values to the people of the developwogld. Thus the Howard Center’s
support for globalization can be understood in &ermh the potential top-down
propagation of norms that it supports. In Carlsor@action against the secular
standards he sees as implicit in the Children’s v@otion, he offers his own
alternative universal doctrine. He suggests that

‘...in place of the current UN “Children’'s Rights” @gention, we could call on the
nations of the world to secure to each child thghii to a mother, a father, a home
built on marriage, siblings, ancestors, posterijigious faith, a healthy community,

innocence, and tradition... These goals are whagtvernments of the world should

% Euteneuer, T. J. (2001) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trighilippines,” Human Life International. 20
October 2001. Seettp://www.hli.org/mission_philippines_2001_Il.htifthst accessed 17/11/06].
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seek and a focus on this list of rights would nettire United Nations to its original

and healthy pro family positiorf’

In this effort, Carlson seeks to universally adwaripro-family’ ideals as the
instruments to improve the well-being of childréather than state that children
have a (direct) right to security, health and mateabundance, Carlson offers the
divorce-free, fertile, heterosexual marriage asntie@ans to achieving these tangible
ends. Carlson’s promotion of his set of ‘pro-farhidyobal principles is a direct
effort to press for global norms of which he ang &llies approve. That he finds it
consistent with the intentions of the foundershad tUN — contrasting it with the
hijacking of the UN by his ideological opponentsuggests Carlson sees a role for
‘pro-family’ advocates in returning the UN to itgroper’ course. | return to this

sentiment in the following chapter.

C-Fam is less clear in its advocacy for its ownitmall positions. The documents
that can be interpreted as being somewhat in sugbaglobalization are of two

types: those that promote universal rights whi@gdhoup sees as ‘pro-family,” and
those that support free trade as the means toa@waweht. Whilst C-Fam presents a
general impression of aversion to new applicatimndN human rights documents
as a matter of principle, the organisation is awafréhe footholds it may gain as

these documents are renegotiated and applied,ths following 2006 example:

‘Conservatives are disappointed, however, thantwe [UN] resolution excludes the
protection of children before birth, despite thet fdnat the Convention on the Rights
of the Child (CRC) explicitly states: “Whereas ttl@ld, by reason of his physical
and mental immaturity, needs special safeguardsarg] including appropriate legal

protection, before as well as after birth’”

C-Fam'’s intention is to protect the unborn on abgloscale. Thus it is clear that
whether C-Fam prefers the world to be organised swlf-governing nations or
morphed into a global village, it has decided tesprfor its political and social

goals in the most influential global forum avaikebthe UN General Assembly. It

8 Carlson, A. (2002) “The Family” at the United Nats: What Went Wrong? And How To Get It
Right Again. Remarks to the seminar on the U.N.\@ation on The Rights of the Child,” The
Howard Center, Awakenings Conference, The CloiSes Island, Georgia, 4-6 January, 2002.
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_cloister@2Qhtm(last accessed 16/08/09].

0'C-Fam (2006) ‘Violence Against Women and ChildRarsolutions Still Outstanding at UN Third
Committee,” Catholic Family and Human Rights InggtFriday Fax vol. 9, no. 49, November 23,
2006. Available abttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.489/pub_deiasip[last accessed 17/08/09].
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could be argued that the organisation, taking diphi@on as a given, is simply
defending or promoting the ‘pro-family’ way of liféHowever, | suggest that C-
Fam is using globalization as an opportunity tonpote its policies on a global
scale. Indeed what may have begun as a defendo efay now have evolved
into a global offensive. In its discussion of arthgpcoming WCF, C-Fam writes
that its organisers intend to ‘craft a declarato platform of action to serve as
guides to family protection and renewal around glabe.’’* As pro-active as the
effort to create a new declaration appears howekierprganisers still frame their
efforts in antagonistic terms. If C-Fam (and indeéidhe groups) can be said to be
promoting globalization of a kind, its charactetisas are not sketched in any
positive substance, but simply defined in termsvbét it is not: not ‘anti-family,’
and not ‘population “bomb” ideology.’

4. Economic globalization is the means to prosperity

Similarly, while C-Fam texts do tend to promote mmmic globalization as the
most appropriate path to development, their argisnéend to be framed in
opposition to their adversaries rather than in tevof the freedom or prosperity
that free trade may bring. C-Fam expressed supporbpen markets in 1999,
positioning itself with the developing world, agstithe Clinton Administration and
the EU:

‘The real breakdown came with the call for freedeaand open markets. This is a
priority of the developing world and one looked opgenerally favorably by the

west. In this instance, however, the US and EUyflegfused to negotiate on this

point.’

During the Bush Administration, however, C-Fam’stsepromoting free trade as a

means of development tended not to mention the &®rgment directly.

In 2005, C-Fam supported the following Heritage raation document which

promoted ‘economic freedom’:

" C-Fam (2004) ‘Mexico City Conference to Highlighole of Family in Development,’ Catholic
Family and Human Rights Institukgiday Fax vol. 7, no. 7, February 6, 2004. Available at
http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.342/pub_detadip[last accessed 17/08/09].

2. C-Fam (1999) ‘First Prepcom for Copenhagen+5 Em@&talemate at UN Headquarters,” Catholic
Family and Human Rights Institukgiday Fax vol. 2, no. 31, June 4, 1999. Available at
http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.94/pub_detadp[last accessed 17/08/09].
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‘The document stresses that developing countried ngore than international aid to
end poverty. It declares that “economic freedongdygovernance and the rule of
law” are necessary for economic growth and thatr@piate emphasis must be
placed on the role of the private sector. “Develepmwill not occur unless

developing and developed countries alike open theirkets and encourage private

investment and entrepreneurshif’”

C-Fam’s endorsement suggests that the organisatmymfortable with the idea of
economic globalization as a means to developmefietidér ‘good governance’
and ‘the rule of law’ in this quote are intendedyoin the domestic realm, or may
also apply to international regulatory bodies, neartain. While free markets still
largely remain a key rhetorical tool in ‘pro-famiiljiscussions about development,
there are very few ‘pro-family’ texts that openliscliss the capitalist aspects of
globalization. Bringing support for increased glolieade (and corporations)
together with the idealised ‘pro-family’ society astask that has been left largely

unaddressed in ‘pro-family’ texts.

5. Our enemy’s enemy must be our friend: globalizai®ietter than what the
Left wants

As has already been discussed, CWA advocates onsithe of freeing up
international trade as the most important meanprésperity. CWA'’s stance is
firmly against international regulation, which Csauand her colleagues frame as
an attempt to bring about a world government. WIGM/A does suggest that
‘value-based investing’ — in which conservative iStiein shareholders invest in
companies that fit ‘pro-family’ criteria — is a talble response to what the group
deems a moral crisis within American capitalisme tirganisation does not make
the same suggestions when it comes to the probkesssciated with global
capitalism’ It seems likely that Crouse in particular, and CWAyeneral, are torn
between anxiety about the effects of globalizabonthe US populace and a deep
dislike of all of the solutions offered. Unsurpngly, CWA struggles to balance its

3 C-Fam (2005) ‘Conservative Document Endorsed yNGOs Presented to UN Today,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Institigday Fax vol. 8, no. 38, September 9, 2005.
Available athttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.424/pub_detadip[last accessed 17/08/09].

" Kleder, M. (2003) ‘Values-Based Investing: A Tdot Pro-Family Activists,” Concerned Women
for America, 21 January, 2003.

http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=3107 &depsent=CFl&categoryid=papefkast
accessed 17/08/09].
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allegiance to free enterprise and fairness andcasmmitment to US national
sovereignty. Crouse’s study of the National CourdilChurches study on the

Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) concludes that:

‘... the NCC is saying that the United Nations, reduls Christ, is the salvation of the
world. The NCC is surrendering leadership to a lsecentity and offering utopian
solutions, instead of Biblical ones, to the worlgi®blems. To add insult to injury,
the NCC is using its member churches as foot saldie carry forward the UN

agenda around the world®

Opposing church support of the UN here overrides @ancern that Crouse may
have with the material benefits to families in poountries that might be achieved
with widespread support of the MDGs. Like C-Fam, &%/ approach to
globalization remains, for the most part, reactigna

Increasingly, however, CWA has enlisted in moreivatt ‘pro-family’ global
initiatives, notably the WCF. Crouse has been agilespeaker at these events and
writes that the (then upcoming) conference in Riblan

‘will bring together an international network ofalders who work to strengthen the
family around the world. Not surprisingly, many tbie problems facing the family
here in the US are also problems in other countdesve network together, each of
us is strengthened in our work in our own natioavidg WCF IV in Poland makes a
strong statement to other European nations abeutthid-wide support for pro-life,

pro-marriage and pro-family policie€.’

Like the other organisations studied here then, CéfAceives the advantages in
creating a ‘pro-family’ global network to activepress for their policies. Claiming
world-wide support for its political views, CWA iepeating Carlson’s assertion
that ‘pro-family’ organisations have the backing tbk majority of the world’'s

people. Though the emphasis is on taking the espess gained at the international

5 Crouse, J. S. (2006) ‘Misguided Attempts to ErattidGlobal Poverty: An analysis of the National
Council of Churches Study Guide on the MillenniuvBlopment Goals,” Concerned Women for
America, 15 August 2006. Available at

http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=11307 &deiment=BLI&categoryid=reportgast
accessed 17/08/09].

" CWA (2007) ‘CWA Joins Press Conference Announdiaggest Gathering of Pro-Family
Leaders,’ 16 March, 2007, Concerned Women for Acaeri
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/12592/MEDIA/family/irek.htm([last accessed 17/08/09].
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level back to strengthen ‘our work in our own natidhe Congress is also intended

as a strong statement to opponents of the ‘prolyamew.

Part Ill: Tensions

This chapter has shown that although ‘pro-familytganisations define
globalization in mostly negative terms, they arévaty promoting a set of ‘pro-
family’ positions with which they intend to influea debates on development and
human rights well into the future. The ‘pro-familgroups studied here are
increasingly behaving like progressive NGOs inrtlagiempts to form global ‘pro-
family’ networks and gain the support of like-miniddelegates from developing
countries. They are undeniably globalizing theitivdem, even as they claim to

oppose globalization.

Many ‘pro-family’ advocates still see the role ofiternational ‘pro-family’
organisations as defending the world from the argtiaof secular global forces. In
this way, ‘pro-family’ activists see themselves rag proponents of their own
ideological views, rather they are simply represgnthe ‘normal’ view in contrast
with those of their ‘radical’ opponents. In the obkaof globalization and the
ascendancy of liberalism, ‘pro-family’ advocateggest that people have lost their
bearings about what is right and what is wrong, iaiglthe job of the ‘pro-family’

movement to point the way.

Characterisations of globalization as culture-legsue-less and confusing has
considerable currency for ‘pro-family’ activists.h@se organisations portray
themselves as resisting a kind of social nihiligrat threatens variety and freedom
and only values profit and gratification. Yet thésads ‘pro-family’ opponents of

globalization towards unification of purpose withetpolitical Left, who have a

parallel antipathy to the profit-driven and cultlyadestructive direction of

economic globalization. CWA avoids discussing issaeound which it shares a
position with its archrivals, except to criticizeetr opponents’ positions whilst
keeping their own obscure. HLI's yardstick is almrt(and to a lesser extent,
contraception and sex education), and whilst otbsuwes arise in their texts, the
organisation’s stance on globalization dependseanton whether it contributes to

or opposes ‘the culture of death.” C-Fam chooseghts more carefully than HLI,

117



hiding any approval of ‘pro-family’ globalizationehind its critical approach. Yet

in this, C-Fam has the same problem as CWA: itsleomation of its enemies only
partially conceals its deep ambiguity about whatbglization means and what to
do about it. Focus and FRC, for their parts, haeey Viittle to say about

globalization except that it can be equated with spbread of secularism and the
breakdown of national boundaries across the wotdd, more than any of the other
groups, Focus on the Family wields significantuefice beyond the US through its
chapters in other countries. This must be takem agtount when considering that

organisation’s view of globalization.

Of the groups under scrutiny here, only the How@ehter has considered the
meaning of globalization in any depth. This orgatian prefers not to embrace
aspects of global capitalism which it sees as pisin detrimental to family

structures, and has chosen to enter into a mearidgicussion about the dangers
that new global power structures hold for freedbmworld over. It is also wary of

the sacrifice that any truly representative glotd@mnocracy would demand of US
hegemony. For these reasons, the WCF (which ism@ga by the Howard Center)
could be seen as a global effort to resist cerajmects of globalization. | would
suggest, however, that the Howard Center’s for&y the global arena since the
first WCF in 1999 is more ambitious than this, eeflng an increasingly ardent
desire to win the world over with the persuasivev@oof ‘pro-family’ arguments.

The WCF and Carlson’s ‘natural family manifesfds evidence of the desire to
combat secular globalization in a broad sense.nmarifesto is a platform for an
inter-faith, conservative alliance which is intedde advance an alternative future

for the world: ‘a world restored,’ in Carlson’s vasr’®

HLI, at the other end of the scale, sees the pnoblevith globalization as being
entirely related to global agents propagating \&laed practices HLI abhors. As
much as HLI resents the global achievements of fistNGOs, the organisation

unreservedly uses and values that same potentiatsfamwn purposes. For this

" Available throughwww.profam.orglast accessed 29/09/09].

"8 Carlson, A. (2005) ‘Beyond the Culture War: On Megural Family: A Manifesto,” Concerned
Citizens for America town hall meeting, 20 OctoB605, Central Christian Church, Rockford,
lllinois, available atttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.cca.0510@0.flast accessed
07/09/09].
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group, the structure or system driving globalizatie not of particular concern.
Indeed HLI seems almost uninterested in the wokkimiginternational institutions,

capitalism and information technology, instead og to focus its disapproval on
NGOs and occasionally national governments whigipstt access to reproductive

health services.

CWA stands out as the least able to come to a plesition on globalization either
from a structural perspective or in terms of therdg involved in the phenomenon.
Its authors are clearly divided between the thaéagrowing social instability that
they see as inherent in the process of globalzatmd a rejection of regulatory
bodies other than the nation-state that might be fprward to alleviate this
instability. CWA plainly has the strongest rhetaticommitment to open markets
and entrepreneurship as the path to progress.h¥estandpoint clashes strongly
with its firmly pro-US stance, evident even in th@me of the organisation. Thus
the most we can say for this organisation is tmestofiar as globalization is
interpreted as being synonymous with decreasingdsirol — and the relative rise
of UN influence — CWA is opposed to the processweler, CWA is involved in a
number of international campaigns on issues thase#s as being of global
importance. One of these is the effort to end humnafficking and prostitution,
which CWA would argue is a necessarily global resgoto a problem that is
caused or exacerbated by globalization. CWA alsmgty supported an abandoned
US-introduced resolution at the UN condemning ssgeted abortions, which
would have effectively forced countries to chanigeirt domestic laws by UN fiat.
Again we see the same pattern: like all other famoily’ organisations, CWA
discourse combines rhetorical anti-globalizatiothwiigorous global activism and

claims to universal moral authority.

Conclusion

Of the three characterisations described in thedioiction to this chapter, the ‘pro-
family’ picture of globalization most fits McMichée approach, in which

globalization is seen as a political project unaleeh by a set of elites
unsympathetic to the needs of society (as ‘proffdnorganisations define those
needs). This is sometimes because the groups Seg economic inequality and

instability as a problem in itself, but more oftiéns because the organisations pit
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themselves against globally active ‘anti-family’ite$, be they corporations,
governments or international institutions. In thigy, the ‘pro-family’ approach to
globalization can be understood in much the samg was other counter-
globalization movements: they condemn the disagmear of local industry, they
abhor the idea of global central planning, and theydeeply concerned about the
normative changes wrought by globalization all otrex world. In 2004, Carolyn
Gallaher summed up a common perception about HmsvReligious Right Reacts
to Globalization,” writing that

‘Religious Right leaders have responded to globtitn by invoking nationalist
rhetoric, over time consolidating their positionden the discursive umbrella of

national sovereignty and calls for its protecti6h.’

Though this is broadly true of many in the ChristRight, this chapter has shown that
‘pro-family’ leaders are struggling to maintain tlsgnce. This is because of a
number of broadly held ideological commitments. sThiendency towards
isolationism clashes markedly with ‘pro-family’ ¢lal activism. Economically
speaking, the rhetorical importance of open markats deregulation over aid is a
key aspect to the way ‘pro-family’ organisationsiddee development should occur.
Uncertainty about whether or how to criticise USpawations for their role in
globalization pervades the few texts in which tlhar is willing to broach the
subject. Perhaps most importantly, in acceptingirtkigation by Bush to influence
and represent US positions on development and hungrs, ‘pro-family’
organisations can no longer remain wholly critichinternational cooperation, the
growing global influence of civil society, or théobal broadcasting of norms and

ideas.

Time and again ‘pro-family’ groups show that thegttbdislike globalization and
welcome it at the same time. Each group has its tak@ on what globalization is,
and each has its own set of issues that motivatglabal activism. And, as noted
previously, all these groups are enthusiasticatlva at the global level. Yet the
overwhelming majority of ‘pro-family’ discourse ia opposition to globalization,
however it is defined. | would argue that there @ve ways to understand this

¥ Gallaher, C. (2004) ‘The Religious Right React&tobalization,’ in Tétrault, M. A. and R. A.
Denemark (eds.) Gods, Guns and Globalization: RelggRadicalism and International Political
Economy International Political Economy Yearbook, vol. l®ndon: Lynne Rienner), p. 31.
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discord. The first is to see ‘pro-family’ globaltatism as evidence that the groups
accept that social norms must now be contestetleagiobal level. Though they
would prefer to maintain national sovereignty arghtf for their policies in the
domestic arena, they feel that they can only detbed way of life by mounting a
full-scale global offensive. This perspective cloéedases the way ‘pro-family’
organisations presented their activities in théyestages of their global emergence,
and lingers in the discourse of CWA in particuland C-Fam, to a lesser degree.
Global activism, in this sense, is a reluctanthbesed defensive strategy.

The second way of understanding this is that ‘jamoify’ activism is actually better
suited to the global sphere than the US. Globalhp-family’ organisations may be
freer to advance their views than they are in tieddmestic sphere. Nevertheless,
for ‘pro-family’ groups to continue to promote thglobal agenda, they will have
to either change the way they talk about globabrator mute their criticisms of it,

as we have seen in the case of the Howard Center.

In terms of understanding this change, we can iteReter Beyer’s contention that
globalization wears away older identities and enages the creation of new ones,
in order to gain control over power in the globgdtem®® In the confusion of ‘pro-
family’ discourse on globalization depicted in thihapter, we can see that
globalization is indeed eating away at aspects |déroChristian Right politics.
Opposition to rival religions is softening, as iket ‘pro-family’ stance on
development. A new, Global South-friendly ‘pro-fayhipolitics is emerging that
places the families of all countries ahead of mooal political issues. Thus the
older ‘pro-family’ identity is being replaced bygéobally ambitious movement that
appeals to many different kinds of social conséveat In time, we may see the
‘pro-family’ movement rearranging its prioritiesezvfurther, to better facilitate the
inclusion of more and more conservatives from aéirahe world. But this process
is a messy one. It requires considerable ideolbdiexibility and the recasting of
old enemies — and allegiances — in new roles. @wer, however, if this movement
is successful, it will bring ‘pro-family’ organisans together into a global network
with shared aspirations that extend far beyondX8epolitical scene. As we are just

8 Beyer, P. (1994) Religion and Globalizatigrondon: Sage), p. 3.
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beginning to see, the ‘pro-family’ movement is agtion a profound desire to
reshape the way people all over the world thinkualbleeir lives, their families and
the role of religion in society. With this in minthe following chapters show the
ways in which three old global enemies, the UN,ifesm, and population control,

are being reframed in ‘pro-family’ thought.
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Chapter Four: The United Nations in ‘pro-family’ th ought

‘Nationhood as we know it will be obsolete [and] sttes will recognise a single,
global authority.’
Strobe Talbott, quoted by Concerned Women for Acaer1 998

‘The family is the natural and fundamental grouptwf society and is entitled to
protection by society and the state.’

Allan Carlson quotes the UN Declaration of Humagh®

The UN looms large in the ‘pro-family’ view of thgdobal realm. Originally seen
by Christian Right activists as an institution tweak to ‘stand up’ to communism,
after the Cold War, the UN came to embody a comstuthireat in itself.
Perceptions of the institution are still changingth ‘pro-family’ leaders now
investing time and energy into the UN system ag &k to ‘return’ the UN to its
‘proper’ ‘pro-family’ role. To understand the chamg role of the UN in ‘pro-
family’ thought, | briefly sketch the history of @ktian Right approaches to the
institution before describing how academics haveerpreted the ‘pro-family’

agenda at the UN.

Since its inception, the UN has been tainted byssociation with communism in
US Christian Right thought. This is both becaude# contained communist states,
and because of its own non-religious characteradiededly totalitarian ambitiorTs.
In the view of early Christian Right activists, théN has always lacked the
religious foundations that would make it a stromgl g&egitimate force for good in
international affairs. The ‘failure’ of the UN toiticise Russia and China during the

Cold War confirmed Christian Right suspicions thiatwas in the service of

! CWA (1998) ‘The United Nations,” Concerned WomenAmerica, 15 April, 1998. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/1852/CWA/nation/indbim [last accessed 24/08/09].

2 Seehttp://www.profam.orgn general. (Articles published in 2000, 2002, 208005).

% Discussing why the UN did not ‘stand up to Russliaring the Korean war, Billy Graham reported
that ‘At the first meeting of the United Nations$an Francisco, there was no prayer made to God
for guidance and blessing. We were afraid that3bdless, atheistic communists would not like it,
so we bowed in deference to Rusdigartin, W. (1996) With God on our side: the risettod

religious right in AmericdNew York: Broadway Books), p. 35.
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communism. Some Christian anticommunists denoutieedhstitution, with Barry

Goldwater calling on the US government to pull oiithe UN?

During the Cold War, this view merged with ChristiRight apocalyptic beliefs in
the minds of some Christian Right leaders. Pat Rebe, for example, saw the UN
as an agent of a satanic conspiracy ‘to bring alhogtdless, socialist one world
government® More temperate conservative Christian activisits clled on their

government to take action against the UN’s acgeiese to communism, with
William F. Buckley calling on then-president Nixém stop the US delegate from
voting in the General Assembly because of its aeree of the People’s Republic
of China in 197%.Nixon did not, leaving Buckley to despair that th® had ‘lost —

irretrievably — any remaining sense of moral misgimthe world.”

By the end of the Cold War, Christian Right attésdo the UN began to change,
with the UN depicted as a rising global power. Gouatives expressed their
concern that their leaders, both Democrat and Rigauh were in thrall to the UR.
This sentiment increased over Clinton’s presidemnayh Christian Right leaders
alarmed at the speed with which cooperation betweein government and the UN
made headway promoting policies they strongly opdoSeeking to bring this to a
halt, ‘pro-family’ organisations began to attend ietings (as discussed earlier),
which marked the beginning of organised ChristigghRopposition to the UN. As
Butler notes, ‘pro-family’ leaders were alarmedtbg conferences both because of
the inclusion of sexual and reproductive rightsglaage, and because ‘liberal
activists were successfully advancing their agetid@mugh such bodies and

exporting that agenda to other parts of the world.’

* Barry Goldwater called on the US government tdwdiaw from the UN. Ibid, p. 80.
® Shriver, P. (1999) ‘Table Manners: Sitting arotine Public Table,’ in Swatos, W. H. and J. K.
Wellman (eds.) The Power of Religious Publics: BtglClaims in American SociefyVestport:
Greenwood Publishing Group), p. 89.
® Diamond, S. (1995) Roads to Dominion: Right-wingwements and political power in the United
7States(New York: the Guilford Press), p. 120.

Ibid.
8 In his ‘America First' campaign, Pat Buchanan aecliGeorge Bush of being ‘an Ivy League
globalist wedded to such institutions as the UN gumedWorld Bank, when we Americans have got
to start looking out for America first.” Ibid, p93.
° Butler, J. S. (2006) Born Again: The Christian RiGlobalised Pluto Press, p. 15.

124



The ‘pro-family’ presence at UN conferences greanfrthis time, and included
neo-conservative organisations as part of a broaliance intended to direct the
work of the UN towards conservative goals. Butlaotgs a Heritage Foundation
document from 2001 which justified its associatwith the UN by stating that its

‘presence will break the “Liberals only” rostermiesent NGOs*°

Some ‘pro-family’ organisations still advocatedtthize US should not be involved
with the UN, despite their own association withlit.a 1999 interview with Buss
and Herman, for example, Sheila Moloney of Eagleaufo stated that her
organisation believed that the US ‘should compjetgt out of the UN™ In spite
of this sentiment, Eagle Forum had already sougiit been granted Special
Consultative Status at the UN in 1998.

The UN still embodies a socialist/‘communist thr@atpro-family’ thought in the
post-Cold War context because it is seen as ‘biggonent’ writ large. As Buss
and Herman put it, the UN is ‘a force for the intional centralisation of
power.”®> The UN is seen as dangerous not only becauserfgerences have the
potential to change domestic law and public polimyt, also because it represents to
‘pro-family’ organisations the growing threat of agmous institutional power
outside of the US. One Christian Right organisation example, condemns ‘the
astounding international takeover of the controtioildren.™ Combined with this
suspicion of the UN, however, is a growing acknalglement that NGO status at
the UN is a source of legitimacy for ‘pro-family’rganisations. In turn, their
involvement legitimises the UN to their ‘pro-faniilyase, making the relationship a
dynamic and complicated one. With these conflictapproaches and history of

hostility, how can we best understand the ‘pro-fgnaigenda at the UN?

Academics are divided as to how to understand fanoiy’ intentions when it

comes to their activism at the UN. Stuart Croftusg that the Christian Right is

1% bid, p. 50.

1 Buss, D. and D. Herman (2003) Globalizing Famibliés: the Christian Right in International
Politics (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press)5f.

12 Seehttp://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ngfot NGOs with consultative status at the UN [last
accessed 11/06/08].

13 Buss and Hermamwp. cit, p. 47.

1 This is the John Birch Society. See Hernam,cit, p. 63.
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inherently hostile to the UN. In his analysis, camstive Protestants attempt to
manipulate the processes of the UN for the purpafspromoting their social
agenda at the global levEl.He acknowledges the number of Christian Right
organisations that are active in the UN developnaeemna is now considerable, but
argues that this does not necessarily mean thaCliistian Right is increasingly

supportive of the UN. In Croft’s view, the UN is &rely a tool *°

By contrast, Buss and Herman characterise ‘proifarrganisations as deeply
ambivalent about the UN. Both Croft's and Buss Hiedman’s examinations of the
Christian Right acknowledge the importance of the id the worldview of the
Christian Right, but arrive at quite different crstons as to what Christian Right
groups want to achieve through their activism irs thrganisation. In Buss and
Herman’s view, the UN is depicted in two quite diffint ways by ‘pro-family’
organisations. In the first, the UN is a globalityrthat is attempting to gain control
over the countries and people of the world. In Barsd Herman’s words, the UN is
‘corrupt to its core and implicated in the globahsolidation of power" If this
interpretation is correct, it follows that the ‘gfamily’ agenda at the UN must be
understood as highly antagonistic. Their secondctlep sees the UN as a forum
that has been hijacked by ‘anti-family’ forcdn this reading, the role of the ‘pro-
family’ movement is to retain the good aspectshef drganisation and remove the
bad ones. Writing in 2003, Buss and Herman seenthveement as still struggling to

decide on its role at the UN.

Buss and Herman’'s more complex understanding ofdgeamics affecting the
Christian Right and the UN sees tensions and oppibks emerging within the
movement because of its activities there. In thealysis ‘pro-family’ involvement
at the UN thus has the potential to change thelodgcand agenda of ‘pro-family’
organisations in a way that Croft’s interpretatawes not allow.

15 Croft, S. (2007), ‘Thy Will be Done: The New FageiPolicy of America’s Christian Right,’
International Politics Issue 44, p. 707.

18 |bid, p. 703.

" Buss and Hermamwp. cit, p. 57.

'8 |bid.
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Butler discerns three stages in the activism oigfian Right NGOs at the UN. The
first she describes as ‘symbolic protest,” in whtble organisations’ efforts were
directed at encouraging conservative countries émut from consensus with
liberal proceedings at the UR. This stage is closely connected to ‘pro-family’
justifications of their involvement at the UN astiag as a ‘UN watchdog.” The

second stage Butler describes is where ‘pro-fangitgups become ‘insiders’ in the
UN arena, with the help of President Bush. Thedthg what Butler calls ‘a

proactive agenda on the issue of famfBy this final stage, Butler writes, ‘pro-
family’ groups found themselves in the positionusing a UN legal structure they

have always opposed to advance policies that tineycst>*

Butler also notes the interest some Christian Rggbtips have in ‘returning’ the
UN to its ‘proper work,” and sides with Buss andridan’s interpretation that ‘pro-
family’ organisations see the UN as ‘corrupt butageable®? Yet if Swinski is

correct in her observation that ‘pro-life’ groupstlae UN do not work towards the
‘greater legitimacy of the UN® then it may be that Croft's view, that ‘pro-family

organisations are simply using the UN, remainsdvali

What this chapter seeks to uncover is what roldJXNeplays in ‘pro-family’ global

activism. To do this, | consider the ways thatetiéint groups in the ‘pro-family’

movement have depicted the UN and its activities| laow this is changing over
time. The first part of this chapter discusseswhags which the UN is characterised
in ‘pro-family’ texts. The first set of depictiorts the UN show the institution as a
would-be hegemon, which must be attacked and d=fedihe second set portrays
the UN as a potentially redeemable organisatiorciwhas been hijacked. From this
perspective, the UN needs to be changed ratherafaaticated. With the continued
involvement of ‘pro-family’ organisations at the UM is possible to discern a
movement from the first type of depiction to themad, though both perspectives
remain present in ‘pro-family’ discourse. The lpatt of the chapter considers the

tensions in the conflicting ‘pro-family’ approaat the UN.

9 Butler, op. cit, p. 52.

2 |bid, p. 69.

2 bid.

22 Butler, op. cit, p. 77. See also Buss and Hernam, cit, p. 57.
% See chapter one of this thesis for more on this.
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Part I: How do ‘pro-family’ organisations charadiserthe UN?

The UN as a world government-in-waiting

Despite its increasing involvement with the ingtdn, ‘pro-family’ organisations
have taken issue with the UN and its branch orgdioiss, often arguing that it is a
power-hungry organisation that seeks to govermitidd. ‘Pro-family’ texts of this
kind can be roughly divided into two categorieseTinst objection is that the UN is
a socialist organisation, using economic redistidruto consolidate its power. In
this framework, development funds are seen as aai&yrcing poor countries to
obey rules laid out by the UN. The second ‘pro-fghdomplaint is that the UN is
trying to increase its power by destroying the fgmihrough the promotion of
women'’s and children’s rights. These rights arenseeefforts to ‘individualise’ the
people of the world, part of a ploy to do away watty traditional social structures
powerful enough to resist the establishment ofeav‘nvorld order’ headed by the
UN.

Development assistance in the first ‘pro-familyarirework is a form of welfare
dependency on a global scale, used to bribe oiptlise countries in order to make
them conform to the will of the increasingly powdr/N. In a 2006 article, Crouse
accuses the UN of using development assistance vaayaof interfering in the
national sovereignty of poor countries. As was ussed in the previous chapter,
CWA has frequently depicted the UN as a globaliity attempting to control the
world through its role as a regulatory body, andnsahat ceding any power to the
international organisation necessarily harms thedd8 its citizens. In Crouse’s
analysis, the UN has become a source of ‘easy miomeych has enabled it to
grow in power at the expense of poor countriedlitgliio govern their own affairs.
According to Crouse, the UN ‘maintains internatiooantrol’ using a carrot and

stick approach to reward compliance and punishcwnpliance’*

4 Crouse, J. S. (2006) ‘Misguided Attempts to ErattidGlobal Poverty: An analysis of the National
Council of Churches Study Guide on the MillenniuvBlopment Goals,” Concerned Women for
America, 15 August, 2006. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=11307&dement=BLI&categoryid=reportgdast
accessed 11/08/09].
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HLI, for example, sees its role as protecting smalintries from the overarching
power of the UN. In a 2006pecial ReportHLI informs its readers that the UN
strategically applies pressure to small countreegttange their abortion laws, as
part of an ‘aggressive international culture of tié& HLI sees this culture as
intimately connected with the rise of progressive®é associated with the UN. In
Nicaragua, Euteneuer warns of an alliance betwiedtist’ socialist NGOs and the
UN, who are carrying out ‘their new plan to doma#te world with the culture of
death.?® The idea that left-wing NGOs are using abortiordtmninate the world
may seem fanciful to some observers of the ‘prodfamovement, but it reveals
the degree to which sexual and reproductive istia@e the capacity to save or
destroy the world in Euteneuer’s view. HLI, denatreditation at the UN, has not
significantly changed its view of the organisatitimee UN is still seen as a bullying

and corrupting Goliath, forever tainted by assaeearatvith the ‘culture of death.’

Early CWA texts were similarly hostile to the UM. & 1997 article entitled ‘United
Nations attempts to steal US sovereignty,” the @uéngued that the US should cut
funding to the UN, due to ‘gross financial mismaeagnt’ and ‘radical social
policies which most Americans do not agree wittEnvironmentalism was also
seen as a means by which the UN sought to incitsagkological control over the
US in CWA texts. ‘Sovereignty under siege: the BditNations’ plan for your
home’ is one such artic CWA warns its readers of the Clinton Administrati
collusion with the UN, facilitating a ‘UN land-grab® Early CWA texts were
profoundly sceptical of the intentions of the UNaassinstitution, seeing gains at the
UN as necessarily problematic for the 3SThough this characterisation is

% Human Life International (2006) Special Report, 264, December 2006, p. 5. See
http://www.hli.org/sr_july 06.pdflast accessed 13/11/06].

% Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trificaragua,’ Human Life International, 24 -28
June 2003. Accessedlatp://www.hli.org/mission_nicaragua_2003.htflalst accessed 21/12/ 06].
2T CWA (1997) ‘United Nations attempts to steal USeseignty,” Concerned Women for America,
5 March, 1997. Available dtttp://www.cwfa.org/articles/1830/CWA/nation/indbim [last
accessed 24/08/09].

% Macleod, L. A. (1997) ‘Sovereignty Under Siegee thnited nations plan for your home,’
Concerned Women for America, April 1, 1997. See
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/1832/CWA/nation/indbkm [accessed 24/08/09].

% |bid. See also ‘Eco-warriors want your land,” be same webpage.

%0 A 1998 CWA article argues that the UN is oppogedhe notion of nationalism and is working to
promote many policies that undermine US sovereignty hinder the interests of the American
people.” CWA (1998) ‘The United Nations,” Concernaétbmen for America, 15 April 1998.
Available athttp://www.cwfa.org/articles/1852/CWA/nation/indbim [last accessed 24/08/09].
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changing with CWA's increased involvement at the, ithbersists as a theme in the

discourse of this organisation.

CWA authors also see the UN as corrupted by seti@ndencies, although unlike
HLI, the focus of CWA'’s criticism changes over tirme her critique of the 2002
UN Commission on Sustainable Development, Crousew®es the Summit as yet
another attack on affluent nations, with every messalling for the redistribution
of wealth from rich to poor countrieg. Crouse sees the UN as opposed to
capitalism itself, complaining in 2002 that ‘evadyited Nations conference turns
into ... attacks against capitalism and free ttdtleler analysis of this event goes
on to describe a North-South divide that prevemimusensus on development, due
to the ‘bitter, angry delegates’ from the South wihanted to ‘rub the North’'s
affluence right back in the faces of the developetions.?* She concludes her
description of the event firmly on the side of therth, writing that ‘as long as they
[the South] refuse to accept personal responsiptlitere can be no healing and no
restoration.®* This echoes an older Christian Right approach dreign aid
mentioned in the introduction, which sees poor toes as suffering because they

lack the moral values required for successful enuaalevelopment.

CWA depictions of the UN can not be said to imprafeer the inauguration of
George W. Bush, but they do change in a noticeable Numerous earlier articles
had warned that Clinton was strongly allied witke thN and together, they sought
to augment their power over the people and famitieshe world®® From 2001,
CWA continues to depict the UN as power-hungry,ibbecomes less of a threat to
the US, thanks to the protection provided by thev ridush Administration.
Reporting on the World Summit for Children in 20@M/A writes that many ‘pro-

family’ people had ‘wondered about US/UN policiesinder the new

3L Crouse, J. S. (2002) ‘Stumbling Blocks on the rmadohannesburg,’ January 1, 2002, Concerned
Women for America. See
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1955&depsent=CWA&categoryid=natioflast
accessed 19/08/09].

%2 bid.

* bid.

* Ibid.

% See for example, CWA (1999) ‘Executive Orders:ldeprint for dictatorship?’ Concerned
Women for America, 1 December 1999, available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/1668/CWA/misc/indexaflast accessed 29/09/09], where Clinton is
accused of having a ‘United Nations-inspired agenda
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Administration. Happily for CWA, the new delegati@ppeared to toe the ‘pro-
family’ line, and the reporter has the following $ay about the delegations new

emphasis on ‘parental authority:’

‘You can imagine the sigh of relief among pro-famNGOs — as our children return

from the grasp of the “global parenting” moveméft.’

Contrasting the collusion of Clinton with the stahrresistance of the new Bush
Administration, CWA’s assessment of the ‘pro-farhitgle at the UN begins to
change around this time. CWA continues to critidise UN, but in the name of
defending families in other countries, rather tdafending the US. Perhaps sensing
that American families were now well defended (#sano the ‘new sheriff in

town™")

CWA felt able to pursue a new offensive in ittkaek on the UN. ‘Pro-
family’ discourse during the Bush Administrationgbes to appeal more and more
to an audience outside the US, calling on this enmh to resist the ‘anti-family’

agenda of the UN.

This is because the UN’s agenda, say ‘pro-famittivésts, is completely out of
touch with what the people of the world want. ‘Digspefforts to undermine the
natural family in the United Nations,” suggest Dobsand Carlson in 2000, the
world’s people agree ‘that the natural family ie flundamental social unit® The
alleged ‘anti-family’ effort at the UN is seen astaategy which will bring about a
global standardisation of culture and society, madethe image of the
individualistic and godless global citizen. Agaitisis purported endeavour, Focus
on the Family states its steadfast oppositionny @nd all domestic or international
efforts of social parenting movements that woulfirgechildren as wards of the
state.® In this way, Focus implies a desire on the paitsbpponents for a world

in which governing agencies control childrearingthvparents relieved of this role.

3 CWA (2001) ‘World Summit for Children: 1 Feb 200Concerned Women for America, 1
January 2002, available lattp://www.cwfa.org/articles/1929/CWA/nation/indbim [last accessed
29/09/09].

37 Austin Ruse quoted in ibid.

3 Dobson, J. C. (2000) ‘The Future of the FamilygtHs on the Family, January 2000. Available at
http://www?2.focusonthefamily.com/docstudy/newslettA000000794.cfnflast accessed 19/08/09].
39 Focus on the Family (no date) ‘Parental RightseBtent,’ available at
http://www.citizenlink.org/FOSI/education/pe/A00ABIP5.cfm [19/08/09].
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In this dystopic scenario, having control of theueation and upbringing of

children, the UN grows in power at the expenseaofifies, tradition and variety.

‘Pro-family’ authors posit the ‘natural family’ athe most important bulwark
against the growing power of a hegemonic UN. Oreaker at the Mexico WCF
even notes in the introduction to his speech ttiet family is more important than
the United Nations,’ to the survival of human soci® In fact, in ‘pro-family’
discourse, the UN is not just outranked by the Rami importance, it is jealously
trying to eliminate it. For this reason, UN treatieonventions and declarations that
purport to advance the cause of women and childreneyed with suspicion by
‘pro-family’ activists. In one example, responditmythe Children’s Convention in
2002, Carlson suggests that the Convention not eméiermines parents’ authority,
it also favours ‘radical’ social science approacteesrdering society over religion
and tradition, and ‘prevents nations and peoples fsheltering their own unique
cultures.* Though he does not explicitly say who or whas ittiat cultures must be
sheltered from, it is clear that Carlson still Is@sne global standardising ideology
in mind that keeps him wary of the UN. Carlson latsghat the UN now functions
within a ‘post-family’ framework’? The job of ‘pro-family’ activists, then, is to

challenge the UN'’s application of its ‘anti-familiyifluence.

HLI definitely sees itself as defending the worfghenst the UN and its agencies. In
a 2003 ‘pro-life missionary trip’ to Colombia, Eatuer suggests that the UN’s
way of preventing the spread of HIV among childiento throw condoms at
them.”® ‘It's absolutely unbelievable,’ exclaims Euteneuévhat lengths these

people will go for the sole purpose of destroyingcudture.** Consequently,

0 Sprigg, P. (2004) '"Homosexuality: The Threat te thmily and the attack on Marriage,” World
Congress of Families 1ll, Mexico City. Availableatp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PD04F(last
accessed 19/08/09].
L Carlson, A. (2002) ‘ “The Family” at the United fitms: What Went Wrong? And How To Get It
Right Again,” remarks to the seminar on the UN Gamtion on The Rights of the Child,
Awakenings Conference, The Cloister, Sea Islandy@a. The Howard Center,
Z]Zttp:/lwww.profam.orq/docs/acc/thc acc_cloisterd20htm[last accessed 19/08/09].

Ibid.
“3 Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Tripolombia.” Human Life International, 6
October 2003. Accessedtdtp://www.hli.org/mission_colombia_2003.htfitdst accessed
21/12/06].
* Ibid.

132



Euteneuer declares that ‘it is HLI's mission toledst slow the advance of these

satanic forces in the rest of the still-sane wotid.

Early CWA texts agree that the world needs to lmeoted from the UN. As has
already been noted, globalization has often beesidered as an item on the UN’s
agenda in CWA texts (rather than a process thairedeeyond the control of the
organisation). One CWA author writes in 1998 that

‘In equating peace with globalization, and ultinkgt@ world government, the UN is
proposing a radical government of tyranny, whettterance” is only a byword for

those who support the establishméht.’

Here CWA takes a classic conservative position regaiolerance: conservative
values will not be deemed worthy of toleration hgge who hold power in the UN,

whereas the ideas espoused by ‘UN radicals’ wilptmected.

Parts of the UN are corrupted and must be exposed

‘Pro-family’ organisations frequently attack UN agees and treaty implementation
committees as the tools of totalitarian elites,uarg that they are attempting to
destroy traditional family structures. By breakimg families, this argument goes,
the UN disables the major obstacle in its path tdwaworld domination.
Development agencies are thus cast as pleasandefageoncealing a darker
purpose, and the role of ‘pro-family’ organisatiosi$o expose the ‘true’ agendas of

UN agencies.

A 1999 CWA article on the UN'’s activities in Kosoaacuses the UN Population
Fund (UNFPA) and the Planned Parenthood FederatioAmerica (PPFA) of

‘taking advantage of suffering women to furtheritloavn agenda.’ Criticising the
supply of emergency contraceptive health kits &uervictims in the region, CWA
accuses UNFPA of increasing the suffering of refisgby supplying them with

equipment that endangers their liVE€WA draws attention to Kosovo's relatively

*® |bid.

6 CWA (1998) ‘The United Nations,” Concerned WomenAmerica, 15 April, 1998. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1852&depsent=CWA&categoryid=natiofil 2/10/06].
4T CWA (1999) ‘UNFPA and PPFA advance the victimiaatbf women in Kosovo,” Concerned
Women for America, 16 April, 1999. Available at
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high birth rate, suggesting that the country ispl@me target for population

controllers like UNFPA“ The article concludes that

‘... UNFPA and PPFA are taking advantage of despevaleerable refugee women.
They are attempting to program them with the UNisas about sexuality and

abortion.*®

CWA texts on CEDAW also stress the threat that ¢ poses to vulnerable
women. In 2002, in an article entitled ‘CEDAW preys needy women, Crouse
complains that CEDAW is actually a decoy, throudtiok radicals seek to impose

their extremist ideology on unwitting nations:

‘The CEDAW treaty is just a red herring that cloa&dical social engineering in so-
called women's concerns in order to draw attentiaay from its heavy-handed

imposition of a radical ideology”

CEDAW is depicted as a ‘radical’ UN project thatlweplace ‘traditional values’
with a new sterile ideology that tries to erase assential differences between men
and women. CEDAW threatens women in developed casntoo, says CWA,
because it ‘unravels America’s families and foreesmen to model themselves
after global feminists’ ideal image®In a 2004 article, Crouse states that CEDAW
is a

‘...leftist utopian wish list: comparable worth, iggamaternity leave, a national

network of child care, free maternity-related heattare, gender-blind military

service, and quota-determined political parity@mmen.®

Crouse takes the position that women would be betégved by improving
sanitation and medicine (presumably not in the satdasexual health), and, more

http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1374&depgent=CWA&categoryid=lifglast accessed
19/08/09].

*8 |bid.

9 lbid.

0 Crouse, quoted in CWA (2002) ‘CEDAW Preys On Ne®dymen:Political Maneuvering is
Sheer Opportunism,” Concerned Women for AmericagJiLB, 2002.
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1578&depsent=BLI&categoryid=mediflast
accessed 23/08/09].

1 MacLeod, L. and C. Hurlburt (2000) ‘Exposing CEDAWoncerned Women for America, 1
September 2000, available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1971&depsent=CWA&categoryid=natioflast
accessed 29/09/09].

2 Crouse, J. S. (2004) ‘The Stalking Horse Named SB[ Concerned Women for America, 16
January, 2004. Available at
http://www.beverlylahayeinstitute.org/articledisplasp?id=5108&department=BLI|&
categoryid=reportflast accessed 20/08/09].
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elusively, working to provide them with ‘the freeddhat brings human dignity>
She argues that CEDAW is attempting to re-define tamily, through its
promotion of the idea that the responsibility fdnildren rests on the wider
community, not just parents. ‘Feminists,” Crouseites in 2004, ‘are at the
forefront of those who are trying to convince therl that “father and mother” are
just words.?* Believing that feminism challenges the very idgntf parents,
Crouse, like Focus, sees CEDAW and its architectthes UN as threatening to
deliver the responsibility of raising children froparents to the state, and thereby

further centralising power in the hands of UN alite

In 2002, the Howard Center takes a similar stancepposition to CEDAW, with
Carlson concerned that

‘Taken as a whole, CEDAW strips the family of altenomy and authority. It gives
moral legitimacy solely to the isolated, radicafliindual. And it grants sweeping

power to the state to regulate, restructure, aed abolish the natural family>’

Carlson’s rendering of the Women’'s Convention pmitihe document as a
revolutionary tool indeed. Carlson sides with moeallectivism over the more
liberal agenda promoted by CEDAW, derided here las promotion of the
‘isolated, radical individual.” Like Crouse in hstatement about feminists rejecting
the terms ‘father’ and ‘mother,” Carlson depicts B8V as a tool that pits
individuals against families as the social unitsvalue. This individualism is seen
as an item on the UN'’s ‘post-family’ agenda, angpmrts the UN in its alleged

efforts to dismantle ‘natural families’ and purstge'radical ideology.

By stressing that UN ideologues are advancing tbein agenda ahead of what
women want or need, C-Fam activists claim thatUiNis now embarking on a
massive overhaul of familial, societal and politicalations. Suspicious of UN’s

emphasis on sexual and reproductive rights, C-Faiinoa Douglas Sylva argues

>3 |bid.

*¥ Crouse, J. S. (2004) ‘Feminism and the Family/nBeks at the World Congress of Families I,
Mexico City, March 29, 2004, available at Concerliédmen for America,
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/5435/BLI/commentarydiex.htm[13/3/08].

%5 Carlson, A. (2002) “The Family” at the United Nats: What Went Wrong? And How To Get It
Right Again,” remarks to the seminar on the UN Gamtion on The Rights of the Child,
Awakenings Conference, The Cloister, Sea Islandy@ea. The Howard Center,
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_cloister020htm[15/2/2007].
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that UN development agencies have replaced eskdeiralopment services with
an ideologically charged agenfsSexual and reproductive rights, then, are seen as
part of a project that is intended to undermine hadtood and family, and UN
agencies are at the forefront of this effort.

This focus on UN agencies and conventions allows-family’ organisation to
isolate the ‘bad guys’ away from the UN in geneaad enables them to view the
UN as potentially salvageable. Though this is bynmeans a clean break, around
2002 and 2003, many ‘pro-family’ organisations Ipego depict the UN as
organisation that has been captured by ‘radicablidgues. Having differentiated
between the parts of the UN that they see as realdenand those they argue
should be dissolved, ‘pro-family’ organisations ivetp represent the UN in a more
favourable light. The General Assembly and the U&tlBration of Human Rights
start to be elevated as potentially beneficial,Istliertain UN agencies are singled
out for sustained ‘pro-family’ hostility. The folang section discusses the
different ways that ‘pro-family’ organisations franthe UN as hijacked by ‘anti-
family’ enemies, rather than being an inherentlpister and power hungry

organisation in itself.

The UN must be rescued

‘Pro-family’ organisations increasingly depict thN as a legitimate organisation
that has been captured by enemy organisationsdeas.i There are a number of
potential hijackers in this ‘pro-family’ frameworkFeminists are the most
prominent, but homosexuals, environmentalists @merdls are also charged with
being part of the ‘anti-family’ alliance that haskén over the UN. A major aspect
of this takeover in the ‘pro-family’ view is thahd ‘real needs’ of people in
developing countries are ignored and even madeenbysthe activities of UN
agencies. ‘Pro-family’ activists suggest that UNesl — often feminists — are using
the suffering of women in developing countriesudtier their agenda and increase

their global influence.

%% See pages 3-16 of Sylva, D. (2003) ‘The Uniteddt Children’s Fund: Women or Children
First?’ International Organisations Research Gr&gtholic Family and Human Rights Institute
White Paperp. 84. Sedttps://www.c-fam.org/docLib/20080424 Number_3 _UKRF 2003.pdf

[last accessed 20/08/09].
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Leaders in the ‘pro-family’ movement argue that th¢'s Universal Declaration of
Human Rights conveys a ‘pro-family’ set of valuéstivists who take this view
see the problem with the UN in the form of a grafpUN-savvy progressive
organisations and individuals aligned in their gfoto impose their ideological
agenda on the rest of the world. These progresssegssome ‘pro-family’ activists,
have made the most headway in UNFPA, the World Bank UNICEF. As Buss
and Herman and others have observed, the Genesehdsy is the ‘pro-family’

movement's preferred venue for its UN activism. TBN is thus dissected into
acceptable and unacceptable parts. The role offgmmily’ organisations then, is

not to bring down the UN, but to return it to itsginal ‘pro-family’ mandate.

In the introduction to a 2002 C-Fam ‘White Papen’ the activities of UNFPA,
veteran Christian conservative activist Patrick dragondemns ‘the new sex
alliance,” which he claims is pitted against ‘tHd oniversal family order” This is
a theme that is repeated time and again in ‘pralyamiiscourse: there were once
universally accepted family conventions and idesgitwhich served to benefit

society, but these must now be defended by ‘prdlfaprganisations’®

Criticising this ‘new sex alliance,” ‘pro-family’ rganisations seek to ‘expose’ UN
activities to public scrutiny as a way of shoring resistance to the international

recognition of sexual and reproductive rights.his same White Paper, Fagan goes

on to suggest that:

‘Few policies could be so insidiously hostile thet nations than ones that interfere
with their intimate family lives. UNFPA is at therefront of this distortion, this

grand experiment of the “new sex” camp to createva world order™

" Fagan, P. F. (2002), in Sylva, D. A. (2002) ‘Theitdd Nations Population Fund: Assault on the
World's Peoples,’ Catholic Family and Human Righistitute, The International Organisations
Research Group, White Paper Series Number Threk, Available viahttp://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.327/pub_detail.g#gst accessed 20/08/09].

8 Buss and Herman make a similar poinGilobalizing Family Valuesn reference tdhe semantics
around the Christian Right's opposition to homosdityt Christian Right activists see the social
world so changed that ‘normalcy is on the defens&ee Buss and Hermaop. cit, p. 4.

* Fagan, P. F. (2002), in Sylva, D. A. (2002) ‘Theited Nations Population Fund: Assault on the
World’'s Peoples,’ Catholic Family and Human Righistitute, The International Organisations
Research Group, White Paper Series Number Thrék, Available viahttp://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.327/pub_detail.q#gst accessed 20/08/09].
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Fagan emphasises the ‘newness’ of this liberaléarpent’ in juxtaposition with

older conservative moral laws surrounding sex, &l \&s suggesting to his
audience that these ideas are not old enough émtibenched, so can still be fought
off. Interference is also stressed: in Fagan’s yieations and families would be
better off without the interference of the UN. Faisis at the UN, says Fagan,
dream of a ‘scientific socialist controlled utomhjust the right number of people,

of health, efficiency, and plenty”

CWA also depicts feminists as seeking to contrel tiN. ‘Is there no end to the
power grabs of the women at the United Natioffs@sks Crouse in 2006, in
response to a proposed UN office for women’s affatoncerned at the degree to
which ‘the feminist agenda’ has been mainstreani¢deaUN, Crouse protests that
‘for decades the feminists have dominated sess&nsiumerous other UN
conferences® All this has done, in Crouse’s view, is increake tnfluence of
feminists at the UN at the cost of addressing igales faced by women in poor
countries. In later CWA texts, depictions of the @an evil entity have given way
to representations in which the organisation calddsome good if feminists were

removed from it.

C-Fam has taken this position for some time, cingrdeminists at the UN with
seeking to extend their authority far beyond theaarin which a focus on women is
appropriate. One Friday Fax notes that feministee leagnificant influence within

UN committees which discuss:

‘population, children, housing, aging, the disabledmen, human rights, refugees,
and the family. UN feminists, years ahead of pmifa forces, have found ways to

include their agenda in all of these aréds.’

% |bid.

%L Crouse, J. interviewed in Singson, S. (2006) ‘SebiN Official Outlines Vision for New UN
Women'’s Office,” Catholic Family and Human RightstituteFriday Fax vol. 9, no. 47,
November 9, 2006. Available http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.487/pub_deiasip[last
accessed 20/08/09].

%2 |bid. Gender equality is given similarly shortiéhin the same article: ‘Having another initiative
for 'gender equality,’ argues Crouse, ‘would egthtdnother roadblock to having the real needs of
women addressed.’

% Ruse, A. (1998) ‘New Session of the UN Generalefdsly Begins Work in New York City,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Institikaday Fax Vol.1, No. 48, September 11, 1998.
Available athttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.57/pub_detadp([last accessed 20/08/09].
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Many feminists might find it surprising that anyomeould find their input
inappropriate in any of these areas, given that tleeall affect women, and often in
ways that are different from men. For C-Fam, howeteey are not women’s
issues, and trying to make them so shows the dégnebich parts of the UN have
undergone a ‘feminist takeove¥'In this way, C-Fam portrays its international
responsibility as holding back the interfering amallying® feminists within the

UN, and protecting smaller nations from their ieihce.

CWA frequently takes this position. In a resportsa tall for increased US funding
for UN-administered vaccinations and antibioticedonbat the spread of childhood
diseases, Crouse suggests that these diseasesvaidegpread as they are because

of UN feminists’ narrow-minded focus on abortion:

‘For at least the past decade, the United Nati@ssheen so focused on abortion that
it has totally neglected other health issues tbaldchave been reduced by now --

and that sad fact has caused millions of deathsdrthe world

Seeing advocacy for reproductive health and safiaenloood as coming at the cost
of other health interventions, CWA accuses the WHNrmritising feminist ideology
above saving lives. Similarly, numerous C-Fam pations accuse UN agencies of
wasting health dollars on promoting equality. Ineoauthor’'s words, the UN
children’s agency UNICEF is ‘wander[ing] further darfurther from its official
mandate to feed and medically treat suffering ckitd®’ Similarly, commenting on
the five-year review of the International Conferenon Population and
Development, C-Fam argues that developing coumpyesentatives also disagree

with what they see as the UN’s emphasis on ovefptipno. In C-Fam’s

% This term is used in a 20@3iday Fax entitled: ‘C-Fam Releases Major Report on Radical
Feminist Takeover of UNICEF,” available fattps://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.305/pub_detail.q#qst accessed 20/08/09].

% See Ruse, A. (1999) ‘Chairman Criticized/ Manyibias Reserve on Final Cairo+5 Document,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Institiaday Fax vol. 2, no. 35, July 8/9, 1999. Available
at https://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.98/pub_desb[last accessed 20/08/09].

% Crouse, J. S. (2006) ‘Misguided Attempts to ErattidGlobal Poverty: An analysis of the National
Council of Churches Study Guide on the MillenniuvBlopment Goals,” Concerned Women for
America, 15 August, 2006. Available at

http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=11307 &deiment=BLI&categoryid=reportgast
accessed 11/08/09].

®”"Ruse, A. (1998) ‘UNICEF Uses American Media GiantSpread Feminism to Developing
World,” Catholic Family and Human Rights Institiggday Fax vol. 1, no. 51, October 2, 1998.
Available athttps://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.60/pub_detsip[last accessed 20/08/09].
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framework, developing countries are frustrated By &fencies’ lack of interest in

‘legitimate’ development concerfis.

Another reason C-Fam sees ideologues at work at RANK the continued
emphasis on policies that C-Fam believes ‘havewitked,” as exemplified in the

following Friday Fax:

‘UNFPA admits that AIDS has not been brought uraertrol, noting that, “Despite
expanding prevention activities, some 5 million nidections are occurring each
year.” However, the report then goes on to endpdiieies that have not worked,

most notably “promoting the correct and consisteset of condoms.*

Both UNFPA and UNICEF have been targets of invesibgp by C-Fam’s
International Organisations Research Group, withgaper on UNFPA calling for
suspension of funding pending a thorough investigaby donor countries into the
organisation’s alleged support of human rights abi$ The UNICEF paper:
‘women or children first?’ characterises a feminateover of the organisation, in
which the needs of children are now totally subjagao the needs of women in

this institution. The author, Sylva, writes that

‘These ideological shifts — seismic shifts for agemcy once interested in teaching
mothers home economics as a practical method ofiqting the welfare of children

— have not gone unnoticet.’

Seeing the desires of women and children in zeno-®rms, the paper ultimately
recommends a number of policy changes, including tbémoval of ‘radical

feminism’ as the UNICEF’s guiding principlé.

% See, for example, Ruse, A. (1999) ‘UNICEF BelieS¢ate of War Exists Against World's
Women and Children,” Catholic Family and Human Rsginstitute Friday Fax vol. 3, no. 7,
December 31, 1999. Available latps://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.122/pub_detep[last
accessed 20/08/09].

%9 C-Fam (2004) ‘UNFPA Report Claims ReproductiveégStill Key to Development,’ Catholic
Family and Human Rights Institukgiday Fax vol. 7, no. 39, September 17, 2004. Available at
https://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.373/pub_detgEp[last accessed 20/08/09].

O'Sylva, D. A. (2002) ‘The United Nations Populatiéund: Assault on the World’s Peoples,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Institute, Thestnational Organisations Research Group,
White Paper Series Number Three, p. lll. Availalbigehttp://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.327/pub_detail.g#gst accessed 20/08/09].

" Sylva, D. (2003) ‘The United Nations Children’srieti Women or Children First? International
Organisations Research Group,’ Catholic Family ldndhan Rights Institut&/hite Paperp. 84.
Seehttps://www.c-fam.org/docLib/20080424 Number_ 3 UHEF 2003.pdflast accessed
20/08/09].

2 |bid, pp. 89-92.
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Focus takes the same line when it condemns UNFPA€iading contraceptives to
Myanmar after the Boxing Day tsunami, before aasist with ‘food, shelter and
medication.”® Only a world nearly devoid of God,” says a Focpskesperson,
‘could give supplies denying life before necessitte sustain life** For ‘pro-
family’ groups, then, even if parts of the UN aenlgn, agencies such as UNICEF

and UNFPA remain beyond the pale.

‘Pro-family’ organisations accuse UN elites of willfanti-democratic behaviour
which promotes sexual and reproductive rights agathe will of the global
populace, and in opposition to the intentions & WN’s founders. The Howard
Center, in particular, looks back with nostalgiaattime in which the UN steered
clear of family issues, before what Carlson referas ‘the UN press into social and
family policy.” His view, which forms a part of the justificatidor the WCF, is

that the UN has been profoundly altered sinceniteption. He states that

‘... the rise of a militant secular, anti-familylpizal ideology transformed the United
Nations from an initially friendly venue into a vele dangerous to families, to

parents, and to childref®’

The danger posed, in Carlson’s view, is that theHal become an end in itself, an
engine of social change reaching far beyond thees@d issues for which it was
created. Because this change is liberal in natappealing to the rights of
individuals rather than families, Carlson sees family and indeed ‘natural

i’7

society” " as being undermined by the UN. ‘Pro-family’ orgations seek to meet

3 Focus on the Family (2008) ‘Myanmar receives conslbefore food, medicine,’ 28 May, 2008.
ﬁvailable athttp://www.citizenlink.org/CL Briefs/AO00007534.cfftast accessed 20/08/09].

Ibid.
> Carlson, A. (2002) “The Family” at the United Naits: What Went Wrong? And How To Get It
Right Again. Remarks to the seminar on the U.N.\@ation on The Rights of the Child,” The
Howard Center, Awakenings Conference, The CloiSes Island, Georgia, 4-6 January, 2002.
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_cloister020htm([last accessed 16/08/09].
" Carlson stresses the importance of two Swedes, &id Gunnar Myrdal, in achieving this ‘anti-
family’ shift. The Myrdals are the focus of his Plli3sertation and his subsequent book, ‘the
Swedish Experiment in Family Politics: The Myrdafsd the Interwar Population Crisi€arlson,
A. (2005) ‘On the World Congress of Families,” Rnastion to the Charismatic Leaders Fellowship
Jacksonville, Florida January 12, 2005. The Hove2edter, available at
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.020112.wiof. Hast accessed 24/08/09].
" Carlson, A. (2004) ‘Why are we heréftie Family in Americavol. 18, no. 6, June, 2004. The
Howard Center, Available at
http://www.profam.org/publ/fia/fia_1806.htm?searcliyd620are%20we%20here&opt=EXACT
[last accessed 23/08/09].
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this threat at its source — the UN — with a broadebof international support, to
oppose the further liberalisation of sexual andradpctive norms at the global

level.

In order to do so, ‘pro-family’ organisations acte¢pat they must make their
arguments on non-religious grounds. Believing gjhpnn the broad efficacy of
their policy positions, there is no evidence togrsj that the organisations see
defending them in a secular forum as a problem. tWira-family’ organisations
do object to is what they see as the bias of UNeslitowards established
progressive organisations and ideas in the delzatashd and implementation of

policies at the UN.

The ‘pro-family’ lobby at the UN still sees itse#fs a reviled group, with its
activists struggling against a tide of animosityl aealth tactics as they attempt to
have their perspectives heard. ‘Welcome to theddnNations’ states Crouse dryly,
as she complains that liberals avoid the democpticess by moving debates to
‘private, unannounced meetings.” ‘Such shenanigaays Crouse, are par for the
course’ at the UN® Similarly, Focus asks its followers to pray far $taff and other
‘pro-family’ activists at the UN: ‘It can be a daimg challenge to stand up for
righteous principles in what is often a hostile iemvment; but ... our presence there

can — and does — make a differenCe.’

C-Fam also complains about unfair treatment in Uéetimgs. A 2001 Friday Fax
complains that ‘pro-family’ lobbyists were ‘haradsdy UNICEF personnel as
they attempted to register for a UN summit on ckiid® lllustrations of UN

agencies’ hostility towards ‘pro-family’ organisais contribute to the ‘pro-family’

sentiment that secular entities and individualsk see order to dominate UN

8 Crouse, J. S. (2002) ‘Stumbling Blocks on the rmadohannesburg,’ January 1, 2002, Concerned
Women for America. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1955&depsent=CWA&categoryid=natioflast

accessed 20/08/09].

" Dobson, J. C. (2005) ‘Good News regarding famiiesund the world,’ Focus on the Family, July
2005. Available abttp://www?2.focusonthefamily.com/docstudy/newslett&000000762.cfnflast
accessed 20/08/09].

8 Ruse, A. (2001) ‘Bush Negotiators Cheered for @ovative Statement at UN Child Summit,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Institiaday Fax February 2, 2001, vol. 4, no. 7. Available

at http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.176/pub_detadp[last accessed 20/08/09].
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proceedings. C-Fam is particularly affronted by witgerceives as a procedural
bias against ‘pro-family’ groups in the UN arena, which ‘anti-family’ forces
within the UN manipulate the processes and theuagg of debates in the UN to
suit their own agendds.

Part Il: Tensions

The General Assembly is legitimate but ‘anti-fahfdyces still control the process
‘Pro-family’ groups are increasingly viewing the ri@eal Assembly as a legitimate
place in which the ‘pro-family’ perspective is regped. In their work in this arena,
‘pro-family’ organisations rely on delegates fromveloping countries to represent
their views and now frequently portray the Gené&sdembly as an arena of lively
debate. Though they do not see it as perfectly demtio by any means, ‘pro-
family’ organisations now focus most of their eneam influencing resolutions in
the General Assembly and other UN meetings witargel number of developing
country delegations. This reflects the contentibrpm-family’ organisations that
their message has a receptive audience in the mebgious and less developed

world.

‘Pro-family’ efforts in the General Assembly do naiways translate into
satisfactory results, however. When outcomes atemasistent with ‘pro-family’
views, the groups react by either rekindling thgeneral anti-UN stance or their
argument that the procedure is biased against tfamexample of the first
approach is Crouse’s 2006 criticism of the Natiddalncil of Churches, in which
she calls the UN a ‘corrupt and bloated internai@nganisation with a long record
of ineffectiveness and corruptioff.By contrast, Crouse’s account of the General

Assembly’s 2005 decision to ban human cloning maékedollowing assessment of

81 CWA shares this sentiment — a staff writer at Cénplains that its ‘radical’ opponents have
taken this underhanded approach with CEDAW: ‘CWA learned that at least four radical
organizations are working to get CEDAW ratified... @&W supporters are pushing its ratification
and building grassroots support through low-keynésiesuch as the forum, in order to win passage
“under the radar.” Stuber, R. (2006) ‘FeministspStip Attempt to Ratify CEDAW treaty,’
Concerned Women for America, 1 March, 2006. Avadadi
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=10233&deiment=CWA&categoryid=natioflast
accessed 20/08/09].

8 Crouse, J. S. (2006) ‘Misguided Attempts to ErattidGlobal Poverty: An analysis of the National
Council of Churches Study Guide on the MillenniuvBlopment Goals,” Concerned Women for
America, 15 August, 2006. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=11307&dement=BLI&categoryid=reportgdast
accessed 11/08/09].
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what this portends: ‘it is reassuring that the Ubkevsignals an international
commitment to moving forward in a way that respdbis sacredness of human

life.’ 83

An example of the second approach is C-Fam’s cantplthat UN elites
circumvent definitions hard-won by ‘pro-family’ cagisations and their allies in
the General Assembly. ‘Pro-family’ groups argue tthaeaty compliance
committees use liberal interpretations of key womsdocuments relating to
sexuality and reproduction when they oversee tingdlementation. For example,
in a 2004 discussion about the activities of the HiNnan Rights Council, C-Fam
complains that treaty implementation committeesfullyf misinterpret the term
‘reproductive health’ to include abortion ‘and atheew rights,” even while the
General Assembly excludes abortion from its definiof reproductive healt.In

a 2004 Friday Fax, a C-Fam author suggests thauraber of government
representatives were concerned that efforts to naodiscussion on cloning out of
the General Assembly were ‘deeply anti-democrasieggesting that the move was
‘an effort to circumvent three years of public apkn debate on cloning at the UN

and replace it with the closed-door work of “expert®

A similar case is made over the use of the termdge’ recalling that both times
the word has been considered by the General Asgelitlilas been defined in a
way that ‘pro-family’ groups accept. Despite tHisFam is frustrated that the UN
Gender Advisor still defines ‘gender’ as a ‘socanstruct,’ because to ‘pro-
family’ organisations, this means that it can barged® Hence even though C-
Fam has enjoyed increasing influence at the UNs istill concerned that the

structure of the UN produces ‘anti-family’ outcom&espite this, C-Fam clearly

8 Crouse, J. S. (2005) ‘Cloning Rejected by UN,” Genmed Women for America, 10 March, 2005,
available abttp://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=7659&depeent=CWA&categoryidlast
accessed 29/09/09].

8 Singson, S. (2006) ‘Controversial “Rights” BeingsRed at Human Rights Council,” Catholic
Family and Human Rights Institukgiday Fax vol. 9, no. 42. Available dtttp://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.481/pub_detail.g#gst accessed 20/08/09].

8 C-Fam (2004) ‘Girding for UN Defeat, Cloning Adates Seek to Move Decision to UNESCO,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Instititgday Fax vol. 7, no. 33, August 6, 2004. Available at
http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.368/pub_detdip[last accessed 20/08/09].

8 Singson, S. (2006) ‘Secretary-General Puts “GeRdemrlity” At Center Of UN Reform
Proposal,’ Catholic Family and Human Rights Instiferiday Fax vol. 9, no. 48, November 16,
2006. Available abttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.488/pub_deiadip[last accessed 20/08/09].
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sees an advantage to having issues in which nivisived debated in the relatively
open forum of the General Assembly. ‘Pro-familyvéstment in the General
Assembly is an important indication of the degreewhich the groups are now
committed to changing the UN, rather than attackind/loreover, the consistent
appeal to democracy and open debate at the intemahtevel shows either a quiet
confidence in the popularity of conservative pnohes at this level, or a tactical
decision on the part of C-Fam to at least appeafident of the widespread appeal
of its positions. Either way, the organisation sgeslf as protecting democracy at
the international level, or in the words of a doemin endorsed by C-Fam,
preventing UN officials from undermining ‘the vatiand sovereignty of individual
nations.®” For ‘pro-family’ activists, then, the General Assggly is the source of

the UN'’s legitimacy and the primary target of ‘deowily’ organisations’ activism

in their attempt to change the UN.

‘Pro-family’ efforts at the General Assembly andpegl to the UN’s founding
documents require the organisations to break witmes of their past
characterisations of the UN. If they continue tegs for their policies at the UN
level with increasing success, while encouraging imerease of ‘pro-family’
activism there, elites in the movement must ackedgt that they are having an
impact on the UN. They must acknowledge that theya least to some degree
responsible for the outcomes that they have hetpdating about. In doing this,
images of the UN as a ‘globalist’ entity with adlitarian agenda are reframed to
pinpoint particular enemies within the UN systeather than the UN as a whole.

But who are these enemies?

Will the real ‘anti-family’ forces please stand up?

As in the past, ‘pro-family’ activists are still certain about who is playing the lead
role of ‘anti-family’ influence at the UN. Given dh most of the policies that ‘pro-
family’ organisations oppose are advanced by festspnione might suppose that

feminists would be singled out as the movement'simmaemy at the UN. Yet ‘pro-

87 C-Fam (2005) ‘Conservative Document Endorsed §yNGOs Presented to UN Today,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Institiaday Fax vol. 8, no. 38, September 9, 2005.
Available athttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.424/pub_det@dp[last accessed 20/08/09].
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family’ organisations seem surprisingly reluctantconcede that much power to

feminists.

One exception to this is a 2001 article writtenHatrick Fagan for the FRC. In this
article, Fagan states that feminists and theircpsiare indeed a major force behind
the ‘anti-family’ changes at the UN. He writes tithe United Nations has become
the tool of a powerful feminist-socialist allianteat has worked deliberately to
promote a radical restructuring of societylh this reading, feminists and socialists
are in the driver’'s seat at the UN. Fagan suggastsUN ‘agents’ now promote a
sexual code of conduct that is indistinguishablemfrthose sought after by
feminists: ‘they are becoming the tenets of a neveoral’ code against which all
religions, domestic policies and cultures wouldjidged.®® Fagan rounds out his
argument by stressing what he sees as the weakriessn-traditional family
structures, suggesting that ‘if the objective is itgrease state control of all
functions of society, then the UN approach makessee™ Making these
connections, Fagan hopes to stimulate ‘pro-famalgtion against what he sees as

the combination of two ‘anti-family’ ideologies wdii now control the UN.

Interestingly, however, Fagan'’s direct clarificatiof who is to blame at the UN has
not been picked up by ‘pro-family’ discourse: séas of ‘pro-family’ websites for
‘feminist/socialist alliance’ and similar terms sheither a lack of awareness of
this framework or an unwillingness to use it toadse what has been going on at
the UN. The only ‘pro-family’ activist who comesosk to this degree of clarity
about the enemies directing the UN is Carlson, vido his part, blames the
‘militant secular alliance’ (of the Clinton Admirtiation and the EU) in the 1990s
for the ‘anti-family’ outcomes of the ‘originallyrp-family’ UN. And indeed, Fagan
himself appears to change his mind about the ridlenoinists at the UN, describing
their activities as cover for other actors at th¢ id the following year. In 2002,
Fagan, this time writing for C-Fam, suggests thBIFBA bureaucrats are able to

disguise the major changes to family, traditionfure and population they seek to

8 Fagan, P. (2001) ‘How UN conventions on women's ehildren’s rights undermine family,
religion and sovereignty,” Family Research Courfedbruary 5, 2001. Available at
http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=LHO8H2flast accessed 02/01/09].
89 i

Ibid.
% lbid.
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bring about by hiding ‘behind the skirts of the neadical woman® Thanks to
feminists, says Fagan, UNFPA'’s ‘assault’ is diffido challenge because UNFPA
‘spins criticism of these practices as oppressionmnen and their rights’ (in other
words, using feminist arguments as ‘spin’ rathemthruly believing in them¥
Feminists make these changes possible, in thefgmdy’ view, but they are not
actually responsible for them: feminists functismuppets for people within the

UN who wish to promote radical social change otohal scale.

In ‘pro-family’ discourse, then, women’s and chédis rights activism at the UN is
still often considered a smokescreen for some ahgctive, perhaps even done on
behalf of some other actor. In this conspirationaw, women’s and children’s
rights allows agents of the UN to hide their ‘treglturally imperialistic intentions.
CWA takes this position in an article entitled ‘TH&talking Horse named
CEDAW.’ In her 2004 article, Crouse denounces thenWn’s Convention and its
proponents as testing the water for sweeping scbiahge controlled and directed
by the UN. Crouse is concerned that ‘elitists vatinadical vision’ within the UN
are ‘eagerly awaiting the opportunity to interjéeeir power into the most intimate
seams of the fabric of our personal livé§This vision of UN elites making and
enforcing rules to govern our intimate lives — yeincealed behind innocuous
sounding treaties — is a repeatedly voiced congerpro-family’ discourse. This
view also sees the UN as using feminists to furtheir goals of domination, rather

than feminists using the UN to do so.

Why are ‘pro-family’ organisations so unsure abbowv to portray the role of
feminists at the UN? One possibility is that ‘peo¥fily’ leaders do not want to
acknowledge that feminist ideologies have beenessfal or appealing. Moreover,
if feminists are in charge, ‘pro-family’ groups niuntinue to see the UN in a
negative light, rather than as a potentially bem@fiorganisation within which ‘pro-

L Fagan, P. F. Introduction to Sylva, D. A. (200Rhé United Nations Population Fund: Assault on
the World's Peoples,’” Catholic Family and HumantR&lInstitute, The International Organisations
Research Group, White Paper Series Number Threk, Available viahttp://www.c-
gzzim.orq/publications/id.327/pub detail.g#gst accessed 20/08/09].

Ibid, p. vi.
%Crouse, J. S. (2004) ‘The Stalking Horse Named CBAoncerned Women for America, 16
January, 2004. Available at
http://www.beverlylahayeinstitute.org/articledisplasp?id=5108&department=BLI&
categoryid=reportflast accessed 20/08/09].
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family’ groups can broadcast their ideas. Anothesgibility is that blaming
particular rather than general enemies can comasg@s paranoid; undermining
the efforts of ‘pro-family’ elites to move away frothis kind of politics. Perhaps
most importantly, they are still struggling to deihow to work within the UN
system given their ideological constraints: whileyt are driven to promote binding
public moralities and the strengthening of ‘tramhti they are also inclined to
oppose the redistribution of wealth and traditiomatultural practices that they see
as un-Christian. In this light, it may be easiekézp representing their enemies as
unseen, lest they commit themselves fully to ai@aler course of action that might

upset this fine ideological balance.

The UN is bad — but we need it anyway

Regardless of this uncertainty, ‘pro-family’ orgsations are increasingly willing to

support the UN. As one ‘pro-family’ author puts‘the United Nations does some
crazy things, but also some very good things. Arel vave to be prepared to
support the good thingé.The FRC is similarly supportive of some of the YN’

policies, suggesting that while the UN has fauttfias also been a pioneer in the
campaign against female genital mutilation, andaitempting to secure ‘equal

rights for women throughout the worl®®’FRC is also pleased to see the UN
facilitating cooperation between Muslims and Cliaiss>®

Likewise, a 2007 article by Crouse firmly declatkat the UN is ‘worth fixing.’
Among other reasons, Crouse defends her positi@tdbyng that

% Ccameron, N. (2001) ‘Preserving the Ethics in Biaet,” Focus on the Family, September/October
2001. Available abttp://www.citizenlink.org/FOSI/bioethics/A0000013%fm [last accessed
20/08/09].

% Blackwell, K. (2007) ‘Protecting the Human Dignit§ the Girl Child Worldwide,” Family
Research Council, 1 November, 2007. Availablettt://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PV08L1 [last
accessed 20/08/09]. For additional positive apptsisf the UN from Focus and FRC, see also
Jenkins, P. (2003) ‘Sibling Rivalry Among the Chéd of Abraham: Global Conflict and
Cooperation Between Islam and Christianity,” Fanitlgsearch Council Witherspoon Lecture, July
18, 2003. Available dittp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=WTO04COflast accessed 20/08/09]. Dobson, J.
C. (2005) ‘Good News regarding families aroundvleeld,” Focus on the Family, July 2005.
Available athttp://www?2.focusonthefamily.com/docstudy/newslettA000000762.cfnlast
accessed 20/08/09].

% Jenkins, P. (2003) ‘Sibling Rivalry Among the Ghén of Abraham: Global Conflict and
Cooperation Between Islam and Christianity,” FanRlgsearch Council Witherspoon Lecture, July
18, 2003. Available dittp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=WT04COflast accessed 20/08/09].
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‘there are thousands of people around the world mded to know that they are not
alone. At a minimum, the UN provides a platform whtheir views can be affirmed

and reinforced®

Thus the UN is portrayed as a structure that hapdtitential to protect people from
oppression, rather than having the UN as the oppre€rouse does not explicitly
say what her alternative to ‘fixing’ the UN is, kahe has clearly sensed the need to

defend the ‘pro-family’ presence there.

As has already been discussed, the Howard Cen&dsascommitted to reforming
the UN, rather than rejecting it as an illegitimatatity. Like many other ‘pro-
family’ organisations, the Howard Center is ingtdnally attached to the UN,
having a strong sense of purpose there and deriggiggmacy from its association
with it. Likewise, C-Fam’s mission and function wdwarguably make little sense
without the UN, even if it were to decide that trganisation was irredeemable.

Conclusion

‘Pro-family’ organisations have for some time dépitthe attempts of UN agencies
to promote women’s and children’s rights, redisttdoincome from rich to poor

countries, and promote environmentalism as evidémaethe UN as a whole is a
power-seeking totalitarian entity. In many wayss ik a predictable result of using
an anti-communist global framework to promote ‘fhmialues’ beyond the US. A

link between totalitarianism and the liberalisatmnsexual mores explains the UN

‘agenda’ in earlier ‘pro-family’ texts.

More recently, however, a new perspective on thehdslbegun to emerge in ‘pro-
family’ discourse. ‘Pro-family’ groups affiliatedith the UN have begun to frame it
as a previously ‘family-friendly’ and even potefifabeneficial organisation that
has been hijacked by nefarious ‘anti-family’ andctigAmerican’ forces. Put

crudely, the 'pro-family’ agenda is changing froattack’ the UN to ‘fix’ the UN.

% Crouse, J. S. (2007) ‘The UN: Is it worth fixing2oncerned Women for America, 5 March, 2007.
Available athttp://www.cwfa.org/articles/12483/BLI/dotcommentandex.htm[last accessed
20/08/09].
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In both frameworks, the ‘natural family’ is a ceayirece of the battle. In the earlier
view, the ‘natural family’ is seen as the targetoppressive forces within the UN,
and the shield that must be strengthened to prot@ebcents against the
organisation’s encroaching power. In the lattemyi¢he ‘natural family’ is the

means by which the ‘evil’ elements within the UNndae distinguished from the
worthwhile ones, and thus the ‘natural family’ sssvas a platform for UN reform

and renewal.

Even renewed, however, the UN is ultimately a pbébrfor the ‘pro-family’

movement. Certainly UN policies with which ‘pro-fdyn activists approve are
seen as worthy of support. Yet ‘pro-family’ leaddbaulk at wholehearted
investment in the UN as an organisation that camudesl to bring about ‘good’
outcomes. A 2004 CWA article asks its readers ¢ieviiing question: ‘What does

the mission of the church have to do with the UN@bncludes that

‘the mission of the church is to lift up to a suiifigg world the “Prince of Peace”...

hearts are changed and peace is attainable onlgltbe true Gospel messagde.’

In the words of one FRC author writing in 2004 thro-family’ movement needs

to remember that:

‘... we are not closer to the Kingdom of God todlagn in the early Roman Empire

just because we have democracy, human rights hendnited Nations?®

This author, reminding the ‘pro-family’ movementitd Christian roots, sums up a
serious question for ‘pro-family’ activists: whad the purpose of ‘pro-family’
activism at the UN? This chimes with Buss and Hers@iew, that a legitimate
international government is impossible without ‘Ghat the helm® In pursuing
success at the UN, ‘pro-family’ organisations baotoithe potential of human-led
progress, an idea that sits uncomfortably with m@yistian conservatives. By
acting at the UN, the ‘pro-family’ movement may maiome control over systemic

% Kiser, K. (2004) ‘The United Nations: An UntoldoBy,” Concerned Women for America, 1
November, 2004, available lattp://www.cwfa.org/articles/6623/BLI/reports/indakm [29/09/09].

% Family Research Council (2004) ‘Natural Rights #mel American Experiment: Some Problems
for Christian Theology,” Family Research Counciltiéirspoon Lecture, March 12, 2004. Available
athttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=WT04CORast accessed 20/08/09].

1% Buss and Hermamp. cit, p. 30. They also note that ‘no matter how “fanfiigndly” the UN

may be, it will always be a form of big governmémt seeks to replace God.’ Ibid, p. 40.
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power, as Beyer puts it, but this may be at the ebksing sight of their ultimate

aims and their identity as conservative Christians.

Their identity as political activists does bendfiom their activism at the UN,
however. The organisations who have it clearlysheliheir NGO status, which is
another complication for a movement that is s#tljts core, ambivalent about the
worth of the UN. NGO accreditation has the effedt ‘mainstreaming’
organisations, in that it both constrains behavimut language — manifest in the
difference between the discourse and activitiesllof and C-Fam, for example —
and announces to ‘pro-family’ peers and opponefis kegitimacy of the
organisation, which through its UN status is recsgh well outside its ideological

community.

Thus while they are still sceptical of the UN, tp@ups now see themselves as
being inextricably connected to the organisatiaiontseeing the UN as an entity
which threatens to annihilate the world’'s familigsadition, and culture, the
organisations now see the UN as a forum in whiely tan support some parts and
policies while they condemn others. In this waye tpro-family’ justification for
globalizing is changing. Originally stepping up aaese of a perceived threat from
the UN, ‘pro-family’ organisations can now justiffieir activities at the UN as

making a difference by changing the philosophyhefdrganisation from within.

It could be argued that the changing ‘pro-familyéws of the UN largely depend
on the government which is in charge of the USudgest, however, that it has
more to do with ‘pro-family’ investment and involwent in the UN system. While
has coincided with who is in the White House, ia #ense that Bush facilitated a
greater ‘pro-family’ presence at (and influence dhg UN than Clinton, the
organisations would not have changed their viewsualbhe UN without being
involved in it. By making alliances at the UN, tbeganisations not only show the
developing world that ‘they are not alone,” as G®puts it, they also re-affirm the

widespread popularity of their message amongst setrms'®* This suggests that

191 Though ‘pro-family’ organisations are ‘not alorie’their identity as religious conservatives in
the international community, they do not alwaysrehgarticularly saintly company. As a number of
observers have noted, ‘pro-family’ allies at the dlude members of the ‘Axis of Evil.’
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Croft’s analysis of Christian Right organisationsvark within the UN is incorrect.

It overlooks the degree to which ‘pro-family’ orgsations are changing as a result
of their presence in that forum: they have becotakeholders in the UN. While it
is not difficult to find evidence that some ‘praaidy’ organisations still look to the
UN with distaste, and still see UN elites contrajlithe processes despite the
successes of ‘pro-family’ organisations at the Galngssembly, this chapter shows
that there has been a trend towards the desiretéanrand reform — rather than
simply use — the UN. In this way, the continued spree of ‘pro-family’
organisations at the UN is justified. The UN offémo-family’ groups the
opportunity to challenge arguments about the nampplicability of their views,
and provides them with additional networking posisies in the developing world.
Yet in being absorbed into the UN, the ‘pro-famitgbvement has essentially lost a
very important enemy. The ‘pro-family’ presenceréhdegitimates the UN as a
democratic forum in which conservative voices avesmeard loud and clear. The
UN can no longer be a threatening entity in ‘provlg’ discourse; something else
must take that role.

The findings of this chapter raise important quesiabout the role of feminists in
the ‘pro-family’ worldview. In some ‘pro-family’ dicles, Feminists, with their
liberal, socialist, and environmentalist alliese @ccused of pressing for an ‘anti-
family’ agenda through the UN. They are chargedwiterting their agenda into
areas well beyond their mandate, for seeking t@ace a gender-free ‘new world
order,” and for numerous other assaults on theiraatamily.” Yet feminism is also
ridiculed as a bizarre ideology in ‘pro-family’ dsurse, and feminists are sidelined
as the pawns of a more powerful (and as yet unnpiioed If the UN is to be
redeemed or defeated, and more generally, if ‘proify’ organisations are going to
achieve the global renewal of ‘natural family’ ved) their ambiguity about
feminism and the global role of feminists must loelrassed. It is to this ‘pro-

family’ effort | now turn.
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Chapter Five: Radicals and Basket-Cases: ‘pro-famyf characterisations of

feminism

‘...the feminists had infiltrated the meeting andnpéal their operatives around the
perimeter of the room like a feminist noose.’

Thomas Euteneuer, Human Life International, 2002

Resisting the influence of feminism at the gloleaddl has been a key aspect of the
expansion of ‘pro-family’ activism beyond US borgerWhile ‘liberals,’
‘globalists,’ ‘socialists’ and others do feature‘asti-family’ forces (and are often
associated with feminism), ‘pro-family’ organisat® have most often justified
their global activism through their opposition tenfinist advances and the
international organisations that they believe areghrall to feminist ideas. This
chapter considers the ways in which internationao-family’ organisations

characterise feminism, and whether this is changugg time.

Observers of ‘pro-family’ groups agree that whigelier texts were uniform in their
disparagement of feminism, there has been a groteimgency to marginalise only
certain types of feminism in the discourse of theistian Right. Buss and Herman
suggest that Christian Right groups split feminigmo ‘radical’ or ‘gender’
feminism, and another kind of feminism they fincceytable? They quote Sara
Diamond, who notes that ‘even on the Right, it aslonger politically correct to
make direct attacks on women's equalifyButler agrees that ‘pro-family’
organisations dissect feminism into a version tlieg tolerable and ‘radical
feminism,” which ‘pro-family’ groups see as an effto turn women against men,
among other thingsThis separation, Butler suggests, may be an adeagement
that feminist perspectives have become normalised, may reflect the ‘capacity
of religious conservatives to integrate new ideéass their agenda.Both Buss and

Herman and Butler note that many ‘pro-family’ orgations now depict feminism

! Euteneuer, T. J. (2002) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trfrgentina,” Human Life International, 5 June,

2002. Accessed éttp://www.hli.org/mission_argentina_2002.htfi@lst accessed 21/12/06].

2Buss, D. and D. Herman (2003) Globalizing Famibliés: the Christian Right in International

Politics (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press)4f.

® Ibid, p. 40.

;‘ Butler, J. S. (2006) Born Again: The Christian IRiGlobalized(London: Pluto Press), pp. 16-17.
Ibid, p. 16.
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as a ‘noble cause,’ hijacked by ‘radicals,’ (simila the way that the UN has been

depicted in ‘pro-family’ discourse.

Buss and Herman observe that feminist activism gqites two contradictory
responses in ‘pro-family’ politics: feminists aretbh the actors most often identified
as the force behind ‘anti-family’ changes, whildte# same time they are not really
taken seriously as a threatening fotdhis observation provides an important way
of understanding how feminism fits into the ‘providy’ view of the world. If
feminists and their ideas are powerful, then iragomal ‘pro-family’ activism can
be understood as opposing the kind of feminism theyot like, and promoting a
‘pro-family’ form of feminism in its place. On thether hand, if feminists are a
minimal threat, it falls on ‘pro-family’ activist®o seek out the real forces behind

the ‘anti-family’ changes they oppose, and targesé agents instead.

In this second case, are Herman'’s ‘unseen eneridgise presumed to be‘hiding
behind’ feminism — sustaining ‘pro-family’ interdstthe global realm over time, or
is feminism becoming a specific and visible ‘amtidily’ enemy in ‘pro-family’
discourse? With this question in mind, ‘pro-famitffscourse on feminism in this
chapter is divided between characterisations ofirfestm as a powerful agent of
‘anti-family’ change, versus depictions of feminisa a symptom of other (more
powerful) ‘anti-family’ forces. The last part ofithchapter considers the issues

raised by ‘pro-family’ characterisations of femimis

Part I: Characterisations of feminism in ‘pro-fayhtlexts

The first part of this chapter looks at how femisiand feminism are characterised
by ‘pro-family’ organisations. Noting the frequenwith which the groups attach
the term ‘radical’ to feminism, this section begiwwgh a discussion of the ways
‘pro-family’ groups attempt to marginalise femindGOs who promote sexual and
reproductive health and rights. Related to theiargh of radicalism is the
characterisation of feminism as the rejection bfams of sexual morality. This is
seen as an effort to liberate men, women and @mléhom the ‘traditional’ norms
and responsibilities that ‘pro-family’ organisatosee as vital to the cohesion of

® Buss and Hermamwp. cit p. 41.
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society. This effort is depicted as a kind of waride social experiment conducted
by powerful ‘radical’ feminists. Dangerous femisgishave made considerable
headway in the industrialised world, say ‘pro-fayhdctivists, and their influence

needs to be stopped before people from the Sofitr sie same fate as the ‘dying’
West.

Another common ‘pro-family’ response to the incregsnfluence of feminism and
feminist NGOs has been to argue that their poliscecesses come at the cost of
meeting peoples’ ‘real needs.” By pressing for fthelusion of sexual and
reproductive health and rights in development deahd outcome documents, say
‘pro-family’ activists, feminists ignore issues diknutrition, sanitation and literacy.
In this way, feminist NGOs involved in the UN arepitted as powerful bullies,
who do not listen to the needs and desires of woimgroor countries, and harass

conservative NGOs who seek to offer alternativespectives.

Feminists are accused of being ideologues who putseir agenda regardless of
the realities of poor women. In many texts, femmmis linked with other political
ideologies condemned by ‘pro-family’ organisation§Some ‘pro-family’
perspectives see feminists using Marxist ideasrittgldown the ‘natural family,’
whilst others stress the liberal capitalist inte&seworking in conjunction with
feminist NGOs to bring about a more self-servimglividualistic, consumer-driven
society. Still others see feminism combining withadicalised imperialist agenda
that seeks to alter the very fabric of social lEach of these characterisations is

discussed in depth in the following section.

Feminists are responsible for ‘anti-family’ changes

The term ‘radical feminism’ is prolific in ‘pro-faily’ discourse. ‘Radical’ is used
as a prefix which separates ‘bad’ feminist ideasmfr‘good’ ones. Though it
sometimes refers to particular feminist philosophaé patriarchy and oppression,
‘radical’ is more commonly used to marginalise aiety of different kinds of
feminist arguments. The term ‘radical’ is frequgrfund as a prefix to feminism
in ‘pro-family’ texts, and appears to be interchaagle with ‘gender’ feminisrh.

" Militant’ and ‘extreme’ feminism are also commamd serve the same purpose.
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As a brief illustration of the wide use of thesents, of the articles on CWA'’s
website that contain the term ‘feminist’ or ‘fersm,” nearly a third also contain

one or both of these qualifiets.

‘Radical’ feminism, according to ‘pro-family’ acists, bears the blame for
normalising comprehensive sex education, contrame@nd abortion. This, say
‘pro-family’ organisations, is a massive social esment that feminists are
conducting on a global scale. The ‘radical’ femiregperiment has ‘sex without
consequences’ as its end goal. In this view, ‘@dNGOs who press for this goal
through their advocacy for sexual and reproductigbts have no genuine interest
in the real needs and desires of women. ‘Radieatiifism is portrayed as distorted
and unnatural and leads to acceptance of (and csameto) homosexuality. This
comes about because ‘radical’ feminists’ seek tddteewith nature and remove all
vestiges of ‘traditional masculinity.” From this rgpective, ‘pro-family’
organisations see themselves as having knowledggedfeal’ agenda of ‘radical’
feminists and the ability to protect the world fréin@ir machinations.

‘Radical’ is used in opposition to a set of femiresguments which ‘pro-family’
groups find reasonable, such as political and aiights won by first wave
feminists. These prefixes also protect ‘pro-familgaders from association with
their ideological opponents when they speak aldmermselves as feminists or ‘pro-
woman.”® CWA, for example, supports the empowerment of wanirit derides
the pursuit of ‘sameness in the name of equalftyd this way, a ‘pro-family’
feminism emerges — what its proponents call arhientic’ feminism that celebrates
difference, appreciates the constraints of humanr@aand ascribes to ‘gender

complementarity’ — and can be rescued from its@ason with ‘radical’ feminism.

8 A search for articles containing the terms ‘fersini or’ feminist’ onwww.cwfa.org[on 02/04/08]
elicited 1555 items on CWA's website, while thenter'radical feminism’ and ‘radical feminist’
resulted in 306 items retrieved. Add ‘gender’ ia #ame way to this search and the number of
articles rises to 489.

° Consider the following quote from a lobbyist iC#A article: ‘| consider myself a feminist, but
I'm a true feminist. I'm for women, and so thattspdm here, because I'm pro-woman, and | don't
think abortion is pro-woman.” McGinnis, E. (200REAL Women'’s Lobbying Day Succeeds on
Capitol Hill,” Concerned Women for America, 29 Ap@2D05. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/8015/CWA/life/indexrht[last accessed 24/08/09].

19'Knight, R. (2003) ‘Turning Women into Cannon Fodt€oncerned Women for America, 29
April, 2003. Available ahttp://www.cwfa.org/articles/3708/CFl/cfreport/indbtm [last accessed
26/08/09].
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As has been discussed by other observers of thsti@hrRight, ‘pro-family’ elites
seek to ‘return’ feminism to its ‘pro-life’ origin®©ne HLI author writes that during
a lecture in Goa, he ‘spoke of women’s empowermenow it started beautifully,
and how it was and is being ruined by radical féstin* According to CWA, this
is because feminism has ‘gone the wrong way, b&4rguing that feminism has
lost sight of the real needs and desires of worGeoiise suggests that the majority
of American women find the term ‘feminist’ offensiV’ ‘Experts agree,’ writes
Crouse, ‘that women are growing more and more umadable with the current

feminist movement*

Capitalising on this discomfort, Crouse and LaHagek to reinvent feminism in
the form of the conservative Christian womanAlrCounterfeit Strengtithe pair
write that ‘radical feminists did not invent theeal of the powerful woman. God
did.’*> As LaHaye and Crouse see it, great women are alswble, faithful and
obedient, and true power is found through God. ah#hnors contrast this kind of
strength with feminist’s struggle for equality ither, more public, areas. ‘Radical’
feminists, in CWA’s view, in seeking power througiheir careers, their
relationships and through the acquisition of momynot actually come any closer
to fulfilment or equality with men®

Focus on the Family takes a similar line, isolatipigp-family’ feminism from its
‘anti-family’ contemporaries. Highlighting the ar#tbortion stance of ‘Susan B.
Anthony: pro-life feminist' one Focus author offessnumber of contemporary

" Human Life International (2008§pecial Reporto. 283, July 2008, p. 6. Accessed at
http://www.hli.org/sr_jul_08.pdfLast accessed 30/01/07].
12 Crouse, J. S. (2003) ‘Crouse delivers speechiatélon: a conservative critique of feminism,’
Concerned Women for America, 8 October 2003. Aldalat
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/4693/BLI /media/indakm [last accessed 24/08/09].
13 Crouse summarises a 2004 CBS poll in which ‘thateof four women described the word
feminist as an insult.” Crouse, J. (2004) ‘Feminend the Family,” Remarks at the World Congress
of Families Ill, Mexico City. Concerned Women fom&rica, 29 March, 2004. Available at
Dlttp:/lwww.cwfa.orq/articles/5435/BLI/commentaryﬂex.htm[last accessed 24/08/09].

Ibid.
!5 Crouse, J. S. and B. La Haye, (2001), ‘A CounteS&ength,’Family Voice,September/October
2001, Concerned Women for America. Availablétp://www.cwfa.org/familyvoice/2001-09/22-
l266.asp|Iast accessed 24/08/09].

Ibid.
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examples of feminists who have opposed aboftidthe era of ‘pro-life’ feminists
is not in the past, stresses the author; theresaltenumerous feminists who

condemn abortion as harmful to women.

Dobson himself suggests that feminism was once mefloeal force, with

‘legitimate grievances, such as equal pay for equoak and discrimination in the
workplace.®® According to Dobson, however, feminism went faydred these

injustices, to the point where we are at now, incwhradical feminists and elitists
tell us that men are fools and boys are fools tdénother Focus commentator
sums the distinction within feminism succinctly: utkentic feminism,” she
suggests, ‘celebrates the dignity of women ... cadifeminism refuses to
acknowledge differences between men and women lizdeaandrogyny and

denigrates marriage and motherho®d.’

C-Fam is even clearer about the difference betwessfical’ feminists and their
acceptable counterparts. As an explanation, C-RahmoaDouglas Sylva suggests
that the term ‘radical feminist’ distinguishes femsts who condone abortion, and
understand gender as a social construct, from dyipers of feminisni® Abortion
and homosexuality, as ever, remain the most impbrigsues on the political
horizon for ‘pro-family’ groups.

Feminism is often depicted as a form of Marxisnt ffits men and women against
each other. ‘Pro-family’ authors associate Marxesincepts of conflict with

feminism in a number of different ways. For the FR&Gtrick Fagan and others
write that marriage is the key distinction betwdeminism that is unacceptable,

and ‘moderate, mainstream’ feminism. The lattedkisuggest the authors, ‘have

" Mathewes-Green, F. (2000) ‘Susan B. Anthony: ffeofeminist,” Focus on the Family, January
2000. Available abttp://www?2.focusonthefamily.com/focusmagazine/$8600000164.cfm[last
accessed 24/08/09].
18 Dobson, J. C. (2004) ‘Radical Feminism Shortcharieys: Dr Dobson Considers the feminist
movement’s affect [sic] on boys and shares an gxdeym Bringing up Boys,” Focus on the
Family, November 2004. Available at
PQttp://WWWZ.focusonthefamily.com/docstudy/newslmte000000370.cfnﬁlast accessed 01/06/09].
Ibid.
20 Ccampbell, C. C. (2005) quoted @ulture Clips September 18, 2005, Focus on the Family,
available abttp://www.pluggedinonline.com/cultureclips2/a00823fm[last accessed 01/06/09].
2 Sylva, D. (2003) ‘The United Nations Children’srfei Women or Children First? International
Organisations Research Group,’ Catholic Family ldndchan Rights Institutévhite Paperp. 1. See
https://www.c-fam.org/docLib/20080424 Number_3_UKRF 2003.pdflast accessed 20/08/09].
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long rejected [the] animus against marriage ... argl facused on a worthy
concern: removing obstacles to the advancementoohem in all walks of life.’
‘Radical’ feminists, by contrast, go far beyondsthAccording to Fagamet al,
‘radical’ feminists ‘seek to undermine the nuclémily of married father, mother,
and children, which they label the “patriarchal figthi ' ?2 The ‘radical’ feminist
vision of marriage, in the words of these auth@&nan’s war against women.’ In
the author’s view, this vision explains the ‘shmdks’ of feminist opposition to
policies that promote ‘healthy marriagé.’

In a 2005 article, CWA links feminist efforts toetttommunist consolidation of

power. ‘Make no mistake,” she warns:

‘like Lenin who talked idealistically about the Comnist state "withering away"
while he was ruthlessly consolidating his tyranhicantrol over the people of
Russia, these so-called “advocates for women'sstigire really about gaining the

power to dictate how societies all over the worltl erganize and rule?*

Crouse still sees feminists as implicated in ‘glama,’” conflating their efforts to
improve public health with advocacy for more goweemt control, and eventually
world government control. These feminists (‘manyvdiom are neo-Marxists,’
says Crouse) pit their utopian socialist schemesnaga ‘real-world’ systerft. In
this light, the liberation advanced by feminists tine form of sexual and
reproductive rights masks their attempt to conpebple through the UN and its
member states. HLI also picks up this theme, rupréourses in which Brian
Clowes teaches his seminarians about ‘the Marxigbt® of the Anti-Life

Movement (see photograph below.’

% Fagan, P. F., R. E. Rector and L. R. Noyes (208B)y Congress Should Ignore Radical Feminist
Opposition to Marriage,” Family Research CouncitBgrounder No. 1662, June 16, 2003, available
?Sthttp://www.frc.orq/qet.cfm?i:LH08H4Mast accessed 01/06/09].

Ibid.
%4 Crouse, J. S. (2005) ‘A Contest of Wills,” ConasiiWomen for America, 1 March, 2005.
Available athttp://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=7573&depsent=BLI&categoryid=nation
[last accessed 24/08/09].
“ |bid.
% Human Life International (2006) ‘The Death Bil§pecial Reporto. 259, July 2006, Human
Life International Available athttp://www.hli.org/sr_july 06.pdflast accessed 13/11/06].
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(Human Life International, 2006)

In a trip to Nicaragua, Euteneuer equates conttaeegistribution with tyranny; a
‘leftist Marxist revolution called contraceptive erialism.’?’ Though most
references connecting feminism to Marxism are lafexplained in HLI texts,
Euteneuer does delve deeper in a trip to Centraérfoa in 2003. He condemns
‘radical feminism’ as a ‘plague on the family,” efing his view that it is ‘the
feminist face of Marxism’ in which ‘feminists pitan against woman as a form of

class hatred within the family and it too is a ggie to the deatt®

The Howard Center uses the words of self-descilacist feminists to argue that
feminism is in fact ‘anti-family.” In a 2003Religion and Society Reporone
Howard Center author offers a plethora of Marx&hinist quotes showing that
‘burying the family at long last, and ‘the competlestruction of traditional
marriage and the nuclear family,” are the ultimgeals of ‘radical’ feminisnf?
That these quotes have come to stand for ‘the fietmaigenda’ in the view of ‘pro-
family’ organisations is not particularly notewoytthowever. It is not uncommon
to marginalise one’s political opponents by asdoweahem with extreme forms of
their ideologies. What is important to note herdhs implication that it ighis
particular form of feminism that is seen as glopacendant, and in control of key

2" Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trificaragua,’ 24 — 28 June 2003. Human Life
International http://www.hli.org/mission_nicaragua 2003.htfatcessed 21/12/06].

% Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Triposta Rica,” 28 — 30 June 2003. Human Life
International http://www.hli.org/mission_coasta_rica 2003.h{extcessed 21/12/06].

# vivian Gornick, quoted in Heimbach, D.R. (2005&bnstructing the FamilyThe Religion and
Society Reportol. 22, no. 7, October/November 2005. The Howaedter, available at
http://www.profam.org/pub/ rs/rs_2207.hffast accessed 21/04/08].
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international political institutions such as the Wdd the World Bank. In this
appeal to oppose a massive global Marxist/femthigtat, then, the Howard Center

justifies its activism on behalf of the ‘naturaffdy.’

Feminism is also depicted as a massive social empet which promotes ‘free

love’ with ‘no consequences.” As was touched onthe previous chapter, in

destroying the family, ‘radical’ feminists are puirsg the goal of building a ‘post-

family order,” according to ‘pro-family’ observer3his is imagined as a grand
experiment, in which feminists within the UN (anelybnd it) seek absolute sexual
freedom. In the ‘pro-family’ framework, this is tipeirpose of the dissemination of
contraceptive technologies: ‘radical’ feminists lse® reduce the body to a
consequence-free play area, dedicated to the pufsemjoyment.

Austin Ruse, for example, suggested in 1998 tranithists believe the traditional
notion of the family — father, mother, and childremmust be permanently altered
because it hinders the advance of complete sexdlreproductive freedoni”

Crouse, for her part, sees ‘free love’ — which dbaénes as ‘sexual activity that is
unconstrained and without consequences’ — as thgateaspect of the women’s
liberation movement® Normal women find ‘modern feminism’ problematic
suggests Crouse, because it ‘ignores the relatipmstween decisions/choices and

consequences?

In this reading, feminists’ advocacy for reproduetand sexual rights is an appeal
to people’s desire to gratify themselves, encomggdangerous and selfish
behaviour and ultimately leading to the ‘radicairfinist’'s end goal: the destruction
of the family. For ‘pro-family’ organisations, themheir job is to defend the

threatened moral fortitude and traditions of depilg countries from the

% Ruse, A. (1998) ‘New Session of the UN Generalefgsly Begins Work in New York City,’
Friday Fax September 11, 1998 vol. 1, no. 48, Catholic Faanild Human Rights Institute,
available ahttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.57/pub_detadlp [last accessed 24/08/09].

3L Crouse, J. (2004) ‘Feminism and the Family,” Rétmat the World Congress of Families I,
Mexico City, March 29, 2004. Concerned Women forekita,
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/5435/BLI/comm entandiex.htm[last accessed 13/3/08].

%2 Crouse, J. S. (2003) ‘Crouse delivers speechiatéton: a conservative critique of feminism,’
Concerned Women for America, October 2003. Avadatil
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=4693&depsent=BLI&categoryid=mediflast
accessed 24/08/09].
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hedonistic and corrupting effect of feminists ameit ideas. HLI is one such
organisation, painting itself as defending the @a@gainst what it calls a ‘feminist
onslaught.®® Feminist NGOs appear in HLI texts as ‘armies ofllfiranced

34 Joaded with money® who ‘wield millions of dollars and exist for the

liars
singular purpose of pushing their own hedonistieraigas on the rest of the
world.”*® HLI declares its resistance to what it calls thelitant atheistic feminist
movement3’ Euteneuer writes that feminists enjoy ‘perversegwhen they enter
countries in order to ‘undermine and destroy thmitaof societies’® Chief among
the ‘pro-death*® feminist NGOs in Euteneuer’s view is Planned Péueod, which
‘prowls about like a roaring lion looking for sonteoto devour® Representations
of feminist NGOs moving into developing countrieglaorrupting the innocent are

frequently used in appeals for financial supportdal’'s global activism.

One of the main ‘pro-family’ complaints about fensts is that they push policies
that poor countries do not need or want. ‘Pro-fghgtoups cite the legalisation or
legitimisation of prostitution, abortion and homwgality as the most problematic
of the policies that feminist NGOs are trying tad® developing countries to
accept. ‘Pro-family’ organisations see developiogrrdries as helpless to oppose

the liberalisation of their laws because feministave managed to make

33 Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trificaragua,’ 24 — 28 June 2003. Human Life
International http://www.hli.org/mission_nicaragua 2003.htj21/12/06].

34 Euteneuer, T. J. (2002) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trigeru,’ 10 — 14 June 2002. Human Life
International http://www.hli.org/mission_peru_2002.htifaccessed 30/01/07].

% Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trif):Salvador’ 28 — 30 June 2003. Human Life
International http://www.hli.org/mission_el_salvador 2003.htiatcessed 21/12/06].

% Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Fighting the Global Dep#lation Movement,” Humanae Vitae 35th
Anniversary Conference, Sydney, Australia, JulyZtH)3.
http://www.hli.org/commentaries_fr_tom_populatiotontrol_fighting_global _pop.htnilL 3/11/07].
3" Euteneuer, T.J.(2004) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Tripenezuela,’ 29 April — 30 June 2004. Human
Life International http://www.hli.org/mission_venezuela_2004.h{imtcessed 21/12/06].

3 Euteneuer, T.J. (2002) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trigaraguay.’ Human Life International, 14 June,
2002, accessed http://www.hli.org/mission_paraguay 2002.hfatcessed 21/12/06].

39 Euteneuer, T.J. (2002) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trifanzania,’ 22 August - 1 September 2002.
Human Life Internationahttp://www.hli.org/mission_tanzania_2002.htfatcessed 17/11/06].

0 Euteneuer, T.J. (2004) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trifenezuela,” 29 April — 30 June 2004. Human
Life International http://www.hli.org/mission_venezuela_2004.hfimtcessed 21/12/06]. In
Paraguay, for example, Euteneuer depicts the &ituas follows: ‘The feminists have been
infiltrating the political process since before tBairo conference on women in 1994, and the
proliferation of radical feminist, non-governmentajanizations in Paraguay has been literally
exponential. Feminists everywhere just try to fatwar agendas into the political mainstream by
overwhelming the process with their sheer numbdrveith a saturation of their nefarious ideas that
are readily parroted by the liberal media.” Eutere.J. (2002) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trip:
Paraguay,” 14 June 2002, Human Life International,

http://www.hli.org/mission_paraguay 2002.htj21/12/06].
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development assistance and funding for health seswionditional on the adoption

of liberal norms surrounding sexuality and repradatuc

In a 2003 article, CWA is concerned that HIV pret@m funds would be made
available to groups that advocate for the legatisatof prostitution. Giving
condoms to prostitutes, in this organisation’s viemould be like placing a Band-
aid on a cancer patient: what these women needldsassistance to help them out
of prostitution?* CWA sees prostitution as a trap (frequently eqliatéh human
trafficking) rather than a choice. In this way, fersts are depicted as disregarding
prostitutes’ desperation to escape their situaticared in fact increasing and

prolonging the suffering of women.

Feminists are accused of the ‘promotion of a victiatus’ for women in a number
of ‘pro-family’ texts, especially by CWA activist$ro-family’ activists see men as
the chief beneficiaries of reproductive rights. CD®A author argues that the
feminist pursuit of reproductive rights has inceshghe victimisation of women

because it

‘has more ironically benefited men who no longerarbeesponsibilities for
impregnating girlfriends as long as there's a wdsnelinic handy. Women may have

more power and clout in the boardroom but not dlveir lives.*?

This position is also broadly shared by other ‘fanily’ groups. In 2006, Carlson
writes that ‘frequently, boyfriends or male famityembers pressure women into
having abortions® Thus reproductive rights are portrayed as a mefimreasing

the suffering of women, rather than empowering them

“LVineyard, A. (2003) ‘AIDS Funding: A Good Idea Gohliserably Bad? Abstinence takes a back
seat to condoms,’ Concerned Women for America, 3tci2003, available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/3645/BLI/femfacts/indtm [last accessed 24/08/09].

“2 Colon, A. (2000) ‘We need a new Women'’s Movemerow!" Concerned Women for America,
12 December, 2000,
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1105&depsent=CWA&categoryid=familyjy31/03/08].
See also, CWA (2004) ‘A Christian Women'’s Declarati Concerned Women for America, 8
March, 2004. Available dittp://www.cwfa.org/articles/5338/CWA/misc/indexaflast accessed
26/08/09].

3 Carlson, A. (2006) ‘World Congress of Families Gans Poland Against Legalizing Abortion,’
The World Congress of Families Press Relgts2 Howard Center, 10 July, 2006. Available at
http://profam.org/press/wcf.pr.060710.hfiast accessed 26/08/09].
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This concern is transferred to women in develogagntries in ‘pro-family’ texts

with vigour. Contraceptive technologies have hadeaastating effect in areas
where women enjoy very limited decision-making aotoy, say ‘pro-family’

organisations. They offer a number of historicahraples of how women are
victimised by contraceptive technologies, most biytan the coercion of women
by their governments in the name of fertility retloie targets. This form of abuse —
which also concerns many feminists — has receiweiderable attention in ‘pro-
family’ discourse. For their part, however, ‘pra¥fdy’ organisations blame sexual
and reproductive rights language for providing vawddressing for this form of

abuse.

Similarly, ‘pro-family’ activists are deeply conced at the degree to which
economic pressures may result in abortion wherg @vailable, stressing that in
these situations, access to abortion actually esiibe status of woméf.The
‘pro-family’ view of women’s bodies sees them amdamentally inviolable or
sacred. However, the presence of contraceptivesabadion renders these bodies
vulnerable to economic forces which have no redardheir sacred status. This
economic pressure to prevent or terminate pregaanciay come from forces
external to the family, or may come within it; lilwme feminists, ‘pro-family’
organisations are concerned that reproductive esdtvices actually victimise

women because of their relative powerlessnessmiligir relationships.

‘Pro-family’ organisations occasionally argue th&eminists are cultural
imperialists.”> Western feminists are accused of holding up pssren

development because they refuse to omit liberanderand passages from
international agreements. One CWA flyer distributtdthe UN — despite the
activities of what CWA describes as ‘members oésbilan caucus, [who] tried to
stop the distribution’ — informed delegates théttlie West would stop pushing

*4 As some feminists have been careful to warn preptnof reproductive rights, Ken Blackwell
suggests that in many contexts, cultural and ecamprassures make the decision to have an
abortion a spurious choice. Blackwell, K. (2007)ctecting the Human Dignity of the Girl Child
Worldwide,” Family Research Council. Availabletdtp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PV08L 1 [last
accessed 26/08/09].

4> CWA (2002) ‘Beijing+5—Pro-Life, Pro-Family Coalith Wins Big at Beijing+5’ Concerned
Women for America, 1 January 2002, available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/1922/CWA/nation/indbim [last accessed 26/08/09].
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homosexual and abortion “rights” on unwilling coues, the document would be
done.’ It continues: ‘Don’t blame the developingintries for the courage to defend

their values and their right to self-governméfit.’

Ruse also depicts feminists as contemptuous opaligcal process in their efforts
to exert their influence on the policies of devéhgp countries. Labelling his
opponents as ‘aggressive radical feminist NGORuse suggests that Western
feminists amuse themselves by ‘openly laughingdateloping country delegates
who do not speak English as a first language. dct,f suggests Ruse, ‘radical
social activists at the UN count on this confusiorintrude their extreme agendas

into documents?®

In a 2006 Friday Fax, C-Fam accuses feminist NGOseeking to build a global
network of ‘supranational tribunals’ that will imgrhent their agenda, ‘bypass|ing]
representative government and national soverei§iurope is a major part of the
feminist threat in C-Fam texts, with the Europeamdd portrayed as a domineering
bully, disregarding the desires of developing caast OneFriday Faxin 1999

states that

‘When the G-77 tried to change only one word in ‘tlhWemen and health” section,
the German chairman of the general session, swgapuedciferously by the powerful

EU, tersely instructed the G-77 nations that thegtabide by the agreemertt.’

6 CWA (2000) ‘CWA Presents Petition Upholding therr®y Marriage and Family to Ambassador
Linda Tarr-Whelan,” Concerned Women for AmericaAuust 2000, available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/1917/CWA/nation/indbim [last accessed 01/06/09].

*"Ruse, A. (1999) ‘Overreaching by US and EU And@eseloping World, Stalls Cairo+5,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Institiaday Fax April 9, 1999, vol. 2, no. 23, available
http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.86/pub_detadp[last accessed 24/08/09].

“8 Ruse, A. (1999) ‘UN Double Standard Favors Weshations Against Developing World,’
Catholic Family and Human Rights Institiaday Fax March 19, 1999, vol. 2, no. 21. See
http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.83/pub_detadp[last accessed 24/08/09].

*9Yoshihara, S. (2006) ‘Left and Right Agree, UN Gaiance Committees New Front Line in UN
Abortion Debate,” Catholic Family and Human RighstituteFriday Fax September 29, 2006,
vol. 9, no. 41. Availabléttp://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.480/pub_deiagip[last accessed
24/08/09]. See also Ruse, A. (2002) ‘UNFPA Exeaufdirector seeks additional funding for
beleaguered agency,’ Catholic Family and Human RigistituteFriday Fax March 22, 2002, vol.
5, no. 13http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.83/pub_detadip[last accessed 24/08/09].
*Ruse, A. (1999) ‘UN Double Standard Favors Weshations Against Developing World,’
Friday Fax March 19, 1999, vol. 2, no. 21. Seip://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.83/pub_detail.apst accessed 24/08/09].
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Seeing feminists as pushing their unwanted agendanoreasingly frustrated
developing countries rather than helping them, @rFealls on ‘pro-family’

organisations to rally against feminism at the gldével.

Smaller European countries which oppose the lilsai@dn of homosexuality and
abortion laws must also be protected from femingthin the EU in ‘pro-family’

discourse. ‘Pro-family’ organisations appeal toiceand diversity in their support
for the conservative stances of small countriesorie example, on the Latvian
government’s conservative stance on homosexudliiy|]son praises its decision
‘not to be bullied into acquiescing to the New ErdDrder.” Carlson calls on the
EU ‘to accept diversity of values among its memb&rsSimilarly, entering the

Portuguese abortion debate, Carlson criticises ‘Eugopean Bureaucracy' for

‘eradicating choice among nations, when it comawotecting the unborn child?

All kinds of feminism (except ‘pro-family’ feminisjrare seen as part of a slippery
slope in ‘pro-family’ discourse. Acceptance of ‘evihe tiniest portion of the anti-
life agenda,” says Euteneuer, ‘is invariably fatah nation's soul and well-beird).’
Commonly, ‘pro-family’ leaders see the work of femsis as a kind of social
engineering that attempts to homogenise men andewahrough interference in
the upbringing of children. In this effort, femitssare messing with human nature,

say ‘pro-family’ activists. As Carlson puts it,

‘women and men are hardwired to be different. Damyhese differences can only
result in violations of human nature, doing pattictharm to existing and potential
children.®

*1 The Howard Center (2006) ‘World Congress of FagsilBupports Latvian Decision to Withhold
Special Rights from Homosexual®yorld Congress of Families Press Releazé June, 2006,
available ahttp://www.profam.org/press/wcf.pr.060626.hfiaist accessed 24/08/09].

2 Carlson, A. (2006) ‘World Congress of Families Gans Portugal Against Legalizing Abortion,’
The World Congress of Families Press Relea6eJuly 2006, available http://profam.org
[press/wcf.pr.060710.htftast accessed 30/10/06].

>3 Human Life International (200@pecial Repormno. 259, July 2006, p. 2. See
http://www.hli.org/sr_july 06.pdf13/11/06] (Emphasis in original).

¥ Carlson, A. (2005) ‘Sweden and the failure of Bxean Family Policy,” The Howard Center, A
lecture for the Civics Institute, the Senate BuifgliPrague, Czech Republic, 27 April, 2005.
Available atwww.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.prague050427 [kast accessed 08/09/09].
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In this view, feminist promotion of gender equalitienies or minimises the
differences between men and women; feminism ionbt distorted and unnatural,

it is part of a slippery slope towards homosexyalit

‘Pro-family’ groups are divided as to whether natus strong enough to endure
these violations, or whether over time, feminisi$ achieve their supposed goal of
a homogenised social order. Discussing UNFPA, Fagais time for C-Fam)
confirms that feminists within the organisation a@nducting an ‘experiment in
playing god — against the natural order, which wit change, no matter what
advances man makes.In this framework, the ‘natural order’ is strongoeigh to

resist the ‘feminist ideologues’ who wish to ‘regémeer human naturé®

In other ‘pro-family’ texts, human nature is not sesilient. Reacting to the

‘feminist’ idea that ‘kids need fathers like fisked bicycles,” Dobson argues

‘feminists have ‘sniffed out’ male pride and upredtit and the result is that men
don’'t know how to be responsible grown-ups anymavéhout the influence of a
father or other responsible male role model ..asti®us consequences — such as

homosexuality — may follow’’

The ‘natural order’ is thus not always seen asnsgtrenough to prevent feminists
from achieving their goals, in this case, the desion of the family and the

conversion of heterosexual children to homosexualit

In some texts, HLI sees feminism as so unnatusdliths easy for societies steeped
in ‘traditional’ and ‘natural’ values to shrug diéminist initiatives as the bizarre
ideas of an alien culture. But in others, feminiate ‘prowling lions,” and the

people they infect with their ‘corrupt’ agenda gqu@or, simple and vulnerable to

feminist ideas. In one case, feminist ideas ara @& ‘programming.’” In Peru,

* Fagan, P. in Sylva, D. A. (2002) ‘The United NasdPopulation Fund: Assault on the World’s
Peoples,’ Catholic Family and Human Rights Ins#if(the International Organisations Research
Group, White Paper Series Number Three, p. lil.ikabde viahttp://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.327/pub_detail.g#gst accessed 20/08/09].

*6 Carlson, A. (2005) ‘Sweden and the failure of Egan Family Policy,” The Howard Center, A
lecture for the Civics Institute, the Senate BuigfliPrague, Czech Republic, 27 April, 2005.
Available atwww.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.prague050427 [kdst accessed 08/09/09].
*"Dobson, J. C. (2004) ‘Radical feminism shortchartyeys,’ Focus on the Family, November
2004. available dtttp://www2.focusonthefamily.com/docstudy/newslettA000000370.cfnflast
accessed 24/08/09].
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Euteneuer is pleased to report the successful iteact ‘natural family planning’
to rural couples. ‘Rural couples are the easiese&ath,” he says, ‘because they
don’t come pre-programmed against the message Bf INFthe media-controlled

culture.”®

As was discussed in chapter three, there is hopeHtil, because
‘shame,” and ‘embedded, authentic cultural valueslke people reluctant to

embrace feminist ideas. Yet they are still congdatangerous.

In a ‘pro-life missionary trip’ to Costa Rica, Eosuer accuses feminists of
portraying ‘the natural roles specific to their deri as ‘forms of social repression
that men have used for ages to keep women subjligatdnem *® In Euteneuer’s

view, this is intimately connected to homosexualiy continues his discussion on
the feminist influence in Latin America by notingat he is not surprised that with
this ‘rabid leftist-feminist ideology being pumpédo Hispanic societies, there is a
rapid growth of homosexuality® In this reading of the situation, ‘natural’ or
‘traditional’ repulsion of feminism and homosextplis not always enough;

acceptance of one leads to the other.

CWA also links feminism to homosexuality, as paft a continuum. In her

historical critique of feminism, Crouse suggestt tthe feminist movement began
to fall apart when some feminists started to adie&ar the unhindered expression
of sexual desire, and ‘it completely came ungludtenvit began to focus so
intensely on promoting lesbianisfi’’ That homosexuality (and lesbianism in
particular) is an end result of feminism is a \attaruism in most ‘pro-family’

discourse. This is framed in a number of ways.ome ‘pro-family’ texts, tolerance

of feminist ideas leads to tolerance of homoseruafi a broad sense. A 2005

%8 Euteneuer, T. J. (2002) ‘Pro-life Missionary Triteru,” Human Life International, 14 June, 2002.
Accessed dtttp://www.hli.org/mission_peru_2002.htijfhst accessed 21/12/06].
%9 Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-life Missionary Triposta Rica.’ Human Life International, 30 June
f?0003. Accessed dtttp://www.hli.org/mission_coasta rica 2003.h{takt accessed 21/12/06].

Ibid.
®L Crouse, J. S. (2004) ‘Feminism and the Familymeks to the World Congress of Families,
Mexico City, 29 March, 2004. Concerned Women forekita, available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/5435/BLI/commentarydiex. htm[last accessed 24/08/09].
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Religion and Society Repamminds its readers that ‘the ordination of worhes

been followed in several cases by the acceptanbermbsexuals in the ministr§?’

Alternatively, feminism leads to ‘conversion’ to rhosexuality at an individual
level too. A 2001Religion and Society Repamiakes the case that if sex roles are
constructed and can be changed, then homosexiglélso the result of cultural
construction and can be changed. Moreover, thenaggtigoes, gay pride activities
‘may condition people not otherwise so inclined determined to become
homosexuals® Thus it is inferred that feminists and homosexualkend to
reconstruct people’s gender identities in their omage. Feminist efforts to brand
gender as a construct, then, are an attack onetezdsexual identity of children,

and thus an assault on the ‘natural family.’

In all of these different characterisations, fersigiare seen as powerful agents
promoting their own agenda. This agenda does aenwith the goals of other
organisations, but feminists are granted at leagree of ambition and influence.
In the characterisations that follow, feminists niye some agency, but they and
their ideas are not the real enemy that ‘pro-famghganisations face. Feminism is

the product of (or the facade for) some other fobceg what?

There is already a problem with modern society, famlinism is just a symptom

In the second type of characterisation, in whichifésm is just a symptom of some
other malevolent ‘anti-family’ force or forces, tkeare a number of other ‘anti-
family’ agents and ideas offered as the real prable many ‘pro-family’ texts, the
cultural elevation of self-gratification and consensm is depicted as leading to
feminism and homosexuality, not the other way adodrne alleged devaluation of
motherhood is part of this problem, in which sélfiess in modern industrialised
society is connected to the desire of young petapfmirsue careers and postpone or

forgo family life. The mother, say ‘pro-family’ ldars, has been lost as a symbol

%2 Berthoud, J. M. (2005) ‘The Family in Theologi&rspective the Religion and Society Report,
vol. 22, no. 2, The Howard Centettp://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_2202.htm?sedtakt accessed
25/08/09].

% The Howard Center (2001) ‘In Addition to Whicliye Religion and Society Reportl. 18, no.

6, June, 2001. Sdatp://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs_1806.hffast accessed 25/08/09].
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and role model of selflessness, and this placegtyon a vicious cycle in which

individualism and materialism sustain ‘anti-famibyitcomes, and vice versa.

In this view, women from developing countries néedthe protected from feminists
because they encourage self-serving individualigmthe form of demanding their
rights — as an antidote to patriarchy. ‘DemograpWinter,” a ‘pro-family’
framework discussed at length in the following dleaps the end result of this kind
of individualism. Secularism is also responsible @eclining fertility, blamed
alongside feminism for the ‘birth dearth’ in thevd®ped countries which have
turned their back on religion. In one ‘pro-familyéxt, industrialisation and
modernity are to blame for feminism. Finally, sofpeo-family’ intellectuals see
feminism as a small part of a larger relativisifgepomenon, which is a far bigger
problem than feminism because it trivialises religiand questions the very

existence of God. The next part of this chapteculess these issues in detalil.

There are a number of ‘pro-family’ texts which seeninism as a product of
selfishness. Materialism bears a lot of the blaandte problems faced by families,
in Carlson’s view. He identifies advertising as aams of destroying the family
economy. By stimulating the desire for more manwifsd products, he argues,
consumerism works to export family members from ltbene into the paid labour
force® Echoing many critics of capitalism who have gdmedore him, Carlson

bemoans the standard measures of economic growwtbh \we argues have come to
rely on ‘the steady transfer of ever more tasksnfrthe uncounted household
economy to the fully accounted industrial orbt.’

In a lecture in 2005, Carlson expands further o th

‘Working mothers are also a great short-term baotné economy. In place of home
cooked meals, these households now buy fast fostedd of the home care of small
children, they buy day care. The negative effeftthese changes on children—in

forms of physical and emotional health—only show inpthe long run. These

8 Carlson, A. (2002) ‘Love Is Not Enough: Toward fRecovery of a Family Economics,’
Witherspoon Lecture, 28 June, 2002. The Howard e28ramily Research Council, available at
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_frc_love @28.htm[last accessed 25/08/09].
65 [
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examples do point to a common rule: as families fomctions, the Gross National

Product goes up...for a tim&’

In this article, Carlson suggests that families dn@eotection from three main
sources of intrusion: the centralising state; moigrand ‘anti-family’ ideologies

(of which feminism is one). Carlson highlights wioidg mothers, day care and
‘marriage penalties’ in the tax code as evidened business-friendly policies are
not necessarily ‘family-friendly.” ‘Capitalism it¢ concludes Carlson ‘needs true
“family friendly” policy to protect its own long ten interests®’ In this view, rather

than emancipating women, feminist successes sipnalyide more fodder for the

market.

Carlson is treading a path that many feminists healked before him, and defends
his position in a lecture in the same year by dedathat ‘Christian Democracy
has formally opposed economic materialism, in bigh socialist and liberal
capitalist manifestation$® That Carlson connects economic materialism in the
Marxist sense with the capitalist impulse towardssumption, and disregards both
options, is a part of his search for an alternaiveaterialist way of thinking about
social change. In its place, Carlson offers tepnéiShristian Democracy — church-
run health, education and welfare, for example a gside for successful political
and economic change. Christian Democrats from actbe spectrum, writes

Carlson, believe that the

‘spontaneous, organic structures of human life lages, towns, neighbourhoods,
labour associations, and (above all) families —dnpmotection from the levelling

tendencies of modern lifé

In addition to his desire to protect human insiitus beyond the family (even
unions) Carlson attacks individualism, in the naafeprotecting the variety of

social groups. Abortion and contraception, to exppan Carlson’s metaphor, are

% carlson, A. C. (2005) ‘Defining Family FriendlyfRemarks for a public dialogue co-sponsored by
the Hinkley Institute of Politics, The University Otah, 23 September, 2005. The Howard Center,
gvailable ahttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.dfu.050988.flast accessed 25/08/09].

Ibid.
% Carlson, A. (2005) ‘Europe and the Christian Deraog Movement: A Once and Future Hope?’
A lecture to the Witherspoon Fellowship, The How@ehter/Family Research Council,
Washington DC, 20 July 2005. Available at
Qgttp://www.profam.orq/docs/acc/thc acc_frc.Christizemocracy.htnflast accessed 25/08/09].
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steamrollers of modern life, in the sense that thiégmpt to make adjustments to
flatten out even the biological differences thaevemt the realisation of parity
between the sexes. In order to combat the advahcéhe culture of death,

institutionalized egoism, and population declif®Carlson pins his hopes on
Christian family life, which he believes acts agg@arantor against both mass

conformity and individual selfishness.

Carlson’s opposition to individualism is at the trad his aversion to the world
order he sees being promoted by feminists and deneint policymakers at the
UN. Claiming the ‘natural’ family as ‘the one anlaist institution’ that is able to
withstand the repressive capabilities of the modsate, Carlson fears for the

family’s survival against what he calls

‘the “soft” totalitarianism of the early twenty-§ir century, now packaged around a

militant secular individualism, but still seeking build a marriage-free, post-family

order.™

That he pits himself so firmly against individuatishelps to explain why his
organisation, and indeed the ‘pro-family’ movemast a whole, so abhors the
(individually held) human rights agenda advancedédoyinist proponents of sexual

and reproductive rights.

In Carlson’s view, then, reproductive rights areeault of a drift towards secular
individualism, or they are at least complementagia forces. Contraception and
abortion grant people the ability to prevent thenfation of families. This, in
Carlson’s view, means that individuals will no lengppreciate the essential worth
of self-sacrifice, which being in a family imparte a fully contracepted and
family-free world (which Carlson imagines is dediredby feminists) the
responsibility for making people act in the bedeinast of others then falls on
society, or worse, the state. This is an outcoménus vile. In this way, Carlson

justifies his strong anti-liberal stance, puttirge t'natural family’ — and not the

70 i

Ibid.
" Carlson, A. (2004) ‘Standing for Liberty: Marriggéirtue and the Political State,’ a family policy
lecture to the Family Research Council, Washind@@j June 16, 2004. The Howard Center,
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_frc_sfl_0#@Htm|[last accessed 25/08/09].

172



freedoms and capabilities of the individual manman or child — as the highest

priority of development efforts.

Women-as-mothers represent the core of the ‘natiamaily.’ As ‘pro-family’
organisations see it, re-valuing motherhood is kg to reversing ‘anti-family’
individualism in both developed and developing ddes. Mothers as role models
of selflessness appear as feminine ideals in mprorfamily’ texts. In a C-Fam
‘white paper,” Douglas Sylva despairs over UNICEFeminist revolution,’

declaring that

‘In the view of feminists, a mother who subsumeddwen interests to the interests of
her children, a person always elevated by UNICERrasrchetype, a person to be
celebrated and assisted, was now considered touiltty of perpetuating “male-

defined stereotypes™

Feminists, Sylva argues, see motherhood as a gigéothat needs to be eradicated
through education. ‘The mother’ is under threat'pro-family’ discourse, both
figuratively, as a symbol of selflessness, andditg, thanks to contraception and

abortion.

Part of the problem ‘pro-family’ organisations ghgy have with feminism is that it
venerates the independent, individual woman andsemurently ‘devalues
motherhood.” CWA texts are particularly scathing feminism for this reason,
suggesting that the kind of woman produced by feshideas is an ‘alienated and
abandoned individual’® By contrast, according to Crouse, the WCF offers a
‘different vision of female empowerment... the mennected, socially and
religiously embedded womanh®In this fashion, ‘pro-family’ authors juxtapose
religion and companionship with secularism andasoh, in the dichotomised
forms of feminism they portray.

2 Sylva, D. (2003) ‘The United Nations Children’srieti Women or Children First? International
Organisations Research Group,’ Catholic Family ldndhan Rights Institut&/hite Paperp. 69.
Seehttps://www.c-fam.org/docLib/20080424 Number 3 UHEF 2003.pdflast accessed
20/08/09].

3 Crouse, J. S. (2004) ‘Two Gatherings: Which Ageisdaxtreme?’ Concerned Women for
America, 27 April, 2004. Seettp://www.cwfa.org/articles/5726/BLI/dotcommentAngex.htm[last
accessed 26/08/09].
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Secularism plays a very important role in ‘pro-fimdiscourse. Feminism is just
one of many issues highlighted by ‘pro-family’ gpsuy in which its proponents
trace the root cause of ‘anti-family’ outcomes bézkhe drift away from religion.
In ‘pro-family’ texts, secularism, feminism and tibty decline all exist in a co-
constitutive cycle. This is no accident: Carlsoggasts in 1999 that advocates of
what he calls the ‘diminished child, post-familyder are well aware of the

demographic trends that secularism encourages:

‘They look for the levers that will engineer feitiil decline and result in fewer
children. They understand, all too well, that thalues behind the second
demographic transition face only one real opponétdl religious faith. They know

that if religion can be defeated, marginalized;'aanverted” to their side, they will

win.'’®

In this text, Carlson depicts religion and fenilibcked in a fierce battle against
secularism and contraception: fewer children sighal demise of religious faith,
and vice versa. And it is not only religious faithyt uncompromising orthodoxies
that are required to reverse the ‘virulent secufatividualism’ Carlson sees

threatening to ‘complete its work’ in the near fet(f

C-Fam’s Sylva bemoans what he calls ‘the steadynteat to eliminate the
influence of Christianity from international potiéil affairs,” which he argues is
continuing ‘among radical pro-abortion non-governiaé organizations’” Here
again, sexual and reproductive rights are seen m®reymptoms of the effort to
eject God from public and private life, rather tHaging the cause of this ejection.
Seeing the presence of religion as the key to pregemorality in the international
sphere, ‘pro-family’ groups see themselves as ramiimg a space for religion in

global affairs.

For CWA, a crucial test of the acceptability of femt ideas is whether they are

religious or not. As was touched on earlier in tthapter, more recent CWA texts

S Carlson, A. (1999) ‘Depopulation and the New WdBlakial Order,” Keynote Address to the

Australian Regional Conference of the World CongrefsFamilies I, Melbourne, Australia, August

776, 1999. Available ahttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_depop.fiast accessed 26/08/09].
Ibid.

" Sylva, D. A. (2004) ‘CFFC Seeks to Eliminate Pegro-Life "Armada” from EuropeFriday

Fax, vol. 7, no. 3, January 9, 2004. Catholic Familg #luman Rights Institute, available at

http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.338/pub_det@sdip[last accessed 26/08/09].
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on this topic state that ‘modern feminism has abaed its religious founders®
Secular progressives, in this view, have ‘hijackéeiminism, and it is up to

‘Conservative Christiang? and ‘Godly womerf to return it to its religious roots.

Feminism is attributed to industrialisation in @2Gpeech by Carlson. In his view,
development has caused feminism because the moverhamrk away from the
home deprives women of their economic purpose.nnadicle entitled ‘When
Feminism Was a Mental Iliness: Tales and Lessams the 1950s,’ Carlson offers
a parallel between what he sees as feminist amlgst,the suburban neuroses
suffered by bored housewives. In his view, botltheke result from the excesses of
the industrial revolution, which continues to driwerk out of the home and into
factories. This reorganisation of production, s&arlson, renders work done at
home less valuable, makes women bored, anxiousliahdbed, and deprives them
of the social support wives and mothers in morarmn settings once enjoyed. He
carries his analysis of feminist neuroses back swyMVollstonecraft, arguing that
she was a ‘masochist,” whose secret heart’'s deseethat her lover would marry
her and that they would have a large family. Carlsoncludes his article by

offering the following advice to his ‘pro-familytiends:

‘...the next time you confront an angry feminist—lbeni court, in Congress, or in
public debate—you might remember Mary Wollstondcazid perhaps see that you

actually face another woman looking desperatelyrértrue and real hom#'’

The solution to feminism, Carlson suggests, isg¢ondlustrialise some parts of our
lives, to allow mothers to fulfii meaningful econmmand social functions from
home. Carlson has chosen to pity feminists heiferinfy his readers an analysis
which ranges from psychology to economics as a maznexplaining why

feminists are the way they are. In this readingyl<on is either unwilling or unable

8 porowski, S. (2003) ‘Hijacking a Noble Cause: Ha\dern Feminism has Abandoned its
Founders,” Concerned Women for America, 26 Septen2@93. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/images/content/early-v-mod-feudf.[last accessed 26/08/09].
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to see feminists as the drivers of social changefeping to represent them as
victims of an economic system that no longer vathesn. Like the most ardent of
Marxists, Carlson sees the mode of production inietp as being causally

connected to the social relations of the peopléiwitt. Using this framework, we

could say that Carlson perceives feminism as amuiment of false consciousness,
superficially promoted as a means of increasing &omfreedoms, but actually
serving the interests of those who stand to befrefit the use of women’s bodies,
be they industry, individuals or officials.

Though perhaps not perfectly representative of frme-family’ position on
feminism, Carlson’s understanding of the psycholofjfeminists (as produced by
the way the world has become) shows the degreehichwhe prefers to see
feminism as a symptom, rather than a cause, ofotlieomes to which he so
strongly objects. This renders feminists less péwen Carlson’s view, leading
him to seek a greater authority for his ‘pro-farhfiyrces to attack. Carlson has no
gualms in pointing the finger at aspects of caysital(particularly consumerism and
excessive individualism) and secularism, as thengmy contributors to the
problems he sees in society today. From this petisjge feminists are to be pitied
for their deranged views, which Carlson sees asgogiought about by a social and

economic system that forces women to conform toraratural state of existence.

Feminism is frequently associated with postmodemnis ‘pro-family’ discourse.
Mainstream society is ‘post-modern’ according tostripro-family’ observers, and
this condition is a much bigger problem than fesnmi because it trivialises
religion and questions the very existence of Goglthie term post-modern, ‘pro-
family’ organisations mean ‘morally relativisticitking’ and the rejection of ‘all

notions of authority and overarching meta-narratie This is contrasted with the

82 See for example, Dobson, J. C. ((2002) ‘Odd, @etwas and Over the Top,” Focus on the
Family, January 2002. Available at
http://www?2.focusonthefamily.com/docstudy/newslett8000000362.cfnflast accessed 26/08/09],
and Kdstenberger , A. (2006) Feminism, Family dredBible: A Biblical Assessment of
Feminism’s Impact on American Familietye Religion and Society Reportl. 23, no. 1,
January/February 2006. The Howard Center, avaikathép://www.profam.org/pub/rs/rs.2301.htm
[last accessed 26/08/09].

176



‘time-honored, Judeo-Christian  principle$® espoused by ‘pro-family’

organisations.

In its promotion for the 2007 WCF, a C-Fam authoites that the Congress was
originally founded ‘in response to a militantly aefamily ethos prevalent in the
“post-modern” West, and explains the conferenceippse as restoring the family
as the ‘seed-bed of a sane sociétyr its perceived attempts to sever society from
the norms of the past, feminism is again linkeddoial chaos and insanity.

A number of Focus authors see feminist ideologg @soduct of post-modernism,
with the individual left to work out how to bestdi his or her own lif& Seductive
in its appeal, the ‘postmodern world’ pulls indivals

‘...into a vacuum of self-centeredness, whisperitigs ‘all aboutyou" It's all about
your own pleasure, peace, prosperity, and comittgtall about what you think. It's

all about your own self-actualization, your indival pursuit.®

This pursuit for ‘worldly success really is a big,1 says the author. He attributes
depression, drug use and other social ills to tieserving worldview which he
believes is brought about by post-modern thougtte FRC also sees post-
modernism’s ‘guiding principles’ as leading to ae'ntulture. These principles —
‘equality overseen by experts and a relentless woesasm’ — are placed in
opposition to belief in a Christian G8dIn this light, post-modernism and its
associated ideas are a larger cause for concéprotéamily’ groups than feminism

alone.

8 Dobson, J. C. ((2002) ‘Odd, Outrageous and OwefTitp,” Focus on the Family, January 2002.
Available athttp://www?2.focusonthefamily.com/docstudy/newslettA000000362.cfnflast
accessed 26/08/09].

8 Singson, S. (2007) ‘World Congress of Families @ores in Poland,” Catholic Family and
Human Rights Institut€riday Fax vol. 10, no. 21, May 10, 2007. Availablehditp://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.513/pub_detail.q$qst accessed 26/08/09].

8 See Dobson, J. C. (2004) ‘Radical Feminism Shartgks Boys: Dr Dobson Considers the
feminist movement's affect [sic] on boys and shame&xcerpt from Bringing up Boys,” November
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Part Il: Tensions

A number of issues arise in the ‘pro-family’ reagliof feminism. Though feminism
was frequently portrayed as an assault on socieiyreasingly ‘pro-family’
organisations are taking a more sophisticated vsewing feminism as connected to
(and a result of) other enemy ideologies. In theésywfeminism has become both
salvageable as a potential ‘pro-family’ politicatée, even though it may always be
tainted by its association with ‘anti-Christiane@s. In this section, | consider some

of the problems raised by ‘pro-family’ stances todgfeminism.

Cultural imperialism versus protecting women

One major problem for ‘pro-family’ groups who talssue with feminists is that in
arguing with feminists, the organisations ofteretak opposing stance that is itself
a feminist one. In arguing that their ideas ardebdbr women than the policies
espoused by feminists in positions of power, ‘moily’ organisations end up
using radical feminist arguments to best liberatxgrand vice versa. A focus on
families, sexuality and reproduction seems desttogoroduce feminist arguments

of some kind, even from the most ardent of ‘antif@sts.’

Many of the major successes ‘pro-family’ organisasi have enjoyed have been in
areas which divide Western feminists. One such @kais sex-selective abortion.
In the ‘pro-family’ view, abortion is a choice thslhould not exist, so sex-selective
abortion appears as yet another morbid symptorhefamidespread availability of
the practice. Though they speak about the trenll satiness, however, ‘pro-family’
organisations struggle to restrain the victoriomset with which they discuss sex-
selective abortion. On a ‘pro-life missionary trip’ India, for example, Euteneuer
declares that he yearns to find a ‘radical Amerit@minist’ to confront with the

issue

‘... and ask her if abortion is still a woman’s saamwct right when it targets girl
children in the womb. This is the radical femirgs€atch-22: to them abortion is a
fundamental right necessary for women’s self-radilon, but it is more like self-

destruction when it is used to search out and ajesiomen before they are boffi.’

8 Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Tripdia,” Human Life International, 19
November, 2003. Accessed http://www.hli.org/mission_india_2003.htrflast accessed 17/11/06].
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In her discussion of the UN’s dilemma over thisuessCrouse catches the UN in
what she calls a position of ‘cognitive dissonangewhich the UN is forced to

admit ‘the humanity of unborn girl§?She concludes her article with confidence
that ‘in due time, the bitter fruit of “choice” Wibe recorded in the pages of

history.”°

‘The notion of sex-selection abortion challenges liberal concept of
abortion as an innate human right,” argues Ken I8latl of the FRC?* As can be
seen here, for ‘pro-family’ organisations, pre-haex selection ‘shows’ anyone in
doubt that abortion is wrong. The trend is portchge a serious chink in the armour
of Western feminists, which can be prised openhimnsthat the whole Western
feminist project is in disarray. Yet ‘pro-family’rganisations do acknowledge that
there is more to this issue than abortion alonestMarticles on sex-selective
abortion also mention infanticide, and recognise thmajor aspect of the problem
is the status of women and girls in those couniriashich the practice is a serious
problem. Euteneuer, for example, emphasises thpability of Indian culture in his
appraisal of the problem, although he also blamesté/n ‘hate-mongers’ who

‘constantly preach overpopulation’ to a receptiveian audiencé

Female genital mutilation is another issue in wharo-family’ organisations, like
many feminists, end up condemning cultural prasticefavour of a set of higher
universal values. Some experienced members of gleefamily’ movement are
aware of potential traps here, however. In a WC&esp on the activities of the
‘anti-family faction’ at the UN, veteran ‘pro-fangil activist Kathryn Balmforth
warns that feminist treatment of this practice $tiobe treated with caution.
‘Feminists,’” says Balmforth,

‘...always insist on condemning “female genital raiion and other harmful,

traditional practices.” This phrase has always sgkto me to be a potential source

8 Crouse, J. S.(2007) ‘the United Nations' Abortititemma,” Concerned Women for America, 2
March, 2007. Accessed fattp://www.cwfa.org/articles/12441/BLI/reports/indbtm [last accessed
27/08/09].
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of mischief. Sure enough. | recently obtained arepf an NGO meeting held in

Nigeria... which lists “virginity” among the “otherinmful, traditional practices®

However, if Balmforth senses the danger in condemriraditional practices
because they are harmful, this warning has not pexed up by other ‘pro-family’
activists who see cultural relativism as a seriemkness of the political Left.
Crouse quotes with approval one commentator's vaéwVestern feminism ‘as
“soft” in its “romanticization of other cultures’nd its relativism on critical

issues*

The resolute stances of ‘pro-family’ organisatioirs,cases like those described
above, make the movement appear strong and dedasivgared to its feminist
opponents. However, such clear resolutions favaivensal approaches to morality
rather than local traditions and religions: the sdoookie-cutter’ standard which
‘pro-family’ organisations have frequently opposéu.choosing between cultural
variety and universal morality (which depends amiisue in question) ‘pro-family’
organisations struggle to decide whether womeiendieveloping world should be
treated as victims or as responsible rights-bealeep at the heart of this
conundrum is a basic indecision about freedom, asibe women’s freedom.
Western feminists also struggle with this, and Mestern feminists, ‘pro-family’
organisations must choose a course between magharitocent women in the

South or leaving morally culpable women to suffesit fate.

Is feminism ‘the problem’ or not?

Although they all state their opposition to ‘radicéeminists, the ‘pro-family’
groups studied here struggle to say whether feminigs a powerful presence in
world affairs or not. That some ‘pro-family’ orgaations depict feminists in a
‘new sex alliance,” a supposed global effort torbeal family relations, is perhaps
the clearest indicator of the ‘pro-family’ movemsracknowledgment of feminism

as a serious power in world affairs. Carlson arsddolleagues in 2003 stated that

9 Balmforth, K. (1999) ‘Hijacking Human Rights: Rerka to the WCF II,” November 17, 1999.
World Congress of Families, available through tlendrd Center at
http://www.worldcongress.org/wcf2_spkrs/wcf2_balntifiohtm[last accessed 27/08/09].

% Crouse, J. S. (2005) ‘Dowd Declares Feminism’seBefher bitterness is palpable.’ Concerned
Women for America, 21 November, 2005. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/9503/BLI/commentarydiex. htm[last accessed 27/08/09].
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‘liberal or equity feminism’ was perhaps the mostaessful ideology of the 0
century® However, having both exaggerated and discrediéadirfist ideas, it is
odd that the groups consider such a deranged ighedlo be so appealing, and
dangerous in its potential to change human relatadinaround the world.

The groups all have slightly different takes on wbmsinism is so dangerous. HLI
sees the influence of feminists in terms of thélity to corrupt, whilst C-Fam
prefers to stress the procedural deception of festsirat the UN as the reason for
their political successes in the development ardnathis way, C-Fam sees
feminists’ strength in their tactical expertisehetthan in the appeal of their ideas.
While CWA comes close to accepting that the typéeafinism they deride is in
some way tempting to young women who want careatds independence, the
organisation baulks at conferring feminism with aggnuine legitimacy in the
debate about what is best for women. Focus and $tRGs the difference between
what they see as legitimate feminist gains andiceddfeminist attacks on the
family. The latter are appealing to women and mecahbse they offer the selfish
individual the opportunity to gratify their desir@sthout guilt in a self-centred,
morally relativistic society. Of all the groups dissed here, it is the Howard
Center that comes closest to appreciating why womggiht embrace feminism,
and seeing feminism as a powerful force for changgt. this organisation, more
than the others, consistently looks beyond feminisran attempt to find a greater
power that has brought about the ‘anti-family chabso desperately seeks to

reverse.

This uncertainty about the influence of feminismkemsit difficult for the groups to
decide exactly how to deal with it. ‘Pro-familyraups searching for a global
nemesis seem to settle for feminism some of the,tlmt continue to search for a
more powerful or more satisfying enemy. In thiseca® see recognition on the part
of ‘pro-family’ groups that either feminists simptgnnot be blamed for all the ills

of the world, or that they do not want to grant ileists that degree of influence.

% Carlson, A. (2003) ‘The Curious Case of Genderdtityy’ the Ingersoll Prize Symposium,
Belmont, North Carolina, 17-18 November, 2003. Hwosvard Center, available at
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_031017.fiast accessed 26/08/09].
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But to look beyond feminists as the enemy meardirfqna better culprit to blame

for society’s ills. This most often results in @ism of global capitalism, the UN

system, or a general unease about individualismibedalism. These are things the
‘pro-family’ movement struggles to condemn withoaising a host of other issues.
Criticism of global capitalism means an uncomfdediean away from free trade,
and the problem of what to advocate in its pfAc8ondemning the UN means
attacking the institution that serves as a platftrmough which they can forge new
alliances and pursue their goals. Criticising indlialism is perhaps the most
potentially problematic, as ‘pro-family’ values lktattach great importance to

individual responsibility (and consequently, chdice

Pro-woman opposition to feminism is feminism

In the last decade and a half, ‘pro-family’ organisns have turned their customary
opposition to feminism into a movement that cafaut be described as a version of
feminism. In criticising feminist successes in imygng women’s access to health,
‘pro-family’ organisations actually employ feministguments, entering debates

within feminism about what is best for women.

In the ‘pro-family’ view, women need to be valuedtheir capacity as wives and
mothers because that is how women naturally fimdrttost fulfilment. This view
owes much to John Paul II's call for a ‘new femmjswhich values the ways that
women are ‘functionally’ different from men. ‘Prashily’ organisations use
arguments based on ‘gender complementarity’ toestritberal feminist policies
that they see as harmful to women. But in seekingalue women in all the ways
that they are different to men, ‘pro-family’ grougdvance a form of feminism that
is not dissimilar to the ‘radical’ feminists theyeat with such contempt. In
opposing prostitution, for example, ‘pro-family’ganisations take a political stance
with which many feminists agree. When ‘pro-familgrganisations claim that
women'’s bodies are exploited through contraceptaresabortion, they are making
the same arguments that radical feminists have rsade the dissemination of
these technologies in the 1960s and 1970s. Ontltlee band, in their opposition to

guotas and legislative ‘special treatment for woyngmwo-family’ groups take a

% For more on the tensions within the US politicatR in this area, see Butlap. cit.,pp. 135-
143.
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libertarian feminist perspective. When they oppodéestern feminism as
maternalistic, they borrow from postcolonial fersimi. That they cover a broad
range of feminist arguments in their rebuttal omii@sm shows that even a
rhetorical ‘pro-woman’ standpoint makes consenesivspeak like feminists to

some degree.

This may be a reflection of the fact that interoa#l ‘pro-family’ organisations
have entered these debates through the developarent: arguments about
women'’s health may have to be made from a ‘pro-wdrparspective to be heard
in development circles. ‘Pro-family’ concern abdaittility decline in developed
countries, for example, is an acknowledgement tbsies around sexuality and
reproduction, once considered by some conservafges private matter, are now

justifiably in the public domain (in many casesriks to religious conservatives).

Are women victims?

‘Pro-family’ organisations appear to be torn asvtiether women — and especially
developing country women — are able to exercisee frall and personal
responsibility or not. In some cases, Western festinare accused of making
victims out of the women they are purporting topheCrouse paraphrases Betty
Friedan to show her audience that women are vigtimsording to feminist¥. In
others, women in developing countries are depieeaeeding bold assistance to
help them out of their conditions, rather than asc® a set of choices that ‘pro-
family’ organisations see as useless at best, amaliy indefensible at worst. In
other words, feminists make women victims in neédescue, but in some cases,
‘pro-family’ organisations feel compelled to resctigese same women, and

sometimes for similar reasons.

Most ‘pro-family’ discourse around the ‘real needs women in developing

countries, intentionally or otherwise, relies o thctim status of women to a large

9 Crouse, J. S. (2003) ‘Crouse delivers speechiatéton: a conservative critique of feminism,’
Concerned Women for America, 8 October 2003. Abddlat
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/4693/BLI /media/indakn [last accessed 24/08/09]. See also CWA
(1999) ‘UNFPA and PPFA advance the victimizatiommimen in Kosovo,” Concerned Women for
America, 16 April, 1999. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=1374&ddapsent=CWA&categoryid=lifglast accessed
19/08/09].
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degree. Arguing that sexual and reproductive hesdtivices are offered where
food, sanitation, medicine and shelter are called fpro-family’ organisations

claim that proponents of sexual and reproductigats are out of touch with the
‘real’ needs of women. Seeing a dichotomy betweemen’s rights (as they are
understood by progressives) and women'’s needs;fgondy’ organisations attack

rights based approaches to development as comihg abst of meeting real needs.

In this way, ‘pro-family’ organisations do indeeeesdeveloping country women as
victims of their situations. Western feminists canhe lumped with all the blame
for the problems faced by women in poor countri€srrupt governments in

developing countries are to blame for the povefftyt® citizens according to a

number of ‘pro-family textS® HLI's Euteneuer blames ‘Indian culture’ for the
‘second class status’ of women in that counitrgome texts see ‘Islamic regimes’
as a major cause of women’s oppression. Many ‘anodf/’ texts acknowledge that

poor development outcomes are caused by a comtnnatifactors; in this sense,
feminists have simply added fuel to the fire.

Women are often framed as lacking the ability tdkenthe right choices in ‘pro-
family’ discourse. In some cases, ‘pro-family’ onggations are able to portray their
role as providing the choices that developing cgumtomen want to have, for
example, through fighting against coercion andenok in the name of population
control. This can also be seen in the efforts ob-family’ organisations to offer
women what they ‘really need.” Yet the ability thoose is in itself a problem in
‘pro-family’ discourse. This is not just becausetam choices are seen as immoral,
such as abortion and homosexuality, but also becaélus very availability of
choices results in the satisfaction of individuadfprences rather than the pursuit of
moral goods. For example, for ‘pro-family’ orgarieas, choice devalues
motherhood because it renders motherhood a decisitrer than a selfless

% See, for example, Kiser, K. (2004) ‘The United iNas: An Untold Story,” Concerned Women for
America, 1 November, 2004. See
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=6623&depsent=BLI&categoryid=reportfast
accessed 26/08/09]. See also, Euteneuer, T. (3 (P@o-Life Missionary Trip: El Salvador,’
Human Life International, 30 June 2003. Accessed at
http://www.hli.org/mission_el_salvador_2003.htjtalst accessed 21/12/06].

% Euteneuer, T. J. (2003) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Tripdia,” Human Life International, 19 November
2003.Accessed titp://www.hli.org/mission_india_2003.htrflast accessed 17/11/06].
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sacrifice. Where there is no choice, women may iog@nvs, but they retain the

potential for self-sacrifice, a virtue deeply valua ‘pro-family’ discourse.

At the heart of this issue is uncertainty about wanin the developing world.
Application of core ‘pro-family’ tenets like virgity before marriage assumes a
degree of autonomy that women in poor countriesndb universally enjoy. If
women are victims of cultural oppression, economderdevelopment, or brutal
regimes, their ability to choose the ‘pro-familylubprint for development is
severely compromised. That ‘pro-family’ groups dootnsee ‘women’s
empowerment’ as the answer to this issue is ckatr.what is the alternative for

these self-proclaimed ‘pro-woman’ organisations?

Conclusion

Though it remains a key aspect of their global dgethe research in this chapter
shows that ‘pro-family’ characterisations of fensimi are becoming more diverse.
Despite the enormity of its twentieth century swses, feminism is still often seen
as a symptom rather than a cause of social changea-family’ texts. Feminists
are sometimes the dupes of corporate capitalismatardher times mentally ill in
the ‘pro-family’ worldview, but they are increasiggushed aside as ‘pro-family’
organisations struggle to identify the real inflaerbehind the ‘anti-family’ changes

of the last few decades.

More recent depictions of feminism see it as deagvirom (or connected to) other
ideological enemies of conservative Christianitgcialism, Marxism, liberalism,

and postmodernism. Yet it should be noted that eéx{gansion of enemies is still
articulated in terms of women'’s rights and rolesarkism is a problem because of
the role it plays in ‘pitting women against mengcmlism is likewise derided

because it ‘attacks’ the father-led family, andoso In their development activism,
‘pro-family’ groups reject feminism on behalf of gowomen in the South, thereby
saving them from materialism, consumerism, chilsihess and other evils

associated with this cluster of bad ideas.

Like many feminists who have had second thoughtaiathe sexual revolution,

‘pro-family’ organisations do pinpoint real issuased by women as a result of the
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liberalisation of sexuality and reproduction. Inmgavays, feminism has been at
least partly responsible for increasing the pressuand multiplying the
expectations placed upon women. Yet this is notnibgative aspect of feminism
that ‘pro-family’ groups use in their argumentstdRamily’ groups choose instead
to talk in terms of the ‘corrupting’ effects of femsm. And feminism, ‘correctly’
applied, need not be corrupting at all, say theawigations. In the separation of a
virtuous ‘pro-family’ feminism from a corruptingadical’ feminism, ‘pro-family’
organisations highlight the influences of old f¢esmmunism and secularism, for
example) in the makeup of the feminism they doliket In this way, feminism is
diminishing as a ‘pro-family’ enemy, and being we@d with its alleged

ideological support systems: individualism, sedatarand materialism.

These belief systems could be understood in tefrheieeen enemies,” as Herman
puts it, or even a tendency towards conspiracychviiboks beyond an evident
global enemy to find something darker and more phwkeHowever, | suggest that
the new enemies of the ‘pro-family’ movement may leseen, but they are
specified. Secularism, individualism and materialibave emerged as the global
‘anti-family’ forces of the twenty-first century drfeminists are again relegated to

puppet status, but this time under the controlaaf inleas rather than bad people.

Nowhere is this clearer than in ‘pro-family’ disesa around ‘demographic winter,’
in which ‘pro-family’ organisations embark on arfoef to save humanity from
these forces. Fighting the feminist threat may beh® backburner, but the ‘pro-
family’ movement must be ever vigilant against itleas that spawned feminism:

the fertility and future of the *human family’ malepend upon it.
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Chapter Six: From ‘population controllers’ to ‘demoqraphic winter’: the

changing threat to fertility in ‘pro-family’ discou rse

‘Our foes are dying, of their own choice. We hawecald to gain. Natural families
of all races, nations and creeds, let us unite.’
The Howard Center, 2065

Fertility decline has nearly always been considerechegative terms in ‘pro-

family’ discourse. Since the time they became ggtzd in the world outside the
US, ‘pro-family’ organisations have tended to dépertility decline the work of

powerful global elites and nefarious (and often X&) forces under the rubric of
population control. Various entities have been heddponsible for population
control in ‘pro-family’ discourse. Some ‘pro-familyleaders have depicted
environmentalists and academics as broadcastipgpfation bomb’ message that
has been picked up by elites and broadcasted thootigthe world. Others

emphasise population control as a joint conspirbeyween NGOs, Western
governments and the UN. Occasionally, the govermsnehdeveloping countries

have been blamed for their efforts to limit thedpplation growth.

Articulating population and development issues imith human rights framework
(as epitomised in the Cairo conference) was thalysitfor the emergence of ‘pro-
family’ organisations into development politics. Aseady noted in chapter one, it
was not population contrgler sethat brought the ‘pro-family’ movement into the
international arena, it was when reproductive sdidcame the framework through
which population policy was discussed that ‘pro-4tghorganisations entered the
debate.

Buss and Herman devote a chapteGtdbalizing Family Valueso Christian Right
politics around population and development. Theggsst that for ‘pro-family’
groups, population policy embodies the threatdamily, nation and church’ more

than any other issue, because it brings togethmnrti@n, contraception, women’s

! The Howard Center (2005) ‘The Natural Family: arlifesto, WCF Update, Onlinevol. 6, no.
12, 22 March, 2005, available at
http://www.worldcongress.org/WCFUpdate/ArchiveO6fwmdate 612a.htijlast accessed
27/08/09].
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rights, the “internationalization” of social relatis and the global centralization of
power.? Opposition to abortion is the core of the issueico-family’ groups, as a
number of observers have disceri@h top of this, Buss and Herman suggest that
population policy is understood as part of a gldbalture of death,” and the source

of other assaults on the ‘natural famify.’

‘Pro-family’ organisations have depicted a variedf international entities —
feminist NGOs, governments, and international dgwelent organisations — as
working together to spread ‘the population contagenda.” Environmentalism is
also tainted by its connection with population cohtin ‘pro-family’ texts.

Sometimes considered by ‘pro-family’ organisationas ideologically

interchangeable with population control, environtaésts are accused of trying to
protect the environment at the cost of human [ifeough some feminists have
sought to clarify their position vis-a-vis the emviment — that women’s health
rights ought to be enjoyed regardless of their ctfien the environment — the
promotion of sexual and reproductive rights hasowsg the support of
environmentalists because they allegedly relieeeethvironment of the burden of
increasing numbers of humahEnvironmentalism, in early ‘pro-family’ discourse,
was seen as a device used by globalists to augiimeintpower and bring about a
‘new world order.” Environmentalism has thus exisb®th as an enemy ideology in
its own right, as well as a misused science imjgitain what ‘pro-family’

organisations have viewed as the immoral and bputadtice of population control.
Though ‘pro-family’ groups remain suspicious of gammentalism, over time they
are changing the way they think about environmensslues, increasingly

incorporating them into an agenda in support of laéural family.’

2Buss, D. and D. Herman (2003) Globalizing Famibliés: the Christian Right in International
Politics (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press)5p.

% See chapter one of this thesis for more on this.

* Buss and Hermamwp. cit, p. 62.

® Though as Rosalind Petchesky notes, the link livemvironmental degradation and population
growth has always been a spurious one. She whig¢sthe dominant path to modernity has meant
more and moréhingsin place of children; plenitude, not people, is Waast polluter.” See
Petchesky, R. P. (2000) ‘Reproductive and SexugthtRi charting the course of transnational
women’s NGOs,” Geneva 2000 Occasional Paper Ndned Nations Research Institute for Social
Development, p. 24.
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As the ‘pro-family’ discourse around ‘globalistsas changed, so too has the way
that ‘pro-family’ groups oppose international deyghent initiatives seeking to
widen access to effective contraception and sabetiab. In their 2003 work, Buss
and Herman trace a change in ‘pro-family’ rhetoffem opposing population
control and abortion as the ‘tool of an emergingri world government to a
“softer” focus on poverty, third world developmerand ‘the rights of poor
women.? Although this characterisation is correct, | sugjgimat there has been
another significant shift in the way that ‘pro-fayhigroups discuss population
policy. In this chapter, | show the way that ‘pro-familydogulation discourse is
moving away from advocacy on behalf of women inadeping countries, towards
emphasis upon the demographic problems of the Westerld. ‘Pro-family’
groups, | suggest, now see fertility decline asltucal issu€.

This is exemplified in a 2008 film produced by ‘gamily’ activist Don Feder,
entitled Demographic Winter: the decline of the human familye makers of this
‘pro-family’ documentary intend to show how ‘socgdience and economics come
together to declare a looming demographic winteicwhhreatens to have social
and economic consequenc&sSet to an unsettling scor®emographic Winter
provides testimony from a range of social scienegpéerts’ who warn their
audience of what they can expect from the socidlenonomic fallout which they

argue will accompany depopulation.

In this chapter, | illustrate the different ways which ‘pro-family’ discourse
portrays declining fertility — or as it is increagly called, ‘demographic winter’ —
and its relationship to the ‘natural family.” Thiest part of this chapter considers
‘pro-family’ characterisations of population corfr@and the way discourse on
fertility decline is shifting to incorporate newsiges about modern society that ‘pro-
family’ groups highlight as a problem. This parbgls the way that ‘pro-family’

discourse on fertility has shifted towards discoissof ‘demographic winter,” in

® Buss and Hermamwp. cit p. 58.

" Fertility decline is broadly understood as pogdakabirth-rates below 2.1 births per woman (this
does not necessarily correspond to an absolutendénlpopulation numbers). Buss and Herman do
briefly acknowledge depopulation as an aspectrafva Christian Right ‘science,’ but it is not a
theme that they pursue in detail. Ibid, pp. 68-9.

8 See ‘Demographic Winter: the decline of the hurfaamily,’ SRB Documentary, LLC. Available
athttp://www.demographicwinter.com/index.htffdst accessed 30/08/09].
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terms of its purported effects and what is cau#inghe second part of this chapter
considers the tensions and complications in tHegively new ‘pro-family’ way of

talking about fertility.

Part I: Fertility in ‘pro-family’ discourse

Population Control

With the Vatican, ‘pro-family’ organisations havadlred against population control
and many still articulate their international p@s in terms of opposing the
practice. As other observers have noted, since #émeergence on the international
scene, ‘pro-family’ organisations have justifiedeith international activity as
protecting women, and particularly women in develgpcountries, from human
rights abuses carried out in the name of ‘poputationtrol.” Leaders in the ‘pro-
family’ movement often point to a time of populatialarm — spanning the 1960s,
1970s and early 1980s — in which women’s reprodaatapacity was targeted as a
problem. This time, writes Allan Carlson, was & of open war on human nature,
and on human fertility, one directed in particudgainst women.” According to
Carlson, population control ‘ruthlessly condemnbd gift granted to women of

bearing new life®

In ‘pro-family’ discourse, population control hagdm seen as a conspiracy between
a set of global elites: feminist NGOs, Western gomeents, and international
organisations, especially the World Bank and the. URhese ‘population
controllers,” ‘pro-family’ groups maintain, haveatsarguments about the carrying
capacity of the Earth to increase the uptake af thessage. Rather than bettering
the lives of people in developing countries, sap-family’ leaders, the efforts of
these elites have actually hindered developmentaus® countries must now
prepare for rapid depopulation. | discuss eacthe$é ‘pro-family’ perspectives in
detail in the following section.

Population control is seen as a conspiracy betwieemnist NGOs, Western

governments and international organisations in rmber of ‘pro-family’ texts. As

° Carlson, A. (1998) ‘Twenty-Five Years into the @ué of Death,’ Talk for the Rockford Pro-life
Breakfast for Clergy and Lay Leaders, 9 January8198e Howard Center, available at
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.980109.Rvi2ENT? [last accessed 28/08/09].
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was discussed earlier, ‘radical feminists’ and wagon controllers’ are seen as
staunch allies in many ‘pro-family’ texts. Whereyhhave not been assumed to be
the same people, feminists have been accused dfingoalongside ‘population
controllers’ and international agencies to bringuwbstark reductions in fertility in
the developing world, against the will of women atheir families. In a flyer
promoting the 2004 WCF, for example, ‘militant fensts’ were listed alongside

‘population controllers’ and the ‘socialist Lefts ¢he foes of the ‘natural family™

Connecting people from different ideological stamidps joining for the purpose of
promoting the ‘anti-family,” ‘anti-child’ agenda isommon in older ‘pro-family’

texts. In a 1997 article, Focus condemned a numwiiepublicans for joining their
Democrat opponents ‘in giving over $400 million tive International Planned
Parenthood Federation and similar groups for owesrspopulation control,

including abortion*

Similarly, in a 2006 text, HLI still sees a comMtioa of different forces at work
driving the population control agenda, in what éfers to as an ‘aggressive
international culture of deathIn HLI's view, ‘population controllers’ are a fagc
external to national governments, who ‘move intoutries™ In a trip to Nigeria,

HLI's Brian Clowes reports that

‘Regarding foreign aid, it is the usual story ingBliia. Millions go without clean
drinking water, electricity, basic health care esafinsportation, safe food, or any of
the many other necessities of life that you arakétfor granted. Yet the US Agency
for International Development (USAID), the Unitedatidns Population Fund
(UNFPA), the International Planned Parenthood Fader (IPPF) and all of the

19 By the time of the 2007 WCF, however, Carlson hiscbrganisation declare their intention to
shift the ‘terms of certain key public debates...rRroverpopulation” to “underpopulation” as the
demographic problem facing the®2dentury.’ See both the Howard Centdfamily Update Online!
vol. 5, iss. 51http://www.worldcongress.org/WCFUpdate/ArchiveO5fwgdate 551.htmand
Carlson, A. (2005) ‘The Values Vote Goes Global:tbeWorld Congress of Families,
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.050224.fof.iitm?[both accessed 28/08/09].

' Dobson, J. (1997) ‘Dr Dobson Discusses FamiliedddifFire,” Focus on the Family, July 1997.
Available athttp://www?2.focusonthefamily.com/docstudy/newslettA000000280.cfmlast
accessed 28/08/09].

2 Human Life International (200&pecial Repormo. 264, December 2006, p. 5. Accessed at
http://www.hli.org/sr_dec 06.pdfast accessed 30/01/07].

13 See Mosher, S. W. (2004) ‘Unto the least of thmagerethren: US population control policy.’
Speech given at the World Congress of FamiliesMBxico City, 29 — 31 March 2004. Available at
http://www.worldcongress.org/wcf3_spkrs/wcf3_moshen?and repeated in tHeamily in
America vol. 18, no. 9http://www.profam.org/pub/fia/fia_1809.htfhoth accessed 28/08/09].
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other anti-life groups insist on stocking villagéspgkensaries with thousands of

condoms, Norplant kits, and cycles of birth conpitis. Their only concern seems to

be turning large poor families into small poor fhes.™*

Portraying their opponents as an internationalectitbn of different entities, each
promoting their own agenda as well as the overadll @f fertility reduction, HLI

sees enemies everywhere. ‘Population controllstates Euteneuer in Kenya, ‘are
killing our world,” with support from ‘*huge goverrental and private interests

promoting these nefarious agendss.’

Reflecting on population control in 2008, Carlsaguees that the movement has
been a ‘successful conspiracy.ln a panel discussion with other ‘pro-family’
intellectuals, he suggests that a small ‘wealtiyataf Americans were behind the
population control movement, and essentially ‘tdriéS foreign aid into a global
birth control programme'’ The actions of these elites, he reveals, have dmad

enormous impact on fertility rates all around thala.

This ‘cabal’ has been assisted by internationalaoigations in their efforts to
broadcast the contraceptive message, say ‘proyatedders. ‘Pro-family’ groups

are well aware that without international organ®a&, particularly the UN and the
World Bank, fertility reduction programmes wouldvieaenjoyed less legitimacy in
the developing world. C-Fam has been especialliyedh accusing international
organisations of unauthorised meddling in the edfaf sovereign countries. The
World Bank, UNICEF and UNFPA have been targetedhiee separate C-Fam
‘White Papers’ which accuse the organisations ohgdoeyond their mandate in

their promotion of population contrdi.

14 Clowes, B. (2004) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Trip: Nigar Human Life International, May 25th 2004,
accessed dtttp://www.hli.org/mission_nigeria_2004.htifjthst accessed 16/11/06].
15 Euteneuer, T. J. (2002pro-Life Missionary Trip: Kenya Human Life International, 1-8
September 2002. Accessechétb://www.hli.org/mission_kenya_2002.htfthst accessed 17/11/06].
16 Carlson, Fagan and John Mueller participatedparzel discussion for the Family Research
Council in 2008, which discussed the implicatioh®on Feder's 2008 documentademographic
Winter. See ‘Family Research Center’'s Family Policy LestiDemographic Winter Policy
Discussion,’ available dtttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 28/08/09] (Carlson’s
Esference to this ‘successful conspiracy’ occutsvben 6:50 — 8:40).

Ibid.
18 For C-Fam’s accusation of UNICEF promotion of plagion control, sedttps://www.c-
fam.org/docLib/20080424 Number_3 UNICEF 2003.juif 32 and 37. For the World Bank’s
alleged promotion of population control d&#p://www.c-
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Environmentalism and population control are seefaas-people’ in ‘pro-family’
discourse. In many texts, population control isiczdured as an ideology that
prioritises animals and plants over human livese @WA article from 2006
explains that population control is ‘an ideologyatttconsiders human beings a
blight on the Earth, rather than creative and ressul individuals with unique
worth.”® As examples of population control, the author rsfféorced abortions and
sterilisations and infanticide,” and goes on toaparase a widely misconstrued
speech by Texan scientist Eric Pianka, who the cautiiaims has advocated

‘releasing the Ebola virus to wipe out 90 percdrthe population

In a later article from 2006, a CWA author contsaghat he sees as the anti-human
philosophical standpoint of religious environmeistal against the growing
membership of conservative churches in the US.athkor suggests that under the
current leadership of an environmentalist, US Epatians will ‘hold fast to their
noble environmental stewardship and maintain a dgteaand eco-friendly
downward membership spiraf-’According to the author, the ‘growing Anglican
communion,’ by contrast, ‘view[s] people as gifterh God, not as parasites on an

exploited planet earttf?

This depiction of environmentalism as anti-humastils widely shared in the ‘pro-
family’ movement. HLI's 2008Special Reportoffers its subscribers an audio
discussion that claims to offer scientific evidemebutting the contention that an
environmental crisis is looming. The advertisediaeD offers HLI supporters the

opportunity to

fam.org/publications/id.332/pub_detail.daspgeneral. For UNFPA, sdstp://www.c-
fam.org/docLib/20080624 UNPF.pdAll accessed 20/08/09].

¥ Randall, L. (2006) ‘Global Warming Fanatics Wargidp to Evangelicals: What's the real
tactic?’ Concerned Women for America, 19 DecemP@d6. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id= 12033&detment=CWA&categoryid=misfdast
accessed 28/08/09].

2 For more on this controversy, see ‘Professor @siid over Comments about Impending
Pandemic,” ABC News, Texas, Tuesday April 4, 200&ilable at
http://abclocal.go.com/ktrk/story?section=newsfestad=405176(last accessed 27/5/09].

“ Tooley, M. (2006) ‘Not Much Thanksgiving for Epiggalians,” Concerned Women for America,
23 November, 2006. See
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay.asp?id=11888&dement=CWA&catego ryid=misfiast
accessed 30/08/09].

2 |bid.
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‘know the truth and reveal it to others before théreme population control and
environmental movements advance further in the@stto degrade the value of the

human persorf®

The advertisement concludes by declaring that ‘eape not pollution® ‘Pro-
family’ activists suggest that contrary to populatief, the relationship between the
number of people on Earth and the state of theremwvient is not inversely related.
As such, they condemn efforts to spread contrageptis a means of protecting the
environment. In this way, environmentalism is payad in ‘pro-family’ texts as a

false belief that puts people at the service afireat

Population control and environmentalism are souesdy conflated that CWA
refers to ‘population-control environmentalists’ an2006 articlé® CWA quotes a

likeminded institute as it explains how the idegl@d environmentalists works:

‘...since people use up natural resources, rel€B2 into the atmosphere and
otherwise pollute the environment, the fewer pedple less global warming and less

harm to the environmert®
Wendy Wright, CWA's president, answers this attgad follows:

‘While it is absolutely necessary that Christiaesgmod stewards of the Earth, there
is no Biblical basis for elevating the Earth abdwgnan beings in priority. We care
for Nature so it can sustain God's crowning creatidhe only thing made in His
image - mankind. When the mission comes in conflith the Biblical, pro-life

stance that evangelicals live by, it negates it3élf

This ‘pro-family’ stance on environmentalism is adty shared by ‘pro-family’
organisations: the environment is precious onlyabse people live in it. Countries
should embrace environmental initiatives to suppogrowing global population,

rather than try to stem the growth of humanity, ‘gag-family’ activists®®

% Advertisement in HLI'SSpecial Reporto. 279, March 2008, p. 8. Available through
www.hli.org [last accessed [20/08/08].
24 ;i

Ibid.
% Randall, L. (2006) ‘ECI: Evangelical Christiansgdiitic? The Hewlett Foundation's answer to
global warming? Abort babies.” Concerned WomenAforerica, 27 November, 2006. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/11711/CWA/life/indexrh [last accessed 28/08/09].
26 [

Ibid.
" |bid.
“ Fin it

ger,op. cit.
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By 2003, however, some ‘pro-family’ leaders begaratknowledge the potential
for environmentalist principles to be used to supppro-family’ arguments.

Carlson suggests that the cultural aspects asedciaith fertility decline may

actually be harmful to the environment. He quotesnf an article in the journal
Nature which reports that even with declining fertility the US and Italy (and in
the case of the latter, a reduction in the absgbotgulation) the actual number of
households in both countries is increasifig.This contributes to greater

environmental decay, says Carlson. He concludes:

‘Counter-intuitively, it turns out that the retrdedm marriage and fertility decline are
actually the cause of urban sprawl and environnelgteay. Why? Larger families--

on a per capita basis--use less land, fuel, buyjldiraterials, and supplies than do
singles and childless couples. Large family hooktth in a sense, are both more

efficient and more environment friendly. But thare precious few of these toddy.’

This theme is explored in some detail in the docuary Demographic Winter.
Jianguo Liu of Michigan State University calculatést divorce and the rise of
individual households are causing a significantease in the total demand for
water and electricity in the US, even though ograpulation levels are stablé.
Liu and others make the case that population remtugiolicies are based on false
premises about the relationship between peopletia@denvironment. This new
approach puts environmentalism on the side of fproily’ politics. Just as they
have done in other areas (feminism, for examplalp-family’ organisations are

increasingly finding ways to turn their opponentologies against them.

Another example of this is the way that ‘pro-farhityganisations have attempted
to turn an outcome desired by their adversariesgtolaal reduction in population
growth — into a nightmare scenario that calls fug tmmediate establishment of
‘pro-family’ political ‘solutions.” Some commentat are quite candid about this.
CWA, for example, sees changing fertility levelsa®oon for the ‘pro-family’

# Carlson, A. (2003) ‘World Population Trends ane Retreat from Marriage,” Speech to the
lllinois Association of Scholars at Loyola UniveysiChicago, lllinois. The Howard Center, 5 April,
2003. Available ahttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_loyola0304@% [last accessed
30/08/09].

¥ pid.

3 Liu calculates that in the US in 2005, ‘peoplediaa extra 600 billion gallons of water and 73
billion kilowatts of electricity.” See the ‘enviremental waste from divorcelDemographic Winter:
the Decline of the Human Fami{g008)SRB Documentary, LLC, Acuity Productiofi3VD]
(36:50-37:45).
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movement. In her analysis of a 2002 UN report thatworld’s total fertility rate
has declined to its lowest ever rate, Crouse isfeat to read that ‘the focus has
shifted to discussion about the end of populatioowgh’ in international
development politics. In her article, she quotepra-family’ interviewee, who

remarks that

‘God has given us a new weapon in our pro-life iffothese new population
projections have changed the minds of a lot of teesalready. It has the potential
to revolutionize the abortion issue because nawamsnow see that the pro-abortion

stance will destroy their natiof?’

This link between abortion, nationhood and festilikecline is an important one in
‘pro-family’ texts, because it brings together #resues which lie at the heart of
discussions of both ‘population control’ and ‘demegghic winter.” This is not only

because in ‘pro-family’ thought, nationhood is #itened both by abortion (in a
spiritual sense) and reductions in fertility (inetlsense of continued ancestral
nationhood). It is also intimately connected to tbatention that the recognition of
sexual and reproductive rights owe their existeatégast in part, to the context of

a global ‘population bomb’ mentality.

C-Fam took an early interest in depopulation. ‘Tiat world is overpopulated has
been a staple of education and media speculatioméoe than forty years,’ reads
one Friday Fax from 1999%* Concerned with ‘below replacement fertilit/,the

author, Austin Ruse, warns that ‘the ramificatiohghis project are only now being
considered® The introduction to C-Fam'’s critique of the Wofdnk states that
contrary to promoting fertility decline, ‘the WorBank should begin studying how

to increase fertility rates® The organisation opposes the link between fertilit

32 Crouse, J. S. (2002) ‘The United Nations’ Ubiquié@nd Destructive “Footprints”,” Concerned
Women for America, 1 January 2002. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/1953/CWA/nation/indbim [last accessed 28/08/09].
# Ruse, A. (1999) ‘Mainstream Media Increasingly &svEmerging Depopulation ScarEriday
Fax, vol. 2, no. 41, August 20, Catholic Family andnivn Rights Institute. Available at
http://www.c-fam.org/publications/id.104/pub_detadip[last accessed 28/08/09].
% Replacement fertility is a population-wide averagémated at 2.1 live births per woman,
%Jnsidered to be the number required to maintatalsle population over time.

Ibid.
% Essig, A. M. (2007) ‘The World Bank: How it compnises economic development by promoting
a population control agenda,’ International Orgatians Research Group White Paper, Catholic
Family and Human Rights Institute. Availablehtp://www.c-
fam.org/docLib/20080425 Number_7_ World_Bank 2001 .ftast accessed 20/08/09], p. 2.
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decline and economic development that has beenmaskin development circles,
suggesting that ‘high fertility’ has historicallygen mistakenly viewed as a problem

that needs correctirtj.

Focus on the Family makes a similar point. In iscdssion of ‘the real problem’
with the Earth’s population, a Focus author writest ‘for the last several decades,
the threat of overpopulation has dominated the odis® on global
demographics® Although he acknowledges ‘an upper limit' to thestinability of
the human population, the author goes on to sayatieing and low birth rates are

the impending crisis, rather than overpopulaffon.

HLI has also seized on the concept of falling heytito support its opposition to
birth control and abortion. In 2008, HLI still se@sternational death peddlars’ at
large in the world® but is also coming around to the idea that theemniindigenous
(or domestic) demand for contraceptives that ivimgi fertility decline. Thus
instead of only speaking out against ‘populationtaalers,” HLI is beginning to
follow its ‘pro-family’ allies and appeal to natialism and ethnic identity in its
activism. On a trip to India, one HLI spokespers@rns that ‘India’s total fertility
rate has dropped to a dangerously low 2.7,” an@ada the rate is 1.#.The author
goes on to say that ‘I warned the people duringtallys thatif they continue
having no children, there will come a time when there will be more foreigners
than Goans.** Although HLI does not (yet) use the term ‘demogieptinter,’ this
emphasis on out-breeding immigrants shows, at leasbme degree, that HLI is
moving beyond the older ‘population controllersairfrework to defend its policies.
That HLI (which tends to lag the other organisasiom adjusting its ‘pro-family’
discourse) is moving in this direction, suggestt #dimongst ‘pro-family’ groups,

talk of population control may soon be confinedligcussions about the past.

3" |bid, pp. 23 and 31.

% Finger, R. (2005) ‘The Earth’s Population: Whattie Real Problem?’ Focus on the Fantsiyue
Analysis Available athttp://www.citizenlink.org/FOSI/worldview/A00000186:fm [last accessed
30/08/09].

% |pid.

“OHuman Life International’Special Repormo. 283, July 2008. Available at
http://www.hli.org/sr_july _08.pdfilast accessed 29/05/09], p. 5.

“LIbid, p. 4.

“2 |bid, p. 6 (emphasis in original).
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Demographic Winter

Though opposition to population control was a cdrptatform for the activism of
‘pro-family’ organisations in the 1990s, discussicaround fertility decline have
changed significantly between 1997 and 2008. Leader the movement
increasingly refer to depopulation as ‘demograptiater’ and have shifted much
of their focus to the industrialised world, esp#gi&urope. ‘Demographic winter’
is also referred to as the ‘birth dearth,” a canditin which governments struggle
with ageing populations and declining economies. ‘dro-family’ discourse,
‘demographic winter’ is caused by factors intetoaihe process of industrialisation
and modernisation. These factors are discussedeat ¢ength by ‘pro-family’
intellectuals. The reasons offered for decliningiliey in developed countries are
multi-faceted: a general movement away from rehgiovelfare, ‘anti-family’
taxation and state education; tolerance of homadiyu abortion, and
contraceptives; and materialism and selfishnessulisral norms. | consider each
of these areas in turn, before discussing compdicatwith this relatively new
aspect of ‘pro-family’ discourse.

One of the first documented appearances of the f@emographic winter’ was at
the second World Congress of Families in GenevE9®9** The speaker, Senator
Franscisco Tatad of the Philippines, warned hisyielpro-family’ allies that

‘In the West, a severe demographic winter has thoree vigorous societies into a
murderous desert from which all celebration of agaj love and human life has
been banished forever. But unlike any other winitethreatens to be permanent;

there is no prospect of spring. One child will haeebe shared by four lucky

“3‘Demographic winter’ stands in contrast to an exnit development model that has been used by
proponents of investment in sexual and reprodudteadth called the ‘demographic window.’ Both
are efforts to use a demographic framework base@rtility to support a particular political view,

but they work in opposite directions. The DemogiapVindow theory posits that the introduction
and use of modern contraceptives increases thegiop of the working age population relative to
their dependents (children and the elderly). Smé&dmilies can save and invest more, and their
societies as a whole can save and invest moredithheducation and economic infrastructure. If the
increased savings and investments are translaedhireased productivity, suggest this theory’s
proponents, the achievements can be significanbagding. See, for example, Singh et al. (2003)
‘Adding it up: the Benefits of Investing in Sexwald Reproductive Health Care,” UNFPA and the
Alan Guttmacher Institutézttp://www.unfpa.org/upload/lib_pub_file/240 fileme&_addingitup .pdf
[last accessed 13/06/09].
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grandparents; by contrast, a third world granddaseii have a riot of great

grandchildren around him or héf.’

Use of the term ‘demographic winter’ remained e&ly infrequent until around
2003, when the term appeared to quickly gain ceagren ‘pro-family’ discourse.
Europe has been singled out by most commentatdysiag in an advanced state of
‘demographic winter,” with Carlson suggesting thentinent is in ‘demographic
freefall.”*® Tatad, for his part, predicted in 1999 that ‘Asiaand Africans who
manage to learn the language well will become toavgs Europeans:® As such,
Europe is frequently used as a warning for the oéghe world in ‘pro-family’
discourse, especially as a lesson of what happeenwsocieties abandon

Christianity.

‘Demographic winter’ is in some respects an echthefeugenics movement from
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuryhim US?*’ Activists involved in

opposing ‘race suicide’ advocated both restrictionsimmigration and pro-natal
policies for women of ‘desirable’ race. While ‘degmaphic winter’ does not

include a fear that those of ‘uncivilised’ racedl woon outnumber ‘civilised’ ones,
it does emphasise the importance of maintainingoniabod in the form of ethnic
ancestry. If out-breeding occurs, however, advaecait ‘demographic winter’

assure their audiences that it will be religiousgle out-breeding the faithless.
‘Pro-family’ scholars of ‘demographic winter’ vigously reject the notion that
racism is driving their concern; rather, they shgytare issuing a warning to the

world of an impending crisis that will have far-cbing and detrimental effects.

‘Pro-family’ organisations acknowledge their palél interest in this phenomenon
to varying degrees: the more scholarly seek onlgetscribe ‘demographic winter,’

* Tatad, F. (1999) ‘The Family and Population ColitRemarks to the World Congress of
Families Il, November 15 1999, Geneva, November 1%, available at
http://www.worldcongress.org/wcf2_spkrs/wcf2_tadtdioh [last accessed 28/08/09].

*5 Carlson, A. (2003) ‘World Population Trends ane Retreat from Marriage,” Speech to the
lllinois Association of Scholars at Loyola UniveysiChicago, lllinois. The Howard Center, 5 April,
2003. Available ahttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_loyola0304@%? [last accessed
30/08/09].

“ Tatad,op. cit.

" For more on this, see Rosen, C. (2004) Preachigtiics: Religious Leaders and the American
Eugenics Movemer(New York: Oxford University Press), and Black,(E003) War Against the
Weak: Eugenics and America’s Campaign to Createst®d RacéNew York, London: Four Walls
Eight Windows).
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whilst others openly encourage its use as parhef‘pro-family’ arsenal against
their opponents. In addition, leaders differ inith@aterpretations of how this
impending catastrophe will impact on their movemamd its relative influence in
world affairs. Some portray the process as onewifiabe broadly devastating, yet
others expect ‘demographic winter to usher in tegentual (ironically)
evolutionary triumph of faith over secularism. Altigh ‘demographic winter’ has
been broadly adopted in ‘pro-family’ circles, pewph the movement vary as to
their interpretations of what it means and thespanses to it.

An example of the more scholarly approach descrddealve is a speech entitled
‘World Population in the 21 Century: Last one out turn off the lights?’ givien
1999 at the same WCF conference attended by Thidtis speech, ‘pro-family’
scholar Nicholas Eberstadt offered some demogragmioijections for the next one
hundred years. In his 1999 description of what etgcwill be like, he suggested
that:

‘

. pervasive and prolonged sub-replacement fertilit a world of long life
expectancy would presage a radical change in fastrilicture along the lines of one-
child China. For the first time in the human expede, there could be societies in
which the only biological relatives for many peomeuld be their ancestors. With
sufficiently low fertility for just two generationgpeople with blood siblings and
cousins would become the exception. Exactly hovoaesy would operate under
such conditions — how, for example, children woh#tl socialized — is difficult to
imagine?®

Despite this assessment, Eberstadt does not sutpgesvng-term fertility decline

is necessarily disastrous; rather he warns thatptteeess of ‘orderly global

depopulationvould require strange new adjustmentsEberstadt’s prediction is an
echo of the ‘pro-family’ fear of an increasinglydimiduated society, a social
outcome which, as has already been shown, ‘prolaoriganisations find deeply
problematic. Rather than spell out the strangecspd a cousin-less, sibling-less
society with no aunts and uncles, this ‘pro-famdgmographer is content to let his

“8 Eberstadt, N. (1999) ‘World Population in theé'Zlentury: Last one out turn off the lights?’
Remarks to the World Congress of Families Il, Gandovember 14 — 17 November 15 1999,
Available athttp://www.worldcongress.org/wcf2_spkrs/wcf2_ebadsihtm[30/08/09].

“9 Ibid (Emphasis in original).
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prediction of a childless and faithless future e tpposite of the fertile Christian

family at the heart of the ‘pro-family’ vision —egk for him.

Few ‘pro-family’ commentators are so reserved #irtlevaluation of ‘demographic
winter.” Catastrophic assessments of how ‘demogdcapinter’ will affect societies
abound in ‘pro-family’ texts. Some ‘pro-family’ dudrs focus on economic issues
associated with ageing societies. Some commentsg¢ersntergenerational conflict
as likely under conditions of depopulation, andeashpredict tensions as increased
immigration impacts on social stability. One eveggests the possibility that some
international conflicts can be explained in partltwy birth rates® While some of
the more far-fetched ‘demographic winter’ scenahase not been widely picked
up in ‘pro-family’ discourse, ageing and immigratibave become important issues
in ‘pro-family’ circles. | discuss each of thesefdre turning to ‘pro-family’

explanations as to why ‘demographic winter’ hasuoied.

‘Pro-family’ leaders stress the economic downturaeyt believe will be associated
with declining fertility. As consumption decreasassy ‘pro-family’ economists,
people in economies with shrinking populations veltuggle to maintain their
standards of living because relative to the eldetthe economically productive
members of the population will be smaller. Econoratagnation is likely in

Carlson’s view, ‘as the old inherit large partstw earth >

Population ageing is a major aspect of ‘demographiter,” and the one perhaps
most immediately worrisome for government policyeiak ‘Pro-family’ activists
have seized upon this anxiety and offer a pletldradvice to governments as to
how they might reverse this trend by the adoptibrpm-family’ policies. ‘Pro-

family’ leaders promise higher birth rates throufk criminalisation of abortion,

0 |n an interview with CWA, for example, Don Fedeggests that Russia’s declining population
was a factor in its government’s 2008 decisiomt@de neighbouring Georgia. Kleder, M. (2008)
‘Russia, Georgia and Demographic Winter,” Intervigith Don Feder, Concerned Women for
America, 1 September 2008. Availablehttp://www.cwfa.org/articles/15721/CWA/misc /indakn
(6:05-7:40) [Last accessed 08/05/09]. See alsoyt&arbDent’s analysis of baby-boomer’s
consumption which he argues is driving the econompemographic Winter: the Decline of the
Human Family(2008)SRB Documentary, LLC, Acuity Productiofi3VD] (16:30-17:30).

*L Carlson, A. (1999) ‘Depopulation and the New WdBlacial Order,” Keynote Address to the
Australian Regional Conference of the World CongmaisFamilies I, Melbourne, Australia, August
7, 1999. Available atttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_depop.fiist accessed 26/08/09].
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the reduction of tax burdens on one-income familgggosition to gay marriage

and the promotion of home-schooling, to name a few.

Promoting a book called ‘Gray Dawn’ in 1999, Rusgssthat the book explains
how ‘rapidly aging populations in the industrialucdries’ will bring about ‘the
collapse of medical and social pension systems raag eventually bring on
intergenerational warfaré® Dobson also sees declining fertility in stark termnd
blames society’s hostility to families for what $®es as a very depressing future:

‘The eventual result of this hostility to childramd parents, as it spreads, will be a
form of social suicide, leading to a world withagringtime, regeneration, or the
idealism of youth. Remaining will be an increasingbeing community stumbling

inevitably toward death and decay.’

Juxtaposing springtime, life and youth with wintedteath and the elderly,
‘demographic winter’ is a highly political and ernootally charged appeal to people
of reproductive age to resist this trend and hageershildren.

Although the elderly are routinely vilified in ‘desgraphic winter’ scenarios,
euthanasia is not the answer to the ageing trafpfoffamily’ organisations. One
Focus author does acknowledge the economic appesitisanasia, but condemns
the practice as ‘a moral evil and societal curskicWv would not fix a country’s
economic problems anywa§Because of the ‘devaluation of human life’ thas th
author sees as inherent in the practice, ‘far fsmiving the problem of excess
elderly per worker, [euthanasia] introduces an wrweent of death and fear
throughout the country, outweighing any possiblenemic benefit> That this
author is willing to weigh up what he sees as asohfbe ‘moral evil’ against its
measurable ‘possible economic benefit’ is an exangbla growing trend in ‘pro-
family’ discourse away from a steadfast relianceabsolute moral certainty to win

the day. | return to this theme later in the chapte

2 Ruse, A. (1999) ‘Mainstream Media Increasingly @svEmerging Depopulation Scafeiday
Fax,vol. 2, no. 41, Catholic Family and Human Rightstitute. Available abttp://www.c-
fam.org/publications/id.104/pub_detail.afipast accessed 30/08/09].

>3 Dobson, J. (2007) ‘Children are a blessing améasure,’ Focus on the Family, 17 April, 2007.
Available athttp://www.citizenlink.org/focusaction/fofafeatuf@900006801.cfnjAccessed
30/08/09].

** Finger, op. cit.

*° |bid.

202



Immigration is also an inappropriate policy respoibs ‘demographic winter,” say
‘pro-family’ groups. Seeking to bolster the numladéryoung workers to support
their ageing populations, many industrialised coaathave rapidly increased the
numbers of immigrants they allow to settle witheit national borders. A number
of ‘pro-family’ scholars claim that Europe is logirtouch with its culture as
European governments respond to their decliningh brates with increasing
immigration. This trend is seen as a serious probte‘pro-family’ discourse, with

Europe again emphasised as a worrisome litmugdeshe cultural and economic

deterioration these groups associate with fertdegline.

‘Pro-family’ intellectuals see immigration as detantal to a nation’s identity,
arguing that nations need sufficiently high ratéseproduction to be ‘racially and
culturally connected’ to their historie¥. Don Federalso makes this point,
suggesting that as Europe takes in more and momigrants their national
character is changimj.'Within a few decades, he argues, ‘England willlaoger
be England, and France will no longer be France..colild be ‘the Islamic
Republic of France®® Feder is not alone in his efforts to capitaliseaatise in anti-
immigration sentiment in Europe: European audierft@ge been treated to an
increasing number of ‘pro-family’ speeches, visitgl conferences in recent years.
Anti-immigration sentiment may also be connected ‘poo-family’ groups’
opposition to globalization as a culturally homoigéery force>® That immigration
increases the tendency towards cultural relativisay or may not be the case, but
the appeal to national identity suggests that farody’ leaders do seek a

counterweight to the relativising effects of muliciralism.

Crouse sees the problem of immigration in termsinofmigrants’ ‘refusal to
assimilate’ into their new countries’ cultures.ar2005 article attacking first world

*® |bid.

" Kleder, M. (2008) ‘Russia, Georgia and DemograpMinter,’ Interview with Don Feder,
Concerned Women for America, 1 September 2008.|&lvia at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/15721/CWA/misc/indeth[Accessed 30/08/09].

*8 |bid (this quote occurs between 7:50-8:30).

%9 Globalization, in this case through immigratiorgynbe problematic for many religious
conservatives, because it brings into stark réfiefidea that ‘diverse ways of living are largely
human constructions,” as Beyer puts it. Beyer,1B94) ‘Religion and Globalization,” Sage, p. 2.

203



feminists, she stresses the incompatibility of feiinist-inspired Western culture

with the sensibilities of its new (non-Western) ilgrants:

‘It is ironic that the feminist leaders of advanadgl/eloped nations wish to spread
their culture of abortion to all corners of the Wdothese privileged elites come from
countries that are being so depopulated by lowh bigtes that they have had to
import labor from Third World nations to keep theaonomies functioning. The new
arrivals are refusing to assimilate into the denadaltures of their host countries. In

the end, Western culture, especially in Europbeisg threatened with extinctioff.’

In this assessment, Crouse again discusses aba#oa culture that harms
nationhood (as she does in her 2002 article quedelier in the chapter), but this
time makes an explicit connection with immigratioGrouse is not the only
observer who sees irony in this situation: in ‘paaiily’ efforts to save ‘European
culture’ from extinction, these organisations arginy to rescue what they
elsewhere deride as a haven of secularism, femjrasich liberalism. That Crouse
sees immigrants’ lack of assimilation as connettethe extinction of nationhood
is significant, as it raises the question of whethigccessful integration into new
cultures is even desirable in the ‘pro-family’ vieW Western culture were less
offensive to its new citizens, Crouse would stél likely to reject immigration as a
plausible policy response to population ageingh&ligh she appears to side with
the ‘new arrivals’ — and hence with Islam — agaMagstern depravity, Crouse is

still uneasy about the situation she is describing.

Crouse is not the only one siding with immigrartsrning his focus to the US, the
Howard Center’'s Bryce Christensen’s view of new igmants is also somewhat
positive. After warning that the Social Securitydadedicare demands of ageing
baby-boomers will demand the influx of as manyiae million new immigrants
per year to the U8 Christenson considers the implications of thisréase in

immigration. He considers the relatively more neliggs and ‘pro-family’ Mexican

9 Crouse, J. S. (2005) ‘A Contest of Wills: Whoseldgiew about women’s well-being will
ultimately prevail?’ Concerned Women for Americaylarch, 2005. Available at
http://www.cwfa.org/articledisplay .asp?id=7573&deiment=BLI&categoryid=natiofLast
accessed 01/06/09].

¢ Christensen, B. (2006) ‘Confronting the Family liogations of the Immigration Debate:
Remembering the Laws of Man y las Leyes de la N#taa.'The Family in Americ&ol. 20, no. 9.
The Howard Center, September 2006. Available at
http://www.profam.org/pub/fia/fia.2009.htm?searchamgraphic% 20winter&opt=EXACTlast
accessed 03/06/09].
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immigrants already in the US to be a desirabletamdio a country that he sees as
drifting away from religious and traditional valuéhe immigration ‘problem,” he

writes, ‘is about us, not them.” Had the ‘naturalvé of the home economy’ not
been flouted, Christenson writes, the US would me#d immigrants to sustain its

ageing population.

Moreover, say ‘pro-family’ experts, immigration c@s the removal of productive
citizens from their homes in the developing world. this way, ‘pro-family’
analysts argue that ‘demographic winter’ adds te froblems of people in
developing countrie¥ Maria Sophia Aguirre, interviewed Demographic Winter
suggests that immigration is a problem for develgpcountries for two main
reasons. Firstly, she suggests that the labouruptimity in developing countries
goes down as its productive citizens leave. Segoradl the majority of workers
who leave are men, she suggests that there isnaaimcapital’ cost, because more
children from developing countries grow up withotlteir fathers. Spanish

economics professor Alban d’Entremont has thisatoabout the situation:

‘It would be ironic, and it would be very unjushat the poor countries should come
to bail out the rich countries because the richntdes have been delinquent in doing
their homework, in keeping up stable and strongilfasy and then they themselves

would lose theirs, bailing us o’

Immigration, in this view, is not just an econonissue, it is a moral one. The
policies of delinquent governments have helpedtalyce fatherless, dysfunctional
families at home, and the economic incentives thaye created will produce

fatherless families in third world countries byiffietent means.

Not far beneath the surface, ‘demographic winteram affirmation of the positive
role of religion in society. ‘Demographic winterisgourse is connected to the trend
away from explicitly religious references in moptd-family’ discourse. The two
trends are linked in different ways: deductively,donflating children and religion
with selflessness, and contrasting these with I&Es#ness and materialism;

statistically, with children being disproportionigtdorn to people of faith; and

%2 Maria Sophia Aguirre and Alban d’Entremont, iniewed inDemographic Winter: the Decline
of the Human Family2008)SRB Documentary, LLC, Acuity Productiofi3VD] (7:30-8:00)
63 i

Ibid.
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culturally, through increasing individualism andethejection of conservative

Christian sex morality.

In a speech in 2003, Carlson makes it clear tleattbvement away from religion is
the ‘key variable’ in understanding fertility dew.®® In Carlson’s view,
‘demographic winter’ should not really be consider@s something new: it is
simply a continuation of the Western world’s lomgnh shift away from Christian
morality. Where ‘responsibility, sacrifice, altrms and sanctity of long-term
commitments’ used to be paramount, Carlson saysetyads now moving towards
the prioritisation of ‘a militant “secular individlism” focused on the desires of the

self.’®®

Fagan concurs, observing that this trend can ba sédwre religious and non-
religious family sizes are compared. ‘The fututee’ argues, ‘belongs to those who
have children®® This point is reiterated a number of timediemographic Winter
Echoing this and Crouse’s warning to Europe, Rhillongman, a prominent
speaker in the film, states that ‘people, who fmkl of faith, don't go forth and

multiply, are on the road to extinctiof{.’

HLI makes the connection between the retreat freligion and declining fertility
quite explicit. Promoting a CD talk by HLI's found®aul Marx, entitled ‘The
World Sex Mess Confirms Catholic Teaching around wWorld,” HLI offers

listeners the opportunity to

‘travel around the world with Fr. Marx as he exptihow the world’s population

crisis—and by that | mean the declining populati@isso many countries—is

% Carlson, A. (2003) ‘World Population Trends and Retreat from Marriage,” Speech to the
lllinois Association of Scholars at Loyola UniveysiChicago, lllinois. The Howard Center, 5 April,
2003. Available ahttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_loyola0304@% [last accessed
30/08/09].

® |pid.

% Fagan, P. (2008) ‘Family Research Center’s FaRuilljcy Lecture: Demographic Winter Policy
Discussion,’ available dtttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 29/05/09] (44:45-
45:00).

*’Phillip Longman interviewed iDemographic Winter: the Decline of the Human Far(2§08)
SRB Documentary, LLC, Acuity Productiofi3VD] (46:50-47:05).
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directly linked to the world’s rejection of traditial Catholic teachings on abortion

and birth control®

Though ‘the world’ is responsible for rejecting Balicism in this text, external

enemies are still at large in HLI's framework. Tdavertisement continues:

‘The Church is thriving [in Africa], but forces fno wealthy Western nations are
trying to bring the culture of death to this lif@ving continent by injecting it with

contraception, abortifacients, and destructiveesiication ®°

Unlike other ‘pro-family’ organisations, HLI remareluctant to fully translate its
discussion of declining population into terms whide the enemy as internal to

society, rather than external to it.

This movement away from religion has spawned a raumol different drivers of
demographic winter, say ‘pro-family’ groups. Someds the blame for declining
fertility is assigned to the absence of religiomnir government. ‘Pro-family’
organisations cite ‘anti-family’ economic policiemass state education, and legal
tolerance of homosexuality and abortion as leadagses of ‘demographic winter.’
At other times ‘pro-family’ leaders hold the dinshing role of religion in
industrialised society responsible for people’sicé® to limit their family size. In
this way, ‘pro-family’ groups see the absence opublic religious culture as
leading to ‘demographic winter’ through an increaseselfishness, individualism

and materialism, and the diminishing status ofdrkih in society.

‘Pro-family’ activists acknowledge the role thatxtédaws and welfare play in
influencing the way families are formed. Over tinfo-family’ scholars trace a
movement away from an economic system that rewedsne-income family with
many children to one that encourages two-incomerparwith smaller families.
Dobson recommends that child-rearing is alreadynéaearying and time-
consuming work,’ so those that choose to do soldhmnt face ‘backbreaking taxes

and family-unfriendly policies from the governmeéfftWhile most ‘pro-family’

% Advertisement at the end of HLISpecial Reporto. 28, April 2008, available through
www.hli.org. [last accessed [20/08/08].
69 [h;

Ibid.
®Dobson, J. (2007) ‘Children are a blessing améasure,” Focus on the Family Action, 17 April,
2007. Available abttp://www.citizenlink.org/focusaction/fofafeatur@900006801.cfnjAccessed
01/06/09].
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leaders see family formation as a natural humar,uwghich is not necessarily
dependent on economic policies, they neverthelaggieathat government
incentives have a significant impact on young cespldecisions about their

families.

In 2003, Carlson makes a similar complaint aboet wWay that governments in
industrialised economies disincentivise marriage @mld-rearing. In his attempt to
explain governments’ role in promoting fertilitye lIsuggests that ‘family creation
as an expression of religious belief’ is not sudint to bring about a change in
downward population trends. Being religious is anbugh; the decision to start a
family ‘also requires a favorable policy environmmei' He highlights the

importance of tax law in promoting marriage andldreiaring, and offers the

following view of transfer payments to low-incomarents:

‘The "Chicago School" also shows how state-providesfare benefits can disrupt
the natural economic gains of marriage. So careedsiorce, since women will only
commit to more children and housework, and foregeer advancement, if they are

reasonably certain that their households will rissalve.”

‘Pro-family’ economists concur. In his discussiohpmpulation decline during a
discussion with Carlson and Fagan on the documer@mographic Winter

economist John Mueller suggests that the best\podisponse to the trend (after
criminalising abortion) is to ‘downsize transferypgents’ and institute a ‘broad

base low rate income ta%’

Broadly agreed upon is the rejection of the ‘Swedisodel.” Though Sweden’s
birth rate is higher than that of most Europeanntides, it is still unsatisfactorily
low in the view of ‘pro-family’ activists. In adddn, stimuli intended to increase

the number of Swedish children are derided as oeesnd radical by ‘pro-family’

" Carlson, A. (2003) ‘World Population Trends ane Retreat from Marriage,” Speech to the
lllinois Association of Scholars at Loyola UniveysiChicago, lllinois. The Howard Center, 5 April,
2003. Available ahttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_loyola0304@% [last accessed
30/08/09].

2 bid.

3 Mueller, J. (2008) ‘Family Research Center’s FagrRiblicy Lecture: Demographic Winter Policy
Discussion,’ available dtttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 29/05/09] (Mueller
makes these statements between 27:30 — 28:30).
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intellectuals® Sweden plays an interesting role in ‘pro-familgxts as the
antithesis of the conservative Christian developgmmodel. Despite Sweden’s
obvious success in terms of the economic well-b@hgs citizens, ‘pro-family’
activists use Sweden as an example of how not ttemése. In terms of preventing
‘demographic winter,” ‘pro-family’ authority Philibongman suggests there is ‘not
much to say for the Swedish mod&l.'Pro-family’ groups portray Sweden as

""® with socialism having ‘triumphed over the hom&The country’s

‘ultra-liberal,
(as yet) unsuccessful efforts to increase its hiatie to 2.1, despite its generous
parental leave policies, are cited by ‘pro-famibyganisations as the final nail in

the coffin of the secular welfare state.

Speaking on ‘Sweden and the Failure of EuropeanilfFaRolicy’ in Prague,
Carlson declares ‘that a social order that doesemmibduce itself will be replaced
by another... the Swedish model works no betten thay other social welfare
model in countering depopulatiof® Part of the explanation for this, Carlson
suggests, is because liberal economies in genexalecdoubts in women’s minds
as to whether they should devote their lives teimgi children. Another reason for
declining fertility rates, says Carlson, are Eurspefforts to promote gender
equality, which in his view are an attempt to carproblem created by feminism
with feminist ideas. In explaining why the US birdite has not declined as far as
Europe’s, Carlson suggests that Americans are fgpéheld less hostage to the

anti-natal dogmas of pure “gender equality” thare ahe “Swedenized”

4 Of the requirement that fathers take paid pardetale, for example, Carlson notes that ‘even
some of the more coercive aspects of Sweden’s fsairesurance program... have their human side:
it turns out that Swedish fathers have a stronfgpeace toward taking their parental leave during
Sweden’s elk-hunting season!’ Carlson, A. (2005yé8en and the Failure of European Family
Policy,” A lecture for the Civics Institute, the igge Building, Prague, Czech Republic. The Howard
Center, 27 April 2005. Sddtp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.050727.feéden.htr [last
accessed 30/08/09].

> Phillip Longman interviewed iBemographic Winter: the Decline of the Human Far(2§08)

SRB Documentary, LLC, Acuity Productiofi3vD] (00:45-00:49)

® Dobson, J. (2006) ‘The Battles Ahead,” Focus @nRamily, 4 January 2006, availablehtp:/
www.citizenlink.org/focusaction/fofafeatures/AQOO@HB5.cfm[last accessed 30/08/09].

""Carlson, A. (2004) ‘Marriage and Procreation: Gnil@en As The First Purpose of Marriage,’
Family Policy Lecture, Family Research Council, @d&r 20, 2004. See
http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PL04J(0B0/08/09].

8 This thesis is not the place to judge the validitptherwise of this statement. Carlson, A. (2005)
‘Sweden and the Failure of European Family Poligylécture for the Civics Institute, the Senate
Building, Prague, Czech Republic. The Howard CerérApril 2005. Available at
http://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.050727.feéden.htr? [last accessed 30/08/09].
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Europeans.” Sweden’s efforts to increase its birth rate — dhufope’s by
association — are thus doomed to fail. In Carlsaesv, this is not just because
Sweden has abandoned tradition and religion asrguielconomic principles, but
because its policy makers deny the innate diffe@srnmetween men and women.
This denial, he argues, ‘can only result in vi@as of human nature, doing
particular harm to existing and potential childi&hBecause its governments are
infused with feminist sentiments and condone homwasldy and abortion, ‘pro-
family’ activists confidently predict that Sweden’gro-natalist efforts will

ultimately fail to prevent fertility decline.

Europe is emerging as a new front line in the ‘faimily’ battle for the ‘natural
family.” Instead of depicting Europe as ‘lost’ agasfrequently the case in earlier
texts, interest in ‘rescuing’ Europe from a secwaad childless fate is increasingly
common in ‘pro-family’ discourse. In a flyer for @hfourth WCF in 2007, the
Howard Center invites those who ‘believe in the ifgihto attend the congress,

stating that

‘Europe is the battlefield and Poland is pivotairdugh demographic winter and the
rule of an anti-family elite, Europe is almost ltstfamily values. The loss of Europe
will have a devastating impact on the family in thericas, Asia and Africa, as
well as in international forums. Poland is a bastad tradition, faith and family.

WCEF IV will draw pro-family advocates from acro$etEuropean continent in what

could be the beginning of a pro-family renaissdfite.

Evoking images of war, tribulation and rebirth, #ieice of Poland in 2007 (and
indeed the Netherlands in 2009) as host countoethe WCF shows a new-found
interest in Europe as a target for increased ‘proify’ activism. Europe’s
demographic situation undoubtedly plays a part hrs.tWhether ‘pro-family’
organisations seek to use Europe as a warning, ‘sate’ Europe from ‘extinction’

is not cleaf?

 bid.

% bid.

8 The Howard Center (2007) ‘If you believe in thenfly, come to Warsaw,’ World Congress of
Families 1V flyer, accessed atvw.worldcongress.org/WCF4/wcf4.nmx0701. hilast accessed
13/07/09].

82 Christian Right observer Kathryn Joyce suggests‘temographic winter’ is part of the ‘pro-
family’ strategy to give its ideology a footholdtime European political scene. Joyce, K. (2008)
‘Missing: The “Right” Babies, The NationMarch 3, 2008.
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‘Demographic winter’ has proved an opportunity fomo-family’ activists to show
old foes in a new and negative light. That homoaét&y contraception and
abortion are cited by ‘pro-family’ organisationsdrsvers of declining fertility will
come as no surprise to observers of the US ChriRight. What is interesting,
however, is that ‘demographic winter’ has enablpb-family’ organisations to
extend their criticism of practices they opposed&veloped countries, such as
Europe and Japan. ‘Look to Europe,” suggest ‘proHfd organisations in their
efforts to prevent gay marriage in the US. In therds of one Focus on the Family
booklet:

‘Marriage produces and raises the next generatidrumanity, which every society
needs. If you don't believe this is a need, lookhat current depopulation trends in
much of Europe. Governments there are realizing &alearth of childbearing

couples raises many serious social and economiesss

Europe, generally seen as sympathetic to homosexualpro-family’ circles, has
only itself to blame for its low fertility rates this author’s view.

Like homosexuality, abortion is similarly targetasl a cause of declining fertility,
and criminalisation of abortion is usually the ffiradvice given to reverse
‘demographic winter.” Abortion causes ‘demographianter’ in practical as well as
well as cultural terms in ‘pro-family’ discourseBy tolerating abortion of unborn
children by the millions, particularly in North Amea, Europe and China,” one

Focus author writes,

‘we have first of all eliminated a large group aung citizens who now and in the
future could be helping to support our elderly. @&t we have instilled a “culture of
death” that has taken us well beyond the notioreasonably limiting family sizes, to

becoming “anti-child” altogethef*

Seeing abortion as responsible for an alleged-@niltd’ culture of industrialised
countries as well as driving down the overall nursbef young people, ‘pro-

family’ organisations have expanded the argumdrgyg tise to oppose the practice.

8 Stanton, G. T. (2005) ‘Ten Persuasive Answerbéaquestion... Why not gay marriage?’ Focus
on the Familyhttp://www.citizenlink.org/pdfs/fosi/marriage/Why dl Gay Marriage_Bklt.pdf
[last accessed 13/06/09].

% Finger, op. cit.
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Another driver for fertility reduction identifiedybCarlson is ‘mass state education.’
This too is connected to the movement away frongioel, say ‘pro-family’
activists, in that state schooling establishesstadralities in the place of traditional
ones. Carlson sees state education as a major detaend reduced fertility, citing a
1982 study by demographer John Caldwell as evideahis position. Caldwell’s
view is that state schooling has programmed nevergéions of children against
‘the old family morality,” with the result that sieties cannot maintain ‘stable high
fertility beyond two generations of mass schoolifg. As a solution to
‘demographic winter,” then, ‘pro-family’ policy sations to combat ‘demographic
winter’ (according to Patrick Fagan) are to ‘retéamily control over education,’
and to ‘build an intellectual and organisationditastructure that is forthrightly pro-

natalist.®®

When religion is addressed in discussions of ‘deawmgoigic winter,” such as in these
arguments against state-schooling, abortion andbbkexruality, it is discussed as an
empirical variable, and associated with a desiraolgal outcome. In connecting
‘demographic winter’ with older conservative Chast concerns, ‘pro-family’
groups can now depict the removal of old foes ag ard statistically ‘proven’
policy solutions. If this seems like a sleight @fnld however, it is not. As noted
above, Carlson and his colleagues do not disghisie affection for religion as a
public good. In his 2003 speech on world populati@mds, Carlson openly states
that the other variables that might explain festildecline are just a list of
secondary causes deriving from the removal of isigrom public life; all his
speeches and articles on this subject identifyntbeement away from Christianity
as the most crucial aspect of depopulation. Thisdes as the key source of trouble
faced in the economically developed world, andeased religious observance is
the solution. Industrial societies’ rejection ofigen is not only wrong in itself; in

Carlson’s view, it is harming people in a measwratshy.

8 John C. Caldwell, quoted in Carlson, A. (2003) MddPopulation Trends and the Retreat from
Marriage,” Speech to the lllinois Association oh8tars at Loyola University, Chicago, Illinois. The
Howard Center, 5 April, 2003. Séép://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_loyola0304a% [last
accessed 30/08/09].

8 Carlson (2008) ‘Family Research Center’s Familidyd_ecture: Demographic Winter Policy
Discussion,’ available dtttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 29/05/09] (12:25-
12:52).
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One of the main reasons that the absence of relicgoises ‘demographic winter,’
say ‘pro-family’ organisations, is that withoutiggbn as a moral guide, individuals
become self-serving and materialistic. No longeks®y to be loving parents, ‘pro-
family’ authors suggest, couples opt out of havaigdren because they see no
reason to subject themselves to work that has mooed material gratification.
‘Pro-family’ intellectuals argue that not only dcegple live apart from their
families in today’s society, their attitudes, b#&dieand values have changed so
significantly that individual successes and matenealth are now valued over
family life. Recognising this, many ‘pro-family’ camentators suggest that changes
to the economy and in the political sphere (thecstrral changes described above)
would have been unlikely to have had such an enasnmmpact on family life in
the absence of cultural changes influencing thelages of individuals’

These changes have been so momentous that inwsslme of how ‘pro-family’
advocates might reverse ‘demographic winter,” @arlsuggests that ‘science is on
our side... but the human heart.... culture... is no éoran our side® This marks
an important turning point away from asserting @-family’ ‘moral majority,” at
least in the industrialised world. Carlson seestye@s measured by social science
indices) as confirming his political views, and yBtverging from most people’s
heartfelt ideas about how the world is and showd®This goes some way to
explaining the enormous effort ‘pro-family’ orgaai®ns are making to find
evidence to support their positions outside thgials and traditional realm: they
now see social science as their best foothold imer@asingly ‘anti-family’ public

sphere.

In a discussion of the filMemographic WinterCarlson suggests that many of the
issues that the documentary addresses — womenngordivorce, affluence — are

symptoms as well as causes of fertility declinee Teal reason for declining

8" Norval Glenn, interviewed iDemographic Winter: the Decline of the Human Fart2908)SRB
Documentary, LLC, Acuity ProductiofiBVD] (20:20-20:45)

8 Carlson, A. (2008) ‘Family Research Center’s FaRiblicy Lecture: Demographic Winter Policy
Discussion,’ available dtttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 30/08/09] (reference
occurs between 64:10 — 64:30)

8 This is in many ways the reverse of Christian Raylguments as the ‘moral majority’: they are
now the experts, and the public is not on theie sid
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fertility, he suggests, is to be found in the chaggvorld of politics and idea¥.
Patrick Fagan concurs, and puts much of the blaonetHis on the world of
academia. Universities, suggests Fagan, face a Ipigblem of political
correctness, a lack of courage, and a reluctancdisicuss contraceptives and
abortion, which he sums up as a ‘huge denial’ antlawillingness to look at the

truth.’®?

Similarly, Dobson also sees the source of fertiecline in the changing ideology
and culture of industrialised societies. He suggésat the selfishness inherent in
modern societies stops couples from having childAaknowledging that raising
children can be extremely difficult at the bestiofes, he sees the decision to have
a child nowadays as a ‘counter-cultural’ act. I80®7 article, Dobson states that
‘the investment in children is the antithesis of saciety’s self-centered, “me first”
environment that so often aborts its babies orewglits young® He suggests that
childless adults have huge economic appeal as owrsuand workers, with more
disposable income than their parenting peers. @umeary society, his article
suggests, tells people that children are a ‘busw®h an inconvenience,’ part of a
major shift from a society of families to one tHat child-free?® Moreover, in
Dobson’s view, parents and children are not jusaplpearing from society, they are
actively scorned as ‘breeders’ and ‘spawn’ in comgerary culture’® Making
exceptions for those who cannot physically havédobm, Dobson takes issue with
this culture and its ‘child-free adults,’ ultimagedtating that ‘chosen childlessness
must be named as moral rebellidhFe and his colleagues see children as the way
for adults to become good people, by virtue ofufag that parenthood forces other-

regarding behaviour.

Dobson is not alone in his contention that the gla€ children in society has

changed. Parents, families and children, say ‘pro#y’ groups, are now objects of

% Carlson, A. (2008) ‘Family Research Center’s FgrRiblicy Lecture: Demographic Winter Policy
Discussion,’ available dtttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 30/08/09] (5:45-6:55,
63:50-64:00).

L Fagan, in ibid, (62:30-63:00).

2 Dobson, J. (2007) ‘Children are a blessing améasure,’ Focus on the Family, 17 April, 2007,
Available athttp://www.citizenlink.org/focusaction/fofafeatuf@900006801.cfnjAccessed
30/08/09].

% |bid.

% |bid.

% bid.
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derision, and the well-being of children now takesond place to adult fulfilment.
Kay Hymowitz, interviewed inDemographic Wintersuggests that industrial
societies tell people that ‘the happiness of adsltso much more important than
the well-being of children® Another interviewee, sociologist Steven Nock,
suggests that ‘adults have an obligation to childrenerally’’ Though he does not
discuss what this means, Nock suggests that adwaltdonger recognise this

obligation, and for this reason ‘things are unhaippg general sense.’

Focus writer Glenn Stanton also takes this persmecpositing a link between
moral decay and fertility decline. Stanton seesaaing of ‘selflessness, sacrifice
and maturity’ and a dearth of children being bosnr@inforcing each other in a

vicious circle. He is concerned that

‘Rather than learning that healthy adulthood respiithe consideration of others,
many twenty- and thirty-somethings seem to view Bfs “all about me” as they
pursue gadgets, fun, money and peer approval. i¥tas crosspurposes to the self-

sacrifice and commitment necessary for marriagechiid-rearing.*®

‘Pro-family’ groups reject the idea that people dam socialized well through
relationships that exist outside of family life.l&eng Eberstadt’s consideration that
children need aunts, uncles, cousins and sibliagset properly socialised, Fagan
explains that children from large families learrgtee *° Again ‘pro-family’ groups
offer family life — large family life — as the adbte to all forms of anti-social

behaviour.

HLI also offers an opinion on the link between reeld fertility and individualism.
In a trip to Mexico, HLI's Euteneuer criticises wihhe sees as selfishness in

choosing to have smaller families, complaining t@iples

% Kay Hymowitz, interviewed ifDemographic Winter: the Decline of the Human Far(2§08)
SRB Documentary, LLC, Acuity Productiofi3VD] (30:50-31:10).

97 Steven Nock interviewed idemographic Winter: the Decline of the Human Fart2908)SRB
Documentary, LLC, Acuity Productiofi®VD] (30:20-30:35).

% Stanton, G. T. (2007) ‘Family Formation Trends émalysis: US Overview 2007. Children: the
health of growing up in America’ Focus on the Fam. 1. Available at
http://www.citizenlink.org/pdfs/fosi/marriage/07_Rdy Formation_Trends_Children.pflast
accessed 30/08/09].

% Fagan, P. (2008) ‘Family Research Center's FaRiilljcy Lecture: Demographic Winter Policy
Discussion,’ available dtttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 30/08/09] (45:15).
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‘opt for lifestyles that exclude or minimize chi@r, and the practice of divorce
becomes regularized and justified for the selfiffmént of parents with no thought of

its effect on children®

Framing small families as a materialistic lifestykoice, as opposed to what in
practice is likely to incorporate a far more corogted set of values and issues, HLI
sees the ‘contraceptive mentality’ as a packageptmmotes this kind of ‘Porsche
versus pregnancy’ calculus. Euteneuer goes owmltzea his ‘pro-life’ colleagues
that

‘...there are always three inevitable, | would sayallible, consequences of the
contraceptive mentality when it permeates a sodaty enough-and | wish all pro-

lifers recognized these consequences as well:
1. A precipitous lowering of the fertility rate afcountry;

2. An increase in abortion (whether legal or illk@ad the legalization of it where it

is not yet legal; and worst of all,
3. The formation of selfishness in a popula€e.’

Euteneuer links these consequences in a causah, ciraiwhich the worst
consequence — selfishness — is the social outcdradapting secular ideas about

sexuality and reproduction.

The pursuit of money and material things is disddim a number of different ‘pro-
family’ texts. Prosperity is understood as a cateelof low fertility both in terms of
couple’s financial choices to delay (or forgo) dbikaring, and also in terms of the
inverse relationship between a country’s level cbremic development and its
fertility rate. This challenges the pursuit of mgnas a means of success, and
deeply problematises the notion — central to thpuRkcan Party platform — of
personal financial responsibility. Dobson suggebkts older generations should
advise younger married couples to become parends@s as possible, rather than
‘waiting for all of their financial dreams and asgiions to be realized®* And as

‘pro-family’ activists accept, young couples in usdrialised countries today face

190 Euteneuer, T. J. (2004) ‘Pro-Life Missionary Tripexico,” Human Life International, March 29,
2004. Accessed dtttp://www.hli.org/mission_mexico_2004.htifkhst accessed 21/12/06].
101 i

Ibid.
192 Dobson, J. (2007) ‘Children are a blessing ameasture,’ Focus on the Family Action, 17 April,
2007. Available abttp://www.citizenlink.org/focusaction/fofafeatur@900006801.cfnjAccessed
01/06/09].
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‘stark choices’ when it comes to deciding when twether to start a family. They
can either ‘live like kings,” or choose to haveldren, which is acknowledged as a
‘relatively tough life, economically**® Still, ‘pro-family’ authors consistently state
their preference for people to have a difficultafmcial life and a large family,
characterizing childless couples who seek to dehey financial hindrance of

childrearing as greedy, idle and un-Christian.

Reviewing a study on why American women remain diégs in 2001, CWA
considers the decision not to have children aszy ¢me. The study’s conclusion
acknowledges that environmental issues and cade@naement have an impact on
peoples’ decisions, but concludes that ‘most caddicouples simply have no desire
for children or do not think they would be suitaplrents.” This CWA translates as
follows: ‘in other words, they simply can't be beted.'®* Again, choice and
individual responsibility — demonstrated in thiseay people’s concern that they

would be poor parents — is given short shrift.

Carlson offers us some insight as to why ‘pro-fgiiittellectuals are so happy to
move away from a focus on individual responsibilégd choice in favour of
blanket pro-natalism. He suggests that it is th@asoview of children that is at
stake; personal choice has less to do with theemttan people are led to believe.

He writes that

‘It is important to note that the values of the nescular order, despite the rhetoric,
do not in fact center on "freedom" and "choice.ather, the evidence suggests that
those are transitional arguments, masking a new @uite negative view of

children.®

Carlson sees the current ‘secular order’ as onghich children are commodified
to some degree: they are either avoided as an egorfmurden or demanded to

fulfil a lifestyle choice. Thus even the choice liave children is problematic to

103 Fagan, P. (2008) ‘Family Research Center’s FaRiillicy Lecture: Demographic Winter Policy
Discussion,’ available dtttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 29/05/09] (40:00-
41:30).

104 CWA (2001) ‘Apathy & Childlessness’ Concerned Wanfier America, 4 December 2001.
Available athttp://www.cwfa.org/articles/807/BLI/dotcommentangdex.htm[last accessed
30/08/09].

195 carlson, A. (2003) ‘World Population Trends ane Betreat from Marriage,” Speech to the
lllinois Association of Scholars at Loyola UniveysiChicago, lllinois. The Howard Center, 5 April,
2003. Sedttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_loyola03046% [last accessed 30/08/09].
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Carlson, because it is now privately made. As hes jtu ‘those who choose to
parent now do so “to satisfy their private needsther than to meet religious,
family, or communal obligations® He bemoans a society in which childrearing is
merely the realisation of a consumption preferefsmme people have poodle dogs,
others have children,” as he puts'$f.Having reproductive choice, rather than

making all pregnhancies ‘wanted,’ is seen as paat @éneral anti-child worldview.

Those ‘pro-family’ authors who discuss reproductivmice in this way see it as a
running counter to ‘pro-family’ ideas about theeadf God in conception. As
Dobson puts it, ‘lifestyle childlessness... is dfwlirejection of God’s procreative
purpose for marriagé® The choice to have children, or not to have theacpmes
a self-referential exercise that has nothing towdih God. In Carlson’s words,
fertility is now in the domain of the ‘individual’secular consciencé” Perhaps
most importantly, reproductive choice is part ofimereasingly common relativistic
value set that ‘pro-family’ groups find intolerabl®ro-family’ intellectuals posit
that in conferring couples (or women) the choicéadwe children or not, altruism is
no longer possible: parents do not have the aliditgacrifice their own happiness
for that of their families, because such a sa@ifimly makes sense outside the
context of choice. Carlson suggests that societiesnoving away from the values
‘long affirmed by Christian teaching... responsijl sacrifice, altruism, and [the]
sanctity of long-term commitments... and toward ailitamt secular
individualism.™*° ‘Demographic winter,” in this light, is just a dessing by-
product of this shift. Not surprisingly, Carlsoresehe key ‘pro-family’ response to
‘demographic winter’ as cultural rather than ecoroaor political. He calls for the
launching of ‘a counter-revolution in values, whialelcomes children under the

banner of the natural family™*

19 bid.
197 carlson, A. (2005) ‘Defining Family Friendly,” Reks for a public dialogue co-sponsored by
the Sutherland Institute and the Hinkley Institofé>olitics, The University of Utah, 23 September
2005. Seehttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc.acc.dfu.0509%8%searcljlast accessed 29/07/09].
1% pobson, J. (2007) ‘Children are a blessing aneéastre,” Focus on the Family, 17 April, 2007.
Seehttp://www.citizenlink.org/focusaction/fofafeatufr@900006801.cfnjAccessed 01/06/09].
1%%Carlson, A. (2003) ‘World Population Trends and Retreat from Marriage,” Speech to the
lllinois Association of Scholars at Loyola UniveysiChicago, lllinois. The Howard Center, 5 April,
121(())03. Sednttp://www.profam.org/docs/acc/thc_acc_loyola030460% [last accessed 30/08/09].
Ibid.
M1 carlson (2008) ‘Family Research Center’'s Famillidyd_ecture: Demographic Winter Policy
Discussion.’ Seéttp://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PLO8EORast accessed 30/08/09] (12:55-13:05).
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Part Il: Tensions

‘Demographic winter’ is an idea that has been tipppicked up by ‘pro-family’
activists and has enormous potential to broadennibgement’s appeal. Many
countries in the industrialised world are indeedegiencing a ‘birth dearth,” which
in conjunction with faltering economies makes the&pe with potential for a well-
organised pro-natalist, ‘traditionalist movemeht® In this context, it is
unsurprising that US ‘pro-family’ organisations keéo fill that role. Yet
‘demographic winter’ brings to light a number ohseéons between competing ‘pro-

family’ views of the world. I highlight three.

To prosper or not to prosper, that is the question

Within the framework of ‘demographic winter’ sitset premise that affluence and
family size are inversely related. This connectisrmade in a number of ways.
Statistically, ‘pro-family’ social scientists measuincome against fertility at the
level of individual families, and in cross-countcpmparisons, and find that a
negative relationship is produced in most casebe/@tnote the tough economic
futures faced by young couples, and empathiserteestegree with the enormity of
the consequences of the decisions that they haweake. The relationship is also
explained in terms of social norms in modern segsetthe industrial world, ‘pro-
family’ intellectuals claim, is actively ‘anti-ctdl’ Weyrich, in writing that life is
about more than the acquisition of ‘more stuff,tga distinctly anti-materialistic

spin on this.

Yet on the other hand, ‘demographic winter’ is gpeal to maintain economic
well-being through consumption. As Harry S. Demnirgds us, it is consumption
that drives the earnings of companies. ‘Demographiter scenarios rely on a
crashing economy, produced by the combination oh@geing population with a
sharp decline in consumption. More babies are reduiot just as a work force, but
as a cohort of consumers to avoid the prolongeghataon of the economy as baby-

boomers retire. If people are not afraid of thisremmic forecast, ‘demographic

12 gee Gallaher, C. (2004) ‘The Religious Right Re&ztGlobalization,’ in Tétrault, M. A. and R.
A. Denemark (eds.) Gods, Guns and GlobalizatiotigR@s Radicalism and International Political
Economy International Political Economy Yearbook, vol. l®ndon: Lynne Rienner) for more on
this.

219



winter’ loses a lot of its sting. Just as ‘pro-fayhgroups are starting to suggest that
capitalism needs to be restrained so that it bedteds to the needs of families, they
are also relying on the consumption appetite ofrieet generation to save it. Do
‘pro-family’ organisations want young people to gwer and consume in a

materialistic manner, or do they want young petpleave a ‘relatively tough life’?

As we have seen with other ‘pro-family’ issues, nagraphic winter’ turns
development on its head. The global South is nowduby proponents of
‘demographic winter’ to cast light on the probleaighe West. Affluence as a goal
of development is called into question. Yet tharétile evidence that ‘pro-family’
groups are rhetorically moving away from advocaay ffat taxes and free trade,
with economic growth as a major overall goal. Rathese economic policies are
supported because of their supposedly beneficiph@non increasing the size of
families. Families, | suggest, are the basis of tlew conservatism’ as advocated
by Weyrich and others: ‘Natural families’ and fertility trump affluencesathe

primary goal of ‘pro-family’ development policy.

Explaining facts with morals: ends-means issues

Just as feminists struggled with their populationaed allies, ‘pro-family’
organisations are likely to run into problems asythursue fertility under the name
of staving off a ‘demographic winter.” Feminists avisought to remedy human
rights issues that did not fit with the macro-leaglenda of their allies, such as
treating fistulae and infertility in the developimgrld, found funding hard to come
by. In the same way, it seems likely that if ‘peo¥fily’ organisations pursue the
goal of higher fertility levels they may well sueck but higher birth rates will not
be delivered solely by ‘natural families.” Simikarlhuge families of atheists,
socialists or liberals are unlikely to bring ababe ‘demographic springtime’
desired by leaders of the ‘pro-family’ movement.

‘Pro-family’ emphasis on fertility, though it strgs to retain a positivist

framework, consistently leads to advocacy for thetainment of sexuality within

113 5ee Weyrich, P. M. (2005) ‘The Next Conservatiime Next Conservative Economics,’
Concerned Women for America, September 7, 2005il@bla at
http://www.cwfa.org/articles/8904/CWA/misc/indexaflast accessed 11/08/09].
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marriage. This is despite the acknowledgement thatof-wedlock births do
significantly alleviate the ‘birth dearth’ in thadustrialised world. In this way, the
message of ‘demographic winter’ is constantly lddrr ‘pro-family’

environmentalist arguments about carbon footprimtsve’ that divorce is bad for
the environment, but does this really say anytrabgut fertility? It seems more
likely that ‘demographic winter’ is a kind of umiiee phrase under which any
regression analysis that associates the ‘natumallyfa with a positive social

outcome can be promoted.

Ultimately, arguments that utilise demographic @ednomic statistics are really
about fighting normative trends to which ‘pro-fayibrganisations morally object.
As feminists and others before them have found,adgaphic facts cannot be made
to support absolute moral positions. What will amily’ groups do with high

fertility that is not a result of maritally cont&id sex?

‘Pro-family’ environmentalism?

Sympathetic to those at the height of the ‘popatattoom’ who felt that it was not
responsible to have a large family, some recento-family’ discourse
acknowledges that there is indeed a limit to theupation that the Earth can sustain.
This marks a shift for a movement that on the whoégnains wary of
environmentalism. In arguing that countries witlvéo birth-rates are the world’s
largest polluters, ‘pro-family’ organisations atarting to adopt a stance that brings
stewardship of the environment into the ‘pro-farmifsamework. In adding up
‘carbon footprints,” ‘pro-family’ groups give sonmeeasure of credence to this form

of environmentalism.

As has been shown in previous chapters, however;pito-family’ movement is
suspicious, and even in some cases nauseated bsorengntalist attitudes.
Environmentalism is still seen as a coercive meaingxtending the reach of
governments and international institutions in mamg-family’ texts. Moreover, it
is decidedly contaminated by association with te&.LNevertheless, this fledgling
‘pro-family environmentalism may be another way which the ‘pro-family’
movement is able to ‘integrate new ideas’ intcagenda (as Butler puts it). But so

far, this new concern with the environment is jasbther part of the ‘pro-family’
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toolkit; that its use works in spite of the gendtalv of ‘pro-family’ politics as a

whole may not be particularly important.

If the ‘faithless’ die out — so what?

‘Pro-family’ activists are enormously confident tHpeople of faith’ will survive
‘demographic winter.” Moreover, ‘real demographeas, ‘pro-family’ activists put
it, have always known what is going on, and hawsagleed with ‘population
controllers’ and fought against their efforts tokmaeople have fewer childrélf.
Given that ‘pro-family’ groups are hopeful aboue thotential of people of faith to
inherit the Earth, how do they justify this warniagstensibly directed to a secular

audience — that a ‘demographic winter’ is loomiNgRy not keep quiet about it?

‘Demographic winter’ is likely to be seen by ‘pranfily’ activists as a means of
entering new political arenas, declaring a commissesolution to a problem that
other political actors are unwilling to identifyafigeting Europe makes sense here,
because its low birth-rate and high levels of immign mean that the ‘problem’ is
broadly acknowledged. Europe, once consideredtaénse in ‘pro-family’ circles,
is now the recipient of ‘pro-family’ attempts toveait from extinction. Yet this
rescue mission is bound to be a tricky one. Engette immigration debate leaves
‘pro-family’ organisations open to accusations afcism, and the inherent
nationalism implied in ‘pro-family’ solutions to &@nographic winter’ may not be in
harmony with other aspects of the movement’s glaloivism. Balancing (at least
rhetorical) concern for the people of the develgpworld whilst exploiting the
racist fears of the West will be a difficult tagk the ‘pro-family’ movement.

If people of faith are going to inherit the Earthroadcasting the message of
‘demographic winter’ in a secular manner might hétve effect of preventing or
reducing this inheritance. One answer to this & tlemographic winter’ may be
an outlet for the evangelical inclinations of thgro-family’ movement. If the
population of the world is threatened, Christianseha role to play in proselytising
the non-religious (and childless) people of theldidn this case, they are called to
spread the gospel of the ‘natural family.” The dagsm of the medium in this case

14 5ee David Popenoe and Phillip Longman intervieimddemographic Winter: the Decline of the
Human Family(2008)SRB Documentary, LLC, Acuity Productiofi3VD].
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just reflects the efforts of its proponents to reas many people as they possibly
can. Another possibility is that the ‘pro-family’avement has become so deeply
involved in changing social norms that so long aspte’s behaviour conforms to
the ‘pro-family’ ideal, their religious status i§ secondary importance.

In this way, ‘demographic winter’ raises a broadgrestion about the role of
religion in ‘pro-family’ activism. Can ‘pro-familyactivists continue to diminish the
importance of religion into a mere ‘variable’ tHahders or helps family life? Or
will ‘pro-family’ activists feel the need to ackndsdge their religion as being of
paramount importance — just as human rights afenanist NGOs — pervading all
aspects of life regardless of its effects on mamoemic and demographic
outcomes? This question may be of interest to éutdoservers of the ‘pro-family’

movement.

Conclusion

‘Pro-family’ discourse around fertility is changingVhere they had previously
focused much of their international advocacy addpwpulation controllers,” ‘pro-
family’ organisations now see fertility decline as issue that is connected to
changes inherent in the process of secular modeions In other words, where
fertility decline was once considered a result adlewolent forces external to
societies, ‘pro-family’ groups are now more likétyframe their arguments in terms
of an impending ‘demographic winter,” the result‘afti-family’ cultural changes
which influence people’s decisions to have smdderilies, or to forgo family life

altogether.

‘Pro-family’ interest in fertility, which was prewusly focussed on the people of the
global South, now also encompasses ‘pro-family’ cesns about the West. The
new focus on Europe may mark a significant shiftdanovement which initially
globalized — at least rhetorically — in defencethe Southern poor. This indicates
that the movement may be seeking to move beyondla@went politics and into

the broader realm of international and domesticat@nd economic policy-making.

‘Pro-family’ groups now highlight a number of difent reasons for declining

fertility, many of which revolve around what thé@&aders see as the ‘anti-family’
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economic, social and cultural environments of depetl countries. Other ‘pro-
family’ intellectuals link declining fertility diretly to the removal of religion from
public life in developed countries. ‘Population troflers’ are still at large in the
view of many ‘pro-family’ activists, but they ar® thonger the main focus of ‘pro-

family’ actors interested in population issues.

This changing emphasis emerges in a number ofréiffeways. For example,
where ‘pro-family’ organisations have tended to ag® the supply of
contraceptives and condoms to the developing wthlkely are increasingly placing
themselves in opposition to what they see as tharallmessages associated with
industrial capitalism. These messages, they suggestoaded with individualism,
and bring selfishness and ultimately, unhappinesghé countries they ‘infect.’
Another example of this changing emphasis is im-family’ organisations’
increasing recognition that it is now normal to wamlimit the size of one’s family,
rather than making the claim that it is coercivepplation controllers’ and
governments that are responsible for declininglitgrt'Pro-family’ efforts are now
focused on changing people’s attitudes about lafgerilies, and recasting old
enemies — abortion, contraception, homosexualégifism and socialism — not

just as problems in themselves, but as contributidemographic winter.’

Towards the end of their chapter on populationgyodind Christian Right activism,
Buss and Herman observe that debates about papulative led the Christian
Right to adopt a ‘pro-development’ agenda, in teasg that they now compete
with feminists in their claim to speak on behalfwadmen. In doing so, ‘pro-family’

organisations (to some extent) forgo their suspi@b international development.
Thus Buss and Herman pose the following questian: the new ‘development-
friendly’ approach of ‘pro-family’ organisations breconciled with the Christian

Right’s ‘long-standing and often vehement objectioninternational measures as
amounting to governmental interference in the foperation of the market and

undermining US independenc&?'They suggest that the answer is probably no.

15 Buss and Hermamp. cit, p. 78
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My findings suggest that the ‘pro-family’ movemenay have found a way to get
around this conflict. In defending the rights ofopke in developing countries to
have large ‘strong’ families, free from the intediece of secular development
models, these organisations claim to speak on betfalthe people of the

developing world even as they suggest that poaigyiation is not the answer (as
their models show, the accumulation of wealth ispposition to the accumulation
of children). Advocacy for increasing family size the West can be framed as
reducing the future burden on the families of tib@t8, as their men will no longer
be encouraged to migrate for work at better wagegh foreign lands. Families in

the South are glorified as young, strong and fer@éind juxtaposed with those in

rich countries which are small and old.

Time and again we see the ‘pro-family’ movement padto new political
requirements and use new tools to advance theisecaDemography, once an
instrument of environmentalists and progressivesnow wielded with fierce
determination by ‘pro-family’ advocates of the ‘aal family.” Racism, a charge
once used to sideline the predominantly white @lansRight, is now being turned
back on progressives. Progressives are culpaljépsmafamily’ groups, because in
their support for population control and abortitreyt have coerced and targeted

disadvantaged ethnic groups.

Environmentalism is another example of this adaptaBuss and Herman suggest
that phrases such as ‘sustainable development’canchg for the Earth’ are seen
by ‘pro-family’ groups as globalist ambitions; arpaf ‘the UN’s hidden agenda for
ideological control**® Though their analysis may be true of earlier ‘family’
discourse (and especially that of the domestic gfiani Right), this chapter has
shown that though the organisations remain scépbtaenvironmentalism, a

budding ‘pro-family’ version in support of the ‘nmal family’ is emerging.

In all of this change, then, what can be said altoeitglobal future of the ‘pro-
family’ movement? Can the ‘pro-family’ movement ¢tiowe to garner support
from the global South as it challenges some ofrtioge broadly accepted ideas

1% pid. p. 21.
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about development? If it is successful in doing Bow will this affect the

movement's domestic base? How much accommodatiometo ideas can ‘pro-
family’ organisations manage before the crackst starshow? These are the
guestions | consider in the conclusion to thisiges
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Conclusion

Though they no longer enjoy the patronage of aigees sympathetic to their
views, the global activism of ‘pro-family’ organigans shows no signs of abating.
A sixth World Congress of Families is scheduled206d.1, and new conservative,
‘pro-life’ and ‘pro-family’ organisations continu® register for NGO accreditation
at the UN! This may reflect an overall burgeoning in civikciy participation at

the UN in general, but it also shows an increasmerest on the part of US ‘pro-

family’ organisations in political participation ypend their homeland.

This participation is sustained by the earnest cament of ‘pro-family’
organisations to prevent progressive norms abowadi¢y and reproduction from
being further established as dominant models, botihe development arena and
beyond it. In their global endeavours to save thboun and maintain the social
value of chastity, modesty and ‘traditional’ undanglings of gender, ‘pro-family’
groups have created a global network of likemindetivists, a ready source of
inspiration to maintain the movement as it struggtepursue its agenda. Over time,
this agenda has changed to suit the political miligrowing in sophistication,
funding and intellectual depth. This thesis hasmafited to capture the ideological
views of the ‘pro-family’ movement, and show sonfetlee important ways that
their discourse has shifted as they have estallisimel continue to maintain a

global presence.

In terms of their views on globalization and how thiorld is changing because of
the phenomenon, ‘pro-family’ groups now tend notiépict ‘globalists’ and a ‘new
world order’ as the forces behind global changeayTstill oppose globalization as a
homogenising force, but for the reason that inpgtesent form it is secular,
individualistic and relativising, rather than besauthey perceive that a set of
powerful people are orchestrating global change tha purpose of achieving
totalitarian outcomes. Totalitarian outcomes maguocin this altered ‘pro-family’

view, but this will be a result of unrestrainedelibl capitalism racing to forget

! Recently UN-accredited NGOs include the Americams2rvative Union (2007), the Congregation
of Our Lady of Mount Carmel (2009), Feminists Fafel(2005) and the Hudson Institute (2008).
For more information selgtp://esango.un.org/civilsociety/login.flast accessed 04/09/2008].
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religion, ‘traditional morality,” and the importaa®f family life. The role of ‘pro-
family’ organisations in this view is thus not just represent these things in the
global public realm; it is also to preserve themhuman memory. In this way, we
can see that the threat of annihilation is stikgant in the ‘pro-family’ political
world, but the agents of chaos are beginning taldy@Ected as aspects of modern
culture itself, rather than in the form of would-beildoers at large in the world.
Yet this may not be such a large shift, as thee®litargeted by ‘pro-family’
organisations earlier in their activism were theu® of ‘pro-family’ ire precisely
because they espoused and encouraged liberal diviliralistic ideas about how

the social world should be organised.

However it is framed, anti-individualism is mostrtegnly emerging as a key
component of ‘pro-family’ discourse (as evidenttire theme of the Amsterdam
WCF conference: ‘the family: more than the sum loé parts’). With this new
perspective, ‘pro-family’ activists are both bettéf and worse off. They are better
equipped to bring about the outcomes they desereaudse they are tackling the root
causes of the political changes they do not likej they will find many like-
minded people from beyond the limits of US Christ@nservatism to join their
cause. But in staking their claims against thewvidialistic culture of modernity
itself, ‘pro-family’ groups will be obliged to adelss the new tensions and

contradictions within their worldview.

Despite the enormous task they have set themsehaworldwide ‘pro-family’
reversal of modern values — ‘pro-family activisees content to work towards
long-term change. In their tireless organising agmdlific publishing, Carlson,
Crouse, Dobson, Euteneuer and their allies oftga thie impression that they are
already riding a wave of ‘pro-family’ euphoria thedannot help but spread across
the globe. Though they scramble to oppose glokdaiza ‘pro-family’ groups
continue to embrace certain universal principlesl @trengthen their global
network. ‘Pro-family’ organisations also enthusieaty participate in the global
propagation of norms and ideas, even while theyospphe interference of their
opponent’s ideas as violating the sovereignty bepnations. In their actions and
proposed policy positions, ‘pro-family’ groups aptetake advantage of, and can

even be said to advance a form of globalization.
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In 1994, Peter Beyer made the following prediction:

‘... if particular cultures are to survive in akdrform in the modern global context,
the religious traditions associated with them valko survive, but not without
themselves facing the serious challenge of thetivedad context. Given that
religions deal with absolutes, this adjustment &hoesult in significant crises within

those traditions®

Beyer’s insistence on the incompatibility betwedre trelativism wrought by

globalization and the universalism of religion ggedobservers of emerging global
religions to seek out this struggle in the disceusthe religious movements they
examine. My research suggests a new response sodepin the adjustment of
religious communities to modernity and globalizatidMany religious people have
reacted to globalization in the same way, have doum its challenges more
commonalities than differences with each other, laank paradoxically confirmed

(at least in their own eyes) that their views afegr all, ‘universal.’

Thus if globalization is a crisis for conservatraigious groups, it has also been an
opportunity. This global ‘pro-family’ network mayelthe result of many particular
crises, in which different groups rise to face samchallenges to their way of life;
as Butler suggests, rather than challenging ithaimation may have caused (and
may in fact be strengthening) the ‘pro-family’ mawvent. In terms of the survival
of certain religious traditions referred to by Beyee can see that a number of
tenets historically associated with the ‘pro-farhityovement have indeed survived
the process of globalization. The Christian Righispcion of international
institutions still remains, though altered, andrfefiextinction has been smoothly
transferred to the global context. Opposition t@réibn, and to a lesser extent,

homosexuality, still dominate the political agermdahese organisations.

Yet much has changed. The ‘pro-family’ view of til, an organisation cast for a
time as thdorce majeurebehind the impending enslavement of the world'spbe
now more often than not is spoken of with a kindcafitious familiarity in ‘pro-
family’ parlance, reflecting a decade and a halfirafestment in the institution.

2 Beyer, P. (1994) Religion and Globalizatigrondon: Sage), p. 9.
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Though they are still largely dissatisfied with mas$ its outcomes, ‘pro-family’
activists now see themselves as belonging to theodeatic process that goes on at
the UN. Their integration may, in time, be consettan enormous achievement of
the UN civil society process.

Inclusion, though, has its costs for the ‘pro-famihovement. Buss and Herman
ask whether ‘pro-family’ groups actually want tollpihe UN back from its slide
into ‘anti-family chaos,’ given that Christian Righctivism there goes some way to
legitimising an organisation that is seen as atkegat to the ‘natural family* The
research in this thesis suggests that if ‘pro-fgnmgloups were ambivalent about
their role at the UN, their certainty about theiregence there is increasing.
Carlson’s steady repetition of Article 16, Ruseéside to form a permanent ‘pro-
family’ bloc at the General Assembly, and Crous#slication to ‘fixing’ the UN
show a movement that is now dedicated to rescuiig drganisation with an
injection of ‘pro-family’ values and zeal. Thus tbé&\ is seldom considered an evil
entity in recent ‘pro-family’ pronouncements; itgsen as a legitimate institution,

although with a number of problems, which is wadving.

As expected, association with the UN has had aroitapt effect on the discourse
of ‘pro-family’ organisations. HLI stands out amornbe organisations under
scrutiny in this thesis not only because of theupactake it has on the world, but
also because of the venom in the language it W$keksdoes not have the same
reason to modify its language or behaviour in tlag that its ‘pro-family’ allies do,

because it has no UN accreditation to lose. Moreows likely that by speaking in

the way it does, HLI has developed a niche audieficeipporters and donors who

appreciate the organisation’s combative vernacular.

In addition, though they do not say so outrightsitikely that the UN now also
functions as a bastion for the defence of natiodhadhe ‘pro-family’ world view.
This is somewhat ironic, because it was not longtagt the UN was considered to
be a major ‘globalist’ threat to the very idea otionhood. Though the
organisations condemn what they see as attempthebWN to violate national

% Buss, D. and D. Herman (2003) Globalizing Famibliés: the Christian Right in International
Politics, (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press)yp.
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sovereignty, they surely prefer it to the prospeEca globalizing world without the
UN. For without the UN to represent, justify andfyenations, globalization as
understood by ‘pro-family’ organisations would pabby be even more socially
destabilizing than it already is. Torn between eimdusocial chaos or supporting a
forum they once depicted as the forefront of a fewi-family’ order, ‘pro-family’
groups, it would seem, have decided to err on ithe af order and maintain their

presence at the UN.

Similarly altered is the ‘pro-family’ view of femism. Both feminism and the UN
are now seen as noble causes that have been lijagketalitarians and ‘radicals,’
and both are seen as potentially beneficial fomdke ‘pro-family’ battle for the
future. As noted by a number of different scholgsp-family’ leaders no longer
oppose all feminism as immoral, rather they opposertain type of feminism that
they see as rampant in the development arena.cBRlateéminists, once seen as the
smokescreen for totalitarian elements in the UN,reaw frequently depicted as part
of a hijacked tradition, a righteous idea infiledtand corrupted by liberal and
secular forces. Feminism is still seen as dangerbus this is because of its
association with the set of ideas that make modeuatture selfish and
individualistic, not because feminists are attengptio bring about a ‘new world
order.’

Certainly the fight to represent the true needsaafr women is still being waged by
‘pro-family’ forces and their progressive countetpa but ‘pro-family’
organisations increasingly depict the efforts @itlieminist opponents as a feature
of secularism and liberalism. In this frameworkit ivere not misinformed by these
ideologies, the feminist impulse would in fact lpeo-family,” rather than a distinct
fifth column. Feminism, in recent ‘pro-family’ disarse, occupies an odd position.
Though they are not really given the full shareb&me or credit for the ‘anti-
family’ aspects of modern society, the issues taBe‘pro-family’ activists are still
all about feminist issues: sexual and reproductmealth, homosexuality, and
women’s rights and empowerment. ‘Pro-family’ leadseek to sideline feminists,
even as they directly address and argue againstitritdeas.
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In this way, ‘pro-family’ groups do not address faiem as a cause of
‘demographic winter’ as such, rather they highligbtial changes associated with
feminism — the sexual revolution, and access t@rde&r and contraception — as
reasons for declining fertility. ‘Demographic wirités the chief example of the
new modus operandof the ‘pro-family’ movement: a collection of reggsion
analyses that finally ‘prove’ that the ‘natural filyhis the way to achieve better
social outcomes. This approach has potential iapfseal to policymakers, but also
compromises the movement. One major issue is thailyf life and religion
become means to socially prescribed ends, an itzhws bound to raise concern
for a movement that is suspicious of central plagrand ideological control, be it

through governments or the UN.

Another issue with the recent efforts of ‘pro-fayhihctivists to use social science
research is that they run the risk of blurring #igenda of the movement. As ‘pro-
family’ experts on ‘demographic winter’ acknowledgetaining higher birth rates
may mean encouraging everyone to have more chjldved or unwed. Just as
feminists discovered decades ago, targeting fgrtilobes not always bring about
desired outcomes. Moreover, if the assumption luage families make honest,
generous and well-socialised people (as discussetha previous chapter) is
broadly accepted in the movement, the emphasisi®mrdntainment of sex within
marriage may be compromised. The social role ofiage is the lynchpin of most

‘pro-family’ arguments that purport to ‘defend’ thearried state.

‘Demographic winter’ discourse justifies and nedes$ss the turning of ‘pro-
family’ activists attention to Europe, a major shibr a movement that had
previously relied on taking the moral high groundlefence of poor families in the
South to legitimise its global activism. Though dgamily’ groups do still
articulate their activities as defending the vidiof Western governments and
institutions (especially women), their interestdarope marks an attempt to move
their politics beyond the development arena, asthot chapter six. It seems likely
that ‘pro-family’ activists will continue to explbEurope’s demographic ‘crisis’ for
as long as they can, because the continent is lg#calty threatening to the ‘pro-
family’ movement. By denying its Christian heritagecular Europe also calls into

guestion the core religiosity of the US. Also, astl®& suggests, as a ‘super-
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government,’ the EU threatens to disseminate itslist values’ to the rest of the
world.* Similarly, the new ‘pro-family’ approaches to th&\ and feminism also
show the extent to which political concerns aredog this discourse. The
movement could no more maintain its outright hagtdo the UN than it could
continue to frame development as a problem of gagarLikewise, feminists will
no longer be depicted as the smokescreen for a vmenld order’ if their threat is
diminished in the ‘pro-family’ political world. Thaggh they may never again be
seen by ‘pro-family’ activists as powerful agenfschange, however, it is likely
that feminists will always be a part of ‘pro-familyiscourse, ensconced as they are

in the issues against which the movement rallies.

As in the past, ‘pro-family’ groups see themselasdrying to hold back dangerous
new trends. In this way, they portray themselvestasring global norms ‘back’:
back to the original intentions of the founderstioé UN; ‘back’ to valuing the
‘natural’ morality of families in developing courds; ‘back’ to a time when culture
and traditions were respected in the industrialigedld. Though there is some
evidence that they are increasingly aware of tive issues faced by families of the
South — the absence of fathers in the developinddvaue to labour migration, for
example — the movement is still a deeply nostadgie. Yet for a global movement
that seeks to inspire sweeping global ‘pro-famdigange, is this focus on arresting
and reversing progress a good fit? Do they wargadorward to a ‘demographic

springtime’ or back to a time before ‘developmdyggan to occur?

The changes highlighted in this thesis suggest ‘fratfamily’ involvement in

development is more about bringing attention to pheblems of the West than
about advocating for meaningful change for peopldghie global South. In this
sense, unless the ‘pro-family’ movement starts ddress the glaring poverty,
environmental decay and lack of human securityddmefamilies in the South, it is

in grave danger of being seen as pursuing a wikelfyserving endeavour.

Yet perhaps judging the ‘pro-family’ movement byckurogressive criteria is to
miss the point of its political activism. ‘Pro-falyii progress would like to see

“ Butler, J. S. (2006) Born Again: The Christian RiGlobalized(London: Pluto Press), p. 144.
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poverty alleviated and democratic protections emjbgcross the globe, but without
what they see as the institutionalised selfishndssh has been a part of modern
capitalist development in the West. The ‘pro-famibueprint for development
would temper market fundamentalism with religiond d&family values,” and if
Dobson and Carlson’s views were to prevail, with thstitutionalisation of a tax

system that favoured large, single-income ‘natueatiilies.

In working towards this ideal, ‘pro-family’ groupse likely to continue to appeal
to religion as the cure for ‘anti-family’ politicalhange, and large families as the
antidote for individualism. The nexus of orthodekgion and idealised family life
will remain the core ideals for the movement, wabortion and homosexuality
framed as both the wilful rejection of these pnohes and as forces that threaten to
damage people already following the ‘pro-family’tipaThe change that the
research in this thesis suggests is that ‘pro-fanaippeals will be made against
modern ideas and culture rather than entities awplp. The ‘friend-foe’ way of
thinking endures, but in an altered form. Expecde more ‘pro-family’ arguments
couched in regression analyses: crime, health ésdiwealth, and other indicators
of social stability will all be marshalled to supptpro-family’ development policy.
Cogent arguments explaining these correlationsemmg of materialism, self-
gratification and secular values — and their ‘ofess self-sacrifice, discipline and
Christian principles — will be advanced as justifions and acclamations for the

influence of the ‘pro-family’ movement in policymiak.

Overall observations

If Buss and Herman are correct in their suggestiat the Christian Right have
globalized in order to mainstream their politicabvement, then this research
suggests that they have been largely successftihanh endeavour. ‘Pro-family’
discourse has changed significantly since thesaniggtions became active in the
international arena. Concern with globalism anéag ‘new world order’ in ‘pro-
family’ discourse’ has transformed into more sodeience based criticism about
the effects of modernity on family life. The moveam@way from evil entities in
‘pro-family’ discourse has allowed the movemenb&far more appealing to those
who do not share its legacy of conspiracy theaas$ suspicion. The incorporation

of empirical material to support their positionaisalso an important way in which
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‘pro-family’ groups are demanding to be taken sesip by people all over the

political spectrum.

As they get more involved in international polifigsro-family’ groups are getting
more specific about the aspects of developmenthaéiwthey disapprove. Since the
1990s, ‘pro-family’ groups have incorporated aspeof feminism into their
political ideology, have gone from opposing the @dlan entity to seeing it as a
forum which they can use to bring about meaninghange. This is also an aspect
of mainstreaming, and is likely to happen moreyeathan less, as the groups tone

down their righteous anger in order to be takeioasly by their political peers.

Yet the way the ‘pro-family’ movement is changing a result of its global
endeavours problematises the very idea of ‘maiastigolitics. Under the tutelage
of Christian Right academics and think-tank redeens, the ‘pro-family’ view of
the world can be considered both more and less stneam. Being more
conventional in its appeal to a wider set of peaplthat its politics (now framed in
terms of protecting the family from the excessesmafdernity rather than from
unseen but nefarious global nemeses) means thahdkkement can no longer be
written off as a far-right religious cult with armgpirational bent. On the other hand,
the ‘pro-family’ movement is remains critical ofree widely held ideas and norms.
In the light of the 2% century, Dobson’s position on ‘wilful’ childlessseas moral
rebellion, and Carlson’s opposition to economic eriatism are relatively
revolutionary ideas. This is acknowledged by sorh¢éhe more thoughtful ‘pro-
family’ intellectuals; as Carlson laments, the hamhaart is no longer ‘pro-family.’
Moreover, ‘pro-family’ organisations now see a rtde themselves in a far wider
range of political roles: in the attempt to ‘manestm’ the ‘pro-family’ agenda into
areas beyond its original scope, such as healtmignation, economics, and
increasingly, academia, ‘pro-family’ activists aleowing that they seek to totally
transform the way people think about their worldyaf, Carlson recognises and
embraces this revolutionary sentiment in his sugeshat the world needs a

‘counter-revolution’ in values.

Ten years ago, few would have guessed that thé& $mathis ‘pro-family’ counter-

revolution might be sought in ‘secular, childlegfirope. Yet the focus on this
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continent has been intensifying for some time, da$ stimulated sufficient
European interest in the ‘pro-family’ cause to ifiystontinued activism there. The
focus on Europe is also likely to contribute to thereased secularisation of ‘pro-
family’ arguments, as the groups change their dism® to suit a European
audience. In some ways, this complicates Butlarkide and Brouwer, Gifford and
Rose’s forecast that the conservative Christiartreasf gravity is moving South. If
these authors are correct in this prediction, thevillingness of ‘pro-family’
organisations to relinquish Europe (and the secuidustrialised world in general)
splits the ‘pro-family’ movement from this southwlartrend. That ‘pro-family’
organisations have found allies in European coesitiand acted promptly to
strengthen these alliances to ‘save’ Europe spaakbe wider literature on the
Christian Right: it shows both the importance of #imergence of ‘pro-family’
statisticians and demographers (providers of whagésBand Herman refer to as
‘expert discourse’) and the significance of intéioraal alliance building — friends,
not just foes — in directing the activism of thisvement. Future examinations of
the global activism of Christian Right ‘pro-familgrganisations would do well to

further examine this finding.

Buss and Herman, among others, have suggestethéh@tristian Right view the
world outside the US as a hostile place. My reseahows that while this has been
a characterisation of ‘pro-family’ thought in thetrioo distant past, it is no longer
the case. ‘Pro-family’ groups now perceive thatirtHature political role lies
beyond the US, a realm they now depict as relatiketeptive to their message. As
an explanation for this change, | suggest thabtiganisations’ movement into the
global realm — their policy achievements and bemfi alliances — has

fundamentally changed their view of the world baydme US.

In The Battle for GodKaren Armstrong writes that American Protestantshie
1970s

‘felt alienated from modern secular culture butithkeaders at least enjoyed

prosperity and success. This would later proveemie of their problems. Despite

236



their conviction that they were outsiders, Proteisfandamentalists were very much

at home in America®’

This, | suggest, has largely been true of the faraHy’ experience of the global
realm as well. Though they relished their hatetustat the UN and took pleasure
in portraying themselves as a small but couragéaee fighting the onslaught of
feminists, globalists and the like, ‘pro-family’dders can no longer claim to be
fighting the good fight alone in a wholly hostileveronment. This, | suggest, is
because they have taken advantage of globalizamh enjoyed considerable
success in the global realm, especially compared their achievements
domestically. Moreover, ‘pro-family’ groups now ttato represent the ‘natural
families’ of the world, defending what they seeaamsinnocent majority from the

corrupting norms and practices of modern seculdurmeu

Part of what the families of the developing worlded to be protected from is
capitalism itself, although this is far from esiabéd in ‘pro-family’ circles.
Distrustful of corporations and increasingly scaindéf the drive to consume, a
number of ‘pro-family’ leaders now stress the intpace of ‘fixing’ capitalism in
order to make it encourage marriage and family &irom, and discourage avarice
and egotism. In addition, affluence has been questi as an objective of

development and public policy, given its highly agge impact on fertility.

In this sense, Butler and Petchesky’s concern, ttatculture wars distract the
public’s attention from an economic agenda thadtasmful to the vast majority of
the world’s people, may in time become apparentpto-family’ organisations.
Many in the ‘pro-family’ movement are aware of tiglier aspects of unrestrained
global capitalism. Joint activism with left wing mpnents of global capitalism is
not without precedent, as witnessed in SeattleOQ®91However, as it stands, ‘pro-
family’ organisations still impede the transfer foihds to the developed world,
attaching so much more attention to condoms, coeptéon and homosexuality
than suffering and poverty that it seems highlyikehy that they will more closely

ally their agenda with their ideological opponeiisthe near future. Moreover,

® Armstrong, K. (2000) The Battle for God: Fundanadistm in Judaism, Christianity and Islam
(New York: Knopf), p. 309.
® Butler, op. cit, p. 11.
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though they may agree with progressives that tiseaeproblem with capitalism, it
is difficult to think of any kind of economic solahs on which both sides might
actually support. Though some ‘pro-family’ leadars growing increasingly vocal
in their opposition to unbridled capitalism in thame of protecting ‘the family,’

this remains a very tentative adjustment in ‘pnovfg’ discourse.

It is unlikely that any new and critical considévatof capitalism would have been
raised and sustained in ‘pro-family’ discourse with the intellectual impact of
Allan Carlson on the movement. Carlson, the forekimd the WCF, has arguably
been the key figure bringing about the changesén‘pro-family’ movement that

this thesis has documented, especially in its shiftay from suspicion and
vehement antipathy. Carlson is the chief instigatdhe term ‘natural family,” with

which he has largely shaped the agenda of thefgrily’ movement. He is the co-
author of theNatural Family Manifestojn which he seeks to guide ‘pro-family’

activism to some degree.

In his efforts, Carlson has broadened the appetileointernational Christian Right
beyond a narrowly reactive politics opposing almortand population control, to
include a number of different issues faced by peaplmany different parts of the
world. Though the ‘pro-family’ movement is still krgely reactionary one,
Carlson’s emphasis on the ‘natural family’ has beeuncial to the movement
towards criticism of norms and ideas that questimaditional morality’ and

endanger the kinds of families he seeks to protect.

This discursive trend away from agents of evil ge@®ie way to confirming one of
Beyer's key ideas in his understanding of how retig must change as they

globalize:

‘the effort on the part of many people in the wankevertheless to preserve, stabilize,
and (re)create particular identities ... constantilysrcounter to this tendency of the
global system to relativise them. The resultingflocn in this case, is then not so

much against rival cultures and identities, altfhopgople may formulate it as such,

as againsthe corrosiveness of the system itSelf

" Beyer,op. cit, p. 2. Emphasis added.
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Under Carlson’s leadership, the ‘pro-family’ moverhes indeed beginning to
comprehend that it is the absence of their religipunciples from the global realm
— rather than ‘radical’ feminists, liberals or ghbists — which is behind the changes
they so desperately seek to reverse. Though ‘prohfagroups have laid the blame
for devaluing families and motherhood on their pesgive opponents, their real
complaint is that social norms have become so méstathat ‘natural families’ —

robust entities that have existed for millenniaustmow be defended at all.

In this context, ‘anti-family’ agents would not leamade any progress without an
ideological structure that allowed their ideas lmufish and take hold as global
norms. Globalization, in its current form, is prdwig that structure. Some ‘pro-
family’ leaders are beginning to acknowledge tfis.revise Steve Bruce’s words,
in the new ‘pro-family’ discourse, bad things happ®t so much because bad
people want them to happen, but because bad idea® appealing and corrupting,

and there is no global moral system to arrest gbrance.

Buss and Herman'’s suggestion that millennialisnimiportant in the makeup of
Christian Right ideology has been borne out to sategree in this research.
Though the emphasis on globalists has changed thervidence that some ‘pro-
family’ groups still hold on to the idea that pofwgrand evil forces remain at large
in the global realm. That they are now ideologicather than demonic
organisations and people may not be a particulanfyortant shift. Millennialism
does persist as an aspect of the way the ‘pro-yamibvement looks to the future.
Discourse aroundemographic Wintetis a case in point; the documentary is a
curious blend of statistics set to an apocalypdicative: the millennium is coming,
and here are some measurements to estimate wheght occur. A sophisticated
‘rapture index,’ if you will. Proponents of ‘demagrhic winter’ allude to a broad
ranging plan to decimate the world’s populatiomamted by a set of global elites.
In addition, the presence of a number of Christians in Demographic Winter
terms ‘real demographers’ — who ‘see what is rebdppening’ and attempt to
expose it to the public, is (consciously or otheeyilifted out of the apocalyptic
narratives of Christian Right prophetic literatared given a statistical gloss.
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Another way of framing this ‘pro-family’ view of #hfuture is that it may not be
millennialism that is driving ‘pro-family’ activist so much as fear of annihilation.
Karen Armstrong warns her readers not to underestirthe impact of dread and
anxiety in motivating religious groups to defeneithway of life against secular
humanism. ‘The desire to define doctrines, erectidra, establish borders,” she
suggests, are ‘rooted in fedrlh this context, ‘demographic winter' is a plea to
maintain the ‘pro-family’ way of life against thenglaught of secular modernity,
which has evicted Christianity and family valuesnfr Europe and much of the

industrialised world, and threatens to do the saweeywhere else.

Hence it remains difficult to measure how importaatond coming beliefs are in
the ‘pro-family’ view of the world. They are a past the discourse, but they are
conspicuously absent from the surface. Given thehasis that this thesis has
placed on the language of ‘pro-family’ represewtadi of the world, perhaps greater
sensitivity to ‘pro-family’ narratives ‘between thHees’ might have uncovered

more underlying apocalyptic sentiments. Yet theeabs of clear apocalyptic

discourse may reflect the growing successes thlatpito-family’ movement has

enjoyed under the Bush Administration: as theircgptions of their strength and
potential have increased, so their millennial rtares have faded into the
background. Should these groups face a major detheE may once again see

unconcealed references to end times on the rise.

The relationship between global ‘pro-family’ actts and the grassroots Christian
Right movement remains an interesting question.fddys on elites as leaders of
the movement does not allow me to assess whatt éffecchanges in the global
‘pro-family’ movement have had, if any, on their ndestic base. These
organisations may have significant autonomy, bwytlare not ‘free-floating’

entities. Thus the relationship between the glgbadtive ‘pro-family’ movement

and the Christian Right as a whole is an area ichwiuture researchers can

uncover interesting shifts and important tensions.

8 Armstrong,op. cit, pp. 368-9.

240



Though the internet has been the source of my famaly’ texts, how much the
internet is having an impact on the political e of ‘pro-family’ groups
remains unknown. In solely focussing on materiaislighed through the internet, it
is possible that this research has overlooked swaitaé aspects of ‘pro-family’
activism. My analysis has not sought to exploreviiags in which the internet itself
is impacting on the way that social movements defamd present themselves.
Other researchers might consider how the mediuelf ilsoderates or intensifies
‘pro-family’ discourse, and the way in which it efts efforts to create a global

‘pro-family’ network?

What has been undertaken in this thesis is a ddtaihalysis of ‘pro-family’ texts
from 1997 to 2008. | have extended Buss and Hersn2003 examination of the
ideological underpinnings of ‘pro-family’ activismgonfirming some of their
findings and demurring on others. | have shown hivw discourse of this
movement has changed in the relatively short pecmeered in my timeframe. |
have analysed an example of ‘pro-family’ ‘expersatiurse’ in my chapter on
‘demographic winter’ and shown the way that it @ynis with the general ‘pro-
family’ trend identified in my other research chaygt that ‘pro-family’ ideology is
moving away from suspicion of powerful elites iretglobal realm and towards a
full-scale condemnation of the values they seenheréent in the culture of secular
modernity. The tensions involved in taking the muoeat in this direction have
been analysed in each research chapter. This Kindsearch could be usefully
applied to other kinds of social movements, for repke, the left-wing anti-

globalization movement.

Further research must examine how the global ‘proHfy’ network fares in the
post-Bush context; in this endeavour, the ideaslymed at ‘Amsterdam 2009’
would make an excellent starting point. Keck an&kidk’s boomerang theory
might prove useful in analysing whether ‘pro-farhirganisations are keen to
maintain their international role in order to bripgessure to bear on the Obama
Administration. Given that there is little evidenoé a slowdown in the global
activism of the movement, the increasingly favolealpro-family’ view of the

° But see Butler, J. S. (2006) Born Again: The GlaisRight GlobalisedPluto Press, p. 160.
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political world outside the US makes for an intéres dynamic for observers of
Christian Right politics in general. Another questifor future observers of this
movement is to consider how globally active ‘praafly’ women combine their
new brand of feminism with their global activisnavihdoes the religious, powerful,
‘pro-life’ woman balance the expectations of coma@ves from outside the US?
Do they reject secular norms about equality inrtigdobal activism? Will ‘pro-
family’ women promote a form of women’s empowermeiith their conservative

Islamic sisters?

Lastly, many gay people, liberals, and feministeeagwith the ‘pro-family’ view
that the ‘me’ culture inherent in modern consumpiilsiven economies, and its
associated promiscuity and general obsession wikhae indeed vulgar aspects of
modern life. Research is required into the ways$ ha-family’ discourse deals
with the adoption of positions with which its padal opponents have some
sympathy, even as its leaders lay the blame fomitrease in this behaviour on the

shoulders of these same opponents.

Concluding remarks

‘Pro-family’ discourse may be changing in all oktlwvays described above, but it
still does not address the suffering of the pedipleow purports to be protecting
from modern secular culture. ‘Pro-family’ organieat’ still keenly oppose

condoms, contraceptives and abortion, and theiitiposthat funding for these

should be redirected towards the ‘real needs’ ahem belies the fact that they still
broadly oppose the redistribution of wealth frohrto poor. Even on their own
terms, there is a disconnect between their stabedern for the ‘real’ needs of
women in developing countries and their willingnégsconcretely address these
needs. The reason for this disconnect is that dlay bf a needy third world woman
remains a symbol for ‘pro-family’ organisationsghiy invested with meaning, but
not a real living body in need of sustenance amirdy. Despite their new pro-

development approach, it is still the case thab-family rhetoric and religious
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morality,” as Petchesky and Judd argued a decadgeaag ‘synonymous with the

eradication of social welfare programmes for therpt’

As long as ‘pro-family’ organisations maintain thigicus on opposing abortion and
containing sex within heterosexual marriage, theyunlikely to make much of a
difference in the lives of women in the global Sgwho are already largely living
under those social norms. ‘Pro-family’ activism, this sense, just detracts from
efforts to improve the quality of health servicaspoor countries and ignores the
plight of abused women and girls in deference imiom, ‘tradition,” and the
‘family.” Insofar as ‘pro-family’ organisations aeveloping a critical vision of the
developed world, the reflection of this vision dre tSouth now glorifies poverty
and praises the absence of women’s reproductiananty.

Nevertheless, distracting and destructive as theiivism may be, ‘pro-family’
groups do highlight some important issues aboutmée we live. For conservative
men and women who want to raise their children abkog to the norms of their
parents and grandparents, globalization and tlezdilideas it spreads represent a
multifaceted threat to their families and their waylife. New ideas about sexuality
and reproduction do have a profound impact on faménd communities, and not
only on their size. Sexual and reproductive rigirid the empowerment of women

have complicated social consequences that musiknealedged and managed.

Thus while it is tempting to hope that the changespro-family’ discourse
documented in this thesis — such as their oppeositi®o consumerism and
materialism, and their commitment to the world’'miiees — might lead to genuine
practical compassion towards those suffering umpadserty, this is very unlikely.
‘Pro-family’ anxieties will not be overcome by tr@mple assertion that the
enjoyment of sexual and reproductive health is adw right, nor will it be
assuaged by measurements of improving human develandices or even by the
prevention of disease, disability and death. Evethe face of such a depressing
lack of development, the ‘pro-family’ movement wiktmain to remind whoever

will listen that things are not as they should léhie West, either.

19 petchesky, R. and K. Judd (eds.) (1998) Negotidieproductive Rights: Women'’s Perspectives
across Countries and Cultur@ondon: Zed books), p. 267.
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