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Editor’s Note
As the fundamental unit of society, the family is responsible for many
political and social functions and is constantly under attack by the
individualist forces of today’s liberal policies and attitudes. Authentic
and effective pro-family policy is precluded by the ideologies of the left
and right. A proper understanding of the family is required for sensible
family policy.

Thankfully, Christ and His Church have given us a vision of the family
that can lead to societal renewal. Marrying the core tenets of Catholic
Social Teaching - subsidiarity and solidarity - with an authentic
understanding of the family will guide right-ordered policy efforts in
spite of the dominant ideologies of the day.

The goal of this issue is to enhance our understanding of the family.
What is the family? How does it function in society? What can go wrong
when those who lead our society don’t understand the family? I hope
that this issue accomplishes its goal for you and that you see fit to share
it with others!

The Leonine Institute is now accepting submissions for our July issue.
The theme is Parish Community. Please consider contributing to our July
issue!
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On the Headship of the Father
Charles Shea

“Let women be subject to their husbands, as to the Lord: Because the
husband is the head of the wife, as Christ is the head of the church. He is
the saviour of his body. Therefore as the church is subject to Christ, so
also let the wives be to their husbands in all things. Husbands, love your
wives, as Christ also loved the church, and delivered himself up for it:
That he might sanctify it, cleansing it by the laver of water in the word of
life: That he might present it to himself a glorious church, not having
spot or wrinkle, or any such thing; but that it should be holy, and without
blemish. So also ought men to love their wives as their own bodies. He
that loveth his wife, loveth himself. For no man ever hated his own flesh;
but nourisheth and cherisheth it, as also Christ doth the church: Because
we are members of his body, of his flesh, and of his bones. For this cause
shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife, and
they shall be two in one flesh. This is a great sacrament; but I speak in
Christ and in the church. Nevertheless let every one of you in particular
love his wife as himself: and let the wife fear her husband.” (Eph.
5:22-33, DRV 1899)

In scripture as in nature the analogies of fatherhood and headship
abound. Fatherhood is seated in virility, or as directly translated from
Latin, manliness, that is being a principle of creativity. The Father is the
source of being of his family according to generation and provision. In
generation the father is the principle thereof, the virile part, as opposed
to the nutritive part of mothers. The father can thus be thought of as
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impetus of his children, as the first movement in their conception and as
that to which his children owe their being from the very beginning. It is
he who issues forth the seed in the union of persons from which persons
flow. From this action we understand the headship of fathers most
clearly as the members of his family are his members, extensions of his
own body flowing from the principal member. Similarly in provision we
see the father as the source of being in his family insofar as he provides
the matter through the sweat of his brow and industrious application
thereof which composes the other members. In this other carnal fashion
we see the father as not only the head of his children but also that of his
own spouse. From this debt of being a submission of honor is owed, and
from the responsibility incurred by creation and adoption the father then
owes a debt of provision to his family.

This headship extends yet further to a judicial and a priestly character. A
man having assumed the responsibility of another through being the
principal actor in their creation or through joining her to himself “in one
flesh” (Mark 10:8, DRV 1899) assumes not just the responsibility of the
flesh, but also the soul, in other words the whole person. As St. Thomas
Aquinas points out in his treatise on the virtue of Charity “as regards the
welfare of the soul we ought to love our neighbor more than our own
body” (Summa Sec. Sec. Q. 26 A. 5). When one is concerned with himself
he is able to love his soul to the contempt of his body and vice-versa, but
when dealing with another we deal with an integrated whole, so the
father who has a fleshly headship over his members also assumes the
care of their souls.
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We may think of this care in its two branching dimensions following any
other society, the judicial and the priestly. It is the job of the father to
keep law in his home and as such to foster the growth in the four cardinal
virtues. We can observe all too well in this day and age what havoc lax
fathers let forth, and at the same time the damage inflicted by a tyrant.
The father is then king of his house and lord of his family. Even more
important than the carnal care and the cultivation of natural virtue is the
spiritual health of the family, “For what shall it profit a man, if he gain
the whole world, and suffer the loss of his soul?” (Mark 8:36 DRV 1899).
The father having primary care of the whole person must also be the
priest of his house and see to the sanctity of its members, from the words
of our Lord this is even his chief duty.

The burden a father has to bear is immense, and it’s no wonder God
thought Adam ought to have a helper. St. Paul as referenced in the Epistle
to the Ephesians above goes so far as to compare the father to his wife as
Christ Himself to the Church. If you would do me the grace of allowing
this church to also include her children, we can proceed and take all that
is said about Christ to the Church to apply for father to his church, the
family. Men are called to love their families as their own bodies, but
more, because as St. Thomas pointed out in the obligation we also clearly
see that Christ loved His Church more than His own body, and in doing
so made the Church His body, and so when a father truly lays down his
life for his church, body and soul, they become one with him a profound
union. The burden of the father is immense indeed, but with great toil
comes great reward.
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According to St. Thomas Aquinas in the Secunda Secundae “the better a
thing is, and the more like to God, the more is it to be loved: and in this
way a man ought to love his father more than his children, because, to
wit, he loves his father as his principle, in which respect he is a more
exalted good and more like God” (Summa Sec. Sec. Q. 26 A. 9). The same
logic is applied to every other natural relation in this question, leaving
the debt of love and gratitude to the father second only to God Himself.
The vocation of fatherhood can thus be seen to be truly glorious,
demanding an honor second only to that of God.

More than likely most of the men reading this are called to this glorious
and difficult vocation and therefore may be wondering how to live as
priest, king, and provider for their household. The first thing to be
understood is that in becoming the head of a family the man’s private
good in a way ceases and becomes a common good, that being the
common good of his family. Just like an army’s common good is the good
of the general or the good of a king is the common good of his kingdom,
the man’s good becomes the common good of his family as he becomes
the head of a society. The father cannot live for himself and insofar as he
tries to do so will only frustrate his actual good and render himself and
more importantly his whole church miserable. As Christ said, “He that is
the greatest among you shall be your servant.” (Matt. 23:11 DRV 1899)
and this attitude is necessary when entering into fatherhood.

The threefold character of servitude shows itself in the judiciary,
priestly, and provisional character of the father. First with the provision,
a father must provide for his family in a way such that the wife need not
be engaged in work outside the home according to justice. “Women,
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again, are not suited for certain occupations; a woman is by nature fitted
for home-work, and it is that which is best adapted at once to preserve
her modesty and to promote the good bringing up of children and the
well-being of the family.” (Rerum Novarum 42) Of course due to the
much more fruitful nature of work away from home, this means that the
burden of provision falls upon the shoulders of the father. This provision
is indispensable, and in order to ensure that when unfortunate
circumstances come, unconventional means like small home businesses
and building of support networks are great ideas. The reality, however, is
that one must have the means or reasonable expectation thereof to start
a family prior to starting one.

Further the father has his judiciary duty to his family. I highly
recommend a reading of the Treatise on Law from St. Thomas’s Summa
in the Prima Secundae, beginning at Question 90. It is highly legible even
to the uninitiated, can be found for free online at a variety of websites,
and will describe fully the purpose and bounds of the law, but in short it
“is nothing else than an ordinance of reason for the common good, made
by him who has care of the community, and promulgated.” (Summa Pr.
Sec. Q. 90 A. 4) and this is the chief thing to be considered in ruling one’s
kingdom and church. The lawmaker must make just and good laws,
promulgate them, and uphold them for the cultivation of virtue of his
subjects.

Finally in the priestly duty of the father, he must be a true shepherd to
the flock God has entrusted into his care. Christ is of course the Good
Shepherd of the Church and so is the father called to be such for his
church. Christ warns shepherds “It were better for him, that a millstone
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were hanged about his neck, and he cast into the sea, than that he should
scandalize one of these little ones.” (Luke 17:2 DRV 1899). God puts little
ones, both literal and figurative, into the care of a father in an intimate
union of divine and human action, a unity of the generation of the child
and the creation of the soul. The father is the first man that introduces
his children to the Faith and the very image or analagate that his
children use to understand our Heavenly Father. He must form his
children, never abandoning them to superstition and error. He must
teach them how to pray, he must present a good example of Christian
living, he must not present them a scandal, especially in his relationship
with them and his wife. Above all, the father must show love to his
family, “...for God is charity” (1 John 4:8). Through the good efforts of a
father, when he comes to his Father with the talents he was entrusted
with, showing them to be multiplied tenfold, as Abraham brought Isaac,
and God will be well pleased with him.

Saint Louis Martin, ora pro nobis.
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Society as an Extension of the Family
Alexander Brown

The family is the fundamental and most necessary building block of
society. It is the family that first teaches us how to be sociable, how to
interact with others. The family teaches us about justice, fairness,
kindness, and all other virtues necessary for interpersonal relationships.
Society and civilization itself find their beginnings in the family.

It is a small wonder that the family and society should be intimately
connected. Currently, questions are being asked about our societies even the very concept of a society - whilst simultaneously the familial
identity is being challenged. There are those who would call both our
society and the traditional family “social constructs” which were
invented one day out of fear, or necessity, or convenience, or to oppress.
If they can be invented, they can just as easily be uninvented, and we
could rebuild all the world in our own image or the image of whatever we
please.

This is however not the case. While certain peripheral commonplace
traditions are invented “constructs,” “society” is a real and organic
entity precisely because the family is real substance. If the bonds which
unite a family are real, and the family is the foundation to society, then
the bonds which hold society together must also be real. As civilization
was built, so I will defend it. In this article, I will begin with the family,
proving that there are actual realities which unites it, and build upon it to
show that society, too, is a reality with integrity.
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What is a Society?

This task will be accomplished in as much of a deductive manner as
possible, so we will start with what is known and follow it to its logical
end. So, to begin, consider society as a general concept. Broadly defined,
society is a complex web of interpersonal bonds. It is the sum of
everything which characterizes the relationships one has with others,
specifically those with whom he directly interacts. The relationships
employees have with employers, shoppers have with clerks, citizens
have with state officials, neighbors have with each other and so on
contribute to create a society. These bonds are complex not because they
are difficult to understand, but they are complex insofar as they are
numerous and interwoven, arising out of convention, circumstance,
convenience or desire. Perhaps this understanding of society seems
broad, but, in a way, that is precisely the point. Society is the living out of
human persons with one another, so wherever you find people you are
bound to find a kind of society. Therefore, whether by contract or
tradition, society is the bond which holds you together with the people
around you together as a proverbial Davinci’s Bridge.

Now, it is both a philosophical and geometric truth that what is complex
is comprised of indissoluble parts. This was the great task of Rene
Descartes who sought to tear down the “house” of his understanding
and knowledge in order to discover what was true. He thought that by
establishing what was indissoluble, the knowledge that was based upon
no other knowledge, he could construct knowledge with absolute
certainty. In the same way, in order to understand what unites a society
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together, it is imperative that we tear it apart to see what is absolute.
This is where we begin to see the thesis emerge. Society is not accidental,
but neither is it unconditional. When stripped of all contingent
relationships, the only bonds that remain are familial bonds. The family
is the only interpersonal unit that must exist and is bound by
relationships that cannot be broken down further.

Truly, this is a grandiose claim and the astute observer will see a
plethora of paramount societal relationships, like priests, farmers, and
doctors. Where would society be without musicians, artists, and other
defenders of culture? Nevertheless, while many people are important to a
society, human existence is solely contingent upon having a mother and
a father. Once you have a sibling, he necessarily is your brother while you
are necessarily his sister. It is important that you have a doctor, you need
not have that particular doctor nor is his relation absolutely necessary
(as, for most of history, people have been surviving without doctors). On
the contrary, once conceived, people are inevitably bound to a family.
This is why we can pierce through the complex web of interpersonal
relationships to this one, necessary, last thread: the familial bond.

The Qualities of Familial Bonds

What, then, can be said about familial bonds? Obviously, families ought
to be united by mutual love and respect with a shared desire for the
fulfillment of good of all even at the expense of oneself. Unfortunately,
there are many families (far too many so long as there is one), who are
not united by such virtue. Therefore, still in the deductive manner of Mr.
Descartes, I will offer the unitive qualities which are universally true.
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There are four qualities of the unity which holds a family together. The
first quality is that it is necessary, if only on a biological level. The
promulgation of the human race is contingent upon having a mother and
a father. I do not mean to distil the family to a mere mechanism and rob
it of its rightful joys. Of course, having a healthy and involved family is
necessary for good psychological development and historically a family
was especially necessary for survival, yet the present project is to see
what is most basic and true and nothing is so basic as the very act of
existing. By virtue of begetting and being begotten, an indelible relation
is forged between the parents and the child. By extension, should a
person have siblings, he is necessarily bound to them as existence
already defines the relation and nothing can undo it.

Similarly, the second quality of the familial bond is that it is natural; that
is to say, found in nature. That people have come together to create
families and that the members of those families cooperate for mutual
goods is empirically observable. Throughout history there has been a
strain of fraternal loyalty and sororal affection. Families have
demonstrated maternal care and paternal guidance. The family can be
observed and studied like all natural realities.

The third quality of the familial bond is that it is primary. The interaction
one has with his family is the first interaction he has. As caregivers
(whether biologically bound or not), the family immediately begins to
define and establish social norms long before the child understands
interpersonal relations. The family is the first to instruct a person in
fairness, justice, communication, respect, and expectations. All of this is
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required for a child to grow and participate in society. If he is to interact
efficiently with others, he must be instructed in how to do so. The family
is a microsociety that foreruns to the larger society. Even in the case of
absent families, the lack of human interaction is still felt and develops as
a burden later in life.

The fourth quality is a metaphysical bond between the members.
Hitherto, the unifying quality of the family has been material-biological
contingency, empirical demonstration, and the consequent approximate
action. Yet there are immaterial bonds which unite a family as well. In
most families this bond is called love, affection, or loyalty. These,
however, are virtues which, sadly, are not necessarily present
universally. Nevertheless, in every family there is an innate link between
members which does drive the members toward a base comradery and
this I will call “fraternity.”

Oddly enough, this immaterial bond is proven by material. It all comes
down to following the principles of Aristotelian hylomorphism. Aristotle
and subsequent philosophers until the modern era, taught that all
substances were the compost of matter and form, or body and soul.
People are people because “personhood” interacts with “person matter”
(or “body”). Should the soul leave the body, the person stops being a
person and becomes a corpse. In the same way, should the soul not have
a body, it would not exist at all. Now when particular matters, otherwise
known as individual bodies, each have particular personhood or “souls”
by definition of them being particular things. The particular soul informs
the particular matter so that the particular person subsists as the
individual
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Because the matter between family members is similar (features, genes
etc.) it stands to reason that the form is similar as well. This allows each
member to make an intrinsic jump from identifying and knowing
himself to identifying and knowing the other. It allows them to look
around and see “flesh from my flesh and bone from my bone” and see
also, not only similar appearances, but people who are similar. Call it
herd mentality, call it tribalism, call it whatever, but there is always an
innate, subtle, and intrinsic bond between members in the family. This
would account for the natural loyalty one has for his family, because he
innately understands them to be an extension of himself. When this
bond is accepted and nourished with sacrifice, it grows into familial love.
When it is rejected, the relationship is wounded. In this way, there is an
element of choice involved, yet note how the choice is to foster what
precedes the choice.

How Do these Qualities Affect Society?

Having broken down society, searching for the most basic of
interpersonal relations which can be broken down no further, the time
has come to rebuild. Ultimately, all of society is a participation in the
reality of the family. As the family is necessary for humanity, it is also
proven to be the most fundamental of interpersonal relations. If there
are other relationships (such as that in society), they must participate or
mimic the dynamic of the family since nothing comes from nothing. In
other words, we could not have simply invented the essence of
relationships, but they must have an origin and that is the family.
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Second, since family bonds are natural, they exist as a reality among
other natural things. The family is able to be empirically observed and
sensibly experienced like other things in the world. Therefore, we can see
how families flourish and find fulfilment. If families are the most basic
model of society, then they provide a model for how a society should
flourish as well.

Furthermore, that they happen naturally - without training or coercion it is logical to deduce that people intrinsically gravitate toward having a
family. They have a telos which inspires them to be in communion with
others. From this we not only get a glimpse into what is good for people,
but we also see that society is not accidental or arbitrary, but a
consequence of a force of nature. It behaves with objective qualities like
fire, a thunderstorm, or any other force of nature.

Third, that family is primary means that whatever is like it is
definitionally secondary. Society is like a family; therefore, it is
necessarily a subsequent. The family must foster justice, kindness,
creativity, and the other virtues if society is going to have them.
Otherwise, society will be riddled with individuals deprived of any of the
knowledge of how to act with others.

Fourth, the metaphysical bonds that unite a family reveals how people
are universally united with one another. As a family the members share
an intimate relationship with each other. This unity is rooted in the very
being of the persons, because as the bodies are similar so too is each
person similar. Parents and siblings are the closest interpersonal
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extension one has out of himself. This eliminates the idea that family is
something one chooses, but rather it is written in the bones.

This has two effects upon a society. First, it gives us a groundwork to
understand other people as human persons like us. Fraternity begins
when one is able to see others as like himself. This is most easily done in
the family in which the members are objectively similar. It is, therefore,
a smaller jump to consider those outside the family as human beings as
well. Second, it means that society is not wholly subjective. Rather, since
fraternity is thoroughly linked to matter which has objective qualities,
then fraternity must have objective qualities.

In conclusion, society is a reality because the family is a reality.
Practically, the family is the origin of social interactions and society is an
extension therefrom whilst ontologically, society exists because the
family exists both empirically and metaphysically. The family is the
foundation upon which society rests, the family is the society to which
we are naturally inclined, it is the model, and it is the bond which all
other bonds are an imitation. Were it not for the family, society would
not simply be meaningless, it would be impossible.

The Family: A Chemistry Analogy
Corey Wolf
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When Brigitte Adams received the bad news, she had a meltdown. She
screamed “like a wild animal” and threw her laptop across the room
before collapsing to the ground, sobbing. Her dream had ended badly:
the eggs she had frozen, to delay childbirth and further her career, were
not viable. She would die childless.

This was a cruel twist for the intelligent woman who in 2014 appeared on
the cover of Bloomberg Businessweek, the cover of which was “Freeze
your eggs, Free your career.” Many productive and intelligent women
have been lured in by the seductive siren song of “Marry your job. You
can always have a family later.”

Isn’t this odd? Why, after all of our ancestors successfully reproduced
for 3.5 billion years, are many of the most intelligent women in the West
suddenly not having families? Further, why do the elites seemingly push
women to place career over family? There are many factors to consider,
but one is atheism. Ideas have consequences.

The following is a

simplified model of how to think about ideas and how these ideas have
downstream effects.

This is an analogy to the “lock and key model” of cell receptors, in which
there is a binding pocket, which is like a “lock” (and is also called an
“active site”).

When a substrate (a chemical) fits into that binding

pocket, it is acting as a “key” which then causes downstream effects.
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But not all substrates fit into all binding pockets; the binding pockets are
uniquely shaped such that only a few substrates can fit into them. Not all
keys can open all locks. If a substrate bumps into a binding pocket in
which it does not fit, it will not bind and will float away.

More precisely, different “keys” can fit into the same lock, but not all
keys will fit into all locks. For example, in the depiction below, both of
the round substrates can fit into the “U” shaped binding pocket, but the
triangle substrate will not be able to fit into the “UC” shaped binding
pocket.
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When a substrate docks to a binding pocket on a receptor attached to a
cell, the cell’s functioning is altered. The cell either starts or stops doing
something.

Is this analogous to how ideas fit in our minds? If ideas are real, and if
our minds are real, then how do ideas interact with our minds?

Is it possible that we have something akin to “mental receptors” for
ideas? That is, certain ideas can fit into “mental binding pockets” in our
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minds. Once an idea is in the mental binding pocket of an idea receptor,
it alters the mind’s functioning.

If this is so, then when an idea is

dislodged from that mental binding pocket, another idea can wedge itself
in there. Just as a cell has a multitude of receptors for different
substrates, perhaps our minds have multiple idea receptors to receive
ideas as diverse as goodness, justice, and beauty.

Importantly, we all have a sense of Ultimate Authority. Continuing this
analogy, it’s as if we have an “idea receptor” for Ultimate Authority.
What are the “keys” that fit into the Ultimate Authority binding pocket?

For Catholics, it is God. This seems to lead to downstream effects such
having a family and assuming life is precious (being against abortion).
But what about atheists?

As many in the West have lost God, the “key” of God has dislodged from
their Supreme Mental Binding Pockets. But the binding pocket was still
there, empty, waiting for another idea to dock. Something has filled its
place. For most of the ruling class in the West, it is the idea of Money.
For others, it is the idea of the State.

The financial elite in the West certainly worship money (“greed”) and
this is even written into our architecture. Six hundred years ago, when
God was more prevalent in our lives, our tallest buildings in our grandest
cities had a sign (e.g. a cross) at the top that proclaimed that they were
houses of God.

Now, our tallest buildings in our grandest cities are

adorned with names like “Wells Fargo,” “Bank of America,” and “Citi.”
Money now is the God of most of the elites in the West.
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However, it appears that a growing number of elites in the West worship
the State, wanting the government to be centralized and all powerful.
They seemingly want to build the State to create Utopia, no matter that
such atheistic projects in the USSR, China, and Cambodia led to horrid
deaths for over a hundred million people.

But how does our sense (or at least that of the elites) of Ultimate
Authority impact families?

The atheistic elites who worship Money view family not as a key part of
being human, but merely as a lifestyle choice that is often harmful to
making money in the short term. Logically, if increasing the Dow Jones
Industrial Average is the highest ideal, the most capable and ambitious
women will, like Brigitte Adams, inevitably chase careers at the expense
of a family.

This same attitude leads to thinking wages should be “as low as the
market will bear” rather than a “family wage.” Many of the financial
elite also profess that abortion is good because it “frees” women to keep
working (so stock prices can go up) – see Corporate America’s reaction
to many of the “heartbeat” bills.

Regarding elites who worship the State, the downstream effect is that
they view children as servants of the State. Thus, the State should raise
children, to the exclusion of parents, violating the principle of
subsidiarity.
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The push for universal pre-Kindergarten is an example of the
intersection of those who worship Money and those who worship the
State. Those who worship Money argue that universal pre-Kindergarten
“frees” mothers to work more. Those who worship the State argue that
children can learn “social skills” and “tolerance.”

Both ignore the

possibility that it is natural and good for mothers to care for their own
children.

If this model is correct, then as atheism becomes stronger, the family
will continue to crumble. Pro-family arguments will fall on deaf ears,
with those who worship Money seeing nothing but opportunity cost with
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family and with those who worship the State seeing (at least the
Christian notion of) family as a threat to State power.

Thus, to be pro-family, one must be pro-God. Importantly, we should
demand that the elites be pro-God because they exert disproportionate
influence over our lives.

Indeed, since Hungary’s people embraced

pro-Christian elites, marriages are up and abortions are down. It is
likely that incidents of thrown laptops are down too.

We can have this too – if we want it. Are we willing to rebel and think
that money was made for man, not man for money? If so, let’s serve the
proper master – for as is written in Matthew 6:24: "No one can serve two
masters. Either you will hate the one and love the other, or you will be
devoted to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve both God and
money."

Amen.

Bonald on Divorce
Anthony M. Gentile
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Among the complex and interesting figures who took part in the
Bourbon

Restoration

in

France

(1814-1830),

Louis

de

Bonald

(1754-1840) stood out for his vibrant traditionalism, emphatic
ultraroyalism, and his admiration for the scientific progress of the
Enlightenment. However, unlike his well-known contemporaries Juan
Donoso Cortes and Joseph de Maistre, Bonald has not seen the same
revival of contemporary interest. Instead, as Claude Polin has argued,
Bonald still “lies under layers of dust swept over him by the relentless
winds of democratic hatred and fear.” (Polin) This may be due in part to
his controversial support of economic and social policies opposing the
emancipation of the Jewish people. But Bonald was not merely a
controversial figure in the stormy world of contemporary government:
His philosophical and moral views, particularly his support of the
centrality of the family in society and his strong opposition to divorce,
remain both controversial and worthy of renewed interest, especially at a
time when divorce is prevalent and its destructive effects are rippling
through every level of contemporary society.

In the following essay, I will assess Bonald’s four main arguments for
the abolition of divorce from his Proposal to Abolish Divorce (1815),
which draws on his previously published On Divorce (1801). In his view,
the family was not an ephemeral or dissoluble institution like any other
within the state; rather, it was indissoluble and enduring. I will end by
suggesting that his arguments against divorce should be reconsidered
today, when the harmful effects of divorce have been extensively
documented. The issue of divorce is one of great importance for Bonald
and certainly ought to be today for all Conservatives.

23

Social Justice Quarterly | Vol. 1 Iss. 3

In Bonald’s view, polygamy is widespread at the beginning and end of
any given civilization. Such activity may unsurprisingly occur in
“fledgling tribes,” which, in their early struggles for survival, turn to
polygamy to increase their manpower and replace those lost in the
accidents of war and agriculture. What is more surprising, is that
polygamy also occurs in advanced nations as a sign of decline and decay.
Bonald believed he was witnessing this very decay in the liberal divorce
laws inherited from the French Revolution. Consequently, he sought to
uphold the Church’s teaching against divorce, a teaching proper for a
mature society that had departed from infancy and was not yet crippled
by the onset of senescence.

For centuries the Romans had upheld their support for monogamy,
Bonald noted, and divorce “appeared among them only very late”
(Bonald, 74). A special funerary inscription honored women who had
remained with one husband throughout their entire lives: coniugi piae,
inclitae, univirae—“To a wife, pious, glorious, a wife of one husband.”
Indeed, in Bonald’s view, divorce managed to creep gradually into
acceptance within the Roman world only as the moral fabric of society
disintegrated and chaos began slowly to swallow up the empire. Within
this disintegration Christianity was like a mustard seed, growing slowly
at first, but destined to blanket all of civilization with her unifying shade.
With great labor the Church disentangled the old pagan errors from the
strings of men’s hearts, in particular, the practices of human sacrifice
and divorce, the latter being more difficult to remove from the fabric of
the decadent Roman society. Building upon his historical assessment,
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Bonald goes on to provide four arguments for the indissolubility of
marriage.

In his first argument, Bonald maintains that the indissolubility of
marriage protects both women and children. Marriage, in his view, is not
merely focused on procreation, but on the “conservation of children.”
This is a holistic view of child rearing that involves a profound
commitment to the intellectual, moral, and physical nurturing of a child
in every aspect of his or her development. Divorce, in his view, violently
interrupts this process. Similarly, women are affected by divorce to a far
greater extent than men, who could depart from marriages relatively
unscathed in social and material terms. A woman, on the other hand
departs from a broken marriage, according to Bonald, without “youth,
beauty, fecundity, consideration, fortune—she can regain only her
money” (Bonald, 79). Essentially, divorce allows for the wanton
oppression and exploitation of women, as well as the neglect of any
children. It benefits only men.

Bonald’s second argument is drawn from “man’s moral nature.” In a
relatively healthy society, where common respect and esteem are the
norm between the sexes, “the toleration of divorce is without danger
because it is without precedent.” By contrast, Bonald sees in the social
relationships of his day a profound lack of decency, gross licentiousness,
infidelity, and obscenity. At such times, marriage must be protected and
honored rather than weakened; indeed, “to tolerate divorce is to legalize
adultery, it is to conspire with man’s passions against his reason and
with man against society” (Bonald, 79). This is a moral argument, but
not overtly theological—an argument intended to appeal to both the
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religious and the lukewarm, traditionalists and progressives. Indeed, it
seems particularly tailored to appeal to women, who, without the
protections of marriage, were subject to the depredations and abuses of
male passions and excesses.

Third, following the thought of Joseph-Marie Portalis (Minister of
Justice, 1821-1828), Bonald argues that, since marriage involves three
parties (a man, a woman, and a child), two of them cannot conspire to
dissolve an engagement that affects them all: “The engagement formed
among these three cannot, therefore, be broken by two of them to the
prejudice of the third, for this third person is, if not the first, at least the
most important” (Bonald 80). If the end of marriage is child
rearing—“the conservation of children”—then the act of prejudice
against the most important member cannot be tolerated. The state must
act within marriages on behalf of the good of the child, to prevent its
disenfranchisement through the lawless “brigandage” of the parents.
Essentially, Bonald and Portalis appeal to the general protection afforded
by the state to parties in contracts of all kinds. In this, the most
important and fundamental of contracts, the state must not be remiss in
its watchfulness. Again, it is important to note that Bonald is concerned
with the well-being of the parties within a marriage who would be most
harmed by its dissolution and who were least able to assert their own
interests within it: women in the previous argument, and children in this
one.

Finally, Bonald argues that the structured authority of a family is
undermined by divorce in the same way that the political power of a
monarchy

is

destroyed by democracy. Divorce is a “domestic
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democracy” by which parties in a marriage conspire to overthrow others.
This is not just an allegory. In reality, democracy and divorce are
frequently correlated, and the breakdown of the family goes hand in
hand with revolution: “Wherever the domestic bond has been dissolved,
the political bond has been broken or weakened” (Bonald, 81). Thus, in
addition to protecting the individuals within a marriage, as he did in the
previous arguments, Bonald demands the protection of society as a
whole, the cohesion of which rests in the coherence of individual
families, and the dissolution of which results from the flourishing of
similar vices: greed, envy, and narcissism. In a profound manner Bonald
writes, “If the state destroys the family, the family in its turn will avenge
itself and will silently undermine the state” (Bonald 83). If the state were
to legalize divorce, thus destroying the family and society, the family
would have no choice but to act in a reactionary way and avenge itself.

Today one can see the social effects of divorce on women are relatively
similar to that of Bonald’s time. Women depart from a marriage , as said
previously, with a loss of: “youth, beauty, fecundity, consideration,
fortune—she can regain only her money” (Bonald 79). However there
are also great physical effects on women who experience divorce. It is
reported that divorced women are 77% more likely to experience a heart
attack than women who maintain their marriages. Psychologically the
loss of the identity as “wife” is detrimental to the self-perception of
some women and thus identity issues rise to the surface post-divorce.
Though men tend to hold stress from divorce in the short-term, women
hold post-divorce stress much longer. This is due, in part, to something
Bonald notes for us. When a woman departs from her marriage, she loses
her fortune and thus experiences a sharp decline in quality of life after
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the divorce is finalized. According to Thomas Leopold (author and
professor, University of Amsterdam) in his Gender Differences in the
Consequences of Divorce: A Study of Multiple Outcomes, the strain
placed on the shoulders of women is “chronic” while the strain on men
is “transient.” Leopold cites several authors and studies in his
publication which enumerated these explicit effects of divorce on
women: a sharp increase in the risk of poverty, a higher risk of losing
homeownership, a decreased ability to repartner, and an inability to
recover economically due to the strains of single-parenting. Whereas the
women of Bonald’s day suffered severe disadvantages from divorce, she
could at least maintain her dowry: Women today suffer profound long
term effects from divorce without any notion of a dowry or
compassionate social notion present in Bonald’s time. The toll of divorce
on women is profound and disheartening. It is clear, divorce is bad for
women.

The effects of divorce on children are tragic and pronounced. According
to “FamilyMeans” (a non-profit crisis aid in the US) the effects of
divorce on children are numerous and acute. These effects include, but
are not limited to: poor performance in school, loss of interest in
socializing, anger issues, destructive behavior, health problems, and
feelings of guilt. These emotional, intellectual, and physical effects of
divorce

on children are exactly what Bonald’s idea of “child

conservation” sought to prevent. By way of divorce the most important
member of the family, the child, is subject to harrowing circumstances
and feelings during and after the whirlwind of marital termination. The
book, The Unexpected Legacy of Divorce: A 25 Year Landmark Study
(Wallerstein,

2000),

states

that

children

of

divorce

are
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disproportionately more likely to have serious issues with regard to their
emotional state and their ability to form relationships with other people.
It is plain and clear, divorce is bad for children.

The effects of divorce on men and society are both real and detrimental.
Leopold cites several effects men experience as a result of divorce: health
declines, a higher risk of forming bad health habits, trauma brought on
by arrangements of child custody, and loneliness. Collectively, the
negative effects of divorce on men, women, and children all contribute to
a decline in societal cohesion. Bonald is correct to argue that divorce aids
in the decay of monarchical society, but its effects contribute to the
decay of any given society. Divorce debilitates the family structure and
thus erodes both society and the state which perpetuates it. When the
most basic building block of society (the family) begins to rot, the whole
follows soon after. It is plain and clear, divorce is bad for men, society,
and the state.

Quid leges sine moribus vanae proficiunt? (What can laws do without
morals?) was a saying of the Ancients, but Bonald wrote something new
for us, “What can morals do without the laws that maintain them, or
against the laws which undermine them?” (Bonald 83) He wrote further,
“Let us make bold to say it: The State has no power over the family
except to affirm its bond, and not to dissolve it” (Bonald 83). Bonald’s
defence of the family is fervent and strong, he established four
arguments for the abolition of divorce and his orations and writings have
given him the reputation as the great protector of marriage in French
politics during his life.
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Bonald had a tremendous understanding of what marriage is and by his
wit and wisdom on the topic he became the keeper of great insights for
today. We live in a nation where “No fault divorce” is legal in all 50
States and, as of 2020, 39% of all marriages in America are ending in
divorce. Now, this of course does not mean annulments are “not real” they are. The Church in Her wisdom and authority has explained what it
means to “get” an annulment, that is not what we are talking about.

According to “Women’s Health Magazine” the top five reasons for
divorce in 2020 were: lack of communication, falling out of love, absence
of intimacy, absence of partnership, and finally one of the two “were not
ready for marriage.” This is probably Bonald’s worst nightmare, and it
should be for all Conservatives today. The absence of sacramental grace
in marriages, a poorly formed understanding of what marriage is and
what it is “about”, are serious issues with respect to modern marriage
culture. People tend to not see it as a serious state in life, beautiful and
fruitful in its own respect. The philosophy that marriage is nothing more
than a paper-contract combined with the fear of lifelong commitment is
poisonous for the common good.

It seems like a hopeless narrative, just as some couples see their
marriages as hopeless. You and I know, there is always reason for hope.
We are wonderfully made in the image and likeness of God for His own.
There must be a new dialogue, a new conversation about this topic. For
the sake of the family we cannot remain silent on this topic for fear of
embarrassment or for fear of unpopularity.

30

Social Justice Quarterly | Vol. 1 Iss. 3

There are things worth fighting for, so we must fight for them. The
sanctity of Marriage is one of those things worth fighting for. It isn’t
easy, but nothing ever is, and to expect such a lifestyle is boring. We have
an obligation to our forefathers and to those who will come after us to do
what is right, to uphold that which we hold dear to us, that which we
love. We cannot go silently so as to not be noticed; we must proclaim the
Gospel to every nation, we must bring the light of Christ to every person
we meet no matter how dark things may seem, we must do this all for the
sake of the family.

With respect to the issue of divorce, Bonald is a prophet. Any good
harvest begins with a few seeds, but we stand on the shoulders of giants
- the Church and Her teaching are both wise and profound, we need only
to pray and hold fast to those truths of faith which we know and love.
What can morals do without laws that maintain them, or against the
laws which undermine them? Nothing.
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