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Bill Donohue Takes Aim at the Secular Left

Deal W. Hudson | Column
8/31/09

n 1978, a young scholar in his early 30s named Bill

Donohue, working on a book about the ACLU, went

to New York City to interview its founder, Roger
Baldwin. Donohue asked him why the ACLU was
opposed to a moment of silent "meditation" in the
classroom. Baldwin responded, "l suppose you could get
by with that, but it's a subterfuge, because the
implication is that you're meditating about the
hereafter, or God, or something."

That revealing moment allowed Donohue to
confirm that Baldwin opposed a moment of silent
meditation because he feared some student might
actually think about God -- Baldwin's impulse, and that
of the ACLU, was not the "separation of Church and
State"; it was the extinction of religious faith itself.

His interview with Baldwin provided Donohue with
a glimpse of the secularists' psyche he has never
forgotten, which has served him well as president of the
Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights. It is also
the reason Donohue's recently published book Secular
Sabotage: How Liberals Are Destroying Religion and
Culture in America does two things better than any
other book of its kind.

First, it demonstrates how fear and hatred drive the

secularists' attempt to quash the presence of
Christianity in American society. Second, Donohue
proves that the "secular sabotage" he describes is

deliberate and intentional.

Why is this important? | have often wondered, and |
am sure Donohue has as well, why Christians have not
protested more loudly against both the loss of their
religious liberty and the relentless mocking of

Christianity, particularly Catholicism, in the media.

The faithful, | think, are disposed to give their critics
the benefit of the doubt, not wanting to see in them the
kind of hatred toward their beliefs that Donohue

reveals in his book. Similarly, Christians often offer
benign interpretations of the secularists' agenda,
exercising their capacity for tolerance in ways that allow
the secularists to establish their beachhead and gain
credibility.

As Donohue puts it, many have failed to see that
liberalism has evolved from the egalitarianism of the
civil-rights movement to mere anarchy. The left-wing
secularists aren't working toward a vision of a better
world that went "up in flames with the crash of the
Berlin Wall, the Soviet Union, and all the other Marxist
wonderlands," which is the source of their despair:
"That they have absolutely nothing to offer in the way
of an alternative social order not only reveals their
intellectual bankruptcy, it explains their rage. This is
the revenge of the nihilists."

Secular Sabotage leaves little, if anything, out of its
account -- Donohue includes chapters devoted to
multiculturalism; sexual politics; the arts, primarily
painting and sculpture; Hollywood films; the Supreme
Court; the Democratic Party; Catholicism; and
Protestantism. Throughout his narrative, Donohue
translates his gift for the perfect sound bite on a cable
news show to providing the most jaw-dropping
illustrations of the anti-Christian bigotry he describes.
Here is one | missed in the controversy surrounding
former President Bush's nomination of a Catholic, John

Roberts, to the Supreme Court:

NPR's Nina Totenberg opined, "Don't forget his
wife was an officer, a high officer of a pro-life
organization." Then she went in for the kill; "He's
got adopted children, | mean, he's a conservative
Catholic." Adopted kids? That's a sure sign he
doesn't like abortion. Probably believes in God,
too. How Roberts survived all this is still
unexplained.
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One strategy used by Donohue to defend religious
liberty and the Catholic Church is to simply restate the
issue by substituting other religions, other ethnic
groups, or sacred icons. This came in handy when
dealing with artists desecrating images of Jesus Christ or
the Virgin Mary. For example, when Donohue asked a
Jewish defender of Serrano's Piss Christ -- a crucifix
submerged in urine -- "if she would be offended if
someone put a Star of David in a bowl of feces, she
expressed horror at the mere suggestion."

In story after story, Donohue underscores the fact
that the secularists he challenges will not abide the
same ridicule of Judaism, Islam, or Buddhism that they
perpetrate against Christianity. Even more troubling,
however, is the lack of a single instance when his
common-sense arguments changed anyone's mind.
Why have the secularists become incapable of rational
exchange? The description Donohue applies to those
who charged the Bush White House with theocracy
seems apt: "They harbor a hatred against them
[Christians] that is so visceral as to make them mad."

Beyond providing the definitive chronicle of a
secularist attack on Christianity in America, Donohue
has issued a wake-up call to soft-hearted Christian

citizens who refuse to see that, for decades, Christianity
has been systematically targeted for removal from the
public square and, ultimately, destruction.

If more Christians in this country realized they were
facing a genuine enemy, one motivated by an ill-
camouflaged hatred, perhaps their resistance would be
more sustained and vigorous. In publishing Secular
Sabotage, Donohue, one of the most influential lay
Catholics in America, has thrown the equivalent of a
Molotov cocktail back at the radical liberals with whom
he has locked horns for many years. Whether his book
will incite others to follow his example remains to be
seen. | hope it will, because Secular Sabotage could
not arrive at a more opportune moment.

Deal W. Hudson is the director of InsideCatholic.com
and the author of Onward, Christian Soldiers: The
Growing Political Power of Catholics and Evangelicals
in the United States (Simon and Schuster).
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Socialist Propaganda against the Church

Ronald J. Rychlak | Column
8/31/09

y family was in England for the summer

while | taught a law course at Cambridge

University, and one afternoon my son and |
happened upon an interesting program on the radio. It
was a radio "play" featuring a self-confident young
woman and Kenneth Lay, the now-deceased president
of Enron who masterminded the company's fraudulent
rise to the top and was ultimately convicted on ten
counts of securities fraud and related charges. He
suffered a heart attack and died before being
sentenced, so the judge vacated the conviction.

Lay's death and escape from justice must have
irritated the producers of the radio play, because there
was no other reason for putting him at the center of the
story. He was depicted as a nice guy but a buffoon; the
segment we heard began with his talking about doing
time in prison, paying his debt to society, and relying on
his faith in Jesus to rebuild his life. He also spoke of
encouraging other people to thrive by taking part in the
free market and putting their faith in Jesus.

The young woman, in a fully scripted dialogue, then
essentially cross-examined Lay. (What lawyer would not
love a scripted cross examination?) She asked which
market was right, "the one that made you a billionaire
or the one that landed you in prison?" She also asked
degrading questions about his faith in Jesus. When Lay
tried to provide answers to these and other value-laden
questions, the woman snidely rejected his arguments.
He was a fool who trusted markets and Jesus. She was
an enlightened socialist.

The program's bias was clearly anti-free market; it
had probably been produced by the Socialist Party,
which is much more active here than in the United
States. | had never heard anything quite like this in the
United States: While the attack on the free market
didn't surprise me, linking that position with an attack
on Christianity did.

If a socialist movement in the United States wanted
to launch a campaign against free markets, | would
imagine the leaders would approach it indirectly,
instead of making the kind of frontal assault | heard on
British radio. | am certain, however, that they would
know enough not to link their political movement with
an attack on Christianity.

America is still Christian enough that an insult to
Jesus (or to those who put their faith in Him) is a
hindrance to political movements. Unfortunately, that
may no longer be the case in some nations, including
Great Britain -- at least, that's what the producers of
this radio program thought.

Communism and socialism are, at their root,
fundamentally anti-Christian. As Pope Pius Xl said in his
1931 encyclical, Quadragesimo Anno: "No one can at
the same time be a sincere Catholic and a true
Socialist." Some years ago, our former parish priest
assigned our parish Social Concerns Committee the
responsibility of reading the social-justice encyclicals.
Our resident religious sister at the time (she has since
retired) was fairly open about her socialist leanings.
When | brought Pius's teaching to her attention, she
was deeply troubled. She asked me why the pope
would have said that.

| didn't have a good answer at the time, sad to say,
but | have thought about it a good deal since then.
Perhaps the first clue should be that wherever
communism or socialism has taken over, it has
mercilessly persecuted Christianity. (As a person of
Polish heritage, | always say that, to me, communism
means, "kill the Polack.") Again, however, that leads to
the question, "Why?"

These political philosophies are premised upon the
state being the ultimate good or ultimate end. Despite
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claims to the contrary, these doctrines do not ask
individuals to share. They insist -- at the point of a gun,
if necessary -- that the individual submit to the state.
The ultimate aim is creation of a bureaucracy that treats
people as parts of a collective group, not as individuals.

Christianity makes people, not the state, the center
of concern. Faith and tradition call upon Christians to be
charitable, but ultimately they are left to their own free
will. That great gift of free will, which lets men and
women decide, is fundamental to Christianity and
inconsistent with the uniformity demanded of a truly
socialist state. People with free will do not easily submit
to enslavement by the state; thus, communist and
socialist governments cannot tolerate true Christianity.

Free markets and faith in Jesus may not provide the
answer to every social problem, but they give us a much
better opportunity for a just society than does the
central planning that comes with socialistic programs.
The first commandment tells us not to put others ahead
of God. Socialism demands that we do so.

Ronald J. Rychlak is the associate dean and MDLA
Professor of Law at the University of Mississippi School
of Law. He is the author of Hitler, the War, and the
Pope (2000) and Righteous Gentiles (2005).
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Hallowed Be Thy Name

Mark P. Shea | Column
9/1/09

he refugees returning to the Promised Land

after 70 years of captivity in Babylon had a

problem. He was a killjoy named Haggai, and he
was chewing them out for rebuilding their houses.

Well . . . that's not exactly the case. His complaint
wasn't so much that they were building their houses as
that they were doing this without so much as a thought
to the God who had brought them back from captivity
in direct fulfillment of the promises He had made to
them. Haggai's point was not "God is a killjoy" but "God
demands that we put Him first in our lives, not treat
Him as an afterthought once things began to turn
around for us." So he cried:

Is it a time for you yourselves to dwell in your
paneled houses, while this house lies in ruins? (Hg
1:4)

"This house" refers to the Temple, and this verse sums
up the message of the prophet to the gloomy, dispirited
Jews who had returned from the Babylonian Exile to
find their city a pile of rubble, their Temple a heap of
stones, and their future a bleak blank. Being fallen
humans, they set about taking care of Numero Uno, as
their fathers had done before them. Haggai's task was
to remind them that God's Temple, not their dining-
room set, was Numero Uno and that they should
remember, as an earlier prophet had said, that

If you are unfaithful, | will scatter you among the
peoples; but if you return to me and keep my
commandments and do them, though your dispersed
be under the farthest skies, | will gather them thence
and bring them to the place which | have chosen, to
make my name dwell there (Neh 1:8-9).

In short, neither their exile nor their return was
simply an accident in the blind unfolding of life's
colorful pageant; it was the fulfillment of the covenant
promises made by God Almighty to the children of Israel

at Mt. Sinai. It was He and His covenant that were the
real center of the story, not their real-estate
development projects. If they wanted to actually live
happily (as distinct from simply continuing with a sort of
ancient rat-race existence), they needed to correct their
vision so as to see God and put Him first in their lives. In
the words of the Messiah who would eventually come
and build the real Temple, of which the Jerusalem
Temple was just a dim shadow, they had to learn,
"Seek first the kingdom of God and all these things will
be added to you as well."

We are in much the same boat as Haggai's exiles.
That's why, when our culture thinks of prayer, it tends
to think first of "asking for stuff." If you pop in the
prayer coin and get the car, job, spouse, or sundry
goody, then prayer "worked" like a machine.
Conversely, if we don't get all the stuff we want, many
people prayer
Undergirding this notion of prayer is the conception of

conclude that "doesn't work."
God as Cosmic Vending Machine rather than as a

Trinity of Persons with whom we have a relationship.

Now, as we shall see in coming weeks, there is
most certainly a place for petitionary prayer in the
Christian tradition. Throughout both Scripture and
Church history, the saints have not merely asked for
stuff, but for quite outrageous stuff, up to and
including multiplication of loaves and fishes and life for
dead people sans pulse and brainwave. Scripture has
not a word to say against people asking God for all
sorts of stuff.

But it has no room -- none whatever -- for praying
as though God is a machine. Instead, as Jesus instructs
us in the Our Father, the very first order of business is
to usher us into the covenant relationship God has
desired with us since He made Adam and Eve in His
image and likeness. And so, even in the midst of our
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most urgent need, not to mention in the midst of our
day-to-day "daily bread" needs, Jesus throws up a
roadblock to our urge to rush on to the "asking for
stuff" part of prayer. Instead, He calls us to remember
the One to whom we are speaking and to enter into the
highest form of language the human person can
participate in: the language of praise and thanksgiving
to God.

Therefore, long before we ever get to "give us this
day our daily bread" or "deliver us from evil," we are
urged to take a good look at God for who He is, rather
than to start with what we think and say and need.
When we do that, we find Our Father's "Name" is
hallowed. What does that mean?

Jewish piety has always seen a colossal significance
in names, and nowhere moreso than in the Name of
God Himself. Among the Ten Commandments (and well
before you get to the natural-law stuff about killing,
adultery, and theft) you find the command:

You shall not take the name of the LORD your God
in vain; for the LORD will not hold him guiltless who
takes His name in vain (Ex 20:7).

And so, in Scripture, the name (and supremely God's
Name) is a deeply sacred thing. It is not just a label
slapped on a thing so that we can call it something
besides a thingamajig. For the biblical authors, a name -
- and especially a person's name -- somehow expressed
the essence. To know someone's name was to know
them. To name, or rename, someone was to effect and
reflect a fundamental change in who he or she was.

To use the Name of God, therefore, was a solemn
thing and not to be taken lightly. To bless the Name of
God was to be taken up into the divine work of the
angels. To bear the Name of God was to become, in
some sense, a member of the family of God. To hallow
God's Name as Jesus commands us to do was (and
remains) the highest form of prayer that a human being
can offer with his lips. It is to say, in mere sound, what
Jesus would say with His very body and blood in His
passion, crucifixion, and death.

That's why this petition always comes first. Jesus
wants us to love His Father as He does and to ingrain
into our very bones the truth that the Father is more
important than anything else. It is His kingdom, not our
wish list, that matters. It is His will that must be done,
not ours. And so, in learning the Lord's Prayer, we
learn the right order of things and are taught a bit
about how not to be fools who put second things first
and first things last. In so doing, we start our prayer
not by building our own house, but by becoming living
stones at the place that He has chosen to make His
Name dwell: the Temple that is the Body of Christ.

Mark P. Shea is a
www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for
InsideCatholic. Visit his blog at
markshea.blogspot.com.

senior  editor  for
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Augustine's Pears

Thomas Howard | Column
9/2/09

am reading St. Augustine's Confessionghese days,

for the second or third time. The whole thing is a

great antidote for all that is confused and squalid
about our own epoch, but more particularly for the
sloth and folly that marks one's own inner being.

The book itself is an astonishing thing. You find this
out in the first line. It is an autobiography, to be sure,
and there are thousands of them. But this one
astonishes us because the whole thing is addressed to
God. It is a prayer. When you come to think of it,
though, what possible other audience should an
autobiography have? How can | possibly give an account
of my life that has any rag of integrity in it if | am not
laying it out before the "Thou" who made me, who
knows every thought of mine before | think it, who is
not allured by the whole muddy palette of self-display
that marks the thing, and who alone can rescue me
from my own fatuity? In the light of such a book as this,
the ordinary enterprise of autobiography is thrown into
odd relief.

Besides all of this, a reader finds himself agog at
Augustine's fierce candor. Has there ever been such
remorseless self-scrutiny? Oh, to be sure, Samuel Pepys
and Rousseau, and Harold Nicolson in his diaries, most
certainly have gazed at themselves with great wit and
intelligence. But it is always difficult to disentangle
candor from exhibitionism when we mortals get to
telling our own story. (I myself attempted such a piece
when | was far too young, and | would expunge a great
deal of it now if | could.) The note struck in Augustine's
account is modesty in the service of a giant intelligence
and a remorseless pursuit of the truth. He rejects the
tactics that most of us might trot out in our own
defense. Having chosen to spread the whole account
before God, what else can he do?

The most famous anecdote in the account is the
matter of the pear trees. If people know nothing of
Augustine's pilgrimage and conversion, they know

about the pears. And ordinarily, the incident is retailed
with a certain amount of patronizing raillery: "Stealing
pears, forsooth? When he was a mere boy? It was a
prank, for heaven's sake! Why all the breast-beating?"

Anyone who gives more than a moment's heed to
this response hasn't read the account. For what we
have in the Confessions is an anatomy of sin. An
anatomy: The word was current in the 17th century at
least (Robert Burton's Anatomy of Melancholy) and
referred to a systematic and narrow scrutiny of the
topic in question. Burton, for example, wrings
melancholia dry, so to speak, exhausting the varieties
by which it afflicts us mortals. It is thus with Augustine.
You totter away from each section of his work
thunderstruck both at the brilliance with which he
dissects the real nature of sin, and at his fierce refusal
to marshal the least scrap of self-defense ("Oh -- we
were just high-spirited boys!").

When it comes to the pears, Augustine lays bare
(anatomizes) the true nature of the act:

Yet | was willing to steal, and steal | did, although |
was not compelled by any lack, unless it were the
lack of a sense of justice or a distaste for what was
right and a greedy love of doing wrong. For of
what | stole | already had plenty, and much better
at that, and | had no wish to enjoy the things |
coveted by stealing, but only to enjoy the theft
itself and the sin. . . . And now, O Lord my God,
now that | ask what pleasure | had in that theft, |
find that it had no beauty to attract me. . . . It did
not even have the shadowy, deceptive beauty

which makes vice attractive.. . ..

He goes on to canvass pride, ambition, cruelty, lust,

inquisitiveness,  stupidity, sloth, extravagance,
covetousness, envy, anger, fear, and grief as possible
excuses for committing some act of sin. He can find

nothing at all to invoke in his own defense. "What was
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it, then, that pleased me in that act of theft? . .. What
an abomination! What a parody of life! What abysmal
death! Could | enjoy doing wrong for no other reason
than that it was wrong?"

Finally he gets to the miserable nub. He was craven.
He went along with his pals: "To do it by myself would
have been no fun. . . . For the sake of a laugh, a little
sport, | was glad to do harm and anxious to damage
another. . . . And all because we are ashamed to hold
back when others say, 'Come on! Let's do it!""

Where does this cold and implacable scrutiny leave my
own confessions? How one rummages around for some
contemptible "reason" for what one did or said or
thought. | was taken off guard. | wasn't thinking. It was
an impulse. | didn't really mean it. Surely one shouldn't
magnify such a tiny item? Let's not get morbid here.

Well. The matter is worth pondering -- not in the
murky light of efforts, widespread now, designed to
release us all from what Augustine obviously thought
was culpability, but rather in the light of the Psalms and
prophets, and the words of the Lord Himself. The
Church offers us help in this daunting task of making a
confession that is something more than self-serving: "I
am heartily sorry for having offended Thee," she
prompts. The Anglicans in their sturdier days used to
say, "We have offended against thy holy laws. We have
left undone those things which we ought to have done;
And we have done those things which we ought not to
have done; And there is no health in us. But thou, O
Lord, have mercy upon us, miserable offenders ... ."

Now that is a bit much, surely? For one thing, we're
no longer comfortable with that sort of thing. Besides,
"studies have shown..."

What have studies shown? Did the patriarchs and
prophets and psalmists get it all wrong? Did our Lord
miss something? Has the Church been too severe a
Mother?

Interestingly enough, to read the confessions in the
Psalms, and to hear how the Lord in the Gospels speaks
of the sins that bind us all, and to listen in on
Augustine's frank scrutiny of his own sins, is not at all to
be left in despair or self-loathing. Joy beckons. Freedom
and health and dignity lie that way. Dante had it right:
He called his poem The Divine Comedy, even though he
draws us through the most onerous sequence of
penitentiality in all of literature. Comedy in the highest
sense rises above mere chuckles: It historically refers
to any drama that ends in marriage. The marriage of
the Lamb with His Spouse the Church is a comedy in
Dante's sense. Hence comedy, lo and behold, is deeper
and higher and mightier than Tragedy, which ends in
death, and which is most certainly the most profound
utterance we mortals can make if the grave is the end.

So. Augustine and his Confessions. It is the record
of how a man came to sheer joy. | happen to be writing
this on the Feast of St. Monica, Augustine's mother,
who hung onto God's garments for years before her
son turned to God. And for 1,700 years now, the
faithful have found solace and hope in the fruit of her
prayers -- in the life of the man who became Saint
Augustine.

Thomas Howard is retired from 40 years of teaching
English in private schools, college, and seminary in
England and America.
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Rescue Me?

John Zmirak | Column
9/2/09

ike most of you, | was edified by the pagan,

Viking funeral that marked the passing of that

champion of life, Sen. Edward Kennedy. | thought
it particularly fitting the way they floated his human
remains down the Charles River out to the bay in a
burning boat made of the car he'd driven at
Chappaquiddick. He has his reward.

Pardon me if | sound a little bitter, but | lost a friend
this week -- not to death but to its culture, to the
prisons that serve its interests. Since he'd rather remain
anonymous, let's call him Crouchback -- more musical
than "John Doe M9," which is what they're calling him
at Rikers Island these days. He sits there awaiting trial
for conducting a one-man rescue at an abortion clinic in
Manhattan. He refuses to cooperate with authorities
enforcing unjust laws that allow the murder of children,
so he won't give his name. When brought to trial, he
will say that his actions were justified, and if released he
will do it again. The authorities must choose whether to
let him go forth and rescue, or leave him in prison for
life.

Crouchback doesn't view himself as a lone, quixotic
figure; he invites others to follow him, and in fact hopes
to form an order of hermits, whose habits will be
orange prison jumpsuits, and cells America's prisons. He
calls his group the Order of Mercy at Gethsemane. It is
modeled on the Mercedarian order, a group of priests
founded by St. Peter Nolasco that also devoted itself to
rescue -- of Christian hostages captured by Muslim
bandits. Hundreds of priests of that order volunteered
to take the place of Christian slaves in Arab countries
and died in chains in alien lands so that ordinary,
unlucky Christian laymen could go back home to their
families.

For the record, | can't decide if my old friend is crazy
or a saint.

One of the original apostles who joined Joan
Andrews in organizing Operation Rescue, Crouchback
has never reconciled himself to the movement's
collapse -- under the pressure of madly punitive laws
that make abortion clinics "speech-free" zones, as
sacrosanct as the Lincoln Bedroom. At what other
business in America is it a felony to engage in civil
disobedience? A tobacco company? An arms
manufacturer making landmines? Not a chance. It's
better to be a former Weatherman terrorist these days

than someone engaged in non-violent, pro-life sit-ins.

If you wonder why that is, Crouchback has an
answer. As he used to explain to me over late night
cappuccinos on Macdougal Street a few feet from the
Blue Note: Abortion is the keystone of our culture of
casual sex, the vital "fail-safe" that separates a casual
roll in the hay on the fifth date (or are we nowadays
down to the third?) from 18 years of motherhood or
child support. In Casey v. Planned Parenthood, our
nation's highest court grounded abortion rights in the
most fundamental American value -- liberty -- and
nothing we've done in the past 15 years has changed
that by one iota. You can tell what a country thinks is
sacred by what it defends most savagely. By that
standard, America has converted en masse from post-
Protestantism to Aztec human sacrifice.

Crouchback's answer to all of this horror is sharply
theological:

[Tlhe mercy that our Lord showed at Gethsemane,
as well as on Calvary, provides a model for
imitation. It was explained best by Dostoevsky
when he noted that the chief characteristic of love
is the willingness to suffer for the sake of the
beloved. That maybe isn't so hard to understand
when you consider what Christ was willing to
endure because He loved us, because He loved His
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Father and knew how His Father loved us, and also
because He knew that we'd just turn our souls over
to evil unless He loved us, and was willing thus to
suffer for us.

It's important to remember that He did it for your sake.
If you had been the only person for whom it was
necessary, that would have been enough. And because
of that, He showed us what it means to love and how
invariably it can't be separate -- not from the desire,
since not even He desired it — but from the willingness
to suffer for sake of the beloved.

At Gethsemane He did not exactly attack the
violence of sin, so much as absorb it, and offered union
to all of us who have ever sinned, or suffered. That offer
was divine, but also human, and in its human example,
the Gethsemane order seeks to imitate it by our
willingness to stand with the rejected unborn, and
absorb some measure of the injustice and violence
done to them.

I've known and loved Crouchback, railed at his
stubbornness, and traded barbs with him for 20 years --
since the days he was a key correspondent for a major
Catholic newspaper. He wrote one of the best books
I've read on Vatican Il, as well as hundreds of articles
back in the 1980s, when it seemed that the only fighters
for faithful Catholicism were a few cranky, independent
papers, and some forlorn figures in Rome who read
them. (We know from the memoirs of one of the
Church's persecutors, Archbishop Rembert Weakland,
that good men in Rome read those papers, and acted
on them; Weakland spends pages whining about it.)

Crouchback was one of the underpaid, white-
knuckled writers who raked up the muck that had been
choking the American Church since the 1960s. Those of
you privileged to grow up in the "John Paul Il
Generation" owe more than you'll ever know to men
like Crouchback; it was their reports that gave the
incoming Pope John Paul Il the intel required to find us
better bishops. If your diocese's seminary is full of
normal and faithful men, if the altar rails at your parish
haven't been torn out by the bishop's order, you have
men like Crouchback to thank.

If, in ten years, there is a thriving order of Catholic
hermits eating prison food, making converts among
hardened criminals -- as the Mercedarians often ended
up baptizing their Arab captors -- you may likewise
thank him. Those who would like to thank him now,
perhaps to send him books to help him while away the
hours (think: Trollope, Newman, Waugh), may reach
Mr. Crouchback here:

John Doe M9

B & C#3490913530
Rikers Island Prison
Anna M. Kross Center
18-18 Hazen St.

East ElImhurst, NY 11370

We may not wish to join him. We may think it isn't
prudent, or even worthwhile, to sacrifice our lives for
the sake of strangers. And there's no sin in that. I'm
not planning on donning a prison jumpsuit anytime
soon -- and indeed, | tried to dissuade Mr. Crouchback
from going off to jail.

Mostly, because | will miss him. His vanishing
leaves a hole on Macdougal Street that no one else can
ever fill.

America is missing millions in the wake of Roe v.
Wade, and we will never know this side of heaven
what we squandered. Is Crouchback's the kind of
witness we need nowadays? It searingly points up
what's happening every day -- lives vanishing in a dark
place maintained and protected by the State, in service
of its new religion of "liberty." For once, | have nothing
to say. But Crouchback says:

As long as such an order exists -- even if but with a
solitary hermit -- it would mean that, collectively,
we are not only trying to save from the wreckage
whom we can, but are also pledging ourselves with
those who can't be saved; and by this refusal to
adapt to the daily slaughter of thousands, we also
help to restore a kind of dignity not just to unborn
humanity, but to the rest of humanity as well, that
will otherwise be lost.
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As Kennedy's Viking boat recedes, flaming, into the
distance, | will sit a lonely Kaddish for Crouchback.

John Zmirak is the author, most recently, of the graphic
novel The Grand Inquisitor and is Writer-in-Residence at

Thomas More College in New Hampshire. He writes
weekly for InsideCatholic.com.
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The Problems with Government-Run Health Care

Deal W. Hudson | Column
9/3/09

s the White House backs away from the so-
called public option in health-care reform,
Catholic experts are hopeful that the proposed
government control of the nation's medical care will be
put aside. They argue that rejecting the public option
will better serve a culture of life, maintain the present
high quality of health care, serve economic
sustainability, and respect the Catholic teaching on

subsidiarity.

Though the bishops have spoken out collectively
against abortion coverage, only a handful have issued
specific warnings against government-run medical
services. Two of those are Bishop Robert W. Finn and
Archbishop Joseph F. Naumann of Kansas City, who
wrote recently, "The right of every individual to access
health care does not necessarily suppose an obligation
on the part of the government to provide it." Bishop R.
Walter Nickless of Sioux City, lowa, stated, "The Church
does not teach that government should directly provide
health care."

The Catholic Medical Association (CMA) is on record
arguing that, while health-care reform is needed, it
should be "achieved by legislation that empowers
people to own their health insurance policies (as
contrasted with government, or employer controlled
healthcare insurance) and using targeted measures to
help people who cannot afford the entire cost of their
insurance premium."

Dr. Steven White, a former president of the CMA,
currently has a private practice in pulmonary medicine
and is medical director of respiratory care and
pulmonary rehabilitation services at Halifax Medical
Center in Daytona Beach, Florida. He applauds the
bishops for their outspoken defense of human dignity in
health care, but said, "Informed members of the laity
need to help devise a system based upon Catholic moral
principles and apply them in the marketplace."

"The last thing we want in health care," White told
me, "is for the government to impose a single ethic on
us because they hold the purse strings -- we have to
separate Catholic moral guidelines for health care from
the question of financing it."

Dr. Donald P. Condit is an orthopedic surgeon
specializing in hand surgery in Grand Rapids, Michigan,
who has written extensively on health-care reform for
the Acton Institute. Condit agrees that health-care
reform is needed to achieve a better allocation of
service, but added, "Reform needs to occur at the level
of the doctor-patient relationship rather than
introducing a third party, especially the federal

government."

"Medical care is a scarce commodity that has to be
allocated," Condit went on, "but why would you take
that allocation away from the doctor-patient and hand
it over to government committees, when the
government does not respect human life?"

When | asked him how the cost of the present
system could be reduced, Condit explained that the
cost of private insurance coverage would come down if
there were more competition. "There is very little
competition between insurance companies," Condit
explained, "which would be changed if companies
could sell coverage across state lines."

Both Dr. White and Dr. Condit were certain that the
quality of U.S. health care would suffer under
government control. White said, "Socialist systems do
not put their resources into treating serious illness --
for example, our cancer survival rates are significantly
higher." Condit explained that the World Health
Organization ratings are biased against the United
States because of our lack of universal care. "If you
look at the disease-specific statistics, the U.S. is at or
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near the top, which is why wealthy people come here
from all over the world when they face serious illness."
(Their concerns are corroborated by today's news that,
under the UK's National Health Service, terminally ill
patients are being allowed to die prematurely.)

Jim Cabretta, a fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy
Center, served for three vyears as the Bush
administration's top budget official for health care.
Cabretta claims that the present health legislation is not
economically sustainable. "The plan as it stands,"
Cabretta concludes, "is not really a trillion-dollar bill; it

really adds up to 1.5 trillion."

He explained the reason why the health-care bills
are under-budgeted. "The legislation requires anyone
who has job-based insurance 'has to stay there and not
take the government subsidized program.' In addition,
anyone who has not bought into their workplace
insurance will be required to purchase it, 'even if they

cannot afford it.

Anyone not presently covered will be able to get
into the subsidized program, creating what Cabretta
calls "horizontal inequity." In other words, everyone
covered by employers will be paying significantly more
for health care than those on the government plan.

"What will happen next is inevitable," says Cabretta.
"People will complain about the inequality, and
Congress will eventually allow everyone to purchase the
lower-cost, government-subsidized programs. The
overall cost of the nationalized plan will rise by 50

percent."

The United States is just too big for a centralized
health-care system, according to Cabretta. Other
industrialized countries are not as big: "We are 300
million; that's too many people to manage by central
planning, a fact which underlies the public angst." He
prefers a subsidiarity approach, a market system mixing
health savings accounts with a primary wellness system,
costing about $60 to $70 per month, all with
government oversight.

Cabretta also agreed with White and Condit that
the quality of care would suffer. "In countries with
nationalized systems, they tend to invest in things that
90 percent of the people use, but if you have cancer or
need brain surgery they are underinvested in hospitals
and complex treatment programs."

The Obama White House is saying that the public
option does not have to be part of health-care reform;
powerful leaders in Congress disagree, along with the
liberal wing of the Democratic Party. While the
prospect of government-run health care is still a live
option, these Catholic experts are hopeful that
Congress will consider their suggestions in keeping
medical care private -- in the hands of doctors,
patients, and private insurance companies.

Deal W. Hudson is the director of InsideCatholic.com
and the author of Onward, Christian Soldiers: The
Growing Political Power of Catholics and Evangelicals
in the United States (Simon and Schuster).
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Practical Distributism: Looking at the Community Reinvestment

Act

Joe Hargrave | Column
9/4/09

hose of us who have argued for alternatives to

individualistic capitalism and the bureaucratic

welfare state are often told that we are good at
pointing out problems but come up short on solutions --
it's a charge distributists hear often. Nevertheless, Pope
Benedict XVI's latest encyclical, Caritas in Veritate,
challenges us to overcome the "market-plus-State"
model, arguing that "when both the logic of the market
and the logic of the State come to an agreement that
each will continue to exercise a monopoly over its
respective area of influence, in the long term much is
lost...."

But there is a policy in place that takes up the
pope's challenge -- one with a distributist angle that not
only helped lessen the severity of the sub-prime
mortgage meltdown, but could also serve as a model for
the development of businesses that -- following the
suggestions of Rerum Novarum, Quadragesimo Anno,
Mater et Magistra, Laborem Exercens, and Caritas in
Veritate -- include more workers in the ownership and
management of business. | am talking about the unfairly
maligned Community Reinvestment Act (CRA).

The CRA was passed by Congress in 1977 to
encourage banks to lend to low-income and minority
neighborhoods and to prevent ‘'"redlining," or
discrimination against those groups. Contrary to
common assumptions made about the act, all banks
following CRA guidelines were federally mandated to
practice safe and sound lending practices that were also

profitable.

Hence, the truth about the CRA and the rhetoric
surrounding it are two very different things. On the
basis of ideological predispositions alone, a number of
commentators immediately sought to blame the CRA to
varying degrees for the sub-prime crisis as it unfolded
last fall. The CRA regulations, it was claimed,

encouraged lenders to make unsafe, risky loans to low-
income clients in order to meet government quotas.
While it is possible that CRA incentives might have been
abused during recent years, the truth is that the CRA,
since its inception in 1977, has insisted on safe, sound,
and profitable lending practices.

Evidence has shown that, instead of deepening the
sub-prime crisis, the CRA actually helped to lessen its
impact in areas where banks regulated by CRA
guidelines were more heavily concentrated. Randall S.
Kroszner, then governor of the Federal Reserve Board
of San Francisco, presented the findings of the board's
analysis in December of last year:

Only 6 percent of all the higher-priced loans were
extended by CRA-covered lenders to lower-income
neighborhoods in their CRA
assessment areas, the local geographies that are

borrowers or

the primary focus for CRA evaluation purposes.
This result undermines the assertion by critics of
the potential for a substantial role for the CRA in
the sub-prime crisis.

As for the role the CRA played in lessening the impact
of the crisis, a study conducted by the law firm of
Traiger & Hinckley concluded the following:

The sub-prime crisis, and related spike in
foreclosures might have negatively impacted even
more borrowers and neighborhoods. Compared to
other lends in their assessment areas, CRA banks
were less likely to make a high cost loan, [and]
charged less for the high cost loans that were
made . . .. [M]oreover, branch availability is a key
element of CRA compliance, and foreclosure rates

were lower in metropolitan areas with
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proportionately greater numbers of bank branches.

What the analysis finds is that local bank branches
dedicated to serving their communities were far less
likely to play fast and loose with their customers' money
than independent lenders and mortgage brokers, who
were the primary culprits in repackaging and selling bad
loans to bigger lenders. Toxic debt was not created, in
other words, by the CRA. Rather, Federal Reserve
Chairman Ben Bernanke testified to Congress that it was
virtual anarchy in lending practices that bears much of
the blame:

When an originator sells a mortgage and its
servicing rights, depending on the terms of the sale,
much or all of the risks are passed on to the loan
purchaser. Thus, originators who sell loans may
have less incentive to undertake careful
underwriting than if they kept the loans. Moreover,
for some originators, fees tied to loan volume made
loan sales a higher priority than loan quality. This
misalignment of incentives, together with strong
investor demand for securities with high vyields,
contributed to the weakening of underwriting

standards.

We can learn a valuable lesson from this episode:
Institutions that derive their profit from the service of
the community as opposed to raw self-interest are less
likely to engage in the sort of behavior that will lead
headlong into catastrophe.

Meanwhile, the CRA itself could be merged with the
Employee Ownership Act (EOA) into a policy that would
foster the development of business models that fulfill
the requirements of Catholic social teaching and meet
the needs of struggling American workers and families.
Each focuses on one necessary ingredient but is missing
the other: The CRA creates incentives to lend to low-
income borrowers and enable them to acquire property
for themselves; the EOA creates tax incentives to

establish firms that are owned in varying degrees by
workers.

A guidepost for a federal policy that would integrate
these two approaches might be sought out in the
lending priorities established by the U.S. Federation of
Workers Cooperatives. Priority could be given to those
applicants who seek to establish employee-owned firms
in economically depressed regions such as Michigan, or
who would seek to boost employment in urban or rural
areas where unemployment has been particularly
steep. Like the local credit unions and CRA-regulated
lenders that served their communities while making a
profit, such firms would be provided with incentives to
meet certain community goals. Firms that make a
notable contribution to the economic and social health
of their communities will in turn have easier access to
credit further
expansion, while preserving the basic model of

and government resources for

ownership and control.

Pope Benedict reminded us in Caritas in Veritate
that the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity need
one another -- and that they have the potential for
harm when one is exaggerated at the expense of the
other. Subsidiarity means that social functions ought
to be performed at the lowest possible level, but it also
presupposes that those functions can be performed at
that level. Throughout this country (and certainly
throughout the world), there are many areas as yet
incapable of ideal levels of self-sufficiency. It is in such
areas that the state has a positive role to play -- not
through bureaucratic management but rather through
the establishment of guidelines and incentives for
capital to find its way into businesses that explicitly
aim to serve their communities.

Joe Hargrave lives in Phoenix. He writes for The
American Catholic, Evangelical Catholicism, and his
personal blog, Non Nobis.
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Womb Humor

Marjorie Campbell | Column
9/4/09

married into a guy's-guy family. War stories, fart
jokes, sex tales, and harrowing narratives involving
body parts, souped-up vehicles, and confrontations
with law enforcement dominated the decidedly not-
polite dinner conversation. This was all new and often
entertaining to me, coming from a household of
enforced manners, feigned politeness, imposed
goodwill, and repressed aggressions. Both our families

were Catholic -- but oh, in such different ways.

My new family introduced me to dimensions of
male expression | never knew existed -- just as my first
trip as a criminal-defense lawyer into a high-security
prison gave me a new understanding of interior design.
| was interested. | could even find the mealtime cussing,
spread as thickly through the discourse as the Mazola
on the Wonder Bread, somewhat novel and creative.

But one thing bugged me. My father-in-law referred
to my then-new sister-in-law as a "leghorn chicken." At
the time, she had four children, and everyone knew
more would be coming. She was a devoted and
articulate Catholic woman -- dignified in her passion and
love for her husband, Church, and children. She took me
to Perpetual Adoration before | knew what it was. She
gave me my first, lovely glimpse into "authentic
feminism."

"What the heck is a leghorn chicken?" | asked my
husband, whose loud dinner behavior was frighteningly
unfamiliar to me.

Struggling to contain his laughter, he responded,
"Oh, that's a chicken that's nothing but skin and bones
after a year of laying!" Ha ha.

"And, what," | asked my father-in-law, politely
tense, "does that make your son?"

"A damn idiot!" my new dad crowed, dissolving the
men at the table into such unrestrained laughter that |

had to excuse myself so that | did not add to the hilarity
by throwing up in my Hamburger Helper.

Today, | find myself similarly nauseated reading several
Catholic writers and bloggers whose work, | am told, is
"humor." Simply put, | object to womb humor. It's
gross and disrespectful, and | wish it would stop.

I'm going to name only one name by way of
example -- and because | don't think the "Catholic
Caveman" will mind being singled out, in view of his
blog title. Yes, | do realize that the following is
supposed to be funny, and that many people will
guffaw over it. But it makes me squeamish and, more
importantly -- while | am comfortably pounding my
podium -- it's certainly not Catholic.

"No ... Not Another Chick Post"

Admittedly, | thought this was just another chick
post about the joys of squeezin' out little 'uns and
colic . . . a celebratory gynothon chock fulla
estrogen and baby vomit. . . . | was willing to bet
this post was going to be just womberrific.

Okay. Call me uptight. Call me a prude. Go ahead --
compare me to an aging, polyester-clad nun in
Birkenstocks. But | have just reason to complain. | left
behind radical feminism when told that my capacity to
have children -- you remember, those little gifts from
God? -- was a cruel burden and unjust impediment to
my future success. The radical feminists told me |
needed to keep it in check with various chemicals,
devices, and procedures so that my body would
behave. Theirs was not womb humor but womb
bashing -- the kind that viewed a functioning uterus
like a car defect.

| found this point of view unnerving and started
wondering, "What's so dreadful about my fertility
anyway?" | thought my womb seemed like a pretty
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cool design -- particularly compared to the alternative. |
didn't see myself as a lemon some poor sap might have
to tolerate. Why, | dared to wonder, couldn't |
realistically expect the world to honor and
accommodate my fertility, the same way it honors and
accommodates the oversized muscle development
celebrated in strongman competitions? Why shouldn't /

get a trophy for truly excellent fertility?

This sort of thinking was the start of my return to the
Roman Catholic Church -- begun, in no small measure,
because of her beautiful, dignified image of "woman,"
whose femininity is intrinsically rooted in her special
capacity to bear children, whether she bears them or
not. Here, my dear funny fellows in Christ, was the
answer to radical feminism: the natural source of my
female dignity.

The moral and spiritual strength of a woman is
joined to her awareness that God entrusts the
human being to her in a special way. [T]his
entrusting concerns women in a special way --
precisely by reason of their femininity -- and this in
a particular way determines their vocation (Mulieris
Dignitatem, 6).

Another line from Pope John Paul IlI's profound
document might be of more interest and insight to
comedic Catholics, so quick to this new scatological
humor:

Is Jesus not aware of being in contact with the
mystery of the "beginning"”, when man was created

male and female, and the woman was entrusted to
the man with her feminine distinctiveness, and with
her potential for motherhood? This entrusting is the
test of love, spousal love. In order to become "a
sincere gift" to one another, each of them has to
feel responsible for the gift (Mulieris Dignitatem, 14;
emphasis added).

Why would | want to trade the radical feminist rant
against fertility for the Catholic joshing about minivan
moms and fertile women? | expect better -- for myself,
and for the wonderful, young, orthodox women who

are having the babies the Good Lord sends, who

deserve respect and love and honor because they

willingly embrace the dignity of their fertility, tirelessly

committing themselves to becoming the person God

created them to be.

So enough with the womb humor. Let's decide
who we are and feel responsible verbally, as we surely
feel in fact.

Marjorie Campbell is an attorney and speaker on social
issues from a Catholic perspective. She lives in San
family, blogs at
www.dealwhudson.typepad.com, and writes a regular
Kingdom," at

Francisco with her

column, "On the Way to the
www.phasesofwomanhood.org.
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Avoiding the Crucifix

Michael Pakaluk | Classic
8/29/09

ccording to tradition St. Thomas Aquinas once

asked St. Bonaventure how he had acquired the

deep theological wisdom he displayed in his
writings. St. Bonaventure pointed to a crucifix and said
that he had learned all he knew from contemplating it.

If there are any prayerful Catholics in our pews with
St. Bonaventure's talents or dispositions, they are going
to be deprived, for it is nearly impossible to find a
crucifix in a Catholic Church in the United States. This
became quite clear to me when | visited Mexico. The
large crucifixes there, suspended over the main altar,
set up in side chapels, or even placed at the entrances
to churches, so that the faithful can piously kiss the
bloodied feet of Christ, are powerfully realistic. They
possess a photographic vividness. A friend of mine was
deeply affected by one such crucifix in the Church of
Santo Domingo in Mexico City: "You can see that they
tortured Him," he said.

In our land of comfort and theological shallowness,
where death is an unmentionable, we have "Risen
Christs." These, of course, are not crucifixes at all.
"Crucifix" means "affixed to a cross." The "Risen Christs"
float on air in front of crosses. They are not realistic so
much as surrealistic. When He was on the cross, Jesus
hung, when He was on the ground, he stood. He never
floated. What specific event in the life of Jesus does the
"Risen Christ" represent? After Jesus rose from the
dead, He left the cross behind Him -- He didn't hover
about it. The "Risen Christ" is a religious image a
Docetist might invent, not calculated to inspire
reflection on the "theology of the body." Those who
believe in flesh and blood and the resurrection of the
body cannot be satisfied with it.

Does anyone know the meaning of the "Risen
Christ"? Has anyone explained its significance to you?
Probably not. Perhaps you, like me, pretend -- or,
rather, hope -- that it is a crucifix. Perhaps you also
supply the details in your mind and continue to think of

the "Risen Christ" as a kind of polite crucifixion. But
what does it represent?

One problem is that what it represents can be said
in one sentence: "Christ reigned on the cross." It is an
image which aims to state a proposition, and it says no
more than that. It appeals to the head, not the heart:
no one could possibly be moved to tears of pity by
contemplating it. It is a one-dimensional, man-made
sign; the crucifix, in contrast, is God's sign, ordained by
Him as the image of His love for us. It represents not a
proposition but a mystery that a million Bonaventures
could not exhaust.

Another problem is that the "Risen Christ" simply
cannot express well what it intends to say. The reign of
Christ on the cross was in reality a bloody crucifixion.
The best way to express that reality would be to hold
up a crucifix. For Christ reigned in suffering; it is not
that His suffering was one thing and His reign another.
The "Risen Christ" suggests wrongly that, while the
body of Christ was suffering, the soul of Christ was
confidently triumphant. We would do better to apply
here a saying of Wittgenstein: The best image of the
human soul is the human body. That applies to Christ
on the cross above all.

"As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness,
even so must the son of Man be lifted up" (John 3:14).
Jesus was referring to the time when God punished the
Israelites with a plague of serpents. To heal them, God
instructed Moses to put a bronze serpent on a staff
and set it up among the people so that "everyone who
is bitten, when he looks at it, shall live" (Numbers
21:8). It would have been foolish, of course, for Moses
to depart from God's instructions and make a symbol
more to his liking; how much more foolish, then, are
we for tinkering with that image which the serpent on
the staff merely foreshadowed.
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There is no point at all in trying to pretty up a
crucifixion. Take death by electrocution to be a modern
analogue: It would be absurd to hang electric chairs in
our churches, but have happy and serene figures sitting
in them. The cross was an instrument of torture. If we
are scandalized by that, what keeps us from pursuing
the logic of Jehovah's Witnesses, who say that to
venerate the Cross is as perverse as venerating the
murder weapon that killed a dear relative? Do we have
secret sympathy with that point of view because we
imagine that the Cross was a mistake or an accident?

Perhaps having supposed that the elimination of
suffering is the aim of life and of morality, we are
confused by the suggestion that Christ desires to suffer,
that His purpose in life was to die for us. That Jesus
loves us is a consoling thought, but that He loves us that
much disturbs as well as consoles. A God Who gives that
much might in fact ask that much. Catholicism without
crucifixes is so much tamer.

Why is our timing so bad with these misguided
reforms? Surely we need to be reminded more than any
generation that Christ is crucified anew among us. Do
we recoil from the crucifix the way our society recoils
from pictures of aborted children? Violent crime
surrounds us and stalks us, yet we remove what can be
our only solace -- the murdered God. Can there be some
correlation, strangely, between the absence of violence
in our crucifixes and the presence of violence in our
society? No culture since the Romans has found the
murder and slaughter of fellow human beings as
entertaining as we.

We should take our clue from the early Christians:
while their pagan countrymen in the colosseum
watched thousands of murders for entertainment, they

in their catacombs meditated on a single murder as
worship. It is necessary for us to sanctify violence, so to
speak, by dwelling on it only under the right conditions.
The crucifix is the proper instrument through which to
view it. Certainly no one who meditates on the suffering
of all of humanity in the person of Christ can then
flippantly watch violence for pleasure.

To be sure, canon law requires only that a cross be
present at the Mass. But a church should be used by the
faithful for prayer as well as Mass, and often the choice
of the legal minimum is not the best choice. It is even
sometimes the case (as in the Reformation) that a
choice for the cross alone implies a choice against the
crucifix.

We should put the crucifixes back. Whatever the
reason they were removed from the churches after the
Council, it was a mistake. Our friends around us -- we
can see this clearly -- are suffering dearly from their
abortions, divorces, loneliness, drug abuse, and
materialism. The superficial trendiness of bourgeois
Catholicism won't draw them into our churches, but
we can hope that prayer before the wounds of Christ
will.

Michael Pakaluk is a professor of philosophy at Clark
University. This article originally appeared in the
December 1990 issue of crisis Magazine.
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The Apple Argument against Abortion

Peter Kreeft | Classic
9/1/09

doubt there are many readers here who are pro-
choice. Why, then, do | write an argument against
abortion? Why preach to the choir?

Preaching to the choir is a legitimate enterprise.
Scripture calls it "edification," or "building up." It is what
priests, ministers, rabbis, and mullahs try to do once
every week. We all need to clean and improve our
apologetic weapons periodically; and this argument is
the most effective one | know for actual use in dialogue
with intelligent pro-choicers. | will be as upfront as
possible.

| will try to prove the simple, common-sensical
reasonableness of the pro-life case by a sort of Socratic
logic. My conclusion is that Roe v. Wade must be
overturned, and my fundamental reason for this is not
only because of what abortion is but because we all
know what abortion is.

This is obviously a controversial conclusion, and
initially unacceptable to all pro-choicers. So, my starting
point must be noncontroversial. It is this: We know
what an apple is. | will try to persuade you that if we
know what an apple is, Roe v. Wade must be
overthrown, and that if you want to defend Roe, you
will probably want to deny that we know what an apple
is.

1. We Know What an Apple Is

Our first principle should be as undeniable as possible,
for arguments usually go back to their first principles. If
we find our first premise to be a stone wall that cannot
be knocked down when we back up against it, our
argument will be strong. Tradition states and common
sense dictates our premise that we know what an apple
is. Almost no one doubted this, until quite recently.
Even now, only philosophers, scholars, "experts," media

mavens, professors, journalists, and mind-molders dare
to claim that we do not know what an apple is.

2. We ReallyKnow What an Apple Really Is

From the premise that "we know what an apple is," |
move to a second principle that is only an explication
of the meaning of the first: that we really know what
an apple really is. If this is denied, our first principle is
refuted. It becomes, "We know, but not really, what an
apple is, but not really." Step 2 says only, "Let us not
'nuance' Step 1 out of existence!"

3. We Really Know What Some Things Really Are

From Step 2, | deduce the third principle, also as an
immediate logical corollary, that we really know what
some things (other things than apples) really are. This
follows if we only add the minor premise that an apple
is another thing.

This third principle, of course, is the repudiation of
skepticism. The secret has been out since Socrates that
skepticism is logically self-contradictory. To say "l do
not know" is to say "I know | do not know." Socrates's
wisdom was not skepticism. He was not the only man
in the world who knew that he did not know. He had
knowledge; he did not claim to have wisdom. He knew
he was not wise. That is a wholly different affair and is
not self-contradictory. All forms of skepticism are
logically self-contradictory, no matter the nuance.

All talk about rights, about right and wrong, about
justice, presupposes this principle that we really know
what some things really are. We cannot argue about
anything at all -- anything real, as distinct from arguing
about arguing, and about words, and attitudes --
unless we accept this principle. We can talk about
feelings without it, but we cannot talk about justice.
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We can have a reign of feelings -- or a reign of terror --
without it, but we cannot have a reign of law.

4. We Know What Human Beings Are

Our fourth principle is that we know what we are. If we
know what an apple is, surely we know what a human
being is. For we aren't apples; we don't live as apples,
we don't feel what apples feel (if anything). We don't
experience the existence or growth or life of apples, yet
we know what apples are. A fortiori, we know what we
are, for we have 'inside information," privileged
information, more and better information.

We obviously do not have total, or even adequate,
knowledge of ourselves, or of apples, or (if we listen to
Aquinas) of even a flea. There is obviously more
mystery in a human than in an apple, but there is also
more knowledge. | repeat this point because | know it is
often not understood: To claim that "we know what we
are" is not to claim that we know all that we are, or
even that we know adequately or completely or with full
understanding anything at all of what we are. We are a
living mystery, but we also know much of this mystery.
Knowledge and mystery are no more incompatible than
eating and hungering for more.

5. We Have Human Rights Because We Are Human

The fifth principle is the indispensable, common-
sensical basis for human rights: We have human rights
because we are human beings.

We have not yet said what human beings are (e.g.,
do we have souls?), or what human rights are (e.g., do
we have the right to "life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness"?), only the simple point that we
have whatever human rights we have because we

are whatever it is that makes us human.

This certainly sounds innocent enough, but it
implies a general principle. Let's call that our sixth
principle.

6. Morality Is Based on Metaphysics

Metaphysics means simply philosophizing about reality.
The sixth principle means that rights depend on reality,
and our knowledge of rights depends on our knowledge
of reality.

By this point in our argument, some are probably
feeling impatient. These impatient ones are common-
sensical people, uncorrupted by the chattering classes.
They will say, "Of course. We know all this. Get on with
it. Get to the controversial stuff." Ah, but | suspect we
began with the controversial stuff. For not all are

impatient; others are uneasy. "Too simplistic," "not
nuanced," "a complex issue" -- do these phrases leap
to mind as shields to protect you from the spear that

you know is coming at the end of the argument?

The principle that morality depends on
metaphysics means that rights depend on reality, or
what is right depends on what is. Even if you say you
are skeptical of metaphysics, we all do use the
principle in moral or legal arguments. For instance, in
the current debate about "animal rights," some of us
think that animals do have rights and some of us think
they don't, but we all agree that if they do have rights,
they have animal rights, not human rights or plant
rights, because they are animals, not humans or plants.
For instance, a dog doesn't have the right to vote, as
humans do, because dogs are not rational, as humans
are. But a dog probably does have a right not to be
tortured. Why? Because of what a dog is, and because
we really know a little bit about what a dog really is:
We really know that a dog feels pain and a tree
doesn't. Dogs have feelings, unlike trees, and dogs
don't have reason, like humans; that's why it's wrong
to break a limb off a dog but it's not wrong to break a
limb off a tree, and that's also why dogs don't have the

right to vote but humans do.

7. Moral
Principles

Arguments Presuppose Metaphysical

The main reason people deny that morality must (or
even can) be based on metaphysics is that they say we
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don't really know what reality is, we only have opinions.
They point out, correctly, that we are less agreed about
morality than science or everyday practical facts. We
don't differ about whether the sun is a planet or
whether we need to eat to live, but we do differ about
things like abortion, capital punishment, and animal
rights.

But the very fact that we argue about it -- a fact the
skeptic points to as a reason for skepticism -- is a
refutation of skepticism. We don't argue about how we
feel, about subjective things. You never hear an
argument like this: "l feel great." "No, | feel terrible."

For instance, both pro-lifers and pro-choicers
usually agree that it's wrong to kill innocent persons
against their will and it's not wrong to kill parts of
persons, like cancer cells. And both the proponents and
opponents of capital punishment usually agree that
human life is of great value; that's why the proponent
wants to protect the life of the innocent by executing
murderers and why the opponent wants to protect the
life even of the murderer. They radically disagree about
how to apply the principle that human life is valuable,
but they both assume and appeal to that same
principle.

8. Might Making Right

All these examples so far are controversial. How

to apply moral  principles to these issues s
controversial. What is not controversial, | hope, is the
principle itself that human rights are possessed by
human beings because of what they are, because of
their being -- and not because some other human
beings have the power to enforce their will. That would
be, literally, "might makes right." Instead of putting
might into the hands of right, that would be pinning the
label of "right" on the face of might: justifying force
instead of fortifying justice. But that is the only
alternative, no matter what the political power
structure, no matter who or how many hold the power,
whether a single tyrant, or an aristocracy, or a majority

of the freely voting public, or the vague sentiment of

what Rousseau called "the general will." The political
form does not change the principle. A constitutional
monarchy, in which the king and the people are subject
to the same law, is a rule of law, not of power; a lawless
democracy, in which the will of the majority is
unchecked, is a rule of power, not of law.

9. Either All Have Rights or Only Some Have Rights

The reason all human beings have human rights is that
all human beings are human. Only two philosophies of

human rights are logically possible. Either all human

beings have rights, or only some human beings have

rights. There is no third possibility. But the reason for

believing either one of these two possibilities is even

more important than which one you believe.

Suppose you believe that all human beings have
rights. Do you believe that all human beings have
rights because they are human beings? Do you dare to
do metaphysics? Are human rights "inalienable"
because they are inherent in human nature, in the
human essence, in the human being, in what humans,
in fact, are? Or do you believe that all human beings
have rights because some human beings say so --
because some human wills have declared that all
human beings have rights? If it's the first reason, you
are secure against tyranny and usurpation of rights. If
it's the second reason, you are not. For human nature
doesn't change, but human wills do. The same human
wills that say today that all humans have rights may
well say tomorrow that only some have rights.

10. Why Abortion Is Wrong

Some people want to be killed. | won't address the

morality of voluntary euthanasia here. But
clearly, involuntary euthanasia is wrong; clearly, there
is a difference between imposing power on another
and freely making a contract with another. The
contract may still be a bad one, a contract to do a
wrong thing, and the mere fact that the parties to the

contract entered it freely does not automatically justify
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doing the thing they contract to do. But harming or
killing another against his will, not by free contract, is
clearly wrong; if that isn't wrong, what is?

But that's what abortion is. Mother Teresa argued,
simply, "If abortion is not wrong, nothing is wrong." The
fetus doesn't want to be killed; it seeks to escape. Did
you dare to watch The Silent Scream? Did the media
dare to allow it to be shown? No, they will censor
nothing except the most common operation in America.

11. The Argument From the Nonexistence of
Nonpersons

Are persons a subclass of humans, or are humans a
subclass of persons? The issue of distinguishing humans
and persons comes up only for two reasons: the
possibility that there are nonhuman persons, like
extraterrestrials, elves, angels, gods, God, or the
Persons of the Trinity, or the possibility that there are
some nonpersonal humans, unpersons, humans without
rights.

Traditional common sense and morality say all
humans are persons and have rights. Modern moral
relativism says that only some humans are persons, for
only those who are given rights by others (i.e., those in
power) have rights. Thus, if we have power, we can
"depersonalize" any group we want: blacks, slaves,
Jews, political enemies, liberals, fundamentalists -- or
unborn babies.

A common way to state this philosophy is the claim
that membership in a biological species confers no
rights. | have heard it argued that we do not treat any
other species in the traditional way -- that is, we do not
assign equal rights to all mice. Some we kill (those that
get into our houses and prove to be pests); others we
take good care of and preserve (those that we find
useful in laboratory experiments or those we adopt as
pets); still others we simply ignore (mice in the wild).
The argument concludes that therefore, it is only
sentiment or tradition (the two are often confused, as if
nothing rational could be passed down by tradition)
that assigns rights to all members of our own species.

12. Three Pro-Life Premises and Three Pro-Choice
Alternatives

We have been assuming three premises, and they are
the three fundamental assumptions of the pro-life
argument. Any one of them can be denied. To be pro-
choice, you must deny at least one of them, because
taken together they logically entail the pro-life
conclusion. But there are three different kinds of pro-
choice positions, depending on which of the three pro-
life premises is denied.

The first premise is scientific, the second is moral,
and the third is legal. The scientific premise is that the
life of the individual member of every animal species
begins at conception. (This truism was taught by all
biology textbooks before Roe and by none after Roe;
yet Roe did not discover or appeal to any new scientific
discoveries.) In other words, all humans are human,
whether embryonic, fetal, infantile, young, mature,
old, or dying.

The moral premise is that all humans have the
right to life because all humans are human. It is a
deduction from the most obvious of all moral rules,
the Golden Rule, or justice, or equality. If you would
not be killed, do not kill. It's just not just, not fair. All
humans have the human essence and, therefore, are
essentially equal.

The legal premise is that the law must protect the
most basic human rights. If all humans are human, and
if all humans have a right to life, and if the law must
protect human rights, then the law must protect the
right to life of all humans.

If all three premises are true, the pro-life
conclusion follows. From the pro-life point of view,
there are only three reasons for being pro-choice:
scientific ignorance -- appalling ignorance of a scientific
fact so basic that nearly everyone in the world knows
it; moral ignorance -- appalling ignorance of the most
basic of all moral rules; or legal ignorance -- appalling
ignorance of one of the most basic of all the functions
of law. But there are significant differences among
these different kinds of ignorance.
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Scientific ignorance, if it is notignoring, or
deliberate denial or dishonesty, is perhaps pitiable but
not morally blame-worthy. You don't have to be wicked
to be stupid. If you believe an unborn baby is only
"potential life" or a "group of cells," then you do not
believe you are killing a human being when you abort
and might have no qualms of conscience about it. (But
why, then, do most mothers who abort feel such
terrible pangs of conscience, often for a lifetime?)

Most pro-choice arguments, during the first two
decades after Roe, disputed the scientific premise of the
pro-life argument. It might be that this was almost
always dishonest rather than honest ignorance, but
perhaps not, and at least it didn't directly deny the
essential second premise, the moral principle. But pro-
choice arguments today increasingly do.

Perhaps pro-choicers perceive that they have no
choice but to do this, for they have no other recourse if
they are to argue at all. Scientific facts are just too clear
to deny, and it makes no legal sense to deny the legal
principle, for if the law is not supposed to defend the
right to life, what is it supposed to do? So they have to
deny the moral principle that leads to the pro-life
conclusion. This, | suspect, is a vast and major sea
change. The camel has gotten not just his nose, but his
torso under the tent. | think most people refuse to think
or argue about abortion because they see that the only
way to remain pro-choice is to abort their reason first.
Or, since many pro-choicers insist that abortion is about
sex, not about babies, the only way to justify their scorn
of virginity is a scorn of intellectual virginity. The only
way to justify their loss of moral innocence is to lose
their intellectual innocence.

If the above paragraph offends you, | challenge you
to calmly and honestly ask your own conscience and
reason whether, where, and why it is false.

13. The Argument from Skepticism

The most likely response to this will be the charge of
dogmatism. How dare | pontificate with infallible
certainty, and call all who disagree either mentally or

morally challenged! All right, here is an argument even
for the metaphysical skeptic, who would not even agree
with my very first and simplest premise, that we really
do know what some things really are, such as what an
apple is. (It's only after you are pinned against the wall
and have to justify something like abortion that you
become a skeptic and deny such a self-evident
principle.)

Roe used such skepticism to justify a pro-choice
position. Since we don't know when human life begins,
the argument went, we cannot impose restrictions.
(Why it is more restrictive to give life than to take it, |
cannot figure out.) So here is my refutation of Roe on
its own premises, its skeptical premises: Suppose that
not a single principle of this essay is true, beginning
with the first one. Suppose that we do not even know
what an apple is. Even then abortion is unjustifiable.

Let's assume not a dogmatic skepticism (which is
self-contradictory) but a skeptical skepticism. Let us
also assume that we do not know whether a fetus is a
person or not. In objective fact, of course, either it is or
it isn't (unless the Court has revoked the Law of
Noncontradiction while we were on vacation), but in
our subjective minds, we may not know what the fetus
is in objective fact. We do know, however, that either
it is or isn't by formal logic alone.

A second thing we know by formal logic alone is
that either we do or do not know what a fetus is.
Either there is "out there," in objective fact,
independent of our minds, a human life, or there is
not; and either there is knowledge in our minds of this
objective fact, or there is not.

So, there are four possibilities:
1. The fetusis a person, and we know that.
2. The fetus is a person, but we don't know that.

3. The fetus isn't a person, but we don't know
that.

4. The fetus isn't a person, and we know that.
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What is abortion in each of these four cases?

In Case 1, where the fetus is a person and you know
that, abortion is murder. First-degree murder, in fact.
You deliberately kill an innocent human being.

In Case 2, where the fetus is a person and
you don't know that, abortion is manslaughter. It's like
driving over a man-shaped overcoat in the street at
night or shooting toxic chemicals into a building that
you're not sure is fully evacuated. You're not sure there
is a person there, but you're not sure there isn't either,
and it just so happens that there is a person there, and
you kill him. You cannot plead ignorance. True, you
didn't know there was a person there, but you didn't
know there wasn't either, so your act was literally the
height of irresponsibility. This is the act Roe allowed.

In Case 3, the fetus isn't a person, but you don't
know that. So abortion is just as irresponsible as it is in
the previous case. You ran over the overcoat or
fumigated the building without knowing that there
were no persons there. You were lucky; there weren't.
But you didn't care; you were just as irresponsible. You
cannot legally be charged with manslaughter, since no
man was slaughtered, but you can and should be
charged with criminal negligence.

Only in Case 4 is abortion a reasonable, permissible,
and responsible choice. But note: What makes Case 4
permissible is not merely the fact that the fetus is not a
person but also your knowledge that it is not, your
overcoming of skepticism. So skepticism counts not for
abortion but against it. Only if you are not a skeptic,
only if you are a dogmatist, only if you are certain that

there is no person in the fetus, no man in the coat, or
no person in the building, may you abort, drive, or
fumigate.

This undercuts even our weakest, least honest
escape: to pretend that we don't even know what an
apple is, just so we have an excuse for pleading that we
don't know what an abortion is.

One Last Plea

| hope a reader can show me where I've gone astray in
the sequence of 13 steps that constitute this
argument. | honestly wish a pro-choicer would
someday show me one argument that proved that
fetuses are not persons. It would save me and other
pro-lifers enormous grief, time, effort, worry, prayers,
and money. But until that time, | will keep arguing,
because it's what | do as a philosopher. It is my weak
and wimpy version of a mother's shouting that
something terrible is happening: Babies are being
slaughtered. | will do this because, as Edmund Burke
declared, "The only thing necessary for the triumph of
evil is that good men do nothing."

Peter Kreeft is a professor of philosophy at Boston
College, and a popular writer and speaker. This article
originally appeared in the December 2000 issue of
crisis Magazine.
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Faith of Our Fathers

Matthew Spalding | Classic
9/3/09

n 1776, at the time of the Declaration of

Independence, there were no more than twenty-

five thousand Catholics in all of the thirteen
colonies, mostly located in Maryland, Pennsylvania and
New York -- 1 percent of the two-and-a-half-million
total population. There were only twenty-three priests
in all, and the next highest authority was the vicar
apostolic in London, who held jurisdiction over the
British colonies and islands in America.

Roman Catholics, led by Christopher Columbus, had
been active throughout the continent during the era of
exploration, leaving the American colonies a legacy of
Spanish missions and French Jesuits. Maryland had
already contributed an important chapter in American
history by establishing religious freedom under its
Catholic proprietors in 1649. But outside of these areas
the colonial history of the Church was mostly
nonexistent. The civilization behind the future United
States was overwhelmingly English and Protestant.

Nevertheless, the meeting of Catholicism and
republicanism in the New World remains of great
significance for both Church and nation and forms the
first full chapter of the history of Catholicism in
America. Suspicious Americans, who only knew the
Roman Catholic Church through the eyes of corrupt
European politics, learned that Catholics were not the
enemies of free government. Catholics, placed in the
midst of republican America, learned that free
government was not the enemy of the faith.

The Pilgrims and the Puritans who had first settled
in Massachusetts came from the dissenting wing of
English Protestantism, which was strongly Calvinist and
staunchly opposed to Roman Catholicism. As a result,
many colonial charters and laws contained restrictions
against Catholics. A 1647 Massachusetts statute
declared that every priest was an "incendiary and
disturber of the publick peace and safety, and an enemy
to the true Christian religion, and shall be adjudged to

suffer perpetual

repealed its Religious Toleration Act in 1654 and passed

imprisonment." Even Maryland
another stating that "none who profess to exercise the
Popish religion, commonly known by the name of
Roman Catholic religion, can be protected in this
province." At the start of the eighteenth century only
two of the original thirteen colonies, Rhode Island and

Pennsylvania, allowed Roman Catholics any degree of

religious and civil freedom.

The enlightened atmosphere in revolutionary
America was hardly better. Sam Adams believed that
"much more is to be dreaded from the growth of
Popery in America than from the Stamp Act." Harvard
College sponsored a series of lectures devoted in part
to "detecting, convicting and exposing the idolatry,
errors and superstitions of the Romish church." In New
York, John Jay (later the first chief justice of the
Supreme Court) argued that Catholics should be
denied property and civil rights unless they denounced
"the dangerous and damnable doctrine that the Pope,
or any other earthly authority, hath power to absolve
men from their sins."

The political spark that ignited latent anti-Catholicism
in America was the Quebec Act of 1774. The
settlement of the French and Indian War in 1763 left
Great Britain with the whole of Canada and everything
west of the Mississippi River. The British, in the
Quebec Act, retained French civil law in Canada,
protected feudal land tenure, and mandated that the
existing religion of the French Canadians -- Roman
Catholicism -- was to be tolerated. The British-
American colonists were outraged and considered the
law to be one of the "Intolerable Acts" of the British
Parliament. If the British had any regard for "the
freedom and happiness of mankind they would not
have done it," wrote Alexander Hamilton. "If they had
been friends to the Protestant cause they would not
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have done it.... They may as well establish Popery in
New York and the other colonies as they did in Canada."

The general assumption was that Roman
Catholicism, by its very nature, is incompatible with
republican government and that any toleration of it
would, ipso facto, threaten its establishment. Consider
two addresses issued by the Continental Congress in
October 1774 in response to the Quebec Act. Congress
wrote the Canadians, asking "What is offered to you by
the late Parliament? ...Liberty of conscience in your
religion? No. God gave it to you; and the powers with
which you have been and are connected, firmly
stipulated for your enjoyment of it.... We are all too well
acquainted with the liberality of sentiment
distinguishing your nation, to imagine that difference of
religion will prejudice you against a hearty amity with
us." Yet five days earlier they issued an "Address
Written to the People of England" (penned by John Jay),
which expressed "our astonishment that a British
Parliament should ever consent to establish in that
country [Canada] a religion that has deluged your island
in blood, and disbursed impiety, bigotry, persecution,

murder and rebellion through every part of the world."

Besides, Roman Catholicism was thought to be a
superstitious religion, best suited for the ignorant and
unenlightened. John Adams's vivid description of a
vespers service he attended out of curiosity in 1774 was
probably representative of non-Catholic opinion of the
day:

This Afternoon's Entertainment was to me most
awfull and affecting; the poor Wretches fingering
their beads, chanting Latin, not a Word of which
they understood; their Pater Nosters and Ave
Marias, their Holy Water, their crossing themselves
perpetually; their bowing to the name of Jesus,
whenever they hear it, their Bowings, Kneelings and
genuflections before the Altar.... The Altar-Piece
was very rich, little Images and Crucifixes about;
Wax Candles all lighted up. But how shall | describe
the Picture of our Savior in a Frame of Marble over
the Altar, at full Length, upon the Cross in the
Agonies, and the Blood dropping and streaming
from his Wounds! The Music, consisting of an Organ

and a Choir of Singers, went all Afternoon except
Sermon Time, and the Assembly chanted most
sweetly and exquisitely. Here is everything which
can lay hold of the eye, ear and imagination --
everything which can charm and bewitch the simple
and the ignorant. | wonder how Luther ever broke
the spell.

Thus, on the eve of the American Revolution, American
Catholics seem to have had few reasons to support the
move for independence. The brief period of religious
freedom they had enjoyed in Maryland was under

British rule; their loyalty to Rome had always been

through London, not Philadelphia. The British had

shown a willingness to tolerate their religion in Canada

while many of the Americans thought Catholicism to

be the enemy of free government. Yet over the course

of the American Revolution a great transformation

occurred that made Americans tolerant and respectful

of Catholics and proved Catholics to be zealous

patriots and loyal citizens.

The first reason for change was geographic. In
seeking to defend their independence, the Americans
had to deal with a number of Catholic communities
along their borders -- the remnants of the French and
Spanish empires in North America. The Indian tribes of
the Northwest were a peculiar problem, for a few of
them had been converted by the French. "We want a
Father or a French priest," one tribe leader told the
Massachusetts legislature. "Jesus we pray to, and we
shall not hear any prayers that come from England. We
shall have nothing to do with Old England, and all that
we shall worship or obey will be Jesus Christ and
General Washington."

More important was Canada. The aid, or at least
the neutrality, of Canada was essential to the success
of the Revolution. At first, Congress hoped for French
Canada's active participation in the Revolution, and
sent troops to "liberate" Quebec. That having failed,
they sent their first diplomatic mission to Canada to
negotiate, made up of Samuel Chase, Benjamin
Franklin, and two prominent Catholics, Charles Carroll
and Father John Carroll. Although without success, the
mission marked an important turn-around in American
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opinion. Immediately upon taking command of
American forces, Washington, who never had any
sympathy for religious intolerance, issued strict orders
against anti-Catholic shenanigans in the military and
condemned "Pope Day" -- an annual revelry that
included burning the pope in effigy -- as "ridiculous and

childish."

Strategy came into play as well. With independence
declared, America immediately looked for a foreign ally.
The result, of course, was a commercial and military
alliance with Catholic France against Protestant
England. The Loyalist papers had a field day. One
warned that approaching French ships carried "tons of
holy water, and casks of consecrated oil, reliques [sic],
beads, crucifixes, rosaries, consecrated wafers, and
Mass books, as well as bales of indulgences" -- not to
mention the machinery necessary for the inevitable
American Inquisition. The patriotic leadership was more
levelheaded. When the French fleet appeared at
Newport, for instance, Rhode Island repealed its 1664
law that prevented Catholics from becoming citizens.
With the additional entry into the war of Catholic Spain,
Americans realized they should be not just tolerant but
thankful for their new compatriots in arms. The
victorious battle of Yorktown, in which eight thousand
French troops and the French fleet played the decisive
role, sealed the relationship. (The anti-Catholic French
Revolution a decade later further transferred American
Catholic loyalty from France to America.)

On a number of occasions the French and Spanish
foreign ministers brought members of Congress and the
American military to St. Mary's Church in Philadelphia.
(Benedict Arnold later complained that he had seen
"your mean and prolifigate [sic] Congress at Mass for
the soul of a Roman Catholic in purgatory, and
participating in the rites of a Church against whose anti-
Christian corruptions your pious ancestors would have
witnessed with their blood.") While some declined to
attend the Mass, others went. One delegate was
pleased "to find the minds of people so unfettered with
the shackles of bigotry" and reported that the
congregation's "behavior in time of worship was very

decent and solemn... there was not a smiling or
disengaged countenance among them."

Even more important were the many revolutionaries
who were Roman Catholic. Unlike the British, who
legally forbade Catholics from holding an officer's
commission, Washington's officer corps was notably
inclusive of Catholics. A number were foreigners who
came to fight for the American effort, such as Marquis
de Lafayette (a major general and Washington's

"adopted son"), Count Pulaski (commander of artillery)

and General Thadeus Kosciusko (chief engineer). There

were many native Americans as well, such as Colonel

John Fitzgerald, Washington's aide-de-camp; Captain

Thomas FitzSimons, who later signed the federal

Constitution on behalf of Pennslyvania; Brigadier

General Stephen Moylan, quartermaster general and

then commander of a cavalry regiment; and Captain

John Barry of the U.S.S. Lexington, the first American

to capture a British warship and considered the father

of the U.S. Navy.

While there were some Catholic loyalists, and one
loyalist Catholic regiment, the overwhelming majority
of Catholic Americans (and virtually all of the
sided with the
independence. "Their blood flowed as freely (in

prominent ones) patriots for
proportion to their numbers) to cement the fabric of
independence as that of any of their fellow-citizens,"
wrote John Carroll. "They concurred with perhaps
greater unanimity than any other body of men, in
recommending and promoting that government, from
whose influence America anticipates all the blessings
of justice, peace, plenty, good order and civil and
religious liberty."

The Carroll family of Maryland was of particular
importance. They were the Kennedy clan of their day --
and not only patriotic but devout. Charles Carroll, the
grandfather, came to Maryland from Ireland, served as
Lord Baltimore's attorney general and received several
estates in return. His son, Charles Carroll of Annapolis,
enlarged the inheritance, founded the Baltimore Iron
Works, and quickly became one of the wealthiest men
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in the colonies. Daniel Carroll, one of his sons, served in
the Maryland senate and the Continental Congress,
signed both the Articles of Confederation and the
federal Constitution and played a key role in framing
the First Amendment. The two most prominent were
son Charles Carroll of Carrollton and cousin John Carroll,
respectively the most important Catholic statesman and
Catholic churchman of the day.

Charles Carroll served on committees of
correspondence and in the Continental Congress and
was the first, the last surviving, and the only Catholic
signer of the Declaration of Independence. After the
American Revolution, he was concurrently a state
senator in Maryland and a United States senator.
Respect for Charles Carroll was such that in 1792, when
Washington was considering stepping down from the
presidency, James McHenry of Maryland suggested and
Alexander Hamilton agreed that Carroll would be run as
a Federalist candidate for president of the United
States. Washington, who trusted and admired Carroll,
would have concurred. Had President Washington
retired at that time, it is possible that the first Catholic
president would have been Charles Carroll in 1792

rather than John F. Kennedy in 1960.

Like his cousin Charles, John Carroll was an ardent
patriot. As a young priest he had studied at a Jesuit
school in Maryland before attending Saint Omer in
France and teaching at Liege. John Carroll returned to
his homeland in 1774, just after Pope Clement IV
disbanded the Jesuits and as America prepared for war
with England. With both the Jesuit and British ties to
authority in disorder, Carroll spent the war years as a
parish priest laying the groundwork for the Catholic
Church in the new nation. A close friend of Benjamin
Franklin, he exerted considerable influence in France in
favor of aid and support. He was first made prefect
apostolic and, in 1789, became the first bishop of the
United States. John Carroll was the founding father of
the American Catholic Church.

The most significant change was the establishment of
religious freedom. The ground of political obligation in

the new nation was not sectarian theological claims or
the divine right of monarchy but the consent of the
governed, based on man's natural freedom and
equality. As a result, there would be no established
national church and no religious requirements for
national office. It was this, more than anything else,
that wedded American Catholics to the patriotic cause.
Consider the following (written by John Carroll) from a
committee of Catholic clergy reporting to Rome in 1790:

In 1776, American Independence was declared, and
a revolution effected, not only in political affairs,
but also in those relating to Religion. For while the
thirteen provinces of North America rejected the
yoke of England, they proclaimed, at the same
time, freedom of conscience, and the right of
worshipping the Almighty, according to the spirit
of the religion to which each one should belong.
Before this great event, the Catholic faith had
penetrated two provinces only, Maryland and
Pennsylvania. In all the others the laws against
Catholics were in force. Any priest coming from
foreign parts, was subject to the penalty of death;
all who professed the Catholic faith, were not
merely excluded from offices of government, but
hardly could be tolerated in a private capacity....
By the Declaration of Independence, every
difficulty was removed: the Catholics were placed
on a level with their fellow-Christians, and every
political disqualification was done away.

The truly aspect of American

independence for Catholics, then, was not political

revolutionary

separation from England but the birth of religious
liberty. It was "this great event" that made them equal
"When |
Independence," Charles Carroll explained years later,

citizens. signed the Declaration of

| had in view not only our independence of
England but the toleration of all sects, professing
the Christian Religion, and communicating to them
all great rights. Happily this wise and salutary
measure has taken place for eradicating religious
feuds and persecution, and become a useful lesson
to all governments.
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In America, the separation of church and state was
necessary to assure to Catholics the civil and religious
freedoms enjoyed by other citizens; without such
separation, politics would continue to be swamped by
sectarian strife and religious warfare.

The politically astute Charles Carroll wrote even
more emphatically to a Protestant chaplain:

To obtain religious, as well as civil, liberty | entered
zealously into the Revolution, and observing the
Christian religion divided into many sects, | founded
the hope that no one would be so predominant as
to become the religion of the State. That hope was
thus early entertained, because all of them joined in
the same cause, with few exceptions of individuals.
God grant that this liberty may be
preserved in these States, to the end of time, and

religious

that all believing in the religion of Christ may
practice the leading principle of charity, the basis of
every virtue.

It is significant that both Carrolls saw the origin of
religious freedom in America stemming from the
Declaration of Independence, prior to the Constitution
or the passage of the First Amendment. Granted, many
state constitutions and laws continued to discriminate
against Catholics throughout the nineteenth century,
and religious intolerance is far from extinguished even
today. Yet both Carrolls believed that a dedication to
the unalienable and equal rights of life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness, and by extension the freedom of
conscience, meant the eventual extinction of religious

establishment throughout America.

Of the two Carrolls, John Carroll presented the
fuller understanding of America. Writing in a 1789
National Gazette article, he disputed the claim that
America was an exclusively Protestant nation and that
liberty flourished only where Protestantism prevailed:
"The establishment of the American empire was not the
work of this or that religion, but arose from a generous
exertion of all her citizens to redress their wrongs, to
assert their rights, and lay its foundations on the
soundest principles of justice and equal liberty." As long
as men did not comprehend "the luminous principles on

which the rights of conscience and liberty of religion
depend," he posited, they would continue to find
theological reasons to exclude some religions from the
free exercise of their equal rights. "I am anxious to
guard against the impression intended by such
insinuations; not merely for the sake of any one
impression, but from an earnest regard to preserve
inviolate for ever, in our new empire, the great principle
believed that the

must place the

of religious freedom." Carroll

American people, as a nation,
preservation of their liberties and the legitimacy of their
government "on the attachment of mankind to their
political happiness, to the security of their persons and
their property which is independent of any religious

doctrines and not restrained by any."

At the same time, support for religious freedom did
not mean the rejection or questioning of Church
doctrine. A nonsectarian state did not mean a society
without religion or with a religion that must itself
become secular. Note John Carroll's careful wording in
a letter to Cardinal Borromeo in 1783:

This is a blessing and advantage, which is our duty
to preserve & improve with the utmost prudence,
by demeaning ourselves on all occasions as
subjects zealously attached to our government &
avoiding to give any jealousies on account of any
dependence on foreign jurisdictions, more than
that,
acknowledgement of the

which is essential to our Religion and
Pope's  spiritual
Supremacy over the whole Christian world.

(emphasis added)

Carroll did have a number of prudent concerns about
the Catholic Church in republican America: he argued
that the Church in America should be headed by an
American bishop recommended by the American
clergy; he thought that American Catholics would best
be served by American-born and American-trained
priests; and he believed English-speaking Americans
would never be converted as long as the Church
insisted on "the Latin Tongue in the publick Liturgy."
But his support of republicanism in a nation of
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enormous religious diversity (and Church practices
adapted to the circumstances of free government) did
not mean the rejection of Church authority in matters
spiritual and moral. "We must use extreme
circumspection in order not to give pretexts to the
enemies of Religion to deprive us of our actual rights,"

Carroll wrote the Papal Nuncio in Paris.

It is very important that the prejudices entertained
for so long against Catholics be eradicated. Above all,
the opinion which several hold that our faith demands a
subjection to His Holiness incompatible with the
independence of a sovereign state, quite false as it is,
cannot help giving us continual anxiety. To dissipate
these prejudices it will take time, the protection of
divine Providence, and the experience they will have of
our devotion to the nation and to its sovereignty. The
wisdom of the Holy See cannot fail to contribute to it.
Your excellency could, and | dare in the name of the
Catholics [in America] beg you to assure the Apostolic
See that nowhere in the world has its children more
attached to its doctrine or more filled with respect for
all its decisions.

Indeed, John Carroll expected that religious
freedom would be a great boon to the Catholic Church
in the United States. The end of religion's direct control
over the state also meant that religion was free from
state entanglement, and as a result, Catholics were free
to publicly worship and openly evangelize. "An immense
field is opend [sic] to the zeal of apostolical men,"
Carroll noted in 1783. "Universal toleration throughout
this immense country, and innumerable R. Cats. going &
ready to go into the new regions bordering on the
Mississippi, perhaps the finest in the world, &
impatiently clamorous for clergymen to attend them." A
natural right to freedom of conscience would not lead
to despair and the rejection of religion, but a growing
and deepening commitment to the Faith. "l truly believe
that such solid foundations of Religion can be laid in
these American-States," Carroll predicted to Cardinal
Antonelli in 1785, "that the most flourishing portion of
the Church, with great comfort to the Holy See, may
one day be found here." In this opinion he was joined
enthusiastically by Father Charles Plowden, who gave

the sermon at Carroll's consecration as bishop on
August 15, 1790:

Although this great event may appear to us to have
been the work, the sport, of human passion, yet the
earliest and most precious fruit of it has been the
extension of the kingdom of Christ, the propagation
of the Catholic religion, which hitherto fettered by
restraining laws, is now enlarged from bondage and
is left at liberty to exert the full energy of divine
truth.

In late 1789 the American Catholic community --
Bishop-elect John Carroll, representing the clergy,
joined by Charles Carroll, Daniel Carroll, Dominick
Lynch of New York, and Thomas FitzSimons of
Philadelphia -- wrote a congratulatory message to
newly-elected President George Washington. The
letter spoke of their great admiration and respect for
Washington, and expressed complete confidence in
America's protection of their liberties:

This prospect of national prosperity is peculiarly
pleasing to us, on another account; because, whilst
our country preserves her freedom and
independence, we shall have a well founded title
to claim from her justice, the equal rights of
citizenship, as the price of our blood spilt under
your eyes, and of our common exertions for her
defense, under your auspicious conduct -- rights
rendered more dear to us by remembrance of

former hardships.

In March 1790 Washington responded in an open
letter "To the Roman Catholics in the United States":

The prospect of national prosperity now before us
is truly animating, and ought to excite the
exertions of all good men to establish and secure
the happiness of their country, in the permanent
duration of its freedom and independence.
America, under the smiles of a Divine Providence,
the protection of a good government, and the
cultivation of manners, morals, and piety, cannot
uncommon

fail of attaining an degree of
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eminence, in literature, commerce, agriculture,
improvements at home and respectability abroad.

As mankind become more liberal they will be
more apt to allow that all those who conduct
themselves as worthy members of the community
are equally entitled to the protection of civil
government. | hope ever to see America among the
foremost nations in examples of justice and
liberality. And | presume that your fellow-citizens
will not forget the patriotic part which you took in
the accomplishment of their Revolution, and the
establishment of their government; or the
important assistance which they received from a
nation in which the Roman Catholic faith s

professed.

The old hymn, "Faith of Our Fathers," inspires Catholics
to be true -- "in spite of dungeon, fire and sword" -- to
the spirit and wisdom of the Church fathers. John
Carroll hoped that Catholics would not only be faithful
but would always play a patriotic part in maintaining
the piety of the nation and the principles of the
American Revolution, and so be true to the faith of our
American Fathers as well. In his eulogy of Washington
on February 22, 1800 -- the Sunday he had designated
for sermons commemorating the first president --
Bishop Carroll prayed that

these United States [may] flourish in pure and
undefiled religion, in morality, peace, union, liberty
and the enjoyment of their excellent constitution,

as long as respect, honor, and veneration shall
gather around the name of Washington; that is,
whilst there still shall be any surviving record of
human events.

Roman Catholics, especially through the leadership of
Charles Carroll and John Carroll, made important
contributions to the American Revolution and the
subsequent founding of the new nation and continued
to play a special role in the establishment and extension
of civic and religious liberty to Catholics and all
Americans. Of even greater significance, this early
period of American Catholicism began a dialogue
within and between the Church and the Catholic
community in America over the status of religious
freedom in the modern world -- a dialogue that
stretches all the way through the Americanist debate
in the nineteenth century to the Second Vatican
Council's "Declaration on Religious Liberty" and the
writings of Pope John Paul Il in the twentieth century.

Matthew Spalding is the Director of the B. Kenneth
Simon Center for American Studies at the Heritage
Foundation. This article originally appeared in the May
1996 issue of crisis Magazine.
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