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Why a "Public Option' Will Lead to Abortion Coverage

Deal W. Hudson | Column
10/12/09

his week, the Senate Finance Committeie

scheduled to vote on the health-care bill. If it

passes, the Finance bill will be reconciled with
the bill already passed by the Health, Education, Labor
and Pensions Committee. Then health-care reform will
go to the Senate floor for a vote.

The Finance Committee version does not contain
the "public option," government-run insurance to
compete with private insurance carriers. The Health
Committee version, meanwhile, includes the public
option and requires employers to offer their employees
health insurance. Both versions leave the door open to
abortion coverage. And it's very likely that any health-
care legislation that makes it to the desk of President
Obama will ultimately contain the public option, since
both Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid and House
Speaker Nancy Pelosi view it as "essential."

While the bishops have made it very clear they will
not support any reform that includes abortion, they are
in favor of a public option, viewing it as the key to
meeting two of their three health-care criteria: that it
should be affordable and accessible to everyone,
including legal immigrants and "those who live at or
near the poverty level." But do they realize that, with a
public option, abortion coverage will inevitably follow --
if not now, then assuredly later?

Even if the bishops are successful in closing the door
on abortion coverage, the presence of the public option
in the bill virtually guarantees that it will be added later
on. Why? Supporters will make the argument that a
government-run insurance program cannot deny its
clients coverage being offered by private insurance
carriers. If Congress or the White House doesn't add
abortion coverage to the public option, you can be sure
the courts will.

The bishops' first non-negotiable criterion for
health-care reform is that it must "exclude mandated

coverage for abortion" and include "conscience rights."
But once the government is called upon to provide the
coverage for these underserved groups, it's highly
unlikely that abortion coverage can be avoided.
Catholics nationwide will then be funding abortion with
their tax dollars.

Planned Parenthood's Guttmacher Institute has
estimated that "18 to 35 percent of women who would
have had an abortion continued their pregnancies
after Medicaid funding was cut off." It follows, then,
that the rate of abortion would drastically increase --
240,000 to 420,000 more a year -- with more
government funding. It would be a terrible thing if
support for the pubic option led to federally funded
abortion coverage and, as predicted, to a dramatic
increase in the taking of unborn life.

The USCCB has promised "to oppose the health
care bill vigorously" if it contains abortion coverage.
Rather than waiting to act vigorously against an
abortion mandate, why not act vigorously in favor of
the amendments being offered to bar federal funds for
abortion from any health-care legislation?

The problem is that, until now, most Catholics in
Congress seemed indifferent to the concerns of the
USCCB on pro-life issues. The majority of Catholics in
Congress consistently vote in support of abortion. For
example, 16 Catholic Senators voted against, while
only 9 voted for, the Coburn amendment to the
budget bill that would have protected a conscience
clause for health-care workers.

Concern about the implications of the public
option is, no doubt, a prudential matter. There is
nothing intrinsically wrong with government-run
medical care, and most other developed countries
have it. But most of these other countries have given
up on the fight to defend unborn life and have
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embraced the secularism that comes with that
indifference.

Making a call about where the public option will
lead shows the importance of prudential judgments.
Let's hope and pray the bishops can prevail in
eliminating abortion coverage from any health-care bill
that reaches the White House. But if that bill contains
the public option, the bishops may soon be facing the

law of unintended consequences, as abortion activists
immediately ask the courts to put back in what was
taken out.

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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1942: Life Goes On

Rev. George W. Rutler | Column
10/12/09

f our present existence were not sufficient proof,

the irrefutable platitude that life goes on was

evident in the summer months of 1942 in England
when, coincident with the bombings and lengthening
list of war casualties and stricter food rationing,
Aloysius Roche published a preview of his study of the
Egyptian Desert Fathers, and T. S. Eliot lectured the
Classical Association on "The Classics and the Man of
Letters." The Lady Abbess of Oulton, the Rt. Rev. Dame
Gertrude Beech, marked her golden jubilee in religion,
and five churches designed by Pugin celebrated their
centenaries. At the same time, government censors
revealed the destruction by enemy action of Pugin's
church at Handworth, Birmingham, and damage to St.
Chad's Cathedral and the Oratory in Edgbaston. The
Birmingham Blitz, begun two years before, would end
on St. George's day in 1943. On the Feast of the
Assumption, Archbishop Peter Amigo carried the
Blessed Sacrament in procession around the ruins of
Southwark Cathedral, where Pugin had been the first
person to be married after he had built it.

The protocols of life also continued in Rome, where
Pope Pius Xl received in audience the Comte de Paris,
pretender to the throne of France, who was to be best
man at the wedding of the Duke of Braganca, pretender
to the throne of Portugal, to the elder sister of Dom
Pedro-Gastao de Alcantara  d'Orleans-Bragancga,
pretender to the throne of Brazil. But at the same time
real sabers were rattling nearby.

Giuseppi Bottai, the Italian minister for education
and editor of the review Critica Fascista, wrote in the
opaque rotundity that has not ceased being dear to
Italian journalists that Italian Catholics have never
followed their bishops blindly, and so they should
ignore the Vatican's "insistent propaganda in favour of
the principles of natural law and international justice,"
which contradicted "concrete historical reality" and
"encouraged the enemies of the Axis and their insidious

egalitarian policy." The Fascists were greatly upset
when, in the presence of the pope and 25,000
worshipers, Carlo Cardinal Salotti preached a sermon in
which he attacked the logic of the war and desired "a
kingdom of love that will be proof against the errors
made in the name of race and nation, a kingdom of
liberty which will make tyranny impossible, a kingdom
of the spirit which will free men from materialism."

Meanwhile, the pope personally requested Bishop
Francesco Borgognini-Duca, the nuncio to Italy, to visit
the Chinese internees, including the Franciscan priest
Rev. Antonio Tchang, in a concentration camp at
Tossica. The bishop instructed 42 Chinese converts and
received them into the Church. Earlier, Msgr.
Borgognini-Duca visited anther camp whose Jewish
prisoners said that the visit gave them "new courage to
go on living." In a letter to the pope, they addressed
Pius XIl as a "revered personality who has stood up for
the rights of all afflicted and powerless people."

As life went on in Holland, Dr. Anton van
Duinkerken, a writer for a Catholic literary magazine
for young people, was taken hostage by the Nazis
along with the Catholic novelist Dr. Anton Coolen; the
leading Catholic intellectual review, De Niuwe Eeuw,
kept printing until German soldiers trashed its offices.

In the same weeks of August, the Patriarch of
Lisbon, Manuel Cardinal Cerejeira, told the National
Council for Catholic Action of Adult Men that Catholics
must not oppose democratic ideals "because
Christianity was their mother." Cardinal Cerejeira, who
had been a friend of Dr. Salazar at the University of
Coimbra, believed that Salazar's "moderate
dictatorship" should be only "a temporary measure,"
otherwise "it would be hard to avoid State control of
corporations which were planned originally to be free
professional and vocational organizations." A Catholic
press service said, "Now that the war has clarified the
ultimate issues of freedom or slavery, and the values

insidecatholic.com

D



of the English and American democracies have
withstood the ordeal, the Cardinal thinks the moment
has come to revive democratic ideals in Portugal."
Almost 90 when he died in 1977, he outlived Salazar by
7 years; and his 48 years in the College of Cardinals
were surpassed only by Cardinal Prince Henry Stuart's
58 year long cardinalate, which began when he was 22.

The archbishops and bishops of occupied France
held a conference in those torrid August days to protest
against the persecution of the Jews. As the French
media censored their appeals to Pétain, they arranged
for their message to be passed around the nation from
mouth to mouth: "It is in the name of humanity and in
the name of Christian principles that we raise our voice
to protest in favour of the rights of the human person."
The bishop of Montauban wrote in a Pastoral Letter: "In
Paris, Jews by the tens of thousands are being treated in
the most barbarous and savage manner. . . . May God
console and fortify those who are so abominably
persecuted, and give men a true and lasting peace
based on justice and charity."

It was reported in the Jewish Chronicle that
"Catholic priests have taken a leading part in hiding
hunted Jews and sheltering the children of those who
are under arrest or who have been deported to
Germany. Laval has now ordered the arrest of all
Catholic priests in whose presbyteries hidden Jewish

children are found." As archbishop of Lyons and primate
of France, Pierre Marie Cardinal Gerlier threatened to
excommunicate anyone who bought property unjustly
seized from Jewish families. Hundreds of priests were
arrested, including eight Jesuit Fathers and ten
Dominicans, on the island of Saint-Marguerite, charged
with "Gaulliste activities." Cardinal Gerlier would live to
the age of 85. In 1981, Yad Vashem gave him
posthumously the title "Righteous Among the Nations."

So as life went on, not all lives went on. In Slovenia,
Italian soldiers shot an 87-year old German priest for
giving the last sacraments to guerrillas about to be
executed. A priest in Kocevje asked, "Is it possible that
all these horrors are committed by Catholic Italy to a
Catholic people?"

The Rev. George W. Rutler is the pastor of the Church
of Our Saviour in New York City. His latest book, A Crisis
of Saints: The Call to Heroic Faith in an Unheroic
World, 2nd edition, is available from the Crossroad
Publishing Company. The "1942" series of columns is
based on recently discovered church journals and press
releases of the period.
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Lead Us Not into Temptation

Mark P. Shea | Column
10/13/09

ne of the great consolations Christians haise

that we worship a God who has Himself

wrestled with temptation. At the Judgment, we
will face not an Olympian abstraction who breezed
through on his looks and money, nor a severe and icy
Critic who eyes us coldly and says, "Why can't you just
not be tempted -- like me!" but by a man who Himself
has faced and struggled through every temptation the
world ever had to throw at our miserable species. And
the temptations He faced occurred not by accident but
by His own divine plan.

Before He begins His mission, Jesus is described by
Mark as being "driven" into the wilderness by the Spirit
to be tempted by the devil. God, it is true, asks a lot
from us; and |, for one, have to admit that | sometimes
resent it. But the fact remains that He doesn't ask us to
bear anything to which He hasn't subjected Himself.
Hunger, thirst, misunderstanding, rejection, bitter hate,
betrayal, torture, and death are all things He has faced,
right along with the accompanying temptations to
selfishness, self pity, pride, lust, resentment, grudges,
vengefulness, bitterness, and despair. He fought and
beat them all, and He tells us He will give us His Spirit in
order that we may do likewise.

It is notable that the Catechism tells us that this
petition against temptation "goes to the root of the
preceding one" (2846). Recall that the "preceding one"
is the petition, "Forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive
those who trespass against us." Partly that's because
temptation is where sin is conceived, but also it is
because perhaps the greatest temptation we feel in this
life is the temptation to refuse forgiveness to others.
After all, forgiveness (as distinct from excusing) is, by
definition, for people who don't deserve it, since they
really sinned against us and we really are their victims.
Because of this, we can feel an enormous temptation to
"stand on our rights" instead of standing on the grace of
Christ. Like the proud ghost in C. S. Lewis's wonderful

little book The Great Divorce, we want to say, especially
when we are really wronged, "l only want my rights, I'm
not asking for anybody's bleeding charity." (To which
our Guardian Angel replies in Lewis's immortal words,
"Then do. At once. Ask for the Bleeding Charity.")

It is curious that we pray to God -- who has already
put Himself through hell to win us our salvation -- to
"lead us not into temptation." It seems as odd as
praying to a lifeguard to not deliberately drown us.
Why on earth are we asking God to not do what He
would never do? Part of the problem is that the Greek
contains more ideas than can be adequately rendered
in English. The Catechism tells us: "It is difficult to
translate the Greek verb used by a single English word:
the Greek means both "do not allow us to enter into
temptation" and "do not let us yield to temptation."

Jesus is not teaching us that we worship a
capricious Olympian deity who might suddenly take an
irrational dislike to us, lead us into temptation, and try
to damn us for fun. He is teaching us to worship His
Father, the God of Israel who "cannot be tempted by
evil and he himself tempts no one" (Jas 1:13). That God
is absolutely consistent and is not about to suddenly
and whimsically betray us like a fairy or sprite in some
pagan mythology. He is not perverse and mercurial,
like the frightening and half-mad Raven King who rules
Faerie in Susanna Clarke's fine novel Jonathan Strange
and Mr. Norrell. His purpose is from age to age: He
means to set us free from evil.

But part of His purpose can only be fulfilled with
our cooperation. So just as we ask the Father to give us
what is good, so we ask Him to protect us from
temptation by helping us to avoid and escape it.

And brother do we need the helpLike Oscar Wilde,
we can resist anything but temptation. We are
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inveterate guardhouse lawyers. We want to turn
salvation into a legal game in which we seek not to love
the Lord with all our heart, mind, soul, and strength, but
rather to see how much we can get away with and, as
the saying goes, "still be saved." We have numerous
elaborate strategies for attempting to offer as little of
ourselves as we can to God, while trying not to appear
as though we are basically seeking our own way. We
see this in the sort of questioning that asks things like,
"How far can | go with my girlfriend before it's
technically, you know, 'fornication'?" The very question
reveals a corrupt will and intellect before the sin has
even been technically, you know, committed. In the
final analysis, it boils down to the prayer, "Let me be led
into temptation!" And we see the identical pattern with
whatever other favorite sin we are trying to sidle up to.

So we are taught to ask God to guard us from the
way that leads to sin for the same reason we ask Him
for our daily bread: because grace is necessary for our
spiritual life as for our physical life. We are locked in
combat between the flesh and the spirit, and we need
all the help we can get to know how to discern what
God is doing with us in the middle of this war zone.

As in any struggle, it is sometimes hard to tell friend
from foe. The devil fights a guerrilla war and is not loath
to fight dirty by donning the uniform of God's troops in
order to sow confusion, temptation, and death. Satan's
temptation, of course, always consists of using some
good thing God has made and trying to lure us into
loving it in a disordered way. No fish bites a bare hook;
it's always wrapped in a juicy worm that is, like the
apple in the Garden of Eden, tasty-looking both to our
appetite and to our pride. But the hook is still death.
This is why Paul tells us that Satan appears as an "angel
of light." The mark of the world, the flesh, and the devil
is that they tell us to seek some good (it matters not
what) by rejecting what God has commanded. To break
this ancient habit, it is necessary that God permit us to
face trials even as He teaches us to avoid temptation --
and to learn to tell the difference.

Therefore, as the Catechism tells us:

The Holy Spirit makes us discern between trials,
which are necessary for the growth of the inner
man, and temptation, which leads to sin and death.
We must also discern between being tempted and
consenting to temptation. Finally, discernment
unmasks the lie of temptation, whose object
appears to be good, a "delight to the eyes" and
desirable, when in reality its fruit is death.

God does not want to impose the good, but
wants free beings. . . . There is a certain usefulness
to temptation. No one but God knows what our
soul has received from him, not even we ourselves.
But temptation reveals it in order to teach us to
know ourselves, and in this way we discover our
evil inclinations and are obliged to give thanks for
the goods that temptation has revealed to us
(2847).

One thing to note about temptation is that, when we
aren't actively courting it, we're facing not sin but
concupiscence. What's that? It is the weakened will,
darkened intellect, and disordered appetites that
afflict everybody, including the baptized. Sadly, this
term is one that has fallen into disuse in contemporary
culture, leading to the tendency to conflate temptation
with sin itself. A pattern of thought that afflicts many
believers (and one that the devil, the accuser of the
brethren, loves) is, "If | were truly a Christian, |
wouldn't be having these thoughts and feelings at all."
But this is not so. Temptation only sprouts into the
weed of sin when we water it with consent of the will.
That is why the Church speaks of concupiscence not as
sin but as the "tinder for sin."

It is precisely because concupiscence is not sin that
God sees our struggle to overcome temptation not as a
revelation of how rotten we are at heart but as the
battlefield upon which we grow in virtue and grace. |
once had a conversation with a man who had struggled
for years with homosexual temptation. He was married
and had been a faithful husband and father, but he
feared that his temptation revealed how sinful he
really was. | told him that the first thing he needed to
know was that his Father in Heaven was proud of him
and said, "Well done, good and faithful servant." He
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had fought the good fight and loved his wife and family
by the power of grace. He burst into tears. Nobody had
ever told him about concupiscence. He'd been taught
that temptation told us who we "really" are.

But the truth is, Jesus is the revelation of who we
really are. He, not sin, is the final word about the
human person. Therefore, Paul tells us, "If we live by
the Spirit, let us also walk by the Spirit" (Gal 5:25). Note
what Paul does not say. He does not say, "If you give in
to temptation, that proves you aren't really a Christian."
That's why he tells a Corinthian Church that is positively
riddled with sinful members:

Do you not know that the unrighteous will not
inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived;
neither the immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers,
nor homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the greedy, nor
drunkards, nor revilers, nor robbers will inherit the
kingdom of God. And such were some of you. But
you were washed, you were sanctified, you were
justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in
the Spirit of our God (1 Cor 6:9-11).

Paul, aware of the possibility of the radical misuse of
our freedom, warns of the real possibility of damnation
for his flock, but does not enter into the stupid game of
attempting to claim that baptized people who sin, even
gravely, are "not really Christians." Instead he accepts
the reality that they are, at least for the moment, bad
Christians, exhorts them to become what they are, and
reminds them of what that is. He does not say, "You
pretended to be washed, sanctified and justified." He
takes it for granted that they were and demands that
they conform their lives to the truth of what Christ has
revealed in them through the sacraments.

The mystery here is that the sacraments are grace,
not magic. They do not cancel our free will. And Paul, of
course, realizes that we will fail and fall, but that when
we do, Christ's will is to forgive and heal and call us back
to repentance once again, because He is the final word
about who we are, not sin. Note as well that, instead of
concluding from this that he does not need to bother
rebuking the wayward Corinthians because it will all
turn out well in the end, Paul sees it as his duty to warn

them that if they do not repent, they will not see the
Kingdom of God. In short, he understands that just as
"give us this day our daily bread" implies a duty to feed
the hungry, so "lead us not into temptation" implies a
duty to strengthen, encourage, and, where necessary,
rebuke those who are struggling in the battle with
temptation.

One of the great lessons the saints teach isghat the
battle with sin is the hardest and longest battle there
is. This is not a discovery of the New Testament saints
but was already old news in the Old Testament. That's
why Proverbs tells us, "He who is slow to anger is
better than the mighty, and he who rules his spirit
than he who takes a city" (Prv 16:32). This imagery
informs the New Testament as well when Paul tells us:

Finally, be strong in the Lord and in the strength of
his might. Put on the whole armor of God, that you
may be able to stand against the wiles of the devil.
For we are not contending against flesh and blood,
but against the principalities, against the powers,
against the world rulers of this present darkness,
against the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the
heavenly places. Therefore take the whole armor
of God, that you may be able to withstand in the
evil day, and having done all, to stand. Stand
therefore, having girded your loins with truth, and
having put on the breastplate of righteousness,
and having shod your feet with the equipment of
the gospel of peace; besides all these, taking the
shield of faith, with which you can quench all the
flaming darts of the evil one. And take the helmet
of salvation, and the sword of the Spirit, which is
the word of God (Eph 6:10-17).

The only weapon that will ultimately carry us through
this battle to victory is prayer with our eyes wide open,
vigilant and alert. This is how Jesus Himself defeated
the Tempter, and it is why He calls us to "watch and
pray." We are not to live in fear of the Enemy, nor in
endless navel-gazing for our own faults. We are
instead to live as Christ did, with our eyes fixed on the
Father and on the prize to which He called us when He
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prayed for us to the Father: "Keep them in your name"
(Jn 17:11). Only by such vigilant prayer can we
overcome the Enemy of our souls.

"Enemy of our souls"? Are we really to take
seriously such medieval stuff as the devil? Stay tuned!

Mark P. Shea is a senior editor for
www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for
InsideCatholic. Visit his blog at markshea.blogspot.com.
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Laying the Netherlands to Sleep

Joseph Meaney | Column
10/14/09

n my most recent visit to Amsterdanfior the

World Congress of Families (WCF), | was once

again struck by the remarkable facade of
peaceful, tolerant prosperity the Dutch maintain.
Although its famous openness to lust and license is ever
more apparent, Amsterdam's charm remains in its tidy
homes, shops, museums, and beautiful (though empty)
churches.

The simple fact, however, is that this beacon of
liberalism worldwide is rotting from the inside out and
must increasingly rely on deception to keep up
appearances as a nation of tolerance, peace, and
prosperity.

That was made nowhere more apparent than at the
WCF, a biannual event that brings together pro-family
and pro-life persons from around the globe. The
mainstream press debated the acceptability of allowing
it to take place in Amsterdam and condemned the
participation of Dutch elected officials in the congress.
Anarchist anti-family protestors trashed the WCF office
and spray-painted messages with slogans like "Christian
Fundamentalists Go Home and Die" and "Pro-Choice"
on the walls leading up to the conference center. City
workers removed the graffiti within a few hours of its
demonstration of

appearance in a remarkable

efficiency.

Dutch authorities have become quite adept at
painting over the anti-family and anti-life attitudes that
are eroding not only the last vestiges of their rich
culture but what remains of the Dutch people
themselves. Their total population is 16.7 million; those
65 or older make up almost 15 percent of the
inhabitants (as opposed to the United States, whose 65-
or-over citizens account for 12.8 percent of the
population). The percentage of youths aged 15 or
younger is declining, and within that demographic
group is an increasing number of foreign immigrants. It
has been reported widely that the most common name

chosen for a male child born in Amsterdam today is
Mohammed (as is the case in London, Brussels, Oslo,
and Copenhagen). Arguments about religion, ethnicity,
and assimilation aside, it doesn't take a trained
demographer to notice that this trend does not bode
well for the European Dutch.

This proudly progressive nation increasingly tries
maintain its air of normalcy and prosperity by
sophisticated deception. They frequently claim their
country has one of the lowest abortion rates in the
world, at 6.5 abortions per 1,000 women, or about
22,400 a year. They also claim a very low teen
pregnancy rate.

But this is simply statistical sleight of hand.
Although the Dutch faithfully use birth control, anyone
who studies family planning knows the failure rates for
contraceptives are very high. Combine the inevitable
failure of pregnancy prevention with an openly
promiscuous populace, and you inevitably will see
large numbers of pregnancies.

So are the Netherlands an exception to this rule?
Some claim that their "double-Dutch" method of using
both hormonal contraception and condoms works
better than most other countries' birth-control
practices. Something rarely discussed in this context,
however, is the fact that it is now common practice for
a woman in Holland whose period is late to go to her
general-practice physician and receive a "menstrual
extraction," or "menstrual regulation" -- a clever
euphemism for a procedure essentially consisting in
manually vacuuming the contents of her womb.

But here's the catch: In these cases, no pregnancy
test is done to determine if the procedure aborted a
preborn human in the first few days of life. Menstrual
extractions are thus never recorded as abortions,
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which they almost certainly are in a large number of
cases. The official Dutch statistics therefore grossly
underreport the real number of abortions.

Euthanasia is another area where the officiaimbers
paint a misleading picture. Dr. Henk Jochemsen, holder
of the Lindeboom Chair for Medical Ethics at the Free
University in Amsterdam, reported that the Netherlands
acknowledges around 2,300 deaths by euthanasia each
year, including hundreds of patients who never
explicitly requested such a death. As if this weren't
already disturbing enough, he also revealed that over
11,000 people a year die while under "deep sedation."
This procedure is sold as a compassionate option for the
terminally ill, a way for them to end their lives with
dignity. It was originally designed to be rarely
employed, and only then for patients in their last few
hours of life suffering pain that was difficult to control.

But deep sedation as currently practiced in the
Netherlands has become a widespread form of passive
euthanasia. Dr. Jochemsen explained that the cause of
death nowadays is usually not the disease but lack of
food and hydration -- in short, patients are routinely
starved and dehydrated while drugged into an
unconscious state, a fact not revealed by the doctors.

Needless to say, these deaths while under deep
sedation are not counted as euthanasia in Holland, even
though they account for more than four times as many

deaths as the "official" euthanasia numbers. (For more

information on these issues, visit

www.lindeboominstituut.nl.)

The land of progressivism run amok loves to
proclaim itself a diverse hedonists' paradise and an
island of tolerance. Dishonest statistics may maintain
the clever illusion for a time, but the current version of
Dutch liberalism is unlikely to endure much longer. It
simply cannot be sustained: Their enthusiasm for
euthanasia may wipe out the Dutch even faster than
the other European nations with below-replacement
birthrates.

Many ethnic groups have disappeared throughout
the course of history, generally by assimilation into
other peoples who placed a higher value on having
children. It would be a tragedy if the unique people
and culture of the Netherlands, for love of license and
convenience, decided to cease to exist. Yet this slow
suicide is already far advanced. As European Dutch
culture moves from present to past, it seems they've
chosen nationwide deep sedation.

Joseph Director of International

Coordination for Human Life International.

Meaney is
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Solzhenitsyn: Icon of Patience

John Zmirak | Column
10/14/09

hen somebody says "poetic justicewhat

that really means is the kind of justice

dished out by poets. In which case, you'd
better hope the poet's a person like Dante or T. S. Eliot,
and not some maniac like Marinetti (who wanted to
burn Italy's libraries and museums, then start culture
from scratch), or a nattering pedophile like "Scream"
author Allen Ginsberg (who held, essentially, that one's
sex life begins at conception).

In the Inferno, Dante placed two men who betrayed
their benefactors frozen side-by-side in the ice -- the
bloody-minded Archbishop Ruggieri and the equally
treacherous soldier Count Ugolino. Since Ruggieri
tricked Ugolino into surrendering, then imprisoned and
starved him to death, Ugolino spends eternity chewing
his enemy's neck. Now that, my friends, is justice.

It's a little dicier dealing out such rough justice
when pairing off sinners and saints, since a holy soul
isn't likely to spend his eternity slumming in hell, dishing
out fitting punishments to the monsters who tortured
him on earth. One shouldn't picture Thomas More
sitting at a blazing fire, where King Henry VIII turns on a
spit with an apple in his mouth, basting the king with
honey-mustard sauce. (Although now, of course, you're
going to.) Not even St. Lawrence, who kidded the
Romans as they roasted him alive, seems likely to take
up such a pastime -- although, let's be fair, he is the
patron saint of chefs.

The saints have better things to do, and we
probably shouldn't listen to rigorists such as Tertullian,
who gloated that the Christians who died in the
Colosseum would chuckle up in Heaven at the endless
torments of their persecutors. Tertullian died a heretic,
by the way -- but | won't gloat.

Still, it is right and just to counterpoise Josef Stalin,
exemplar of Wrath, with his victim Alexander
Solzhenitsyn as a paragon of the opposite virtue,

Patience. A decorated war hero in the Red Army that
beat back Hitler's genocidal invasion of Russia,
Solzhenitsyn ran afoul of the Soviet tyrant by writing a
letter to a friend in which he criticized Stalin's
moustache.

Okay, Solzhenitsyn also said a thing or two about
Stalin's conduct of World War I, which the Russians
nearly lost thanks to Uncle Joe's secret crush on Adolf
Hitler, who would never, never think of invading the
Soviet Union -- despite those hundreds of speeches
where Hitler promised:

i to wipe out Bolshevism;

 to ethnically cleanse the whole of Russia west
of the Urals; and

 to colonize the country with blond German
warlords who'd "breed" with entire harems to
repopulate the countryside with Aryans.

That was all intended ironically, Stalin insisted. There
was no reason whatsoever in 1939 to prepare for the
German Blitzkrieg, which Soviet spies and ordinary
journalists constantly warned was coming. (Stalin
actually executed Russian agents for reporting on
German troop build-ups.) Which explains why the
Germans captured most of European Russia in just a
few weeks.

Having seen his friends butchered in combat, or
taken prisoner by the Germans and then, at war's end,
sent to labor camps in Siberia for "treason,"
Solzhenitsyn sent a single imprudent letter -- and for
that crime he was tortured and then sentenced to
eight years in a labor camp and "internal exile" for life.
During that exile, he contracted cancer and nearly died
in a third-rate Soviet hospital. But along the way, in the
years he spent chopping wood barefoot in the snow,
living on fish-head soup, and witnessing brutal
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beatings of helpless prisoners by soldiers of "progress"
and ‘"liberation," Solzhenitsyn re-discovered his

childhood Christian faith.

In the major works he composed on scraps of paper
while still in prison, or secretly, under surveillance, after
his release, Solzhenitsyn depicts in stark and shocking
prose the brutalities that attend upon Utopia. More
importantly, he pictures the simple acts of faith, hope,
and charity that ordinary "zeks" (political prisoners)
performed for one another, to affirm their human
dignity in the midst of a man-made hell. Nor does
Solzhenitsyn give vent to righteous anger; he figures
forth the guards and even commanders as fully human,
with admixed motives, driven in part by ideology, partly
by power hunger and greed, but most of the time by
fear. They were, in their own way, victims of the Terror
by which they reigned. Solzhenitsyn even reflects on his
own part in advancing Stalin's power: "I remember
myself in my captain's shoulder boards and the forward
march of my battery through East Prussia, enshrouded
in fire, and | say: 'So were we any better?""

Despite, or in part because of, all his suffering,
Solzhenitsyn crafted novels that will endure as literary
masterworks. The First Circle sketches a milder part of
the Gulag, which the Soviets ran to exploit the talents of
convicts with scientific training. It includes a brilliant
foray into the mind of an aging Stalin, who wonders
foggily what became of the "Old Russia" of his youth.
What happened to all the peasants and the priests, the
dying tyrant mutters. Why is everyone around me such a
sniveling, cringing coward? Solzhenitsyn has too much
artistic restraint to offer the answer: Because all the
bravest, most faithful people have been locked away in
camps.

Cancer Ward sketches out Solzhenitsyn's tentative
gropings back toward faith; the unjustly neglected novel
Lenin in Zurich explores in clinical detail the soul of one
aspiring tyrant; while in his massive, multivolume
historical novel of Russia, The Red Wheel, Solzhenitsyn
seeks to explain how "Holy Russia" could fall into the
hands of deluded ideologues. His answer is stark: the
cynical stupidity of Tsarist bureaucrats, fueled by and
feeding the irresponsible fantasies of intellectuals.

But Solzhenitsyn will always be best remembered
for The Gulag Archipelago, which documents the lives
and deaths of the millions who suffered in slave camps
and whose very existence was doubted for decades by
"fellow travelers" in the West. Its appearance in 1973
made Solzhenitsyn's life in Russia almost impossible,
and he was forced into exile in 1974.

It was in the Wes that Solzhenitsyn had to learn
another side of Patience. First hailed by liberal anti-
(and ex-) Communists, Solzhenitsyn soon became the
target of their barbs. He sought for Russia a rebirth of
Christian faith and traditional patriotism and didn't
look to the secular, childless West as a moral model.
This made him, in the eyes of recent converts from
some form of Marxism, a dangerous reactionary --
even, some assert without real evidence, an anti-
Semite. His books began to fall out of print; one
volume of The Red Wheel, last time | checked, had still
not been translated into English. But Solzhenitsyn's
reputation really began to darken in Western eyes
when he made his infamous, prophetic speech at
Harvard in 1978.

Trying to make friends with the media, he said:

Destructive and irresponsible freedom has been
granted boundless space. Society appears to have
little defense against the abyss of human
decadence, such as, for example, misuse of liberty
for moral violence against young people, motion
pictures full of pornography, crime and horror. It is

considered to be part of freedom. . ..

Hastiness and superficiality are the psychic
disease of the 20th century and more than
anywhere else this disease is reflected in the press.
in the West
fashionable trends of thought and ideas are

Without any censorship,

carefully separated from those which are not
fashionable; nothing is forbidden, but what is not
fashionable will hardly ever find its way into
periodicals or books or be heard in colleges.
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Next he celebrated Western consumerism:

The majority of people have been granted well-
being to an extent their fathers and grandfathers
could not even dream about; it has become possible
to raise young people according to these ideals,
leading them to physical splendor, happiness,
possession of material goods, money and leisure, to
an almost unlimited freedom of enjoyment.

So who should now renounce all this, why and
for what should one risk one's precious life in
defense of common values, and particularly in such
nebulous cases when the security of one's nation
must be defended in a distant country? . . . Even
biology knows that habitual extreme safety and
well-being are not advantageous for a living
organism.

To those who believed that all Russia needed was to
emulate America's free markets and democracy, he
answered:

In American democracy at the time of its birth, all
individual human rights were granted because man
is God's creature. That is, freedom was given to the
individual conditionally, in the assumption of his
constant religious responsibility. Such was the
heritage of the preceding thousand years. Two
hundred or even fifty years ago, it would have
seemed quite impossible, in America, that an
individual could be granted boundless freedom
simply for the satisfaction of his instincts or whims.

Instead he offered the following, which ought to be
familiar to readers of Dostoevsky -- or the Gospels:

If humanism were right in declaring that man is
born to be happy, he would not be born to die.
Since his body is doomed to die, his task on earth
evidently must be of a more spiritual nature. It
cannot be unrestrained enjoyment of everyday life.
It cannot be the search for the best ways to obtain
material goods and then cheerfully get the most out
of them. It has to be the fulfillment of a permanent,
earnest duty so that one's life journey may
become an experience of moral growth, so that
one may leave life a better human being than one
started it.

It wasn't bitterness or hunger for vengeance that
Solzhenitsyn took away from his decades of suffering,
but the simple lesson, given above, which a Russian
babushka might have taught her toddlers as they
prayed before an icon. It's the wisdom he wrung from
the grapes of wrath that makes Solzhenitsyn an icon of
Patience worth emulating. You can call on that virtue
as you work your way through the thousands of pages
the great man has written. Every word is worth it.

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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Why Catholics Should Take a Position on the Hate-Crimes Bill

Deal W. Hudson | Column
10/15/09

ast Saturday night, President Barack b@ma

spoke to the nation's leading homosexual-rights

lobbying group, the Human Rights Campaign, in
Washington, D.C. Among the several promises Obama
made were "to repeal the so-called Defense of Marriage
Act" and "to pass an inclusive hate crimes bill."

As | reported a few days ago, the USCCB has yet to
make any comment on Obama's intention to put an end
to DOMA and, as he puts it, ensure "that committed gay
couples have the same rights and responsibilities
afforded to any married couple in this country." The
hate-crimes legislation passed recently in the House,
attached to a defense spending bill, is explicitly
designed to combat hate crimes based on sexual
orientation and "gender identity."

A number of religious leaders and members of
Congress have voiced concern about the threat of the
hate-crimes bill to religious liberty and freedom of
speech. According to the USCCB legislative report for
the 111th Congress, the bishops are "monitoring" the
measure and "taking no position."

The legislation raises the question of whether
religious leaders could be subject to prosecution based
on their preaching or teaching. For example, if a priest
told a congregation that homosexual acts were sinful,
and someone in that congregation acted violently
against a homosexual, could that priest be charged with
a hate crime?

Catholic League president Bill Donohue is on the
record warning against the potential "chilling effect on
religious speech."Tony Perkins, president of the Family
Research Council, described hate-crimes legislation as a
"thought-crimes bill" that creates "special protection for
a particular group" in violation of the principle of equal
justice under the law."

A leading social conservative in the House, Mike
Pence (R-IN), objected to the legislation, arguing:

Hate crimes provisions... are antithetical to those
First Amendment traditions and unnecessary.
Violent attacks on people are already illegal
regardless of the motive behind them, and there is
no evidence that the underlying violent crimes at
issue here are not being fully and aggressively
prosecuted under current law.... But these hate
crimes provisions, including those that will be
added to federal law today, are broad enough to
encompass legitimate beliefs, and protecting the
rights of freedom of speech and religion must be
first and foremost and paramount on the floor of
this chamber.

Are the concerns of leaders like Donohue, Perkins, and
Pence unreasonable? Certainly the recent experience
of Catholics in Canada should be a loud warning to
American Catholics about how hate-crimes laws can be
used to target the Church. Similar legislation has
already been used in Canada as the excuse for an
official investigation of a well-known pro-life activist,
Rev. Alphonse de Valk, by the Canadian Human Rights
Commission. Father de Valk's supposed crime was
publicly defending Catholic teaching against the notion
of same-sex marriage.

Canadian Bishop Fred Henry was required to
testify before the Commission for the same reason.
Though the complaint from a single individual was
eventually withdrawn, the bishop spent thousands of
dollars on his legal defense. One journalist
summarizing all the cases of Catholics targeted for
human-rights violations titled his article, "Catholicism -

- a Hate Crime in Canada?"

Yes, there is a final clause in the legislation saying
it cannot be used in any way that "infringes on any
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rights under the first amendment... or substantially
burdens any exercise of religion."

But the problem is this: This hate-crimes bill allows
prosecution of any speech that may "incite an imminent
act of physical violence." What guarantees do we have
that religious liberty and freedom of speech for people
of faith will be respected? For example, President
Obama, in his speech to the HRC, proclaimed that, "We
must all stand together against divisive and deceptive
efforts to feed people's lingering fears for political and
ideological gain."

Those "people" Obama is talking about include
those pastors and priests who preach and teach that
homosexual acts are a sin and those of the same sex
cannot be considered married. It's difficult to believe a

hate-crimes law will be respectful of those who are
considered "divisive and deceptive" simply for being
witnesses to their faith and defenders of their Church.

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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Sharing the Real Mary

David Mills | Column
10/16/09

any of our Protestant friends appiaate

Mary in a way their ancestors didn't. This is

a good thing. Some of them even like her a
lot, and in a way that their ancestors would denounce.
This is an even better thing. But there are limits, which
too many Catholics just can't see.

By "Protestant" I'm thinking particularly of our
Evangelical friends who are, in doctrinal seriousness and
many other ways, close to us. For centuries they simply
ignored Mary, even at Christmas. The only time they
thought of her in any substantial way was when they
were denouncing Catholic teaching, which they thought
idolatrous, unbiblical, superstitious, and a rejection of
the Lord Himself in favor of His mother.

She was for them, as an Evangelical pastor once said
to me, just "the delivery system" needed to bring Jesus
into the world. The Incarnation required a human
mother; God picked Mary; she agreed, and in nine
months Jesus was born. Since He had to have a mother,
who it was didn't really matter. Having this child didn't
change her in any way. Once Jesus was old enough to
take of Himself, her small part in our salvation was over.

An Episcopal minister told me that Mary was well
down the list of "great Christians." Asked for an
example, he said she was well behind a 19th-century
British missionary to Canada named Hudson Taylor. If
you wanted an example of faithfulness, he said, look to
Taylor before you look to Mary.

After all, he said, she didn't really do anything. She
just had a baby.

But things are changingOne can guess at the reasons:
The culture so promotes women that a heavily
masculine tradition will prudently look to its sources for
famous women to feature. Mary is the obvious first
choice, have wanted

though some Evangelicals

"stronger" women as their examples of biblical women
to follow, because they think of Mary as passive and her
calling too typically feminine. (After all, she didn’t really
do anything. She just had a baby.)

But this new and growing affection for Jesus'
mother is also the result of their piety finally free to
play itself out, now that many of the prejudices and
commitments of the past have lost some of their
power. They love their Lord and begin feeling a natural
affection for His mother, and often begin to look more
closely at who she is in the Gospels. They begin to
reflect on what her assent to the angel's news means,
and on what the prayer we call the Magnificat says
about her; some even begin to look at the Old
Testament for ways she may have been anticipated
there.

The Southern Baptist theologian Timothy George,
a leader in that world, has admitted, "We have been
afraid to praise and esteem Mary for her full worth."
This he wants to change, and offers several substantial
suggestions for doing so, stressing aspects of Mary and
her work that Evangelicals have not talked about much
but that follow from their theological commitments.

Writing in the major Evangelical magazine
Christianity Today a couple of years ago, he said that
an "Evangelical retrieval of a proper biblical theology
of Mary will give attention to five explicit aspects of
her calling and ministry: Mary as the daughter of Israel,
as the virgin mother of Jesus, as Theotokos, as the
handmaiden of the Word, and as the mother of the

Church."

So far, so good. Or maybe | should sawly so far, so
good. Because the Protestant attitude shifts quickly
from such talk of Mary to considering her as the
Catholic knows her. They feel themselves drawn to
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Jesus' mother until they meet her in all her glory, as the
Mother of the Church and the Queen of Heaven,
immaculately conceived, perpetually virgin, assumed
into Heaven. Then, as the saying goes, not so much.

Even the irenic George, at the end of his article, can
only go so far as to commend this prayer: "And now we
give you thanks, Heavenly Father, because in choosing
the Blessed Virgin Mary to be the mother of your Son,
you exalted the little ones and the lowly. Your angel
greeted her as highly favored; and with all generations
we call her blessed and with her we rejoice and we
magnify your holy name." A good prayer, but not a
Marian prayer. He would refuse on pain of death to say
the "Hail Mary."

This difference matters, and matters a lot more
than we might want to think. In my experience,
Catholics who love their Protestant friends often
exaggerate their points of agreement. They hear polite
statements of interest or a curiosity about Catholic
teaching and read into them a change in conviction that
really isn't there. They take an article like George's as
evidence that our Evangelical friends almost accept the
Catholic teaching, missing how little, if anything at all,
they've actually conceded.

In a recent Catholic News Service story, for
example, a mariologist was quoted as saying, with all
the good will in the world, that "some Catholic
doctrines about Mary, such as the Immaculate
Conception -- the belief that she was conceived without
sin -- remain controversial among Protestants." He
seems to think that some believe it and others don't,
but that as a group they're moving our way.

But the belief is not controversial among them at

all: Those who wunderstand the matter almost
unanimously reject it out of hand. You would have to
search long and hard to find any Protestant who
believes it. (Outside, that is, of a few high-church
Lutherans and Episcopalians, but they're far from the

mainstream of their traditions.)

Just try talking about Mary's sinlessness to an
Evangelical friend. He may simply say politely that he

doesn't believe in it, but he may react as if you'd
casually urged him to sacrifice his children to Baal. He
will tell you that you've denied the Lord, replaced Him
with Mary, rejected the biblical teaching, and the like.
He thinks the Catholic belief a serious heresy. A fact
that is crucial to our friendship with Mary is, to most of
our Evangelical friends, an abomination.

The desire to find our friends closer to us than
before is an admirable impulse, but it prevents the
clarity needed for a truly effective exchange. We must
be careful not to take a sign of Evangelical openness to
Catholic teaching as a conversion -- to treat a friendly
wave in our direction as a proposal of marriage.

Marian doctrine and devotion is not a matterlike
some others, where the Catholic teaching is an
extension or expansion of something believing
Protestants hold already. The Communion of Saints,
and by extension prayer to the saints for their help, is
one of these, at least at the basic level. The Protestant
believes in asking others for their prayers, and he
knows mutual prayer to be a sign of the Church at
work. The Catholic teaching only expands the number
of fellow believers whose prayers he can request, by
claiming that God has given us access to them. He
probably still rejects it -- and quite firmly -- but it fits
what he already believes about the relation of one
Christian to his brothers.

Marian doctrine and piety are not like this. They
rest on several beliefs radically different from those
our Evangelical friends hold, not least the ability of the
Church to discern through her Tradition truths that
Scripture does not teach explicitly in the way the
Evangelical requires. Nothing in Protestant piety could
lead them to belief in Mary as the Queen of Heaven,
and much tells them that she can't possibly be
anything of the sort. That kind of belief requires a
conversion, in the sense of turning around and walking
in the opposite direction, in a way the acceptance of
many other Catholic teachings and practices doesn't.
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But this is something that many Catholics just don't
get. Priests and laity ask me about this, as a convert
who's written a book on Mary. They confidently give me
what they think are winning arguments that are, in fact,
hopelessly in-house, deeply Catholic arguments that
would leave the inquiring Protestant cold, and in some
cases quite offended. The Marian realities are so clear
to them that they just can't see how others can't see
them as clearly as they do. This keeps them from
speaking effectively about Mary.

The person called to share the Catholic Faith has to
know exactly what the other believes and -- just as
important, if not more importantly -- how he feels
about this belief. Think of a doctor trying to persuade a
patient to try a new therapy, one that sounds worse
than the disease it's supposed to cure. If he speaks to
the patient clinically, as one doctor to another, he won't
be able to convince the patient to try it, and may
instead make him dig in his heels. For the patient's own
good, the doctor has to know how he thinks and feels.

He must understand that the patient will first, and
above all else, see the horrors of the treatment and has
to be brought to see that the cost in pain and trouble is
worth paying.

We want our Protestant friends to pay the cost,
because the knowledge of the Blessed Mother can only
change their lives for the better. But too optimistic a
view of what they believe now will blind us to the
severe challenge of sharing what we know about her
with our Evangelical brethren, who are so close to us in
so many ways, but so far from us in this.

David Mills is the author of Discovering Mary: Answers
to Questions about the Mother of God (Servant Books)
and a columnist for Lay Witness and the Pittsburgh
Catholic. He recommends Timothy George's article
"Evangelicals and the Mother of God" as an example of
a positive appreciation for Mary.
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Hands to Heaven

Marion Fernandez-Cueto | Column
10/16/09

here is a line in Scripture that has always

infuriated me. It's Timothy 2:15, and for years |

could not read it without wanting to hurl my
Bible at the wall. "The woman," writes St. Paul, "will be
saved by childbearing, if only she continue with faith,
love and holiness." Its baptized misogyny was insulting
enough (how typical to posit a woman's salvation within
her social confines of barefoot, pregnant servitude), yet
beneath it lurked a more devastating injury: the idea
that a woman's sanctity was tied up in motherhood.
That spelled damnation for me, | thought, for the
drudgery of childbearing was the last thing | aspired to.

Then | fell in love with a man who wanted kids the
way former boyfriends had dreamed of plasma TVs. As
he wooed and pursued me, | realized it was not
motherhood per se | had long feared and mocked; it
was the utter dying to self that motherhood entails. My
individualism and selfishness were alive and well,
fostered by nearly a decade of independence, during
which my time, decisions, money, plans, and body had
remained solely my own. The idea of marriage thrilled
me (it was no sacrifice to love Andrés), but children held
no such natural enticement toward self-oblation. Like
St. Augustine's tepid plea for chastity, | didn't want my
selfishness scourged quite yet.

But St. John writes that perfect love casts out fear,
and it is true, even of flawed loves like ours: A year after
our wedding, we found ourselves praying | might get
pregnant. Two days later, | did. To say | was ecstatic
would be a lie -- | hadn't expected an answer to arrive
overnight express. But we were awed at this new life
God and our union had wrought.

My pregnancy proceeded in a happy glow: | grew
fat and contented as a tabby cat, unhampered by
morning sickness. | shopped and cleaned, cooked and
froze dinners, ordered parenting books, and
interviewed doulas in a blissful whirl of organization. |
found myself dreaming of long-scorned domestic

scenes, a tangle of jolly siblings for our son, and a
kitchen fragrant with hot meals and teasing affection.
Finally, | thought, | was ready to be a mother.

Then Dominic was born. | still remember my feeling
of incredulity when the hospital night nurse first woke
me to feed him, seemingly minutes after a searing
l[abor. | looked at the clock -- 2:20 a.m. -- then at my
mewling, scrunchy little baby, and knew like Napoleon
at Waterloo that the end had come -- the end of life as
I knew and liked it. This child, this responsibility, was
mine for the rest of my life.

| felt a tidal wave of resentment that God had
allowed me to welcome pregnancy while providing
barely a shred of fuzzy maternal instinct beyond
delivery. | knew my hormones were running amok, but
| felt blindsided and betrayed. Where was the grace
that had flooded the previous nine months? Right
then, | wanted nothing more than to rewind time back
to that September night when we'd first asked God for
a baby, and postpone our prayer another two years. |
wanted to push my son right back at the nurse and
snap, "You feed him." I'm a wretched mother already, |
thought. Poor, innocent, ill-fated Dominic.

Somewhere I'd assumed that if only | prayed hard
enough for grace when | accepted pregnancy, a good
mother would be born with my son. | had forgotten
that elemental wild card of Catholic theology: that
grace builds on nature. Prayers are not magic spells,
and none would instantly transform my long-fostered
habit of selfishness into a spirit of enthusiastic self-
sacrifice. Instead, over the next weeks and months, a
loving Savior would ask me to take up my cross and
learn to follow Him. In obeying, | would discover that
God rarely calls the equipped. If we are asked to
cooperate in our own salvation, it is only because He
equips those He calls.
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Meanwhile, Dominic didn't kow he was poorand ill-
fated. He was a near-perfect baby by every account,
with limpid blue eyes and pink, puckish smiles. | coddled
and bathed him, tickled and sang to him, boasted
shamelessly of his every new feat. When he napped on
our bed, flushed with sweet sleep, | would lie beside
him and murmur my undying love into his damp blond
curls.

Yet through it all, | rebelled. A voice in my head
echoed the old cry of Lucifer: non serviam -- | will not
serve. "You're too good for this," said the voice. "You
were made for better things -- not the endless, mind-
numbing tedium of diapers and dishes and laundry.
Where is the glamour, the intellectual stimulation, the
chances and promotions you still deserve? Is this really
what God intended for you?"

The voice would resume each morning as | watched
the army of lawyers and interns swinging down 16th
Street with their lattes and briefcases and careers. Each
smartly dressed young woman, luxuriating in her phone
conversation or iPod, represented a life | couldn't have
anymore, opportunities and experiences that would
never be mine. "You see?" the voice would prod. "You
see?"

Of course, every slide into self-pity would trigger an
even greater avalanche of guilt. The world over, women
were struggling with infertility, miscarriages, the death
of a child, or newborns with cruel, debilitating diseases.
Thousands of new mothers would never have the luxury
of choosing whether to go back to work. Thousands
more lacked a caring, sensitive husband, or any kind
soul to see them through the first dazed months. |
despised myself utterly for chafing under Dominic's
featherweight load; | knew to the core how fortunate |
was, how ludicrously bourgeois my malaise -- and so my
self-loathing would compile.

| reached my breaking point one afternoon while
walking with Dominic past St. Matthew's Cathedral. A
panhandler standing at the corner took a long look at
my stroller and its sleeping cargo and inexplicably
dragged a condom out of his pocket. "If you'd used one
of these," he leered, "you wouldn't have had him."

Shaken, | knew the man had articulated the very
thought that had risen like a demonic specter on more
night. That
represented every temptation I'd experienced in my

than one sleep-deprived condom
struggle to be open to life, every forbidden alternative |
might have taken as | struggled to welcome first

pregnancy and then Dominic.

Sick with shame, | sought out a priest in confession.
With the gentle yet exacting probe of an experienced
confessor, he asked me to name what | would rather be
doing. "Go on, imagine," he urged. "Let's say you can
leave your family, your responsibilities. What do you
want?"

My answers were distressingly ready. "I want to
see the rest of the world," | told him. "l want to be the
foreign correspondent | trained to be. | want to take
my morning coffee in silence, to read the paper
uninterrupted. | want to sleep until noon on Saturdays
-- or at least through the night. | want my time, my
space, my schedule, my plans, my peace, my quiet. . .|
want me again. | just want me."

The priest gazed at me, his eyes suffused with
compassion. "All of us want that," he said softly. But
serving ourselves, living for ourselves . . . what does
the Gospel say about that? 'He who seeks to save his
life, will lose it.' 'Unless the grain of wheat falls in the

earth ...' We know we can't find happiness that way."

"Try me," | thought darkly.

Not long after, God took me upon my silent
challenge: When an old college friend flew in from
France, | was given the chance to see, George Bailey-
style, what my life might have been like without
Dominic.

Veronique -- a single, gorgeous, multilingual
painter -- was living out the very fantasy | had tried to
articulate to my confessor. She jetted around the globe
with no apparent responsibility standing between her
next whim and reality. Her family was distant; her jobs,
like her love interests, were sporadic and provisional;
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all were powerless against the lure of new ventures and
continents. | couldn't wait to hear her stories, to soak in
the shimmering brilliance of her life. Inviting her over
for tea one afternoon, | braced myself for the flash of
pity | had often glimpsed in her eyes at my increasingly
predictable, beige-hued existence (husband, child,
mortgage, minivan).

It never came. Veronique was miserable, and
desperately so. Approaching 30 like me, her hard
independence, emotional skittishness, and sheer
impulsivity were catching up with her. She hated her
expensive art school. Her e-mails, dazzling travelogues
forwarded to massive lists of friends, were going
unacknowledged. The handful of men in her life arrived
and then disappeared with a disturbingly familiar,
slapdash autonomy. She was tired of being broke, of
depending on the more conventionally stable for her
car rides and phone calls and suppers. Yet the promising
internships and positions were passing her by for
younger college grads who had long since paid their

dues in nine-to-five grunt jobs.

Veronique seemed haunted by a stirring realization
that years of self-direction, self-discovery, and self-
fulfillment (all so greedily panted after by me) had
brought her not nirvana, but only herself -- a self she
was starting to find unbearable. As she watched me
wipe applesauce off Dominic's chin, help him down
from the highchair, and start preparations for yet
another meal, her eyes reflected not pity but raw,
naked wishing. And her next words startled me further.
"I wish | had someone to love and give myself to like
that," she said. "Sometimes I'm afraid my heart is going
to shrivel up."

| expected to feel relief at Veronique's woe -- after
all, her admissions amounted to foundational cracks in a
lifestyle | had lusted for with near idolatry. But instead |
felt only wonder and the spreading epiphany that

mothering -- that vocation | wore like a penitent's hair
shirt -- had spared me the tyranny, the terrible poverty,
of my unconstrained will. As | glimpsed the bleakness in
Veronique's life, | realized | never could have borne the
curse | had craved so long -- that of gaining the whole
world, only to lose my soul. In His all-seeing mercy, God
had eliminated for me the option of exclusive self-
service when | bore Dominic. As a wife and mother, my
heart might bleed, but | knew it would never shrivel,
pumped full as it was with the occupational hazards of
delight and terror, grief and compassion. When
Veronique left, | clutched my son to my breast and
wept with gratitude.

Henry Ward Beecher once wrote that children are
the hands by which we take hold of heaven. | first
inscribed that quote in Dominic's baby book, but it is
only now, nearly four years and an infant daughter
later, that | see it is simply a more palatable version of
Timothy 2:15. Through Veronique | realized that what |
once called heaven -- all that came from my own
stubborn choosing -- was the quintessence of hell
itself. Only children could roll away the stone from the
grave of self in which | lay and offer my soul rebirth.

Though | mostly struggle and stagger in my
vocation as mother, | do so rejoicing, knowing that God
will hold me through it, if only | continue with faith,
love, and holiness. This woman, at least, will be saved
by childbearing.

Marion Ferndndez-Cueto is a mother, freelance
journalist, and Catholic convert. She lives in Houston
with her husband Andrés and their two children.
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Our Crybaby Culture

Mark P. Shea | Classic
10/10/09

very couple of days it seems somebody falls

apart due to "insensitivity." The problem has

been buzzing around in our headlines for years.
We all remember back in January 1999 when a group of
Professionally Aggrieved Grievance Professionals came
unglued after David Howard, a white aide to Anthony
Williams, the black mayor of Washington, D.C., used the
word "niggardly" in reference to a budget. It mattered
not one iota that the word has absolutely no
etymological relationship with "nigger." (lt's of
Scandinavian origin and means "miserly" or "stingy.")
Letters were written; protests were mounted. Howard
himself bowed and scraped in abject remorse like a
Stalinist show-trial witness confessing to crimes against
the regime. Ten days later, Howard was sacked in a rite
of sacrificial appeasement to outraged sensitivity gods.
Only his own membership in an Approved Victim Group
saved him: It turned out that, as a homosexual, Howard
was himself backed up by an entire community of
Professionally Aggrieved Grievance Professionals with
their own deeply rooted sensitivities that likewise
demanded appeasement. The mayor therefore offered
Howard a chance to return to his position. Howard
refused but accepted another position with the mayor
instead.

Such tales are not isolated in our culture. One can
go on and on, if for no other reason than the sheer
amusement of the thing. A couple of years ago, for
instance, Southwest Airlines was hit with a lawsuit for
racial harassment. Their crime? They do not assign
seats. You simply pick a seat, and the plane takes off.
So, in the final prep for take-off, one of the flight
attendants came on the intercom and said, "Eenie

meenie minie mo, pick a seat, we gotta go." Two
African-American passengers naturally could not endure
this horrific assault on their exquisite sensitivities.

Lawsuit city.

Speaking of cities, Los Angeles issued a request to
all manufacturers of computers to cease referring to

"master" and "slave" units on their equipment after a
hurt soul filed a complaint. Numerous computer
manufacturers slavishly complied.

Fortunately, the hypersensitivity industry has also
pinpointed the deep wells of pain opened by the
Cleveland Indians and the Atlanta Braves. Particularly
offensive is the heart-breaking use of the "tomahawk
chop" by Braves fans. In other sensitivity news, Notre
Dame had to fend off charges from Irish Americans
doubled over in anguish by the torment they feel at
the label "Fighting Irish" and the Notre Dame mascot
(a leprechaun with his dukes up). The Notre Dame
Observer (March 23, 2006) had to answer these
charges by reaffirming offended Irish people in their
okayness and assuring them that the plucky little
leprechaun is "a celebration of the resiliency and
strength of the Irish people," symbolizing how "the
Irish have suffered through numerous hardships in
their history -- occupation by a foreign power, religious
discrimination, famine and overt racism here in the
United States have all been faced by the Irish people,
and yet they persevered to become one of the most
influential peoples in history." (Let me say that, as a
member of America's suffering Irish-American
community, | thank Notre Dame for drying my tears of
outrage. On behalf of the groaning legions of agonized
Irish in America, | forgive you, Notre Dame.)

Not everyone is similarly inclined to mercy,
however. Sometimes the tinder-dry sense of outrage
caused by our culture's gross insensitivity to practically
everything threatens to erupt in a conflagration of hurt
feelings. For instance, a couple of years ago a proposed
picnic to honor baseball Hall-of-Famer Jackie Robinson
led some 40 students at the University of Albany, State
University of New York, to protest that the word
"picnic" originally referred to the lynching of blacks. It
turned out the protestors were what the dominant
Europhallocentric Hegemony calls "wrong," since
"picnic" actually comes from a 17th-century French
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word for "social gathering in which each person brings a
different food." But the sensitivity professionals at
SUNY did not let stultifying categories of "right,"
"wrong," "ignorant," or "informed" get in the way of
their festival of emotional incontinence. The strained
feelings of offended black students were in such a pitch
that the university instead put out a memo asking all
student leaders to refrain from any use of the word
"picnic." Explained the Campus Affirmative Action
office, "Whether the claims are true or not, the point is
the word offended." Therefore, in publicity for the

event, the word "picnic" was changed to "outing."

However, the use of the word "outing" offended --
wait for it -- the gay community, so the event formerly
known as a picnic was ultimately publicized with no
noun to describe it.

Meanwhile, in the sphere of gender and
sex, terrible battles are being fought by another
gathering of the extremely sensitive. From the feminist
musicologist who recently announced that Beethoven's
Ninth Symphony was an expression of rape, to the
courageous Euro-feminists who suffer "because a man
standing up to urinate is deemed to be triumphing in his
masculinity, and by extension, degrading women," great
strides are being made. A feminist group at Stockholm
University recently sought to ban all urinals from
campus, following their removal from a Swedish
elementary school. Likewise, the word "history" was
banned a while back at Stockport College in
Manchester, England, because it contains the sharply
wounding syllable "his." And few can but admire the
Oscar-winning performance of Dr. Nancy Hopkins of
MIT who told the Boston Globe that she had to leave
the room or else she would have "either blacked out or
thrown up" after then-president of Harvard, Larry
Summers, suggested that there might be differences
between men and women in aptitude to the hard
sciences. Summers paid for this mild observation with

his professional life, of course.

Every once in a whilethere are collisions between
various aggrieved peoples, which make the suffering

they must endure all the more terrible. For instance, a
few years ago Native Americans in Washington State
(members of one of the highest-ranking Approved
Victim Groups) decided they wanted to revive the
ancient sacred mystical ancestral tradition of going out
in a power boat with echo locators and lots of high-tech
gear to kill a whale.

This presented the sensitive people in western
Washington with an apparently insoluble conundrum:
If the local media complained about the murder of our
cetacean brethren suckling at the breast of Gaia, they
would be imposing their Dead White European Male
Cultural Hegemony on the bleeding wounds of
suffering Native Americans! The depths of pain that
could well up in the Native American community
made strong editorial writers and TV pundits blanch
with terror. But if the Manufacturers of Culture in
Seattle media didn't complain, they would be letting
Free Willy die at the hands of evil predatory Homo
sapiens who have been raping Gaia for eons. The
high-pitched cry of pain from the Green Community
would be audible to our mammalian animal
companions for miles. We would once again have
failed to act while our Mother Earth was taken one
step closer to extinction by the defiling disease that is
humanity!

At last, after much deliberation in closed-door
sessions, the hierarchy of values was clarified by the
arbiters of correct sensitivity: Native Americans trump
Euro-Americans, but whales trump all humans.
Accordingly, media reports were filled with cries of
anguish from the Green Community on behalf of
outraged whales, but there was a moratorium on
reports about Native Americans outraged over
chardonnay-sipping Euro-American TV pundits telling
Native Americans how to run their lives. Instead, Euro-
American critics of Native American environmental
destruction would only be reviled for their cultural
imperialism and insensitivity when they were white
sports fishermen complaining that Indian gill netters
were indiscriminately denuding the rivers of all fish.
For as everyone knows, people who hunt and fish for

sport are a form of life lower than Neanderthals,
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murdering Mother Earth for the sheer pleasure of
killing. No one cares what they think. Problem solved.

Of course, religion is also a rich field for the
terminally sensitive. On a Beliefnet blog, for instance, a
reader complained about the horrors of insensitivity
that he must endure as a non-Christian in a religious
American culture:

Sure, | can tell people I'm not interested. But what if
| sit in my cubicle and have to read Bible verses all
day long because they are posted on my co-workers
[sic] cubicle? Or if every email | get at work is
encouraging me to accept Jesus? Or if people come
up to me on the street because | "look Jewish (or
Hindi or Muslim)" and [tell me] | should accept
Jesus?

Indeed, we have all known the nightmare of having to
look at a Bible verse on a coworker's desk. And who
among us can walk to the store or cinema without being
battered by a torrent of clamorous evangelists body-
blocking us on the sidewalks, e-mailing our Blackberries
and text-messaging us with threats of hell? One can
scarcely think for the din of Christianist agitprop in
which we swim, morning, noon, and night, 24/7. We
can only admire this man for his ability to keep his
sanity despite the non-stop assault on his extremely
sensitive nature.

This is not to say it doesn't cut both ways. Christians
are also capable of receiving non-existent insults as
blows to the solar plexus. In 2005, for instance, the
Bush White House sent out cards to thousands of
people wishing them a happy "holiday season." Oh the
humanity! Reaction from the pained in the Christian
community was swift and terrible, because, of course, if
a president of a secular nation -- acting in his office as
president -- doesn't single out Christians for greetings
during the holiday season, that can only mean that he
has joined the war on Christmas. It can't possibly mean
that he is president of all Americans and being
respectful to all Americans. In short, it can't mean that
he meant well. No, he was, with malice aforethought,
delivering a slap to the face of every Christian in the
Republic. The only response any true follower of the

Prince of Peace should have to this crushing blow to our
crucified feelings is a howl of outrage!

But American Christians and Jews heck, even
American unbelievers -- are still pikers in matters of
thin-skinned religious sensitivity. When it comes to
sheer childish inability to cope with a world not to their
liking, nobody does it like Muslims. As the Cartoon Riots
demonstrated, millions of Muslims combine a wondrous
inability to face the slightest criticism with a
completely un-ironic blindness to their own brutal
tendency to bully.

Oversensitive Christians and Jews have light years
to go before they can achieve the feats that the
Muslim world excels in on an almost daily basis. The
death toll from wandering mobs of enraged Christians
after the release of the Church-bashing Da Vinci
Code currently stands at a very disappointing
zero. The Passion of the Christwas likewise a
miserable failure, both in its inability to whip Christian
mobs into a frenzy of Jew-hating pogroms and its
inability to engender a murderous underclass of
embittered Jews burning down theaters or pinning
Jewish tracts to the dead body of Mel Gibson with a
knife. Likewise, the riots that did not break out and
the charred cities and dead bodies that did not trail in
the wake of Iran's display of Holocaust-mocking
cartoons stand as a testament to the inability of those
darn perfidious Jews to freak out every time
somebody looks at them with less-than-respectful
eyes.

Not that Islam's

offensitivity hasn't yielded real benefits for Muslims.

pioneering chutzpah in
For instance, a couple of years ago, Burger King cringed
with lickspittle apologies and withdrew an ice cream
confection from its menu after the lid of the dessert
offended a British Muslim. The man claimed the design
resembled the Arabic inscription for Allah, and
branded it sacrilegious, threatening a jihad. The
Muslim Council of Great Britain, instead of telling the
man to "get a life," patted Burger King on the head for
acting in obedience to the threat. Meanwhile, in
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America, the New York Times (which would not run the
Danish cartoons "out of respect for Muslim sensitivity")
runs images of Piss Christ and lectures Christians on art
appreciation.

Likewise, the British press tried recently to ban
images of pigs, lest Muslims be offended; while some
British schools also removed or restricted such "anti-
Muslim" children's books as The Three Little Pigs,
Charlotte's Web, Babe: The Sheep-pig, Cars and Trucks
and Things That Go, Olivia Saves the Circus, and Animal
Farm. This, while Arab television was running a series
based on the Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion.
And, of course, there were recent paroxysms of
outraged sensitivity over the presence of the cross on
the British flag: a cruel reminder of the sufferings of
Muslims during the Crusades (which the Muslims both
started and won).

Here in the United States, this peculiar willingness
to scrape before the sensitivities of the Professionally
Aggrieved has created a rich mulch of bureaucrats,
pundits, and various members of the Chattering Classes
who have shown themselves singularly well-disposed to
lick the hand of violent Muslim thugs in spaniel-like
obsequies even as they piddle on the floor in outrage
over the imminent imposition of theocracy at the hands
of some bogeyman compact of damp-handed bishops,
Evangelical soccer moms, gun-toting members of the
Hallelujah Bible Church of NASCAR, and a couple of
Republican Jews. Andrew Sullivan has made a second
career of seeing in "Christianists" precisely the same
danger to the Republic as that posed by Osama bin
Laden. Some Evangelical politician sends a letter to his
fellow believers asking for prayers for his campaign?
That is exactly the same thing as bin Laden's conviction
that God is on his side in his murderous war on every
American man, woman, and child.

This peculiar conviction that, "If you've seen one
Abrahamic religion, you've seen 'em all," also
apparently governs much of our policy in transportation
safety. Alloyed with our peculiar fear and shame over
the possibility of giving offense, it has yielded the
wondrous policy of acting as though absolutely

everybody is at equal risk of being a terrorist, just as, 20

years ago, grievance activists in the homosexual
community persuaded everyone we were all at equal
risk for AIDS.

This logic, however, turned out to be flawed since,
in actual fact, the AIDS virus is not a mugger or serial
killer, striking victims completely at random. Indeed, it
turns out that AIDS follows perfectly predictable and
knowable transmission vectors having to do with
certain behaviors. If you are a human being who does
not choose to swap bodily fluids indiscriminately, your
chances of getting AIDS are essentially zero. If you do
engage in that kind of behavior, you are at extremely
high risk for AIDS.

In much the same way, it turns out that not
everybody is at equal risk for being an Islamic terrorist.
Studies are well on the way to showing a strong
correlation between Muslim terrorists and a condition
known as "being Muslim." Though the data are still
being analyzed, it's probably not rash to say
that every Islamic terrorist is a Muslim, though of
course not all or even most Muslims are terrorists. But
given that the Muslim community does seem to be the
locus of the problem of Muslim terrorism, it would
seem prudent for security officials to focus their efforts
there and not spend a great deal of time scrutinizing
nuns, six-year-old farm boys, and Lutheran Bridge Club
members for their ties to al-Qaeda or similar Islamic
organizations.

Naturally, this suggestion is met with sharp cries of
pain from sensitive Muslims who protest the bitter
injustice of seeing the Muslim community as the
source of every act of Islamic terror in the world.
Surely the Amish, Model Railroading, or Origami
communities can share some of the blame for these
monsters. Must the focus be entirely on the Muslim
community, merely because 100 percent of all Muslim
terrorists hail from it? If this is not a shattering tragedy
of profiling, then what is?

Personally, | don't know how the Fedare going to
resolve the problems of searching high and low in
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order to avoid looking where the problem is. But in
the interest of everybody being a lot less miserable, |
think it would be good if we all studied a few tips on
how to become more insensitive.

1. Ask yourself, "Am | an idiot?" There are three
basic kinds of idiots: intellectual, emotional, and moral.
An intellectual idiot is too stupid to know or find out
what a word means. An emotional idiot is too stupid to
care what a word means if it stands between him and a
good temper tantrum. A moral idiot may be
intellectually and emotionally sound, yet still be willing
to sacrifice the happiness of others simply to file a
lawsuit on behalf of intellectual or emotional idiots who
don't know what, say, "picnic" or "niggardly" mean. If
you are any of these kinds of idiot, proceed immediately

to step two.

2. Consider the possibility that you just need to get
a life. Signs of this need include spending all day in a
sweat of irritation because religious people exist,
hallucinations that you are being raped by classical
music, constant convulsive outrage over words like
"history" and "master/slave" or '"outing," and a
gasping sense of oppression at the thought of urinals.

Wigging out over leprechauns and tomahawk chops is
another "get a life" indicator. Still other signs include
loss of sleep and anger-management issues over
presidential greeting cards, cartoons, ice cream lids,
and books with pigs in them. If these symptoms
persist, proceed to step three.

3. Grow up. Failure to grow up could result in
becoming a human toothache and constituting a
transmission vector for ulcers, psychological and
physiological ailments, and a whole host of complex
societal disorders including an overburdened diaper-
laundering industry.

4. Finally, find something useful to do with your
time, such as learning to laugh, particularly at yourself.
You'll be happier. So will the rest of us.

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

senior editor

article originally

appeared in the June 2007 issue of crisis Magazine.
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Todd M. Aglialoro | Classic
10/13/09
n that passage fronOrthodoxyso familiarthat it is
almost now cliché, G. K. Chesterton wrote that there
are a thousand angles at which a man may fall but
only one at which he stands. By this he argued for the
unique, enduring character of orthodox Church
doctrine, of the one, true, upstanding strand of Right
Teaching. Though the same tired heresies may reappear
to contest it -- mutated, renamed, warmed-over -- the
old, wild truth remains standing, "reeling but erect."

This well-worn lesson takes on a new freshness, |
think, when applied to the culture war. The wild truths
that inform Christian ethics -- our insistence on a moral
universe, on a real human nature with its own
teleology, on the transcendent significance of human
acts and human relationships -- also reel but remain
erect in the face of perennial challenges. We are not
gods. Moral truth is something we discover, not invent.
From the Garden of Eden to the Supreme Court of the
United States, we have fought the same battle under
different banners.

In what is probably the modern culture battle par
excellence, the fight against abortion, we see displayed
with perfect clarity the principle of a single upright truth
(that directly killing an unborn child is an evil and a
crime) being contested by a rotation of errors; taking
turns or working in tandem, passing in and out of
fashion, each seizing upon the vocabulary, events, and
moods of the cultural moment until the next comes
along to supplant it.

In some cases cultural developments render one of
them obsolete. In the years shortly after Roe v. Wade,
abortion debates inevitably featured three words the
pro-abortion side considered a trump card: "blob of
tissue." This factually empty but sound-bite-perfect
catchphrase made a great impact with its implication
that the fetus was roughly equivalent to a ball of snot.
Which put abortion about on par with picking your

nose: bad form, a messy affair that ought to be kept
private, but nothing to get overly excited about.

Of course, advances in the study of human
embryology, most notably the window to the womb
afforded by the sonogram, all but pulled the teeth from
the "blob of tissue" canard. The 1980 film The Silent
Scream, an ultrasound depiction of an abortion at
eleven weeks, provided a chilling, graphic look at
abortion's inner workings. And today, expectant
mothers keep pictures of their "blobs of tissue" on the
refrigerator. They make copies and stuff them into
Christmas cards.

So that particular line was no longer viable. But it
wouldn't be the last. More would follow, and we who
are engaged in the culture have surely heard most of
them. However, even for those who have heard them
all, I think it can be valuable to gather them up and
define them; to identify their originators, exemplars,
and champions; to understand their appeal; and to
consider how to counter them. Let us now look, then,
at five (a nice number, though by no means
exhaustive) of history's most insidious pro-abortion
arguments.

1. 'Don't Say the "A" word": NARAL

Names are important to propagandists. One could
hardly imagine, for example, Planned Parenthood
enjoying the status it does had it not in 1942 dropped
"American Birth Control League" in favor of its current
benevolent-sounding moniker. What if Greenpeace
had instead called itself "Vegan Freaks Against
Would
organization in the indulgently tolerant way it does

Ambergris"? society still look on that
today? Would Bono still play its benefit concerts?
There are some things we are just never meant to

know.
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A few years ago, in a calculated PR move, the
National Abortion Rights Action League (NARAL)
changed its name to NARAL Pro-Choice America.
Amazingly, the new name is even more cumbersome
than the old. "NARAL" juts out at the front like "Nokia"
before "Sugar Bowl." But this name change was not
about streamlining signage and business cards. It was
an attempt to deflect notice from the singular object of
NARAL's 30-plus years of existence -- unlimited access
to abortion-on-demand -- and toward broader, more
high-minded, and less gruesome concepts of gender
equality and personal self-determination. The change
was timed to coincide with a multimillion-dollar ad
campaign depicting the new-and-improved NARAL not
so much as an advocate of "abortion rights" as a
defender of women's suffrage, satellite TV, and 31
Flavors.

Semantic games have always been part of the
battle, of course. No one -- no one, mind you -- is "pro-

abortion." Folks are "pro-choice," "pro—reproductive
rights," or, slightly more courageously, "pro—abortion
rights." In each case, even the last, the emphasis is
steered away from the repugnant reality of abortion
itself -- a sure loser in focus groups time and time again.
Whenever we debate abortion or write a letter to the
editor, we engage in a struggle for the linguistic high

ground.

But NARAL's gambit takes things to a new level. By
all accounts, abortion's popularity is waning steadily.
Recent polls show high school and college students
reporting pro-life leanings in growing numbers. The pro-
life side's rare propaganda advantage in the partial-
birth abortion debate has riveted public attention with
clinically graphic descriptions of the violence abortion
inflicts on the unborn.

Clearly, the long-term survival strategy, from
NARAL's perspective, is to make the abortion debate
about anything but abortion.

It can be wearying sometimes, but the counter-strategy
is continually to return the debate to where it belongs:
the humanity of the unborn child and his right to life. It

may also be effective to ask just why abortion is so
repugnant to so many.

2. 'Personally Opposed, But...": Mario Cuomo

It is these days thoroughly engrained in abortion
discourse; its premises taken for granted and its logic
never questioned. It is all too common for a politician,
clergyman, or fellow parishioner to claim that he is
"personally opposed" to abortion but wouldn't dream
of "imposing" that opinion on a public with diverse
religious and ethical beliefs -- and then sit back, secure
in the feeling that his is an ironclad position.

Yet this line about being "personally opposed,
but..." has only the appearance of reasonableness,
acquired through sheer repetition. It also fits perfectly
in a society valuing tolerance above all other virtues,
conflict-avoidance over tackling unpleasant truths.

Some might trace this attitude back to John F.
Kennedy, who as the price of the presidency swore
that he would not let his Romish religious convictions
dictate his politics. And if you want to point to JFK as a
kind of spiritual grandfather to the "personally
opposed, but..." position, you'll get no argument from
me. But in its full form it must be credited not to
Kennedy but to the former governor of New York,
Mario Cuomo.

In a 1984 speech at the University of Notre Dame
(at the invitation of the notorious Rev. Richard
McBrien) titled "Religious Belief and Public Morality,"
Cuomo laid out the basic premises of the "personally
opposed, but.." line, by way of reconciling his soi-
disant devout Catholicism with his political support for
abortion-on-demand. Skillfully equivocating Catholic
teaching on abortion with Catholic teaching on
contraception and divorce, as well as a presumed
Catholic perspective toward nuclear weapons, he asks,
would it be right for a Catholic to make (or sign) laws
forbidding divorce? Withholding state funds for
contraception? Instituting a unilateral nuclear freeze?
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"Should | argue," he asks, "to make my religious
value your morality? My rule of conduct your
limitation?" Clearly not, is his conclusion. Not, absent a
democratic consensus, in a society of varied and
sometimes flatly contradictory moral values, a society in
which even the collective voice of Christianity is not
monolithic on issues but fractured and sectarian. Not,
he notes, when "there is no Church teaching that
mandates the best political course for making our belief
everyone's rule, for spreading this part of our
Catholicism."

The forceful case made by Cuomo in his speech (he
qguotes for support, in places, Michael Novak and even
Pope John Paul II; the whole thing makes for fascinating
reading) touches only on the context of politics, and
mostly from the politician's perspective. But its spirit
has crept out of the corridors of power into general
society. It is the spirit that makes the saying "If you
don't like abortion, don't have one" sound to some ears
like a devastating rejoinder. The spirit that gives rise to
slogans like "You can't legislate morality," when in fact
the morality that protects human rights and thus the
common good is the first and best thing worth
legislating.

It is also the spirit that animates our next argument.

3. 'Safe, Legal, and Rare": Bill Clinton

Among politicians only Bill Clinton could devise a line
like this,
triangulating liberal abortion-on-demand orthodoxy
with Middle America's broad-based distaste for the
practice. Ultimately nonsensical yet somehow familiar

during his 1996 campaign, brilliantly

and reassuring, like a couplet from Dr. Seuss, this buzz
phrase became an instant and enduring success, for two
reasons.

First, it validated the internal conflict that the
majority of Americans were (and still are) experiencing
over the abortion question. They were conscious of a
natural sense of revulsion toward abortion itself, yet
unwilling for whatever reason to sign on whole-hog
with the pro-lifers. Clinton let them know that he felt

their pain and that his administration's policy would
include a subtle nod toward the general feeling that
abortion is a Bad Thing (which ought to be "rare") but
would not place restrictions on its availability ("legal")
that might send women to back alleys ("safe"). Thus he
accomplished an unprecedented political feat: co-
opting the vaguely antiabortion sentiments of the
masses and mollifying the blood lust of the radical pro-
abort left with one simple statement.

"Safe, legal, and rare" also subtly but definitely
realigned the terms of the abortion debate. No longer
would the question center on whether the aborted
fetus was a blob or a baby; no longer would it be
necessary to make tortured distinctions between
public and private morality. In the first place, safety
and legality are conservative concepts, not radical
ones. Now the pro-choicer could consider himself a
guardian of the status quo-an American tradition,
even. In the second place, with the word "rare," the
focus shifted away from abortion itself (which we now
presumed to be beyond debate) and toward abortion's
presumptive root causes. The abortion issue was now
really a healthcare or poverty or education issue --
right in the liberal Democrats' wheelhouse.

To be truly pro-life, they could argue, meant to
"get over this love affair with the fetus" (as former
Surgeon General Jocelyn Elders put it, with typical
elegance) and instead pay attention to alleviating the
conditions that led women to get abortions in the first
place. Implied here, of course, is a kind of false
dichotomy: The qualities of justice and mercy are not
strained, nor must the interests of the mother and
unborn child be necessarily set at odds. But the
argument worked by playing into multiple stereotypes:
pro-lifers as single-issue fanatics, misogynists, icy-
hearted grinches. And it allowed politicians to spin
abortion questions into Great Society sermonettes.

Pro-abortionists' next major tack would ratchet to
a new level the lip-biting empathy invoked by "safe,
legal, and rare" and that slogan's tacit admission of
abortion's unpleasantness. But at the same time, it
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would rebuke the Clintonian strategy of ignoring or
spinning away from the question of abortion itself.

4. 'Embrace the Guilt: Naomi Wolf

Feminist-at-large Naomi Wolf is perhaps best known for
her work as a consultant to Al Gore's presidential
campaign in 1999-2000. Charged with creating, ex
nihilo, a personality for the vice president that would
play better with women voters, Wolf devised the "alpha
male" strategy, which began with Gore donning earth
tones and lumberjack duds and ended (mercifully) with
his PG-13 smooch of Mrs. Gore on convention night. In
years previous, Wolf had been credited with identifying
the "soccer mom" constituency while advising Clinton's
reelection bid and caused numerous stirs with her
books and publications on gender conflict and female
sexual "liberation."

But in an earlier writing -- an article for The New
Republic in 1995 -- she caused quite a different kind of
stir. In it she claimed that her recent firsthand
experience of pregnancy and childbirth had given her a
new perspective on the abortion debate, a perspective
she believed her fellow feminist pro-choicers needed to
hear and act on.

In "Our Bodies, Our Souls," Wolf called for "a radical
shift in the pro-choice movement's rhetoric and
consciousness about abortion." Self-deluded by their
long practice of dehumanizing the unborn (what she
termed "the fetus-is-nothing paradigm of the pro-
choice movement"), pro-choicers, she argued, were
falling dangerously out of touch with the reality of
abortion and women's experiences with it. In order to
avert the loss of credibility and thus political influence
the abortion movement would suffer thereby (although
to her credit, Wolf also cited the need simply "to be
faithful to the truth"), she asserted the "need to
contextualize the fight to defend abortion rights within
a moral framework that admits that the death of a fetus
is a real death."

This remarkable essay is liable to engender, in the
pro-life observer, the same kind of cognitive dissonance

that "safe, legal, and rare" does. In it Wolf admits
bluntly that the fetus is a live human being with a
certain value and that abortion undoubtedly kills that
human being. She laments the prevalence of casual, "'l
don't know what came over me; it was such good
Chardonnay' abortions." She insists that abortion calls
for a period of "mourning" and recommends spiritual
"mending" ceremonies for women who abort, for vigils
outside abortion clinics "commemorating and saying
goodbye to the dead."

Yet her practical aim all along is to help other pro-
abortionists develop a better strategy for keeping
abortion legal.

Wolf avoids adopting conventional pro-life
convictions by assigning the significance of the guilt
and blood and killing to interior categories only. "If |
found myself in circumstances in which | had to make
the terrible decision to end this life," she writes, "then
that would be between myself and God." For the
unhappily pregnant woman, oppressed by patriarchal
society and burdened by this fellow-victim inside her
womb, abortion is not a social injustice but a personal
"failure"; an evil to be borne and acknowledged and

slowly atoned for.

For its frank admission (and thus diffusion) of the
evidence that abortion kills a living human being, and
its conclusion that this evidence doesn't logically
require prohibition of abortion -- and in fact may even
lend its perpetrators a certain tragic nobility -- Wolf's
argument is a powerful one. Its effects live on in every
pro-choice apologist who tries to imbue his position
with moral gravity -- or, as with our next case, in those
who invoke the name of God.

5. 'Pro-Faith, PreFamily, PreChoice". The Religious
Coalition for Reproductive Choice

Some abortion advocates pick up Wolf's ball and run
even farther with it. For some, God might be not
merely patiently tolerant, even sympathetic, toward
this business of feticide; He may in fact positively

endorse it, as the exercise of a mature and devout
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conscience. For sure, the landscape is dotted with
liberal churches and associations of them, each self-
defined as "pro-choice." But the biggest and best
organizational representation of the religious pro-
abortion folk can be found within the Religious Coalition
for Reproductive Choice (RCRC), Planned Parenthood's
collar-and-chasuble lackey.

Beginning with the assertion that "most people of
faith are pro-choice because of their religious beliefs,
not in spite of them," the RCRC attempts to build a case
for abortion on both sectarian and interreligious
principles. First, compassion: "People who follow
Jesus... should bring healing and wholeness to those in
distress," claims one of the canned sermons the group
offers as a resource. This means not forcing them into
back alleys for their "healing" abortions and not
forbidding them to opt out of the life-threatening
ordeal of childbirth. Of course, there's good ol' freedom
of conscience, too. Didn't Jesus "emphasize the moral
agency of each person"? By this He compels us to
believe that a woman's "life, health, and freedom... are
more important than the potential life in her womb."

Not convinced? Then there's the cleanup issue:
religious freedom. Church and state are separated in
this country; without this separation we would be in
danger of losing the freedom to believe and worship
freely. "And at the center of religious freedom is
keeping the government out of personal moral
decisions such as terminating a pregnancy."

This rather bald assertion is a kissing cousin to the
"libertarian" pro-abortion argument one is beginning to
hear more frequently (which | do not treat fully here
due to space limitations): According to this argument,
whether "the
government" has the right to interfere with personal

the whole question hinges on
medical decisions. Here the RCRC simply substitutes

"moral" or ‘"religious" for "medical." The
antiabortionist's affront is not to the presumed
sacrosanctity of medicine but to the cherished
American ideal of religious liberty, of which the right to

an abortion has apparently become iconic.

One could spend a great deal of time
deconstructing the RCRC -- its sophistic mastery of
religious vocabulary and concepts; its historical place in
the disintegration of American mainline Protestantism;
its clever self-positioning as an "equal but opposite"
voice in the abortion debate and thus its successful bid
to neutralize the natural advantage the pro-life side

enjoys in religious contexts.

But | will make just one other observation: It's the
pro-abortion side that always wants to turn this into a
religious issue. Sure, there's no shortage of biblical
positivist pro-lifers, but by and large, the pro-life side
would like to frame the debate in social-justice terms.
One needn't be a Christian to oppose murder or to
look at a sonogram. Conversely the pro-abortionists
need desperately to paint the issue as a struggle
against religious zealotry.

To these folks it is always an effective -- and
unexpected -- rejoinder to ask that they stop talking
about God so much.

Wesley Clark and the Eclipse of Reason

There may be a thousand angles at which a man can
fall and an equal number of ways to justify killing the
unborn, yet all pro-abortion arguments really boil
down to one root fallacy. General Wesley Clark, once a
pretender to the 2004 Democratic presidential
nomination, expressed it quite well to a New
Hampshire newspaper that year. Keen to display his
abortion credentials (having entered the race too late
to attend the NARAL fund-raiser at which the other
candidates had already pledged their
obeisance), Clark claimed to oppose all restrictions to

major

abortion, up to the point of complete delivery. After
fumbling for a moment with a follow-up question
about where life begins, he replied, "Life begins with a
mother's decision."

Here we have a philosophical phenomenon aptly
summarized by the title of Bernard Nathanson's
second film, The Eclipse of Reason. Here we have
nothing less than a fundamental crisis of being at the
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heart of our culture: a legal and societal status quo
wherein a person is defined (and thus has rights
apportioned to him) not by what he is but by how
another person feels about him. This has been
underscored in the debate over the Unborn Victims of
Violence Act. If "life begins with a mother's decision,"
kill a pregnant woman on the way to an abortion clinic
and you've committed one murder; kill a pregnant
woman on the way to buy baby clothes and you've
committed two.

The human mind can barely contain such a violent
conflict of premises, forced together against the laws of

nature and reason like identical poles of powerful
magnets. How much more can the national soul contain
it?

Todd M. Aglialoro is the editor-in-chief for St. Benedict
Press/TAN Books and a columnist and blogger for
InsideCatholic.com. This article originally appeared in
the March 2004 issue of crisis Magazine.
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Crumbling Foundations: Why the Family is Crucial to Civilization

Michael Novak | Classic
10/15/09

believe it was Alva Myrdal who once commented

that the two great sociological interests of the last

two centuries have been the nation-state and the
individual. Why? Because they were two new social
realities that differentiate modernity from earlier
periods. As a consequence, the family was seriously
neglected in social analysis for several generations.
Myrdal wrote Nation and Family to begin redressing
that deficiency -- and for its American edition (1968),
Daniel Patrick Moynihan wrote the introduction, in the
hope that American scholars might regain knowledge of
the important role of the family between the nation and
the individual.

In fact, in To Empower People, an important little
book published almost a decade later (1977), Peter L.
Berger and Richard John Neuhaus launched an entire
intellectual movement around the idea of "mediating
structures," including the family, intending by that
name those crucial social institutions that stand
between the vulnerable individual, and the huge,
almost omnipotent (although less than fully competent)
nation-state. Their implicit challenge to America's
political parties was that the social treasures on which
the future would be founded lay in this neglected
territory of mediating institutions. The party that would
get there first would dominate the future, as the New
Deal had dominated the past half century. The
expectation of many -- including myself -- was that the
Democrats would do so. In the event, by about 1992 the
Democrats seemed to have chosen to become
conservative, to protect their gains during the New
Deal. Meanwhile, conservatives (or at least the
neoconservatives) seemed to have become the social
radicals, trying to imagine new and better ways to help
the poor, by way of helping families.

Between the 1930s and the 1970s, faced with an
undeniable social crisis, the Republican response --
roughly speaking -- was to seek a solution by turning to
the individual. Republicans liked the image of "the

rugged individual": the Marlboro man. Ronald Reagan in
a checked woolen shirt splitting wood or riding
horseback. By contrast, faced with the same social
problem, Democrats sought the solution by proposing a
new government program. Democrats loved the image
of the fighting district attorney, coat jacket over his
shoulder, striding up the steps of City Hall. Mayors
who "give a damn." Their motto seemed to be: The

city, the state, the nation is here to help you.

In looser images still, the Republicans long had the
reputation of being strict and stingy daddies while the
Democrats were caring, almost feminine. The rugged
individual over and against the caring state. It was
easier to picture the Democrats as moral and
compassionate. The sense that morality is strict and
self-denying was no longer considered attractive -- not
to the news media, nor to the businesses that wooed
consumers to spend more freely. The age of mommy
triumphed over the bygone days of daddy. Compassion
beat fiscal rectitude almost every time. Thus the quip
arose among the cynical Joseph Pucketts in our midst:
"Th' fella that said 'Patriotism is the last refuge of
possibilities o

scoundrels' overlooked th'

compassion."

The Family Returns

The curious feature of that prolonged turn in American
politics, the victorious turn toward compassion and its
chief vehicle, the nation-state, is that it neglected the
original institution that formed the first human
experiences of compassion (and even of intimate love
and trust): the family. Nonetheless, in sepia memory,
the family continued to provide the cherished image of
a mother lovingly holding her infant to her breast,
while reading aloud to another in her lap. The power
of this residual image arose from the fact that the first
and formative human experience for most individuals
is the unconditional love in a mother's eyes during the
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whole first year after birth. That is where we first
experience trust, love, and safety.

Against the relatively colder, bureaucratic world of
the welfare state, that earlier appeal of the family,
after decades of neglect, was bound to come roaring
back. As Myrdal, Moynihan, Berger, Neuhaus, and
growing legions of scholars were beginning to point
out, the institution of the family had better return, or
the fabric of civil society would not hold. National
societies are necessarily built upon habits of social
trust, personal responsibility, hard work, compassion,
and social cooperation. When the family does its
proper work, such habits of self-policing, self-
governing young citizens, and others more
economically directed, are found in abundance. Such
persons don't really need much from a Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare (as it then was called).
But when the family fails, and is not training up such
young people by the millions, not all the government's
legions can put the necessary habits back together
again. The upshot is this: A citizenry that cannot
govern its personal behavior in its private life can
hardly be expected to be successful in self-government
in its public life (as James Madison warned generations
ago). And the family is the first, original, and only truly
successful teacher of self-government during a child's

tender years.

To put it plainly, a people that cannot govern its
private life is a people in need of an expansive police
force -- a state in which people must act in self-defense
and must refuse to trust others until their behavior
warrants trust. Such a place is less a free society and
more a gated one.

The High Cost of Neglect

As White House Counselor on Domestic Policy,
Moynihan sent a memo to the president in 1965 on the
role of the family in welfare policy, with particular
reference to the black family. His point was that the
number and the percentage of black babies born out of
wedlock had risen rapidly and was still rising, and that

this circumstance correlated with continued poverty
and other social drawbacks, relative to children in two-
parent families. This memo set off a storm in the press,
and at least one black leader -- the distinguished
Kenneth Clark -- who had earlier made the same point
in public, when arguing for greater assistance to blacks,
now denounced Moynihan for saying the same thing.
The abuse heaped on Moynihan for saying in public, and
at the White House, what other social scientists well
knew, chilled discussion -- not only of the black family,
but of the family, period -- for at least another decade.
Those of us old enough to remember retain powerful
memories of that enforced neglect. (That episode may
well have marked the beginning of "political
correctness.")

Meanwhile, the great welfare reform that John F.
Kennedy had launched in 1962 with much fanfare --
claiming that public policy "must contribute to the
attack on dependence, family breakdown, illegitimacy"
-- had effects exactly the opposite of what he hoped.
Twenty years later, the statistical reports on the state
of the American family looked something like this:

 In 1985, 34 percent of all female-headed
families were below the poverty line, and this
group constituted the fastest-growing segment
of the poor.

 In 1985, only half of black, female-headed
families were above the poverty line.

 Among the 7 million children on Aid to
Families with Dependent Children in 1983, 46
percent had been born out of wedlock.

 The unemployment rate of young black males
ages 20 to 24 more than doubled between
1965 and 1985, rising from just over 9 percent
to 23 percent.

Setting moral judgments aside, the growing rate of
single female-headed families had extremely negative
social costs, as Moynihan had predicted. For instance,
children born out of wedlock were more likely to be
born with low birth weight, face other serious health
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disabilities, drop out of school, become involved in
crime, and in their turn also have children out of
wedlock. There was in such patterns the formation of
an unfortunately named "underclass," in the sense that
for the first time in history a sizable group of Americans
-- largely situated in the center of dynamic cities --
seemed mired in poverty and social dysfunction. And
the subject of almost unprecedented proportions of
children out of wedlock -- or more accurately, of the
widespread abandonment of women with young
children by the fathers -- could hardly be talked about
without invoking social retribution.

By 1983, however, there were more out-of-wedlock
births in white families than in black families (371,000
illegitimate white births to 341,000 illegitimate black
births). Slowly the stigma began to lift. The subject
could now be more freely discussed in public, without
reflecting invidiously on the black population.

The Seminar on Family and Welfare (1986),
composed of a bipartisan group of scholars with
eminence in their fields, reached three powerful
conclusions, and made almost 60 practical
recommendations designed to alter costly trend lines.
The three most significant conclusions, powerfully
supported by the statistical data, were expressed in this
form: A couple has a 93 percent chance of escaping
from poverty if it does these three things: (1) gets
married and -- even if not on the first try -- stays
married; (2) completes high school; and (3) maintains at
least one partner working full time for at least 50 weeks

a year, even at minimum wage.

The seminar was clearly onto something. In 1964,
when the "war on poverty" began, the number of the
poor living alone as individuals was 5 million, while the
number of the poor living in families was almost 31
million. In other words, to tackle poverty it would seem
far more effective to help a family move out of poverty
-- thus moving two, three, or more persons at once --
than to aim solely at the individual.

Part of the creative originality of The New
Consensus on Family and Welfare was to propose
positive solutions by pointing to factors that might have

a strong influence on altering the more costly
downward trends and pointing them in an upward
trajectory. Leaders in both houses of Congress, as well
as the White House, expressed their surprise and their
agreement with many of the proposals, particularly
those on attacking poverty by addressing family
breakdown. They showed a willingness to face the role
of welfare programs in perpetuating much of what
President Kennedy had intended to diminish.

Less than a decade later, under President Bill
Clinton, the new Welfare Reform Act of 1995 put into
place a number of the key reforms suggested by the
same Seminar on Family and Welfare. Interestingly,
nearly a decade later, the trend lines on a number of
the key indices mentioned above had been altered for
the better, at least modestly. For example, by 2004 the
total number of families on welfare had dropped by
nearly half (from almost 4 million in 1997 to 2 million in
2004). Also, the role of absent fathers -- that is, of
children being born and raised out of wedlock -- in the
incidence of poverty became even more starkly clear in
the fact that fewer than 2 percent of the 2 million
families (33,800) whose poverty qualified them for
welfare were two-parent families. Moreover, other
social indicators such as teenage births, out-of-wedlock
births, abortions, drug use, crime, and several others
had also turned in more positive directions.

Naturally, looking at poverty through the lens of
statistical reports leaves unaddressed some of the
internal dimensions of family life, as compared with
life as an individual. In addressing the question of the
family in relation to the national economy, and in
particular in relation to small business companies, it is
precisely to these more "internal" dimensions that we
must now turn. To grasp the full national costs -- both
human and financial -- of the neglect of the family, it
was necessary to study national statistics. But to grasp
the positive strengths that healthy families provide to
the national economy, and that family firms add to
individual families, it is necessary to employ other
methods of analysis as well.
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How the Family Increases Social Capital

Many years ago my wife and | went out for a quick
dinner to a new pizza parlor that had opened near our
home on Long Island. While eating, | chanced to ask the
new proprietor -- who was barely in his 20s -- how he
had the nerve to open a new place when there were
already at least four competitive establishments along
that same street. "Not to worry," he told me. He was
already putting out bids for expanding at the present
location.

"But how did you know what to do to open a new
business? | wouldn't have the faintest idea where to
begin."

"Easy," he said. "I been workin' in my father's
restaurant ever since | was seven, and by eleven | knew
how to take inventory myself, and to order practically
everything in the place, including new equipment for
the kitchen -- the whole works. My idea is to own ten or
eleven of these, by the time I'm 37 or so, and then
retire. Probably to Florida," he grinned.

This was my first real grasp of the concrete
dimensions of human capital. Through his family, this
kid had more knowledge about the restaurant business
in his little finger than | ever dreamed of. This was his
turf. His métier. His inheritance. He had the knowledge
in his head and hands -- living experience. For him,
opening a new restaurant was like breathing. Given
what he knew, success was a matter of a little luck, but
also of just waiting for the right time to make the moves
that were already roughed out in his mind. No doubt,
life would knock him around a bit. But still, he was quite
advantaged.

It is one thing to meet "human capital" as a subject
in books. It is another to find so much of it embodied in
a single person, particularly one so young. In fact, one
of the aspects | have most admired in Gary Becker's
reflections in Human Capital is the rich concrete texture
to which he skillfully points. Becker shows how even the
habit of going to a concert with the family gives the
young a form of social capital that provides them much

satisfaction later in life, and how lack of learning such
appreciation early can be cause for later regret.

One thing an intact family in the home teaches is
how to trust others, and how to generate trust. It also
teaches some remarkable degree of love, patience,
overcoming anger and hurt at each other's faults,
forgiveness, plodding through rough spots, coping with
human faults and glaring weaknesses, and other lessons
in human wisdom that can overcome much adversity.
Rare is the family that does not deal with serious illness,
incapacity, tragic accidents, huge human failings,
disease, and other sufferings the flesh is heir to. And
so one also learns a lot about endurance. The
superficially smiling "happy" family of commercialdom
may be a falsehood. But the family that learns
happiness through suffering together is fairly common.

In Democracy in America, Tocqueville remarks on
how the fidelity of husbands and wives in America
breeds a degree of social trust on which the republican
polity can begin to thrive. At least one sociologist has
pointed out the damage that polygamy does to Arab
societies -- where it is still practiced -- through the
multiple rivalries to which it gives rise at many
different levels of the social structure. Adam Smith, as
Sam Gregg has pointed out, well understood that the
butcher endures the blood upon his hands, and the
baker the heat of his ovens, not solely from a self-
interest narrowly construed, but because of their
duties to their families. It is well-known in empirical
literature that being married and having a family
ordinarily makes a man a better and more productive
economic agent than when he was single. In the so-
called monogamous bourgeois family structure, family
ties become a powerful social motivator -- ties not just
of duty, but also of love and dreams about the future.
Whatever may be true for other states and forms of
life, it is not true for the married monogamous family
with children that "in the long run, we are all dead." To
the contrary, such families live for the long run, plan
for it, work toward it. The family is a very powerful
engine of economic development.

When | was younger, | noted often that in the
larger extended family, even among the working class,
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useful economic skills of varying sorts could be drawn
upon by everyone else -- one uncle fixed roofs, one was
in the auto business, another was a lawyer, two or three
relatives were teachers, someone else was a carpenter
or electrician, and so forth. The skills of all could be
drawn upon by others in urgent need, either of actual
help or at least of money-saving advice and counsel. |
used to think of this as a kind of family socialism -- the
skills of one meeting the needs of others, apart from
purely commercial transactions. Incidentally, this fact
meant that certain kinds of political knowledge were
also widely dispersed, and that political arguments
would be informed -- often heatedly so -- by family
members in widely differing economic circumstances.
People who held the opposite views were often within
one's own family, not just "others" outside the family.

Such informal kinds of knowledge, picked up simply
by living and being aware, are not the only kind of
capital learned in the family. Harder financial realities
are also affected. It was not so obvious to me when |
was younger as it came to be in later years, but the
ownership of a business within a family can be a
significant source of wealth quite apart from one's
income stream. The capital represented by the firm may
in itself be a powerful long-run resource.

Another experience made this clearer to me than
ever before. Taking a taxi from LaGuardia Airport to
Yale University one day, | got to talking with the driver,
a man of many years, who eventually told me that he
had come to New Haven as an immigrant and ended up
buying a car to drive people, for a fee, between New
Haven and the New York airports. Soon he bought
another car, then another, and eventually owned a fleet
of more than 55 taxis, limos, and sedans. He had just
sold the business for some several million dollars, he
told me. The substantial capital this son of immigrants
had amassed, not just his income stream, was
impressive -- yet he was still driving his cab. Alas, his son

was not interested in taking over the business.

The skills involved in running the firm and managing
it may (or may not) come to be passed on to sons and
daughters. But habits of home ownership, higher

education, and the advantages of special social

experiences are likely to flow from the firm's
accumulated resources. As seemed to have happened in
this case, the children may then choose to go off in a
different direction. In later generations, new habits of
moral bearing, judgment, leadership, and emotional
style may in some cases be learned. In older families,
these may simply be passed on by the special
cultivation that is added to good birth. Skills in investing
and managing one's resources may be taught at a
relatively early age. Manners may also be fairly carefully
coached. Such advantages can be, and often are,
surpassed by other youths, less advantaged by birth

and upbringing, but hungrier and more attentive to

hard These

advantages may be developed, or squandered, as the

realities. But they are advantages.

case may be.

The sound habits youths learn become themselves
a form of social capital on which family firms draw in
later generations. These may be moral and intellectual
habits, but also some of the special economic skills and
the graces in human relations on which any firm
depends. But the nourishing longevity of the firm also
brings special learning to the children born into it. The
exchange of economic values flows both ways.

If Demography Is Destiny...

It has recently become apparent that the project of
modernity -- in allowing the family to suffer a dramatic
eclipse -- has taken a fatal turn toward self-extinction.
That fate seems fairly sure in the most reliable
prognoses for Europe over the next 50 years. Deeply
cutting trends in demography take more than one
generation to turn around. And it now seems clear that
in Europe human reproduction has fallen to such a low
level in the last three generations that its population is
now upon a sharp decline. Set aside the generation
that suffered the immense losses of something like
100 million lives during the war years. The following
generations -- excepting a brief baby boom just after
that war -- have not been having enough children even
to replace themselves, despite being the wealthiest
and freest generation in European history. Europe's
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population, therefore, is on a steep decline. A
generation from now, some nations will be almost one-
third less populous than at present. Such declining birth
rates are fatal to the welfare state -- doubly so in a time
when the elderly live far longer -- and the medical care
they require is far more sophisticated and expensive.
The only major group in Europe still producing at birth
rates guaranteeing future growth is the already
substantial Muslim minority, especially in France,
Germany, and the Lowlands.

In the United States, although the figures are
somewhat less dire, the general pattern is not entirely
dissimilar... except for one thing. The American
population is notoriously more religious than the deeply
secularized Europeans. In the United States, people of
faith are continuing to have children, and above the
replacement rate. In a past article (Foreign Policy,
March/April 2006), Phillip Longman revealed that,
among baby-boomer women who have had children,
more than 25 percent of all babies are born to that 11
percent of women who have had four or more children.
By contrast, other groups of adult Americans are not
having children at replacement levels. The 17.4 percent
of baby boomers who have had only one child account
for only 7.8 percent of the children who are filling out
the next generation. Secular Americans, feminists, and
gays are among those having the least number of
children. This stands to reason, since these groups have
most clearly separated human sexual activity from
generativity, even in theory. Sharpening the partisan
point of the data, "Among states that voted for
President George W. Bush in 2004, fertility rates are 12
percent higher than in states that voted for Sen. John
Kerry." The 43 million Americans aborted since 1973
also appear to have contributed substantially to the
notable demographic shift from left to right in the
American polity.

Thus, on this front, too, we see the importance of
the family to our common life, not only in economic
vitality but also in political direction. Furthermore, the
future of the welfare state depends mightily on the
newer generations outnumbering their predecessors. If
the number of the young should shrink through

declining birthrates, while the number of the elderly
should increase through greater longevity -- and should
their medical care become ever more expensive -- social
disaster lurks around the corner.

A New Approach?

For my own part, | advocate a new approach that | call
universal family capital. It consists of accumulating
capital packages for every single family in the nation
(and eventually universally). Whereas the 20th century

pivoted on the dream of redistributing income through

the agency of the state -- a project which in the end

failed -- the 21st century ought to turn in a new

direction. It ought to aim at shaping a regime of

universal family capital. Suppose, for instance, that the

government were to legislate that every income earner

must set aside 9 percent of all income (or some such

low practical number) into two funds, one for old-age

assistance and one for medical expenses. Each such

fund would be vested in the name of the individual

contributor, and wholly owned by him or her.

Under this new regimen, the vast bulk of social
insurance would be privately owned and privately
invested. However, there are no doubt some persons
who would prefer that the government manage their
funds in something like the present system, and there
are some who are alone and unable to earn income.
For both groups, some portion of social insurance
might still be managed by -- or even owned by -- the
federal government. All told, though, the huge
bureaucracy of Social Security and Medicare could be
much smaller than it now is, at great social savings.

Similarly, individual persons would own their own
pension and medical insurance funds, and invest them
either in the market or in government-guaranteed
savings vehicles (or in some combination of the two).
The government might even designate ten or twelve
funds as particularly safe investments. The main point
is that these capital funds would now remain in
the family, as capital funds that could be handed on by
inheritance from one generation to the next. The
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family would accrue new responsibilities and inherit
new possibilities.

If it is correct that a major reason for the weakening
of the family in recent generations is the expropriation
of many of its key functions by the state, then a regime
of universal family capital would be a major step in the
direction of the reappropriation by the family of its own
proper powers and responsibilities. In a parallel fashion,
home ownership ought also to be protected,
encouraged, and even facilitated -- much as Lincoln's
Homestead Act and the Morrill Land-Grant Colleges Act
were wise uses of government to empower citizens for

their own development.

The role of a strong, wise, and inventive
government is a very important one. Nevertheless, a

still more central and dynamic role in the free society --

both in its economy and in its politics of self-
government -- is played by the family. If the family unit
is allowed to fade into eclipse, it may well prove fatal to
our civilization.

Michael Novak is the George Frederick Jewett chair in
religion, philosophy, and public policy at the American
Enterprise Institute. This article is adapted from a paper
presented at a conference hosted by the Witherspoon
Institute at Princeton University and originally

appeared in the December 2006 issue of Ccrisis

Magazine.
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