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USCCB Partners an Effort to Investigate Rush Limbaugh's 'Hate

Speech’
Deal W. Hudson | Column
10/26/09

n an important article for theAmerican Spectatqr
Jeffrey Lord describes the effort of "So We Might
See" -- "a national inter-faith coalition for media
justice," according to its Web site -- to force a Federal
Commission

Communications investigation of

conservative talk radio host Rush Limbaugh.

The organization's petition to FCC chairman Julius

Genachowski and the assistant secretary for
communications and information, Larry E. Strickling,
specifically accuses Limbaugh of causing the June 2006
beating of two Mexican men by four teenagers in Rocky
Point, New York. "This incident occurred after radio talk
show host Rush Limbaugh called Mexican immigrants,
regardless of legal status, 'a renegade, potential crime

element that is unwilling to work."

So We Might See regards Limbaugh's words as an
example of "hate speech" that led to violence. But
Limbaugh is not the only talk radio host considered
dangerous. In his article, Lord notes that Glenn Beck,
Michael Savage, and Lou Dobbs are also singled out in
an e-mail from So We Might See staffer Rev. Ben Guess,
a United Church of Christ minister.

Several religious groups are listed as "principal
partners" in the interfaith coalition of So We Might See,
including the National Council of Churches, Islamic
Society of North America, Presbyterian News Service,
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, Christian
Church (Disciples of Christ) -- and the Office of
Communications for the United States Conference of
Catholic Bishops.

That the USCCB is supporting an FCC investigation
of Limbaugh and presumably the other talk radio hosts
mentioned by Reverend Guess caught me by surprise.
As | reported last week, the bishops took no position on
the hate crimes legislation recently passed by Congress.

That legislation -- concerned specifically with violence
against lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgendered
persons -- could have a "chilling effect on religious
speech," according to Catholic League president Bill
Donohue and other religious leaders.

One can only conclude that the USCCB is more
concerned about the purported hate speech of people
like Limbaugh and Beck than the hate-crime bill's
threat to religious liberty, which led 146 House
members to vote against it.

Catholic blogger Diogenes, who broke the story,
expressed his disappointment in USCCB support for
the FCC investigation this way: "Lenin said that when
the time comes to hang the reactionaries, the
capitalists themselves will sell the rope. He never said
the same sort of thing about the Catholic Church. He
was born too soon."

The inwstigation called for by So We Might See

would take the form of an updating of the 1993 report
on "The Role of Telecommunications in Hate Crimes,"
issued by the National Telecommunications and
Information Administration. The NTIA, an agency in the
Commerce Department, advises the president on
telecommunications policy.

The NTIA is headed by Lawrence E. Strickling, a
Chicago attorney who, prior to his confirmation, was
chairman of the FCC's Enforcement Task Force and
policy coordinator of Obama for America (now called
Organizing for America).

Strickland will be asked to consider the
"categories" of hate speech listed by So We Might See,
which include "false facts," "flawed argumentation,"

and "dehumanizing metaphors." But it was the
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category of '"divisive language" that caught my
attention.

According to So We Might See, "Divisive Language
creates and/or encourages an 'us vs. them' mentality.
Hard times often incite blaming 'others' as the source of
trouble. Catholics, Jews, and African Americans have
been routinely targets as scapegoats for those wishing
to further their own agendas."

This kind of nebulous criteria makes any sort of
earnest criticism of a politician, a party, a public policy,
or legislation subject to being tagged as hate speech.
For example, was it hate speech when Keith Olbermann
of MSNBC insisted on calling George W. Bush a
"fascist"? Or when Rachel Maddow, also from MSNBC,
called Limbaugh a "racist" for comments he never
made? President Obama doesn't seem to think so, since

he invited both Olbermann and Maddow to a private,
off-the-record briefing at the White House last Monday.

Hate speech that demonstrably leads directly to
violence is repugnant and should be called to task by
people of faith. But the efforts of So We Might See are
so transparently partisan and political that the USCCB
should have nothing to do with it. It's an obvious
attempt to undermine the influence of conservative talk
radio, pure and simple.

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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Deliver Us from Evil

Mark P. Shea | Column
10/27/09

ears ago, | heard a Black Pewcbstal pastorin

Spokane talking about a time he and some other

local non-denominational pastors had been
asked by a family they knew to come and pray for their
granny who, her family said, "had an evil spirit." One of
the pastors was of a more modern frame of mind,
which fancies itself "open-minded" by closing itself off
to the very possibility of the supernatural ever actually
occurring. He somehow found himself invited to this
meeting of pastors who were going to the house of this
family to pray for granny. The liberal pastor reluctantly
agreed and joined the circle as they gathered round
granny and began to ask God to intervene on her
behalf.

The doubting pastor happened to have taken up a
position right behind granny, perhaps due to his
reluctance to look at her face during what he
considered to be a hugely superstitious bit of medieval
hocus pocus. Granny, who was quite long in the tooth
and rather frail, submitted to the prayer, but as it went
on she began to act oddly and, quite suddenly, reached
behind her (over her shoulders), seized the doubting
pastor, and lifted him clean off the ground.

"That kind of thing changes your theology,"
observed the Pentecostal pastor drily.

There are basically two approaches to the Church's
teaching concerning the fact of the demonic.One is the
approach of the so-called rationalist, who simply rejects
it all because it doesn't fit into his philosophical system.
This is called, in our culture, "the open-minded pursuit
of truth wherever the facts may lead," and it is the great
stick with which to beat ignorant obscurantist theists
who fear science and inquiry. You know, like Catholics.

The other approach is that of the Catholic who says,
"There are more things in heaven and earth than are
dreamt of in your philosophy" and who, accordingly,
admits the possibility that there may be something in

such stories. He does not instantly credit them as true,
of course, but is open to investigation and, if the facts
point to the reality of such tales, to accepting them as
factual. This is called "ignorance of science." This is how
we know Christians are fools whose best days are
behind them and atheistic materialists are the wave of
the future and Where History Is Going.

The former approach is all rage in our era of
Unreason. To the question, "Does the supernatural
exist?" our highly intelligent age typically replies
through the organs of media with the sort of
investigative curiosity that typifies this exchange
between Richard Dawkins and Hugh Hewitt:

RD: Okay, do you believe Jesus turned water into
wine?

HH: Yes.

RD: You seriously do?

HH: Yes.

RD: You actually think that Jesus got water, and
made all those molecules turn into wine?

HH: Yes.

RD: My God.

Chesterton sums this approach up quite nicely in his
Orthodoxy:

The believers in miracles accept them (rightly or
wrongly) because they have evidence for them.
The disbelievers in miracles deny them (rightly or
wrongly) because they have a doctrine against
them. The open, obvious, democratic thing is to
believe an old apple-woman when she bears
testimony to a miracle, just as you believe an old
apple-woman when she bears testimony to a
murder. The plain, popular course is to trust the
peasant's word about the ghost exactly as far as
you trust the peasant's word about the landlord.
Being a peasant he will probably have a great deal
of healthy agnosticism about both. Still you could

insidecatholic.com



http://m-francis.livejournal.com/101929.html
http://richarddawkins.net/article,4484,Hugh-interviews-atheist-Richard-Dawkins,Hugh-Hewitt-Show

fill the British Museum with evidence uttered by the
peasant, and given in favour of the ghost. If it
comes to human testimony there is a choking
cataract of human testimony in favour of the
supernatural. If you reject it, you can only mean one
of two things. You reject the peasant's story about
the ghost either because the man is a peasant or
because the story is a ghost story. That is, you
either deny the main principle of democracy, or you
affirm the main principle of materialism -- the
abstract impossibility of miracle. You have a perfect
right to do so; but in that case you are the
dogmatist. It is we Christians who accept all actual
evidence -- it is you rationalists who refuse actual
evidence being constrained to do so by your creed.
But | am not constrained by any creed in the
matter, and looking impartially into certain miracles
of mediaeval and modern times, | have come to the
conclusion that they occurred. All argument against
these plain facts is always argument in a circle. If |
say, "Mediaeval documents attest certain miracles
as much as they attest certain battles," they
answer, "But mediaevals were superstitious"; if |
want to know in what they were superstitious, the
only ultimate answer is that they believed in the
miracles. If | say "a peasant saw a ghost," | am told,
"But peasants are so credulous." If | ask, "Why
credulous?" the only answer is -- that they see
ghosts.

The disbeliever in the devil, like the disbeliever in God,
has no facts or evidence to go on in support of his
denial, merely bigotry and a profoundly unreflective
arrogance. Indeed, in the case of the devil, the mere
skeptic who worships rather than uses the intellect is in
an even dicier position than normal. For with God you
at least have the fig leaf of the problem of evil to lend a
cast of hard thought to your breezy skepticism
masquerading as rationalism. Every time something
suggests the ominous possibility that You Know Who
actually exists and is good, you can always trot out your
favorite Horrible and say, "Oh, yeah. Would a good God
permit this?"

But there's not much point in asking, "If the devil
exists, why does he allow bad things to happen?" So
you have to more or less shout the whole subject down,
as Dawkins shouts Hewitt down, and simply never ask
yourself if there is any solid testimony to the existence
of supernatural evil. The motto of the ingrained skeptic
is "Don't look," because looking could engender
awkward questions.

This sort of intellectual contraception is one of the
curious marks of our age, which avoids ultimates
whether of good or evil. So, for instance, oceans of ink
are spent raising Darwin's standard as the definitive
disproof of the existence of God, using the approved
Scooby Doo method of debunking: "That wasn't a
supernatural agency at work. That was just Old Mister
Higgins in a bedsheet!" By this method, atheistic
naturalists have imagined that something has been
"explained" when we are told that the laws of nature
are so written that hydrogen is a thing that, given
sufficient time, just naturally turns into Angelia Jolie.
Nobody seems to find it remarkable that there is any
hydrogen at all, much less that it has to behave as it
does, and that all the other physical laws are ordered
to demand what they demand of time, space, matter,
and energy.

Nor does anybody find it remarkable that all this is
intelligible to us. It all reminds me of a child who thinks
they have "explained" a computer by understanding
that when you press "A" the letter "A" appears on the
screen. It lacks deep curiosity to not wonder why there
is Being itself, especially Being that is so manifestly
contingent as ours is. So you find secularists seriously
imagining they've resolved the mystery of existence by
quipping, "Who made me? My mother and father
made me!" This is radical incuriosity. Give me an
ignorant medieval like St. Thomas any day. And this
radical incuriosity is nowhere more evident than in the
"rationalist" who simply can't be bothered to look at
things like the supernatural, whether Fatima or at
certain aspects of supernatural evil, and ask, "What do
these things mean?" Typically, the best you can expect
from our Paladins of Reason and Science will be the
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old "some claims of the supernatural are fraudulent,
therefore all are" trick.

In contrast is the friend | knevyears ago who was an
average sort of Western Washingtonian secularist but
who was not afraid of Big Questions. She had a dream
once in which she met a vampire and, oddly, found that,
in the dream, she was relieved because her encounter
with supernatural evil opened the possibility of
supernatural Goodness as well. In short, she reasoned,
not without merit, that if there is a devil, there has to
be a God, too, and that the whole secular project was
basically a childish attempt to stick one's fingers in one's
ears rather than lift up one's eyes and look at the
immensity of the universe in which we live.

Of course, this was only a dream, but it reflects
something that is quite real in the history of the Church:
namely, that the confrontation between Christ and
Satan is something that has had no small influence on
the missionary activity of the Church. People come to
Christ, at least in part, because He breaks the chains of
evil that are destroying their lives. We see this already
in the New Testament itself, when Jesus exorcises
various people, or heals them, or otherwise liberates
them from evil, and they become His followers as a
result. Like the man said: "That sort of thing changes
your theology." The Blind Man in John 9 becomes a
follower of Jesus not because somebody offered him a
diagram of the Trinity or a theory about justification by
grace through faith, but because there was one thing he
knew for certain: "l was blind, but now | see."

The mission work of the Church down through the
ages has offered something very similar. While the
Church does not go looking for demons under every
rug, she is, as Paul was, "not unaware of his schemes" (2
Cor 2:11) and has always preserved, in her liturgical life,
her catechesis, and in the lives of her saints, the
awareness that we are engaged in a war that involves
more than the merely human and that demonic powers
are real.

The only reply modernity has to this is empty
claptrap like, "But this is the 21st century!" One might
just as well say, "But this is Tuesday!" It does not alter
the fact that the Church, following Jesus, has always
taught that there exist angelic beings (i.e., incorporeal,
rational beings created by God) who have abused their
free will and made themselves enemies of God and of
His creatures. There's no conceivable way science can
have anything to say against that proposition and there
is plenty in our history, as well as in revelation, to
support it, not only reaching back to the roots of the
Christian tradition and its numerous accounts of
exorcism, but even further back (to the story of the Fall
and of the mysterious Dark Presence who is already in
the Garden before Adam and Eve get there).

Jesus, of course, takes the devil for granted as a
fact, as do His apostles. As the Catechism reminds us,
the devil is:

"A murderer from the beginning, . . . a liar and the
father of lies," Satan is "the deceiver of the whole
world." Through him sin and death entered the
world and by his definitive defeat all creation will
be "freed from the corruption of sin and death."
Now "we know that anyone born of God does not
sin, but He who was born of God keeps him, and
the evil one does not touch him. We know that we
are of God, and the whole world is in the power of
the evil one" (2852).

In the Christian tradition, evil is therefore more than
merely misfortune or misunderstanding. It is not an
illusion. It is real, and when it comes to that sort of
manifestation of evil we call "sin," it is paradoxically
personal and depersonalizing.

To get the hang of what | mean, consider the great
icon of evil in our times: the Nazi slaughter of the Jews.
This act of barbarism required something no beast was
capable of: extremely and prodigious amounts of
organization, foresight, rational planning, and careful
thought. It was, in a word, something only persons, not
animals, could have achieved. And yet the whole point
and effect of the thing was to reduce human persons
to numbers and, ultimately, to ashes. The devil's work
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always has this creepy quality to it: because in sin both
angels and men are using all the gifts God gives them to
"assert their nothingness," as Augustine puts it. And
part of the lust of the demons is what C. S. Lewis
describes as the aggressive desire to "extend hell -- to
bring it bodily, if they could, into Heaven."

Of course, hell cannot harm God in the slightest. So
hell does what all cowards do: It attacks those whom He
loves. In this case, that would be us, as well as the rest
of the created order wherever possible. That is the sum
of the Christian picture concerning our relationship with
the forces of darkness: They hate God, us, and even
themselves (since they owe their existence entirely to
God and are utterly dependent upon Him for what
goods they still retain, such as existence, power, and
will). The drama of our existence is carried out in the
strange arena of a created order in which God permits
such beings to act (within limits) and permits us to resist
or succumb to their lies.

That's a vision of reality that is markedly more
luminous and frighteningly more dark than we generally
care to face. Our radically incurious and timid culture of
secularism makes a careful study of thinking about it as
little as possible, all while carrying on the ridiculous
charade of prattling about "freedom" versus the
supposed restrictions that an evil theocratic Church is
just about to impose on us all. But, in fact, our culture
wants nothing to do with real freedom. It wants
comfort at all costs and does not want to contemplate
for a second that God has chosen to allow us to live in a
very dangerous world where our choices have wide-
ranging and eternal consequences. Just how dangerous
may be seen in the story of what happened to God
Himself when He became man. A universe where devils
and men are free to conspire to visit the horrors of the
crucifixion on the Creator of the Universe is not a
universe where we lack freedom. It is a universe where
we face such terrifying and prodigious freedom that we
are constantly inventing foolish little systems of order
to try to rein in our radical capacity for evil.

Jesus' response to the radical capacfor evil of fallen
angels and their human stooges is, first and foremost,
prayer. On at least one occasion, He speaks of prayer as
the Big Gun against the devil, instructing His disciples
who had failed to cast out a devil that "this kind cannot
be driven out by anything but prayer and fasting" (Mk
9:29). We snicker at their lack of faith, but when was
the last time you saw Christians fighting other obvious
evils in this world by this means? For us, prayer is often
the last, not the first, resort. It would be a striking
change indeed if our culture first went to prayer instead
of to court, to war, or to fisticuffs. But when this is

actually recommended while the blood is up and

everybody is in a frenzy of war fever, people who

recommend prayer as the first option tend to get

dismissed as unrealistic peace-'n-justice types who

don't understand what it takes to oppose "real evil."

Jesus would politely dissent from the view that

demons don't constitute "real evil."

Once the existence of the demonic is granted, we
can face other problems. Lewis remarks:

There are two equal and opposite errors into
which our race can fall about the devils. One is to
disbelieve in their existence. The other is to
believe, and to feel an excessive and unhealthy
interest in them. They themselves are equally
pleased by both errors and hail a materialist or a
magician with the same delight.

This brings us to the opposite problem we can
sometimes face when it comes to Old Scratch: namely,
while you can err by foolishly rejecting any belief in the
devil at all, you can also "believe in" the devil too
much. The twin unhealthy ways of "believing in" the
devil may seem to their practitioners to be opposites.
One consists of an interest in the occult and in the
incredibly foolish notion of being able to ride the tiger
by "summoning spirits from the vasty deep." This may
strike those of a secular cast of mind as ridiculous and
lurid, but it is worth noting that there is nothing in
human history that particularly forbids us from
supposing that a certain percentage of the population
is not drawn to the ridiculous and lurid -- and to the
occult. Certainly there have arisen, from time to time,
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groups of people who embrace the notion that they can
do what they themselves know to be gravely evil in
order to achieve some good result (usually with the
excuse that they are being "realistic" and "practical").
Chesterton gets at this mindset quite accurately when
he writes in The Everlasting Man of the monstrous
practices that have arisen from time to time in various
decaying civilizations:

In the accounts given us of many rude or savage
races we gather that the cult of demons often came
after the cult of deities, and even after the cult of
one single and supreme deity. It may be suspected
that in almost all such places the higher deity is felt
to be too far off for appeal in certain petty matters,
and men invoke the spirits because they are in a
more literal sense familiar spirits. But with the idea
of employing the demons who get things done, a
new idea appears more worthy of the demons. It
may indeed be truly described as the idea of being
worthy of the demons; of making oneself fit for
their fastidious and exacting society. Superstition of
the lighter sort toys with the idea that some trifle,
some small gesture such as throwing the salt, may
touch the hidden spring that works the mysterious
machinery of the world. And there is after all
something in the idea of such an Open Sesame. But
with the appeal to lower spirits comes the horrible
notion that the gesture must not only be very small
but very low; that it must be a monkey trick of an
utterly ugly and unworthy sort. Sooner or later a
man deliberately sets himself to do the most
disgusting thing he can think of. It is felt that the
extreme of evil will extort a sort of attention or
answer from the evil powers under the surface of
the world. This is the meaning of most of the
cannibalism in the world. For most cannibalism is
not a primitive or even a bestial habit. It is artificial
and even artistic, a sort of art for art's sake. Men do
not do it because they do not think it horrible; but,
on the contrary, because they do think it horrible.
They wish, in the most literal sense, to sup on
horrors. That is why it is often found that rude races
like the Australian natives are not cannibals; while
much more refined and intelligent races, like the

New Zealand Maories, occasionally are. They are

refined and intelligent enough to indulge
sometimes in a self-conscious diabolism. But if we
could understand their minds, or even really
understand their language, we should probably find
that they were not acting as ignorant, that is as
innocent cannibals. They are not doing it because
they do not think it wrong, but precisely because

they do think it wrong.

Such embraces of evil do not always have an explicit
occult cast to them, as in the days of Moloch worship.
Sometimes we coat them with a scientific or realpolitik
veneer as we relish the frisson of evil we are
embracing for the sake of "realism." But at the end of
the day, we still know that we are embracing evil and
saying, "Let us do evil that good may come of it,"
whether the evil we happen to be embracing is
murder, torture, genocide, abortion, or something else
the devil delights in. Any of these sins will damn us,
just so long as we go on explaining to God why He is
hopelessly unrealistic and we are, in our pride, right to
commit them. Of course, all these sins can, like billions
of others, be forgiven if we simply repent them and ask
for the Mercy.

| mentioned that there is another way of "believing
in" the devil that has an odd affinity with such direct
dabbling in the occult. This is the paranoid way that
some Christians can take, which, while being called
"spiritual warfare," is actually a sort of terrified
fascination with the devil that can supplant the
worship of God. | have known Christians whose every
waking hour was spent studying the darkness;
"researching" the occult; and consuming hours, days,
months, and years feverishly "making connections"
between this and that feared occultic quack or
movement -- all in the barren and fruitless notion that
they were somehow doing some good and not merely
feeding an endless paranoid appetite for conspiracy. |
have watched as such Christians have rendered their
lives into little psychic hells in which no one could be
trusted, the devil lurked behind every good thing
(including the Mass itself), and the universe appeared
to them to be barren of God. The problem lay not in
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God's absence but with their persistent and stubborn
choice to "give Satan the glory" by devoting all their
waking thought to fearing him instead of loving God. It
is a tragic choice, but one which we can all make in our
own ways, whenever we opt to give fear, anger, doubt,
and suspicion pride of place.

In contrast to all this is the healthy way of "believing
in" Satan: namely, to accept his existence as part of The
Way the World Is, much the way you accept the fact of
AIDS, earthquakes, and bee stings while taking care to
avoid or minimize their danger. There's no use crying
over it or curling up in a helpless ball about it. Best to
get on with life and follow Jesus and be aware of the
devil's schemes so that when he attacks you are not
blindsided. But don't obsess about it, either. Recall that
"Greater is he who is in you than he who is in the world"
(1 Jn 4:4) and get on with the life of being a disciple of
Jesus.

It is notable that "Deliver us from evil'ls the last, not
the first, of the petitions in the Our Father. This is
suggestive of the place that "fear of the devil" should
have in our lives. On the one hand, we should be aware
that, apart from grace, we are not adequate to deal
with the Prince of This World. That's why it's a petition
in the Our Father. As the song says,

For still our ancient foe

doth seek to work us woe;
his craft and power are great,
and armed with cruel hate,
on earth is not his equal.

Did we in our own strength confide,
our striving would be losing,

were not the right man on our side,
the man of God's own choosing.

That man is not you, empowered by your sense of self-
worth. It is not Buffy the Vampire Slayer, who
overcomes evil through girl power and the affirmation
of her circle of friends. It is not any of the heroes of pop
culture who invariably look deep within at their darkest

hour and find that they have what it takes to be heroes.
It is not anybody in Millennial America, filled with the
notion that, with faith in the goodness of the American
people,
Moralistic Deism, we shall prevail.

Democratic Capitalism, and Therapeutic

On the contrary, that man is Jesus Christ, and Him
only. To be sure, by grace, we can participate in His
glorious humanity and, by the Spirit, find the strength
within to overcome evil -- but only by grace, not
because of our native and intrinsic wonderfulness. That
is why He teaches us to pray to God the Father through
Him to deliver us from evil. Because we cannot deliver
ourselves, whatever Yankee myths about Daniel
Webster outwitting the devil may have taught
Americans to think. Apart from Him, we can do
nothing (Jn 15:5).

That said, however, the Christian and Catholic
tradition is surprisingly lighthearted about the devil,
whom medieval piety breezily called an "ass" and the
ape of God. This attitude is right there in the apostolic
DNA, when Paul tells us Jesus "disarmed the
principalities and powers and made a public example
of them, triumphing over them in him" (Col 2:15). The
Catholic tradition concerning the devil tends toward
"take him seriously, but hold him lightly." It is the
confidence of a tradition founded on the belief that
the worst thing that could ever conceivably happen is
not in some future apocalypse, but in the past, when
God was murdered in the most brutal way possible --
and it only served to bring about the greatest blessing
God has ever wrought: the destruction of death and
our incorporation into the life of the Blessed Trinity
Himself. Having wrought such an Epic Fail, the devil
becomes, quite rightly, a figure of fun in the Christian
tradition, and Christians have a certain divinely won
right to laugh in his face. We are of the Church of
Peter, and the gates of hell (a defensive image from
ancient siege warfare) shall not prevail against us.

Of course, this petition, like the whole of the Our
Father, is corporate: Deliver us from evil. Our prayer
necessarily involves the whole of the Church in all its
suffering and in both heaven and earth, including the
angels. Because there are devils, the Church has, from
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its inception, understood our deliverance from evil to
involve the participation of both the saints and angels.
Revelation 12, in particular, associates the battle against
the ancient Dragon, who is called the Devil and Satan,
with the Blessed Virgin Mary and with St. Michael the
Archangel. Similarly, our prayers for those who are still
being cleansed of the effects of sin and evil in their lives
(in purgatory) are absolutely crucial because we are, as
Paul points out "members of one another" (Rom 12:5).
The interconnectedness of the communion of saints is
precisely one of the things the devil loathes the most
because it is the opposite of pride, which is the sin that
made the devil the devil. A child who is willing to ask his
mother or older brother for help is in much less spiritual
danger than the fool who sings, "I did it My Way!"

Ultimately, our prayer to be delivered from evil is a
prayer to be delivered from sin. The devil can throw all
sorts of awful stuff at us, and some people have
suffered horrible cruelties inspired by his malice. But if
we do not, as a result, break our communion with God
by sinning against Him, the critical aspect of the mission
has failed as far as the devil is concerned. His goal is
always to persuade us to imitate him in his rebellion.

God can and does (when it is for our good and His glory)
"deliver us from evil," in the sense of protecting us from
hurts the devil may want to inflict on our circumstances.
But sometimes, God will allow the devil to inflict
grievous blows on this world and His saints, just as, in
His own case, He allowed Satan the lash, the crown of
thorns, and the nails. But we can expect that when our
hour comes, though "you will be hated by all for my
name's sake," nonetheless "he who endures to the end
will be saved" (Mt 10:22).

Deliver us, Lord, we beseech you, from every
evil and grant us peace in our day, so that
aided by your mercy we might be ever free
from sin and protected from all anxiety, as we
await the blessed hope and the coming of our
Savior, Jesus Christ.

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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Boomer Religion

Barbara Nauer | Column
10/28/09

or anyone who strongly identifies with
traditional Christianity,the October 6-9 series on
Hannity, with Sean
interviewing Michael Moore, was rich in irony and

Fox News's Hannity
vaguely distressing. The occasion was Moore's new film,
Capitalism: A Love Story.

Two bright, likable, and deeply sincere married men
of middle age passionately argued the positions of the
liberal Democrats or progressives (Moore) and the
conservative Republicans (Hannity). What generated
some irony was that both celebrity worldlings revealed
themselves to be regular Sunday mass-goers. They
viewed their years in Catholic schools warmly and with
pride, and readily associated some of their viewpoints
with the teachings of Jesus. Their faith witness was
impressive.

Both men view peace -- understood as the absence
of military conflict -- as an absolute value. Moore is a
thoroughgoing pacifist. His views resemble those of the
1960s hippies and the anarchist mobs that now assault
World Trade meetings. Hannity is for peace, too, but
"peace through strength," through deterrence. He
wants a win in Afghanistan.

On other topics, the differences were even sharper.
The pair's diametrically opposed attitudes toward
socialism -- Moore was pro, Hannity con -- colored
everything they said about the economy, taxes, poverty,
and health care. Both were mindful of the "preferential
option for the poor" that is part of contemporary
Catholic theology.

Just as in his film, Moore railed against capitalism's
excesses in the way of all leftists. He had good things to
say about health care in Cuba, Canada, and other
nations where socialistic approaches are in force.
Naturally, Moore welcomes Obama's public-option
health plan.

Hannity, though strongly committed to capitalism
and free trade, admitted that the capitalist way of
organizing societies invites a rise in human greed,
selfishness, and reckless ambition. But he seemed in
virtual agreement with Moore, who summarized
unhappily at one point, "I am not against capitalism so
much as against what capitalism has become." They
argued hotly about taxation rates and share-the-
wealth redistribution programs. Each accused the
other of maintaining a household shrine -- candles,
picture, etc. -- of some public figure (Obama for

Moore, Reagan for Hannity.)

But watching all of this, | noticed an interesting

similarity: Like members of the baby-boomer
generation in general, these two earnest men reflect a
strikingly narrow religious worldview. Their combined
biblical knowledge seems limited to the four Gospels
as described in religion classes and read aloud at

Sunday mass.

So disposed, the two seem to be less the products
of Roman Catholicism than of two virulent heresies
that washed through U.S. religious education at all
Modernism and

levels beginning in the 1950s:

Marxism. Theirs is boomer religion.

Modernism wasthe first to crash in on the faithful it
came as a hardy transplant from some seminaries in
Northern Europe during the late 1890s, reflecting the
efforts of theologians to square traditional Christian
beliefs with the Enlightenment's scientific rationalism
and evolutionary biology.

At modernism's heart was "form criticism,"a novel
method of interpreting the Bible naturalistically. This
approach kept the historical Christ but dismissed most
elements -- divine

of Scripture's supernatural

revelations, atonement, miracles, angels, demons -- as
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largely mythic. Two academic priests, the French Rev.
Alfred Loisy and an lIrish Jesuit Rev. George Tyrrell,
promoted the heresy among Catholics, while German
Lutheran Rudolf Karl Bultmann set Protestant theology
on fire with it. The writings of these men and their
followers spread the heterodox ideas worldwide.

Two popes, Pius IX and St. Pius X, tried to correct
modernism's errors with formal writings (the Syllabus of
Errors and Pascendi Dominici Gregis), but to little lasting
effect. As a result, most of the Old Testament and the
New Testament epistles of St. Paul and others rapidly
lost their claim to any serious theological relevance
among contemporary Catholics. By the mid 1960s,
modernist theological experts, both clergy and lay
persons, were a dominant force everywhere in U.S.
religious education.

The Catholic updaters of the Faith made a special
project of banning the use in schools of the older
Catholic catechisms, such as the Baltimore Catechism,
whose content reflected the Council of Trent, the
launch pad for the Counter-Reformation. These
catechisms were teaching tools whose texts were
designed for ease of memorization by children and
converts. The inexpensive booklets presented careful
statements of the truths and teachings of both
Testaments of the Bible and Sacred Tradition -- that is,
the non-written understandings and worship practices
handed down by the Apostles.

The new breed of clerics also set out to revise and
"update" the Church's liturgical texts and to write and
produce improved religion textbooks. Incredibly, in a
surprisingly short period, they accomplished this and
more. As Ralph Wiltgen described in The Rhine Flows
into the Tiber, the updaters also manipulated the
English-language press releases from the Second
Vatican Council. They managed to make older scholastic
theology, long treasured by the Church, seem obsolete
for today's Catholics.

As a result of these projects, and although few
Catholic parents knew it at the time, most children
attending parish schools during the 1960s and 1970s
were tragically

shortchanged in their religious

education. The Catholicism they received was largely
supernatural religion denatured. Children were exposed
not to the Bible's original texts but to Bible stories about
Moses, David, and other major heroes.

And then came the tsunami's second wav&Marxism"
is our contemporary nickname for the atheistic political
and economic system that Russia's 1917 revolution
unleashed on the world. Variously called socialism or
communism, it puts a twist on the dialectical idealism
of Friedrich Hegel.

Communism spreads its errors into new societies
with a three-phase movement. First, its covert agents
use anti-government and anti-Church propaganda to
spread social discontent in the targeted nation or
population. The agents aim to promote anti-
government revolution, either violent or non-violent,
which makes possible their ultimate goal: the
complete communist takeover of governmental
power.

Needless to say, Christian believers who embraced
the materialism introduced by theological modernists
had little resistance to Marxist influence. For them, the
supernatural order had vanished entirely or become
uncertain. And just as with modernism, forceful and
clear papal writings (such as Pius Xl's Divini
Redemptoris) failed to reverse the error.

In the United States prior to the 1960s, Christian
churches and their schools had acted as a bulwark
against communist infiltration of education and mass
media. But that quickly changed: By 1968 the Marxist
neighborhood organizer Saul Alinsky, author of Rules
for Radicals and Reveille for Radicals, was a favored
celebrity of many U.S. priests and bishops. He was one
of the featured speakers at a nationwide gathering of
priests in Chicago in 1968, held to protest formally
Pope Paul VI's anti-birth control encyclical Humanae
Vitae.

Of course, Christian sexual morality took the
hardest hit from the tsunami of errors that swept
through all the churches from the late 1950s onward.
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Returning to Moore and Hannity, products of this
attitude
homosexuality is illustrative. They are scrupulously

revolution, the of both men toward
politically correct: While straight themselves, they have
"no objection to what other people do in their

bedrooms."

When combined with a belief in a non-judgmental
Jesus, this breezy attitude toward sex is the position of
all fully modernized Catholics, including a good many
who are older than Moore and Hannity. (Think of the
pro-abortion Catholics in Congress, of Bill O'Reilly and
Chris Matthews.) But it is not the traditional Catholic

view. That older position, rightly called fundamentalist,
took very seriously the Old Testament and the New
Testament writings of Sts. Peter, Paul, James, and
others. So should we all.

Barbara Nauer is a freelance writer from Peoria, Illinois,
where she manages an editing and graphic arts service.
She has taught English at Catholic and secular colleges
in St. Louis, Chicago, and New Orleans.
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How Vain Is Your Glory?

John Zmirak | Column
10/28/09

aving worked through the Deadly Singhe

opposite neuroses, and the Virtues that stand

in the Golden Mean between them, it's time to
help the gentle reader put this knowledge to use. As |
warned you, there will be a quiz.

Since it's truth that sets us free, the key to attaining
Humility is stark self-honesty. That demands a strong,
well-developed conscience. Now, there has been plenty
of confusion over the past few decades about what this
word even means. To ‘"cafeteria" Catholics,
"conscience" is the still, small voice of a Rogerian
therapist from Santa Monica, telling you "It's okay.
You're a good person. The things you want are good.
Jesus would want you to have them -- and have them
more abundantly." (Even if one of those "things" you
want is someone else's spouse.) On the other side of
the barricade, conscience looms like a punitive super-
ego, corroding any claim you might stake on earthly
happiness, goading you into scruples that lead to
despair: "Suffering is holy and redemptive. Jesus

suffered. He sent you that migraine for a reason. Offer it
up.ll

Now, as etymologists out there might have noticed,
conscience includes the root "science," which even we
English majors know has something to do with
knowledge. In fact, the best translation of the word
means inner, even internalized, knowledge. The best
way to grow and tone this muscle is through regular
exercise -- perhaps through the nightly use of a classic
work like Particular Examen: How to Root Out Hidden
Faults, by James F. McElhone. Building up the habit of
looking at yourself honestly will make it almost easy to
see your virtues -- if only along the way. It might also
make you a little more gracious about accepting
compliments, instead of engaging in the Puritanical
practice of insisting that the person praising you is
deluded or simply lying. The side effect of this atrocious
habit is to goad the well-meaning speaker into piling on

the praise, almost begging you to accept it. This can be
stomach-turning to observe:

"You look fabulous in that outfit!"

"Oh, this old thing? It just shows off how fat |

am...
"You are not fat. I'd kill for that figure."

"Kill what, a buffalo -- then eat the whole
thing? | look repulsive."

"You do not!"

And so on, for what seems like hours. A healthy
conscience, lean and toned, will prove a much better
guide, one that tells you candidly whether to leave the
house in those chartreuse Speedos.

Here's a thought experiment that will hongour skill
at sniffing out the "vain" in Vainglory.

You've completed some creative or artistic work
that has taken you many hours. It could be anything at
all: your front yard garden, a picture you're drawing, a
story you've written, or those awesome flames you
painted around the wheel well of your family's aging
Volvo. A friend comes across your achievement and
praises it lavishly. You react as follows:

a) Smile slowly, comparing your own work to that
of neighbors, rivals, or enemies. That flower
arrangement really does remind one of certain parts of
Versailles, now doesn't it? Your picture recalls Van
Gogh, except without the melodrama. Your literary
style has all the punch of Hemingway, sans his
needless macho posturing. Your car is not only cooler

looking than your brother-in-law's new Lexus, it's safer
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in a crash. You know this is true -- you looked up the
accident statistics, and take partial credit for them, as if
you were its Swedish engineer. You preen like the
character of Mozart in the movie Amadeus, and feel as
if you're talking to Salieri. "Aw shucks," you say. "This
was easy. You should see what happens when | really
make an effort."

b) Nod earnestly, and explain how much work you
put into the project. "This kind of thing doesn't come
naturally to me," you insist. "Like everything, it's 10
percent inspiration, and 90 percent perspiration."
Remind the listener how you poured your heart and
soul out on the endeavor, and silently compare yourself
not to Michelangelo but to the humble, nameless
builders of the medieval Gothic cathedrals. Judge the
work not by its outcome but by how many Saturday
afternoons you poured out completing it, and treasure
it for decades regardless of what anyone thinks of the
thing. It's part of you -- just like one of your children. So
you're going to cosset and control it, keeping it from

any possible harm -- just as you do to your children.

c) Look at the finished project alongside your friend,
attaining a certain distance from the thing. It's out in
the world now, entirely out of your hands, and you can't
really believe you're responsible for it. You see some
flaws, of course, and they make you wince -- but the
virtues of the thing seem independent of you. You
wonder at it a little, trimming leaves or kicking the tires.
Didn't it somehow always already exist? You feel more
as if you'd found the thing, rather than made it. You say,
"Thank God it's finished," but you're secretly kind of
sad.

d) "That's very kind of you," you sigh, and pat your
friend on the back. Then you point out all the flaws you
fear he might have already noticed, and kick yourself for
workmanship that you now see as kind of shoddy. In
fact, you really can't stand having this botched project
looked at for very long, so you hustle your friend out of
there -- and decide not to try this kind of task ever
again. Why embarrass yourself that way? Leave this sort
of thing to the geniuses or the professionals. (Damn
them.) Then you go back to watching The Real
Housewives of Yoknapatawpha County.

If you picked:

a) You might just be delusional -- a fact you can gauge
from the reactions of genuine geniuses, or at any rate of
professionals. If your best work makes no impression on
them, don't take refuge in reading old, hostile reviews
of Beethoven's symphonies. Chances are, you really do
suck. On the other hand, perhaps you are some sort of
genius. The Macarthur Foundation has been pestering
you for years, but you won't return their calls. You
walked offstage from Carnegie Hall in a huff, rejected
the Nobel Prize in French (just like Sartre), and put the
poet laureate job on hold till you're finished the score
of your next oratorio. And the flames on that there
Volvo really could make the cover of Car and Driver.

If any of that is true, or even if you really do have
some overpowering talent that takes folks' breath
away . . . so what? Will any of that get you into
heaven? Not at this rate, anyway. Think hard about
how little you did to earn your gifts -- which is, come to
think of it, the reason we call them "gifts." It's not like
you sat in the womb and listed them in some kind of
registry. And just try exchanging them for something
practical, like a blender. It's almost as if they weren't

really yours.

b) You're suffering from the Puritan form of
Vainglory, which values good, honest sweat over
dodgy, papist vagaries like "inspiration." You're tacitly
accepting here Karl Marx's "labor theory of value,"
which prices an item based purely on how hard and
long some guy had to work to make it. So a laptop
crafted by a recluse alone in his basement, in his
underwear, is much more valuable than one produced
efficiently by engineers and robots (never mind how
well the laptop works).

¢) You may have attained the healthy attitude that
marks a humble, talented craftsman. The fact that you
feel a distance from the thing made suggests that
you're aware of exactly how much (or how little) you
personally contributed -- on top of all the natural
Goodness you found from the hand of God, just lying
around for you to use it. You realize that "creation" for
anyone under the sun is really just a matter of creative
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rearrangement, and your genuine achievements aren't
likely to turn your head -- for instance, by convincing
you that now you're an expert on public policy, qualified
to testify before congressional committees on global
warming, the safety of vaccination, or the optimal
budgetary appropriation for government support of the
arts.

d) You're sounding like the kind of person who put
the "serf" in "servile." Consider how the self-flagellation
in which you're in the habit of engaging keeps the focus
on yourself. Instead of looking at the work that you've
accomplished, and giving God the proper credit, you're
fixed on its flaws and how you're to blame for them.
Preoccupation with yourself, even if you're only beating
yourself up, is still a devil's trap, and it leads to a
crushing sense of futility, to resentment, even to Envy.
Step back and try to be grateful to God you didn't screw
up even worse than you did. Then notice the good in
what you made. If you have to, pretend it was made by
somebody else -- let's say by your friend. Would you
really judge it this harshly? Now pretend you're a friend
to yourself.

And now, to the solution:If you're shadowboxing with
fantasies about the extent of your own attainments, or
tempted to give yourself credit for things that you got
handed on a platter, it's critical that you shift the focus
of your thoughts outward instead of inward. You can
start by engaging delusional ideas -- for instance, that
you are Mozart -- with cold compresses of reality. But
move quickly on to thinking of God rather than man.

Whatever it is you're good at, try doing the part you
find hardest and dullest. Keep doing it till you're
exhausted -- and remember that God finds it easy. So
do plenty of people whose skills are different from your
own. And that's okay. It's hot about you.

If you're a musician, look into the mathematical
roots of music theory, and consider how they reflect the
divine order of the cosmos. A gardener? Dig into some

technical works of botany, treating them as lectio
divina. Allow yourself to be staggered at Creation's
lavish complexity, and grateful that you can play a part
in tending it. A car buff? Try slogging through a
freshman textbook on mechanical engineering. And so
on.

You might also benefit from a specialized form of
the examination of conscience. Make a list of the skills
or attainments you're proudest of. (This part should be
fun.) In a notebook, put each one at the head of a blank
page. For each one, write down not how good or great
you are, but how you got that way: What qualities
were you born with, and from whom do you think you
inherited them? What teachers were important to you,
and what did you learn from each? What books did
you read, what mistakes did you make, and how many
times did you earn rejection? To whom are you most
grateful?

Conversely, if you find to your surprise that you
have been sniveling, it's time to tote up, in the same
kind of notebook -- make it a nice, leather one, and use
a fancy pen -- the activities that you find easy, and
even fun. Through which of them have you given
pleasure to other people? (Keep it clean here, folks.)
Are there talents God has given you that somehow
ended up getting buried? Remember how good you
were at calligraphy, back in grade school? Could you
bone up on that again, and volunteer to write
invitations for charity fundraisers? Could you practice
and sing a little better in church? Or, at any rate, a
little louder? What gifts could you dig up and put in
the sunlight? That's the best way, really the only way,
of writing a "thank you" card to the beloved Friend
who gave them.

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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USCCB Clarifies Its Position on the Regulation of Hate Speech

Deal W. Hudson | Column
10/29/09

his past Monday | reported that the USCCB

Department of Communications is listed as a

"principal partner" on the "So We Might See"
Web site. So We Might See is a coalition of religious
groups that is petitioning the Federal Communications
Commission to investigate "hate speech."

Since the page on the organization's Web site
displaying the petition also contained specific
allegations that Rush Limbaugh incited violence against
two Mexican men in 2006, | reported that the USCCB
was also supporting an investigation of Limbaugh.

Helen Osman, Secretary of Communications for the
USCCB, responded to my article in a series of e-mails,
denying that the USCCB was "participating in any
campaign to censor any news organization, program, or
commentator."

According to Osman, the USCCB "shares So We
Might See's general commitments to improving access
to broadband among the under-served; to reducing
violence in all media; and to reducing the excess of
advertising in children's programming."

Osman also sent me a copy of the USCCB's July 29
petition to the FCC, which she said was prompted by a
request from the National Hispanic Media Coalition to
the FCC asking for an inquiry into hate speech. The
NHMC was alarmed by what it considered to be the
demonizing content of talk radio hosts directed at
Mexicans, and the rise in violence that may have been
prompted by it.

The USCCB petition mentions its own concerns
about a "variety of questions" raised by the NHIC
petition. For example, "Would expressions of religious
teachings be deemed hate speech?" Or, "Would Roman
Catholic teachings on marriage or homosexuality be
deemed hate speech by some gay rights advocates?"

The USCCB petition also asks about the FCC's
legitimate role in defining and regulating hate speech. It
asks, "When does speech criticizing, or even demonizing
an identified group of people, become an incitement to
violence?" And, "Is defining the term 'hate speech' a
legitimate exercise of the FCC's statutory authority to
regulate broadcasters in the public interest,
convenience, and necessity?"

It's safe to say that the USCCB petition in no way
reflects the attitude expressed on the So We Might See
Web site, or in the blast e-mails sent by one of its
staffers, Rev. Ben Guess. Osman explained the intent
of their own petition: "One reason we are eager to see
the inquiry opened is that it will present an occasion to
alert the FCC to the serious constitutional and
regulatory problems associated with regulating hate
speech."

Because the tenor and content of the USCCB petition

differed so starkly from that of the So We Might See
Web site, | asked Osman if there were any plans to
remove the "principal partner" identification of the
USCCB Department of Communications from the Web
site. She wrote in response:

We continue to be in dialogue with other members
of the So We Might See coalition on ways that we
can continue our collaboration on the key issues of
the coalition.... We are also working with the
coalition to help make clearer to the public the
USCCB's distinct reasons for supporting the FCC's
opening a Notice of Inquiry.

When | asked her whether she meant there would be
no change in the USCCB relationship with So We Might
See, Osman replied, "No, | couldn't guarantee what the
future holds." It appears, then, that there are presently
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no plans to remove the USCCB's "principal partner"
designation from the Web site.

It will be interesting to see whether the
conversations presently underway between the USCCB
and the So We Might See coalition will encourage the
latter to drop their allegations against Limbaugh.
Without changes to the Web site, however, the ongoing
"principal USCCB

partner" designation of the

Department of Communications will continue to
confuse Catholics regarding the bishops' concern about
the regulation of hate speech.

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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The Professional Below

Anthony Esolen | Column
10/30/09

ome years ago, when | was a brash young

professor,| remarked in a meeting of my English

department that, in my capacity as a teacher, |
could not care about the lives of my students. If they
were reading Nietzsche while drinking Jack Daniels in a
ditch, that was all right by me, so long as they were
reading. After all, | considered myself to be a
"professional.”

What that meant is hard to say. | didn't exactly
profess anything, save a devotion to literary study and,
more to the point, a devotion to my own progress in
literary study, climbing the ladder of the professorial
career. My students liked me well enough, | earned my
promotions, | did not savage the poetry of the past,
and, take it all in all, | taught a good many things. | could
have done much worse. Whether | also taught a good
many young human beings, made in the image of God,
is another matter.

Hans Urs von Balthasar has remarked that one of

the most worrisome developments since the
Renaissance has been the severance of the saint and
the theologian. We have had plenty of mystics, like John
of the Cross, and profound theologians, like Von
Balthasar himself, and those popular paragons of
holiness like St. John Vianney, but never an Anselm or a
Thomas Aquinas or a Bonaventure. Nor are we likely to
see holiness and theological acuity united in one
person, | believe, so long as theology is conceived as a
profession, rather than as a way of following Christ in
obedience to His Church, and leading other souls to
Him. For the "profession," as such things are now
construed, has its own laws and its own reasons for
existence. One must publish in prestigious journals,
digest the work of the important players, say something
original to oneself -- one must pursue, in short, a career
in theology, bound only by such "laws" as that which

requires correct citation and forbids plagiarism.

| don't mean to pick on theologians here. Nor is the
idea my own that modern life, increasingly lived under
the aegis of the twin deities of technology and
bureaucracy, has replaced a sense of good and evil,
which is ineluctably personal, with abstract codes of
ethics, which are intangible and impersonal. The cop on
the beat knew his neighbors; the "safety officer"
remains largely unseen, behind the metal and glass of
a car, and all the farther removed from the people by
regulations that replace initiative and personal
responsibility with the self-protective measures of a
bureaucracy.

The born teacher, the Socrates or Plato, conversed
with his friends, and feared that even the technology
of writing would hinder that meeting of soul and soul;
the modern educator -- awash in lesson plans,
outcome assessments, portfolios, learning objectives,
and impossible grammar -- has long forgotten that
such a thing as a soul was ever supposed to have
existed.

The mother once brought her child the universe;
now the daycare professional teaches the alphabet to
restive toddlers whose names she will have forgotten a
few weeks after they have graduated to the next
institution.

The priest was once the personal mediator of the
sacraments, bringing the grace of God to the needy
and the penitent, and leading the people in prayer;
now he is a professional overseer of lay ministries,
themselves professionally conceived, a giver of
pleasantly vague homilies, and a performer of a few
atavistic rites of the sacerdotal sort.

What is thus lost to human life?Suppose you are
standing in the twilight glory of Chartres Cathedral.
You look up at the vast vaults, the colored stone ribs,
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the rose windows, those kaleidoscopes of salvation. You
feel small, yet you are not oppressed by the smallness,
because you know that human hands like your own
dressed that stone and leaded that glass, and that the
hands of a Man who worked the plane and the lathe
were pierced for your salvation. The interior of a place
like Chartres humbles the heart, and exalts it;
everywhere you turn, you find the rich symbols of the
human and the divine, of God's deep love for man, and
man's poor yearning for God. Chartres was built by
men, for God and for men. The eyes of Christ in
judgment look upon you.

Now stand in the lobby of the headquarters of a
modern corporation, or the Internal Revenue Service, or
a vast high school complex. You see the difference? The
sheer size of the building is meant to dwarf your
humanity, to humble it into submission, but not to any
Ruler. There is indeed no Ruler, properly speaking.
Human interchanges there may be, but they are more
or less accidental, and not intrinsic to the meaning or
the function of the place. The officials point you to the
proper forms to fill out; the teacher passes around the
machine-graded test he has taught to; the receptionist
finds a time for your appointment two months hence.

It is all vague, smooth, efficiently inefficient. No one
need notice that the bank has made bad loans to people
who put too much trust in the bank's judgment and in
their own erratic diligence. No one notices that the D
student carries around a copy of Crime and Punishment.
No one cares that the timing belts of the cars
manufactured by the corporation have a nasty habit of
wearing out after only four years, leaving people

stranded on the highway. No one in particular is
responsible for anything or anybody; one might as well
try to appeal to the blueprint of a machine.

Is a lawyer an officer of a court of justice, or a
professional arguer, trawling for business? Does the
accountant have a fiduciary responsibility not only to his
employer, but to his employer's clients and
stockholders? Is the doctor a tinkerer with a biological
machine, or a healer of persons? Is the teacher an
imparter of information -- or, perhaps worse, a
professional recruiting young people for the ranks -- or
is he a mentor of a young mind on the path to
wisdom? Is the priest the Chief Executive Officer of a
parish, or is he the father to whom we turn to lead us

to Christ?

A few years after | made that terrible comment, it
occurred to me that | should pray for my students. |
have done so, with some lapses, ever since. And ever
since, | have found that my students were more
interesting than | had ever supposed. | found, after all,
reports,
assessments, factotums be damned. If we Christians

that they were human. Committees,
are to be professional, let it be in the old sense, as we
profess our faith in that three-personed God, who is

the source and end of our personhood.

Anthony Esolen is a professor of English at Providence
College and a senior editor for Touchstone magazine.
His latest book is The Politically Incorrect Guide to
Western Civilization (Regnery).
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Fall Amble

Robert R. Reilly | Review
10/26/09

shall meander this beautiful fall monthhoping to

take you with me to Great Britain as | cover concerts

and recordings that | particularly liked -- no more
important reason than that.

When last reporting on my musical adventures, |
gave account of several concerts at the Royal Albert Hall
in London in late July. | was fortunate enough to be
back in Fair Albion at the beginning of October to hear
the London Symphony Orchestra, under Colin Davis
(now in his early 80s and still vigorous), play Mozart's
Symphony No. 34 and the Piano Concerto No. 20, with
pianist Radu Lupu. This was my first live encounter with
Lupu, whose highly poetic playing | fell in love with in
the mid-1980s, due to his recording of Mozart's Sonata
for Two Pianos and the Schubert Fantasia for Piano
Duet, D. 960 (with Murray Perahia).

At first, during the concerto, Lupu seemed to be
playing from inside the orchestra instead of in front of it
-- not as one would expect a soloist to do. No doubt, my
impression came from the quality of interiority at which
Lupu aimed, and which he achieved. His subtle playing
has a kind of purity to it, akin to childlike innocence,
which is also frequently the essence of what Mozart is
expressing, even when that innocence is burdened with
the sadness of this world, as is the case in this D-minor
concerto.

Davis relished the Mozart Symphony No. 34 with a
leisurely style in which the singing lines were
emphasized -- almost as if the work were an
instrumental opera. | vastly prefer Mozart played this
way, of which | first grew fond through Josef Krips's
venerable recordings of later symphonies with the
Concertgebouw Orchestra on Phillips (now available in a
boxed Decca set). | highly recommend these recordings.

The second half of the program was the Carl Nielsen
Fifth Symphony. Davis is, of course, a great Sibelius
conductor. | think his first traversal of the seven Sibelius

symphonies with the Boston Symphony Orchestra
remains the finest of them all. Though | had never heard
him in Nielsen, | was not surprised by his entirely
gripping account of the Nielsen Fifth, which is, in certain
respects, a reprise of Nielsen's Fourth Symphony, the
Inextinguishable. Some of its themes are variations of
what is heard in the Fourth, and the storyline is

familiar: the forces of life gently dawning; the forces of

life getting tromped on by the anti-life forces; the

forces of life fighting back and emerging triumphant.

Nielsen follows this scenario a couple of times in
the two-part Fifth. The Inextinguishable is one of the
greatest symphonic expressions of this theme, and the
Fifth Symphony does not quite achieve the same
stature. Nonetheless, it is a powerful and at times
tumultuous work. The London Symphony Orchestra
showed how great an orchestra it is by fully meeting
the demands that Nielsen makes. The great fugal
writing in the Presto and the gorgeous Andante in the
second part of the symphony is staggeringly good, and
the LSO strings excelled in playing it. But then, the
timpani, WINDS, and brass also more than meet their
parts. It was a thrill to hear orchestral playing at this
level.

My teeth ached when | saw that Davis and the LSO
were scheduled to play the Sibelius Fifth Symphony
(the work that started my classical music rampage
when | was 20 years old) later in the month. How |
would love to have been there! My consolation prize is
that | will hear the Fifth with the San Francisco
Symphony Orchestra, under conductor Semyon

Bychkov, on November 13. | shall report back.

While in London, | ventured a vistio the HMV store
on Oxford Street (always a perilous occasion), resolving
to behave myself, no mater what CD bargains were on
offer. As usual, | succumbed. How could | resist an EMI
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bargain box of 37 Benjamin Britten CDs, The
Masterpieces, for only £50? That is less than $2.25 per
CD. Then there was Mariss Jansons's set of the
Shostakovich Symphonies with my name on it. | also
bagged a Teldec Apex CD of the Piano Trios Nos. 2-4, by
the early Soviet-era composer Nikolai Roslavets (1881-
1944), a fascinating figure of the avant-garde period
before Stalin clamped down. This was more expensive,
but | rightly guessed that it is not available in the United
States. With that, | fled to the Farm Street church to do
penance for my profligacy.

| also had a chance to catch up with Martin
Anderson, music critic extraordinaire and founder of the
Toccata Classics label. Last year, | joined his Discovery
Club to help support this worthy enterprise of recording
neglected music and to get a discount on Toccata CDs
(visit the site at www.toccataclssics.com). Anderson
filled me in on his new releases.

What particularly caught my eyes and ears was
Music for String Orchestra, by Philip Spratley. Who? |
wondered. Anderson has a knack for discovering worthy
unknowns, and his reputation has spread. Spratley's
immediately attractive, meditative music puts him well
within the British genre of great string works by Holst,
Finzi, Britten, Vaughan W.illiams, and others. The
Sinfonietta, Op. 6, is really that fine, but so are the
lovely Clarinet Concertino and the Recorder Concertino
that accompany it (Toccata Classics TOCC 0088). What a
wonderful thing Anderson has done for this fine
composer, and for us. | was also delighted to see
Volume One of the complete Mieczyslaw Weinberg
songs (TOCC 0078), and was intrigued by Song of the
Heart by Gareth Walters (TOCC 0090), but more on
these and other Toccata offerings at a later time.

Keeping to the British theme, after having been so
impressed by the symphonies of Richard Arnell on the
Dutton label (see my columns from May and last
December), | sought out the new recording of Arnell's
Violin Concerto in One Movement (Dutton CDKX 7221).
The concerto is everything his dramatic, ecstatic
symphonies led me to believe it would be, and it comes
with two other treats: violin concertos by Thomas
Pittfield and Guirne Creith. Violinist Lorraine McAslan

gives impassioned performances, especially of the
gorgeous unaccompanied cadenzas in the Arnell work.
She also captures the gentle lyricism in the Pittfield
concerto. Martin Yates and the Royal Scottish National
Orchestra make this a very attractive offering for
anyone interested in tonal 20th-century violin works.
Arnell died last April at the age of 91. Fortunately, he
lived to see his works revived.

The resuscitation of Arnell's symphonic oeuvieas
had me wondering if the British were holding anything
else back from us. It seems they have been: Dutton has
of Arthur
Butterworth's Symphonies Nos. 1 and 4, with the Viola
Concerto (CDLX 7212). The Fourth Symphony and the
Viola Concerto are receiving their world-premiere

released a two-for-one CD packet

recordings. How is it that this 86-year-old composer is
only now getting a hearing? The answer may be in the
conservative nature of these works and their admitted
indebtedness to Sibelius and Vaughan Williams. Also, it
appears that, once Butterworth found his voice, he did
not change his style much. So what? Anyone who cares
for music with a northern sound, or what Butterworth
calls "a certain Nordic aura," which his love of Scotland
gave him, will find this greatly appealing. Like Sibelius,
Butterworth focuses on the solitary majesty of nature,
which he powerfully portrays in its grandeur and
occasional outbursts of violence and terrible energy.
When Butterworth marks music furioso, he means
furioso. The fourth movement of the First Symphony is
so designated -- Vivacissimo e furioso -- and it contains
some of the most thrilling, dramatic storm music | have
heard.

Though swaths of his music come out of Sibelius's
sound world (a feature | like, as you might imagine
Sibelius's  Fifth
Symphony), Butterworth has his own rugged voice.

from my reference above to
One can only hope that this release presages a
complete recorded traversal of his symphonies, of
which there are now five. Butterworth himself
conducts the Fourth Symphony and the Viola
Concerto, with the able Sarah-Jane Bradley, and the

Royal Scottish National Orchestra. The recording of the
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First Symphony is from the 1957 premiere with the
Halle Orchestra, under the great Sir John Barbirolli, in
very respectable mono sound. | should add that this set
also features a 27-minute talk by Butterworth in 2008
on his upbringing and music that is completely
charming. (Once you are captivated by the First
Symphony, you should seek out the modern recording
of it by Douglas Bostock, with the Munich Symphony
Orchestra, on the Classico label. With the modern
sonics, you can hear it in all its sometimes terrifying

glory.)

| am also delighted by a new release on the
Chandos label of the ballet music of Sir Malcolm Arnold
(1921-2006), one of the true mercurial geniuses of
British 20th-century music. Of the four featured ballets,
only the popular Suite from "Homage to the Queen,"
written for Queen Elizabeth's coronation, is otherwise
available. Conductor Rumon Gamba and the BBC
Philharmonic have just the right handle on Arnold's
quirkiness to give us the broad range of styles contained
in Rinaldo and Armida, Electra, and the Suite from
Sweeny Todd. This CD (CHAN 10550) is a must for
Arnold fans.

Speaking of Gamba, | must mention the three-CD
compilation of the film music of Ralph Vaughan

Williams that Chandos has just issued (CHAN 10529(3)),
with Gamba conducting the BBC Philharmonic. Vaughan
Williams was nearly 68 years old when he began scoring
films, so we have here film music of the highest quality.
These scores will also be of special interest to those
who are curious about the cross pollination that
occurred between some of them and his later
symphonies -- for instance, as suggested by the booklet
inserts, the music for the Sinfonia Antarctica that came
from Scott of the Antarctic, hints of the Sixth Symphony
in the 49th Parallel, and of the Fifth in Coastal
Command. In any case, these and the others -- Bitter
Springs, The Loves of Joanna Godden, The England of
Elizabeth, and more -- are all from the hands of a
master. The recordings and performances are superb.

One cannot listen without exclaiming: Hail
Britannia!l

Robert R. Reilly is the music critic for
InsideCatholic.com. E-mail him at rrreilly@msn.
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Beyond 'Happily Ever After'

Joseph Susanka | Review
10/30/09

ollywood has always been preoccupiedith
that most exciting, most mercurial of human
emotions: romantic love. There's nothing
particularly surprising about this obsession, of course:
Filmmakers have long been drawn to those moments
highest

transparent, and if that isn't a textbook definition of

when human emotions run and most

eros, | don't know what is.

But despite the miles of celluloid dedicated to the
rosy beginnings of mankind's seminal institution,
Hollywood generally pays little more than lip service to
married life itself. It may be called "happily ever after,"
but it's so heavy on the "happy" as to verge on the
giddy -- and there's really no "ever after" to speak of.

While the film industry as a whole may focus on the
silver linings at the expense of the clouds, there remains
a small-but-powerful stable of films that offer a more
complex, more realistic view of marriage. It's not always
pretty, but it is profoundly important and deeply
meaningful. And for those few films willing to recognize
these facts, viewers should be deeply grateful.

A quick sampling of some of those films, classic and
recent, that are particularly noteworthy:

Random Harvest (1942). That this film features an
aging-yet-utterly-charming Ronald Coleman and a
luminous Greer Garson should be reason enough to
watch it. And good thing, too, because that's almost as
much as | can say about the movie without spoiling its
effect. Helmed by one of Hollywood's classic directors,
Mervyn LeRoy, the picture tells the story of Smithy
(Coleman), a happily married World War | vet whose
mysterious past comes rushing darkly back to threaten
his marital happiness with his beautiful wife, Paula
(Garson). A fantastic performance from Garson anchors
the film, and the unexpected twists and turns as the

ending draws near will leave many a hardened cynic
with a serious case of the warm-fuzzies. | cannot
recommend it highly enough; | only wish | could be
watching it for the first time -- again.

Away from Her (2006)."All good things must come to
an end," and marriage is no exception to that heartless
rule. But what happens when that ending comes at
different times for the husband and wife? Such is the
Sarah
melancholic directorial debut. Adapted by Polley

situation explored in Polley's sweetly
herself from Alice Munro's short story "The Bear Came
over the Mountain," the film stars Gordon Pinsent and
Julie Christie as a couple struggling with the wife's
onset of Alzheimer's and the unavoidable damage the

disease is inflicting on their marriage.

In a series of flashbacks, Grant (Pinsent) recalls the
high and low points he and his wife, Fiona (Christie),
have experienced throughout "the afternoons and
evenings" of their marriage. At the same time, he
struggles to confront the fact that Fiona -- recently
moved to a medical facility designed to help alleviate
the debilitating effects of her disease -- grows more
and more distant, even to the point of forgetting her
relationship with her husband altogether. Grant's
struggles grow more pointed as Fiona -- husband-less,
as far as she knows -- finds herself increasingly
attracted to another of the nursing home's attendees.
Eventually, Grant must confront for the last time the
struggle that faces every married couple: How do you
reach that place of sacrifice where you gladly submit
your own wants and desires for the good of your
spouse?

Brief Encounter(1945).Hollywood legend David Lean
is rightfully revered for the epic films he produced in
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the late 1950s and early 1960s, but in the early 1940s
he collaborated with playwright Noel Coward on three
play adaptations. One of those is Brief Encounter, based
on the short play "Still Life," which may well be his
finest all-around work.

It tells the story of a British housewife and a
married doctor who meet by chance in a train station,
accidentally fall in love, and spend the next several
weeks pitting their own personal emotions and desires
against the tangible needs and importance of their
respective families. A fascinating examination of the
role of the will in married love, it deals with themes and
issues that have been addressed by any number of
other directors -- Max Ophiils's The Earrings of Madame
de... is a particularly noteworthy (if less uplifting)
companion piece -- but the finale of Lean's film is so
unexpected and so subtly rewarding that it deserves
pride of place.

(A bonus "marriage" film from Lean's earlier years is
Hobson's Choice. It's a much lighter, more amusing film
than Brief Encounter, yet it still finds time to speak
insightfully on the topic.)

Unbreakable (2000). M. Night Shyamalan's "realistic
superhero" film is about the never-ending conflict
between good and evil, the importance of the
relationship between father and son, and the way in
which all of us must come to terms with the fact that
we have been created for a higher purpose. But perhaps
most importantly, it is a film about the damaging
stresses and pressures put upon a marriage if it is
allowed to stagnate. It chronicles one man's realization
that marriage is not "unbreakable" by its nature, and
that one must work (and work hard) to assure that it is
preserved unbroken.

Bruce Willis's turn as David Dunn is career-defining
(pipe down, Die Hard fans), and there are several scenes
between him and Robin Wright Penn (playing his wife,
Audrey) that are as insightful and painfully beautiful as
anything | have seen on the topic. There are many
reasons to watch this film, but its defense of (and

fundamentally optimistic view of) the vital nature of
marriage is at the top of the list -- right under Samuel L.
Jackson's Elijah Price, of course.

Tokyo Story (1953). Another entry in the "married
twilight" category, this extraordinary film from Yasujiro
Ozu follows an elderly couple who leave their tiny
village in southwest Japan to pay a visit to their grown
children in Tokyo and Osaka. Like so many of Ozu's
films, it deals with the generational and cultural gap
present in Japan around the time of World War I, but
it also highlights several more universal truths, such as
the way in which a long, faithful marriage becomes like
a well-worn shoe -- wonderfully comfortable, if
perhaps a bit down in the heels. Or the way in which
the loss of a loved one who has been a constant
companion for so many years will leave the survivor
feeling like half a person. Or (perhaps most
interestingly) the inevitable moment of transition
when children cease to feel like members of their
parents' family and begin to think of themselves in
relation to their own families.

Slow-moving and sorrowful, Ozu's film is not so
much critical as it is resigned to the changes it depicts
in married life. And while there is a definite sadness
and suffering in the parents' marriage as it draws to a
close, there is something wonderfully and ultimately
rewarding about it as well.

In America(2002). Unsurprisingly, a recurring theme in
many of the more interesting films about marriage is
infidelity. It is hard to see a more profound threat to
an individual marriage than unfaithfulness, and the
dramatic impact of such an attack has been used to
excellent effect by a number of filmmakers in the past.
But nearly as common a theme -- again, unsurprisingly
-- is that of fertility. The fundamental role that
procreation plays in the institution of marriage makes
it (or its lack) a fertile playground for dramatic conflict.
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In Jim Sheridan's fantastic film about a young lIrish
immigrant family struggling to make it in New York City,
the unexpected, unwanted pregnancy of wife Sarah
(Samantha Morton) is the catalyst that finally brings
husband Johnny (Paddy Considine) to terms with the
event that caused them to flee Ireland in the first place,
and which has been eating away at their family from the
inside -- the death of their only son. As pro-life and pro-
family a film as has been made in some time, it is filled
to bursting with small, insightful moments about the

way spouses relate to each other and to the most
tangible signs of their love: their children.

One word of caution: Both In America and Away
from Her contain some adult material, of a nature that
might be expected from films dealing with marriage.

Joseph Susanka is a blogger and columnist for
InsideCatholic. He writes from Lander, Wyoming.
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Can NorCatholics Be Saved?

Mark P. Shea | Classic
10/24/09

nam Sanctamis the sort of documentthat

gives our Protestant brothers and sisters a real

jolt, primarily because it looks at first blush as
though it teaches that Catholics cannot have Protestant
brothers and sisters. Written by Pope Boniface VIII in
1302, this papal bull concludes with a shocking
dogmatic definition:

We declare, say, define and pronounce, that it is
absolutely necessary for the salvation of every
human creature to be subject to the Roman Pontiff.

The average modern reader concludes that these words
mean: "We know exactly where the Church both is and
is not. It's in the visible Catholic communion and only
members of the visible Catholic Church go to heaven."

After this basic assumption has been made, most
people go on to assume it is simply a matter of deciding
what you think about that proposition. Generally,
people fall into one of the following groups:

9 Those nice people who say hopefully, "That
statement was not dogma, but just Boniface's
opinion."

9 Those progressive dissenting Catholics who say,
"That statement used to be narrow-minded
Catholic dogma, but Vatican Il thankfully
contradicts all that. How the Church has
grown!"

9 Those anti-Catholics who say derisively, "That
statement used to be unbiblical Catholic dogma
but Vatican Il reversed all that. Now the
supposedly infallible Church has flatly
contradicted the Bible and itself!"

9 Those reactionary dissenting Catholics who say,
"That statement used to be glorious Catholic
dogma, but Vatican Il betrayed all that. How the

Second Vatican Council has corrupted the One
True Faith!"

1 Those orthodox Catholics who say, "Unam
Sanctam's definition is still dogma, and the
teaching of the Second Vatican Council does not
contradict it or the Bible. Rather, the council
develops the Faith of the Church infallibly
taught since the apostles, a faith that has
never demanded we believe that the Church is
found solely in the visible Catholic communion,
nor that only members of the visible Catholic
Church can go to heaven."

Let's look at these five views of Unam Sanctam.

First things first: | must disappoint group one by
making clear that the Faith does not allow us the easy
out of denying the dogmatic nature of Unam Sanctam
any more than it allowed Arius to fudge the difficult
and seemingly contradictory proposition that God is
One, yet Three. As John Hardon, S.J., points out in his
Catholic Catechism, the passage cited above was
"solemnly defined and represents traditional Catholic
dogma on the Church's necessity for salvation." When
a pope declares, says, pronounces, and defines, he is
using the formula to make crystal-clear that he is
delivering not his personal opinion but the dogmatic
teaching of the Catholic Church. The fact is, then,
Boniface VIII committed the Church to this proposition
for the rest of her history. We cannot dodge this with a
convenient "that was then, this is now." If it was
dogma once, it still is.

However, neither can we dodge another fact of
Catholic history: the Second Vatican Council. At that
council, 660 years after Unam Sanctam, the Church
formulated Lumen Gentium, in which she declared,
"The Church knows that she is joined in many ways to
the baptized who are honored by the name of
Christian, but do not profess the Catholic faith in its
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entirety or have not preserved unity or communion
under the successor of Peter."

To groups two, three, and four, this sounds like a
flat contradiction. For all these folk make the fatal error
of placing one or another of the Church's teachings in
opposition to (and superiority over) the other. Thus,
progressive dissenting Catholics, anti-Catholics, and
reactionary dissenting Catholics all assume that Unam
Sanctam was simply vetoed by a newly coined doctrine
in Lumen Gentium that essentially declares that our
relationship to the successor of Peter doesn't matter
one iota. If we agree about this, all that remains for us
to do is to decide whether to cheer along with
progressive dissenters (for the Church's "deepened
maturity"), to gloat along with anti-Catholics (over the
alleged collapse of the Church's infallibility), or to
grumble along with reactionary dissenters (about those
damned modernists who hijacked the Church at Vatican

).

But there is one simple problem with this
assumption: It's not true. First, the Church, centuries
before Vatican Il, regarded Orthodox sacraments as
valid, which is awfully hard to do if you don't think
Christ can be found anywhere but in the Catholic
Church. Similarly, it has always regarded the baptism of
non-Catholics as valid -- and a valid baptism means you
are, in some sense, in union with Christ. Still more
recently and most plainly (but still well before the
council), Rev. Leonard Feeney was excommunicated for
insisting that only people in visible communion with the
Catholic Church could be saved. So this simplistic
"We're in, you're out" reading of Unam Sanctam (and
the corollary that Lumen Gentium "cancelled" it)
doesn't fly.

So is there a more balanced picture that reverences
both Unam Sanctam and Lumen Gentium as authentic
magisterial teaching? Yes. To find it, let's begin with an
imperfect analogy.

An Unknowing Disciple

There is a priest | know (call him Father Smith) whom |
have come to regard as a second father. | came to do so
because, as an Evangelical, | first loved Christ and the
things of Christ and did for years before | met this man.
As | sought to draw closer to Christ, | then happened to
meet Father Smith and to discover that he loved and
understood far more deeply than | the things that |
myself sought, for he was a disciple of our Lord, too.
When | recognized this, | realized our Lord had put into
my life a man who could disciple me and to whom my

life was inextricably linked in Christ and by Christ. In

short, | had been a disciple of Father Smith for years

before | met him -- because | was first a disciple of

Jesus.

Thus, in spirit, Father Smith became my father and
| am, so to speak, subject to him in Christ precisely
because | desire what he desires -- union with Christ.

If this seems difficult to grasp, it should be noted
that it's a concept as old as the New Testament. When
we look there, we discover Jesus saying exactly the
same thing:

John said to him, "Teacher, we saw a man casting
out demons in your name, and we forbade him,
because he was not following us." But Jesus said,
"Do not forbid him; for no one who does a mighty
work in my name will be able soon after to speak
evil of me. For he that is not against us is for us"
(Mk 9:38-40, emphasis added).

Jesus' point is that, in following Him, both the man
casting out demons and the apostles -- whether the
man or the apostles realized it or not -- were brought
into some kind of union with one another through
Him. It didn't matter whether the apostles or the man
were conscious of it. Their mutual obedience to Him
put them in relationship to each other, just as the right
alignment of spokes to a hub necessarily put the
spokes in right alignment to one another. The fact is, it
is His Spirit, not we, who is the principle of unity
holding His Body together and drawing its members
into ever more perfect union with each other. But that
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does not mean (as | had long believed as an Evangelical)
that unity with the Body of Christ doesn't matter so long
as one is "spiritual." For to be brought into union with
the Body of Christ at all is to be brought into the order
that Christ has established for that Body, since

His gifts were that some should be apostles, some
prophets, some evangelists, some pastors and
teachers, to equip the saints for the work of
ministry, for building up the body of Christ, until we
all attain to the unity of the faith and of the
knowledge of the Son of God, to mature manhood,
to the measure of the stature of the fullness of
Christ (Eph 4:11-13).

Or, to put it into the simplest form, if A=B, then B=A.
That is, if one is a Christian at all, one is, as Lumen
Gentium says, in some kind of union with the Church,
the Body of Christ. This is why the Church teaches and
has always taught that "outside the Church, there is no
salvation." For the Church is the company of the saved.
To talk about salvation "outside the Church" is like
talking about swimming outside the water. It is the
logical consequence of Jesus' statement, "He who is not
with me is against me" (Mt 12:30).

It therefore follows that to be subject to the gospel
to any degree is to be in union, to that degree, with the
office of Peter, since the office of Peter was created by
Christ for one purpose only: to help bring people into
subjection to Christ. It is therefore impossible to accept
Christ without accepting the authority of Peter's office
to some degree or other. If you say to Jesus, "You are
the Christ, the Son of the living God," you are
submitting to the judgment of Peter, who said it first
(Mt 16:16). If you declare that salvation is by grace
through Christ, you are again subjecting yourself to
Peter, who was the first to say that by the Holy Spirit
(Acts 15:11). If you teach that Jesus is the second
Person of the Blessed Trinity, God from God, light from
light, true God from true God, you are simply agreeing
with what the Church in council and in union with the
office of Peter has always taught. If you acknowledge
the canonicity of the New Testament books, you are
likewise submitting to the judgment of the Petrine
office, which made that call in the fourth century and

ratified it in the 16th. In short, it is not possible to be a
Christian at all without already submitting (whether you
realize it or not and whether you like it or not) to Peter
in precisely the sense that Unam Sanctam speaks of.

Onewith Peter?

Naturally, it will be noted that such union with the
Roman pontiff is, for Protestants and Orthodox,
imperfect. Just so. But the point nonetheless holds that
such union is real. And the reason it is real is precisely

because the pope is not the principle of unity, but

merely the sign of unity. The principle of unity is the

Spirit of Christ Himself. It is He who binds together the

apostolic Church with those who appear (like the

exorcist in Mark) to be "outside" the Church yet who

are, in a real but imperfect way, in communion with

her. That's because it is simply not possible for there to

be more than one body. This is true, not because the

power-hungry Roman pontiff must have absolute

control over all Christians, but because Christ cannot

ultimately be divided. What Paul said in Ephesians

remains just as true today:

There is one body and one Spirit, just as you were
called to the one hope that belongs to your call,
one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and
Father of us all, who is above all and through all
and in all (Eph 4:4-6).

So it is simply impossible for there to be, in any
ultimate sense, more than one body. And since that
body is, by Christ's solemn word, founded on Peter the
Rock, it is not possible to belong to it without, in some
way, being subject to the office of the one who was
given the charge to "feed my sheep" (Jn 21:15).

| say the office, mind you, not the person of the
pope. As a person, a pope can be a perfect jerk, and
some have been. In the same way, the office of the
Davidic monarch (also founded by God) was often
filled by extremely sub-optimal men. But the office
never went away or lost its God-ordained authority.
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Dante, a contemporary of the man who wrote
Unam Sanctam, makes precisely this point in his famous
Divine Comedy. In an age of Da Vinci Code illiteracy and
ignorance of the Catholic Faith, it comes as a surprise to
many modern readers to discover that so far from
running a police state, the medieval Church was, in fact,
full of critics who had lots of tart things to say about,
among other things, the pope and other clergy of the
time. Dante was chief among these critics in his day
and, in particular, was chief among the critics of
Boniface VIII. Dante, in fact, places Boniface in his
Inferno, damned forever. But note this: Dante does not
damn him for the teaching of Unam Sanctam, which he
takes for granted. He damns him for his moral
corruption yet, like a typical Catholic, honors his office.
That's why Boniface is buried upside down in hell: As
pope he is oriented toward heaven even when, as a
sinner, he is worthy of hell, for the way out of Dante's
hell is not up but down, through the center of the earth,
then up Mount Purgatory, and into paradise.

So is this partial and imperfect unity enough?
Depends on what you mean by "enough." If you mean
"enough to be saved," then | submit that this is
Minimum Daily Adult Requirement thinking. No lover
asks, "What's the absolute bare minimum amount of
contact with my beloved | can get away with?" Similarly,
if, as the Church claims, the fullness of revelation
subsists in the Catholic communion, then "How little
contact with the fullness of revelation can | get away
with?" is the exact wrong question for somebody who is
serious about discipleship to Christ. Our goal, according
to Scripture, is not to achieve bare minimums of love,
fellowship, and discipleship with Christ and His Bride,
but to "attain to the unity of the faith and of the
knowledge of the Son of God, to mature manhood, to
the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ. . ..
We are to grow up in every way into him who is the
head, into Christ, from whom the whole body, joined
and knit together by every joint with which it is
supplied, when each part is working properly, makes
bodily growth and upbuilds itself in love" (Eph 4:13-16).
When people tell us "I'll be there in spirit!" we know
they mean "l won't be there." Similarly, a merely partial
spiritual unity, while a good start, is a bad finish. That is

why we must all continue to work toward full unity in
Christ, neither denying our commonalities nor papering
over our differences.

So... Who Is Saved?

At this point, members of groups three and four (who
tend to take heaven more seriously as something that is
there and not simply -- as members of group two are
wont to say -- a "concept" or a "beautiful myth") are
likely to ask, "So does all this boil down to saying the
Church thinks Catholics are going to heaven and non-
Catholics aren't? Or does it really mean the Church is
now saying that everybody is saved?"

Again, both of these are the wrong questions,
which is to say they are nonsense questions. The
Church makes no comments on infernal population
statistics. Rather, the Church teaches that because
validly baptized non-Catholics are real members of the
Body of Christ, they share in the life of the Blessed
Trinity and therefore share with Catholics the hope of
salvation.

That said, mark that it is hope, not certainty, they
share with Catholics. For it is important to remember
that Catholics don't assume that even Catholics are
automatically going to heaven. The whole point, as
Paul says, is that hope means we have not, in this life,
attained what we hope for yet.

For in this hope we were saved. Now hope that is
seen is not hope. For who hopes for what he sees?
But if we hope for what we do not see, we wait for
it with patience (Rom 8:24-25).

Catholics don't believe in "once saved, always saved"
any more than in salvation by demographics. So the
mere fact that somebody says he is a Christian,
whether non-Catholic or Catholic, doesn't mean we
assume he is going to heaven. Till we die, we retain the
radical freedom to reject the grace of God and end up
among the damned. Catholics leave God to judge all
that.
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But by the same token, Catholics also don't assume
that anybody (even a non-Christian and indeed even an
atheist) is going to hell. The Church has always believed
that those who do not know Christ by name may yet
respond to the promptings of His Spirit and so
ultimately be saved by Him. She believes this because it
was taught by Jesus Christ in the Parable of the Sheep
and the Goats, which describes the judgment of people
who had no idea they were serving (or rejecting) Jesus
as they answered (or refused) the demands of
conscience with respect to "the least of these." That is
why both the saved and the damned in the parable
reply with astonishment to the King, "Lord, when did we
see thee hungry and feed thee, or thirsty and give thee
drink? And when did we see thee a stranger and
welcome thee, or naked and clothe thee? And when did
we see thee sick or in prison and visit thee?" (Mt 25:37—-
39).

Some of the saved, says our Lord, are going to be
astonished at their salvation. They just thought they
were doing the right thing and had no idea they were, in
fact, answering the prompting of the Holy Spirit to obey
the will of Christ. As Paul says, "When Gentiles who
have not the law do by nature what the law requires,
they are a law to themselves, even though they do not
have the law. They show that what the law requires is
written on their hearts, while their conscience also
bears witness and their conflicting thoughts accuse or
perhaps excuse them on that day when, according to
my gospel, God judges the secrets of men by Christ
(Rom 2:14-16). In
incomparably more than calling Jesus "Lord, Lord" is

Jesus" short, what matters
obeying Him. Or as St. John of the Cross put it mere
sweetly, "At the evening of life, we shall be judged on

our love."

But again, that doesn't mean, "It doesn't matter if
you are Catholic or not." We live in a fallen world and
are fallen creatures who need every bit of help we can
get from the grace of God to become the glorious, love-
filled creatures God calls us to be. And even with that
help, history demonstrates our genius for being schleps
and sinners. We are like patients in a hospital requiring
intensive care, but with the hope and promise that the

full panoply of modern medicine could give us back our
life if we cooperate with the Divine Physician and let
Him use all the treatments He has tucked away in His
little black bag. That little black bag is called "the
of Christ's Catholic
communion." It includes the common life, common

fullness revelation in the
worship, and common teaching of the Church; as well
as the seven sacraments, the accumulated wisdom of
the Tradition both in Scripture and in the life of the
Church, the Magisterium (including the papacy), and the
"riches of his glorious inheritance in the saints" (Eph
1:18). Other churches and ecclesial bodies like to use

various items out of that black bag (say, the Bible, or

baptism, or the doctrine of the Trinity; or some

particular moral teaching like the indissolubility of

marriage, or predestination, or free will) in various

combinations and to varying degrees, and believers do

well to avail themselves of as much of God's treasury

in the Church's Tradition as they can lay hold of.

But if you are mortally ill (and the whole human
race is mortally ill with sin), it's crazy to say, "I find that
I'm most comfortable when the doctor prescribes
aspirin, and | do like his penicillin now and then, but |
don't want his other prescriptions and treatments and
| won't allow him to send other hospital staff to treat
me." If we were mortally ill, we'd want whatever the
doctor has available to heal us.

All May Be One

Likewise, though the Catholic Church rejoices that real
elements of the saving gospel are present and working
in other churches and ecclesial bodies, and though she
even rejoices that the semina verbi, or "seeds of the
Word," can be found in the various non-Christian
religious and philosophical traditions of the world, she
nonetheless points out that the best thing of all is to
lay hold of the fullness of His gifts. So the Church, of
course, encourages anyone who can do so to become
Catholic. It doesn't presume to judge those who do
not, for we mortals cannot know the reasons why
others make the choices they do. People may refuse
the Church out of ignorance, or woundedness, or some
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other cause that renders them inculpable for rejecting
her. However, it is only sensible to point out that,
everything else being equal, if we say we want God, but
refuse the fullness of His gifts, then it is worth asking
ourselves if we really want God after all or are, in fact,
seeking something else.

As an Evangelical who discovered how much truth
was in the Catholic Faith and how much | agreed with it,
| came to the realization that it was not enough for me
to say "I share the same goals as Peter, so | am
'spiritually subject' to him already and do not need to
be sacramentally and ecclesially subject as well." |
realized that the very essence of what Peter proclaims is
that the Word became Flesh. Moreover, | came to
realize that there was, in fact, nothing in the Church's
deposit of Faith that was either opposed to reason or
anti-biblical. So | eventually concluded that it was
therefore my duty, in obedience to Christ's prayer for
unity in John 17, to enflesh my faith by becoming really,
tangibly, physically, sacramentally joined to the visible
Church our Lord commended to Peter's care and
feeding. | could no longer say "I'll be with you in spirit"
to the pope if | were not also willing to really be with
him in body as well.

Catholics do not say, and never have said, that they
are the sole possessors of revelation. Indeed, the
Church does not "possess" revelation at all. Revelation
possesses her; and that revelation, who is Christ, has,
she teaches, committed Himself fully to her. "God," said
the great Protestant writer George MacDonald, "is easy
to please, but hard to satisfy." On the one hand, God is

delighted when the most miserable sinner takes the
smallest serious step toward the love of God and
neighbor. On the other hand, He will not be completely
happy until every last person He came to save is
completely perfected in the image of Christ and
overflowing with perfect love for God and neighbor.
This same pattern is supremely evident in the Catholic
Church's understanding of her relationship with her
members, whether in full or very imperfect communion.
For the Church is happy to recognize even the smallest
commonalities she may share, not only with other
Christians, but even with non-Christian religious

traditions and the great philosophical traditions of

paganism. The Church can even find things to affirm in

virtuous atheists. But at the same time, the Church is

acutely aware that there is a real difference between

imperfect and perfect unity and so she, too -- easy to

please, but hard to satisfy -- labors toward that day

when all the members of the Body of Christ will be

perfected in faith, hope, and love.

Till that day, we know where the Church is; we do
not know where she is not.

Mark P. Shea is a senior editor for
www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for
InsideCatholic. Visit his blog at
markshea.blogspot.com.  This  article  originally
appeared in the October 2004 issue of crisisMagazine.
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The Joy of the Priesthood

Rev. John Jay Hughes | Classic
10/27/09

hirty-nine years ago, a 48ear-old professorof

Catholic theology in Germany wrote: "It seems

certain to me that very hard times await the
Church. Her crisis has hardly begun." Today the author
of those words is Pope Benedict XVI. What form the
hard times he predicted back in 1970 would take, then-
Josef Ratzinger did not say. Today we know. The crisis of
priestly sexual misconduct with minors, which burst
upon Catholics in the United States in January 2002, is
the most painful that we have ever experienced. Similar
things have happened in other places.

If we hear less about them elsewhere, this is for two
reasons. People in many places, the Latin countries in
particular, are more keenly aware of something pointed
out by retired archbishop of San Francisco John R.
Quinn at the height of the sexual abuse crisis: "We have
to dispose of the illusion that there was a time in the
past when these behaviors did not occur and that there
will be some future time when these behaviors will
cease to occur. As long as there is human nature these
problems will occur, and they have always occurred."

The second reason for the disproportionate number
of reports from the United States is our legal system.
Because American tort law now gives lawyers a third to
a half of the awards they obtain for their clients, the
sums demanded of defendants have risen exponentially
in recent decades. More than a decade ago a British
friend told me that he had had to resign from Lloyds of
London because of damage awards in American courts.
The costs to the Catholic Church in the United States
have been staggering -- with no end in sight.

The Church has been through the fires of adversity
before. Each time it has emerged purified and renewed.
The Protestant Reformation produced the renewed and
disciplined Church of the Counter-Reformation, with the
Jesuits in the vanguard. From the fierce persecution of
Catholics in the French Revolution came dozens of new
religious orders for men and women, and dynamic

missionary outreach in Africa and Asia. It was this
recurrent pattern of renewal through suffering that
caused then-Cardinal Ratzinger to say, only a few years
ago: "The Church needs a revolution of faith. It must
part with its goods, in order to preserve its treasure."
He was talking not about earthly but heavenly treasure,
the good news of the gospel: that God loves sinners;

that His love for us is a free gift, bestowed on us not

because we are good enough, but because He is so

good that He longs to share His love with us.

Happiness in Persecution

How are Catholic priests holding up under the
avalanche of today's bad publicity? Astonishingly well,
according to surveys. Between September 2003 and
April 2005, St. Luke's Institute in Silver Spring,
Maryland, a treatment center for priests with
addictions and psychological problems, questioned
1,286 priests at their annual convocations in 16
American dioceses about their experience of
priesthood. Asked to comment on the statement,
"Overall,  am happy as a priest," more than 90 percent
agreed. More than 81 percent said they would choose
priesthood again. Only 6 percent were thinking of
match those

leaving. Could other professions

numbers?

How is that possible? Why would any man in his right
mind want to be a Catholic priest today? In the article
cited above, Archbishop Quinn has an answer:

| believe... that this is the best time in the history
of the Church to be a priest, because it is a time
when there can be only one reason for being a
priest or for remaining a priest -- that is, to 'be
with' Christ. It is not for perks or applause or
respect or position or money or any other worldly
gain or advantage. Those things either no longer
exist or are swiftly passing. The priest of today is
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forced to choose whether he wants to give himself
to the real Christ, who embraced poverty, including
the poverty of the commonplace, rejection,
misrepresentation -- the real Christ of the gospels --
or whether, with the mistaken throngs of Jesus'
time, he wants an earthly, worldly messiah for

whom success follows upon success.

Though | am occasionally asked why | am a priest, most
often the question is: "Why did you become a
Catholic?" Fifty years after being received into the
Catholic Church, | am still asked that, most often by
lifelong Catholics. | can see the eager hope in their eyes.
They are looking for confirmation from a one-time
outsider that "Catholic is best." How difficult it is to

disappoint them.

For the truth is that there was little in the pre-
Vatican Il Church that was attractive to me, an Anglican
for 32 years, the last six of them a happy priest in the
American Episcopal Church. The version of papal
infallibility (for me a key difficulty), which | found in the
tracts in countless Catholic churches on both sides of
the Atlantic, strained credulity to the breaking point.
"All other Christians are floundering in uncertainty,"
they asserted. "We have an infallible voice in Rome
which gives us the answer to every question." Really?
The pope gloriously reigning until 1958, Pius XiII,
appeared to be quite happy in the role assigned to him
in this popular apologetic. Did Jesus want His Church,
however, to have this kind of oracular infallibility? |
could not find it in the New Testament. People who
brought their questions to Jesus seldom received the
answers they were looking for. Jesus would lay down a
principle, often tell a story to illustrate it, and arouse
consciences, and then send questioners away to apply
the principle to their own lives.

Was | not attracted by the beautiful Catholic
liturgy? | found it anything but beautiful. A convert far
more eminent than |, Avery Cardinal Dulles, S.J., who
came to the Church from Calvinism, writes: "If there be
anyone who contends that in order to be converted to
the Catholic faith one must be first attracted by the
beauty of the liturgy, he will have me to explain away....
| found myself actually repulsed by the elaborate

symbolism in which the Holy Sacrifice is clothed." As an

Anglo-Catholic, whose  personal religion was
"Catholicism without the Pope" (I was never a
Protestant), what repulsed me was not the elaborate
symbolism, but its slipshod and shoddy performance.
Save in the rare oasis of a Benedictine or Trappist
monastery, | found the silent Latin Masses that | often

attended irreverent and deeply off-putting.

Nor was | ever disillusioned with Anglicanism. Had
that been the case, my decision about the Catholic
Church at Easter 1960 would have been far easier.
From the time | was old enough to think about such
things, | realized that Anglicanism was a theological
house of cards. But it was my house. It was where the
Lord had put me. Moreover, at ordination | had made
promises of obedience and fidelity no less solemn than
those made by Catholic priests. Could it be right to
break those promises? The least that could be said was
that | must not leave the place the Lord had assigned
me without truly compelling reasons.

Anglicanism took me, as it had taken my father
and grandfather before me, from the font to the altar.
| loved it. | remain grateful to it. | am deeply saddened
by its present disarray. Was Newman right in his view
that, at bottom, Anglicanism is simply another version
of Protestantism?

Devout and holy men and women in the Anglican
Communion taught me almost all the Catholic truth |
know, even today. | considered it then, and consider it
today, aesthetically the most beautiful form of
Christianity in the West -- though | realized long ago
that appreciation of its beauty requires a level of
culture that limits its appeal. It was one of my Anglican
seminary professors, the Englishman J. V. Langmead
Casserly (whose lectures were second in brilliance only
to those of Ratzinger a dozen years later), who pointed
out that, unlike Protestantism and Catholicism,
Anglicanism has no folk version.
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Understanding Infallibility

What triggered my decision was contact with Catholics
in continental Europe during an extended trip in 1959.
When | told people at the Catholic University of Louvain
(which would honor me a decade later with a visiting
professorship) of my difficulty with oracular infallibility,
| was brought up short with the response: "But that's
not what we believe at all." Papal infallibility, my new
friends told me, meant simply that on the rare
occasions when the pope spoke to define the Church
teaching, he would not misrepresent the Faith. (Two
years later | would hear the German Jesuit Karl Rahner,
lecturing in Innsbruck, put it more succinctly. Pointing
out that there was no papal statement about the
recondite theological question which he was discussing,
Rahner said: "Of course, if a Pope had spoken about it
ex cathedra, he would have been right -- or at least not
wrong.")

This more modest explanation of papal infallibility
seemed entirely reasonable. But was it authentic? Or
were those who urged it upon me an unrepresentative
avant garde, sure to be condemned by the pope, as Pius
XIl had condemned the teachings of some of his too-
advanced theologians in the 1950 encyclical Humani
Generis?

For close to a year these questions tormented me
as | studied and reflected, praying for light to see where
the path of truth and duty lay. During this whole period
the question of the Church was never out of my waking
thoughts for two hours together. | got off lightly. The
"Cowley Father" (a member of an Anglican religious
order), Rev. B. W. Maturin, who became a Catholic in
1897 and died in the sinking of the Lusitania in 1915
after giving his life jacket to another passenger, was on
the cross of theological indecision for ten years. Later,
Catholic priests with no inkling of his ordeal would
reproach him for "waiting too long."

Added to the theological perplexities were personal
difficulties: dislike of the triumphalist Church of Pius XII,
and the desire not to wound my beloved priest-father,
widowed by the death of my mother when | was only
six years old. His life and priestly ministry had kindled

my desire to follow in his footsteps. Philo- and not anti-
Catholic, on the subject of Anglican priests who
"perverted to Rome" (his term), he was unyielding.
Were | to take this step, he told me, | would no longer
be welcome in the family home. In the event, | never
saw him again. We shall meet again in heaven, where
mutual hurt will be replaced by unending joy.

In the end | became convinced that the claims and
teaching of the Catholic Church were true. Clearly |
could not continue to hold a ministerial commission in a
Christian community that disputed those claims. |
entered the Catholic Church, however, with feelings of
guilt for deserting a priestly ministry to which | had
aspired, without interruption, from age twelve, and
which had brought me deep happiness. And | entered
with a cold heart. For that | have always been grateful.
The spiritual pilgrim with no expectation of future
happiness is spared disappointments. All my surprises -
- though by no means all my experiences -- have been
happy ones.

The Windows Are Opened

The first happy surprise, and still the greatest, was the
second Vatican Council of 1962-1965. My decision
about the Church was motivated by the more open
and less triumphalistic view of the Church to which
Vatican Il gave the stamp of authenticity. When | made
my decision, however, this was the view of a minority -
- in the English-speaking world, a suspect minority. As
the council unfolded, | felt like a man who had bet the
farm on a dark horse and watched him come in a
winner.

High on my list of unhappy experiences was the
eight-year suspension of the priestly ministry that |
loved, for me a kind of long Lent. When priesthood
was finally restored to me in 1968, through conditional
ordination to the diaconate and priesthood, | was
overjoyed. One of the two priests who assisted me as |
celebrated Mass the next day (he is a bishop in
Germany today) said to me in the sacristy afterward:
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"You were so assured." "I'm not doing this for the first
time," | told him.

Leaving the Episcopal Church was the hardest thing
| have ever done. Only years later was | able to affirm,
as | now do without hesitation, that entering the
Catholic Church is the best thing | have ever done.

Commenting on the surveys of priests cited above,
the American priest-sociologist Rev. Andrew Greeley
wrote: "Priests who like being priests are among the
happiest men in the world." Those words lifted me out
of my chair with excitement when | read them. "Andy,
you're right!" | e-mailed him: "I can confirm that from
my own experience." In his 2004 book, Priests: A Calling
in Crisis, Father Greeley writes that the real problem
with priestly morale today is that priests, though happy
themselves, think that other priests are not happy.

Are we priests indifferent to the failings of our
brothers who have abused the young? | don't know a
single priest who is not deeply saddened by the
revelations of recent years. Some have said that they
fear wearing clerical dress in public, lest they be vilified
and scorned -- the "rejection" mentioned by Archbishop
Quinn, which links us with "the real Christ," Himself
rejected by those for whom He laid down His life.

The Joy of the Priesthood

Say, if you like, that | lead a sheltered life. But | have yet
to encounter rejection. On the contrary, | have
experienced love and support from those whom we
priests were ordained to serve, far beyond anything we
deserve. On Holy Thursday 2002, at the height of the
sexual abuse crisis, St. Louis priests gathered for the
Chrism Mass at which we annually renew our priestly
commitment, and the bishop consecrates the Holy Oils
to be used in the ensuing year for baptism,
confirmation, holy orders, and the anointing of the sick.
As we walked in procession, more than 200-strong, into
our cathedral, we passed through ranks of applauding
laypeople holding signs that read: "We support our
priests." "We love our priests." Did we deserve that
outpouring of love and support? We knew we did not,

but we were grateful nonetheless. | cannot have been
the only priest whose eyes were moist.

No vocation brings uninterrupted joy. Every life is
shadowed by the cross. A widow spoke for married
people when she told me: "Father, when you walk up to
the altar on your wedding day, you don't see the
Stations of the Cross." If priesthood, like marriage, leads
to Calvary, it leads beyond Calvary to resurrection -- and
unending joy.

There is, first, the joy of preaching the gospel:
feeding God's people from the table of His word. An
evangelical hymn defines the teacher's task thus: "Tell
me the old, old story / Of Jesus and his love." John's
Gospel says it more briefly, in words once posted
inside pulpits for the preacher to see: "Sir, we would
like to see Jesus" (Jn 12:21). His story, and Jesus"
words, uphold us when we are down, rebuke us when
we go astray, and fill our mouths with laughter and our
tongues with joy (to use the Psalmist's words) when
the sunshine of God's love shines upon us.

There is also the joy of pastoral ministry. Like
priests everywhere, | have witnessed miracles of God's
grace in the people we serve. One small example: Not
many years ago a man came into my confessional
bruised and broken from a failed marriage. He was
then one of our CEO Catholics (Christmas and Easter
Only); today he is a daily communicant and a frequent
penitent. His story is by no means unique.

What nourishes me most, however -- next to the
daily half-hour | spend waiting on God in silence before
Mass -- is the privilege, so far beyond any man's
deserving, of celebrating Mass and feeding God's holy
people with the Bread of Life. It was that which drew
me to priesthood when | was not yet in my teens.
Every time | served Mass, | thought: "One day I'll stand
there. I'll wear those vestments. I'll say those words."

As a Catholic priest | have experienced the joy of
celebrating Mass all over the world: in tiny chapels and
great cathedrals; in hotel rooms in China and Vietnam;
on little Rottnest Island off Australia's west coast; at
Mother Teresa's tomb in Calcutta; on ships at sea,
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from small sailing vessels to 2,000-passenger cruise
ships; in St. Mark's Cathedral in Venice and at Notre
Dame in Paris, where | was asked to offer prayers in
German and English for the hordes of tourists who
often outnumber the local worshipers. Everywhere the
welcome has been the same, from brother priests to
laypeople of all ages and both sexes, whose devotion
and faith inspire us priests and often put us to shame.

Writing in April 2005 to my old teacher in Miinster,
Josef Ratzinger, to express my delight at his election as

pope, and to assure him of my prayers, | closed the
letter, "In the joy of our common priesthood." What
more can one say than that?

Rev. John Jay Hughes is a church historian and a priest
of the St. Louis archdiocese. This article originally
appeared in the October 2006 issue of crisisMagazine.
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How to Talk to Democrats about Aboran: Five Strategies for

Making the ProLife Case

Eric Pavlat | Classic

10/29/09

n the 1970s, wherabout 40 percent ofDemocratic

congressmen were pro-life, the party had a

seemingly insurmountable hold on the House of
Representatives. Now, less than 15 percent are pro-life,
and they're in an ever-shrinking House minority.
Meanwhile, the big Democratic success stories from
2004 were the new representatives in lowa, Missouri,
and Michigan, as well as new Democratic governors in
West Virginia and Louisiana. All of these victories were
won by pro-life Democrats.

Some in the Democratic Party read the signs
correctly; otherwise, they never could have elected a
relative social moderate like Harry Reid (D-Nevada) as
Senate minority leader. But many Democrats are not
just pragmatic, wanting victory at any cost. Most
Democrats I've spoken with seem to feel that
maintaining legal abortion is actually the most
compassionate course for a government to take, given
the number of women facing crisis pregnancies. For
sexist and

them, criminalizing abortion is both

heartless.

Many pro-lifers feel that arguing with such people is
hopeless, especially when dealing with a liberal
Democratic audience that has already made up its mind
about abortion. And yet we're still called to evangelize.
How, then, can we engage pro-choice Democrats in
fruitful conversation? (Since Democrats prefer the term
"pro-choice," | will use it here.)

First -- and most obvious -- is prayer. When Jesus
calls us to pray for our enemies, we're to pray for
conversion. The
authentically we pray, the more love and compassion

mercy, forgiveness, and more
we feel for those with whom we fight in this culture

war.

Beyond prayer, the key to any discussion is to locate
the common ground you share with your conversation

partner and work from there. This common ground
need not involve abortion, at least initially. Finding one
area where you agree with your interlocutor -- such as
the war in Iraq, tax cuts, or the death penalty -- creates
an openness to hearing your argument. Additionally, it
precludes the possibility of his tuning you out solely on
the basis of your membership in a certain political

party.

Finally, it's important to lower your initial
expectations. Due to the high emotions involved with
the abortion debate, you may convince a person on an
interior level and find that he nevertheless rejects your
position outwardly. Your pressing for a concession
early on may actually drive him away, making it that

much harder to convince him down the road.

A far better tack is to make some concession on
your side first -- such as rejecting anti-abortion
violence, or promoting increased funding for women's
health -- making the other person more likely to
consider you 'reasonable." Your having made a
concession also helps him lower his own guard and
gives him permission to admit to a change in his own
attitude.

Strategy No. 1: Oppose Violence Against Women

Abortion was first aggregated to the Democratic Party
in the late 1960s and early 1970s when feminists,
following up on the civil rights movement, advocated it
as part of women's liberation. Unfortunately, the
results have been anything but good for women.

According to the Journal of the American Medical
Association, the leading cause of death for pregnant
women in the United States is murder. The most
frequent murderer of a pregnant woman is the father
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of her child. Connected to this startling statistic, we see
that in post-abortive interviews, between 30 percent
and 60 percent of abortions are described by the
abortive mother as "coerced," most often by parents or,
again, the child's father.

By legalizing abortion, our country has created an
instant escape hatch for irresponsible males who aren't
willing to accept the consequences of their actions and
who pressure women into unwanted abortions. We
have formed an expectation among males that if a
"mistake" comes along, the woman has an obligation to
"fix it." And they're often all too willing to enforce this
decision with violence: Five years ago, the Washington
Post reported that an estimated 295 pregnant women
were murdered per year, with another 4 to 8 percent of
pregnant women suffering physical violence at the
hands of their husbands, boyfriends, or partners. While
exact numbers are hard to obtain, it's probable that
several thousand non-surgical abortions per year are
performed by male partners who simply beat the
abdomens of women until miscarriage occurs. This not
only kills the child, it leaves the bereaved mother
without the ability to prosecute the murderer (in most
states, depending on the gestational age of the child) for
any crime beyond simple assault and battery. The
connection between abortion and domestic violence is
unmistakable.

Threats and intimidation from male partners, as
well as from parents, often play a role in a woman's
choice to abort. In fact, according to a statistic in David
C. Reardon's Aborted Women: Silent No More (Acorn
Books, 2002), 80 percent of post-abortive women say
that if they had received support instead of intimidation
from their loved ones, they would have preferred to
keep the baby. As it was, they felt that they had no
choice but to abort.

Clearly, these statistics should be abhorrent to
anyone on any side of the debate. Simply sharing the
facts above often produces a startling effect. But this
cannot be used merely as a bludgeon; it needs to be
part of an overall pattern of authentic concern for the
mother facing a surprise pregnancy. It might also be
helpful to become familiar with the work of the crisis

pregnancy centers in your area, especially those that
provide shelter for threatened mothers.

Pro-life feminists Susan B. Anthony and Elizabeth
Cady Stanton feared that women would be exploited
and abused if abortion were to become legalized, and
their predictions were proven correct. No solutions to
the problem of intimidation and violence against
pregnant women can be achieved without the dual
solutions of removing the availability of abortion and
taking additional steps to protect threatened women.

Strategy No. 2: Support Women Facing Crisis Paegies

Sympathy for the woman facing a crisis pregnancy
needs to come in two ways. First, we must be
compassionate and express solidarity with those who
feel forced into an abortion. Post-abortive women, as
well as their family and friends, are often extremely
defensive. What they need is sympathy for their crisis,
of this
inflammatory language. While it's absolutely true that

not judgment. Part involves avoiding
abortion is no less than the killing of a baby, the post-
abortive woman hears only judgment in that line of
argument. Her mind will immediately close, and your

chance to make a convincing case is gone.

Secondly, it's important to acknowledge that
simply overturning abortion laws will not end the
abortion crisis. Even if Roe v. Wade were reversed,
abortion would still be legal in most of the United
States (as such a decision would merely leave the
question up to individual states). And even if abortion
were made illegal on the state level, many abortions
would continue on the black market.

We need a system in which no woman feels there's
a need for abortion. In other words, we need to admit
that the U.S. government isn't yet doing what it should
to establish justice and promote the general welfare
when it comes to pregnant women. While volunteer
groups have bravely filled an important void in crisis
pregnancy centers, the government should step up to
the plate where volunteerism is overwhelmed.
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What Democrats will recognize as "sympathy" for
the pregnant woman is government intervention.
Though Republicans are generally suspicious of big
government programs, this may be a time to make
some exceptions -- for example, support for a
government subsidy of pre- and post-natal care for low-
income and under-insured women, or a child-care tax
credit (or stay-at-home parent tax credit). The question
of coerced abortions could be addressed from a legal
standpoint, perhaps by requiring clinics to screen for
coercion or including coercion-to-abort clauses within
domestic violence provisions. In some cases, even such
a thing as raising the minimum wage becomes pro-life,
in that it might encourage low-income families to feel
more secure in their ability to care for a child. Simply by
addressing the "demand" side of the equation, it's
conceivable that certain pieces of legislation could
reduce abortion without directly referring to the
practice itself.

Strategy No. 3: Explain the Harmful Health Effects of

Abortion

Democrats have always been on the forefront of issues
related to women's health, but they've tragically
grouped abortion under this umbrella issue, alleging
discrimination against women when this "health"
not adequately addressed.
abortion represents a grave threat to women's health.

concern is However,

New findings from a study in Finland show that
abortion is more physically dangerous than previously
believed -- substantially more dangerous than
childbirth. (Finland is an excellent choice for such a
study because its government provides socialized
medical care with centralized records.) A 2004 article in
the American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology
relates how researchers from Finland's National
Research and Development Center for Welfare and
Health looked at the death certificate records from
1987 to 2000 for all women ages 15 to 49 (i.e., of
reproductive age). Their findings show that post-
abortive women are 3.5 times more likely to die within

twelve months after abortion than women after

childbirth within the same period. In addition, abortion
is a risk factor for future miscarriages and premature
births, as well as for breast cancer.

Democrats also recognize that a person's body
doesn't give the whole picture of a person's health; the
person's mental state must be considered, too. But
abortion, which is sometimes promoted as reducing
women's stress, actually leads to increased rates of
depression, alcoholism, drug abuse, and even
psychiatric hospitalization (well-documented in the
Journal of the Canadian Medical Association, the
Clinical Psychological Review, and other peer-reviewed
journals). In fact, according to the British Medical
Journal, women who procured an abortion had an
almost 500 percent greater suicide risk than women
who had given birth -- as measured within the twelve

months following either the abortion or the birth.

When all of this information is taken together, the
pro-life position can be shown for what it really is: far
more pro-woman than the pro-choice position. (For
effects of
abortion on women's health, see "How Abortion Hurts
Women: The Hard Proof," by Erika Bachiochi.)

more information about the harmful

Strategy No. 4: Emphasize the
Discrimination of Abortion

Democrats were historically the party of the underdog.
What Democrats need to see is that abortion is
actually another form of discrimination against the
weakest members of our society: unborn children.

The right to life is the fundamental human right,
without which all others are meaningless. How will we
practice the right to free speech, the right to follow
any religion (or no religion), the right to assemble, the
right to pursue happiness, if we don't first have the
right to live? All other rights are secondary to and
dependent upon the right to life.

There's also a strong parallel between abortion
and slavery. The Supreme Court declared both slavery
and abortion to be constitutional. Slavery denied the

Inherent
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personhood of the African American; abortion denies
the personhood of the extremely young. The defense of
slavery rested on a person's right to do what he wants
with his own "property," while the defense of abortion
rests on a woman's right to do what she wants with her
own body. The unsettling implications of that parallel
are hard to ignore.

A final piece of evidence comes from the history of
the pro-choice movement itself. Abortion in the United
States was promoted partially to control the growth of
socially undesirable people. PBS's American Experience
quotes Planned Parenthood founder Margaret Sanger
as saying, "Birth control is nothing more or less than the
facilitation of the process of weeding out the unfit [and]
of preventing the birth of defectives." Even today,
Planned Parenthood's clinics are most common in inner
cities. Thirty-five percent of all abortions are performed
on black women, even though African Americans
comprise only 12 percent of the United States'
population. According to the U.S. Centers for Disease
Control, more African Americans' lives have been ended
by abortion since 1973 than by AIDS, cancer, heart
disease, accidents, and murder combined.

Strategy No. 5: Discuss the Science of Fetal Development

When it comes to scientific advances in the field of fetal
development over the last 30 years, some pro-choice
advocates are simply misinformed. Pro-choice groups
like Planned Parenthood, NARAL, and NOW like to claim
that the fetus is simply extra tissue in the woman's body
that can be disposed of easily. However, any medical
textbook on fetal development shows clearly that the
fetus is obviously a distinct person from the mother:

9 The fetus has unique DNA, different from the
mother's, at the moment of conception.

 The fetus has a heartbeat 18 days after
conception, which is usually before the woman
even knows she's pregnant.

9 The fetus often has a different blood type than
the mother.

1 The fetus has measurable brain activity less
than 45 days after conception, well before most
abortions in America take place.

Published material on fetal development that's neither
politically nor religiously affiliated can be very useful
educational tools, as are images from the new 3-D
sonograms.

Democrats usually favor government involvement
in scientific advances. Remind them that Democrats
proposed our mission to the moon more than four
decades ago, advocated for alternative energy sources,
realized the importance of mental health to a person's
overall well-being, and tried to repair the damage
we've done to our environment. Now it's time for the
Democratic Party to accept the science behind human
development.

If a Democrat tries to argue (as | once did) that
human personhood begins when brain waves exist,
another helpful argument is the existence of
anencephalic babies -- that is, children born without a
brain who usually live outside of the womb for only a
few hours. It's hard to argue that a nine-month-old
baby with such a birth defect isn't a person. Point out
that humans in a persistent vegetative state are still
"persons" deserving of certain civil rights and
governmental protection. The existence of brain waves
isn't useful as a measuring stick for personhood.

Democrats for Life

It's necessary to drive home the point that being pro-
life doesn't mean being Republican. Acknowledging
the universal right to life can and should be distinct
from any personal political preference. If you feel that
your words have had an effect, encourage them to
check out www.democratsforlife.org, a national
organization for pro-life Democrats.

Most of all, stress that the Democratic Party has
considered itself the party that speaks for and protects
those who cannot protect themselves, the voice for
the voiceless. The unborn are the ultimate example of
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the powerless. It's time for more Democrats to speak
up.

Eric Pavlat is a convert from pro-choice agnosticism
whose conversion story appears in Surprised by Truth 2

(Sophia Institute Press, 2000). He's also a board member
of Democrats for Life of Maryland, Inc., and a blogger
and columnist for InsideCatholic.com. This article
originally appeared in the October 2005 issue of crisis
Magazine.
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