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'Some of us are owed an apology':  

Traditionalists and the Latin Mass 

Thomas E. Woods Jr. | Interview 

6/11/08 

 

 

 

 

homas Woods Jr. has been involved in the 

movement to liberate the Old Mass for well over 

a decade. Late last year, he released Sacred Then 

and Sacred Now: The Return of the Old Latin Mass, 

explaining the historic liturgy and the pope's reasons for 

reinstating it. 

Brian Saint-Paul spoke with him recently about 

reactions to the motu proprio, Pope Benedict XVI's 

vision for the Mass, and whether the liturgical wars are 

finally over. 

ǅ ǅ ǅ 

Brian Saint-Paul: How has the motu proprio been 

received worldwide? 

Thomas Woods Jr.: The reaction has been mixed. Some 

bishops have enthusiastically received it – including 

some American bishops, I might add. Of course, none of 

them are a surprise. Archbishop Raymond Burke, for 

one. But then, who else would you expect to see 

showing fidelity to a major new initiative of the pope? 

In other quarters, the motu proprio has been received 

like the return of the Wolf Man. 

Were there specific individuals? 

Well, Bishop Rafaele Nogaro in Italy prohibited his 

priests from saying it, which he had no authority to do. 

So we had that sort of thing going on internationally. 

In the U.S., we have some bishops who are 

deliberately misunderstanding the document. I wrote a 

piece on this last year for Inside the Vatican. Now it's a 

serious charge to say that they're doing this on 

purpose, but these documents are written for a 

layman to understand and there's no reason there 

should be any problems. 

But there have been bishops who pretend that the 

motu proprio was just a grudging concession to old 

T 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0979354021/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0979354021/insidecatcom-20
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fogies who refuse to get with the times. And there are 

people who have said that the pope is requiring that 

you be an expert in Latin before you can offer this Mass. 

The charge I've heard most often is that this requires a 

stable and consistent group of enthusiasts in the parish. 

And that of course eliminates most Catholic churches in 

the U.S. 

Yes, that's right. Because most people who would really 

want the old Mass are already so alienated from their 

local parish that they have no connection with it to 

begin with. 

The very thing that required the motu proprio in the 

first place is now being used to disqualify it. 

There's been talk -- almost since the document came 

out -- that a clarification would be on its way. What I 

understand from my sources is that it's all ready to go, 

but no one quite knows when it will appear.  

In the short run, we have had some important 

statements recently, such as the comments of Cardinal 

Hoyos, who is president of the Ecclesia Dei Commission 

and the former prefect of the Congregation for Clergy. 

He said that priests should be making the Extraordinary 

Form (the term Benedict prefers for the traditional Latin 

Mass) available even without any initiative from the 

congregation. That clearly contradicts the idea that 

there have to be X number of people who are 

interested before the Mass can be allowed. I mean, is 

this liturgy a treasure of the Church or is it not? If it is, 

then as one of my friends puts it, we shouldn't be 

treating it like a radioactive moon rock. That's just 

common sense, it seems to me. 

Are there any indications that the return of the old 

Mass might help bring back the Society of Saint Pius X? 

There have been ongoing discussions, but as far as I can 

see, they're just not interested. 

You know, anyone who tries to predict what the Society 

will do is fooling himself. There are a few commentators 

who really have the pulse of the Society, but it's like 

trying to do orange juice futures -- either you have an 

instinct for it or you don't. I must have predicted the 

imminent return of the Society at least five times in my 

life, so I refuse to do it anymore. 

They were upset about the Good Friday liturgy 

change. But on the other hand, they received the news 

of the motu proprio with genuine joy, and I think Bishop 

Fellay understands full well the courage that it took on 

the pope's part to release it. Especially when you 

consider how little enthusiasm there is for this even 

among the pope's own friends. We already knew the 

Left wasn't going to like this. But his own friends had no 

interest in it either. I think the Society understands 

what he's put on the line here. 

I refuse to join in the chorus of condemnation of 

those who attend their chapels, by the way. Most 

members of the Society are perfectly decent people 

whose local parishes are serving them something that 

doesn't even rise to the level of a caricature of 

Catholicism. Many are parents of young families trying 

to cling to the Faith, and they don't want their children 

raised in an atmosphere of institutionalized 

irreverence. They don't know the canonical ins and 

outs of Archbishop Lefebvre's ordination of bishops or 

any of that. They just know that they're getting the 

Catholic faith there. 

That's why Rome has been much kinder toward 

the Society faithful than some Catholic magazines have 

been. You'll get people in Catholic publications who 

boast of their orthodoxy but who say that the people 

who attend these Masses are schismatic. I've even 

heard some people say their Masses are invalid, a 

theologically ignorant statement. At worst, the Mass 

could be illicit. But obviously if matter and form are 

present, the Mass is valid. 

People in the Society have experienced a kind of 

callousness that you never see shown toward 

Protestants or Muslims or other groups. They're 

treated like men from Mars. 

Like troglodytes, missing a chromosome. 

Exactly. And most of the people who do attack them so 

uncharitably -- and in ignorance of what Rome, and 

even the pope himself, have said on the subject -- are 
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the same ones who complain about how uncharitable 

Society people are. Physician, heal thyself! 

Where does Benedict stand on this? 

Well, I'm sure Benedict wants the Society regularized. 

He was a key architect in the 1988 agreement that 

almost solved the entire problem. It was agreed that 

they'd be permitted to ordain one bishop, hold onto all 

their property and continue to administer the 

traditional Sacraments . . . pretty much everything they 

had already been doing, except now with the blessing of 

Rome. I personally think it was a good agreement, but 

at the last minute, the Society rejected it. 

I do know that Cardinal Ratzinger broke down and 

wept when he heard that the agreement had been 

rejected. His heart was really in this in a way that even 

most of his biggest supporters still don't understand. 

For their part, some members of the Society 

believed that when Rome gives you an agreement like 

that, you have to take it and trust the Holy Ghost to 

work it out. They left the Society and approached Rome 

on their own. So Pope John Paul II established the 

Priestly Fraternity of Saint Peter, an order of priests 

dedicated to the traditional Latin Mass, which we now 

refer to as the Extraordinary Form. Other orders 

followed later. 

You've been a traditional Catholic for some years. In 

writing your book Sacred Then and Sacred Now, did you 

come across anything you found new or surprising? 

I planned to write the book based on my already-

existing knowledge. After having worked as an editor of 

The Latin Mass for 11 years and reading every article we 

ever published three or four times -- well, eventually it 

stays in the old noggin. As far as new material is 

concerned, most of what I learned involved the pope 

himself. I delved deeply into the pope's liturgical 

writings -- even some relatively obscure material of his 

from liturgical conferences around the world. I was 

surprised by how consistent his point of view has been. 

He's been making these arguments for a long time now, 

and I was able to classify his points into a few 

categories.  

One set of arguments deals with the idea that you 

could dispense with a liturgical rite and replace it with a 

new one. Nothing like that had ever happened before in 

Church history, he says. He's very concerned about the 

perception that gives about the continuity of the Faith. 

Benedict is also interested in preserving the sacred 

and avoiding improvisation in the Mass, and believes 

the old liturgy has an important role to play in both 

areas. 

I was also surprised by how bold some of his 

statements have been. He told a group of 

traditionalists that he understood the sensibilities that 

attracted people to this liturgy, because "they are, to 

some extent, my own sensibilities." Once a statement 

like that is made, it can never be unmade. It makes me 

think that maybe some of us are owed an apology by 

people who have been calling us disloyal for years. 

Who's going to be first in line to lecture Pope 

Benedict? If he's right to say these things now, how 

were we wrong to say them ten years ago? 

The Catholic Church isn't a George Orwell novel, in 

which something is celebrated one day and 

condemned the next. That's the Protestant caricature 

of Catholicism. So I was pleased to see just how much 

the pope's own words vindicate those who fought to 

get this great treasure back. The pope may not 

endorse everything that people who support the old 

Mass have said, but the core of his argument is the 

same. And that's a seismic shift in the life of the 

Church. 

We've heard anecdotal evidence that the old Mass has 

a special attraction to young people and converts. Do 

you think there's an evangelical quality to the 

traditional liturgy that even a reverent Novus Ordo 

lacks? 

I think so, and I was glad to see the pope himself 

acknowledge this in the letter to the bishops. 

Archbishop Burke has said the same thing. In my own 

experience, the typical "reverent Novus Ordo" -- which 

I'd take if nothing else was available, incidentally -- 
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tends to contain all kinds of things that would be 

considered abominations 50 years ago. 

Such as? 

The very presence of laymen in the sanctuary sends me 

up a wall. What are the key ingredients in a mature 

piety that our world most needs? Wonder and 

reverence. Plato said the beginning of philosophy is the 

attitude of wonder. But we feel that since we've sent a 

man to the moon and invented the iPod, we're too 

great to kneel before God. 

It's this same kind of self-centeredness at work in so 

many parishes, even if people don't realize it. Instead of 

showing reverence for sacred things and places, the 

attitude is: If I want to traipse around the sanctuary, 

then that's what I'm going to do. For I am man! 

Now I do not mean to imply that that's the 

motivation behind most of the people who are 

volunteering in the sanctuary -- these are decent lay 

Catholics who have been catechized into doing this. But 

the sanctuary was once considered a special place 

reserved for the ordained or those directly serving the 

ordained in a natural progression oriented toward 

ordination. I do not believe we have become better 

Catholics for having abandoned that thought. 

What else? 

Lay Eucharistic ministers have been a problem. Rome 

repeatedly issues clarifications that this is not supposed 

to be an ordinary thing, much less described in parish 

bulletins as a "ministry," and those clarifications wind 

up in the waste basket. For heaven's sake, why would 

they be called Extraordinary Ministers of the Eucharist if 

they had been envisioned as a regular feature of parish 

life? 

In the book I quote Father James McLucas, a former 

chaplain at Christendom College. He says that the priest 

as a celibate man doesn't lose his need for intimacy 

with another, but that that need is channeled into a 

unique relationship with God and the Eucharist. He 

alone touches the Eucharist, and thus enjoys a unique 

monogamous relationship that no layman has. That's 

what grounds his celibate commitment. The 

phenomenon of laymen running around the sanctuary 

and even distributing Holy Communion robs the priest 

of this and makes him a mere adjunct, dispensable once 

the consecration has taken place. Are we surprised that 

young boys don't find the priesthood as mysterious or 

compelling when Mrs. Jones can do just about 

everything the priest can do? Why sacrifice the 

exclusive relationship you'd have with an earthly spouse 

if you're no longer going to have an exclusive 

relationship with God in the Eucharist? 

So even these things, which could be considered 

part of a reverent Novus Ordo, are problematic. Also, 

even the most reverent Novus Ordo gives me a sense 

of alienation in knowing that if a saint from the past 

were to join me in the pew, he would not recognize 

much of what I was doing. He wouldn't recognize 

Eucharistic Prayer 2, for example. Now of course some 

parts of the Extraordinary Form are newer than others, 

and there has been evolution over the centuries. I 

know that. But there has never been, as the pope 

noted, as radical a change as we saw in 1969-1970. So 

the idea that I'm at a Mass that feels like it cuts me off 

from the Communion of Saints . . . that doesn't seem 

as evangelical. 

How do you see the interrelationship of the old and 

new Masses of the Roman Rite working practically? 

Can they comfortably co-exist? And what do you think 

will happen when Pope Benedict leaves us? 

That last question is very hard to predict, especially 

since I don't know of anyone else in the College of 

Cardinals who is as interested in this issue. So I'm not 

sure what kind of vigor this would be promoted with. I 

would like to see the two forms of the Roman Rite co-

exist without a cross-pollination that would be 

intrusive. I do think there are some ways that the 

Extraordinary Form can improve the Ordinary Form.  

Example? 

The practice of having the priest facing East, for one. 

We now know that this was the ancient practice, 

contrary to what some scholars once claimed. Or even 
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just the way the old Mass might help undermine the 

childish idea of improvisation at Mass. These are good 

things. But I wouldn't want to see the two forms 

interacting in ways that just cause more problems. Co-

existence is probably the best way to address the 

liturgical wars in the Church. 

It's fine for the Roman Rite to have two forms. 

Think about how long the Dominicans had their own 

liturgy. Or the Ambrosian Rite, and all the Eastern Rites. 

This is one of those areas in which diversity is a good 

thing. We have great diversity in our ancient liturgies, 

just as we have great diversity in our spiritualities and 

our religious communities. And none of that has 

undermined the unity of the Church. 

 

Thomas E. Woods Jr., a senior fellow at the Ludwig von 

Mises Institute, won first place in the 2006 Templeton 

Enterprise Awards for his book The Church and the 

Market: A Catholic Defense of the Free Economy, which 

has been translated into Italian, Polish, and Spanish. His 

other books include How the Catholic Church Built 

Western Civilization (translated into Spanish, German, 

Polish, and Italian) and, most recently, Sacred Then 

and Sacred Now: The Return of the Old Latin Mass. 

http://www.amazon.com/Church-Market-Catholic-Defense-Economics/dp/0739110365/ref=pd_bbs_sr_2?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1209638567&sr=8-2
http://www.amazon.com/Church-Market-Catholic-Defense-Economics/dp/0739110365/ref=pd_bbs_sr_2?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1209638567&sr=8-2
http://www.unilibro.it/find_buy/Scheda/libreria/autore-woods_thomas_e_jr_/sku-12846950/la_chiesa_e_il_mercato_.htm
http://www.wysylkowa.pl/ks786261.html
http://www.criteriaclub.com/por-que-el-estado-si-es-el-problema-thomas-e-wood.html
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0895260387/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0895260387/insidecatcom-20
http://www.ciudadela.es/cream/?page=1&codigo=105014
http://www.amazon.de/Sternstunden-statt-dunkles-Mittelalter-Thomas/dp/3928272721
http://kmt.pl/pozycja.asp?DZ=&KsID=16094&kstr=1
http://tinyurl.com/3cata2
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0979354021/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0979354021/insidecatcom-20
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Receiving Messages from God in Ireland? 
Deal W. Hudson| Column 

6/9/08

n a remote city in central Ireland lives an alleged 

locutionist named "Anne." For the past five years 

she says she has been receiving auditory messages 

from Jesus Christ, His mother, His father on earth, and a 

variety of saints, including the great mystic St. Teresa of 

Avila. Anne's apostolate, Directions for Our Times, has 

"lay apostles" in 31 countries and sponsors monthly 

prayer groups in 43 of the United States. 

Over 700,000 of the books containing these 

messages have been distributed throughout the world 

in English, French, and Spanish, while versions in 

Chinese, Dutch, German, Lithuanian, Polish, and 

Portuguese are nearly complete. 

Married to a farmer and the mother of six children, 

Anne does not travel much and has not travelled at all 

in the last 18 months. "I only travel when I am 

specifically told to," she told me a few days ago when I 

interviewed her in the living room of her mission. When 

she does, it is usually to participate in Eucharistic Days 

of Renewal, which she leads with permission from her 

bishop. 

The bishop also approves everything published in 

Anne's books. Further, her newsletter and monthly 

messages are read by her spiritual director, Rev. 

Darragh Connolly, and Rev. John Murphy, leader of the 

local parish, before they are distributed. It was clear to 

me from the few days I spent with Anne and other 

members of her apostolate that everything was being 

done to observe the rigors of canon law regarding 

private revelation. 

I asked Anne her opinion on why there is any 

private revelation at all. "Perhaps it is because the job is 

not getting done, and God wants to help us at a specific 

time and a specific place." She talks about her locutions 

as seemingly "normal" and being "hard work," and that 

is precisely the impression you get of her; someone who 

works hard at what she calls her "rescue mission," but 

without the drama or theatrics. 

Some might be disappointed to find that Anne is 

not the wild-eyed mystical type you might expect of 

someone who claims to hear God. She is a handsome 

woman with bright gray eyes, and speaks with a quiet 

authority. "The pain of disobedience is so great in our 

society that people are looking for Christ again -- He is 

truly present at every moment and accepts our 

humanity completely." 

She has been accused of not having the kind of life 

-- her first marriage ended in divorce -- that would 

attest to the authenticity of her locutions. "They said I 

am not holy enough, and they are exactly right," she 

says with a laugh. She says that when she takes her 

unworthiness to Christ, he laughs at her. "I am 

constantly learning it needs to be less Anne and more 

Jesus." 

I began our interview with a personal question, 

and she became immediately uncomfortable. "People 

can make me a distraction, and I don't want that to 

happen." So I shifted over to the topic of the persons 

she says she hears interiorly. "Our Lady," she says, "is 

earnest and pleading; St. Joseph is steady, calm, and 

always obedient; and the always joyful Christ wants us 

to have confidence in His love for us." 

Anne emphasizes the need to not take ourselves 

"too seriously" and end up making Satan "bigger than 

he really is." Satan's relation to God is like comparing 

an "ant to the Empire State Building." Too many 

religious people, according to Anne, make the enemy a 

distraction and "stare into the darkness so long they 

don't see God any longer." 

Father Connolly was appointed Anne's spiritual 

director by Bishop Leo O'Reilly in the summer of 2006. 

As chaplain of the local high school, Father Connolly 

I 

http://www.directionforourtimes.com/intro.html
http://www.directionforourtimes.com/
http://www.unitypublishing.com/Apparitions/anne.htm
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had known Anne for several years before that. Ordained 

in the midst of the clergy sex scandal, Father Connolly 

believes that Anne's apostolate is helping some recover 

their enthusiasm for the Church. He points out that 

6,000 people attended their 2007 Divine Mercy 

Conference held in Dublin. 

Anne explains the impact of the scandal on people 

who now no longer automatically love their priests, 

instead viewing them with suspicion. Such an attitude 

has serious ramifications: "This is crippling, not to want 

to run into the arms of the Father." Ann said this pain of 

discontent is slowly starting to change, but the 

upcoming release of an investigation of sexual abuse in 

the Archdiocese of Dublin may open the wound again. 

Her apostolate, in spite of being rooted in Anne's 

private revelation, is moving into the mainstream of the 

Church in Ireland. In addition to the support of several 

bishops, she corresponds with priests, religious, and 

seminarians. She often receives a letter or e-mail from a 

priest beginning with the phrase, "I'm not really into 

this sort of thing [locutions]," before telling her how 

helpful her writings have been to him. (Her books are 

distributed free of charge to clergy.) 

The overarching message of Anne's apostolate is 

God's joyful embrace of our humanity, but she says she 

has encountered other facets of God as well. "I heard 

His wrath when people are working with Satan in the 

most destructive fashion, making war against God's 

children." 

God's invitation to holiness has an undeniable moral 

demand, one that should not be understood as 

"dictatorial," she said. We should resist sin because it 

"wounds the self, the soul, and moves out in the world, 

leaving behind human debris." 

Whatever you think of Anne as a locutionist, that's 

a message the world needs to hear. 

 

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, 2008).

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
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Peace Research 
Rev. James V. Schall S.J. | Column 

6/9/08 

n Plato's Republic, soldiers are called "watchdogs." 

The military guardians are necessary either to 

protect one's city from greedy neighbors or, if the 

city is itself undisciplined, to assist in conquering the 

land or goods that are wanted or needed. The watchdog 

is seen to be someone who attacks an enemy but who is 

friendly with the locals. But who is to decide who our 

enemy or our friend is? This task is assigned to the 

intellectual guardians. Often, to tell the difference 

between friend and foe is not easy. It remains the 

principal problem of our time. 

Behind the war question, sane people recognized 

that "peaceful means" do not always guarantee justice 

or even existence. "Peace at any cost" has long been 

understood to be the virtue of cowards. Scripture is not 

only full of wars, but unsettlingly reminds us that in all 

human history will be found wars and rumors of war. 

This view is stated as a matter of fact. We should not be 

shocked when it happens in our era or place. It assumes 

a familiarity with human nature, with the Fall in all its 

consequences. As a grudging practical principle that 

never fails to upset the idealists, realistically armed 

societies are usually those that enjoy the most peace. 

Those who merely "long" for peace seldom experience 

it. They may enjoy it, but it is not the result of their own 

efforts. 

Perhaps no word is more frequently found among 

the officially pious than "peace." It was also a favorite 

word of Augustine who, of all theologians, understood 

war best. It is no accident that great generals have been 

the first to long for peace; they know the alternative 

firsthand. Peace is a more curious word than we are 

wont to acknowledge. Obviously, if peace just means 

"absence of hostilities," then police states or totalitarian 

states are models of peace. The longing for peace with 

no further qualification is a most dangerous desire.  

The "study" of war is a respected discipline. All 

great military philosophers see the vocation of the 

military as that of service of others, of those who 

cannot protect themselves. The military prevents 

something worse from happening. They are not 

surprised that, at the end of hostilities, things are still 

messy. Many a war, having been won on the battlefield, 

has been lost by the intellectual guardians of the 

victors. 

Peace is not an object of war. Peace is always a 

result of something else, primarily justice. But not 

everyone is inspired by justice. The question of war is 

thus never far from the question of what goes on in 

our souls. Wars seldom initially arise with armies. 

When unjust, they arise in the souls of the intellectual 

guardians or in those of the citizens, usually as a result 

of personal disorder. The necessity to protect oneself 

and others is, then, something that arises from a 

realistic look at the human condition. 

Modern philosophy often proposed itself as a 

method to create among us "universal peace." What 

this philosophy claimed was a superior understanding 

of human nature. Modern thought strove to replace 

the Christian realism that expects wars and rumors of 

war. With modern science, this thought will finally 

bring about "peace" in this world. Indeed, a principal 

argument against Christianity was that it was too 

slovenly about wars. It did not "work" to eradicate 

them. It read Scripture about their abidingness, so it 

did not act. 

  

These remarks on war occur because I read Joseph 

Ratzinger's Eschatology: Death and Eternal Life. (Much 

of what is in Spe Salvi was already in this book, 

published in 1977 and rendered into English by the 

Catholic University of America Press in 1988.) Often, 

when I am informed about yet another academic 

"program" of "peace studies," I remark -- to be 

provocative -- that the only "peace academies" in this 

I 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0813215161/insidecatcom-20
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country are located at Colorado Springs, Annapolis, and 

West Point.  

Now, of course, Christianity has never thought that 

something could not be done about the prevalence of 

war. Its frequency and heinousness could, with some 

wisdom, be limited. The notion of "limited" as opposed 

to "universal peace" strikes me as by far the more 

feasible and indeed less dangerous goal. "Universal 

peace" by human means has the overtones of 

totalitarianism in modern times. 

In his discussion of the Resurrection, Ratzinger 

brought up the question of whether within the world 

we could expect that man would solve his problems by 

his own efforts, the essentially modern project. In the 

New Testament, one of the "signs" of the end of history 

is precisely wars among men. Wars in almost every 

century of Christian history are used to speak of the 

approaching end. Thus, one cannot easily conclude that 

wars will or will not be an immediate sign of the end.  

These remarkable words of Ratzinger are worth 

memorizing:  

Even a cursory glance at the actual reality of every 

century suggests that such "signs" [wars] indicate a 

permanent condition of this world. The world has 

always been torn apart by wars and catastrophes, 

and nothing allows one to hope that, for example, 

"peace research" will manage to ease this 

watermark of all humanity. 

In other words, we do what we can. But when we 

promise that we can eliminate war by studying peace, 

we show that we do not understand either Scripture or 

the human condition.  

In the recent past, we have had earthquakes, 

floods, wars, and sundry other disasters. We can only 

be "surprised" at such things if we really think that we 

can totally eliminate them -- if, in other words, we 

lapse into ideology from practical realism. It is in this 

latter world where we are to accomplish our salvation, 

which is not ultimately in this world. 

 

Rev. James V. Schall, S. J., teaches political science at 

Georgetown University. His latest book, The Order of 

Things, is recently published by Ignatius Press. 

 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1586171976/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1586171976/insidecatcom-20
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How to Talk to an Atheist about Christianity 
Jason Anderson and Jennifer Fulwiler | Column 

6/10/08 

nce upon a time, not so long ago, atheism was 

the belief system that dared not speak its 

name. Even the most ardent skeptic paid lip 

service to faith, or at least to the blessings that mankind 

derived from it. 

But that's not the case anymore. Atheism is a strong 

and growing influence in our culture. You can see it 

everywhere from the bestseller table at your local 

bookstore to the Darwin-mutated Jesus fish on the car 

in traffic in front of you. Atheists are comfortable 

declaring themselves atheists, comfortable promoting 

atheism, and comfortable decrying religion, which, 

according to some of the more prominent atheists, 

resides on the list of mankind's blessings somewhere 

between diphtheria and Nazism. 

And now that we're encountering it more often, 

Christians sometimes find themselves ill-prepared to 

deal with this kind of muscular atheism. Especially for 

lifelong Christians, atheist arguments are so foreign that 

they don't know how to respond, and too often lapse 

into anger ("How dare you?!") or fear ("What if they're 

right?!"), neither of which does anyone any good, 

harming the Christian's witness and leaving the atheist 

firmly entrenched in his atheism. 

If we're going to be encountering more atheists 

(and we are, whether at work or the laundromat or 

around our own dinner tables), we should be prepared 

to explain our beliefs in a way that resonates with 

people outside the faith. As a starting point, what 

follows is a list of dos and don'ts to keep in mind when 

you find yourself discussing religion with an atheist: 

1. Don't be afraid to admit that you have faith. 

Christians frequently report that they've been in 

situations where the topic of why they believe comes 

up, and all they can say is that they have faith even 

though they've never done any major investigation. 

They often seem embarrassed by this defense. If you 

get caught in a conversation about why you believe and 

that's all you've got, don't be afraid to go with that. 

Articulate it as best you can. For example, you might 

explain that your faith is not just a story you tell 

yourself to feel good, or talk about what leads you to 

believe that you have a real relationship with 

Something outside of the material world. 

2. Don't assume that your atheist friends are 

secretly angry at God or feel like something is missing 

in their lives. Work from the assumption that this 

person is an atheist because he or she simply has not 

seen any evidence that God exists.  

3. Don't quote the Bible, but do know the Bible. 

The Bible is a source of great wisdom, but if you quote 

it to an atheist as an authority, it will be like your 

doctor explaining his diagnosis by reading a passage 

from a Harry Potter book. Don't just cough up Bible 

verses and expect that to convince anybody. There are 

reasons why the Bible says the things it says. Know the 

reasons behind them and be prepared to explain them.  

4. Don't feel like you have to have all the answers 

right then and there. It is far better to simply say, 

"Great question! I don't know the answer to that, but 

I'd love to research it and get back to you," than to 

wade into territory that you're not familiar with.  

5. Explain the big picture. Familiarize yourself with 

the historical case for Christianity, and offer a high-

level explanation of what makes this religion's claims 

compelling -- that Jesus' life and death fulfilled ancient 

scriptures that all historians agree existed before His 

time; that almost all the apostles were martyred for 

their faith; that Christianity spread like wildfire despite 

horrendous persecution. Study the writings of the 

earliest Christians, who were defending Christianity in 

a pagan world that was largely hostile to their beliefs 

(sound familiar?).  
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6. Be logical. Don't deny the validity of logical, 

scientific thought out of hand. It's true that science 

doesn't have all the answers, but it does have some of 

them, and if you try to deny that, you risk pushing 

yourself into crackpot territory. As Pope Benedict XVI is 

always reminding us, the God in whom we believe is a 

God of reason. There is a long, learned history of 

rational arguments for Christianity, and if you can use 

them, you'll be speaking in terms that your atheist 

friend can understand. Get to know some of the great 

Christian philosophers and apologists. If you haven't 

read C. S. Lewis's Mere Christianity, what are you 

waiting for?  

7. Realize that your only goal is to plant a seed. In 

these discussions we can sometimes get so focused on 

the details that we lose sight of the big picture. It's 

extremely unlikely that the person you're talking to is 

going to be completely convinced of the truth of 

Christianity in one conversation. Just defend Christianity 

the best you can, and remember that conversion is 

ultimately God's job, not yours.  

8. Put yourself in your atheist friends' position. 

What if, for example, Christianity were false and Greek 

mythology were actually true? What would it take to 

convince you of that?  

9. Don't use a lot of Christian catchphrases. 

Christians "give their hearts to Jesus" and "the Holy 

Spirit indwells us" and we take a "daily walk with Christ" 

so that we're "in the world but not of the world." All 

these phrases are meaningful and profound and 

instantly understandable for almost any Christian, but 

they don't mean anything to people who are outside 

the faith. It's hard to avoid them, because we're used to 

using them as shorthand for some very complex 

concepts. But you should be able to explain those 

concepts in plain terms anyway.  

10. Pray. Don't make the mistake of relying solely 

on your own smarts when you have the Holy Spirit at 

your disposal. Pray for guidance for yourself and for a 

receptive heart within your atheist friend. You might 

be surprised at the effectiveness of this technique. It'll 

be good for you, too. 

We're not encouraging anyone to go out and pick a 

fight -- no one ever got harangued into the family of 

God. But with a little mental preparation, when the 

time comes, you'll be ready to present the case for 

faith in terms that are familiar to your non-believing 

friends and family members.  

 

Jason Anderson is a web developer from Birmingham, 

Alabama, who posts thoughts on religion and culture 

at The Cynical Christian. Jennifer Fulwiler is a writer 

from Austin, Texas, who converted to Catholicism from 

lifelong atheism in 2007. She chronicles her ongoing 

conversion at ConversionDiary.com.  

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0060652926/insidecatcom-20
http://www.thecynicalchristian.com/
http://www.conversiondiary.com/
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Fathers and Families 

Ronald J. Rychlak | Column 

6/10/08 

ith Father's day just around the corner, it's 

a good time to take a look at the 

importance of fathers in our society. In 

1950, 6 percent of America's children lived in a home 

without a father. Today, almost one out of every four 

children does not have a "Dad" at home, and about 40 

percent do not have their biological father at home. In 

fact, the United States is the world's leader in fatherless 

families. 

According to David Blackenhorn, author of 

Fatherless America: Confronting Our Most Urgent Social 

Problem, being a father is "society's most important 

role for men." A good father "puts his family first. He is 

responsible for them. He sacrifices for them." He may 

pitch in with household duties, but that is not his most 

important contribution to the family. 

Fathers help their children grow by encouraging 

them to explore their limits. Blackenhorn explains: 

"Fathers are likely to devote special attention to 

character traits necessary for the future, especially 

qualities such as independence, self-reliance, and the 

willingness to test limits and take risks." Fathers also 

provide economic security: Children living in single-

parent homes are far more likely to experience poverty 

in their youth than are children in two-parent families.  

Watching a father leave is particularly devastating 

to children. We have always known that divorce can 

have a significant psychological impact on a child, but 

there was always the argument that perhaps children 

would be better off living with one parent (almost 

always the mother) than with two parents who were 

unhappy together. The evidence is now in, and the 

hypothesis has failed.  

In The Abolition of Marriage, author Maggie 

Gallagher summarizes the massive evidence showing 

that "short of pathological brutality, divorce is never 

good for children." Moreover, remarriage after divorce 

typically does not solve the children's problems and 

often makes them worse. (Interestingly, children of 

widows usually do not suffer as badly as do children of 

divorced or never-married mothers.) Unfortunately, 

today we have a whole industry built around divorce, 

and that industry survives by encouraging people -- 

including parents -- to take the step that is so 

damaging to children.  

There is much debate over the precise impact of 

fatherlessness, and we all know single mothers who 

have done a great job rearing their children. 

Nevertheless, fatherlessness has been linked to a 

significant increase in criminal activity, suicide, 

behavioral problems, chemical substance abuse, 

dropping out of high school, and being a victim of 

abuse (especially when the child lives with a mother 

who has a new man in the house). Well over half of all 

adolescent murderers and long-term prison inmates 

grew up without fathers in their home. 

In addition to being important to the children, 

fatherhood also changes the father. The vast majority 

of crime in America is committed by young men. If 

these men were leading families, as good fathers do -- 

rather than engaging in drug abuse, gang activity, and 

other destructive behaviors -- they would have to go to 

work, earn money, and help take care of their children. 

They would be better people. As the nonprofit 

National Fatherhood Initiative puts it: "What reduces 

crime, child poverty, teen pregnancy, and requires no 

new taxes? -- Good Fathers." 

Social programs designed to benefit children and 

poor families often do not work. When the 

government steps in to fill the role of economic 

provider, it strips young men of their self-worth. Men 

used to talk about "having to get married" when a 

woman got pregnant. It may not have been the 

happiest of situations, but for the father it was a time 

W 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/006092683X/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/006092683X/insidecatcom-20
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of assessing his role. He had to settle down and earn a 

living; he had to protect his family. He had to grow up. 

What faces a young man in a similar situation 

today? If the woman decides to keep the baby, she does 

not need him for economic support; the government 

will take care of that. So the young man feels no 

obligation to settle down. He can stay carefree and 

avoid responsibility. In that situation, fatherhood is 

unable to have its civilizing effect. Unfortunately, men 

who father illegitimate children disproportionately turn 

to crime, use drugs, and suffer premature death.  

If America is going to solve its social problems, 

young men must have positions of responsibility, and 

children need to have their fathers. We don't need 

more federal programs to replace fathers or to create 

jobs for young men. We need to teach boys how to 

become men. We need them to become responsible 

fathers. Mothers alone cannot take their place. 

Governmental agencies can't even come close.  

 

Ronald J. Rychlak is the associate dean and MDLA 

Professor of Law at the University of Mississippi School 

of Law. He is the author of Hitler, the War, and the Pope 

(2000) and Righteous Gentiles (2005).  

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0879732172/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0879732172/insidecatcom-20
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The Coming of the Obamessiah 

Mark P. Shea | Column 

6/11/08 

nd it came to pass that Obama called his 

delegates to himself. And going up on an 

exceeding high mountain, he opened his mouth 

and spake, saying: 

I am absolutely certain that generations from now, 

we will be able to look back and tell our children 

that this was the moment when we began to 

provide care for the sick and good jobs to the 

jobless; this was the moment when the rise of the 

oceans began to slow and our planet began to heal. 

In the beginning was Obama. Before him, they that 

needed the physician were as sheep without a 

shepherd, nor was there labor for any in the regions of 

North America, from New York even to California. Day 

by day, the sick lay dying in the streets with none to 

help them. But Obama lifted up his eyes of compassion 

upon them. He spoke, and it was. He uttered the Word, 

and health care began. Beggars who stood idle verily 

found work through the power of his Holy Name. At the 

sound of his mighty voice, the rising oceans were 

rebuked and flowed back to their place. By the power of 

the Zeitgeist, the planet was healed. 

And, lo! His disciples were exceeding amazed. For 

Obama said, "You who fear the Zeitgeist, vote for me! 

All you children of America, glorify me, and stand in awe 

of me, all you sons and daughters of the United States! 

For I have not despised or abhorred the affliction of the 

afflicted; and I have not hid my face from you, but have 

heard, when you cried to me. All the ends of the earth 

shall remember and turn to me; and all the families of 

the nations shall worship before me. For dominion 

belongs to the Zeitgeist, and it rules over the nations. 

Yea, to me shall all the proud of the earth bow down; 

before me shall bow all who go down to the dust, and 

he who cannot keep himself alive. Posterity shall serve 

me; men shall tell of me to the coming generation, and 

proclaim my deliverance to a people yet unborn, that I 

have wrought it." 

And the peoples of the earth answered and sang in 

this wise: 

I will sing to Obama, for he has triumphed 

gloriously; 

the SUV and driver he has thrown into the sea. 

Obama is my strength and my song, 

and he has become my salvation; 

this is my god, and I will praise him, 

my father's god, and I will exalt him. 

Obama is a man of war; 

Obama is his name. 

 

At the blast of thy nostrils the waters piled up, 

the floods stood up in a heap; 

the deeps congealed in the heart of the sea. 

Gaia said, "I will pursue, I will overtake, 

I will divide the spoil, my desire shall have its fill of 

them. 

I will draw my sword, my hand shall destroy them." 

Thou didst blow with thy wind, the sea would have 

covered New York; 

they would have sank as lead in the mighty waters. 

 

Who is like thee, Obama, among the pols? 

Who is like thee, majestic in holiness, 

terrible in glorious deeds, doing wonders? 

Thou didst stretch out thy right hand, 

and the waters receded. 

 

Thou hast led in thy steadfast love 

the people whom thou hast schmoozed, 

thou hast guided them by thy strength to thy holy 

city,  

which is called Denver. 

The peoples have heard, they tremble; 

pangs have seized on the inhabitants of 

Chappaqua. 

Now are the chiefs of the Clintonistas dismayed; 

the leaders of Arkansas, trembling seizes them; 

A 
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all the supporters of the Hillary campaign have 

melted away. 

Terror and dread fall upon them; 

because of the greatness of thy arm, they are as still 

as a stone, 

till thy people, Obama, pass by, 

till the people pass by whom thou hast purchased. 

 

Thou wilt bring them in, and plant them in thy own 

administration, 

the place, Obama, which thou hast made for thy 

abode, 

the sanctuary, Obama, which thy hands have 

established. 

Obama will reign for ever and ever. 

 

The Zeitgeist and the Media say, "Come!" Even so! 

Come, Lord Obama! 

 

Mark P. Shea is a senior editor at 

www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for 

InsideCatholic.com. Visit his blog at 

www.markshea.blogspot.com. 

http://www.catholicexchange.com/
http://www.insidecatholic.com/
http://www.markshea.blogspot.com/
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John McCain Meets with Catholic Leaders in Philadelphia 

Deal W. Hudson | Column 

6/12/08

en. John McCain reached out to Catholic voters 

yesterday in Philadelphia at a gathering of 

Catholic lay leaders and clergy. The meeting, held 

at the venerable Union League on South Broad St., is 

one in an ongoing series being held nationwide by 

McCain and his Catholic surrogates -- Sen. Sam 

Brownback, Gov. Frank Keating, and former Vatican 

ambassador Jim Nicholson. 

Before his remarks, McCain met privately with Rev. 

Frank Pavone, president of Priests for Life. Father 

Pavone's organization promotes voter education and 

registration throughout the nation, and his pro-life 

advocacy has been crucial in bringing the non-

negotiable life issues to the attention of Catholic voters. 

In his prayer before McCain spoke, Father Pavone 

prayed that the "Lord would let all Christians know they 

are still His sons and daughters when they are in the 

voting booth." 

The first issue addressed by McCain was abortion. 

He said that the "noblest words ever written" were "the 

inalienable right to life, liberty and the pursuit of 

happiness." McCain believes that those words "apply to 

the unborn." He reminded the Philadelphia Catholics of 

his pro-life voting record, adding that he would 

"maintain that commitment" if elected president. 

McCain talked about the "stark contrast" between 

himself and Sen. Barack Obama on the life issue -- the 

evidence being Obama's vote against the ban on partial-

birth abortion and his opposition, as a state senator, to 

legal protection for babies born during an abortion 

procedure. 

Introducing McCain was former ambassador Jim 

Nicholson, who described the need for outreach to 

Catholic voters as "self-evident." In Pennsylvania, 30 

percent of the voters are Catholic, he said, and argued 

 that "McCain would attract Catholic voters because his 

beliefs line up squarely with them on issue like 

protecting unborn life, defending marriage between a 

man and a woman, and the all-important appointment 

of judges." 

Nicholson told the group that McCain was qualified 

for the presidency based upon his years of experience 

and his judgment in times of challenge and adversity. 

"His opponent is young, untested, inexperienced, 

green, and liberal -- not a bad man, but unqualified."   

In addition to protection for the unborn, McCain 

emphasized the pressing need to protect America from 

Islamic extremism, "a transcendent challenge to 

everything we hold dear." He said that the heart of this 

battle is being fought in Iraq, but it is also playing out 

on the Internet, where well-educated young people 

are being recruited to terrorist organizations. 

McCain also brought up the subject of defending 

marriage, saying that some in the room may differ with 

his view that this decision should be taken up first in 

the states. "But," he added, "if some federal judge 

rules that all the states must recognize the [gay] 

marriages in Massachusetts, I would be in favor of 

pursuing a Constitutional amendment." 

During the question-and-answer session, McCain 

talked about a wide range of issues, from energy and 

tax policy to the political unrest in South America. 

When someone asked him for a demonstration of his 

"famous Irish temper," McCain tore into "pork-barrel" 

spending and earmarks -- a long list that would have 

been funny, if it weren't such a waste of taxpayer 

money. 

When asked about the possibility of universal 

healthcare, McCain rejected the idea completely. "The 

government can't run the healthcare systems it 

already has; take a look at the Bureau of Indian 

Affairs." He argued that government-run health 

S 
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systems around the world have been "colossal failures," 

and inevitably become two-tiered systems, "one for the 

rich and one for the poor." 

The answer to the need for more healthcare 

coverage, he said, was giving people more choice, not 

"mandating" those choices. If elected, McCain said he 

would propose a $5,000 tax credit for those who must 

pay for their own health insurance. This insurance 

should be made affordable while those who are 

"uninsurable" will be covered by government-assisted 

programs of high-risk pools among insurance 

companies. 

On the controversial question of immigration policy, 

McCain said that border security must come first. True 

immigration reform, he elaborated, will only happen 

when the American people are confident that the 

borders have been brought under control. The 12 

million illegal immigrants, McCain insisted, are "God's 

children" and should be treated with compassion.  This 

country "does not have 12 million pairs of handcuffs to 

arrest all these people -- that's not the kind of country 

we are." 

The final question to McCain was about his choice 

of a vice-president. Though he said he was not close to 

making a decision, he did explain that his running mate 

should share "my values, principles, and priorities." This 

decision will likely be the most important (and perhaps 

most difficult) one McCain will make during his 

campaign. 

McCain was well-received by the Catholics gathered 

in Philadelphia. The campaign is planning many more of 

these events in the months leading up to the 

Republican National Convention, September 1-4 in 

Minneapolis.  

 

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, 2008). 

 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
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Sins of Omission: Making School Textbooks Politically Correct 
Danny DeBruin | Column 

6/12/08

ecause of the widespread use (and abuse) of 

the Internet in classrooms today, many high 

schools and colleges are asking their students to 

take an "integrity oath," promising that they will not 

cheat or deceive in their research. As pervasive as 

academic dishonesty is, it is not limited to students' 

plagiarizing; it also appears in the students' textbooks, 

especially when it comes to issues involving the Catholic 

Church.  

The common error in many textbooks is omission: 

Authors will include a controversial historical fact about 

the Catholic Church without any context, thereby 

leaving the reader with a misconception that the 

underlying motives were about power, greed, or 

bigotry. Examples abound, yet the same approach is 

rarely used with other religions and cultures.  

This only compounds the problem for educators 

faced with stemming academic dishonesty: Why does 

the education establishment appear to sanction one 

form of deception -- omission -- whereas another form 

of dishonesty -- plagiarism -- is condemned?  

A prime example of the omission method can be 

found  in the social studies textbook World: Adventures 

in Time and Place, published by McGraw-Hill (2001) and 

geared toward middle-school students.  

While it would be unfair to expect a middle-school-

level textbook to cover all the various historical 

nuances, still,  via omission, the authors give the false 

impression that the Crusaders' massacres of Jewish 

villagers en route to the Holy Land were sanctioned by 

the Church. Although the book does quote an unnamed 

"shocked Christian" who opposed the massacres, it 

does not quote any of the Catholic leaders -- including 

the pope -- who also condemned the Crusaders' 

barbarity.  

Moreover, World claims Pope Urban II called for 

"pilgrims to capture Jerusalem from the Seljuk Turks, 

who were Muslim," insinuating that his motivations for 

the first Crusade were arbitrary at best, prejudiced at 

worst. Indeed, the textbook omits the important fact 

that these were the same Seljuk Turks who had re-

conquered Syria and most of Asia Minor from the 

Byzantine Empire, closed the Holy Land to Christian 

pilgrims, and were threatening Constantinople.  

What's more, there is no mention whatsoever of 

Byzantine Emperor Alexis Commenus's letter to Urban 

requesting the military aid against the Seljuk threat, 

which most historians agree was one of the key factors 

leading to the first Crusade. The book also neglects the 

Islamic Empire's constant forays into Europe, and the 

fact that Europeans had repeatedly fought off Muslim 

attacks in Italy, southern France, and other regions 

along the northern Mediterranean in every century 

since the Islamic conquest of Spain.  

  

Many sixth-grade students will be reacquainted with 

this "history-through-omission" tactic when they reach 

high school, where "global studies" is taught in more 

detail. One example is found in Prentice-Hall's World 

History: Connections to Today, where students learn 

about King Henry VIII's two daughters, Mary and 

Elizabeth, and their reign following the English 

Reformation. World History correctly notes that Queen 

Mary burned "hundreds" of English Protestants at the 

stake, but there is no mention of Queen Elizabeth's 

own torture and execution of Catholics during the 

persecutions of the Religious Settlement. 

World History also fudges its treatment of the 

powerful medieval pope Innocent III, paraphrasing his 

description of the papacy out of context. Here's the 

quote as it appears in the textbook: 
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The pope, he said, stands "between God and man, 

lower than God but higher than men, who judges all 

and is judged by no one." 

But according to 19th-century Protestant historian 

Phillip Schaff -- hardly a fan of Catholicism -- while 

Innocent was creating a theocracy and consolidating 

papal power, he did not consider himself or the papacy 

as a sort of blasphemous "demi-god," as World History 

infers. Here is the extended quote from Innocent, as per 

Schaff: 

[W]hat manner of servant it is whom the Lord hath 

set over his people, no other than the vice regent of 

Christ, the successor of Peter. He stands in the 

midst between God and man; below God, above 

man; less than God, more than man. He judges all 

and is judged by none. But he, whom the pre-

eminence of dignity exalts, is humbled by his 

vocation as a servant, that so humility may be 

exalted and pride be cast down; for God is against 

the high-minded, and to the lowly He shows mercy; 

and whoso exalteth himself shall be abased. 

Innocent's paradoxical statement requires a deeper 

understanding of history and Catholic theology, and as 

such may be too time-consuming for the classroom. 

Regardless, the authors of World History manage to 

completely misrepresent Innocent's meaning in their 

misuse of his statement.  

The authors compound the error by then claiming 

that Innocent "launched a brutal crusade" against the 

Albigensians. Why? According to the textbook, "The 

Albigensians wanted to purify the Church and return to 

the simpler ways of early Christianity." There is no 

mention of the assassination of a papal legate, or any of 

the other events that led to the "brutal crusade." The 

Albigensians are also mischaracterized: Most historians 

agree that their beliefs were a form of manichaeism or 

gnosticism, which were not "simpler ways of early 

Christianity," but heretical misrepresentations of them. 

To be sure, there are always space and time 

constraints in the publishing process. Yet the errors of 

omission described here are not limited to a few 

examples; it is a consistent and pervasive problem in 

the textbook industry. Student textbooks should be 

limited to concise descriptions of historical events, 

rather than not-so-subtle indications that the authors 

have an ideological axe to grind.  

 

Danny DeBruin is a Catholic educator, writer, and 

cartoonist living on Long Island. 

http://www.dannydebruin.com/
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A Mother's Space 
Danielle Bean | Column 

6/13/08 

his morning, I conducted an experiment. 

8:15 a.m.: I lock myself in the bathroom. 

8:15 a.m. and 4 seconds: The baby's fat fingers 

appear at the bottom of the doorway. "Mama?" he calls 

out in alarm. He plunks his bottom on the floor just 

outside the door and whines. 

8:17 a.m.: Three-year-old beats on door ferociously. 

"I weally need some toast!" 

8:18 a.m.: Eleven-year-old calls through door. "I put 

my baseball pants in the hamper half an hour ago. Are 

they ready yet?" 

8:21 a.m.: Five-year-old slips a crayoned princess 

drawing under the door and inquires, "How do you spell 

Happily Ever After?" 

8:22 a.m.: Nine-year-old tries the doorknob and 

sighs loudly. "Is there anything to eat besides Cheerios 

and toast?" 

8:23 a.m.: I rush from the bathroom and am 

greeted by a line of children with hands on their hips.  

"Finally!" 

"Can you thread this needle?" 

"Someone spilled juice on the couch." 

"Will you fix my hair in a braided ponytail like you 

did yesterday?" 

The aim of my experiment was to prove the 

impossibility of a mother taking a bathroom break; I 

consider it a scientific success. 

A child's claim on his mother's personal space starts 

early. "When this kid is born," I remember threatening 

while pregnant with my first son, "I am going to kick him 

in the ribs and sit on his bladder." 

Of course I didn't. And neither did I deny him my 

arms when this particularly clingy baby claimed them -- 

24 hours a day for the first two years of his life. Even 

when I developed a pinched sciatic nerve and limped 

about like a stiff-legged, frightful Frankenstein, I held 

him. I tapped into a hidden reserve of love and 

endurance in some secret part of my soul and gave 

that baby everything I had and then some. 

It's what a mother does. But that doesn't mean we 

don't sometimes get tired of it. 

One late night not too long ago, just as I felt my 

body slip into the sweetness of slumber, I realized that 

there was something on my back. It was a foot. Three-

year-old Raphael was claiming "his" space in our bed, 

and I was in his way. 

I can sometimes sleep through a thrashing toddler 

beside me, but this time, when Raphael draped his 

arms across my face and pressed his knees into my 

kidneys, it was my cue to leave. I abandoned my bed 

and headed for his. I cleared a path through monster 

trucks, stuffed tigers, and board books, and fell face-

first into his pillow. 

But there was a price to pay for my wild night of 

toddler bed-hopping. I awoke early the next morning 

to find gum in my hair. 

I locked myself in the bathroom and ignored the 

pounding at the door. 

"I can't even have my own space in my own bed!" I 

sniffled as I slathered peanut butter on my hair and 

hacked at it with a comb. "I can't even have 2 minutes 

alone in the bathroom! It's not fair!" 

In Mulieris Dignitatem, John Paul II told us, "A 

woman's dignity is closely connected with the love 

which she receives by the very reason of her 

femininity; it is likewise connected with the love which 
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she gives in return. . . . Woman can only find herself by 

giving love to others." 

Fair or unfair, this is how I "find myself." With 

peanut butter in my hair. As much as I would like to 

argue against the value of self-giving love, as much as I 

am tempted sometimes to rebel against it, I know that 

John Paul was right. 

I know it when I emerge from the bathroom, freshly 

shampooed and smelling only faintly of a 

kindergartener's lunch box. I know it as I scramble eggs 

for the kids, pour juice, and butter toast. I know it when 

at last I sit at the table, bleary-eyed, with a cup of coffee 

and my own breakfast plate. 

Raphael asks for a piece of my toast. Daniel settles 

in my lap, his small mouth open and awaiting a forkful 

of eggs. Gabby arrives just in time to claim the last bits 

of egg yolk wiped up with the last crust of toast. She 

chats as she chews. Butterflies and princesses fill our 

imaginations as she gestures with graceful, girlish arms. 

The baby's face is smeared with egg and the table is 

littered with crumbs. He wipes at his mouth with the 

back of a pudgy hand, sighs, and leans his head against 

my chest. 

Alone one day, I might have clean hair and a 

spacious bed. Alone, I might have a proper, tidy 

breakfast. But today, together, we feast. 

 

Danielle Bean, a mother of eight, is senior editor of 

Faith & Family magazine and author of My Cup of Tea: 

Musings of a Catholic Mom (Pauline 2005) and Mom to 

Mom, Day to Day: Advice and Support for Catholic 

Living (Pauline 2007). Visit her blog at 

www.daniellebean.com. 

 

http://www.faithandfamilymag.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848379/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848379/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.daniellebean.com/
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The All-Powerful Presidency 

Gerald J. Russello | Review 

6/7/08 
 

The Cult of the Presidency: America's Dangerous Devotion to Executive Power 

Gene Healy, Cato Institute, $22.95, 264 pages 

 
hen we were in college, Gene Healy set up 

an ideological quiz in the central campus 

square, and invited all comers to test their 

ideological and political preferences based on their 

answers to a series of questions. The point of the 

exercise was to burst people's perceptions of 

themselves. In particular, the test generally showed 

college-age liberals were more doctrinaire than they 

expected, and conservatives were far too willing to cede 

decision-making control to authority figures. 

Healy is still bursting bubbles. From his perch as a 

senior editor at the libertarian Cato Institute after a 

stint practicing law, he has taken aim at one of 

America's biggest myths: the all-knowing, feel-good 

presidency. Both liberals and conservatives come in for 

a drubbing in his provocative and well-written new 

book, The Cult of the Presidency. Healy shatters 

conventional illusions about what we think the 

presidency is for and what we expect a president to do. 

Healy's analysis demands that we examine whether the 

modern presidency has permanently warped our 

constitutional system. 

Americans have long been of two minds (at least) 

about their chief magistrate. On the one hand, we have 

a suspicion of concentrated power. After all, the 

Constitution explicitly limits the president's duties and 

functions, which is not surprising given the founders' 

suspicion of monarchical power. On the other hand, the 

nation has increasingly looked to the president to solve 

all the nation's problems. Rather than merely execute 

the laws the people's representatives in the Congress 

enact, we expect the president to propose his own 

legislative agenda on almost every imaginable topic, 

from agriculture to the economy, from schools to the 

environment, to put cops on every corner and solve 

obesity. We have become so used to seeing the 

president appear at every natural disaster site that we 

have forgotten that this is not what the president is 

supposed to be doing at all. 

In pointed chapters bearing titles such as "The Age 

of the Heroic Presidency," "Superman Returns," and 

"Why the Worst Get on Top . . . and Get Worse," Healy 

presents a disturbing picture of presidential overreach. 

Healy covers the central political and legal events that 

have created our modern presidency, from Theodore 

Roosevelt's use of the "bully pulpit," McKinley's 

expansionism, Wilson's wars for democracy and 

general megalomania, FDR's court packing, the erosion 

of congressional war-making power, misuse of 

American intelligence services to harm political 

opponents, all the way through the contemporary War 

on Terror and fight over protecting civil liberties. 

Through it all, Cult is a good read; Healy has an eye for 

the telling quote or illuminating anecdote, and takes 

great pleasure in puncturing blowhards like Clinton 

Rossiter, who spoke of his "veneration" for the 

presidency, and political sycophants of all stripes. 

Crucially, Healy shows that although Lincoln is often 

cited by proponents of the active executive, his legacy 

"had no immediately visible effect on the powers or 

prestige of the presidency" after the Civil War ended. 

In other words, the constitutional tradition of limited 

power held. But that tradition collapsed with the turn 

of the last century. 

  

Healy is especially good at explaining why war is good 

for big government but bad for the nation. While not 

exactly attributing presidential foreign adventures as 

good distractions for their poor choice at home, Healy 

W 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1933995157/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1933995157/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1933995157/insidecatcom-20
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demonstrates how easy it is for a modern president to 

lead the nation to war, untethered from congressional 

oversight and communing directly with the people. 

Healy also explains how layers of staff improperly 

insulate the president from public opinion or dissenting 

voices. The modern presidency requires endless 

fundraising and making promises, and combined with 

what Healy calls its "kingly isolation" from real 

Americans, almost inevitably distort the office and by 

extension, the entire federal government as power 

concentrates in one branch instead of being spread 

through all three. 

The allure of the presidency as the nation's 

conscience was supposedly shattered by Watergate and 

the Vietnam War. Yet poll after poll confirms we still 

have a romantic view of, and trust in, the nation's 

highest office. As Healy explains, we have long had a 

bipartisan love affair with the idea that the "successful" 

president is an active one, either in domestic policy or 

in projecting American power overseas. Everyone 

prefers an activist president, so long as it is their kind of 

activism. Even in academia, "[w]hether they're 

conservative or liberal, America's professors prefer 

presidents who dream big and attempt great things -- 

even when they leave wreckage in their wake." Liberals 

prefer a Johnson or a Kennedy, with their moral suasion 

on behalf of civil rights or economic welfare. 

Conservatives, too, have fallen sway to the energetic 

national leader since the 1980s. Initiatives like the New 

Frontier or War on Poverty give professors something 

to write about. Merely presiding over a period of peace 

brings no academic glory to a president; just ask Calvin 

Coolidge, a hero to Healy but a nonentity to most 

professors.  And since Theodore Roosevelt, all 

presidents have made free use of executive orders to 

make laws, which are little more than presidential fiats 

without much if any democratic support. 

The media, too, has played its part. It is easier, after 

all, to focus on one executive rather than 535 members 

of Congress. In addition, the media have amplified the 

president's ability to communicate directly with the 

voters, turning a presiding executive into a plebiscitary 

leader. Presidential rhetoric has become increasingly 

less modest; not for a modern president George 

Washington's public agonizing over his fitness for the 

job. "In their rhetoric and public behavior, modern 

presidents encouraged (and still encourage) [a] 

grandiose view of presidential capabilities by 

promising to protect Americans from economic 

dislocation, to shield them from natural disasters and 

all manner of hazards, and, increasingly, even to 

provide the moral leadership that could deliver them 

from spiritual malaise." For its part, the Congress has 

been all too happy to cede its powers --crucially, that 

of declaring war -- to the president. 

Cult of the Presidency opens a window of hope 

that the American tradition of skepticism -- indeed, of 

mockery -- toward those in power will return in full 

flower to protect the remaining vestiges of republican 

government. The heroic president, like every 

institution, is suffering from endless YouTube loops 

playing supposedly off-the-record gaffes and do-it-

yourself parodies.  Judging from the current 

presidential campaigns, however, where the old tropes 

of the president live on, that hope is small indeed.  

 

Gerald J. Russello is editor of the University Bookman. 
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%ÁÓÔÓÉÄÅȟ 7ÅÓÔÓÉÄÅȟ !ÌÌ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ 4Ï×Îȣ 

Edward Short | Review 

6/13/08 

"Catholics in New York 1808-1946" 
The Museum of the City of New York 
Fifth Avenue and 104th Street 
May 16 through December 31, 2008 
 

ost people who visit the Museum of the 

City of New York's wonderful new 

exhibition, "Catholics in New York 1808-

1946," will not be reminded of Thomas Cook, the 

legendary travel agent. And yet the tourism that this 

Baptist teetotaler promoted -- especially to the Catholic 

Mediterranean -- sheds interesting light on the eventual 

achievement of Catholics in New York.  

In England in the 1850s, tens of thousands of 

passengers were leaving the Channel ports each year, 

and many of them were on Cook tours bound for Italy. 

Once in Rome, Venice, and Florence, Cook tourists, with 

their Baedekers and sketchbooks, dutifully visited all the 

famous cities. But what particularly fascinated them 

about these places was their Roman Catholicism. Cato 

Lowes Dickinson, the portrait painter, expressed the 

view of many Cook tourists when he wrote:  

I am convinced . . . that there is no chance of 

freedom in Italy, no hope for her regeneration, till 

the power of the worst church that ever cursed 

humanity be knocked on the head. 

Yes, Italy's ancient cities were impressive, but her 

streets were full of beggars and her glory days were all 

in the past. For Cook's Protestant clients, here was 

proof of the degrading effects of sacerdotalism, popery, 

and superstition. And if more local corroboration was 

needed, they could always cite priest-ridden Ireland. 

Decline and stagnation characterized the Catholic 

societies of Italy and Ireland as undeniably as progress 

and innovation characterized the Protestant societies of 

Great Britain and North Germany. And the cause for this 

disparity was always the same: the inherent 

backwardness of the Roman Catholic Faith.  

If anyone had told these Cook tourists that the 

Catholics of Italy and Ireland would one day make New 

York the great city it became, they would have thought 

him mad. But that is precisely what the Catholics of 

New York did do. And what makes this exhibition so 

compelling is that it demonstrates that they did so not 

by abandoning their faith but by cleaving to it.  

  

The history of Catholic New York is a history of 

immigrants and parishes. The first Catholics to come to 

the city were French -- some following the French 

Revolution, others the Haitian slave rebellion. Pierre 

Toussaint, now on track for canonization, was a 

beloved parishioner of the original St. Vincent de Paul 

church on Canal Street. (Sadly, the present St. Vincent 

de Paul Church on West 23rd Street is slated for 

closing.)  

By 1806, out of a total population of 70,000 New 

Yorkers, 10,000 were Catholic. In 1808, Pope Pius VII 

established the Diocese of New York, which extended 

from New Jersey to Canada. In 1815, St. Patrick's on 

Mott Street became the episcopal seat of the diocese. 

In the 1840s, immigration began from Ireland as a 

result of the potato famine. In 1847 alone, 57,000 Irish 

arrived in a city with a total population of 372,000.  

Catholic Germans also began pouring into the city 

in the 1840s, making their own Kleindeutschland on 

the Lower East Side, Williamsburg, and, later, Yorkville 

and Queens. When I first moved to Yorkville in the 

1980s, the Germans were still in sizable possession. 

Now, all that remains is a once-a-month German Mass 
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at St. Joseph's, where Pope Benedict XVI recently 

visited.  

By the end of the Civil War, half the city's 

population was Catholic. Italian immigrants significantly 

increased that percentage. In 1850, a negligible 1,039 

Italians were residing in the city. In the decade after 

1870, their number rose to 13,411. In 1900, it had 

climbed to 145,433. In 1930, their number reached its 

all-time peak at 440,250. The Catholicism they brought 

with them was full of pageantry, though their anti-

clericalism sometimes posed problems for an 

archdiocese blessed with an otherwise deferential laity.  

Because of the language barrier, Italians in New 

York never had the sway over politics that the Irish had. 

Nevertheless, it is an amusing irony that one of Al 

Smith's grandfathers was born in Italy. And Fiorella 

LaGuardia (1882-1947), the most influential Italian-

American politician in the 1930s and 1940s, was the son 

of a Protestant father and Jewish mother. The most 

powerful of New York's Catholic Italian politicians was a 

Sicilian, Vincent Impellitteri (1900-1987), whose staunch 

anti-communism endeared him to Cardinal Spellman. 

Toward the end of the 19th century, other groups 

from Eastern Europe followed the Italians, including 

Poles, Hungarians, Bohemians, Czechs, Lithuanians, and 

Ukrainians, all of whom had their own parishes. An 

interesting item in the exhibition is a Polish version of 

the Baltimore Catechism published in 1935 by the 

Catholic publisher W. H. Sadlier. 

The exhibition also highlights contributions that 

devout Spanish-speaking immigrants have made to 

Catholic New York. My mother-in-law is from Bogotá, 

and she and her aunt Cecilia are some of the most 

devout Catholics I know. And the most peripatetic: For 

over 40 years, Cecilia and Stella went to Mass together 

nearly every day in various parishes around the city, 

from Most Precious Blood, St. Rita, and St. Joseph in 

Astoria; to St. Agnes, St. Francis of Assisi, and Church of 

Our Saviour in Manhattan. Most Precious Blood might 

be their parish church on Sundays, but for all the other 

days of the week they took their pick of the city's many 

other parishes.  

New York has a parish church on nearly every block. 

Their histories -- at once local and universal, 

earthbound and supernatural -- are the true archives of 

Catholic New York, and Deborah Dependahl Waters, the 

curator of the exhibition, captures this aspect of her 

subject with admirable discrimination. The show is a 

treasure trove of artifacts and documents evocative of 

the devotions, loyalties, rites, and almsgiving of parish 

life. For a sacramental Faith, in which practice is the 

lifeblood of profession, these are of inestimable value.  

Much here brings alive the role New York Catholics 

played in politics, including a splendid photograph of 

Jimmy Walker and Al Smith in their prime, aptly titled, 

"The Sachems of Tammany Hall." At the preview of the 

exhibition, former Mayor Edward Koch attended with 

Cardinal Edward Egan -- a reminder of what strong 

alliances have been forged over the years between His 

Honor and His Eminence. 

There is also a fair amount in the show on John 

Cardinal Hughes (1797-1864), who, in addition to 

laying the cornerstone of St. Patrick's Cathedral, set up 

an immense network of schools, hospitals, charitable 

organizations, and fraternal orders designed to 

support the embattled faithful. By encouraging his 

immigrant flock to see their Catholic faith as central to 

their identity, Cardinal Hughes enabled them to 

assimilate into the new country without losing their 

rich distinctness.  

The exhibition pays special attention to the great 

system of parochial schools that Catholics in New York 

established. In the period 1808-1946, this system went 

from strength to strength. Charles Borromeo himself, 

who built over 700 schools in post-Reformation Italy, 

would have been impressed by the schools built and 

run by New York Catholics.  

But the survival of this vital network is now 

seriously in doubt. Recently, The New York Sun 

reported how unavoidable tuition hikes due to staffing 

and insurance costs are straining the system. The 

article also cited the study of the Thomas B. Fordham 

Institute, which concluded that 1,300 inner-city 

Catholic schools have closed since 1990, displacing 

http://www.nysun.com/new-york/benedict-xvi-is-due-here-amid-crisis-in-his/74520/
http://www.nysun.com/related_results.php?term=Thomas+B.+Fordham+Institute
http://www.nysun.com/related_results.php?term=Thomas+B.+Fordham+Institute
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about 300,000 students, and that, if trends continue, 

almost all Catholic schools could be closed by 2018. This 

indeed is a sobering prospect, which was not lost on 

Benedict XVI when he made his recent visit.  

The exhibition's companion volume includes an 

essay on the Rev. Edward McGlynn (1837-1900), the 

parish priest who once told a Union Square rally, "If I 

had to choose between Landlordism and Communism I 

would prefer the latter. . . . It is intended for the welfare 

of the masses." When Archbishop Michael Corrigan 

ordered McGlynn to refrain from speaking from political 

platforms and campaigning for social reformer Henry 

George, McGlynn refused and was excommunicated. 

His superiors mercifully removed him from St. Stephen's 

on West 28th Street and sent him into the wilds of 

Newburgh.  

For the author of the essay, McGlynn's crusade was 

proof that working-class Catholics were "searching for 

an effective alternative to the conservative, fatalist, 

offer-it-up approach to poverty and exploitation that 

had sustained them in the era of Archbishop John 

Hughes." In his encyclical Deus Caritas Est, Benedict XVI 

offers another perspective:  

There is no ordering of the State so just that it can 

eliminate the need for a service of love. Whoever 

wants to eliminate love is preparing to eliminate 

man as such. There will always be suffering which 

cries out for consolation and help. There will always 

be loneliness. There will always be a situation of 

material need where help in the form of concrete 

love of neighbor is indispensable. The State which 

would provide everything, absorbing everything 

into itself, would ultimately become a mere 

bureaucracy incapable of guaranteeing the very 

thing which the suffering person -- every person -- 

needs: namely, loving personal concern . . . . 

Catholics in New York rejected radical reform because 

they recognized that its object was to make religion 

otiose. They would not support political schemes that 

jeopardized their faith or their liberty. What made these 

Catholics such good citizens -- good parents, good 

neighbors, good patriots -- was precisely their 

individualism, their refusal to apply to the State for 

what only the Faith could supply. We get these 

Catholics terribly wrong if we imagine them hungering 

for the collectivism of reformers like Henry George. 

Daniel Walker Howe, author of the magnificent new 

Oxford history What Hath God Wrought: The 

Transformation of America 1815-1848, recognizes this 

when he writes: 

History gets made from the bottom up as well as 

from the top down. Belonging to the Church 

helped immigrants adjust to a new and unfamiliar 

environment while affirming the dignity of their 

own ancestral group and preserving an aspect of 

its heritage. Most of all, through the Church they 

found fortifying grace, communion with the saints 

throughout the ages, and the presence of Christ in 

the sacrament of the altar. 

Here is the essence of what set these immigrants apart 

-- and what enabled them to confound the prejudices 

of Cook's tourists -- and it is admirably documented in 

"Catholics in New York," a show well worth seeing.  

 

Edward Short is finishing work on a book about John 

Henry Newman and his contemporaries, which will be 

published by Continuum in June of 2010. 

 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0195078942/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0195078942/insidecatcom-20

