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For Fathers

Joanna Bogle | Column
6/14/08

et's hear it for fathers. But hurry, because fairly

soon it might be politically incorrect, and then

perhaps illegal to speak out and cheer for them,
as it will be deemed insulting to those who have made
children deliberately fatherless.

Our government here in Britain has just passed
legislation affirming the rights of lesbians to become
pregnant through artificial insemination without any
need for the child to know any father-figure or father-
substitute at all.

The idea, you see, is that the rights of a person
wanting the child override any other rights that might
exist in this scenario, including the rights of the child
himself.

The child, | need hardly say, doesn't even have the
right to be born, since the promoters of this loathsome
law are also unanimous in their support for Britain's
savage abortion law, which permits abortion virtually on
demand and ensures that it is funded by the public,
under slogans about "a woman's right to choose."

All this at a time when the problems of the
fatherless -- some 50 percent of all children born in
Britain this year will be born out of wedlock, and most
of those will lose all contact with their fathers before
their childhood years are spent -- have never been
greater or more obvious. It's become almost a cliché for
commentators to note the need for boys to have some
sort of role model (male teachers or youth leaders or
similar), in order to give them confidence and
aspirations.

It's widely recognized that being a single mother is
astonishingly difficult, even though any and every
official comment on the subject has to be accompanied
by the routine words that "most of them do a
wonderful job." It's known that our current divorce laws
cruelly deprive fathers of their rights -- often forcing

children to live with the mother even when they have
expressed a desire not to do so, and when they dislike
and even fear her new boyfriend and want to remain
close to their own father.

What is happening in Britain is unjust and is leading
to terrible consequences. The sullen gangs of young
people loitering around our shopping centers on
Saturday nights, the fights that break out -- 15 fatal
stabbings in London alone so far this year, and we
haven't reached the peak summer season yet -- and
the thefts and muggings, assaults on the elderly and
frail, verbal abuse to passers-by, vandalism and graffiti,
are all evidence of a broken society. The vast majority
of young people convicted of violent crime come from
what are coyly referred to as "dysfunctional" homes.
They are the dispossessed -- unsure, often enough,
even of their own surname. They desperately need
what every previous generation regarded as the norm:
a mum and dad, united for life, in a family team.

But even to talk about fathers and the crucial
necessity of encouraging stable family life based on
marriage is to court savage criticism in any public
debate. Socially, too, it's becoming unacceptable to
talk about gratitude to your father. Images of fathers
in advertisements are rarely positive -- often they are
portrayed as fools or dupes. It's considered normal to
suggest that many, perhaps most, fathers in previous
generations were unjust disciplinarians, cruel, twisted,
lacking in affection, unemotional, failing to bond with
their offspring.

Well, my father wasn't like that. He belonged to a
generation that simply looked and sounded different
from most people around in Britain today -- he had a
moustache and a war record, was sincerely patriotic,
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had a terrific sense of humor, believed in God, tried to
be decent to everyone, and loved his family dearly.

He was huge fun -- my mother still smiles at the
recollection of the way he could make the whole family
laugh together, and we still swap memories of his jokes
and stories. He was someone on whom you could rely:
dependable, reassuring. He was capable: He made and
mended things, organized family trips to the seaside,
coped with crises. He was hugely affectionate; when we
were small he would swoop us up in the air and down
again (known in the family as doing a "whoop"), and all
our lives there were plenty of hugs.

He was of the generation that returned from war
and wanted nothing more than to settle and raise a
happy family, who in turn would do large and useful
things and have lots of glad adventures. Of course, that
meant plenty of tensions once we reached the teenage
years -- his generation simply wasn't prepared for the
era of pop, pot, and the pill. But the affection never
wavered, and his own values and sense of right and
wrong were communicated to us in such a way that,
when growing up, | had a strong sense of not wanting to
let him down -- not a bad restraint on teenage behavior.

Good fatherhood s
generations. My brother, himself a father and father-in-

passed on down the

law, is also now a grandfather. Dependability, sacrifice
for a family's needs, affection, and the communication
of the joys of life aren't impossible to teach and share.
Millions have done it. Why aren't we allowed to
celebrate that?

The Members of Parliament who voted so
enthusiastically for homsexuals' rights to override those
of children were apparently quite happy to destroy this
sort of heritage. And yet they themselves have
benefited from it: They all grew up in a Britain formally
structured on male/female marriage and the traditional
family unit. They aren't volunteering themselves -- or
their own children -- for a massive social experiment.
Just other children, in a future for which they won't be
responsible.

Who will pick up the broken pieces of a wretched
and miserable society? The Church, we hope, will be
there to cope. Bruised and battered by internal
conflicts, denigrated by the mass media, smaller in
numbers than we would wish, but still there -- the
Catholic Church with an apostolic faith passed on down
the generations.

It's notable that, in an age where fatherhood has been
denigrated and when so many young people have

been left bereft, the image of the pope as a father has

been notable and popular. There were all sorts of

reasons for those vast cheering crowds that greeted

Pope John Paul I, and now stand cheering
"Benedetto," but assuredly a part of the whole thing is
the reassurance of that kindly, capable, authority-but-
with-a- warm-smile figure that Peter's successor
conveys. True fatherhood has a gentleness about it, a
sense of passed-on wisdom, a sense of sacrifice. It's
not sentimental. It carries real responsibilities. It
involves a very subtle sense of distance, which makes
it different from motherhood. It carries messages
about courage and hope and aspiration.

One of the last people to speak publicly about the
role of a father in a very personal sense was Britain's
first female Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher. She
was unashamedly grateful to her father -- a grocer who
rose to become an alderman and in due course mayor
of Grantham, a leading figure in the local Methodist
church, and a father who took great care to ensure
that his daughters received a good education and the
best possible start in life. Standing on the steps of 10
Downing Street, she was asked about any childhood
memories or special thoughts at this historic moment,
and she spoke of her father with warm affection and
gratitude.

Alderman and Mrs. Roberts did an excellent job in
raising their children, and Britain benefited. Most of us
also look back with grateful affection to our parents.
On my wedding day, as | walked into the church on my
father's arm, | stopped to give him a hug and thank
him for the lovely home and childhood he'd given me,
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all the things he'd done for me. Then | wished | hadn't,
because of course it meant that both of us entered the
church gulping back emotional tears. | hummed to him
the opening bars of his regimental march, while
everyone else was singing "Praise, my soul, the king of
Heaven." | needn't have worried. His arm, as always,
was firm to grip and his step unwavering and
reassuring.

Embarking on the great adventures of life, the best
gift you can have is good parents.

Joanna Bogle is an author and broadcaster living in
London.
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Oh Canada

David Warren| Column
6/16/08

he names Mark Steyn and Ezra Levant -- two of

my Canadian journalist friends -- have recently

become better known Stateside, thanks to
prosecutions of their works before Canadian "human
rights" tribunals. These are kangaroo courts that were
established in Canada more than a generation ago, in
the era of Pierre Trudeau, to adjudicate complaints of
racial and other forms of discrimination in housing,
employment, or wherever. The tribunals are now being
used to censor national magazines and leading
conservative journalists for imaginary hate crimes --
such as writing openly about the demographic
implications of Muslim immigration, or reprinting
Danish cartoons to show readers what the fuss was
about that led to riots and killings across the Muslim
world. In both cases, the charges were brought by
Islamist  fanatics,

claiming, quite ludicrously, to

represent all Canadian Muslims.

At the time of writing, neither case is resolved, but
given 100 percent conviction rates in similar previous
cases, the defendants (Maclean's magazine, in the case
of Steyn) are already looking forward to the appeals
stage in a proper court of law. Alas, the innumerable
"little people" the tribunals have convicted in the past
have seldom had the means to appeal. Most had been
drained, psychically as well as financially, by the actions
of the tribunals themselves.

From the beginning, persons of my ilk were
opposed to these little Maoist star chambers. Nothing
good could come of quasi-judicial tribunals in which
there are no standards of evidence, no precedents or
case law, indeed no statute law to which to refer; in
which the truth is no defense, and none of the other
traditional protections of the common law are granted
to the accused. All expenses of the complainants are
covered by the taxpayer, and the defendant is bled dry
by the imperious, glacially slow operations of the
Kafkaesque "human rights" bureaucracies. These are

staffed almost entirely by radical Left activists, with no
legal training. And as Canadian bloggers have
documented, many of them are sadistic, and quite
shamelessly corrupt (paying themselves a share of
settlements, etc). Their tactics include planting
offensive comments on rightwing Internet Web sites
where they've been unable to find anything juicy

enough for a "show trial."

Catholic and all other Christian readers in the
States should know that the tribunals are currently
working through a series of cases targeting people for
expressing Christian religious and moral principles. For
instance, an Alberta "human rights" commission
recently convicted a Rev. Stephen Boisson of the "hate
crime" of stating that homosexual acts are sinful -- in a
letter to the editor of a newspaper. He has been
ordered to make a payout to the anti-Christian activist
who prosecuted him, to make a public recantation of
the views he still holds, and never to express them
again publicly or privately for the duration of his life.
(This is a typical "human rights" settlement up here.)

Catholic Insight, a monthly magazine published
from Toronto, has also been hit by a complaint for
upholding Church teaching on homosexuality, in a case
designed to drive it out of business. The editor, Rev.
Alphonse de Valk, who has been operating on a
shoestring for many years, reports that he is so far out
of pocket $20,000 in legal costs, which he will not be
eligible to recover even if he wins the case.

These are direct challenges to freedom of the
press, but they are part of a quickly growing and
increasingly confident campaign by the tribunals to
harass Christian institutions of any kind. In one case,
for instance, the entire staff of Christian Horizons, an
evangelical service agency with 2,500 employees
nursing disabled adults in 180 homes, was ordered to
submit to homosexual indoctrination after a single

insidecatholic.com

0



lesbian staff member was dismissed for violating the
agency's moral code.

The ultimate target will be churches and the Church
itself. The failure of Canada's Parliament (currently
under a minority Conservative government) to act
against the "human rights" bureaucracies -- they fear
being tarred by the Liberal opposition and media if they
try -- makes the escalation inevitable. We can safely
predict that, very soon, Christian believers, including
Catholic priests, will be going to jail in Canada for
upholding the Christian faith. Indeed, we have already
reached the point where it is necessary to bear witness
to Christ, and to refuse the demands of the new
ideological Caesar.

| beg American readers, who have the time, to
familiarize themselves with our struggle for freedom in
Canada, and to help us judiciously with contributions to
legal defense funds and the like. Even more important:
Take to heart what is happening on your very doorstep.
For what is now being done to Canadian Christians
could soon enough happen to you. The time to fight
anti-Christian activists -- embedding themselves in your
legal system and government bureaucracies -- is now,
not later.

David Warren is a Canadian journalist who writes
mostly on international affairs. His Web site is
www.davidwarrenonline.com.
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Thick and Thin Religions

David Carlin | Column
6/16/08

hen thinking about religion it is often
helpful to bear in mind a distinction
"thick" "thin"
religions. This distinction can help us understand why

between religions and
American Catholicism went into decline about 40 years
ago.

By a "thick" religion | mean one that requires its
adherents to do and to believe many things. And by a
"thin" religion | mean the opposite: a religion relatively
undemanding when it comes to belief and behavior.
Picture a spectrum: very thick religions at one end, very
thin religions at the other end, and religions with
intermediate degrees of thickness/thinness in between.

Christian religions of a sect-like nature (e.g.,
Jehovah's Witnesses) are very thick. Not only do they
have an extensive list of doctrines that you, a member,
are expected to believe, but many of these dogmas an
ordinary person will find difficult to swallow. When it
comes to behavior, you'll face not only the usual taboos
(no murder, no theft, no adultery, etc.) but a set of
further prohibitions that make little sense to ordinary
persons (e.g., no coffee, no alcohol, no dancing, no
saluting the flag, no voting, no blood transfusions).
You'll be expected to devote large amounts of time,
work, and money to your religion. For instance, you
may have to tithe in the literal sense of that word (i.e.,
contribute 10 percent of your income); attend church
twice on Sundays and two or three times during the
balance of the week; donate your occupational skills (as
a carpenter, electrician, plumber, etc.) to the building or
improvement or maintenance of church buildings.

By contrast, Christian religions of a liberal or
"modernistic" nature are doctrinally very thin. When it
comes to belief, these religions are nothing if not
tolerant and permissive. If you'd like to believe in the
traditional list of Christian doctrines (e.g., the articles of
the Nicene Creed), that's okay; but if you don't want to
believe in them, that's okay too. Naturally they'd like

you to believe in God, but if you don't . . . well,
agnosticism, while a bit unfortunate, isn't all that bad a
thing. It would be helpful too if you believed that Jesus
of Nazareth was a fine fellow, but of course we
wouldn't dream of insisting that you go so far as to hold
that he was divine. After all, how can a person of
modern mentality -- somebody who took science
courses in high school --believe an ancient
metaphysical paradox like that? On the other hand, if
you are sufficiently quaint in your Christianity as to
believe in the Incarnation, well, that's fine; and the
rest of us, above all the minister, will be courteous
enough to spare you pain by not expressly denouncing

that hopelessly antiquated doctrine.

On the behavioral side of things, liberal religions
have always had a tendency toward thinness. They
believed in the second table of the Ten
Commandments, but they were tolerant on alcohol,
coffee, and tobacco, not to mention dancing. They
tolerated divorce, even though they didn't like it. And
beginning about a third of the way through the 20th
century, they gave their stamp of approval to
contraception: Not only was it a human right, in many
cases it was a human duty. However, in more recent
times (ever since the sexual revolution of the 1960s
and 1970s)
permissive. They don't see that there's anything

they have become more morally

essentially wrong with fornication, unmarried

cohabitation, abortion, and homosexuality.

Of course, they don't approve of doing these
things in a merely casual way. If you mean to fornicate,
shack up, abort, sodomize, etc., you should do these
things only in certain morally correct circumstances.
For instance, you should commit homosexual sodomy
only if you have genuine feelings of respect and even
affection for your homosexual partner. And when you
have an abortion, you should be motivated not by
mere egoistic concerns but by a concern for the
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ultimate well-being of the aborted fetus (in plain
English, you should talk yourself into believing that the
unborn baby is better off dead than alive); and it is to
be preferred that you have the abortion only after
consulting with your clergyperson. As for fornication,
you mustn't do it from merely hedonistic motives; nor
may you either coerce or exploit your partner. Do it
thoughtfully; and if you can't do it with commitment or
even affection, at least do it with respect.

American Catholicism, until about 40 years ago, used
to be a relatively thick religion. It wasn't as thick as the
Jehovah's Witnesses, but it lay somewhere toward the
thick end of the spectrum. It demanded belief in all the
articles of the Nicene Creed, and, somewhat less
demandingly, it encouraged belief in a number of other
things too (e.g., the Marian apparitions of Lourdes and
Fatima). It tolerated alcohol, coffee, tobacco, gambling,
etc., but insisted on strict compliance with the Ten
Commandments. It was especially strict when it came to
sexual taboos: no fornication, no adultery, no
contraception, no divorce-and-remarriage; and for the
unmarried, not even any impure touches or thoughts. It
insisted on attendance at Mass every Sunday, and it
expected frequent confession. It had a host of other
devotions: the rosary, 40 hours, first Fridays, first

Saturdays, Lenten stations of the cross, and parish

missions, not to mention lighting candles in church.
Further, you were strongly discouraged from marrying a
non-Catholic, and you were urged to send your children
to a Catholic school.

Now everything is changed. American Catholicism
has become a relatively thin religion -- not as thin, to be
sure, as today's exceedingly thin liberal Protestant
denominations; but Catholicism has shifted toward the
thin end of the spectrum. | don't mean that it has
become officially thin; in theory it is still a demanding
religion. But in practice it has become far, far thinner
than it used to be. Average Catholics today feel
themselves far less bound than were their parents or
grandparents to conform to Catholic orthodoxy and
Catholic sexual morality, let alone to involve
themselves in a dozen Catholic devotions.

Small wonder that the Catholic Church in America,
like all liberal Protestant churches, is in decline. A
revival of American Catholicism (if such a revival
should ever take place) will require that Catholicism
get "re-thickened."

David R. Carlin is the author of The Decline and Fall of
the Catholic Church in America (Sophia Institute Press,
2003).
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Survey Takes a Revealing New Look at Religious Voters

Deal W. Hudson | Column
6/16/08

new survey on religion and politics provides

important background on the dynamics at work

among religious voters in 2008. The "National
Survey on Religion and Public Life" published by the
Paul B. Henry Institute for the Study of Christianity and
Politics at Calvin College was based on a large sample of
3,002 interviews, nearly three times the sample size of
most political polls.

Analyzed by director Corin E. Smidt, the survey data
yielded the following major conclusions:

Mainline Protestants are now firmly identified
with the Democratic Party, 46 percent to 37
percent. Smidt calls this "an historical turning
point," but the shift has been in the making for
over a decade. Taking their place in the
Republican Party are, of course, the Evangelical
voters -- 54 percent to 25 percent, slightly down
from 2004.

White Catholic loyalties lean slightly toward the
Democrats, 41 percent to 38 percent, reflecting
the 30-year migration of Catholics into the GOP.
Democrats used to own the Catholic vote in
years gone by.

The White Catholic vote is "up for grabs in the
2008 presidential election." Because of the
instability created by the unpopularity of the
Irag War, and the Vatican's criticism of it, |
agree with him.

The news about Latino Catholics is not good for
the GOP. Only 15 percent call themselves
Republican, compared to 57 percent for the
Democrats. The number of independents
among these voters is growing (28 percent). The
good news for Republicans is that Latino
Catholics can still vote in force for the GOP in
spite of their party affiliation, as they did in

2004 when they cast 44 percent of their ballots
for George W. Bush.

Individual religious beliefs and practices are
more important than denominational affiliation
in predicting political views. When you
distinguish between traditionalists, centrists,
and modernists within each denomination,
each group's politics will resemble the others
across the denominations. Modernist Catholics
will think politically like modernists belonging

to other denominations, and so on.

This final point has been begging to be made for quite
a while. The political preferences of Christian voters
has everything to do with an individual's view of
traditional Christianity. This is the reason for the
coalition of Evangelicals and pro-life Catholics in the
religious conservative movement called the Religious
Right.

Traditional believers of all denominations are more
likely to be Republican, and modernists are more likely
to be Democrats -- with the odd exception of
modernist Evangelicals, who lean toward the GOP.

The survey numbers on abortion and gay rights
bear the
denominational affiliation. Catholics overall agreed, 51

importance of looking  beyond
percent to 43 percent, that "abortion should be legal
and solely up to the woman to decide." Among
Catholics, the

dramatically, with 71 percent disagreeing. Modernists,

traditionalist number  changes
not surprisingly, agree 80 percent with a woman's

"right to chose."

Gay marriage is not supported as strongly as
abortion among religious voters, but comparing 2004
with 2008, support appears to be growing: 9 percent
among Evangelicals, 5 percent among mainline
Protestants, but only 2 percent among Catholics, who
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have heard Benedict XVI quite outspoken in opposition
to gay marriage.

The volatility of the Catholic vote created by the
Irag War was confirmed by the study's findings. Non-
Hispanic Catholics did not agree that the United States
rightly took action against Irag, 52 percent to 42
percent, while traditionalist Catholics supported the
war 56 percent to 36 percent. Centrist and modernist
Catholics overwhelmingly oppose the war: 54 percent
to 34 percent, and 68 percent to 29 percent,
respectively. Latino Catholics disapprove by a margin of
69 percent to 25 percent.

The softening of support for environmental regulation
among Evangelicals and Catholics was a surprise finding.
Evangelicals, who have been widely described as
turning "green," dropped 9 points (from 52 percent to
43 percent) in their agreement with government
regulation of the environment. Catholics dropped 8
points, from 60 percent to 52 percent. Global warming
may have peaked as a major political issue.

The survey also asked an interesting question about
religious expression on public property -- whether "local
communities should be allowed to post the Ten
Commandments and other religious symbols in public
buildings if the majority agrees." This topic immediately
brings derisive laughter from most media pundits, but a
strong majority of Evangelicals (84 percent), Catholics
(74 percent), Latino Catholics (57 percent), and mainline
Protestants (74 percent) support displays of the Ten
Commandments.

These numbers confirm the determination of
Christians across the denominational and political
spectrum to oppose the government-enforced
secularization pursued by the ACLU, along with pro-
abortion and gay-rights groups. Could McCain make this
a campaign issue? Obama would likely take a pass to

avoid irritating core supporters.

The Calvin College poll asked its respondents
whether they would vote for McCain or the Democratic
nominee (Obama was not yet the clear victor) for
president in 2008. White Catholics favored McCain 43
percent to 39 percent, but Latino Catholics supported
the Democratic nominee 63 percent to 19 percent.
Evangelicals picked McCain 59 percent to 24 percent,
and mainline Protestants slightly favored McCain over
the Democrat; 19 percent were still undecided at the
time of the survey.

The methodology of the survey suggests that an
innovative way for political candidates to organize
their religious outreach may be in the offing. Instead of
a Catholic or Evangelical outreach, future campaigns
may focus on the newer categories of "traditionalists"
and "modernists," regardless of denomination.

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).
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The Meaning of No: Why Ireland Sank the Lisbon Treaty

Irene Lagan | Column
6/17/08

ast week Irish citizens voted on a referendum to

ratify the Lisbon Treaty. As the results rolled in --

the Irish rejected it -- European leaders were
quick to express their dismay, saying the Emerald Isle's
"no" would send them back to the drawing board.

The Treaty of Lisbon, also known as the Reform
Treaty, emerged from the political desire to simplify
European institutions (recent expansions made them
less and less efficient). Negotiations on the treaty began
in 2001 after European Union citizens rejected the
European constitution. The resulting document, signed
on December 13, 2007, in Lisbon, was to be ratified by
all member states by the end of 2008, in time for EU
elections next year.

It was not to be. Ireland was the only nation of the
27-member European Union to hold a referendum.
According to the Irish Constitution, surrendering any
sovereignty to an outside organization -- including the
EU -- is a decision reserved to the people. In other
member states, this was not the case, and government
leaders were able to push the treaty through without
the approval of their people. French President Nicholas
Sarkozy even admitted that there would be no treaty if
it had been put to a referendum in France.

The Irish vote effectively halted the accord, leading
President Sarkozy and German Chancellor Angela
Merkel jointly to express their disappointment over the
"Irish incident."

Even before the referendum took place, French
foreign minister Bernard Kouchner threatened Ireland
with "negative consequences" should they vote no, a
sure way to fire up the Fighting Irish. Indeed, voter
turnout, generally low for EU matters, was at an
unprecedented high, with 1.6 million votes cast; the
treaty fell to a 6.8 percent margin, 53.4 percent to 46.6
percent.

Most Lisbon experts, including the document's
creators, agree that the reformed treaty is a re-heated
version of the failed European constitution, which was
firmly rejected by French and Dutch voters in 2005.

One of the chief architects of the failed constitution,
former French president Valéry Giscard d'Estaing,
acknowledged that "the difference between the
original Constitution and the present Lisbon Treaty is
one of approach, rather than content." This new
strategy, he explained, "is to keep a part of the
innovations of the constitutional treaty and to split
them into several texts in order to make them less
visible."

According to d'Estaing, the result would be that
"the public opinion would therefore unknowingly
adopt the dispositions that it would not accept if
presented directly."

It probably seemed like a good idea. The treaty is
fantastically complex, running to some 3,000 pages in
its unabridged form. According to Irish legal expert
Caroline Simons, the 287-page condensed version
contains "article after article referring to article,"
leaving  would-be informed voters clueless.
Furthermore, understanding the referendum requires
a working knowledge of the details contained in
treaties that have preceded this one. Even the
information leaflet distributed in Ireland was virtually
meaningless, repeatedly dismissing points with, "The
precise details of how this will operate in practice have

yet to be decided."

David Quinn, director of the Dublin-based lona
institute, said the overwhelming response to the
referendum was one of "total confusion."

"The number of people in the country who have
read the document through can be counted on two
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hands, while the number of people who actually
understand it are virtually zero," he told me.

Both Irish Prime Minister Brian Cowen and Foreign
Minister Michael Martin admitted that they had not
read even the condensed treaty through, while
European commissioner Charlie McCreevy said he
would not expect "any sane and sensible person" to
tackle it from cover to cover.

But Simons, one of the few who has read and
grasped the treaty, said the Lisbon accord contains
elements over and above the what the failed EU
constitution proposed, and that the implications of
those additions would only become clear once
interpreted (presumably by an EU commission). In other
words, it would be, as the Economist reported, a "try-
on," whose "effects would be clear only years later."

There are several troubling aspects to the treaty.First,
Simons argued, it allows for an unelected president and
foreign minister of the European Union, which would
subsequently be a new legal entity known as the Union.
Because the treaty is so inscrutable, their roles and
powers are not yet clear.

Second, the reformed rules mandate that each
member state would lose its commissioner for five out
of every 15 years, which would therefore make it more
difficult for member states to veto new laws. The new
treaty would also roll back veto power in an additional
60 new areas of so-called "exclusive competence."

Moreover, under the new "qualified majority
voting" that would go into effect in 2014, countries
would be weighted based on a demographic and
geographic formula. Because Ireland is a small nation,
its voting power would be reduced to 1/20th that of
Germany's. Without representation and little voting
power, Ireland could potentially be subject to new laws
with no say at all.

Simons added that a top priority for the EU -- and a
cause of concern for Ireland -- are the proposed rules
on foreign direct investment and security. Should the

treaty go into effect, each member state would have to
get permission from the EU to invest in foreign
countries. The "Common Corporate Consolidated Tax
Board," a tax harmonization policy that seeks to
eliminate "unfair distortion of competition in the
internal market," would go into effect, neutralizing both
the tax rate and base, and opening a back door to
Ireland's successful tax system. The consequence would
be that foreign corporations with investments in Ireland
would suddenly find themselves subject to EU tax laws,
which could be devastating for Ireland and investors.

The treaty calls for the creation of a union army in
Brussels, with each member state contributing 6
percent of its GDP to support the military. According to
Simons, Sarkozy already has white papers drawn up for
the new defense ministry.

Finally, the human-rights charter included in the
treaty would be left to the interpretive powers of the
European Court of Human Rights. Although Ireland
secured a protocol that would protect the lIrish
constitution's current laws on the right to life for
mothers and the unborn, Simons points out that the
treaty does have a loophole that allows for
interference. A Polish case on abortion last year has
already set precedent.

Even as the results from Ireland came in, there was
already talk of a new referendum. When past treaties
have been voted down by member nations, they are
put forward again for another vote, usually with small
concessions and added pressures.

When lIrish prime minister Cowen appears before
the European commissioners this week, the pressure
will be on to introduce a "Plan B" that Irish voters will
accept.

As d'Estaing's comments reveal, Ireland's rejection
of the treaty does not sit well with many of the
European elite. It remains to be seen whether the EU's
aristocrats will tolerate democracy in practice, or will
instead find a new way to parse Ireland's 'no."'
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Irene Lagan is a journalist for Vatican Radio and a
columnist and blogger for www.InsideCatholic.com. She
writes from Rome.
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The Case for the Workers' Cooperative

Joe Hargrave | Column
6/18/08

atholic social teaching has consistently held as

its core principle that economic activity is to be

subordinated to the common good, which the
Catechism defines as "the sum total of social conditions
which allow people, either as groups or as individuals,
to reach their fulfillment more fully and more easily."
Debate over precisely how the common good should be
served by the economy has seen the promotion of
different economic theories, ranging from liberal
approaches that tend to focus on regulation and
intervention in the market, to conservative theories
that advocate open markets and private property rights
free from government interference.

But both sides in this debate have overlooked
important alternatives, some of which have already
been explored by previous pontiffs and implemented by
lay and clerical Catholics. It is possible to combine
regulated markets and even command economies with
private property, and social forms of ownership with
free markets. It is the latter model that is best aligned
with both Catholic social teaching as well as sound
economics.

In his encyclical Laborem Exercens, Pope John Paul Il
rejected the idea that "private ownership of the means
of production" should remain an "untouchable dogma"
of economic life. He also rejects a mere conversion of
private property into state property and the creation of
a command economy. His vision of an alternative is
captured in the following lines:

Merely converting the means of production into
State property in the collectivist system is by no means
equivalent to "socializing" that property. We can speak
of socializing only when the subject character of society
is ensured, that is to say, when on the basis of his work
each person is fully entitled to consider himself a part-
owner of the great workbench at which he is working

with every one else . . . the members of each body

would be looked upon and treated as persons and
encouraged to take an active part in the life of the body.

There is little said here about markets -- in fact, the
word "market" does not appear even once throughout
the entire encyclical. Thus the "socializing" of the
economy is evidently a task that can take place
without excessive and ultimately harmful interference
in the market. Instead, it can come about through the
proliferation of organizations wherein the "subject
character of society is ensured," where "each person is
fully entitled to consider himself a part-owner" of his
place of work, and where the members are
"encouraged to take an active part in the life of the
body." These are the underlying principles of workers'
cooperatives.

One example of the cooperative principle in action is
the Mondragoén, a cluster of cooperatives in the
Basque region of Spain. It can't be mere coincidence
that this organization, which is the largest and most
successful cooperative in the world, was founded by a
Catholic
Arizmendiarrieta. To me it suggests that there is

priest by the name of José Maria
something in the Catholic view of society and justice
that is naturally hospitable to the idea of the workers'

cooperative.

From a social and economic standpoint, it
shouldn't be hard to understand the benefits of worker
ownership and control of economic firms. The workers'
cooperative is proof positive that workers can
participate in making decisions, erroneously thought to
be the privileged domain of a handful of executive
officers. They will be just as concerned with meeting
the needs of the consumer as a traditional capitalist
firm. Their incentive to do so will be far greater, in fact,
since they will reap greater rewards as owners than
they ever would as mere wage laborers. While Pope

insidecatholic.com

[HEY
D


http://www.vatican.va/archive/catechism/p3s1c2a2.htm#II
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/encyclicals/documents/hf_jp-ii_enc_14091981_laborem-exercens_en.html
http://www.mcc.es/ing/index.asp

Leo Xl may have been condemning an onerous form of
state socialism in Rerum Novarum, he also argued that
ownership of property should be diffused as widely as
possible for just these reasons. He wrote,

If working people can be encouraged to look
forward to obtaining a share in the land, the
consequence will be that the gulf between vast wealth
and sheer poverty will be bridged over, and the
respective classes will be brought nearer to one
another. A further consequence will result in the great
abundance of the fruits of the earth. Men always work
harder and more readily when they work on that which
belongs to them; nay, they learn to love the very soil
that yields in response to the labor of their hands, not
only food to eat, but an abundance of good things for
themselves and those that are dear to them.

What Leo recognizes as true for agriculture is also
true for modern industries and services.

There are also political benefits. As political
philosopher Robert Dahl argues in his work A Preface to
Economic Democracy, it seems rather strange that we
should expect a healthy political democracy to emerge
from what is essentially an autocratic or oligarchic
economic framework. Most workers spend at least a
third of their day in an undemocratic environment,
having no opportunities to participate in making the
decisions that affect their very livelihoods. The workers'
cooperative improves the health of our political
democracy by bringing it into an important and
unavoidable area of life: our economic activity.

Important for those who wish to avoid unnecessary
tampering with the market, workers' cooperatives can
exist and thrive in a competitive marketplace.
Historically they have had a hard time competing
against traditional capitalist firms, and there is
considerable academic debate as to why this has been
the case. The Mondragédn is a good example of what can
happen when several such firms band together, and it
remains a competitive enterprise today. It cites on its

Web site one of the many reasons for its success: "a
decidedly business-like approach to the co-operative
phenomenon, in which company profitability and
planned,

rigorous and demanding management

efficiency are seen as basic principles."

Most importantly, however, the cooperative form
restores human dignity to labor. The separation of the
workers from the means of production and the
decision-making process can be spiritually demoralizing
and alienating. To the extent that labor is viewed by its
purchasers as a mere "production cost," it can become
faceless and dehumanized. A workers' cooperative has
the potential to become a genuine community, where
each member is valued as something more than a
repository of labor power.

In addition to serving the common good, the Church
now calls us to build a culture of life. A culture can
neither be imposed from above by the state, nor can it
simply be a matter of leaving everyone to their
individual conscience. It is by its nature a collective
task, and it cannot be accomplished apart from an
effort to reshape economic structures that have
contributed to the prevailing culture of death. The
traditional capitalist firm, like the market, is not evil in
and of itself. But we do have a responsibility to seek
out and implement alternatives that would be more
conducive to our spiritual aims. Because the
cooperative form emphasizes the importance of
community, as well as the humanity and dignity of the
individual laborer, it is an obvious complement to the
tasks facing those who would build a lasting culture of
life.

Joe Hargrave teaches political theory and blogs at
Positive Liberty.
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Behold the Spam of God!

Mark P. Shea | Column
6/18/08

Imost every other day, it seems, | will open my
e-mail and find something like this specimen
(culled from my "deleted" file):

Dear Mark, just came from your Web site and have
some questions. It sounds like you were a
"Protestant" before becoming a Catholic? | don't
know which church you were in but | have to
question whether you were ever taught the Word
of God there? If you had been in a church which
taught the truth concerning Baptism according to
the Word of GOD and not the "traditions of men"
you would have learned that not only does baptism
NOT save nor "grant justification" but it is ONLY for
those who ARE BORN-AGAIN by the SPIRIT of GOD
by placing their faith in the LORD JESUS CHRIST! It is
to be symbolic of the new birth ALREADY
ACCOMPLISHED by GOD as Romans 6 clearly
teaches! PLEASE READ the Gospel of John and pray
asking GOD to show you HIS TRUTH -- HE LOVES
THE WORLD and DESIRES TO SAVE the LOST -- which
we all are apart from the New Birth which IS FREELY
offered to ALL! Please read and be saved! | will be
praying for you in JESUS Name. Carolyn

You have to wonder what is going through the minds of
people who write such stuff. What do they think they
are accomplishing?

One is terribly tempted to reply: "The Word of God?
What's that? Never heard of such a thing. Is that, like,
the Bible? We used to read something called a 'Bible,' |
think, at our old Church. But that was an awfully long
time ago.

"Boy, thanks for setting me straight. | have never
ever ever heard before that Jesus Christ loves me and
desires to save the lost with His free gift of grace! |
always thought that | had to perform magical rituals to
make God love me. But now that you have so
thoughtfully set me straight, | see clearly that when that

big black book we used to read in my old church-that-
never-taught-me-the-Bible says 'Baptism now saves
you' (1 Pet 3:21) what it means is 'Baptism does not
save you.'

"And thanks also for explaining that when Romans 6
says, 'All of us who have been baptized into Christ
Jesus were baptized into his death,’ and 'We were
buried therefore with him by baptism into death, so
that as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of
the Father, we too might walk in newness of life," this
has absolutely nothing whatever to do with baptism. |
really appreciate your setting me straight on that as
well.

"And finally, thanks for making me see that all that
stuff in John 3 about being born again of water and the
Spirit really means water and the Spirit are complete
opposites.

"Golly. It is so good to finally -- after all these years
-- have somebody who really teaches the Word of God
clue me in. Who would have thought that all those
years of studying . . . what's that big black book called
again? Ah yes! 'The Bible." Anyway, who would have
thought that all those years of studying the Bible could
have left me so totally ignorant of what Scripture really
means? Thanks ever so much for enlightening me."

Do these people who write Evangelical converts to the
Catholic faith honestly believe that they are the first
people in the universe to ever suggest reading the
Bible? If not, then what are they thinking?

| wonder this even more when | get Godspam from
people who assure me they are "writing in Christian
love" and then proceed to send me a farrago of raving
nonsense and/or documentable lies about what the
Church teaches. When you write them back and refer
them to biblical and catechetical sources which show
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a) the fact that Catholic teaching comports with biblical
teaching and b) their lies about Catholic teaching
("Mary worship!" "The Pope is sinless!" "The Mass re-
sacrifices Jesus!") are bunk, they write you back with
that gooey smile of condescending "Christian love" and
inform you (and | quote), "I am not interested in
discussing truth issues with Catholic apologists."

Their hermetically sealed pride is both astonishing
and hilariously funny, as well as very widespread in the
ranks of anti-Catholic types who write in "Christian
love." | discovered this when | posted "Carolyn's" note.
One Catholic reader commented with his tongue firmly

planted in cheek:

When | converted to Catholicism, it was the statue
worship that appealed to me the most, but banner
worship has its appeal as well. Historians have been
able to show that pagans also worshipped primitive
banners so either one has authentic Catholic-pagan
connections.

| also liked that | didn't have to read the Bible
any more and that | would have to earn my way to
Heaven. Besides that, | really appreciated the fact
that | could check my brain at the door and blindly
follow the leaders.

A really cool part of Catholicism is that now |
can commit all of my favorite sins and then go to
Confession right before | go out and do them
again!! Actually, while | was Protestant, | guess | did
that too, but without the Confession part. But
sitting in that little room just feels so holy,
especially with the statues nearby. . . .

The response was volcanic. In a combox thread that ran
to a couple hundred posts, readers vented wittily on all
the Godspam they'd gotten over the years from anti-
Catholics writing in "Christian love." What follows are a
few of the choicer bits.

Dbbz

| like the fact that | don't have to really talk to God -- |
can just repeat prayers by rote thousands of times over
to earn my way to heaven.

It's also cool that | can have a man forgive my sins --
| don't even have to ask God!

Dbbz

| especially like the vain repetitious prayers of the
Rosary and the sacrilegious practice of calling priests
"Father."

Dbbz

Yeah, having to constantly make up my own prayers as
an Evangelical was a real drag. | love being able to
mindlessly repeat rote prayers all the time; it makes
me think for myself less so I'm easier for the Vatican to
deceive and brainwash.

But for me, the best thing about being a Catholic is
calling the Holy Father "Lord God the Pope" and
worshipping him. That and being able to acknowledge
Mary as the Fourth Member of the Trinity. You have
no idea what a drag it was worshipping that all-male
God of Evangelicalism!

Dbbz

| can't get over the sense of history, what with all the
witch-burnings, Crusades, Inquisitions and pox-carrying
missionaries to celebrate.

Dbbz

Being a part of the corporate machine that sells
salvation is the biggest reward for me. Especially since
| get such a big cut of the profits.

Hopefully our next Pope will start another cold-
blooded massacre like the Inquisition or the Crusades,
and | can earn my justification based on my "score" of
how many Protestants or Muslims | kill. I'll stand
before God . .. ATOP A PILE OF SKULLS!

Dbbz
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You people forgot the best part about being Catholic.
The priest gets to kill and re-sacrifice Jesus over and
over again at every Mass, because His death on Calvary
was entirely insufficient. Granted, that's not what the
Council of Trent actually said, but we all know that
underneath that's what they were really thinking.

Dbbz

Being a male chauvinist, what finally drew me to the
Catholic Church in 1999 was the infinitely wise and
completely arbitrary subjection of women in every
aspect of their lives. | love the male-dominated
doctrines of telling women what to do with their bodies,
not "allowing" them to be ordained, etc.

Dbbz
| like knowing | don't really believe what | say | believe.
| like being afraid of science and logic.

| like our plan to put cameras in everyone's
bedroom.

| like the new church the Masons invented for us in
1962.

Dbbz

Once in awhile, | really enjoy whipping up in myself a
nice raw sense of guilt. Generally, it is about nothing in
particular.

Dbbz

What strikes me about all this is how so much "Christian
outreach to Catholics" appears to be -- judging from its
utter failure to elicit anything but exasperated mockery
from its educated targets -- entirely ordered toward the
self-medication of the witness and utterly uninterested
in the actual human being who is the ostensible object
of the "love" of the "evangelist." The Catholic who dares
to do anything other than be the passive object of the
"gospel" being thrust at him by the anti-Catholic is, by
turns, an enemy, a deceiver, a dupe, a stumbling block,
and a rebel. He is never a person. He has no place in
the "relationship with God" that is allegedly being
proposed to him.

Which, of course, leads me to wonder if and when
| act the same way. God save me if | do.

Mark  P. Shea is a editor at

www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for

senior

InsideCatholic.com. Visit his blog at
www.markshea.blogspot.com.
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Blame It on Mr. Blackitt

Brian Pessaro | Column
6/19/08

That's what being a Protestant's all about. That's
why it's the church for me. . . . | can go down the
road any time | want and walk into Harry's and hold
my head up high and say in a loud, steady voice,
"Harry, | want you to sell me a condom. In fact,
today, | think I'll have a French Tickler, for | am a
Protestant."

-- Mr. Blackitt in Monty Python's The Meaning of
Life

raham Chapman, the actor who played the

self-righteous Anglican Mr. Blackitt, was gay. In

light of all that's transpiring these days over gay
marriage, | find that tidbit ironic. | would even say
there's a certain poetic justice to it. The truth is that we
would not be having a gay marriage debate today were
it not for the widespread use of contraceptives,
including among Christians.

For centuries it was understood that marriage was a
lifelong commitment between a man and a woman, and
it had two purposes: the unity of the spouses and the
procreation and education of children. It was believed
these two purposes were so intertwined that they
couldn't be separated without weakening the
institution. Somewhere along the line, though, we
changed the rules and decided that children were an
optional add-on feature. The single most important
invention that enabled this paradigm shift was

contraception.

It's a common fallacy that opposition to
contraception has always been a Catholic peculiarity.
The 1873 Comstock Law -- which prohibited the
manufacture, sale, or possession of contraceptives in
Washington, D.C. -- and similar laws in other states
were written by Protestants for a largely Protestant
America. Charles Provan, an Evangelical Lutheran, wrote

a book called The Bible and Birth Control. In it he writes,

We have found not one orthodox [Protestant]
theologian to defend birth control before the
1900s. NOT ONE. On the other hand, we have found
that many highly regarded Protestant theologians
were enthusiastically opposed to it, all the way back
to the very beginnings of the Reformation.

Whether you think it's prudent or foolish to outlaw
contraceptives is not the point. What is the point is
that it used to be the consensus of all Christians
(Catholic and Protestant) that contraceptives were
incompatible with marriage and a virtuous society.

That remained so until 1930 when the Anglican
bishops (thank you, Mr. Blackitt) discovered in the
penumbras formed by emanations of Sacred Scripture
a divine right for husbands to put a rubber sheath on
their John Thomas. The very next year, a majority
committee of the Federal Council of Churches in the
United States followed suit and endorsed the "careful
and restrained use of contraceptives by married
people."

The response in the media may surprise you. On
March 22, 1931, the day after the report was released,
the editors of the Washington Post opined:

Carried to its logical conclusion, the committee's
report, if carried into effect, would sound the
death-knoll of marriage as a holy institution by
establishing degrading practices which would
encourage indiscriminate  immorality. The
suggestion that the use of legalized contraceptives

would be "careful and restrained" is preposterous.

How times have changed. A December 2005 study by
the Centers for Disease Control reported that 62
percent of women (38.1 million) between the ages of
15 and 44 are using some form of birth control. Of
those 38.1 million, approximately 80 percent identify
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their current religion as some Christian denomination
(see table 60). Furthermore, the study reported that, of
those women who identified their current religion as
Fundamentalist Protestant, 41 percent relied on surgical
sterilization. That's higher than any other group.

It's safe to say that a fair number of these women
and their husbands consider gay marriage and gay sex
to be morally wrong. But this is sexual schizophrenia. If
gay marriage and sex is wrong because no life can come
from it, how can a Christian married couple justify
rendering their own marital embrace as sterile as
homosexual sodomy through the use of contraceptives?
Surgical sterilization is even worse. Here a Christian
couple isn't just closing their bedroom door to God,;
they've taken the extra step of bolting and welding it
shut.

If 1 sound like I'm beating up on my Protestant
brothers and sisters, | don't mean to do so. My beloved
Catholic Church isn't off the hook, either. In all my years
of attending Mass, | have heard one -- count it, one --
homily defending the teaching. That's not exactly
standing athwart history and yelling stop. The United
States Conference of Catholic Bishops supported the
failed federal marriage amendment, which is all well
and good, but one has to ask: Where were you guys in
1968 when Humanae Vitae was published?

As much as | disagree with the gay-marriage
activists, how can | be angry at them when | see our
duplicity? "Marriage for me but not for thee; and oh, by
the way, | still want the pleasures of sterile sex." This
double standard cannot endure. If Christians do not
rethink their acceptance of contraception, time is on
the side of the activists. Either we restore fecundity to
its proper place within marriage, or we should admit
that we have compromised our moral grounds in the
gay marriage debate. | would love to see more of the
former. Original sin being what it is, however, I'm not
too hopeful.

If you told a married couple that they could only
keep one of two things: their favorite electronic gadget
or their contraceptives, it's a fair bet that there would
be a large pile of iPods on the curb with the morning
trash. God help us all.

Brian Pessaro writes from Temple Terrace, Florida. Two
of his essays are included in the Godspy anthology,
Faith at the Edge: A New Generation of Catholic
Writers Reflects on Life, Love, Sex and Other
Mysteries.
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August 1968: The Roots of the Liberal Coup

Mark Stricherz | Column
6/19/08

l ' hat Reagan,
McGovern was to Obama," New York
Times writer Sam Tanenhaus wrote

Goldwater was to

about the 2008 election, in reference to the two fathers
of America's modern political movements. The first
in the
Republican Party, has been told. The second, covering
the liberal ascendancy in the Democratic Party, has not.
(That is, until my book came out last fall.)

story, about the conservative ascendancy

In earlier columns, | wrote about the late Fred
Dutton's liberal vision for the Democratic Party. Dutton
sought to build a Democratic coalition made up of
young people, African-Americans, and college-educated
suburbanites -- three key constituencies of Obama's
campaign.

So how did Dutton do it? How did he destroy the
old Roosevelt coalition (Catholics,
Americans, intellectuals, and white Southerners) and

labor, African-

create the McGovern coalition?

In my book, | show how antiwar liberals overthrew
what Lyndon Johnson called "the Catholic bosses" in a
coup d'état. Here's how it all began.

Walking back after midnight from the convention to his
hotel room, Eli Segal felt exhilarated and "excited as
hell" -- so much so that he had to restrain himself. His
joy that night in the streets of Chicago was unusual for
someone who worked for the McCarthy presidential
campaign; it was also unusual for Segal, a mild-
mannered sort who would later head the Americorps
program in the Clinton administration.

Earlier on that hot and steamy August evening,
during the second session of the 1968 Democratic
McCarthy had
conceded defeat in his bid for the party's nomination.
and the death, of that

National Convention, effectively

"It marked the climax,

insurrection against the war and the leadership of the
Democratic Party which had begun so many months
before, and which had been sustained with such
passion and ferocity," three British reporters wrote in
An American Melodrama.

Unbeknownst to the journalists, Segal had been
taking part in another insurrection against the war and
the leadership of the Democratic Party. Working on
behalf of the Minority Report of the Rules Committee,
the short, prematurely balding young man scurried
around on the floor of the International Amphitheatre,
lobbying delegates to support the minority report.
After it squeaked by at 11:38 p.m., Segal felt
transformed, though he dared not share his feelings
with his colleagues. "l went from being anti-Vietnam,"
he said, "to being a reform Democrat, that night."

Segal had a big stake in the outcome of the vote: It
was his memo that served as the intellectual template
for the entire reform movement in the Democratic
Party.

Segal's main job in the McCarthy campaign had
been directing the operation in states without
When the state party

McCarthy few or no delegates, his young aides came

primaries. leaders gave
away feeling, with some justification, that they had
been disrespected. "I had found in one state after
another that the delegates in these had been picked
two or three years earlier," Segal recalled. "McCarthy

couldn't even get those delegates if he tried."

Following the advice of Yale Law School student
Geoff Cowan, Segal spent the summer examining the
party's nominating process. Had he studied the recent
history of the boss system, his memo might have
shown that the 1968 Democratic contest was actually
an anomaly. Not only had President Johnson suddenly
announced that he was not seeking re-election on
March 31, giving vice-president Humphrey only weeks
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to enter state primaries, but Robert Kennedy, who won
every primary he entered but one, was assassinated on
June 5. As historian Richard C. Wade, a McGovern
adviser, acknowledged in a 1970 article, "In 1968, the
system was actually working until the assassination in
California."

Segal lacked perspective; he was 25 years old and
had never worked on a presidential campaign before.
As a recent graduate of the University of Michigan Law
School, he analyzed the boss system in the only way he
knew: by examining the methods by which state
Democratic parties had chosen their delegates in 1968.
Segal's research found, not surprisingly, that the most
undemocratic procedures were those in boss-
dominated states such as Pennsylvania, Michigan, and
Louisiana. Echoing McCarthy, Segal argued that "a small
group of men" rather than voters chose the nominee.
As he observed in the seven-page memo, "Unfair
Methods of Delegate Selection for the 1968 Democratic

National Convention,"

Although the selection process varies from state to
state, a common pattern has emerged here -- a
small group of men has the legal authority to name
the delegation without any regard to the wishes of
the Democratic voter . . ..

Segal's memo was influential. It served as the blueprint
for the Harold Hughes Commission, the ad hoc panel
whose recommendations informed the minority report
of the Rules Committee. Naturally, "The Democratic
Choice" also attacked the power of a small group of
men: "As delegates assemble for the 1968 Democratic
National Convention, the demand for more direct
democracy and the call for an end to 'boss control' of
the nominating machinery can be heard, with an
intensity not matched since the Progressive Era."

In this context, Segal's elation in Chicago was
understandable. He had wanted to get rid of the small
group of cigar-chomping politicians making their deals
in back rooms. In their place, he hoped to give power to
Democratic voters in primaries and caucuses. And now

the Democratic Party -- the world's oldest political party
-- was on record seeking a similar goal. State
Democratic parties would be required to choose
delegates by a process in which "all Democratic voters
have had full and timely opportunity to participate."”

For a while, Segal hoped party leaders would fulfill
their promises. On January 14, 1969, DNC Chairman
Fred Harris created a successor to the David Lawrence
Commission (1965-68) called the Commission on Party
Structure and Delegate Selection (1969-72). But in
Segal's eyes, things soon headed downhill.

On February 7, Harris named Sen. George
McGovern of South Dakota as chairman of the effort --
what would become known as the McGovern
Commission. To Segal, McGovern was no reformer.
Although at Chicago he had made a few noises in
support of reform, his proposal was a far cry from that
of McCarthy, who had called for the "full-scale
structural and institutional reform of the Democratic
Party." As Segal admitted, "It was months before |
thought McGovern himself was okay."

On February 8, Harris named the other 27
members of the commission. Most were not
reformers, either, and Segal distrusted all of them:
"We felt at the time that most of these people were
part of the 'good old boy network,'"" he told political
scientist Byron Shafer.

In mid-February, Segal was hired as chief counsel
to the commission. Even so, Segal's worries were not
allayed. Segal felt surrounded by opponents, faint
hearts, and strangers. He couldn't let this commission
end up like the Kerner Commission, whose provocative
recommendations in 1968 about solving the
underlying causes of urban riots had been ignored by
federal officials. He needed to do something, come up
with some plan or idea to keep the reformers in
power. If he didn't, all of his hard work -- the memo,
the Harold Hughes Commission, the Rules minority

report -- would have been in vain.

insidecatholic.com

N
N



So Segal devised a plan. He would set up a small
executive committee to control the agenda of the
McGovern Commission. As a committee within the
commission, the executive committee would be able to
recommend changes to the party's nominating system
and evaluate the findings of staff about the state's
procedures. The executive committee, in other words,
would determine the ideology of the presidential wing
of the Democratic Party.

Segal had no interest in making the membership of
of the
commission or the Democratic Party. He did not even

the executive committee representative
want commissioners who belonged to the party's
citizen-intellectual wing, the tradition in which his own
father had raised him. He wanted commissioners who
belonged to the citizen-intellectual wing and were

sympathetic to the New Politics.

There was nothing illegal about Segal's plan; it did
not violate the letter of the commission's mandate. But
it did violate its spirit. The McGovern Commission was
supposed to be a disinterested reform body; it would
transfer power from the bosses to the people. But in
Segal's eyes, the commission would turn into an
instrument of the New Left, transferring power from
the bosses to left-liberal activists.

Taking a page from Mayor Daley's playbook, Segal
stacked the executive committee with like-minded
Democrats. "The executive committee was important,”
Segal told Schaefer. "If you took that commission and
looked at the executive committee, then you could
really see the slant toward reform. With two or three
exceptions, you had the hard-core there. Seven of the
ten were hard-line reformers, and two of the others
never came."

The differences between the leaders of the
Democratic Party's presidential wing and those of the
McGovern Commission were stark. Consider the party
leadership in 1968:

John M. Bailey, chairman of the Democratic
National Committee

Rep. Hale Boggs, chairman of the Platform
Committee at Chicago

Gov. Richard Hughes of New Jersey, chairman
of the Credentials Committee

Mayor Richard J. Daley of Chicago, the
kingmaker at the convention

Each was a Roman Catholic, a professional politician
based either in the big cities or state house, and had a
cross-racial, Catholic, and working-class constituency.

Compare that roster to the leadership in 1969:
George McGovern, Commission chairman
Eli Segal, general counsel to the Commission
Anne Wexler, chief of commission consultants
Ken Bode, director of Commission research
Fred Dutton, the force on the commission

Each member here was either a mainline Protestant or
non-orthodox Jew, an activist or political aide, was
based in academia, and had a largely suburban, upper-
class, white constituency.

The leadership of the presidential wing of the
Democratic Party was about to change.

Segal's plan was approved democratically. Yet the
executive committee resembled the group that "Unfair
Methods of Delegate Selection for the 1968
Democratic National Convention" had railed against in
several notable ways. Of the panel's ten members,
nine were men. And when the executive committee
held a second meeting, McGovern announced that in
order to evaluate its preliminary recommendations:
"We need a small group." Eli Segal was poised to
substitute one small group of men for yet another.

His plan was significant. While the big-city and
state bosses were back home with their hands off the
party machinery, a small group of activists anointed a
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new set of conductors to drive the Democratic train
down a very different track.

Mark Stricherz is the author of Why the Democrats Are
Blue: Secular Liberalism and the Decline of the People's
Party (Encounter Books), from which this article was
adapted.
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How the Catholic Left Is Boxed in by Abortion

William A. Donohue | Column
6/20/08

hey just can't shake it. It's a noose. It's
destroying their credibility. It's the abortion

albatross.

Try as they may to find matters that rival the life
issues, the Catholic Left continues to come up empty.
When the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops
voted overwhelmingly on June 13 to affirm the Church's
teaching on embryonic stem cell research, the Catholic
Left could not summon the courage to congratulate
them.

Of the four Catholic Left groups that have been
making some noise this presidential season -- Catholics
United, Catholic Democrats, NETWORK, and Catholics in
Alliance for the Common Good -- only the latter even
mentioned the bishops' vote. And the best it could do
was to reprint a ChicagoTribune story on it.

Interestingly, Catholics in Alliance posted another
story the same day it ran the AP piece, only this one was
from the Washington Post titled "'Pro-Life' Drugstores
Market Beliefs." It was a mostly critical column on the
alleged dangers of allowing a pro-life drugstore to open
in Chantilly, Virginia; the operators refuse to sell
condoms, birth-control pills, or the Plan B emergency
contraceptive/abortifacient. Given that Catholics in
Alliance has not exactly been vocal in supporting the
Church's teachings on sexuality, it makes one wonder
why it chose to run this particular piece. More
important, it makes one wonder which side it takes.

There is every reason to question Catholics in
Alliance on matters like these. After all, this is the same
group that two years ago issued a voter's guide on the
mid-term elections that continuously referred to pro-
life candidates as "pro-life" candidates, scare quotes
included. Nowhere in its 12-page booklet did it
condemn partial-birth abortion -- but it did take the
time to justify voting for pro-abortion candidates. The
following vyear, it took out a full-page ad in the

Washington Times explicitly condemning me, and a few
others, for fighting the "War on Christmas."

Catholics United is another group on the Catholic
Left seeking to get some traction in its effort to
relativize the life issues. So far it has been an abysmal
failure. Even pro-abortion leftists who are not Catholic
know that abortion is not just one of many public
policy issues for the Catholic Church, and that is why
attempts to maintain otherwise run the risk of being
laughed at in public.

Every now and then we will be contacted by
Catholics United to see if we will oppose a
conservative-leaning individual or group that has done
something anti-Catholic. We do. For example, we've
gone after some Minutemen operations that have
gotten out of line with Catholic Latinos. But when we
ask Catholics United to join with us in opposing the
prohibition of créches in schools, they always seem to
come up short.

When the Catholic League took on Pastor John
Hagee, Catholics United was initially thrown off-base.
Had the group been more familiar with the Catholic
League -- we criticized George W. Bush when he went
to Bob Jones University in 2000, and we led the fight
against Republican evangelicals who fought the
appointment of the first Catholic priest as House
chaplain -- then it would not have been surprised. It
was revealing that when we accepted Pastor Hagee's
apology, Catholics United went bonkers.

NETWORK has been around the longest of these
organizations. It has a great deal of interest in social
justice issues, and none whatsoever in abortion or any
other life issue. Indeed, it is so radical and
unrepresentative of American Catholics that it has
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butted heads several times with the Church hierarchy
here at home, as well as in Rome.

In 1983, NETWORK took the side of a dissident nun
who refused to denounce publicly funded abortions.
When the Sisters of Mercy nun refused, the Vatican
stepped in to force her to leave her order. NETWORK
responded with boilerplate, saying it "deeply regrets
the authoritarian exercise of administrative power on
the part of Vatican officials."

The very next year, Sr. Marjorie Tuite, a founder of
NETWORK, was herself threatened with expulsion from
her order, the Dominican Sisters of St. Mary in
Columbus, Ohio, when she signed a New York Times ad
calling on the Catholic Church to reconsider its
opposition to abortion. When she died two years later,
she was remembered for accusing the Church of
treating women unjustly for opposing abortion.

To this day, NETWORK says the reason it does not
address the issue of abortion is because other Catholic
groups already do that. Yet there is no shortage of
dissident Catholic groups that tackle the very same
issues it supports -- e.g., higher taxes -- but this hasn't
stopped it from operating. More important, as already
shown, NETWORK is not neutral on abortion.

The late Rev. Robert Drinan, himself a champion of
Bill Clinton's veto of a partial-birth abortion bill, actually
congratulated NETWORK's nuns for not "scolding" pro-
abortion congressmen when they met with them in the
1970s. Moreover, Father Drinan boasted that a non-
Catholic member of Congress received no praise from
the group for his pro-life votes, though he was chastised
for not agreeing with them on their issues. In short,
NETWORK has more in common with pro-abortion
groups than it does pro-life groups.

Catholic Democrats is now conducting a national
search in quest of finding conservatives who are in the
tank for Sen. Barack Obama. So far it has found two. No
matter -- what really exercises this group is any criticism
of their hero. That is why it blew a gasket when the
Catholic League took on Obama's Catholic National

Advisory Council. We pointed out that most of the
politicians who belong to this group had a 100 percent
NARAL record. This did not sit well with Catholic
Democrats.

When we subsequently questioned whether the
Catholic Advisory group still exits -- there is no longer
any mention of it on the Obama campaign Web site --
Catholic Democrats tried to get cute by saying we were
"having trouble navigating the website" of their hero.
When we asked them to provide evidence that we were
wrong, and that the Catholic Advisory group was still
on the campaign site, it could not do so. But instead of
admitting this, it raised non-issues like "why the CL
[Catholic League] wants to pick this particular fight
with Senator Obama's Catholic Outreach people."

To top things off, Catholic Democrats is proudly
running a most embarrassing article by a Jesuit priest,
Rev. Raymond Schroth. Father Schroth loves the fact
that Muslim terrorists held at Gitmo will now be
afforded ACLU lawyers. What bothers him is that the
Catholics on the high court dissented from the
majority opinion. He asks, "Is there any trace of their
religious upbringing in their judicial decisions?" Indeed,
he concludes by writing, "Thank God for non-Catholics
John Paul Stevens, David H. Souter, Stephen G. Breyer
and Ruth Bader Ginsburg."

Father Schroth's argument is fatally flawed. While

legislators can rightfully allow their religiously
informed conscience to affect their votes, judges
cannot. Lawmakers may vote for what they believe is
in the best interest of the nation, and they can be
removed by the voters. Judges have a different charge:
They must interpret the law as it was intended to be
applied by those who wrote it. In other words, they
must put aside their religiously informed conscience in
rendering a judgment. Moreover, they cannot be

removed by the voters.

All of these examples come down to one thing: In
2004, the Democrats lost because they got their clocks
cleaned by values voters. Now Catholic Democrats are
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determined not to let this happen again -- hence the
sudden interest in "God talk" and attempts to neutralize
the abortion issue. But at the end of the day, few will be
fooled by such shenanigans. Even those who try to
establish parity between the moral significance of
global warming and killing children in the womb have to
know that they're engaged in a fool's exercise.

Just recently, John Kelly, Catholic outreach liaison
for the Democratic National Committee, gave away the
store when he wrote, "The Democratic Party realizes
that life does not end at birth and must be supported
and nurtured through a society built on the common
good."

How refreshing. If the Democrats are willing to
admit that life doesn't end at birth, then they are

conceding that it begins some time before birth. And
whether that point is at conception, or at quickening, or
at some other time before birth, it makes it morally
indefensible to justify some, if not all, abortions.

It is for reasons like this that abortion will continue
to haunt the Catholic Left. They've boxed themselves in,
and there's no way out.

William A. Donohue is the president and CEO of the
Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights.
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It's Going According to Plan

Marjorie Campbell | Column
6/20/08

y husband and | met a consecrated virgin

last week. Later he commented to me, "She

is full of light," and then added: "Why didn't
| find a girl like that when | was young?" | broke out
laughing. But he did not.

"Honey," | nudged him with a helpful tip toward his
improvement, "You met me, remember?"

Only weeks earlier at a family dinner, his 85-year-
old father barked aloud: "Why did | have to stay
married to the same woman all these years? How come
| couldn't have a bunch of marriages like other people
until | found the perfect one?" My dear mother-in-law
paid him no heed.

| wonder: Is this premeditated behavior? Is there a
worn, tattered book -- Beastly Things Men Say --
secretly circulating among the men in my family? My
mother-in-law once cautioned: "Ignore him. God didn't
give him sensitivity or kindness or empathy or
consideration or thoughtfulness . . . " | don't know
where she stopped. But, like her, | have a growing list of

attributes that God forgot to give my husband Bill.

| know | am not alone. My girlfriends have reported
the following remarks from their men:

"You did all this to make me better and now |
have to be holy, too?"

"You wanted the children, so why do you
complain about them so much?"

"The guys were discussing why Jack's wife left
him, and we all agreed, it's menopause."

"Dear, | don't know why you get scared when |
go 80 mph -- why don't you try an
antidepressant?"

"I thought you would like to go to the
motorcycle races for Mother's Day."

Do these comments make sense within the male brain?
Could these men possibly think they are being tender,
making interesting conversation?

Recently, I've detected a worrisome lack of progress
in our efforts to improve them. | should not be
surprised; my own husband's brain often seems
limited in range. He has seven permanent topics of
public interest: video equipment, cars, fitness, real
estate, baseball, politics, and almonds. In these
categories, he has astounding, detailed knowledge. We
receive at least one monthly magazine related to each
area, except almonds. But his new friend Jim works as
national sales manager for Blue Diamond Almonds --
that's even better.

It's hard not to be somewhat disappointed and
wonder where | am going wrong. Bill thwarts my
efforts to improve him. When | complain that he has
arrived late, he says, "You didn't tell me what time |
had to be there." | whip out a hard copy of the e-mail |
sent him. Then, he says, "I was held up in traffic." |
speed dial his office manager who yelps: "Boy, was he
late today or what?" | look intently into Bill's lying
brown eyes and he says, "Stop nagging me."

Why, | grieve, why can't he be more like me?

Frankly, it's very hard not be disappointed, chronically
with his
betterment. | can stew for days, charting fresh, stealth

disappointed, resistance to his own
approaches to improving him. But my failures choke
me with frustration, and | become gloomy and
pessimistic . . .

. until he dazzles me. It's always a surprise.
Once, he sent a dozen red roses with a note, "I don't
deserve a wonderful wife like you." He gave me an
effusive talking Mr. Wonderful doll that "can say the
things to you | can't say." One day in Atlanta, | received
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this voicemail: "Hi, honey. | want you to know how
much | love the life we lead together." (I resaved that
message until it disappeared one day.)

Then | notice he does amazing things | cannot do;
he is who | cannot be. He concentrates like a brain
surgeon as his buddy describes a whistle in his woofer
and tweeter. He asks detailed questions as they follow a
maze of wires between socket and sound. They guffaw
aloud, exclaim "There's the little bugger," and clap each
other on the back.

Later, Bill roars through the house chasing our two
sons in a game | do not comprehend -- a game that
provokes such laughter, such bellowing joy, that | feel
pleasingly puzzled as | dive for tipped lamps and
straighten furniture thrown back in their wake. The
boys fall exhausted into his arms, a pile of Campbell
men that makes me cross my arms and hum happily.

Last week, this husband of mine gathered us for a
family photo for his re-election brochure -- a position on
the San Francisco Republican Central Committee. Never
mind that there are only 72 voting Republicans in San
Francisco; he focuses his energy like he is leading an
international movement, making heard a voice that the
liberal urban mass would deride and silence. One day,
after working the Republican table at a local street fair,
he mentioned in passing that an angry, bearded young
man had swept their literature to the ground and spit
upon them. To my worried look, he answered with a
grin, "Don't worry about lame jerks, honey."

In these moments, | forget that the man disappoints
me, and | become lightheaded. "That," | whisper
proudly, "is my husband."

Later, as his flaws resurface, | grow confused. How
does he do this, showing such skill, such prowess, yet
stubbornly persisting in his defects? Where's the normal
learning curve, the improvement? Why won't he listen
to me?

"Silly you," I tell myself, drying off tears after Bill has
announced he's going four-wheeling with someone
named Maniac on our anniversary. "We'll just celebrate
later in the week, dear. No big deal," he said off-
handedly.

"Silly you," | tell myself as | contemplate the
original design of our marriage, our attempt at unity.
Here's what God commanded: "Your yearning shall be
for your husband, yet he will lord it over you." This was
the world's first formula for disappointment. My
husband alone proves the creation story. The tireless
longing of my heart provides the soundtrack.

Yet here we are, doing what we were designed to
do, some days better than others. Together we are
made in the image of God. Divided and fallen, ours is
the struggle to find that image, day upon day. Alone,
our souls know their incompleteness. Together,
through the disappointment and joy, we live our hope,
our purpose. Somehow, it's comforting to know that
it's going according to plan.

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

Francisco  with  her
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