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Obama Responds to the Infanticide Charge 

Deal W. Hudson| Column 

6/7/08

 few days ago, Sen. Barack Obama was asked to 

clarify his position on late-term abortion by 

Cameron Strang of Relevant magazine. The 

senator used this as an opportunity to deny the "email 

rumors floating around that somehow I'm unwilling to 

see doctors offer life-giving care to children who were 

born as a result of an induced abortion." 

Obama's answer is quoted at length in a July 4 e-

mail sent by Mark Linton, National Catholic Outreach 

leader of Obama for America. Linton's e-mail contains 

my July 2 column titled "Obama and Infanticide," with a 

series of purported "TRUTH" comments attached. 

I am, indeed, one source of the rumor that Senator 

Obama calls "just false," but Jill Stanek and Terry 

Jeffreys have been writing about this for many months, 

and Bill Donohue has devoted a section of the Catholic 

League Web site to Obama and infanticide. As an Illinois 

state senator, Barack Obama opposed the Born Alive 

Infant Protection Act (BAIPA) three years running in 

committee, voting "no" on it twice and "present" once. 

It shouldn't be any great mystery to him, or anyone, 

how such a "rumor" got started. 

Obama calls the charge of infanticide an "unfair 

characterization." Obama and his Catholic supporters 

have three arguments that they hope will supply 

enough smoke to obscure both his voting record and his 

pointed advocacy of abortion rights: 

1. Obama claims there was no need for the BAIPA, 

since there were already laws in place requiring 

doctors to treat those infants. But as Obama 

well knows, the BAIPA law was introduced 

precisely because infants were being allowed to 

die in Illinois hospitals for lack of treatment, as 

witnessed personally by Stanek, an Illinois 

nurse. 

2. He claims that the BAIPA was "actually designed 

to overturn Roe v. Wade" and wasn't going "to 

pass constitutional muster." He also denies that 

the actual intention of those who drafted the 

bill was to protect these children. But when the 

Senate passed BAIPA unanimously in 2002, it 

contained language expressly stating that it 

could not be used to overthrow Roe. If that was 

their intention, why would its sponsors -- 

including Sen. Rick Santorum (R-PA) -- 

specifically add this language? The answer is 

simple: to prevent any further acts of barbarism 

such as those witnessed by Stanek. 

3. He claims he would not have opposed the bill 

had it contained the language of the federal 

legislation. But as Terry Jeffreys at Human 

Events has shown, Obama voted "no" on a 

version of the bill that had the same language 

as that in the federal bill. Stanek, who was 

lobbying for the bill at the time, attests that 

Obama explicitly rejected the language of the 

bill he now says would have enabled him to 

vote for it. 

  

In his e-mail in support of Obama, Linton writes, 

"Partisan operatives know why Obama voted against 

BAIPA but continue to spread lies -- that's shameful." He 

goes on to quote Sen. Obama in an interview from 

Christianity Today: 

I don't know anybody who is pro-abortion. I think 

it's very important to start with that premise. I think 

people recognize what a wrenching, difficult issue it 

is. I do think that those who diminish the moral 

elements of the decision aren't expressing the full 

reality of it. 

This strains credulity. Obama has spoken at NARAL 

conventions, and he doesn't know anyone who is pro-

abortion? In addition to opposing BAIPA consistently as 

an Illinois state senator, Obama is already a sponsor of 

the Freedom of Choice Act. At a Planned Parenthood 

meeting a year ago, Obama said, "The first thing I'd do 

A 

http://www.relevantmagazine.com/life_article.php?id=7591
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3989&Itemid=48
http://www.jillstanek.com/
http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=24481
http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=24481
http://www.catholicleague.org/obama&infanticide.php
http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=24481
http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2008/januaryweb-only/104-32.0.html
http://www.catholicexchange.com/2008/06/12/112852/
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as president is sign the Freedom of Choice Act." I'm sure 

he didn't meet anyone who was "pro-abortion" at that 

meeting, either. 

Linton thinks the use of that phrase is reprehensible 

and says it is "false and disrespectful" to call Obama 

"pro-abortion." But it's not false by any standard of 

common sense: Obama's record of abortion advocacy 

has been praised as absolutely perfect by NARAL 

standards -- 100 percent for all three years in the 

Senate. 

Linton's accusation of my being "disrespectful" -- 

along with Nat Hentoff, Michael Gerson, Terry Jeffreys, 

William McGurn, Bill Donohue, Rick Santorum, and Jill 

Stanek -- is telling. Obama's supporters, like Linton, 

consider their candidate above criticism; he is Obama 

Inviolate. 

But in reality, Obama is just another politician, and 

what makes him so is his unwillingness to be candid 

about his own record, about his own first principles, and 

about where he will lead this country. There is no doubt 

that the dramatic progress made in reducing abortions 

over the last 30 years -- now at their lowest number 

since 1974 -- will be rapidly reversed under a President 

Obama. 

 

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, March 2008). 

http://www.prochoiceamerica.org/elections/statements/obama.html
http://www.sacbee.com/110/story/896416.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/04/01/AR2008040102197.html
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB121426513087798463.html
http://www.philly.com/inquirer/opinion/16066877.html
http://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/94330.php
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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Long Live Pope Benedict: The Motu Proprio, One Year Later 
Thomas E. Woods Jr.| Column 

7/7/08

or nearly 20 years, those who supported the 

return of the old liturgy (now the "Extraordinary 

Form" of the Roman rite) scoured the news for 

the rare bishop who used the 1962 Missal on such-and-

such occasion, favorable comments by someone -- 

anyone -- about the traditional liturgy, or indeed any 

reference to the old Mass at all. The single year since 

the release of the motu proprio Summorum Pontificum 

last July 7, on the other hand, has been so full of firsts 

and about-faces that one can hardly keep track of them 

all. 

This is all to the good. For as Pope Benedict XVI 

says, the Extraordinary Form is a great treasure of the 

Church, and "must be given due honor for its ancient 

and venerable usage." Even non-Catholics once 

understood this: Nearly four decades ago, when it 

looked as if the traditional Mass would be permanently 

supplanted by the new, a petition drawn up by Catholic 

and non-Catholic cultural luminaries in England and 

Wales declared,  

The signatories of this appeal, which is entirely 

ecumenical and nonpolitical, have been drawn from 

every branch of modern culture in Europe and 

elsewhere. They wish to call to the attention of the 

Holy See, the appalling responsibility it would incur 

in the history of the human spirit were it to refuse 

to allow the traditional Mass to survive. 

The pope's initiative has already borne much fruit, and 

interest in the Extraordinary Form continues to grow 

despite the cold if predictable indifference of so much 

of the episcopate. The Fraternity of St. Peter, the first of 

the orders of priests established by Pope John Paul II to 

offer the traditional liturgy, has been offering well-

attended training seminars for priests interested in 

learning the Extraordinary Form. Word is that one 

thousand priests have requested the training DVD that 

the Fraternity prepared with EWTN. 

Archbishop Malcolm Ranjith, secretary of the 

Congregation for Worship, has said that those bishops 

who obstruct the implementation of the motu proprio 

are allowing themselves to be used as instruments of 

the devil. And reaction among the bishops has indeed 

been mixed: Some have been cooperative, aware of 

how intent Benedict is on seeing this through. Others 

have attempted to block Benedict's move by 

tendentious interpretations of certain phrases in the 

relevant documents. The pope's observation that the 

celebrating priest should have some competence in 

Latin has been used as the basis for making priests 

take Latin exams prior to receiving authorization (the 

very concept of episcopal authorization being at odds 

with the document's intent) to offer the Extraordinary 

Form. The Latin original suggests only that priests, at a 

minimum, be able to pronounce the words -- though, 

naturally, the more Latin they can learn, the better. 

Summorum Pontificum's reference to a "stable 

group" of faithful making a request for the 

Extraordinary Form has been transformed in some 

dioceses into a requirement (in terms of numbers of 

faithful, etc.) that is extremely difficult to satisfy and 

that has disqualified countless lay inquiries. On the 

other hand, we learn from Castrillón Cardinal Hoyos, 

president of the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei and 

former prefect of the Congregation for Clergy, that a 

"stable group" may consist of as few as three or four 

people, who need not even be from the same parish. 

With a clarifying note on Summorum Pontificum 

expected from the Holy See at any time, some 

observers are convinced that Cardinal Hoyos's 

comments reflect the contents of that forthcoming 

document. 

  

Although the pope was gentle where possible in his 

fraternal letter to the bishops, he was extremely bold 

where it counted, both in the letter and in the motu 
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proprio itself. For example, Benedict officially declared -

- as some had argued in vain for decades -- that the old 

liturgy was "never juridically abrogated and, 

consequently, in principle, was always permitted."  

That's not what those who specialize in divining the 

innermost thoughts of the popes told us all these years: 

A well-known 1982 book by two authors at pains to 

refute traditionalists declared, "We cannot conclude 

other than that the celebration of the Tridentine Mass 

is forbidden except where ecclesiastical law specifically 

allows it (aged or infirm priests celebrating sine populo) 

or under special circumstances where a papal indult 

applies (as in England and Wales under special 

circumstances)." According to Benedict, that conclusion 

is dead wrong, but such baseless theorizing was 

routinely used to marginalize and demonize Catholics in 

good standing. 

The Catholic world has changed so much since July 

7, 2007, that it is almost hard to believe that people 

devoted to the Faith were once relegated to the 

margins of the Church (when their opponents were 

feeling generous) for saying precisely what Benedict has 

made a career out of saying. Benedict has not merely 

declared his sympathies for the old Missal -- that would 

be one thing. He has said that it is not normal for a 

brand new liturgical book to be introduced into the life 

of the Church, and that such a rupture (1) had never 

been seen before in Church history, and (2) is 

"absolutely contrary to the laws of liturgical growth." He 

has criticized not merely the abuses we associate with 

the new liturgy but even the new liturgical books 

themselves, which "occasionally show far too many 

signs of being drawn up by academics and reinforce the 

notion that a liturgical book can be 'made' like any 

other book." The new Missal, he says, "was published as 

if it were a book put together by professors, not a phase 

in a continual growth process." 

He goes on to say that the  

formulae of the [new] Missal in fact give official 

sanction to creativity; the priest feels almost 

obliged to change the wording, to show that he is 

creative, that he is giving this Liturgy immediacy, 

making it present for his congregation; and with this 

false creativity, which transforms the Liturgy into a 

catechetical exercise for this congregation, the 

liturgical unity and the ecclesiality of the Liturgy 

[are] being destroyed. 

I've written in much greater detail on this very site 

about Benedict's liturgical thought. No longer must the 

faithful walk on eggshells: With such a man as pope we 

can at last speak frankly about the liturgical crisis in the 

Church. And, as I've discovered many times over the 

past year or more, it has now become possible on 

Catholic radio to make commonsensical observations 

about liturgical issues that in the old days they would 

have hung up on you for. 

  

In recent weeks, Cardinal Hoyos has made clear just 

how ambitious Benedict's expectations are. The 

cardinal made headlines when, in response to a 

journalist's inquiry as to whether the pope wanted to 

see the Extraordinary Form in "many ordinary 

parishes," he replied, "All the parishes. Not many -- all 

the parishes, because this is a gift of God." "This kind 

of worship is so noble, so beautiful," he said. 

According to Cardinal Hoyos, the Ecclesia Dei 

Commission is instructing seminaries to teach 

seminarians not only the Extraordinary Form itself but 

also the theology and language of the old Missal. He 

suggests that parishes hold classes to prepare their 

people for the traditional liturgy, so they might 

"appreciate the power of the silence, the power of the 

sacred way in front of God, the deep theology, to 

discover how and why the priest represents the person 

of Christ and to pray with the priest." 

I never expected to live to see this. 

The traditional liturgy is of great pedagogical value 

to a world that knows nothing of reverence or of 

respect for tradition, and that takes for granted that all 

institutions of whatever provenance or antiquity are to 

be adapted and updated to suit modern man. That 

modern man might not in fact be the apogee of human 

civilization, and could perhaps stand to conform his 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=1382&Itemid=48
http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/0803186.htm
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own behavior to something outside himself instead of 

thoughtlessly vandalizing everything around him, is a 

message the modern West just might need to hear. 

Long live Pope Benedict. 

 

Thomas E. Woods Jr. (view Web site; send email) is the 

New York Times bestselling author of eight books, 

including Sacred Then and Sacred Now: The Return of 

the Old Latin Mass and Who Killed the Constitution? 

The Fate of American Liberty from World War I to 

George W. Bush (with Kevin R. C. Gutzman), to be 

released tomorrow. His television series for EWTN, "The 

Catholic Church: Builder of Civilization," airs 

Wednesdays at 6:00 pm EST (repeated Thursdays at 

2:00 am EST). 

http://www.thomasewoods.com/
mailto:woods@mises.org
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0979354021/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0979354021/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0307405753/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0307405753/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0307405753/insidecatcom-20
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Meet the Charity Commission 
Joanna Bogle | Column 

7/8/08 

n Britain, as in other Western countries, registered 

charities can claim various tax and other privileges. 

It's a system that ensures that a whole range of 

useful community activities -- from running churches, 

clubs, and youth organizations to catering for the 

otherwise neglected needs of specific groups -- can be 

carried out without undue financial penalty.  

Overseeing all this is the Charity Commission, a 

body that recently announced a public consultation on 

some new guidelines. The issue at stake is "public 

benefit" -- the idea that groups gaining charitable status 

should be those that genuinely operate for the common 

good and not for some private financial or other gain. 

Obviously, this is important. But what constitutes 

"public benefit," and who should decide in any 

particular instance? 

There is a recognition by the Commission that, in 

line with previous practice stretching over many years, 

it is accepted that advancing a particular religion can be 

regarded as an activity for public benefit. How should 

"religion" be defined for this purpose? The commission 

suggests a wording that could be useful: "a collective 

belief that attains a sufficient level of cogency, 

seriousness, cohesion and importance and that relates 

the nature of life and the world to morality, values 

and/or the way its believers should live."  

While not ideal (Christians believe, for example, 

that the command that we should love our neighbors is 

for everyone, not just for Christian believers -- so "the 

way people should live" would be a better phrase), this 

wording is a workable starting point for discussion. It 

would be useful if a statement could be added to 

specifically include the world's great religions within the 

category thus defined. 

Problems, however, arise in the details. In its draft 

guidance, the Charity Commission states: 

If a religion's narratives and/or doctrines teach its 

followers that, in order to achieve salvation, they must 

refrain from, for example, entering into gay or lesbian 

relationships or using contraception, this will not 

necessarily mean that public benefit is not satisfied 

(emphasis added). However, where an organisation 

confines itself to promoting only one or two tenets of a 

religion there may be difficulties (depending upon the 

tenet and what is being promoted) in showing that the 

promotion of such a limited range of beliefs result in 

an identifiable public benefit (particularly if that range 

would not be generally accepted as beneficial) as well 

as concerns about what the real aim of the 

organization is. 

Now there is a whole lot about this that seems 

odd. Why pick on the specifics of "entering into gay or 

lesbian relationships"? It is not the job of the Charity 

Commission to decide what any religion should teach 

about sexual morality -- or indeed about any other 

tenets of doctrine. And the highlighted "not 

necessarily" phrase contains a threatening note. It's as 

though the Commission is trying to bully religious 

groups into the adoption of a mentality that assumes a 

particular view of lesbian and homosexual activity as 

the norm -- which is something that many Christians 

are not prepared to do, and it is no part of the 

Commission's work to try to get us to change our 

minds. 

It's also worrying that the Commission appears to 

assume that something being generally accepted 

should be the measure of what a religion is allowed to 

teach. But that is all wrong: A religion cannot define 

itself by public opinion. 

  

I can imagine readers at this point saying smugly that, 

of course, it's all very well for a Catholic writer trying to 

affirm her right to have Catholic organizations that 
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teach the sinfulness of homosexual or lesbian activity. 

But what about Muslim groups that teach, for example, 

that wife-beating is acceptable, or that eating pork is 

wrong?  

That is precisely my point: It isn't up to the Charity 

Commission, or indeed public opinion, to tell Muslims 

what they may or may not believe and teach. The 

criminal law already establishes that a man can (and 

should) be punished for hitting his wife. Eating pork, on 

the other hand, is not a matter for the law, but can 

legitimately be taught (erroneously) as being immoral. It 

would be most unjust if a lobby of pork-butchers were 

to ensure that Islamic groups were all to be denied 

charitable status on account of preaching on the 

subject. 

It is frightening, frankly, that the Charity 

Commission sees its purpose as not merely regulating 

the activities of community groups -- ensuring that 

funds raised are used for their advertised purpose, that 

the criminal law is obeyed, and so on -- but as deciding 

what should, and should not, be taught and promoted 

by religious groups.  

And there's more. The Commission refers to a 

situation where "an organisation advancing religion 

seeks to actively discourage members of the public in 

general from seeking medical treatment." This is 

bothersome. It's already clear in British law that the 

state can rightly intervene to save a child's life where 

the parents have , for example, refused -- as Jehovah's 

Witnesses, say -- to allow a blood transfusion. It is no 

part of the Charity Commission's role to decide what a 

religion can preach about refusing medical treatment. 

Issues about medical treatment must be decided by the 

courts, and frequently are.  

No, there's a sub-text here. The issue seems to be 

that the Commission would like to penalize Catholic and 

other groups that help parents who want to protect 

their children from being given contraceptive drugs and 

devices or abortions without parental knowledge or 

consent.  

I'm bothered by this Charity Commission 

document, which came my way because I am active 

with a number of charities, both Catholic and non-

Catholic. If I felt that there was simply an honest 

attempt to clear up anomalies in the law, or clarify 

complicated situations in these difficult days where a 

terrorist group can claim some religious backing, then 

I'd be confident that the Commission could be thanked 

and praised for keeping us all up to date.  

But I think there's a lot of ideological baggage 

being carried. Watch out as things develop.  And don't 

imagine that the ensuing debates will be carried out in 

an atmosphere of tolerance toward traditional 

Christian moral teachings. 

 

Joanna Bogle is an author and broadcaster living in 

London. 
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The Young Tyrant 
Rev. James V. Schall, S.J. | Column 

7/8/08 

 recurring theme in Plato's dialogues, including 

his Seventh Letter, describes the education of a 

young man who wants to achieve the highest 

things, which he considers to be achieved primarily 

through his ruling the polity. He wants to be a tyrant. 

This desire, he explains to others, means that he wants 

to "do good" and thereby receive high honors. The 

young man's father or brother brings him to Athens to 

ask if Socrates might take the young man under his wing 

to prepare him for this worthy task. 

Often, the young man is rich and quite handsome, 

though, in the case of Theages, he is sickly. This illness is 

what prevents him from achieving his goal -- to his good 

fortune, as it turns out. Socrates, unlike most college 

professors, does not take a fee. He is sometimes offered 

emoluments, but this is what the Sophists receive. 

Socrates thus must first be "persuaded" or "convinced" 

that the young man is worth the effort. Socrates 

teaches that before a man can rule others, he has to 

rule himself. No mean feat. 

The Sophists, perhaps unkindly, are considered the 

first college professors. They taught how to rule 

through eloquence alone. Socrates did not like Sophists. 

They were often quite famous celebrities. When they 

came to town, the potential philosophers, the aspiring 

youth of Athens, the sons of the existing rulers turned 

out to hear them. 

The city's best entertainment occurs when Socrates 

is provoked to debate these visiting dignitaries. The plot 

of many dialogues concerns the education of a young 

man who wants to rule but who has no idea what this 

ruling involves. Socrates does not see too much hope 

for most of them, though sometimes he gives it a try. 

They already have the want to rule.  

The souls of the young men are already formed by 

their desires for fame, pleasure, or wealth. All you can 

do is save others from them. The first line of a city's 

liberty begins here, in the souls of its best. Plato says, 

ominously, in his Seventh Letter: "We know that the 

requests of tyrants are mingled with compulsion." The 

great tyrants arise in democracies, the Republic tells us. 

Those who want to rule are charming, handsome, and 

eloquent. 

Of all these young men, Alcibiades is the most 

attractive and the most dangerous. In Alcibiades I, we 

read:  

Socrates: "So it's not walls or war-ships or 

shipyards that cities need, Alcibiades, if they are to 

prosper, nor is it numbers or size, without virtue."  

Alcibiades: "Definitely."  

Socrates: "So if you are to manage the city's 

business properly and well, you impart virtue to 

the citizens."  

Alcibiades: "Of course."  

Socrates: "Is it possible to impart something 

you haven't got?"  

Alcibiades: "How could it be?" . . .  

Socrates: "So what you need to get for yourself 

and for the city isn't political power, nor the 

authority to do what you like, what you need is 

justice and self-control . . . . When an individual or 

a city with no intelligence is at liberty to do what 

he or it wants, what do you think the likely result 

will be?" 

We need some experience of politics to know what 

this result might be. 

Demodocus brings his son Theages to Socrates 

because the young man apparently wants to be wise. 

Socrates chats with the youth. Yes, he discovers, 

Theages wants to be wise. On examination, this being 
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wise means that he wants to be like Hippias and 

Periander -- the great and most corrupt tyrants of Greek 

experience, as everyone knows. Socrates is astounded 

at the young man's choice.  

"You rascal! So you want to be a tyrant over us, and 

that's why you criticized your father all along for 

refusing to send you to some tyrant-teacher." On 

pressing the young man about the awful way these 

famous tyrants ruled, Theages backtracks. No, he does 

not want to imitate the "violence" of their rule. Rather, 

"I want to rule over those who voluntarily submit." The 

kid sounds like he read Rousseau!  

It turns out, though, that to rule over willing 

citizens, one must first become wise. He needs a 

teacher to teach him not about politics but about 

wisdom. Of course, the only way to learn such wisdom 

is to associate with Socrates.  

Indeed, we might say that the first step in politics is 

to test one's soul against the important things that are 

not political. Tyrants -- intelligent, charming men as 

they usually are -- rush into politics without first 

examining their souls. Politics without wisdom is not 

politics.  

"We know that the requests of tyrants are mingled 

with compulsion."  

The Greek meaning of democracy is the rule of 

those for whom freedom is whatever it is they want it 

to mean. The Greek meaning of tyranny comes forth 

when the Greek meaning of democracy rules. The 

tyrant orders everything, including the polity, to himself 

and his wants. 

The modern experience of tyranny follows the 

idealism with repression that Plato describes. The 

modern notion of democracy becomes in practice the 

ancient notion of tyranny.  

At the end of the Gorgias, Socrates says: "I believe 

that I am one of the few Athenians . . . to take up the 

true political craft and practice the true politics." He 

could say that because he knew that his soul was made 

for something other than politics. 

 

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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Real Social Justice 

Anthony Esolen | Column 

7/9/08 

o human law," writes the great Pope Leo 

XIII,  

can abolish the natural and original right 

of marriage, nor in any way limit the chief and 

principal purpose of marriage, ordained by God's 

authority from the beginning. Increase and multiply. 

Hence we have the family; the society of a man's 

house -- a society limited indeed in numbers, but no 

less a true society, anterior to every kind of State or 

nation, invested with rights and duties of its own, 

totally independent of the civil community (Rerum 

Novarum, 1891). 

That passage above reveals why I cannot accept 

Catholic leftism -- I hate to apply the good word 

"liberal" to a set of propositions that unite 

untrammeled sexual license with the power and 

boundless ambitions of a family-supplanting state. The 

Left, in fact, is wrong about abortion for the same 

reason that it is wrong about social justice: It conceives 

only of the state and of the individual pursuer of 

(usually material) goods. 

We have a "social justice" committee in my parish. 

Despite the name, they do good work, collecting 

donations of food and distributing them to the poor. I 

say "despite the name," because what they mean by 

social justice, and what the Catholic Left in general 

means by it, is something very different from what the 

popes and the Magisterium have meant by it.  

The political philosopher Russell Hittinger recently 

remarked to me that the whole category of "social 

justice" had been transposed, and reduced, to mean 

"distributive justice to individuals." That's not surprising, 

since we in the West have almost wholly lost the sense 

that a state is made up of societies which themselves 

have duties and rights, societies that sometimes serve 

the state's good better than the state itself can, but that 

ought to exist whether or not they happen to be better 

providers of education or alms or entertainment or 

whatever the good may be.  

Man is not made for the state, the popes never tire 

of instructing us. Man is, rather, made for friendship, 

with God and with neighbor. It is the aim of social 

justice, properly understood, to foster those free 

associations of men, using their reason to provide for 

their towns, to aid the needy, to build schools, to 

celebrate feasts, to come together in work or play or 

common defense or worship. 

Social justice demands that we give such societies 

their due -- mainly, that we allow them free exercise, 

governed by right reason, in accord with the common 

good. But all my life I have watched as one pretext 

after another has been used by the state, with 

cheering from the Left, to neuter or destroy perfectly 

active and socially beneficial associations.  

Need I catalogue them? Let me take one example. 

Free men came together to found the Jaycees and the 

Kiwanis clubs. Because those men actually did work 

that redounded to the benefit of the community,they 

were ruled "public accommodations," rather like rest 

stops, whose membership might be determined by the 

state. Hence they were compelled to accept women as 

members.  

I do not say they should have denied women 

membership. I have no opinion on the particulars of 

the matter, not being a member of those organizations 

myself. I am saying that, in a free country, such 

societies -- all male, all female, men and women 

together, veterans only, Italians only, Christians only -- 

not only have a right to exist, they have a right to 

pursue their vision of the common good, publicly, by 

transacting business, giving alms, engaging in political 

discourse, or whatever the need of the day may call 

them to do. 

"N 
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And yet there is a sense in which it was important for 

that coalition of sexual antinomians and statists to geld 

such men's groups, as they wish to geld the Boy Scouts, 

and have gone far toward gelding the family. 

Recherchez le pouvoir. What stands in the way of the 

all-competent state, or the individual who trumpets his 

"right" to marry his male friend, or to view obscene 

pictures, or to divorce on a whim? All those societies, 

those often unwitting upholders of tradition, helping to 

police the neighborhood, they are in the way; in 

particular, those unions of free men who built the 

nation and who, if their small towns were threatened, 

might darned well make life uncomfortable for the smut 

peddler on the street corner or in the school 

department. 

You can't rob the house unless you bind the strong 

man first. Well, the strong man has been bound. Ask: 

What institution now is mighty enough to resist the 

onslaught of destruction about to rush upon us from 

the biotechnicians, with their proposals to hybridize 

man and beast? What school, county, town, club, or 

church wields the power to bring the wolfish state to 

heel, as it forces us to redefine marriage as something 

less than a business contract, entered into for the 

emotional fulfillment of the (note the word) partners? 

The ideal state for both the universal meddler and the 

irresponsible individual is one wherein all obstructing 

institutions are laid flat. It is a land without societies. 

And what is the principal society whose function 

will be robbed? The family, of course. Engels 

understood that the family had to be co-opted by the 

state. The early feminists understood it, too -- you 

know, the "good" ones like Elizabeth Cady Stanton, who 

had not yet come around on the matter of killing 

children, but who wished to demote the father, who 

cast aspersions on the family, and who divorced 

individual rights from any claims the common good 

might lay upon us.  

But the family, as Leo says, is anterior to the state. 

It has its own rights, not the sum of the rights of the 

individuals within it. It is good for us all that there 

should be families, not because fathers and mothers 

happen to do a better job at raising children than the 

state does, but because the very relationships of love 

and duty in a family reflect, even on earth, the 

fulfillment of man's love and intellect in that city 

above, called the New Jerusalem. 

Has the Left in my lifetime upheld the rights of the 

family? Not of the head of the family, and therefore 

not of the family itself. Will the Left soon institute 

programs designed to give young men good jobs so 

that they may marry and raise children and become 

strong heads of families and leaders in their societies? 

Not if it wants to retain its power -- and its identity, as 

the dispenser of all good things to a debased, 

cultureless, helpless people. 

 

Anthony Esolen is a professor of English at Providence 

College and a contributing editor for Touchstone 

magazine. He has translated and edited Dante's Divine 

Comedy, in three volumes, for Modern Library 

(Random House). 

http://www.touchstonemag.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0812970063/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0812970063/insidecatcom-20
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Down the Memory Hole 

Mark P. Shea | Column 

7/9/08 

n my travels around cyberspace, I happened to run 

across the Web site of James Franklin, a professor of 

mathematics and statistics at the University of New 

South Wales. He has a fun page titled "Myths About the 

Middle Ages," which explodes various mythoids -- such 

as:  

¶ The alleged fragments of the True Cross would 

have added up to a whole forest. In a truly 

obsessive piece of scholarship, Charles Rohault 

de Fleury's Memoire sur les instruments de la 

passion de N.-S. J.-C. (Paris, 1870) counted all 

the alleged fragments and showed they only 

added up to considerably less than one cross … 

more 

¶ An early medieval church council declared (or 

almost declared) that women have no souls. 

History of the error.  

¶ The medieval burning of witches. Medieval 

canon law officially did not believe in witches. 

There were very occasional individual witch 

trials in the Middle Ages, but the persecution of 

witches only became a mass phenomenon from 

around 1500. The height of persecution was in 

the 16th and early 17th centuries … article; 

resources.  

Indeed, the very term "Middle Ages" is agitprop 

designed by the Generation Narcissus types of the 

Endarkenment to encourage people to think, "There 

was the time of noble paganism, then there's that 

"middle time" when nothing important happened. And 

it all led up to Us, the Summit of History! Yay Us!" 

The notion that history has been leading up to us 

has been making people dumb for a couple of centuries 

now. And combined with a vaguely evolutionary notion 

of Progress, it has set us up for the peculiar paradox of a 

highly advanced civilization run by what C. S. Lewis 

memorably referred to as "trousered apes." 

  

Consider, for instance, the odd fact that the earliest 

records we possess of human attempts at written 

expression tend to be not prose, but poetry or (more 

probably) music that has lost the tune but not the 

words -- such as the Psalms.  

Our overwhelmingly evolution-dominated cultural 

narratives tend to tell us to expect that the further 

back you go in history, the closer to the animal you are 

supposed to get. The general notion is that we are 800 

years smarter than medievals and 4,000 years smarter 

than all those primitives who wrote the Bible. It's been 

onward and upward since these savage beginnings, 

and now we've arrived at Us -- the truly civilized and 

refined. 

But instead of this gratifying scenario, we do not 

find an antiquity full of people who are closer to the 

beast. Antiquity does not reveal Homo sapiens unable 

to conceive nothing higher than eating, drinking, and 

copulating. That required the invention of MTV. 

Instead, in its childhood, the human race seems to 

have been born in a white-hot explosion of music and 

dance, cooling into poetry that only after some time 

hardened into prose. Ancient man is a creature who 

can scarcely be restrained from music and exultation, 

not merely for entertainment, but for the gods. Only 

modern man could invent deconstruction, allowing 

hundreds of educated people to hold conferences in 

which they read thousands of pages of closely 

reasoned words, arguing that language has no 

meaning, then break for lunch and haggle with the 

waitress about the bill. 

Something of the richness of the ancient approach 

to life is glimpsed in the word "tragedy," for example, 

I 

http://web.maths.unsw.edu.au/~jim/index.html
http://web.maths.unsw.edu.au/~jim/medmyths.html
http://web.maths.unsw.edu.au/~jim/medmyths.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/True_Cross#Dispersal_of_relics_of_the_True_Cross
http://www.firstthings.com/article.php3?id_article=3672
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_witchcraft
http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/source/witches1.html
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which takes us back to the exultant childhood of our 

race. This supremely human mode of drama -- which 

honors human choice with the high compliment of 

saying it matters profoundly -- comes from a term 

roughly meaning "goat song" and probably hails back to 

religious rites of story and song. In short, Greek drama 

is (as all art was until about a century or so ago) 

intensely religious.  

Going further back, the glowing intensity of poetry 

only gets stronger. You find not dull records full of 

bookkeeping written by soulless bores, but the Epic of 

Gilgamesh and the Book of Job, in which the mysteries 

of life and death, joy and suffering, earth and heaven 

are probed with profundity. The earliest impulse of the 

human heart seems to have been to praise, to groan, to 

ask the Big Questions -- and to do it in song, not to 

cringe like a whipped cur. There was no embarrassment 

about this. It was the most natural -- one might even 

say the most human -- thing in the world for ancients to 

do this. 

  

It has taken the labor of centuries to banish poetry 

from ordinary human discourse and make it no longer 

normal and human, but elitist, artificial, and strange. 

Why poetry is now seen this way is something I don't 

understand, but I think it has something to do with the 

Fall. And the further we move toward the Parousia, the 

more, well, boring we seem to become. We 

progressively wall off from conversation the most 

interesting aspects of life and leave the public square 

open to endless triviality about the latest titillation from 

the latest bimbo. 

And the more we do this, the more we incapacitate 

ourselves from being able to remedy our situation. Case 

in point: the Beeb's recent Robin Hood series. It's a fun 

postmodern retelling, mostly because the guy who 

plays Robin is likeable and the guy who plays the Sheriff 

of Nottingham is having such a wonderful time being 

evil.  

But there is still something mournfully shallow 

about it. Most of the verve comes from the sort of jerky, 

washed-out, fragmented photography that is now de 

rigeur for action flicks. It's well-choreographed violence, 

punctuated by a bit of saucy banter. But the writers 

have zero capacity to create characters who are 

remotely believable as actual medievals. Everybody 

involved could just as easily be members of the 

Manchester underworld fighting a corrupt cop while 

having flashbacks to their service in the Gulf War.  

Like Kevin Costner's ridiculous costume drama, 

what you get are thoroughly contemporary actors in 

semi-medieval garb who fight, kiss, and stand around 

spouting PC pieties about multiculturalism. Friar Tuck? 

Who's he? But naturally one of Robin's Merry Men is a 

Saracen girl whom he rescued from slavery and who 

has a vast knowledge of chemistry and all manner of 

other civilized science and philosophy. We get the 

expected sermons on pacifism (Robin is a disillusioned 

Crusader) and, of course, wealth redistribution. Marian 

is this buff chick who knows martial arts. Everybody is 

impossibly clean, fit, and Euro-sexy. The Church 

basically does not exist, except as the land-grabbing 

entity that is sending good young men like Robin off to 

fight in Crusades against Indigenous Peoples. (A nun 

does turn up once, but she turns out to be a fraud.) 

When religion is mentioned it is basically to catechize 

the audience in the standard vision of contemporary 

UK Chattering Classes: namely, that all religions are 

equally superior to Christianity.  

Mostly, Robin is a good room-temperature UK 

Labor socialist who is clever and always defeats the 

cunning but ultimately chopfallen sheriff by robbing 

from the rich and giving to the poor, without any 

reference whatsoever to the sorts of ideas or pieties 

that would have animated an actual medieval. 

One can, of course, reply that "it's just a stupid TV 

show." True. But that's the point: Most people spend 

most of their time watching stupid TV shows, going to 

stupid movies, and reading stupid books. It's what 

people know. And that means they don't know 

anything approaching history. Nothing else accounts 

for the fact that a staggering percentage of people 

think The Da Vinci Code gives us profound insights into 

the origins of Christianity. No wonder they're filming a 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/drama/robinhood/
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sequel. Those who don't know bogus history are 

doomed to repeat it -- and brag about how much 

smarter they are than suckers who believe the "official 

story." 

 

 

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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If Only He Were Pro-,ÉÆÅȣ 

Eric Pavlat | Column 

7/10/08

very election cycle, partisans distort the 

positions of those they oppose. I particularly 

recall one pro-lifer, a Mitt Romney supporter, 

who titled Sen. John McCain -- he of the 0 percent 

NARAL rating -- "the ultimate betrayer." And I've heard 

many people, Catholic and Protestant, seriously suggest 

that Sen. Barack Obama is the anti-Christ, which is at 

least as ridiculous as his being the new Messiah. Name-

calling and exaggeration are all too common, as 

Elizabeth Scalia ("The Anchoress") once pointed out in 

reference to Sen. Edward Kennedy. Being a pro-life 

Democrat, I'm especially sensitive to the demonizing 

already present in the presidential race, for I can 

honestly see the good in both major-party candidates.  

Let me state categorically that I will not vote for 

Obama -- my commitment to the unborn prohibits me. 

But that doesn't mean I don't have a certain longing, a 

pang, a wish that he were pro-life and pro-marriage. 

Then I could vote for a man who may in many ways be a 

great president. 

Disagree? Then consider these ten ways an Obama 

Administration could improve America: 

1. A systematic reform (or possibly revocation) of No 

Child Left Behind. Subsidiarity, one of the three central 

tenets of Catholic social doctrine, states that things best 

handled at the local level should remain under local 

control. The Kennedy-sponsored NCLB legislation 

arguably violates subsidiarity more than any other piece 

of legislation in the past decade.  

I have seen the impact of this legislation in my own 

classroom, in being directed to "teach to the test" -- 

especially for students on the margin, since the 

advanced kids will pass anyway, and those too far 

behind will never catch up. So it isn't "No Child Left 

Behind," but "No Data Left Unfudged," "No Child Left 

Untested," or "No Teacher Left Standing."  

You get the picture. 

2. Improved access to health care for the poor. 

Obama's health care plan does not involve a 

government takeover that puts Blue Cross and Cigna 

out of business; rather, it creates a new opportunity for 

those who cannot afford insurance. It mandates health 

coverage only for children, not for all Americans. 

America is supposed to be the land of opportunity, but 

a chronic illness or worsening condition in one person -

- even a child -- can affect the standard of living for the 

entire family (I say this as the uncle of a child with 

autism and cerebral palsy). That's not the American 

dream. 

3. An end to refineries and factories being built on the 

Rocky Mountains. Over the years, the Bush 

administration has issued a tremendous number of 

drilling permits for energy exploration in the "five 

major energy basins" of the Rockies, in opposition to 

those who use the land for fishing, camping, and 

hunting. They're now pushing for "oil shale drilling," 

too, a position McCain has endorsed. Objections have 

been raised based on everything from the land's 

current "natural quiet" to its nighttime "darkness," 

with Rep. Heather Wilson (R-NM) adding that the 

infrastructure necessary for large-scale energy 

production would not "be compatible with the 

wilderness experience."  

The Rocky Mountains are a national treasure of 

beauty and majesty, not economic power. 

4. A lowering of the federal deficit. Obama would 

indeed increase spending, but weighed against that 

would be the cessation of the $1 trillion (so far) Iraq 

war. Financial discipline just doesn’t occur under 

modern Republican presidencies -- the Reagan and 

Bush presidencies (both of them!) saw skyrocketing 

deficits, which only Clinton was able to rein under 

control. George W. Bush's tax policies have failed to 

E 

http://www.ontheissues.org/Notebook/Note_03n-NARAL.htm
http://www.ontheissues.org/Notebook/Note_03n-NARAL.htm
http://www.barackobamaantichrist.blogspot.com/
http://obamamessiah.blogspot.com/
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3731&Itemid=48
http://www.barackobama.com/issues/healthcare/
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/07/24/AR2006072400951.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/story/2008/06/18/ST2008061801397.html
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produce the economic growth that supply-siders had 

insisted would take the country out of the red. An 

Obama presidency, by eliminating the most 

irresponsible of Bush's tax breaks, would increase 

government income, ending the excessive deficit 

spending of the Bush years and replacing it with the first 

balanced budget since the Clinton years. 

5. A realistic investment in alternative energy. 

Obama's plan provides grants for auto companies to 

develop vehicles with higher fuel-efficiency standards, 

which would help push us away from oil dependency. 

Additionally, he would double the amount of money 

spent on clean energy products (solar, etc.). This should 

aid in making these products affordable for average 

Americans, who currently need to invest often-

unrealistic amounts of money in order to have their 

houses "go green." Gasoline combustion is 19th-century 

technology, as is coal-generated electricity; it's time to 

move on to better things. 

6. An end to harsh interrogation techniques of 

detainees. Much has already been said on this topic, 

but it bears repeating: After World War II, America did 

not use harsh interrogation techniques against Nazis, 

and we got plenty of useful information from them. The 

brutality exercised at Guantanamo and other locations 

is not only unnecessary, but counter-productive. Obama 

will end that policy.  

7. An improvement in international respect and 

relations in general. In fact, this has already begun. 

President Bush's actions in Iraq alienated the leaders of 

many nations, as have his environmental policies. An 

Obama presidency would surely lead to increased 

respect internationally, giving us the power to work in 

concert with other nations on important issues instead 

of trying repeatedly to "go it alone." 

8. An improvement in our relations with Africa in 

particular. Obama's support in Africa runs deep, while 

in many places, Bush is viewed with either suspicion or 

boredom. African nations are likely to extend trust to 

Obama in a way that they will not do now, and that's 

good news for everything from oil trading to extradition 

practices. 

9. A racial reconciliation desperately needed in many 

parts of the nation. A win by Obama will help African 

Americans regain confidence in a system many believe 

is designed to keep them down. Similarly, many white 

Americans will, for the first time, find themselves led by 

an African American -- a true paradigm shift for some.  

Not only that, but this African-American statesman 

is willing to speak frankly about race. One shouldn't get 

overly optimistic, but any improvement in race relations 

in America should be welcomed. 

10. The possibility for a national unity not felt since 

the presidencies of JFK and Ronald Reagan. It should 

be noted that only twice in the last eight elections did 

a candidate earn more than 51 percent of the vote -- 

Reagan in 1984 and George H. W. Bush in 1988. Three 

of the past four elections produced a president 

without a majority. 

There's no denying that America has been deeply 

split along political lines, especially in the past 16 

years. Depending on how the remainder of the 

election runs, Obama has a chance of earning a 

mandate rarely seen in contemporary American 

politics. Conservatives such as former McCain media 

consultant Mark McKinnon, the much-cited Douglas 

Kmeic, and Bush biographer Stephen Mansfield have 

thrown their support behind the Illinois senator. 

Obamacons, as they're called, welcome Obama's calls 

for personal responsibility and have been impressed 

with his statements about his faith. While no one 

should imagine a fully united country, one can 

certainly hope for better than what we've had.  

All of that being said, I will not vote for Obama. If 

he does succeed in becoming president, I will work to 

either block or alleviate the moral evils he would 

promote in the areas of life and marriage. But he is 

more than those two political issues, and I cannot in 

good faith deny the positive things he may accomplish 

as well. 

 

 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/06/27/AR2008062700154.html?hpid=moreheadlines&sid=ST2008062702007&pos=
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/06/27/AR2008062700154.html?hpid=moreheadlines&sid=ST2008062702007&pos=
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Combustion_engine
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Combustion_engine
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electricity_generation
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2885&Itemid=48
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/10/05/AR2007100502492.html
http://cnews.canoe.ca/CNEWS/World/2008/06/04/5767376-ap.html
http://www.africanpath.com/p_blogEntry.cfm?blogEntryID=5375
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/02/21/world/africa/21prexy.html
http://news.newamericamedia.org/news/view_article.html?article_id=bf67d77b40b99f27169984bc99ceb004
http://www.villagevoice.com/news/0048,fridgeway,20205,1.html
http://www.amazon.com/review/product/1604592265?showViewpoints=1
http://www.kansascity.com/276/story/656406.html
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/23690567/
http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=46a816dc-f843-41ec-9fe4-fbeac17bcfca
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Eric Pavlat is a board member of Democrats for Life of 

Maryland, Inc., and a columnist and blogger for 

InsideCatholic.com. 
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Orestes Brownson and Territorial Democracy 
Gerald J. Russello | Column 

7/10/08

he thesis we propose to maintain is, 

therefore, that without the Roman Catholic 

religion it is impossible to preserve a 

democratic government, and secure its free, orderly, 

and wholesome action." Orestes Brownson wrote these 

words in an 1845 essay titled "Catholicity Necessary to 

Sustain Popular Liberty." It is impossible to imagine 

anyone saying these words today. The idea that one 

religion -- or any religion -- is necessary to maintain 

democracy is completely out of bounds today, where 

the separation of church and state is understood to 

mean the complete excision of religious belief from 

public policy -- and, to be fair, our public discourse is a 

little more understated that it was in the pages of the 

19th-century penny press. 

Catholics would do well to remember Brownson 

(1803-1876), as he is at once one of the nation's most 

interesting political thinkers and a writer who 

addressed the complicated question of being both 

Catholic and American. He is also an American original: 

Born of Vermont Protestant stock, a friend to Emerson 

and a member of the Transcendentalist inner circle, 

Brownson became a Catholic in 1844, as did his good 

friend Isaac Hecker, founder of the Paulist order; both 

had spent time at the Transcendentalist camp at Brook 

Farm. Before his conversion, however, Brownson had 

been through almost every variant of religious 

experience the country had to offer, from Methodism 

to Unitarianism, from Transcendentalist to 

"philosophical" Christian, before finally being received 

into the Church.  

Brownson's former friends believed his conversion 

to be only a temporary phase; he had changed beliefs 

so often that few thought this decision would be 

permanent. Especially a decision for Rome: Brownson 

was not a man who accepted authority easily. But he 

proved them wrong; Brownson was to remain a loyal, if 

occasionally controversial, Catholic for the rest of his 

life, even agreeing to Episcopal censorship of his works.  

His most famous book-length work is probably the 

political treatise The American Republic, published in 

1865. After Alexis de Tocqueville's Democracy in 

America, it has been called the best book on American 

democracy. Arthur Schlesinger Jr. and Woodrow 

Wilson considered Brownson one of the few true 

political thinkers America has produced.  

Yet he has remained virtually unknown outside 

Catholic intellectual circles, though now and then 

there are mini-revivals. After a period of neglect, 

Brownson is slowly regaining his reputation. Russell 

Kirk and Gregory Butler, for example, have each edited 

a Brownson anthology, and Patrick Carey recently 

wrote an excellent biography. 

  

In The American Republic, Brownson sought to 

explain American government in light of the Civil War. 

Out of that great conflict a new nation had arisen; 

what was its relation to the old? Some had argued that 

each of the states had independent existences that 

could survive the dissolution of the Union. Others 

believed the nation was, or should become, a unitary 

state, centralized in Washington. To Brownson, both 

sides were wrong. The states were neither pre-existing 

nations that had "contracted" with one another, nor 

were they mere provinces of a general government. 

The former, for Brownson, contradicted principles of 

sovereignty; the latter equated the federal system with 

the centralized democracy of Jacobin France.  

Rather, the states are sovereign in their own 

spheres, but that sovereignty exists only because they 

are part of a nation. Brownson calls this understanding 

of the American system "territorial democracy": "not 

territorial because the majority of the people are 

"T 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1882926862/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0140447601/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0140447601/insidecatcom-20
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agriculturists or landholders, but because all political 

rights, powers, or franchises are territorial." Power, in 

other words, is not portable -- as it was, for example, in 

pre-modern nomadic peoples or in medieval Europe, 

where the "state" was wherever the royal court 

happened to be.  

Rather, sovereignty in the modern state exists only 

within the physical area of a particular society. The 

sovereignty of New York, for example, exists only 

because it is part of the geographical entity known as 

the United States. As Brownson puts it, "The American 

States are all sovereign States united, but, disunited, are 

not States at all." Brownson's territorial democracy is 

consistent with American federalism, and in fact has 

greater explanatory power than either the nationalist or 

secessionist versions. The Founders knew that 

government should be as close to the people as 

possible, so it could be more accountable. The national 

and state governments each derived legitimacy from 

the people, and each had a legitimate claim to govern 

within its own sphere. 

Brownson joined territorial democracy with another 

interpretive tool, the "unwritten constitution." The 

unwritten constitution included the mores, customs, 

and ways of life that together formed the American 

political culture and supported the written Constitution. 

Brownson had supported democracy, sometimes in a 

radical form, throughout his life. Indeed, despite 

recasting his political beliefs in the light of Catholic 

social teaching, he remained a believer in democratic 

government, which he argued reflected power granted 

to the people from God.  

Brownson's position opposed him to some of his 

contemporary Catholics, who believed that democracy 

was not fully in accord with natural law. Brownson, 

however, was proven right; since Vatican II, Catholic 

teaching has become much friendlier to democracy, and 

its compatibility with Catholicism was a theme, for 

example, in the work of Pope John Paul II. 

The most important part of that unwritten 

constitution is the character of the people, which is 

where Brownson's considerations of religious faith 

enter the picture. Because of his belief in original sin, 

Brownson rejected the view, as common in the America 

of his own day as it is in ours, of the natural goodness of 

man. Therefore, a democratic society needs a source of 

authority and a broader tradition of thought beyond its 

own desires.  

Brownson did not want a theocracy; as he writes in 

that same essay quoted above, "The only influence on 

the political or governmental action of the people 

which we ask from Catholicity, is that which it exerts 

on the mind, the heart, and the conscience." 

Democracy is always beset by forces who would be its 

master -- the media, big business, the passing passions 

of the moment. Religious faith should be given a place 

to exert its persuasive power as well. 

A century and a half later, Catholics still face the 

questions Brownson posed. If the outright bigotry of 

his day is over, still-lingering suspicions about 

Catholicism and democracy survive. Brownson 

provides Catholics with a language and a native 

tradition with which to enter the public square as a full 

partner in the conversation over our common life. 

 

Gerald J. Russello is a fellow of the Chesterton Institute 

at Seton Hall University. 
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Coveting and Contentment 
Danielle Bean | Column 

7/11/08 

 only saw her for a moment. I was leaving the 

grocery store one recent afternoon as a small, 

white-haired lady was heading in. I steered my 

loaded cart past her on the sidewalk, our eyes met, and 

we nodded politely at one another. As we did, I caught a 

glimpse of something that she held in her hands. I 

looked again and saw that it was a small stack of plastic 

shopping bags -- pressed flat and neatly folded. They 

were bags from the very store she was entering, I 

realized, and she was planning to reuse them. 

I considered this fact as I shoved my loaded cart 

through a puddle and toward my Ford 12-passenger 

van. And it was then that I coveted. 

I coveted that dear little lady's umbrella, sensibly 

brought along to protect her styled hair from the 

afternoon drizzle. I coveted her purse, which matched 

her shoes, and which I am reasonably certain contained 

a proper wallet that no one had relieved of its credit 

cards, a clean tube of lipstick that no one had partially 

ingested or used as toenail polish, and a meticulous 

shopping list. I coveted the 1/4 pound of Swiss cheese -- 

thinly sliced, please -- that she would purchase at the 

deli counter, the miniature jar of jam she would 

carefully select from the store shelves, and the $38.42 

she would spend on a week's worth of groceries. I even 

coveted her grocery bags, neatly pressed and ready. 

Though some might fail to see the attraction of 

these everyday things, to me they represented the very 

thing that I sometimes find myself aching for: a trim and 

tidy life. The kind of life in which a person actually finds 

herself capable of saving, folding, and then even 

remembering to bring her own shopping bags to the 

supermarket in order to realize a grand-total savings of 

35 cents on her grocery bill. 

I am usually a rather content person. Usually, I 

know that I am blessed to live the life I do, and I manage 

to keep in mind my blessings and ward off longings for 

other people's lives, circumstances, and possessions. 

Usually. 

Perhaps I was particularly tired and vulnerable on 

that recent drizzly day, but I have to admit that I was 

feeling anything but content. On that day, I might 

readily have traded in my tired purse where bank cards 

swim loose because that's the way my toddler son 

arranges it. I might have gladly given up my hair 

drooping in the rain with wisps of it falling free from 

the hot pink hair band I was wearing because it was 

the only accessory I could find in the bathroom before 

leaving the house. I might have freely turned over my 

industrial-sized jar of peanut butter, my six loaves of 

bread, and my 4 gallons of milk in exchange for the 

promise of a more orderly life. 

  

Funny thing, though. If I had suggested a trade, that 

little old lady I saw heading into the store might just 

have taken me up on it. She might well miss holding a 

dimpled baby body and being the world to someone 

small. She might gladly turn in her aging body for a 

younger, healthier, more energetic version. She might 

yearn for company and excitement in her later years. 

It can be tempting sometimes to believe that the 

grass really is greener in other people's pastures. The 

trouble with this kind of longing, though, is that it robs 

us of the joy that is found in embracing our own real 

lives, right here and right now. I sometimes need a kick 

in the pants to remind me that my circumstances are 

not an accident. That my life is where God put me, and 

it's not a mistake. 

Sometimes that kick in the pants comes in 

surprising forms. Like my own gang of kids who rush to 

the van to help me haul in groceries when I arrive 

home. Like the baby who makes a tower of canned 
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goods while the older children help me fill the fridge, 

the pantry, and the cabinets. And like the smaller kids 

who gather the empty shopping bags, push their feet 

through the bottoms of them, and pull up on the 

handles to make impromptu plastic pants. They march 

out of the kitchen, holding up their silly suspenders and 

screeching with delight at their own wild wackiness. 

I won't be reusing a single one of these grocery bags 

for a five-cent credit next shopping trip. And yet, 

somehow, I am okay with that. 

 

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. 
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A Person's a Person, No Matter How Broken 

Joseph Susanka | Review 

7/5/08

ocumentary films are a strange breed. They 

hold a unique place in the cinematic ecosystem 

-- hybrid creations falling somewhere between 

the cold, factual reality of the daily newscast and the 

creative, emotionally manipulative construct of the 

fiction film. 

Their obvious efforts to deal with The Real World 

have audiences everywhere accepting them as accurate 

reflections of reality -- a position of trust that fiction 

films can never truly hope to occupy. Given the trying 

circumstances in which many of them are made, they 

are rarely held to the same technical or artistic 

standards as their fictional counterparts, which allows 

sincere amateurs an ideal opportunity for marketing 

any number of worthwhile (and otherwise unviable) 

stories. And when done correctly, they are unsurpassed 

in their ability to impact an audience; nothing is harder 

hitting than a well-made documentary. It is a genre that 

completely eliminates the luxury of "disconnecting" 

from a subject that so often provides us with protection 

during our film-watching experiences. There are no 

viewers distancing themselves from the work through 

the protective mechanism of "purely coincidental 

similarities" here; the people and the stories being told 

about them are (at least mostly) real. 

The French film Elle s'appelle Sabine (Her Name Is 

Sabine) is a perfect example of a director using the 

documentary form to its full potential. Winner of a 

FIPRESCI (International Federation of Film Critics) Award 

last year at Cannes, it tells the story of Sabine Bonnaire, 

the autistic sister of famed French actress Sandrine 

Bonnaire. Sandrine, who developed, directed, and even 

shot the majority of the film herself, combines family 

videos from as long as 25 years before with current 

footage to paint a devastating portrait of her sister: a 

talented yet clearly troubled young woman whose 

mental condition went undiagnosed and untreated for 

many years, gradually allowing her to fall under the 

relentless influence of a debilitating disease. As Sabine 

grows progressively more unapproachable, profane, 

and even violent, her family struggles to cope with her 

ever-increasing medical needs. But after years spent 

caring for her in the relative comfort and safety of her 

own home, they are forced to admit that they are no 

longer equipped to do so, and must finally turn to 

institutional care. 

After five dehumanizing years in a psychiatric 

hospital, Sabine is finally diagnosed as psycho-infantile 

with autistic behavior, and finds refuge in a specialized 

treatment center in the French countryside. There she 

begins the long, uncertain road to recovery, ably 

assisted by the center's extraordinary curators, whose 

heroic generosity and Christian self-sacrifice in caring 

for their "special needs" patients is one of the 

highlights of the film. In one particularly enlightening 

sequence, a resident endures a cluster of major 

seizures while returning from a supervised stroll. The 

caretaker who accompanied him on the walk displays 

the most extraordinary patience and genuine concern 

during the entire incident. 

Unlike the Cuckoo's Nest-style horrors of such 

psych-ward documentaries as Frederick Wiseman's 

Titicut Follies and John Huston's Let There Be Light -- 

interestingly, both banned for their unflattering 

portrayal of the American mental health community -- 

Bonnaire's film never shows us footage from Sabine's 

actual institutionalization. Nor does she claim that her 

sister's condition is the result of abusive treatment at 

the hands of the psychiatric hospital's employees. In 

fact, the film openly wonders how much of Sabine's 

decline is the result of her (possibly) neglectful 

treatment while in the ward, how much of it is simply 

the natural consequence of her disease, and how 

much might be attributable to the death of her eldest 

brother and the inevitable breakup and diffusion of her 

family. 

D 
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One heart-wrenching scene about halfway through 

the film underscores that last question most 

particularly, when Sandrine takes Sabine to her room in 

the treatment center to be interviewed. Such questions 

as "did you make that doll, Sabine?" (she did indeed, 

and it is beautifully made) and "who locked away your 

things?" (Sabine herself asked that they be removed so 

that she would not destroy them during one of her 

many unpredictable and violent outbursts) are 

constantly interrupted by Sabine's insistence on 

likewise being allowed to ask Sandrine some questions. 

After a half-hearted effort to keep her sister on topic, 

Sandrine agrees. But Sabine only has one question, 

which she asks over and over again, some 20 times: 

"Are you sure that you will visit me tomorrow?" The 

period of forced separation from the love and security 

offered by her sister and her family has obviously had a 

profound effect on her. 

Sandrine Bonnaire herself is very clear when 

describing her intentions in making this film: ". . . to 

make other people aware of the handicap and get 

public authorities to take action. Why are there so few 

specialized centers in France? . . . . a hospital is a place 

of treatment, hence transition, and in no way a place to 

live. Spending five years there makes one crazy." And it 

would be wrong to overlook the force with which it 

brings that point home; one hopes that the public 

authorities are watching and listening. But in spite of 

the praiseworthy simplicity of this effort, there is a 

more subtle, a more powerful message to be found 

here. 

The way in which Sabine's disease is so intimately 

linked to her perception of relationships provides us 

with an unparalleled opportunity for recognizing the 

inexplicable, essential role of human dignity in our 

emotional and spiritual wellbeing. When Sabine and her 

struggles are reduced to a problem that needs to be 

addressed and eliminated, or as a collection of 

symptoms that need to be treated, she withdraws into 

the protective shell of her disease. But when her 

humanity is recognized -- when her sister or her 

caretakers deal with her as an individual, with a full 

measure of the strengths, weaknesses, talents, and 

foibles that accompany each one of us individual human 

beings -- she flourishes. 

In the film's finale, Sandrine shows her sister 

footage shot during their visit to the United States -- a 

time of particular pleasure for Sabine, who was already 

beginning to display the tell-tale signs of her advancing 

disease.As the footage unfolds before her, Sabine 

weeps. Her sister, concerned that the emotions may 

be too much for her sister, hastens to turn it off, only 

to be assured by Sabine that they are "tears of joy." 

And as the memories of that visit draw to a close, 

Sabine flashes the shy, marvelous smile so often 

present in the images of her childhood and so sadly 

absent in her present existence. It is a breathtaking 

reminder that the original, the "real" Sabine is still 

there behind the mask, even if it's often difficult to 

see. 

A powerful yet restrained work, the film is a 

message from one sister to another that their bond 

will always be remembered. It is a plea for greater 

compassion and sacrifice in dealing with those less 

fortunate than us. And above all, it is a reminder that 

science, despite its dramatic advances in both 

knowledge and technology, is worthless without a 

proper understanding of the dignity of the human 

person. 

 

Joseph Susanka writes from Lander, Wyoming. 
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Page-Turning American History 

Martin Morse Wooster | Review 

7/11/08 

Throes of Democracy: The American Civil War Era, 1829-1877 
Walter A. MacDougall, Harper, 816 pages, $34.95 

 
hose of us who love reading history are less and 

less inclined to read professional historians these 

days. History is, even more than most of the 

humanities, a left-wing profession. Historians are also, 

like most academics, more inclined to write for their 

colleagues than for the public. As a result, far too many 

books produced by tenured historians are gloomy, 

depressing, jargon-laden tracts with extremely limited 

audiences. 

This is why Walter A. MacDougall's Throes of 

Democracy is a refreshing change. MacDougall, a 

University of Pennsylvania historian, is a conservative 

who won the Pulitzer Prize in 1985 for . . . The Heavens 

and the Earth, a history of American space programs. 

He is also a Vietnam veteran. But most importantly, he 

understands that the first purpose of history is 

storytelling, and that historians who accurately tell good 

stories will win large audiences. 

MacDougall's current project is a multi-volume 

history of the United States. An earlier volume, Freedom 

Just Around the Corner (2004), told the story of America 

from colonial times to 1829. Throes of Democracy 

continues our country's history until 1877. Both books 

are what professional historians call "synthetic history," 

in that they are not based on original archival research 

but instead synthesize a massive number of other 

books. (The footnotes to Throes of Democracy are more 

than 150 pages, and recommended reading.)  

Throes of Democracy is an old-fashioned, patriotic 

history that is well worth reading. It is also acerbic and, 

at times, quirky. One of those quirks involves 

MacDougall interrupting his narrative each time a new 

state is admitted to tell the history of that state. This 

means you'll learn a lot of state history missing from 

comparable books. For example, did you know that 

before the founders of Arkansas settled on that 

particular spelling, they thought the state's name 

should be "Arkansaw" or "Arkansa?" (They then 

debated whether the state's name should rhyme with 

Kansas.) Or that lightly populated Nevada, Nebraska, 

and Colorado didn't have enough people to become 

states but obtained statehood early because 

Republicans were desperate for electoral votes in the 

elections of 1864, 1868, and 1876? 

MacDougall also does not believe in value-free 

history. He has heroes and villains. His heroes are 

competent military officers and entrepreneurs whose 

new ideas made our country better. For example, he 

notes that Andrew Carnegie and John D. Rockefeller, 

far from being "robber barons," were innovators who 

steadily caused the price of oil and steel to fall. But 

MacDougall also has space for lesser-known innovators 

such as Dan Rice, whose circus was so popular that in 

the 1850s he became the first nationally known 

entertainer. (Among Rice's innovations: He taught 

Americans that peanuts were enjoyable to eat -- and 

fun to feed to elephants.) 

MacDougall's villains include nearly all politicians 

of the era, with the exception of Abraham Lincoln. 

Most of us might have thought that Daniel Webster 

was vaguely admirable; MacDougall disagrees. 

Webster, he writes, "had a face that scared children." 

A famous speech Webster gave at Faneuil Hall in 

Boston fed "his own fame with a pretense of humility . 

. . . A man of strong Yankee principles, he was never 

religious except insofar as he worshipped himself." 

Webster isn't the only egotist to face MacDougall's 

wrath. The chief antagonists in this book are the woozy 

romantics and Transcendentalists who abandoned God 

in favor of "self-deification." MacDougall in particular 

T 
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critiques Henry David Thoreau and Ralph Waldo 

Emerson for replacing faith in Jesus with faith in 

themselves. 

While Throes of Democracy is not a Catholic history, 

it has a Catholic hero: Orestes Brownson, the neglected 

journalist and scholar who flourished in the 1850s and 

1860s. Brownson was originally a Transcendentalist, but 

in the 1840s began a spiritual odyssey that led him to 

convert to Catholicism in 1844. 

In his most important books, The Spirit-Rapper: An 

Autobiography (1854) and The American Republic 

(1865), Brownson argued that the Founding Fathers 

wanted religion to be separate from but equal to the 

state. He thought the Church should be a strong, 

independent, national moral beacon that would not be 

subject either to the state or to the whims of politicians. 

In MacDougall's view, Brownson's diagnosis of 

America's moral problems is accurate. "Lacking a shared 

spirituality and devotion to a common creator," he 

writes, "Americans clung to a civil religion. They 

pretended, like Walt Whitman, that they were priests in 

a church of democracy, that their nation was a heaven 

under construction." 

Throes of Democracy is a vital, necessary, and 

entertaining guide to the history of our country. 

 

Martin Morse Wooster's reviews have appeared in the 

Wall Street Journal, Washington Post, and Washington 

Times. 
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