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The Trenton Times Gets It Wrong on Catholics and Voting 

Deal W. Hudson| Column 

8/3/08

here will be much media mischief aimed at 

Catholic voters between now and November 4. 

Perhaps the best example thus far appeared in 

the Trenton Times on July 30.  

The headline of reporter Jeff Trently's article tells 

you all you need to know about his intentions: "U.S. 

Bishops: Vote your conscience, Catholics urged to weigh 

stands on all issues."  

But Trently's version of the erroneous conscience-

is-king argument is notable for several reasons: First, his 

bias is more obvious than usual; secondly, he puts the 

worst possible spin on a controversial line from 

"Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship" 

published by the USCCB. Finally, he misinterprets 

quotations from Bishop John Smith of Trenton, the 

bishop's communications director, Ravenne Bennett, 

and the director of the Office of Social Concerns, Rev. 

Ronald Cioffi. 

Trently begins his report with a declaration: "Single-

issue voting, like simply choosing the anti-abortion 

candidate, is out." In other words, the consistent 

teaching of the Church regarding the non-negotiable life 

issues is no longer more important than other issues. 

Did I miss an encyclical or a change in the Catechism of 

the Catholic Church?  

According to Trently, all issues now carry equal 

weight. Catholic voters may weigh "each candidate's 

view on the entire spectrum of social issues -- including 

the war in Iraq, health care, housing, the plight of 

immigrants, as well as abortion." 

What is Trently's evidence for this momentous 

change in Church teaching regarding political 

participation? He cites one line from "Forming 

Consciences" and supports his interpretation with 

quotes from the chancery of the Diocese of Trenton.  

 Here is the passage, from section 34 of "Forming 

Consciences": 

A Catholic cannot vote for a candidate who takes a 

position in favor of an intrinsic evil, such as abortion 

or racism, if the voter's intent is to support that 

position. In such cases a Catholic would be guilty of 

formal cooperation in grave evil. At the same time, 

a voter should not use a candidate's opposition to 

an intrinsic evil to justify indifference or 

inattentiveness to other important moral issues 

involving human life and dignity (emphasis added). 

According to Trently, Father Cioffi believes this 

represents a fundamental shift. "This is a change from 

four years ago," Father Cioffi said, also noting that some 

Catholics believed former Democratic presidential 

candidate John Kerry shouldn't take Communion 

because of his position on abortion. 

When Father Cioffi presented "Forming 

Consciences" to a staff meeting, Trently reported that 

Bishop Smith said, "It's hard to find a candidate who 

supports all of the church's teaching. . . . It's a difficult 

time to decide how we're voting, especially this year." 

To state that a political candidate doesn't perfectly 

represent Church teaching obviously should not distract 

anyone from considering where those candidates stand 

on an intrinsic evil like abortion.  

According to Trently, section 34 from "Forming 

Consciences" means that 

a Catholic may vote for an abortion rights 

supporter, such as Democratic presidential 

candidate Barack Obama, if that candidate's views 

on other moral issues outweigh his abortion stand 

in the voter's conscience. 

But this isn't what the bishops said at all. The document 

states that it is possible to vote for a pro-abortion 

candidate only if the voter's intent is not to support that 

position. Weighing the spectrum of issues is not the 

decisive factor, and any fair reading of "Forming 

Consciences" leads directly to the conclusion that the 

T 

http://www.nj.com/news/times/index.ssf?/base/news-4/1217390961251120.xml&coll=5
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&ct=res&cd=1&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.usccb.org%2Ffaithfulcitizenship%2FFCStatement.pdf&ei=iWSWSN7QG4WweZiK9ZsJ&usg=AFQjCNGneXJ-E0phn9_vB0VleUV64rtgaw&sig2=iNUFjjqo-oe0gNYbEQhT7g
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&ct=res&cd=1&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.usccb.org%2Ffaithfulcitizenship%2FFCStatement.pdf&ei=iWSWSN7QG4WweZiK9ZsJ&usg=AFQjCNGneXJ-E0phn9_vB0VleUV64rtgaw&sig2=iNUFjjqo-oe0gNYbEQhT7g
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bishops did not publish section 34 as a loophole for 

Catholics to support pro-abortion politicians like 

Obama.  

In fact, the bishops go so far as to quote the 

passage from Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger's 2002 

"Doctrinal Note on Some Questions Regarding the 

Participation of Catholics in Political Life" that was such 

a stumbling block for John Kerry in 2004:  

It must be noted also that a well-formed Christian 

conscience does not permit one to vote for a 

political program or an individual law which 

contradicts the fundamental contents of faith and 

morals (no. 4). 

The U.S. bishops echo Pope Benedict XVI's rejection of 

false moral equivalence:  

Not all moral issues are equal; these ten goals 

address matters of different moral weight and 

urgency. Some involve matters of intrinsic evil that 

can never be supported (section 90). 

"Trenton Makes -- the World Takes" is the slogan that 

has long been displayed on the bridge over the 

Delaware River as you drive into the city. It isn't the job 

of the Trenton Times to make theology for the Catholic 

Church -- and Catholics won't make the mistake of 

accepting it without recognizing the ruse that it is.  

 

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.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20021124_politica_en.html
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20021124_politica_en.html
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


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

4 

 

Songs of Absurdity 
Thomas Howard| Column 

8/4/08

o worship God at all is to find oneself on a very 

odd frontier. Here we are, addressing all sorts of 

fervid sentiments into the ether -- or so it might 

seem to a chance observer. A passerby might ask, "To 

whom are you talking, pray? God? But you have never 

once seen him nor heard his voice. Nor has anyone else, 

for that matter. What makes you think that what you 

are doing isn't merely whistling in the dark?" 

Well, we and everyone from Adam, Noah, and 

Abraham on down -- all tribes and cultures -- have 

always done this. It belongs to our humanity. That God 

is, and that He hears us and loves us and is worthy of 

our praise -- all of this seems to be inscribed in our very 

being. 

But, our inquirer might object, can't you hear the 

absurd claims you make when you worship? Take, for 

example, that song that the Virgin sang, and which you 

have picked up and made a staple of your own praises. 

How do you relate all of that to what seems obvious if 

only one takes the trouble to look around at how the 

world just forges on its grim way? 

What about, "He hath scattered the proud in the 

imagination of their hearts"? Can that be said about the 

Virgin's world -- or ours? It always looks as though the 

proud rule the roost. Heads of state, chairmen of 

boards, tenured professors, financiers, pundits, authors 

-- how many of these are to be found among the meek 

and humble of the earth? Has God scattered them? 

Or again, "He hath filled the hungry with good 

things; and the rich He hath sent away empty." Take a 

look at the world, man. Are you talking fantasy? 

Or there is that staggering canticle, chanted in the 

Church for centuries, sung by Daniel's three young 

friends in Nebuchadnezzar's furnace. It sounds 

particularly far-fetched. It summons the Sun, Moon, and 

Stars with, "Bless ye the Lord: praise Him and magnify 

Him forever." But we all know that those orbs have no 

intelligence, much less mouths to sing with. What sort 

of a cosmology is this?  

And it proceeds to even greater absurdities, calling 

upon Winter and Summer to praise God. No one 

supposes, surely, that there is an entity "Winter" that 

can join in lauding this God of yours? Not to mention 

Light and Darkness, Fire and Heat, and Dews and 

Frosts. Not to mention Whales. You call to them all, 

"Bless ye the Lord: praise Him and magnify Him 

forever." What is in your mind when you descant this 

way? 

  

For a reply, of course, we have to recur to the 

plodding notion of Faith.  

Faiths pierces the scrim of appearances and rests 

its gaze on the reality that has been unveiled for us in 

the Incarnation of the Word, and in His life, passion, 

death, resurrection, and ascension. This is the 

everlasting drama that arches over our mutability -- 

the mere rise and fall of empires, and the evanescence 

of philosophies and fashions, and the contingencies 

and sufferings of our individual experience.  

But to lay hold of all of this is a tall order for faith. 

Appearances hail us unremittingly. Sheer 

circumstances, for example: For most of us they are far 

from triumphant, or even noteworthy. And for many of 

us mortals, circumstances are grim: sickness, 

bereavement, failure, poverty, debility. And yet, like 

the Virgin, we keep on saying that God has blessed us 

lavishly. 

Obviously what we say draws upon what we 

(Christians) see, which is precisely the unseen. No one 

now can see Christ risen from the dead, much less 

ascended into heaven and sitting at the right hand of 

God. None of this will yield itself to any poll, research, 
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or telescope. It is all foolishness, as St. Paul observed 

about the preaching of the gospel.  

But Christian faith exults in it all. It says that God 

has raised us with Christ and made us sit in heavenly 

places (Paul again). It sees death as already conquered, 

and it sees a creation where indeed the dews and frosts 

and nights and days and the whales do, in a mystery, 

join us mortals and the angels in lauding the Most High. 

How do they do it? We have no way of grasping it yet. 

But depend upon it: In a sense that eludes us so far, the 

whole creation does, in fact, praise God. We mortals do 

so with words and voices and liturgy, and in some sense 

it is our praises that articulate and "lead" the praises of 

creation. The mute creation has other modes (merely 

by being the exquisite things that they are?), and when 

all things are made clear at the Last Day, we will 

perhaps discover what those other modes have been. 

Meanwhile, we address the Most High with 

language that outstrips mere common sense and plain 

observation and rests on the bedrock of faith.       

 

Tom Howard is retired from 40 years of teaching English 

in private schools, college, and seminary in England 

and America. 
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'Peace and Justice' Catholics 
William A. Donohue | Column 

8/5/08 

n the summer of 1993, a young woman on my staff 

came back from lunch one afternoon screaming 

mad. I had just started as president of the Catholic 

League and wanted to know what her problem was. It 

so happened that over lunch (in the New York 

Archdiocese's cafeteria) she was berated by a young 

man for her pro-life views. He worked for a social-

justice organization. 

It is no secret that the "peace and justice" crowd is 

soft on abortion. Sr. Helen Prejean and others like her 

can get quite worked up about the rights of serial 

murderers on death row, but they never seem to be 

quite as excited about the rights of innocent unborn 

babies. That's because too many of them see abortion 

as merely unfortunate: They positively do not believe it 

is "intrinsically evil." 

On July 25, Catholics for Choice paid for an ad in 

Italy's largest newspaper -- the money was laundered 

via the Ford Foundation and other anti-Catholic 

establishment institutions -- denouncing the Catholic 

Church for its teaching on contraception. One of Pax 

Christi's chapters signed the ad, and so did a chapter of 

Voice of the Faithful. Dignity and the Women's 

Ordination Conference were also signatories.  

None of these groups was founded to protest the 

Church's teaching on contraception. Pax Christi 

professes an interest in peace; VOTF was established to 

address the sexual abuse scandal; Dignity is a gay-rights 

group; Women's Ordination Conference wants women 

priests. But all are integral to the social-justice wing of 

the Catholic Church, and all reject the Church's 

teachings on sexuality (not just artificial birth control). 

To top it off, they have no problem signing an ad 

sponsored by an organization that was twice 

condemned by the bishops' conference for being a 

fraud.  

How can groups that are nominally Catholic join 

with a group that is the most notoriously anti-Catholic 

organization in the nation? The answer is obvious: They 

are ideologically compatible. They would argue, 

however, that their commitment to helping the poor 

and promoting peace makes them more Catholic than 

most pro-life groups. But what does their commitment 

entail? 

Social-justice Catholics love to tout organizations 

like Bread for the World. But the fact is that this group 

does nothing but lobby for welfare programs -- it has 

never given any poor person a job, never helped them 

to get a job, and never once put food on the table for 

them. But it is good at lobbying, and what it lobbies for 

is more handouts. 

In 1996, President Bill Clinton reluctantly signed 

the most comprehensive welfare reform bill in 

American history. It is now acknowledged, even by the 

New York Times, that it did more to break the back of 

dependency than any other piece of legislation. And 

who worked hard against it? The social-justice crowd. 

Now these same groups are offering more 

propaganda by lying about health care. The lie is that 

we don't have universal health care. Of course we do -- 

we've had it for a very long time. The reality is that not 

a single person in the United States is denied health 

care because he is indigent -- it is against the law to 

deny treatment to anyone. What we don't have is 

universal health insurance, and that is because many 

illegal aliens, as well as many young persons (e.g., 

graduate students who work part-time), elect not to 

buy it. Indeed, many of these people argue that it is 

easier, and cheaper, to simply go to an emergency 

room than it is to pay for an insurance policy.  

They also lie about war and peace. Read what they 

say about our involvement in Iraq. They say the entire 

war is about oil. Really? If that were true, we would 
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have thrown Israel overboard long ago, befriended the 

Arabs, and gotten all the oil we wanted. But things are 

not quite that simple. 

Similarly, the "peace and justice" crowd exudes a 

smugness that makes many veterans like me sick. Is 

there a cause they think is worth fighting for? Is there a 

war they can defend? More to the point, their very 

existence is due to those who enlist in the armed forces, 

and to the veterans before them, all of whom reject the 

idea that surrender is a means to peace.  

Peace through strength is the most efficacious way 

to avoid war. Self-reliance and hard work is the best 

way to help the able-bodied poor to become upwardly 

mobile. Laws protecting the unborn are the most 

reliable means of stopping abortion. This is something 

those in the pro-life wing of the Catholic Church already 

know, and it is something they can pursue without ever 

being bankrolled by anti-Catholic front groups. 

 

William A. Donohue is the president and CEO of the 

Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights. 

http://www.catholicleague.org/


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

8 

 

Quo Vadis Canterbury? 
Rev. Dwight Longenecker | Column 

8/5/08 

t. Peter, as the legend goes, was fleeing the 

persecution in Rome when he met Christ going 

the other way. The Lord asked him, "Quo Vadis?" 

-- where are you going? He might well be asking the 

members of the Anglican Communion the same 

question. Their reply would be, "We're not quite sure, 

Lord, but we think we're going in about five different 

directions right now." 

In other words, the Anglican Communion is splitting 

up. Like a great ship that has hit an iceberg, the whole 

thing is breaking into pieces. This summer has seen 

several different events that have brought the crisis to a 

climax. 

Before looking at those events, it is worth taking a 

moment to understand the nature of the Anglican 

Communion. The Anglican Communion is a 

confederation of national churches that have a shared 

heritage of worship and tradition from the Church of 

England. Its geographical makeup reflects the British 

Empire, as English missionaries went out to the colonies 

and established churches. However, they did not 

establish a church with canonical and formal links with 

the Church of England; instead, each national Anglican 

church enjoyed independence and autonomy of 

governance. Because the Anglican Communion is a 

voluntary confederation of these churches, no one has 

overall authority over anyone else. Each national 

province has its own rules, its own hierarchy, and its 

own particular character. 

Added to this is the theological complexity of 

Anglicanism. Since the Act of Settlement under the 

reign of Elizabeth I, Anglicans have agreed to disagree 

about matters of theology. They can be subdivided into 

three basic groups, with three very different theological 

perspectives: 

  

 The Evangelicals are the heirs of the Protestant 

Reformation. Their perspectives and practices 

are Protestant. 

 The Anglo-Catholics are the product of the 

19th-century Oxford Movement, which sought 

to return the Anglican Church to her catholic 

and apostolic roots. Their beliefs and practices 

are very "catholic." They use the Roman 

liturgy, venerate the Blessed Virgin, practice 

confession, and profess to be "catholic within 

the Anglican Church." 

 The Liberals are essentially modernistic. They 

believe the Church needs to adapt to the age 

and culture in order to be relevant. 

To complicate things further, for historical reasons the 

three theological groups have geographical territories 

throughout the communion. Because certain African 

provinces were evangelized by Evangelical 

missionaries, they tend to be Evangelical. Certain other 

provinces were evangelized by Anglo-Catholic 

missionaries, and they tend to be catholic. So the 

Anglican Church in Papua New Guinea is very Anglo-

Catholic, while the Anglican Church in Nigeria is very 

Evangelical. The Liberals have control of the old 

established churches in Great Britain, Canada, and the 

United States. 

These tensions were tolerated for many years. 

Anglicans prided themselves on the breadth of their 

church, their tolerance, and the fact that Christians 

from such a wide range of opinions could find a home 

in the Anglican Church. This was very pretty wallpaper 

covering very nasty cracks in the load-bearing walls of 

Anglicanism. Now the paper is faded and falling. The 

cracks are apparent, and turn out to be widening every 

day. 
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The crisis this summer was brought on by two events -- 

the first crisis within the Church of England itself. Since 

1994, the Church of England has ordained women as 

priests. Anglo-Catholics have always been opposed to 

this innovation in apostolic orders. For the last 15 years, 

English Anglo-Catholics were permitted to dissent from 

the decision, and their parishes were allowed to opt out 

of women's ministry. They had their own "Episcopal 

Visitors" -- bishops who came in to minister to 

dissenting clergy and parishes. 

In July, however, the Church of England's General 

Synod voted to accept women in the episcopate, while 

simultaneously ruling out any special provision for those 

dissenting. To be blunt, the Anglo-Catholics were told, 

"Women clergy are here to stay. If you don't like 

women bishops, there's the door." 

This prompted a letter from 1,500 Church of 

England priests threatening to leave. At the same time, 

the Vatican was pondering how to reply to an 

interesting proposal from the Traditional Anglican 

Communion (TAC). Claiming to represent 70,000 

Anglicans worldwide, the TAC is a confederation of 

catholic-minded Anglicans who, over the years, have 

broken away from the Anglican Communion to form 

their own churches. Last autumn the leaders of the TAC 

wrote to the Vatican asking to be received into 

"sacramental communion." Exactly what they were 

asking for is unclear, but last month Cardinal Levada 

sent a response asking the TAC to wait for a more full 

reply. Many people hope that the Vatican will devise a 

way toward unity that will not only include members of 

the TAC but also the disenchanted Anglo-Catholics in 

England. 

If the Anglo-Catholics are furious about the feminist 

agenda of the liberal Anglican establishment, the 

Evangelicals are just as mad about the homosexualist 

agenda. When the Episcopalians consecrated Gene 

Robinson as the bishop of New Hampshire in 2003, 

there was open revolt: Bishop Robinson was not only a 

practicing homosexual, he divorced his wife in order to 

live with his boyfriend. (This summer the two were 

"married" with Robinson gushing, "I always wanted to 

be a June bride!") 

The no-nonsense Evangelicals from the developing 

world joined forces. Soon, parishes in England and 

America were voting to pull out of allegiance to their 

dioceses and form new non-geographical alliances with 

African bishops with whom they shared Evangelical, 

Bible-based theology and a rejection of homosexual 

behavior. Lawsuits started to sprout as wealthy and 

powerful parishes (and even whole dioceses) tried to 

pull out of the Episcopal Church and take their property 

with them. 

Which brings us to the second big event this 

summer -- the once-a-decade Lambeth Conference. 

This conference gathers the world's Anglican bishops 

in Canterbury to discuss the needs and mission of the 

Anglican Communion. But this year the Evangelical 

bishops mounted a counter-conference in Jerusalem 

the week before Lambeth. Furthermore, even though 

Bishop Robinson was not invited, over 200 bishops 

(nearly a quarter of the world's Anglican bishops) 

boycotted Lambeth. 

The Archbishop of Canterbury attempted to come 

up with a "covenant" that everyone would sign, 

basically agreeing to disagree. The Episcopalians would 

promise not to consecrate anymore homosexual 

bishops and stop performing homosexual weddings, 

while the Evangelical conservatives would agree to 

stop poaching parishes and dioceses. But the only ones 

who would agree to such a covenant were the wishy-

washy bishops caught in the middle who wouldn't take 

these drastic steps anyway. 

  

It's hard to see the silver lining in this cloud, but there 

is some good coming out of this year's Anglican wars. 

First of all, the battles are taking place because people 

actually not only believe something passionately, they 

are prepared to fight for it. The Evangelicals really do 

believe the Bible, and that God disapproves of 

homosexual behavior, no matter what Western society 

says. Anglo-Catholics really do believe in the apostolic 

church, and that women priests are an impossibility. 

Likewise, Liberals really do believe that it is God's will 

for the church to liberate women and homosexuals. In 
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this relativistic age, the fact that Anglicans believe 

anything at all is encouraging. 

This summer may well go down in Anglican history 

as the summer of clarity, for the present crisis has 

helped all three groups to see both themselves and 

their fellow Anglicans more clearly. Liberals are starting 

to realize that the Anglo-Catholics and Evangelical 

conservatives are a very different sort of Christian, and 

not just because they have a different taste in worship. 

Likewise, Evangelicals and Anglo-Catholics are realizing 

that they and the Liberals are operating from totally 

different philosophical and theological assumptions. As 

one Evangelical bishop said as he came out of yet 

another "dialogue" with Liberals, "The discussion was 

like trying to play tennis with someone on an adjacent 

court." 

This realization has also led to the acceptance of an 

even starker reality: that the Anglicans' historic attempt 

to make room for everyone has reached its end. The 

elastic has been stretched as far as it will go, and the 

only thing left is division and formal schism. The senior 

Church of England bishops of Winchester and Exeter 

actually proposed that the Lambeth Conference should 

end with a formal declaration that a split was 

happening, giving traditional Anglicans a way forward. 

Finally, as Anglicans view themselves and their 

church more clearly, they must also start to see the 

larger issues more clearly. Liberals, Anglo-Catholics, and 

Evangelicals are all beginning to acknowledge the 

mammoth in the chancel: the question of authority in 

the church. All three groups are asking, "How do we 

decide these issues? Where is the authority to exercise 

discipline? Where is a structure or an institution that 

can bring us to unity of belief and practice?" 

While, sadly, most of them will avoid the obvious 

conclusion that the Catholic Church is the only 

institution that can offer them that authority, an 

increasing number will not -- and the banks of the 

Tiber are getting crowded with those who are 

contemplating the swim. 

 

Rev. Dwight Longenecker is a former Church of England 

minister. He is chaplain to St. Joseph's School, 

Greenville, South Carolina. Visit his blog at 

www.dwightlongenecker.com. 

http://www.dwightlongenecker.com/
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Transcending Anglicanism 

David Mills | Column 

8/6/08

atholics who keep up with Anglicanism may 

have observed that the whole thing seems to be 

visibly coming apart. 

On the one hand, at June's rally of the world's 

conservative Anglicans in Jerusalem -- the Global 

Anglican Futures Conference (GAFCON) -- over a 

thousand conservative leaders declared their 

willingness to work outside the official structure and 

indeed to intervene in the errant Western Anglican 

churches in defense of their marginalized and 

oppressed conservatives.  

On the other, over 200 conservative bishops, mostly 

from Africa, simply refused to attend late July's 

Lambeth Conference, the decennial meeting of the 

world's Anglican bishops, because the bishops of the 

Episcopal Church -- who, by ordaining an openly 

fornicating homosexual bishop, had thumbed their 

noses at the rest of the world's Anglicans, and the 

Christian moral tradition to boot -- were seated with full 

voice and vote. 

Of particular interest will be the fate of the small 

Anglo-Catholic party, the wing closest to Catholicism in 

doctrine and devotion, now found almost entirely in 

England and the English-speaking former colonies. It 

was once, in the 1920s and early 1930s, the most 

creative and effective party in Anglicanism, but has kept 

declining since. 

Anglo-Catholicism covers a surprisingly wide range 

of self-definitions, from several varieties of "classical 

Anglicanism," usually marked by adherence to the older 

version of the Book of Common Prayer and to the 

attempt of 17th-century Anglicans to correct (slightly) 

the Protestantism of the previous century's break with 

the Catholic Church; to mainstream Anglo-Catholicism, 

by far the largest group, which favors the modern 

liturgy and tends to use the tagline "none must, all may, 

some should" in regard to disciplines like confession 

and belief in doctrines like the Assumption; to "Anglo-

Papalism," a mostly English movement that hopes for 

corporate reunion with Rome and comes as close in 

practice as it can to Catholicism (these parishes in 

England often use the Roman rather than the Anglican 

rite, though this is entirely illegal). 

Many in the first category resolutely oppose the 

"Roman innovations," as they call them, and consider 

Anglo-Papalists traitors. Most in the second group 

avoid looking too closely at what the "Anglo" in Anglo-

Catholicism commits them to, sensing that doing so 

will force them more firmly to one side of the 

Reformation divide than they want to go. Many in the 

second group and everyone in the third reject 

"classical Anglicanism," and indeed I have heard Anglo-

Papalist friends -- one of whom told me he agreed with 

"every single word" of the Vatican II documents -- 

declare how deeply they hate Anglicanism itself. 

("Hate" is their word.) 

Those in the first category tend to understand 

Anglicanism as "Reformed Catholicism" -- pure 

Catholicism without the Roman "accretions." The 

second tend to be embarrassed by such talk, and to 

assert the "branch theory" -- holding that Anglicanism 

is, with Catholicism and Orthodoxy, one of three 

branches of the Church. Some argue that this 

distinction is a natural and organic development 

(Anglicanism being the English genius expressed in 

religion), and some that this division is a product of the 

Fall. The third tend to scoff at both theories and justify 

remaining Anglicans by insisting that they are 

shepherding the people they've been given in order to 

bring them all the way home. 

And yet you will find all three groups united, in 

great part because the liberal party dominates the 

Western Anglican churches -- and so its policies make 

the differences between Anglo-Catholics relatively 

minor. They are also united in not being Roman: With 

C 

http://www.gafcon.org/
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some exceptions, for example, they accept 

contraception and often dismiss the Catholic teaching 

as the product of Roman juridicism or totalism, as 

compared with the pastoral balance of Anglicanism. 

They believe their movement to have avoided the 

mistakes and errors of the Evangelicals and the Romans, 

to transcend the simple Protestant/Catholic polarity by 

which everyone else defines himself. Many of them 

have, nevertheless, treated conversion to the Catholic 

Church as a kind of "get out of jail free" card, in case 

they felt driven from Anglicanism.  

  

The Anglo-Catholics' position has grown steadily more 

dire. In America, just three of the hundred-some 

Episcopal dioceses remain under Anglo-Catholic 

bishops, and the other dioceses will not let them elect 

new ones when theirs retire. Many Anglo-Catholics 

have become Catholic or Orthodox, while many others 

have compromised, so that at the great "shrine 

parishes" in many cities you can find an Anglican "high 

mass" celebrated in a church stuffed with candles and 

statues, with the choir singing a Palestrina setting, with 

clouds of incense obscuring the high altar, at which 

stands -- back to the people, in an old-fashioned fiddle-

back chasuble -- a celebrant named Betty. 

The movement in Canada is now tiny and almost 

completely marginalized. It is not much stronger in 

Australia. In England, the General Synod has just 

approved the ordination of women bishops, with no 

real accommodation made for those who oppose the 

innovation. Few Anglo-Catholic parishes in this country 

or England have more than a hundred or maybe 200 

members, and the congregations tend to be elderly. 

Some, particularly in England, hope for an 

arrangement for corporate reunion with the Catholic 

Church. But others, particularly in the United States, 

look for an alliance with the much larger and much 

stronger Evangelical wing of Anglicanism -- which, with 

its large churches in Africa, has the greatest number of 

the world's Anglicans, though relatively little power in 

Anglicanism's political bodies. In essence, they want to 

recreate the original Anglican settlement, but with the 

Protestant and Catholic sides more obviously separated 

(and the Catholic side more overtly Catholic than it was 

then). 

They made a big move toward this end at GAFCON 

by signing on to the conference's very Protestant final 

statement, the "Jerusalem Declaration," which among 

other things affirms the authority of the anti-Catholic 

"Articles of Religion."  

The American Anglo-Catholics seem happy with this 

alliance, and it does give them official allies overseas. 

This lets them leave the Episcopal Church for one of 

these other Anglican churches and make a legal claim 

to keep their property (the canons of the Episcopal 

Church holding that dioceses hold the parish's 

property in trust for the national body), because they 

have not left the Anglican Communion. 

Still, if Evangelicals and Anglo-Catholics form a 

separate body of the kind that saves them both from 

the enemy -- i.e., the liberal domination of their 

church's politics and property -- the old differences 

could become much more divisive than they have ever 

been. The distinctions between the two groups are 

quite severe, and the old polemics and distrust weren't 

unreasonable. 

I have heard the most genial, liberal-minded 

people on both sides privately articulate a strong 

rejection of the other party's understanding of things, 

which they both see as threats to their own. My 

Evangelical friends really do believe that any devotion 

to Mary detracts from our reliance upon Christ, and 

that a belief in the corporeal presence of Jesus in the 

sacrament is a kind of idolatry. Some violently oppose 

confession or any other claim that the minister 

mediates between God and man. 

  

Of course, things may work out, in the traditional 

muddled Anglican fashion. But the Anglo-Catholics can 

forget trying to move the new GAFCON body (if there 

ever is one) a quarter-inch closer to Catholicism. They 

will live in an ecclesial body less liberal but no more 

http://www.gafcon.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=79&Itemid=31
http://www.victorianweb.org/religion/39articles.htm
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Catholic than their old one. The price of their being 

rescued from liberalism is a kind of dhimmitude. 

Which might not be a bad thing. It might help them 

see more clearly just what that "Anglo" means, and 

accept that Anglicanism is a Protestant movement. 

Then they can see that the polarity they thought they'd 

transcended is marked by its two poles for a reason, 

forcing them to choose one or the other. I pray my 

former comrades choose Catholicism, but if they don't, I 

think they would be happier and more fruitful were 

they better Protestants. And thereby, oddly enough, 

closer to the Catholic Church than they are now. 

 

David Mills is the editor of Touchstone magazine, "a 

journal of mere Christianity." He and his family were 

received into the Church in 2001. 

http://www.touchstonemag.com/


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

14 

 

On Mediocre Liturgy 

Mark P. Shea | Column 

8/6/08 

ome time ago, a friend of mine introduced me to 

a wonderful bit of parody that begins: 

Awake from your slumber!  

Arise from your sleep!  

The homily's over!  

It wasn't too deep! 

 

It brings to mind the old joke that the difference 

between a liturgist and a terrorist is that you can reason 

with a terrorist. Jokes are one of the last refuges of a 

people who have little power over The System. The 

Soviet Union was a wellspring of this sort of humor, as 

were, of course, the Jews of the Borscht Belt era. People 

who can't do a lot about the Powers That Be can still 

laugh at them. 

So I thought it was a healthy sign when the 

mysterious domination of our hymnals by third-rate 

drivel was lampooned by the late, lamented Society for 

a Moratorium on the Music of Marty Haugen and David 

Haas. I neither know nor care who decides what 

twaddle we have to murmur through Mass, but I did 

appreciate the bleat of satire while it lasted. 

There are a few things I find vile, loathsome, and 

dreadful in contemporary liturgy. I think much of the 

Glory and Praise drivel is essentially ordered toward 

encouraging what Amy Welborn calls the "Church of 

Aren't We Fabulous" to worship itself.  

The apotheosis of this is The Worst Hymn Ever 

Written -- Anthem: 

We are called, we are chosen.  

We are Christ for one another. 

We are promise to tomorrow,  

while we are for him today.  

We are sign, we are wonder,  

we are sower, we are seed.  

We are harvest, we are hunger.  

We are question, we are creed.  

 

Words can barely express the awfulness: cringeworthy 

lyrics, atrocious theology, and hootenanny music Like a 

Mighty Breaking Wind. What's not to hate?  

Other hymns do this, too.  

 Gather Us In, for example, is basically a hymn 

wherein the congregation reminds God to 

Respect Our Diversity as it catalogs the glories 

of our Gorgeous Mosaic of a Community.  

 Sing a New Church is yet another anthem of 

the Triumph of AmChurch over the False 

Consciousness of the Bad Old Days Before the 

Spirit of Vatican II.  

 In Ashes, we learn the important falsehood 

that we "create ourselves anew."  

 In City of God, we again celebrate ourselves 

and cheer on the construction of Babel, 

apparently oblivious to the fact that "unless 

the Lord builds the house, they labor in vain."  

I'm not as persnickety as some about tunes like Eagles 

Wings or One Bread, One Body. I think almost all 

modern hymnody is dull. But it's only when it passes 

from being boring to being narcissistic that I draw the 

line. I prefer hymnody that directs our minds to God, 

not to contemplation of How Truly Wonderful We Are.  

 

For the same reason, I dislike the tendency of modern 

hymnals to expunge the Pronoun Formerly Known as 

He. Sometime in the 1980s, some sort of revolt was 

attempted in which somebody had the bright idea of 

castrating God in deference to bitter nuns with short-

cropped, iron-gray hair, bland wardrobes, and sensible 

shoes, who attended conferences on liturgy featuring 

S 

http://www.mgilleland.com/music/moratorium.htm
http://www.mgilleland.com/music/moratorium.htm
http://www.mgilleland.com/music/moratorium.htm
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undersexed men with scraggly beards and guitars who 

mewled on about subverting the dominant paradigm.  

Judging simply from the results, some Task Force on 

the Elimination of Sexism evidently decided that the 

thing to do was start by getting rid of the masculine 

pronoun. And so, like a rising tide, more and more 

parishioners were instructed/influenced/miscatechized 

to say things like "Glory to God in the highest and peace 

to (delete: "His"/insert "God's") people on earth," or "It 

is right to give (delete: "Him"/insert: "God") thanks and 

praise," and so forth. The OCP Hymnal was sanitized for 

your protection, so we could learn that Charles Wesley 

wrote Hark, the Herald Angels Sing to read that Jesus 

was "born to raise the (delete: "sons"/insert: "ones") of 

earth." Some improvers even got as far as getting a few 

ninnies to change the sign of the cross to "In the name 

of the Creator, the Redeemer and the Sanctifier."  

But then, somehow, the enthusiasm waned. The 

tide rolled back. The sign of the cross reverted to 

normal. Most linguistic victimology withered on the 

vine. And so, each Sunday in the liturgy, we now have a 

congregation in which everybody refers to God as 

"Father" (like our ignorant sexist Lord did) and not 

"Parent." We also, of course, call Jesus "Lord," not 

"Lady," and "Son," not "Child," of God. But about 1/25 

of the congregation has this strange lingering terror of 

the masculine pronoun and can't bring itself to say 

"He," "Him," or "His" while the rest of us do. So we are 

left with this linguistic fossil remnant of the revolution 

that failed. When I encounter it, I offer it up in imitation 

of St. Thérèse, who was irritated by a fellow nun who 

rattled her rosary beads at evening prayer. Not very 

heroic of me, but better than nothing. 

Beyond that, however, I don't have passionate 

issues with liturgical stuff. That's because I don't have a 

passionate interest in liturgy, and the fruit that I see 

among those who do have such passionate issues 

persuades me to never develop a passionate interest in 

liturgy. 

On that matter, more next week. 

 

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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Is It Fair to Say Barack Obama Supports Infanticide? 

Deal W. Hudson | Column 

8/7/08

bjections continue to be raised to the charge 

that Senator Barack Obama supports 

infanticide, most recently in a Huffington Post 

column by Seth Colter Walls. I have made this claim 

myself, as have Sen. Rick Santorum, Terry Jeffreys, Jill 

Stanek, Bill Donohue, Gary Bauer, and Nat Hentoff. 

It's a dramatic charge, but here are the facts. 

No one disputes that for three years running, while 

an Illinois state senator (from 2001 to 2003), Barack 

Obama was faced with a decision about a bill mandating 

medical care for children born alive during induced 

abortions. (The Illinois bill was called the Induced Infant 

Liability Act.) 

No one disputes that in 2001 he voted against 

medical care for these children in committee and voted 

"present" on the floor; in 2002, against the bill both in 

committee and on the floor; and in 2003, as chairman 

of the committee, kept the bill from going to the floor 

at all. 

And yet in spite of the facts, Obama's backers 

continue to insist that he should not be considered a 

supporter of infanticide. 

But why shouldn't his opposition to the Illinois bill 

earn him that label? After all, in opposing the state 

legislation, Obama signaled his willingness to allow 

newborns to die without receiving medical attention 

after surviving a failed abortion. 

Jill Stanek is the nurse who -- after witnessing 

babies being left to die in a Chicago hospital -- testified 

several times before Obama's committee. She reports 

that her testimony, including the pictures she displayed, 

"did not faze [Obama] at all." 

Nonetheless, Obama's supporters deny the charge. 

Here are their claims, and the facts: 

 They argue that each year the bill was 

"bundled" with other measures, and Obama 

had objections against other parts of the 

bundle.  

The fact is that the three bills were not bundled -- each 

had its own number and was considered separately (in 

2001, no. 1095; 2002, no. 1662; and 2003, no. 1082). 

 The Medical Society of Illinois opposed the 

bill on the basis of an already existing law 

dating from 1975.  

Yes, such a law existed, but babies were being allowed 

to die in hospitals anyway, as witnessed by Stanek. The 

bill was introduced to end that practice. It's like 

refusing to pass laws against speeding because AAA 

objects to them. The intention was to force doctors to 

end a barbaric practice. 

 Obama claims he would have voted for the 

2002 federal bill if he had been presented 

with it.  

That's a strange assertion, given the fact that the 2003 

state bill was identical to the 2002 federal bill. 

It's true that the 2005 Illinois bill passed by the 

state legislature had two sentences not contained in 

the 2002 federal bill or the 2003 state bill. But Obama 

has already claimed that he would have signed the 

2002 federal version of the bill, which did not contain 

the two sentences of the 2005 Illinois bill. 

Also, the additional two sentences of the Illinois 

bill merely reiterate the crucial sentence of the 2002 

federal bill that allowed pro-abortion senators like Ted 

Kennedy to sign it. 

Here's the sentence: "(c) Nothing in this section 

shall be construed to affirm, deny, expand, or contract 

any legal status or legal right applicable to any 

O 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2008/08/04/the-next-smear-against-ob_n_116891.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2008/08/04/the-next-smear-against-ob_n_116891.html
http://www.jillstanek.com/archives/obama-links-to/
http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=18647&page=1
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member of the species homo sapiens at any point prior 

to being 'born alive' as defined in this section." 

Even NARAL did not oppose the 2002 federal bill. 

When Obama spoke on the floor of the Illinois 

senate against the protection act -- in fact, he was the 

only senator to do so -- he made it clear that his reason 

for rejecting it was his fear of its overturning Roe v. 

Wade: 

Whenever we define a pre-viable fetus as a person 

that is protected by the Equal Protection Clause or 

the other elements in the Constitution, what we're 

really saying is, in fact, that they are persons that 

are entitled to the kinds of protections that would 

be provided to a -- a child, a 9-month old -- child 

that was delivered to term. That determination 

then, essentially, if it was accepted by a court, 

would forbid abortions to take place. I mean, it -- it 

would essentially bar abortions, because the Equal 

Protection Clause does not allow somebody to kill a 

child, and if this is a child, then this would be an 

anti-abortion statute (emphasis added). 

The 2002 version of the federal bill contained the 

sentence quoted above, which directly addressed 

Obama's concern. Every pro-abortion senator in the 

U.S. Congress voted for the bill -- it passed unanimously. 

Yet when Obama was presented with an identical 

bill in committee in 2003, he wouldn't allow it to pass 

committee and go to the floor. Why did Obama block 

the 2003 bill when it satisfied his concern about 

overturning Roe v. Wade? 

As Gary Bauer put it, "If abortion stalwarts such as 

Boxer and Kennedy were satisfied with the federal born 

alive bill, why wasn't Obama satisfied with an identical 

state bill?" 

Obama's record makes it very difficult to believe 

anything other than he has been a supporter of 

infanticide. If he has changed his mind, all he has to do 

is say so. 

 

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.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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Fighting the New Tyranny 
Armstrong Williams | Column 

8/7/08

merica, though a wealthy nation, is 

nevertheless becoming socially stratified -- so 

much so that those at the fringes of life have 

lost touch with those at the top. The rich refer to the 

"poverty problem," and the poor, in turn, blame the rich 

for all their woes. This rift opens a door for the enemies 

of our shared values to exploit our differences, and thus 

weaken our nation.  

Of course, social stratification isn't our only 

problem. Crime and illiteracy are found in every 

demographic, and in recent years, the quality of 

education in America has declined for everyone. Grade 

inflation and plagiarism are growing problems at 

America's top universities, and are creating a class of 

white-collar criminals and incompetents whose actions 

threatened to undermine industry and commerce. On 

the other end of the spectrum, lack of education, crime, 

and destructive behavior keeps an underclass 

permanently entrenched in poverty and despair.   

Unfortunately, secular society fails to recognize that 

these problems all stem from the same root -- the loss 

of community, and the resulting decline in moral values. 

Consider this: The average citizen finds herself in a 

world her forefathers would not have recognized. Our 

systems and institutions have become increasingly 

impersonal. No one knows the owner of the retail outlet 

in his own neighborhood anymore, and no one knows 

who calls the shots at the multinational corporation 

that has replaced the community bank. 

As our society grows in complexity and expands in 

bureaucracy, society's leaders become increasingly 

distant from the average citizen, which results in more 

bureaucracy. This is the new tyranny -- an oppressive 

bureaucracy, in which systems and models have 

replaced human tyrants. The result is the same, as the 

average citizen is constrained but unable to locate the 

exact source of the problem (always the case when 

dealing with a faceless bureaucracy). The appearance of 

a free society remains: We can still vote and expect to 

have our votes counted; the judicial system performs at 

least a ritual of fairness; and the public's exercise of the 

right of petition for redress of grievance seems to be 

fairly robust. All the bells and whistles are in place. And 

yet rich and poor alike continue to suffer under an 

oppressor as undeniable as it is elusive. 

So in the age of impersonal corporations, imperial 

educational institutions, and impenetrable 

government bureaucracies, where can one find real 

connection and accountability? By returning to the 

lessons of the past. Decent and God-fearing souls must 

help rebuild American community by reclaiming the 

traditional values that built it -- faith, thrift, work, 

social justice, personal accountability, and enlightened 

compassion. Taken together, these elements make up 

the fertile soil out of which a vibrant community may 

grow. 

Of course, the recovery of our national and 

individual values brings other benefits as well. In the 

tradition of Thomas Paine's Common Sense, revisiting 

our virtues is an excellent catalyst for new ideas and 

fresh thinking. And we could use a bit of both right 

about now.  

 

Armstrong Williams is heard daily from 5 a.m. to 10 

a.m. on WWRL's Drive Time Dialogue 

(www.WWRL1600.com). He is an author, conservative 

commentator, and syndicated columnist. Visit his Web 

site at www.armstrongwilliams.com. 

A 

http://www.wwrl1600.com/
http://www.armstrongwilliams.com/
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Are We a Pro-Life People? 
Danielle Bean | Column 

8/8/08

ast week, Simcha Fisher invited us to talk about 

natural family planning, and boy did we comply. 

More than 90 comments later, one thing is clear -- 

this is a topic we like to debate. 

I've read many different discussions about NFP 

where Catholics will debate its use and its abuse, its 

effectiveness and its complications, its rewards and its 

challenges. There is a time, however, when all the 

debates and discussions must fall silent. 

When a battle-weary mother stands alone in her 

bathroom looking with disbelief at two tiny pink lines on 

a pregnancy test, it's too late for family-planning 

discussions of clinical effectiveness. We've got a baby to 

take care of. And his mother. 

This is where all our pro-life and pro-family talk 

needs to be put into action. This is where we need to 

rush to the aid and support of a family in need. Are we a 

pro-life Church? This is where we will find out. 

"I just found out that I am pregnant with my third 

baby in three years," one frazzled young mother wrote 

to me recently, "and I dread the way my friends, my 

family, and even the people at my parish will respond." 

Shame on us. 

"I am pregnant again and I really am excited," 

another mother wrote to me, "I want this baby, but I 

am not sure I want to tell people because it seems like 

so many people, even faithful Catholics, just don't get 

why you would be excited to have your fourth baby in 

five years." 

Shame on us. 

"Soon after I announced that we were 

(unexpectedly) pregnant with our eighth child," an older 

mom once wrote me, "I came out of Mass one day and 

found an NFP flyer tucked under the windshield wiper 

of my van. I even wondered if it was our pastor who put 

it there." 

Shame on us. 

Whether we love NFP or hate it, whether we choose 

to use it in our marriages or not, whether we have one 

child or 16 children, we Catholics have no business 

receiving new life with anything but charity and joy. 

We have no business labeling our fellow Catholics, in 

their time of need and vulnerability, as crazy or 

irresponsible. 

It takes courage for many Catholic couples to 

continue to refuse contraception, to remain open to 

life in their marriages, even when their circumstances 

are already difficult and they are hoping to avoid 

another pregnancy. The "99 percent effective" number 

people like to throw around about NFP becomes a 

much smaller one when translated into "user 

effectiveness." 

The fact is, sometimes even faithful Catholics who 

are doing their very best to avoid pregnancy while 

remaining faithful to Church teaching on openness to 

life will find themselves pregnant. 

The jokes, the judgment, and the whispered 

conversations about "craziness" and "irresponsibility" 

have no place in our parishes and in our Catholic 

communities. 

Over the years, I've done my fair share of staring in 

disbelief at tiny pink lines in the bathroom. Once, a few 

years ago, when I told a friend of a new and unplanned 

pregnancy and expressed to her my ambivalent 

feelings, her response to me was a simple, joyful 

exclamation:  

"God must love you so much!" 

L 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4189&Itemid=19&ed=1


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

20 

 

Her words startled me. Not only because most 

people's reactions to my latest news had been 

somewhat less than joyful, but also because of how true 

I knew those words were, deep down inside, in spite of 

my doubts and fears.  

When God gives us babies, planned or unplanned, 

He gives us innumerable physical, emotional, and 

spiritual challenges. But He also gives us a glimpse of 

Himself. It's God's face we see in a helpless baby's smile. 

It's God's voice we hear in their needy cries, and it's 

God's enormous love we feel wrapped around us when 

we nurture them within us, when we hold their infant 

bodies, when we accept them as He sends them, 

whether it was part of "our plan" or not. 

Because she said "yes" to God, Mary once found 

herself poor, alone, misunderstood, and pregnant. But 

she wasn't irresponsible -- only faithful. Even though it 

was hard. 

Will we abandon pregnant mothers in their time of 

need? Will we shame them, shun them, and laugh at 

them behind their backs? 

Or will we remind them how much God loves them, 

remind ourselves of the abundant, undeserved 

blessings He has given every one of us, and simply be 

grateful? 

 

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

& Family magazine and author of My Cup of Tea: 

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

Mom, Day to Day: Advice and Support for Catholic 

Living (Pauline 2007). Visit her blog at 

www.daniellebean.com. 

http://faithandfamilylive.com/
http://faithandfamilylive.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848379/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848379/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.daniellebean.com/
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Fighting the Wrong War 

Michael Baruzzini | Review 

8/2/08 

Only a Theory: Evolution and the Battle for America's Soul 

Kenneth Miller, Viking Adult, 256 pages, $25.95 

 
he best parts of Kenneth Miller's Only a Theory: 

Evolution and the Battle for America's Soul are 

surprisingly those parts that deal only 

incidentally with his thesis: that the battle waged 

against evolution in the United States represents a 

threat to America's culture of scientific excellence. The 

"only a theory" of his title refers to the critique often 

raised against evolution -- it's only a theory, so what's 

wrong with evaluating alternatives?  

The book can be roughly divided into three parts: 

First, Miller argues that the attack on evolution is 

dangerous to America's scientific "soul"; second, he 

evaluates the scientific evidence for intelligent design 

(ID) theory; and finally, he offers an articulation of 

Darwinian evolution in light of his own Christian beliefs. 

In parts two and three, Miller is at his best. A professor 

of cell biology at Brown University, he is well qualified 

to analyze the scientific arguments of ID proponents. 

Miller spends most of his time on the idea of 

"irreducible complexity" (as  advanced by Lehigh biology 

professor Mike Behe) and "specified complexity" (from 

the work of mathematician and philosopher William 

Dembski). No dunces themselves, Behe and Dembski 

are leaders in the ID movement, and Miller's critique of 

their ideas is what it should be -- an honest account of 

scientists, arguing science with other scientists. Miller 

remains unconvinced of the power of ID's scientific 

arguments, and comports himself well. Anyone who 

wants to effectively defend intelligent design will need 

to wrestle with Miller's counterarguments.  

Of course, he does make a few mistakes in the 

discussion. He states at one point that, "from the ID 

perspective . . . descent with modification, which is 

another name for evolution, never took place." This 

despite the clear statement of Behe that he has no 

quarrel with descent with modification. Miller 

erroneously takes ID to mean that every species was 

specially created and ignores those who are friendly to 

ID only in relation to the origin of life or the origin of 

certain unique biological features. He tries to recast ID 

as a less-explicitly-religious version of special 

creationism, and then seeks to demolish that straw 

man. While there are certainly many who claim the ID 

mantle and do believe in special creation, Miller's 

arguments are irrelevant to those who think that 

Darwinian mechanisms explain most, but not perhaps 

all, of the history of life.  

Miller is a Catholic by his own description, and 

spends a good deal of time defending evolution 

against the charge that it necessarily implies 

meaninglessness, and that man is nothing more than a 

complex animal. To that end, he offers his own 

perspective on evolution, and though he lacks the 

training of a philosopher or theologian -- and indeed 

does not focus his writing on this theme -- he comes 

off well. Miller offers an elegant and plausible image of 

evolution, wherein the Creator designed the initial 

conditions of the universe where "the capacity for life 

is built into matter." In such a fine-tuned universe, 

both life and man are bound to develop, and thus are 

not mere accidents. Life is rather part of the intrinsic 

design of the universe, not the product of a violent and 

miraculous divine intervention. Miller thus 

acknowledges the fine-tuning of the universe for life 

and says that the atheistic explanation for this -- the 

"multiverse" concept -- is "an element of the 

imagination as wild as any tale in a sacred book" and 

"requires an extraordinary level of 'faith,' and the 

nonreligious would do well to admit as much." 

T 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/067001883X/insidecatcom-20
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Not all of Miller's book is as successful. He both 

overestimates the ostensible danger of the ID 

movement to science and underestimates the threat of 

the "evolutionist" movement to society.  

Here's what Miller thinks ID has in store for America: 

What would happen to science if its ground rules 

were changed? What would a science of the future 

look like if we considered "nonnaturalistic" causes 

to be legitimate scientific explanations? At a stroke 

they would be accepted in every branch of science. 

That earthquake devastating part of the third world 

might have been caused by the shifting of tectonic 

plates, but it could also be a punishment for the 

sinfulness of those now suffering in the rubble. Why 

bother to conduct in exhaustive molecular search 

through simian virus genomes to find the source of 

HIV when clear-thinking ID scholars have concluded 

that it was sent as a divine warning against deviant 

lifestyles? In fact even the rainbow might just be a 

phenomenon presented to us by a "whimsical" 

designer, according to ID theorist William Dembski. 

Why worry about the physics of light when the 

mystery of the rainbow can be solved by easy 

reference to the personality of the creator? 

Leaving aside the simple point that phenomena like 

earthquakes and rainbows might be explicable both by 

reference to Divine Will and physics, Miller himself 

provides counter-evidence in his very own book. If ID is 

so willing to turn a blind eye to science, why was 

Miller's critique so technical? Why does he provide a 

note appended to the passage above wherein he quotes 

Dembski as saying, with respect to a certain type of 

rainbow phenomenon, "Clouds have to be cirrus, at 

least four miles in the air, with just the right amount of 

ice crystals; and the sun has to hit the clouds at 58 

degrees"? That doesn't sound like someone willing to 

ignore science in favor of elevating all physical 

phenomena to miracles of God.  

Miller further ignores the rich history of science 

wherein investigators who believed themselves to be 

discovering God's designs were motivated -- not 

hindered -- by that belief. At one point Miller mentions 

Isaac Newton as a man who believed in God but didn't 

rely on Him to explain science. That's good as far as it 

goes, but it ignores the important fact that Newton 

proposed that God needed to step in from time to time 

to correct the irregularities in the orbits of planets he 

observed. Eventually a natural explanation was found, 

but Newton's willingness to employ divine intervention 

did not invalidate his science.  

The proponents of ID may very well be wrong -- and 

Miller takes on their claims adeptly -- but they are by no 

means the dangers to progress he makes them out to 

be.  

And that leads into the main weakness of his book: 

his apparent blindness to the dangers of the 

"evolutionist" movement. In the interest of full 

disclosure, I am a high school biology teacher who uses 

Miller's impressive biology textbook from Prentice-Hall 

as my primary text for instructing students. I can attest 

that Miller's concern about scientific ignorance is 

entirely valid. I've actually had students ask me, "Since 

the Bible tells us how God did it, why do we need to 

study science?"  

But in identifying that problem, Miller ignores the 

far greater danger of evolutionism, as represented by 

the likes of Richard Dawkins -- the harrowing 

realization of Dostoyevsky's Ivan Karamazov: If there is 

no God, then anything is possible. His argument that 

evolution need not be an anti-religious theory is 

certainly true, but it nevertheless continues to be the 

primary weapon atheists use to attack religious faith. 

Advising religious believers that they shouldn't fear 

evolution is like telling Jews they shouldn't fear the 

swastika -- it may be strictly true, but one can hardly 

blame them for being suspicious.  

Instead of joining arms to defend evolution with 

those who use it as a cudgel against faith, Miller might 

stake out his own niche and turn his polemic against 

those who use science to attack religion.  

 

Michael Baruzzini is a biology teacher who writes from 

Colorado Springs, Colorado, where he lives with his 
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wife and daughter. His blog on the Catholic faith and 

science may be found at 

www.deepsoftime.wordpress.com. 

 

 

http://www.deepsoftime.wordpress.com/
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The Little Way of the Samurai 
Joseph Susanka | Review 

8/8/08

". . . [B]ook learning gives you the power to think. 

However the world might change, if you have the 

power to think, you'll always survive somehow."  

-- Seibei Iguchi 

irector Yôji Yamada, creator of more than 70 

films and a legend of Japanese cinema, has 

always been most famous for his contemporary 

dramas and TV series (his Otoko wa tsurai yo series 

alone has 48 installments). But like many Japanese 

directors, he was drawn from a young age to the 

samurai films of Akira Kurosawa, the unparalleled 

master of the form. Finally, in 2002, he decided to try 

his hand at writing and directing his own samurai film, 

Tasogare Seibei (Twilight Samurai).  

Winner of an unprecedented twelve Japanese 

Academy Awards -- including Best Picture, Director, 

Actor, Actress, and Screenplay -- and Japan's official 

nominee for Best Foreign Film at the 76th Academy 

Awards (2003), it tells the story of Seibei Iguchi, a low-

level retainer struggling to cope with the shifting 

political landscape shortly before the Boshin War, 

Japan's last civil war. At that time, the role of the 

samurai in many clans was changing drastically; Iguchi, 

although trained as a warrior many years before, works 

as an accountant in the castle storehouse. His wife, who 

passes away at the opening of the film, left him with 

two young daughters and a senile mother. His devotion 

to them leads his fellow samurai to nickname him 

"Twilight" because of his unwillingness to participate in 

any of the friendly activities that might keep him 

occupied past that hour. 

The poverty under which he struggles is severe, and 

he experiences humiliating chastisements at nearly 

every turn. As the only adult in his household, he is not 

only the sole provider and protector for his children and 

mother, but he must also work the land, clean and 

maintain the house, and make insect cages on the side 

in an effort to make ends meet. Understandably, his 

appearance (as well as his personal hygiene) bears the 

brunt of these labors, and his fellow samurai grow 

increasingly reluctant to associate with him, fearing that 

his obvious lack of attention to his status and reputation 

will drag them down along with him. 

His uncle arrives at the house one day with the 

standard societal solution to all of Iguchi's problems: 

marriage -- to a woman both unbecoming and 

desperate enough that she is willing to marry a 

samurai as poor and unmotivated as he believes his 

nephew to be. Much to his uncle's shock and chagrin, 

Iguchi flatly denies his problem: Despite his 

circumstances, universally understood to bring shame 

and suffering to a samurai, Iguchi is neither ashamed 

nor unhappy. Instead, he speaks eloquently of the 

incredible joy and pride he experiences each day as he 

watches his daughters "blossom like beautiful 

flowers." As for a wife, Iguchi has other ideas; Tomoe 

Iinuma, the recently divorced wife of an abusive 

husband and a long-time childhood friend, is the 

woman of his dreams. 

As the structure of the clan continues to 

deteriorate, however, it becomes increasingly difficult 

for Iguchi to stay hidden in the castle storehouse. 

Eventually, the clan leaders discover a distasteful 

mission requiring someone both highly skilled and 

thoroughly expendable -- and so they turn to Twilight 

Iguchi. At first he refuses, saying that he has "lost the 

desire to wield a sword. A serious fight, the killing of a 

man, requires animal ferocity and calm disregard for 

one's own life," and he no longer has either. But when 

his family's safety is the price named for his 

compliance, he must agree. His impending battle -- 

one of only two action sequences in the entire film -- 

forces him to clarify both his relationship to Tomoe 

and to his daughters, and his understanding of the role 

he plays in the vanishing samurai world. 
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Given the time-honored traditions of Japanese samurai 

films, Yamada brings a thoroughly unexpected 

sensibility to the story. From the opening voiceover 

narration of Iguchi's youngest daughter to the film's 

startling postscript, it is unlike any other samurai film I 

have seen. Despite the unfamiliarity of its settings, it is 

as accessible and relevant as any contemporary film. 

Rather than focusing on the struggles and tribulations 

of a powerful, heroic warrior, Yamada is interested in 

the everyday tribulations of a virtual nobody -- a man 

who does not battle with evil on a great stage, but who 

must endure and overcome the sufferings and 

temptations present in ordinary life -- the Little Way of 

the Samurai. 

Unlike Edward Zwick's strangely inconsistent Last 

Samurai (2003) -- a film that deals with a similar time 

period in Japanese samurai history, yet cannot resist the 

temptation to portray the "enlightened Westerners" as 

the ones possessing the final answers -- this work 

demonstrates not only a nuanced understanding of the 

eroding samurai code, but a far subtler solution to the 

"problem of progress" that faced Japan in the mid-

1800s; a solution whose heart lies in Twilight himself, 

and in his selfless devotion to his family. 

Tasogare Seibei is a film that respects and honors its 

protagonist for his willingness to live life without 

ambition, even within a social structure that clamors for 

it unceasingly. It is a film that reminds us that those on 

lower rungs of the economic ladder may far outstrip 

their "betters" when it comes time to measure their 

true worth.  

Above all, it is a film about the importance and 

value of one's family: Iguchi's unwavering devotion to 

his mother, his children, and his potential wife guides 

him through the instability and eventual decay of the 

samurai way of life. It is the family, not society, that is 

our true foundation, and the joy and honor showered 

upon the man who puts his family before himself 

remain unmatched. 

 

Joseph Susanka writes from Lander, Wyoming. 

 

 


