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Obama Flunks Rick Warren's Abortion Question

Deal W. Hudson | Column
8/18/08

ere's a truism: If you're running for President,

don't answer a question by saying, "That's

above my pay grade." After all, if you want to
occupy the White House, there is no higher pay grade.
You are the boss, and the buck stops with you.

But Barack Obama used precisely that expression
when asked by Rick Warren at what point "a baby gets
human rights."

Obama said, "Whether you're looking at it from a
theological perspective or a scientific perspective,
answering that question with specificity . . . is above my
pay grade."

How can a man who has voted three times on the
Born Alive Infant Protection Act be unable to answer
that question with "specificity"? Does he mean that he
voted against BAIPA without having an answer to that
question? But then what did he base his vote on?

Obama made the telling mistake of pitting the
truths of science against the truths of theology. He
seems to think there are two truths in contradiction to
each other. And his implication is clear: Theology
teaches life begins at conception, but science sees it
differently.

Isn't this supposed to be the faith-friendly
Democratic candidate for president? The fact is, those
who hold to Obama's ideology have come to the
conclusion that human life does not begin at
conception, regardless of what theology and science
both teach.

Doug Kmiec is right to point out that the desire to
uphold a woman's right to choose is what has

determined Obama's outlook on abortion. This is why
the phrase "abortion should be safe, legal, and rare"
was taken out of the platform of the Democratic Party.

As Kmiec, an Obama supporter, puts it, "To impose
either safe, or legal, or rare is, to him, to have the
government displace the woman's freedom."
Furthermore, "as [Obama] sees it, Roe is not an
endorsement of abortion, so much as an affirmation
that abortion is a moral question for which only the

potential mother can give answer."

Passing over the issue of whether the father
should have any say in the matter, it's strange indeed
that a choice about life and death should be awarded,
free from interference, to a single person. Where is the
unborn child's advocate? In the world described, the
child has no advocate; the mother's freedom is
inviolate.

Kmiec and others have said Obama is a "different
type of candidate." But | don't see much of a
difference here at all: For Barack Obama, a woman's
right to choose trumps every other constraint.

That sounds like the standard pro-abortion
argument to me.

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).
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Richard J. Schuler

Rev. George W. Rutler | Column
8/18/08

' I n the earthly liturgy we take part in a foretaste
of that heavenly liturgy which is celebrated in
the holy city of Jerusalem toward which we

journey as pilgrims. . . . We sing a hymn to the Lord's
glory with all the warriors of the heavenly army." The
Second Vatican Council's account of empyreal harmony
clashes against the sad state of much church music
today. Msgr. Richard J. Schuler (1920-2007) said at a
liturgical conference in Paris that he was hopeful about
music, since it was so bad it could not get any worse.
The sounds of the holy city did seem to work its way
down from the choir loft of St. Agnes Church, Schuler
himself often conducting the orchestra. Whenever
youths asked why they had been deprived of the
Church's great repertoire, the pastor of that Austrian
baroque church in the city of St. Paul indulged no
reverie but rather let the music carry the day. Too
Catholic to separate intellect and emotion, or to oppose
tradition and transition, he presaged the "hermeneutic
of continuity" preached by Pope Benedict XVI, whose
election he watched liked an aged Simeon. He latterly
said, "I have lived too long," but he was glad to have
lived long enough to see a pope playing the piano.

Having stayed steady through the fads of one of the
Church's most fickle generations, sometimes mocked by
Philistines either nostalgic or anarchic, he gave sound to
Augustine's "beauty ever ancient, ever new," and did it
perhaps even livelier than the great bishop of Hippo
who somewhat aridly described music as "the science of
melodizing [modulandi] well." Two strains made his
cultural harmony, as he was born the grandson of
emigrants from Tirol and Baden-Baden and reared in an
Irish section of Minneapolis. Otto, the father, had a fine
shoe business and saw to it that his son, unlike the
proverbial unshod child of a cobbler, should learn piano
and flute and never think of music as peripheral to life.
The Christian Brothers at De La Salle High School
cultivated what Otto and his wife, Minnie, had sown,
and he was an accomplished organist by the time he

entered the College of St. Thomas in St. Paul. The
formation in seminary, which he entered when just 20,
was pedantic to his tastes, but he looked on it as a
privilege as a world war roared around him. The new
priest, ordained two weeks after the bombing of
Hiroshima, taught music and history in the preparatory
seminary while doing graduate studies at the Eastman
School of Music. After studies in Rome on a Fulbright
scholarship, he taught in the College of St. Thomas for
14 years and was made a doctor of music history at the
University of Minnesota.

By founding the Twin Cities Catholic Chorale, he
was able to put theory to practice, innovating the use
of classical instruments with the new vernacularism
while keeping Latin as the constant reference. As
chairman of the Fifth International Church Music
Congress in 1996, he began what seemed at the time a
losing battle to promote the liturgical intentions of the
Ecumenical Council. If the prima donnas of pastiche
renewal claimed popular attention, he would make his
parish a model of the Council's decrees, and for the
rest of his life as pastor of St. Agnes Church he did just
that: High Mass in the church, whose interior decor he
refurbished and completed along with a bell named
Richard added to the peal, was sung with Gregorian
chant, and much of the Viennese school. Before
preaching there one Sunday, the Mozart setting for the
day was explained to me with unaffected eagerness by
a small altar boy from the parish's school, whose
catechism he preserved from external attempts to
change.

Seminarians gathered in the rectory on Tuesdays
for his counsel, as witty as it was "lux in umbris," and
the aroma of a Sunday roast mingled with remnant
incense to feed the young men who found their
vocations there. Schuler's parish may have produced
more priests than any in the country, and many of
them are now serving in an archdiocese whose new
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life in recent years owes much to the man who was
never disoriented in troubled years.

Dryden wrote:

From harmony, from heavenly harmony,
This universal frame began:

From harmony to harmony

Through all the compass of the notes it ran,
The diapason closing full in Man.

One such man had faced east at his altar day after day,
warrior in earthly scenes -- and now, one may well
think, not unprepared for the heavenly ranks.

Rev. George W. Rutler is the pastor of the Church of our
Saviour in New York City. His latest book, Coincidentally:
Unserious Trivial

Reflections on Connections, is

available from Crossroads Publishing.
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Blood in August: On Avoiding World War llI

John Zmirak | Column
8/19/08

tudents of history will always find the month of

August a little ominous. In August 1920, the Red

Army invading Poland (led by neoconservative
hero Leon Trotsky) nearly captured Warsaw and spilled
into central Europe, whence it might well have
conquered a prostrate Germany, Austria, and Hungary -
- just for starters. The heroic Polish defeat of the Soviet
forces will always be known in that land as the "Miracle
of the Vistula," since the battle raged in the octave of
the Feast of the Assumption, and many Polish soldiers
claimed that they saw Our Lady appear over the
battlefield, which spurred them on to fight.

It was on August 25, 1939, that Adolph Hitler sealed
an alliance with Joseph Stalin to jointly invade the very
same Poland -- a country that had relied on empty
promises of protection from faraway England and
France, and defied his demands for territory.

On August 6 and August 9, 1945, our country
became the only nation in history to use atomic
weapons -- on cities, not on armies -- to end the war
begun six Augusts before.

It's easy to forget that all these appalling Augusts
have their origin in August 1914, when a series of
diplomatic blunders, crossed signals, and bureaucratic
mechanisms (such as interlocking alliances and
automatic mobilizations) set loose the monsters that
would rage for the rest of our history's bloodiest
century -- when more civilians were murdered by
governments, the numbers suggest, than in every other
century of recorded history combined. Unlike the
Second World War, whose brutality can be blamed on
the sociopathic hatreds of a single man, the First began
in a welter of confusing claims and counterclaims over
disputed territory, demands by ethnic minorities for
autonomy, and crackdowns by central governments.
Then followed appeals by those minorities to
neighboring Great Powers, which set off a chain

reaction as other Great Powers stepped in to "safeguard

their interests" and "contain aggression" on the part of
rival nations.

In other words, the First World War started in the
same way that the Russian-American War of 2008 might
well begin. It ended with the destruction of three of the
regimes that had entered it, 40 million casualties, a
bankrupt continent, and the replacement of fairly
benevolent monarchies with ideological dictatorships.
(For instance, almost every square inch of the
Habsburg monarchy would be ruled in turn by Hitler,
then Stalin.)

The Europe of July 1914 was a place much like
America today: Despite rapid social change and
intellectual ferment (Darwin, Freud, Nietzsche, and
Marx had recently made their marks), the Continent
had seen 60 years of nearly uninterrupted peace and
economic expansion. New technologies made it
possible to build things faster and cheaper than ever,
while improved communications and transport knit
together distant lands as never before. | don't think
they used the word "globalization," but that was
certainly what was happening, as foreign trade linked
Asia to Europe and America, and a web of global
investment broke down historic barriers. It was an age
of "progress" that inspired utopian visions of a future
without drudgery, social classes, or widespread
poverty. It was thought that the sufferings that had led
men to seek in Faith an "opiate" were gradually
disappearing, as would the churches.

The Europe that waltzed its way up to and over the
brink in the 1914 was the world you read about in the
stories of Sherlock Holmes, and the novels of Edith
Wharton -- where the worst monsters prowling the
earth were petty criminals and gold-digging bachelors.
But once it passed the brink, as if crossing the
unmarked border separating Earth from Hell, it would
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find itself in the blood-soaked mud of No Man's Land,
huddled behind barbed wire under clouds of poison gas.
Both C. S. Lewis and J. R. R. Tolkien would slog through
those trenches, along with millions of others, and see
their closest friends mowed down.

What led the men of 1914 to throw it all away?
How did Christians in so many nations convince
themselves that this conflict over petty, squalid stakes --
the competing claims of Serbia and Austria Hungary
over godforsaken Bosnia -- met the high threshold set
by the Christian churches for what constitutes a just
war? Just as men had fooled themselves in every
preceding century, | suppose. And their bishops duly
lined up behind their governments, eager to avoid
accusations that they were '"unpatriotic," and
essentially in defiance of the pope. Pope Pius X died just
after war broke out -- of heartbreak, it is said -- and
Pope Benedict XV renewed his peace offensive, which
gained the support of only a single ruler, the Habsburg

Emperor Karl I.

One difference comes to mind. In previous centuries,
most wars had been declared by rulers with more or
less arbitrary power to make war or not. No popular
assembly had to approve Louis XIV's vicious campaigns
of conquest, much less Napoleon's wars. But in 1914,
nearly every nation in Europe (except Tsarist Russia)
had some form of representative government. Had
popular opinion been strongly against the outbreak of
conflict, even Tsar Nicholas would have thought twice
about mobilizing to stand behind "brave little Serbia."
But popular opinion offered no such barrier. In every
nation, the crowds who thronged the streets in August
1914 were cheering the prospect of standing up to the
"bullies" in the neighborhood (to the Germans, the
Russians, the Austrians, the French). They decked the
streets with flowers and cheered the bumbling
bureaucrats and hapless kings as they sent their
nation's young men into the meat grinder.

And in each nation, a strong case could be made
that this was the time for war. Each country had deep

historic grievances that negotiations had never

rectified. Every government could offer evidence of
abuses by its enemies, and warn of the grave
consequences that would ensue if they didn't draw a
line in the sand right here, right now -- to halt the
advance of (respectively):

e Germanic militarism

e the Russian hordes

e the bloodthirsty and bigoted Serbs
e the scheming, haughty Austrians

e the anti-clerical Third Republic (still engaged in
a persecution of the Church)

e perfidious and hypocritical England

And so on and on until by November 1918, some 20
million men lay dead in the muck.

And for what? In the end, when all the propaganda
was exposed and the hidden agendas held up wriggling
in the light, the war was the product of short-sighted
and unimaginative leaders who wished to seem strong
and resolute in the eyes of the public, their kings, and
sometimes their women. (One highly placed Austrian
warmonger, we have learned, pushed for war to
impress his mistress.) With the distance of history, we
can see that World War | was not a crusade for
democracy or anything else -- but rather a snuff
version of Seinfeld: a War about Nothing.

Each nation, it seems, was largely lied into war,
with incomplete or false information and self-serving
accounts of the issues at stake. As this fact sank in with
the war-weary, shell-shocked populations of Britain
and France, those nations lost the taste for self-
defense, and allowed their military establishments to
dwindle. They elected even more short-sighted leaders
-- but instead of jingoistic land pirates, they voted in
time-servers keen on keeping peace at any price. The
power vacuum created was quickly filled by Hitler, and
then (for some 40 years) by Stalin.
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| hope that Americans making policy in the face of a
Russian state dominating its neighbors will remember
that other August, so many years and millions of lives
ago. When we're urged to indignation by one-sided
news reports, when a nation most of us have never
heard of is magically transformed into a "vital security
interest," when a politician whose closest aide has
worked as a flak for that country calls on us to intervene
on its behalf, and his opponent competes to prove he's
every bit as "tough," even though he's a Democrat, |
hope . . . that we're a little skeptical.

As we would be in other circumstances where life
and death were at stake -- say, if a doctor told us that a
pregnancy was ectopic and needed to be removed to
save the mother's life. Even if it proved necessary to
commit an act that indirectly ended an innocent life,
which was justified by the principle of double effect, we
would undertake it with grim reluctance, perhaps with
tears. Starting a war deserves the same grave
consideration. It is nothing to cheer about.

| hope that we will exercise the prudent, solemn
judgment demanded of us as Christians when we nudge
up to the brink of that horrible abyss we call modern
war -- in which whole cities can be obliterated in
minutes, in which we are told no one is innocent and
every target is a legitimate military objective, in which
the whole of morality is tossed over the side in the first
few hours of conflict. | hope we're a little smarter than
those crowds that thronged the streets in London, Paris,
Vienna, and Berlin and St. Petersburg on those hot
summer days in 1914. That we sift the words of our own
rulers, and resist the temptation to paint the leaders of
rival nations as rising Hitlers, and raise the assertion of
our power to the status of a principle. That for every
time we read something on Fox News or in The Weekly
Standard banging the drums for war, we would fact-
check it at Antiwar.com, a first-rate resource run by Old

Right, small-government activists who constantly cite
Catholic just war teaching.

| hoped for the same things in November 2002, and
paid no price for being contrary. Of course, the
warmongers paid no price for being dead wrong: They
still dominate leading wings of both political parties.
Apart from the enormous Irag-shaped hole in our
country's budget, most of us have paid rather lightly for
our callous willingness to "trust the president -- he's
pro-life!"

Except, of course, for those veterans at Walter
Reed being fitted for artificial limbs, those children
who'll grow up fatherless or motherless, those bodies
decaying in neat little rows at Arlington. They trusted
their government, they signed up to fight for their
country. They believed that its civilian leaders would
only send them on missions vital to its survival, that we
would ask of them the ultimate sacrifice only in the
last emergency. That is what Christ demands of us. If
we wage war recklessly, we are no better than the
pagans. We're worse, since we should have known
better.

And on the Day of Judgment, those men we sent
to kill and die in the worst circumstances imaginable --
to end their lives not in quiet contemplation of the
Cross but in a frenzy of bullets and screams and
burning flesh -- will rise, restored to wholeness, bright
with glory. They will gather beside the "awesome
judgment seat of Christ." And they will accuse us.

John Zmirak is author of, among other books, the
graphic novel The Grand Inquisitor. He is Writer-in-
Residence at Thomas More College in New Hampshire.
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Confessions of a Traditional Catholic

Steve Skojec | Column
8/19/08

l' ello. My name is Steve, and I'm a
'traditional' Catholic."

So begins my admission of
membership in a disparate group that, as you've already
read, is far too well known for its bitterness, anger, and
lack of evangelical spirit. | don't like being typecast in
this way. Just because | have a profound love and
respect for -- and even a belief in the superiority of --
older liturgical and sacramental forms does not mean
that | am an unreasonable malcontent oozing acid from
every pore. | am first and foremost a Catholic, and |
detest even needing to wear a label to distinguish
myself. Unfortunately, | must, for it is still an
uncommon thing among Catholics to venerate many of
the traditions that | hold dear.

Il be honest: There was a time when | was an
"angry trad," when | lashed out at others as | clawed for
a spiritual inheritance | felt was stolen from me. While
this is probably a natural reaction, | now know it gained
me nothing. There is no value in promoting the beauty
of something when one's conduct in so doing is itself
repulsive.

So why, then, are traditional Catholics so angry?

In his homily on October 21, 2007, the first time his
parish would celebrate Mass in the Extraordinary Form
following the promulgation of Summorum Pontificum,
Rev. Franklyn McAfee, pastor of St. John the Beloved in
McClean, Virginia, offered an insight:

What flowed from the promised renewal of the
Mass in the late 60s was something entirely new.
The American Theologian Avery Cardinal Dulles has
pointed out that the new rite of the Mass violated
every norm for liturgical renewal prescribed by
Vatican Il. He said it was the only Mass in history
that was put together by a committee. As aresult . .
. many people stopped going to Mass. Some even

left the Church. My parents were shaken but they
did not abandon the Church. But my older sister
did. In the 50s, more than 80 percent of
parishioners attended Mass in their parish church.
Today it is far less than 30 percent.

It is not my purpose here to prove causality, but the
fact that the change in the liturgy of the Roman Rite
and the exodus of Catholics from the Church coincide
is hard to dispute. People were hurt, immensely, by
the drastic nature of the change. The liturgy on which
they had been nourished their entire lives became
something unrecognizable -- a Mass as alien to them as
my first experiences with the old form were to me.
Some, like Sts. Padre Pio and JosemariaEscriva, asked
and obtained permission from Rome to continue
saying the older form of the Mass. And a group of
intellectuals, artists, writers, and actors from England
petitioned Rome not to change the Mass at all.
Throughout the Catholic world, there was controversy
and upheaval over the changing shape of the liturgy.

Alfredo Cardinal Ottaviani asked during the first
session of the Second Vatican Council if the gathered
fathers wanted to "stir up wonder, or perhaps scandal
among the Christian people, by introducing changes in
so venerable a rite, that has been approved by so
many centuries and is now so familiar?" Following the
Council, in his famous Intervention, the good cardinal,
along with "a group of theologians, liturgists and
pastors of souls," urged Pope Paul VI not to replace the
venerable Mass of the Church with the new creation
that was the Novus Ordo Missae. Their study showed

quite clearly in spite of its brevity that if we
consider the innovations implied or taken for
granted which may of course be evaluated in
different ways, the Novus Ordo represents, both as
a whole and in its details, a striking departure from
the Catholic theology of the Mass as it was
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formulated in Session XXl of the Council of Trent
(emphasis added).

Despite all of the objections, exceptions, and petitions,
Rome moved ahead with the new rite. The old liturgy
suppressed,
Catholics shanghaied in a new Mass that adopted a

was effectively leaving innumerable
different form, different postures, a different language,
and a different theological focus than that to which they
had been accustomed their entire lives. They felt

alienated and forgotten.

When Pope John Paul Il issued the apostolic letter
Ecclesia Dei in 1988, in which he discussed the
schismatic action of Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, he
also commented that

respect must everywhere be shown for the feelings
of all those who are attached to the Latin liturgical
tradition, by a wide and generous application of the
directives already issued some time ago by the
Apostolic See for the use of the Roman Missal
according to the typical edition of 1962.

But it fell on deaf ears. At a conference | attended
several years ago, a priest reported the response of one
of the American bishops when contacted by a cardinal
with whom John Paul Il had entrusted the mission of
spreading the indult allowing the old Mass: "/ am the
bishop of my diocese," the bishop said, "Not the Holy
Father."

An anecdote from yet another priest concerned a
bishop who locked the parishioners of a diocesan-
approved traditional parish out of their church during
the Easter Triduum, following an edict that no Good
Friday services were to be allowed in Latin. The church
was locked from Holy Thursday to Easter Sunday
morning to enforce the edict.

If these are extraordinary examples, it has been a
common experience for the average traditional Catholic
to have to drive long distances to get to a Mass at an
inconvenient time -- often the only such Mass available
in the diocese. Nothing was done to facilitate their

devotion, while every other Catholic special interest
group imaginable was happily accommodated.

This repression suffered for four decades by those
attached to the older form has lead -- it is true -- to
great bitterness. Not every traditional Catholic is
afflicted with it, and among those who are there are
many good and faithful people who want nothing more
than to be fully a part of the life of the Church.
Nevertheless, it would be false to deny that there is an
angry, malignant, ugly streak running through the heart
of traditionalism that threatens to rot the group to its
core. It has grown necrotic in the years spent without
sympathetic leadership, without cause for hope, living
constantly with the knowledge that something was
horribly awry in the life of the Church.

Then came Summorum Pontificum. In his
introductory letter, Pope Benedict XVI said, "What
earlier generations held as sacred, remains sacred and
great for us too, and it cannot be all of a sudden
entirely forbidden or even considered harmful."
Further, in the text of the motu proprio itself, the Holy
Father instructed that, "It is, therefore, permissible to
celebrate the Sacrifice of the Mass following the
typical edition of the Roman Missal promulgated by BI.
John XXIIl in 1962 and never abrogated . . ." (emphasis

added).

Never abrogated. The traditionalists who spent
decades arguing that the Mass could not be abrogated
-- that any priest had the right to say it, that it was as
much a part of the Church as it had ever been -- had
finally been exonerated. The Mass that they loved so
dearly and fought for so valiantly was finally free, in no
small part because of their defense of its status as a
Mass immemorial.

However justified it may be, traditional angst has
always been counterproductive. If we desire to help
build a better Church, one that honors its traditions
and pays them the reverence they are due, we must
conduct ourselves in a constructive fashion.
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Do | believe that the older form of Mass is an
objectively better expression of Catholic worship than
the newer form? Absolutely -- if | didn't, this would be
hardly worth the effort. But | want to argue that
position on its merits, and not be dismissed because I'm
perceived as a member of a rancorous and unpleasant
sub-group of Catholics. Those of us seeking to restore
what we believe has been lost have some reputation-
building to do if we want to avoid being painted with
the broad brush strokes some of our peers have earned
for us.

In his wisdom, the Holy Father has reconciled the
two Roman liturgies within the unity of one rite. It's
time those of us attached to them started working
together, too.

Steve Skojec is a columnist and blogger for
InsideCatholic.com. He writes from Northern Virginia.

Visit his blog at www.steveskojec.com.
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Atheism, Christianity, and the E.T. Problem

Mark P. Shea | Column
8/20/08

n atheist who bears an uncanny resemblance

to Jack Chick theorizes on What Rome Is Up To

when a couple of Catholic sources remark that
the discovery of life on other planets poses no
particular threat to the Catholic Faith.

This piece is a classic example of how sin makes you
stupid. Our Bright knows ahead of time that Catholics
are censorious idiots who fear truth. So it only stands to
reason that Rome fears the discovery of life on other
worlds, because the first Vulcan we meet will
conclusively prove that advanced civilizations have
outgrown the god myth, and Arthur C. Clarke's
Childhood's End is the only truly prophetic book ever
written. Therefore, it can only be that "Rome" is
preparing a last-ditch spin defense for That Great and
Terrible Day, when the hope of atheists is fulfilled as we
make First Contact with our Elder Intergalactic Brothers
(who have themselves outgrown god and reassure
atheists they were right all along).

It really is remarkable how much atheists have in
common with Fundamentalists. The real Parousia is
going to be quite a jolt for both camps.

Of course, the possibility of extraterrestrial organic
life -- even intelligent organic life -- is not a new thing
for the Faith. The best short essays I've seen on the
question are from C. S. Lewis. One is called "Religion
and Rocketry," and the other is "Will We Lose God in
Outer Space?" Lewis points out several basic criteria
that must be met before organic life on other worlds
would pose a theological problem to Christianity.

1. It must exist, which we don't know.

2. It has to be sentient. Alien oysters cannot sin
any more than ours do.

3. It has to have fallen. An unfallen race is not in
need of redemption.

4. We must know that, being fallen, it has been
denied the chance of redemption by God. How
on earth (or Thulcandra) we'd ever figure that
out beats me.

5. We have to be convinced that the redemption
will be forever denied this hypothetically
existent, hypothetically rational, hypothetically
fallen race. After all, if you'd visited earth
10,000 years ago you would not have seen too
many obvious clues that redemption was in
the works for us. And since the only way to
know that God has no plans to redeem them is
to know the mind of God, this seems an
especially tricky hurdle to get over.

6. We have to know that redemption via an
incarnation, death, and resurrection of God
the Son in this fallen alien nature is the only
way in which God redeems fallen creatures
and that such a redemption will never be
granted such creatures.

As Lewis says, if our faith never encounters a bigger
challenge than this, we are sitting pretty.

The curious thing is that atheist materialists, deluded
by their fantasy philosophy, tend to inhabit a mental
universe  populated by creatures of Gene
Roddenberry's imagination rather than cold hard fact.
As strange as it sounds to say it, the best thing these
allegedly scientific atheists could do here is stop
listening to fairy tales about Klingons and Vulcans and
face the fact that the real non-human intelligences
have been known to the Church since its birth. They
are called "angels" and "devils." The only thing the
Church (and real science) is agnostic about is the

existence of organic intelligent creatures. If it turns out
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God made those too, then glory to God! He can do as
He likes. It is His universe.

That said, | would not be a bit surprised to discover
that we are, in fact, alone. As Ward and Brownlee have
done a fine job of demonstrating in Rare Earth, the
Copernican Principle (i.e., the notion that planets like
ours are a dime a dozen) is way overrated. | wouldn't be
at all surprised if our planet is one of the few in the
galaxy to have complex life and the only one with
intelligent life. After all, all the hard evidence supports
this view so far. If the universe is crowded with alien
civilizations, then -- as Enrico Fermi asked 50 years ago,
and projects like SETI are making more acutely felt each
day -- where is everybody? But | won't bet the farm on
the proposition that we are alone. | merely note that
what difficulties | have with the notion of extra-
terrestrial intelligence have nothing to do with the
Faith.

Finally, supposing, just for argument's sake, Klaatu
does touch down on the White House lawn tomorrow:
Should Catholics preach the gospel to him? Until Lewis's
questions are answered, | doubt there would be much
point. Indeed, as Lewis's Space Trilogy suggests (almost
alone in the canons of science fiction that | know of),
the reality may well be that an unfallen race would be
way ahead of us in their knowledge of Maleldil, just as
the angels are. That only stands to reason, since the
universal God who reveals Himself to us in Christ Jesus
would be present to the souls of unfallen rational

creatures without the hampering effects of original sin.
might find
themselves embarrassed by the knowledge of their

Missionaries to an unfallen planet
students, who may all speak "with authority, not like

the scribes and Pharisees."

| tend to side with Lewis in his speculation that, if
there are any intelligent critters out there, the vast
distances of space are designed to be a quarantine. If
we ever made contact with a technologically inferior
race, we would murder and enslave them as we have
murdered and enslaved weaker members of our own
race. If they were technologically superior, they would
very properly annihilate us in self-defense.

But that won't happen, because we are never
getting off the earth in any serious way, nor will we
ever contact any aliens. It would be vastly simpler to
erect a glittering metropolis in Antarctica then a self-
sustaining colony on the Moon, much less Mars. And
the irrational anger that this cheery assertion typically
provokes in our culture is one of the surest proofs that
we have largely substituted a secular eschatology of
the Glorious Ascension of Man for a Christian one.

Mark P. Shea is a
www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for

senior editor at

InsideCatholic.com. Visit his blog at
www.markshea.blogspot.com.
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Abortion, Human Trafficking, and the Left's Double Standard

William A. Donohue | Column
8/21/08

very social problem we face today -- from racial

discrimination to abortion -- is tied to other

underlying root causes. It makes sense, then, for
society not to neglect long-term proposals when trying
to check these matters. But such strategies are never a
ready substitute for fighting social problems in the near
term. And that's because root causes are so intractable
that they can never be wholly eliminated.

As a result, the sensible way to handle social

policy
enforcement to vyield

problems is to pursue a two-track
simultaneously: Use law
immediate gains, and use creative social policies to
reduce their incidence in the future. (The only
exceptions are those social problems that might best be
addressed through regulation, such as gambling.) That's
what we have done about racial discrimination: Not
only have we made it illegal, we have used the schools
to educate young people about this issue. But when it
comes to abortion,

many Catholics, especially

Democrats, opt only to use long-term approaches.

The Democratic Party platform, which will be voted
on shortly, lists all kinds of issues, but nowhere in its
table of contents is abortion mentioned. But the subject
is addressed; to find it, one must repair to the section
labeled "Choice." The reluctance -- nervousness would
be more accurate -- on the part of the Party's hierarchy
to even use the word "abortion" is itself a telling
commentary on the way they think about the issue.

So what do they want to do about abortion? "The
Democratic Party strongly and unequivocally supports
Roe v. Wade and a woman's right to choose a safe and
legal abortion, regardless of ability to pay, and we
oppose any and all efforts to weaken or undermine that
right." In other words, they flatly refuse to use the law
as a short-term strategy. What they favor are long-term
approaches.

The platform on "Choice" lists things like

affordable
comprehensive

family  planning  services and
age-appropriate sex education
which empowers people to make informed choices
and live healthy lives. We also recognize that such
health care and education help reduce the number
of unintended pregnancies and thereby also reduce

the need for abortions.

Democrats would at least be consistent if they said
that the only way to treat social problems is to take
the long-term approach -- but they don't. For example,
here is what the Democratic platform says about
human trafficking:

We address human trafficking -- both labor and sex
trafficking -- through strong legislation and
enforcement to ensure that trafficking victims are
protected and traffickers are brought to justice.
We will also address the root causes of human
trafficking, including poverty, discrimination, and
gender inequality, as well as the demand for
prostitution.

Now, if the Democrats used the same logic about
abortion, the platform would read something like this:

We address abortion through strong legislation
and enforcement to ensure abortion victims are
protected and abortionists are brought to justice.
We will also address the root causes of abortion,
including poverty, discrimination, and gender
inequality, as well as the demand for sexual
promiscuity.

The fact of the matter is that neither abortion nor
human trafficking will ever be eradicated altogether,
but both can be substantially reduced by doing what
the Democrats recommend for the latter issue: focus
on a two-pronged approach that uses the law as a
short-term weapon and social policy as a long-term
solution. The shame of it is that the Democrats have
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absolutely nothing to offer regarding short-term
answers to abortion.

Dealing exclusively with vague and untested policy
prescriptions for alleviating poverty is not a way to
combat abortion. It's ironic, too, that the one proven
vehicle of upward social mobility for inner-city youths --
Catholic education -- is made all the more elusive given
the Democrats steadfast opposition to school choice.
Moreover, poverty has nothing to do with abortions
obtained by the affluent.

When and if the day comes that the Democratic
platform treats abortion the way it treats human
trafficking, that will be the day the Democrats win back
Catholics. That day, however, is not on the horizon. It's
not even close.

William A. Donohue is the president and CEO of the
Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights.
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The World Is Watching

Jennifer Fulwiler | Column
8/21/08

t was only a few years ago that | began exploring

Christianity after a life of atheism. I'll never forget

the time | was up late at night, feeling lost and
slightly depressed as | searched around the Internet for
arguments in favor of God's existence, and | stumbled
across a series of heated debates between atheists and
Christians. | eagerly followed their back-and-forth
comments well into the night, and witnessing this
debate would end up marking a turning point in my life.
It was one of the events that kick-started the conversion
process that would eventually lead me to the Catholic
Church.

Though the Christians (most of whom identified
themselves as Catholics) made important, excellent
arguments in defense of their faith, that's not what left
me scratching my head for weeks to come. What struck
me then, which | still remember to this day, is the way
the Christians conducted themselves. I've long since
forgotten the details of those discussions, but I'll never
forget the Christians' seemingly superhuman abilities to
make their points with kindness and humility, even in
the face of frustrating misunderstandings and personal
insults that would drive most people over the edge.

It's not that the atheists were so bad -- they were
just acting the way people typically act in heated online
debates about controversial issues -- but that the
Christians were so extraordinarily loving and calm. They
clearly had something that the rest of us didn't; and
whatever it was, | wanted some of it. Reading their
words was like stumbling across an oasis of reason and
peace on the Internet, and | immediately began seeking
out sites run by Christians.

As my research led me closer and closer to
Catholicism, Catholic blogs and Web sites became my
lifeline into this strange new culture. Not knowing any
practicing Catholics in my personal life, the online world
was my only glimpse into Catholic culture. | discussed
this in more detail in the June article "Google and Ye

Shall Find," and afterward | heard from many people
with similar stories.

"I am also an Internet convert!" one lady wrote."l'd
read lots of books but did not know any Catholics
personally. Like you, my first glimpse of Catholicism in
practice was through Catholic websites and blogs. |
never commented, but | read a lot."

Her e-mail is only one example of something | hear
all the time: More and more people are including the
Internet in their searches for answers to life's big
guestions, and those who search for objective truth
often end up encountering the Catholic Church -- its
Catechism, its encyclicals, and its bloggers. Since they
still feel like outsiders looking into a strange new
world, these seekers and potential new converts rarely
leave comments, send e-mails, or take any other
action to identify themselves. They almost never make
their voices heard, especially when heated discussions
break out, but they are there nevertheless, reading
silently. Many of these people, as well as the countless
other nonbelievers and believers of other faiths who
stumble across Catholic Web sites every day, do not
know any practicing Catholics in real life. Without any
other frame of reference, the voices they encounter in
Catholic articles and blogs and comment boxes
represent all Catholics to them.

It's worth taking a moment to ask ourselves: How well
are we representing our faith? For those of us who
express our opinions on the Internet, whether it's
through our own sites or comments on other sites,
what kind of image do we paint of the Body of Christ
through the words we publish on the Internet?

Certainly we're called to be kind and charitable in
every area of our lives; but when we make public
statements as Catholics it's all the more important to
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prayerfully consider every word we say and to speak in
a way that not only defends the truths of our belief
system, but shows its fruits as well. This is especially
important to remember when controversial issues arise
on Catholic Web sites. Ironically, we are probably most
tempted to react in anger or sarcasm when discussing
issues within Catholic circles, since those topics often
verge into the territory of the sacred. (Anyone have any
strong opinions about breastfeeding during Mass, the
proper use of NFP, or what constitutes appropriate
liturgical music?) When these kinds of discussions break
out and all the people actively participating seem to be
Catholic, it's easy to slip into thinking of it as a closed-
door meeting at the local parish, a family spat among
Catholics. Yet with the Internet, nothing could be
further from the truth.

Every single one of our online discussions takes
place in an open-air forum with people from all
backgrounds all across the world as witnesses. Even the
smallest blogs and the most obscure comment threads
are at least occasionally read by people who know
nothing of Catholicism outside of the discussion. When

these people read our words, for better or worse they
think, "This is what followers of Christ are like."

As social isolation increases in the world outside,
there will be more and more people who know nothing
about our religion other than what they see on the
Internet. Whether we like it or not, whether it's fair or
not, everyone who expresses an opinion online as a
Catholic has made him- or herself an ambassador for
the Church. | am certainly not suggesting that we shy
away from discussing controversial topics or that we
put on airs when writing online. | only suggest that we
each take a moment to call on the Holy Spirit to guide
our keystrokes every time we publish something to the
Internet, whether it's an article, a blog post, or even
just a brief response in a comment box. Whenever we
log on to the Internet, let us never forget that the
world is watching.

Jennifer Fulwiler is the author of ConversionDiary.com,
where she writes about her experiences with
Catholicism after a life of atheism.
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Bill-and-Hill vs. Obama

David R. Carlin | Column
8/22/08

reud once asked, "What do women want?" And
he found it a difficult question to answer.

Let's narrow the question down to a
particular woman, and we'll find the question
somewhat easier: "What does Hillary want?" And while
we're at it, we may as well add: "What does Bill want?"
-- for of course they want the same thing. They want
Hillary to become president of the United States.
Barring some very strange and unlikely development,
this won't happen in 2008. So they want it to happen in
2012.

But can't they wait till 2016, after Obama finishes
two terms in the White House? No, for three reasons:

1. By 2016, Hillary will be 68 years old, and by
then she may have crossed the "too old to be
president" line (just as John McCain may have
crossed it).

2. By 2016, Obama (assuming he gets elected in
2008 and re-elected in 2012) will have been the
dominant figure in the Democratic Party for
many years, and Hillary will be old news.

3. By 2016, the Democrats will have held the
White House for eight years, and, given the
pendulum-swing nature of American politics,
voters may well be reluctant to elect another
Democrat.

So Hillary (and Bill) must be aiming at the presidency in
2012. This means Obama will have to lose in 2008. It
further means that the Clintons will have to "help" him
lose. Of course, their undermining him will have to be
done in such a way that they'll be able to deny -- with
some plausibility -- that they did it.

This will be quite a trick. Some of this work of
Obama-undermining they can do behind the scenes by
talking in confidence with their thousands of well-

connected political friends. They won't have to say to
the friends, "Please work against Obama." No, they can
simply say, "I like Obama, | really do. But he's the wrong
elitist. Too

candidate. Too inexperienced. Too

unattractive to working-class whites."

But it won't be enough to work behind the scenes.
They'll be making public speeches on behalf of Obama.
So somehow they'll have to tell the crowds "Vote for
Obama" while at the same time conveying the
message, "Don't vote for Obama." Only a master of
equivocation and ambiguity would be able to pull this
off -- but Bill Clinton, of course, is a master of
equivocation and ambiguity. (Remember "It all
depends on what the meaning of 'is' is"?) Hillary, while
she's not as good at this as Bill (nobody's that good), is
good enough. After all, she's been living with the
master for the better part of 40 years; how could she
not have picked up some of his marvelous skills?

Bill has already given us a sample of his Obama-
undermining when he was asked recently by an ABC
reporter if he thinks Obama is ready to be president,
and he replied that "it can be argued" nobody is ever
ready to be president -- and he said this despite the
fact that one of Hillary's main primary campaign
themes was that she'd be "ready from day one."

Keep in mind, too, that Bill has a secondary motive
for undermining Obama: During the primaries, the
Obama camp deeply offended Bill by suggesting he's
something of a racist. He will have a very hard time, |
believe, forgiving Obama and his team for making that
horrid suggestion. Barring some public apology from
Obama, | doubt Bill will find it in his heart to forgive
prior to November.

I can already hear somebody objecting: "I grant that
the Clintons are ambitious, but they're good
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Democrats, and in such an important matter they'll put
party loyalty above personal ambition. Surely they
won't want to cause their party, which has been very
good to them over the years, to lose a presidential
election."

Of course, the main reason politicians talk so much
about party loyalty is because there's precious little of
it. I've been active in politics at the local and state level
for about 40 years now; perhaps my memory is failing
with age, but | can't remember a single case in which
somebody placed party loyalty above personal
ambition. Maybe it's different in Washington. Maybe in
Washington people are less driven by ambition than at
state capitals. Maybe in Washington party loyalty
trumps all. And maybe the moon is made of green

cheese.

Poor Barack Obama! He had no choice but to invite
both Hillary and Bill to speak at the Democratic
Convention in Denver. Hillary speaks Tuesday, Bill
Wednesday. And then Obama caved in to the Clintons
by agreeing that Hillary's name will be placed in
nomination and a roll-call vote held. Here are three
occasions for the anti-Obama offensive: the two
speeches and the roll call. Up until the moment Obama
gives his acceptance speech Thursday, the Convention
will look more like a Clinton rally than an Obama victory

celebration. Obama will have to make a truly
stupendous speech to leave the nation with the
impression that it was his convention, not Hill-and-Bill's.
What great entertainment that will be -- | can hardly

wait.

And then, if things go according to plan and Obama
loses in November, the day after the election the
Clintons will once again be the dominant figures in the
Democratic Party, and Hillary's march toward 2012 will
have begun. Friends of the Clintons will say to the press,
"See, we told you so. Obama's a great guy in many
ways, but he was definitely the wrong candidate for
president. Hillary would have won." And when 2012
comes around, Hillary very probably will win. By 2012,
the Republicans will have held the White House for
twelve years, and since 1900, with only one exception
(the FDR-Truman years), no party has ever held the
White House for longer than that.

Philosophically, | have real problems with the
Clintons -- but they certainly are fun to watch.

David R. Carlin, a former Democratic office-holder, is
the author of the book, Can a Catholic Be a Democrat?
(Sophia Institute Press).

insidecatholic.com

[HEY
(00)


http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=316

Finer Things
Danielle Bean | Column
8/22/08

s | opened the package that arrived in the mail,

a little voice inside my head told me | was nuts.

Have you lost your mind?" it wanted to know.
"You can't have nice things!"

The little voice was right, | suppose. If 13 years of
parenting have taught me nothing else, they have quite
surely taught me the value of maintaining a healthy
detachment from material goods.

| refuse to spend more than $5 on a pair of
sunglasses, for example, because in the end they all
suffer the same fate: masticated in the chubby hands of
a slobbering toddler. | will also happily wait until the
kids grow up and move out of the house before
investing in fine china or the dining-room set of my
dreams.

This is just a parental fact of life that | have come to
accept: | can't have nice things. Not now, anyway.

But then | saw one particular nice thing. | saw it and
| wanted it. It wasn't a big deal, really, but it was nice
and | knew it: a lovely, ultra-soft, suede cover for the
futon in the living room.

Just this one nice thing, | begged myself. | told
myself no, and kept on looking. A hideous canvas or
vinyl cover would be infinitely more practical.

But | couldn't forget the suede, and | begged myself
more and more until, eventually, | acquiesced.

| then managed to convince my husband the cover
would be a wise purchase, and -- whee! -- | ordered my
nice thing and it arrived in the mail.

It was nice. It was soft and smooth and wonderfully
clean. Unblemished. No stains. No tears. No rough
patches. | tore off our old, too-gross-for-description
cover and put on the new one. | stood before it and

relished it for the full three-quarters of a second that it
remained untouched.

Then the kids descended.

"Cool!" they shouted as they leaped onto the futon
-- sandy sneakers, Kool-Aid faces and all.

"It's so soft," they marveled as they lay across it,
rolled around, and rubbed it with what | was certain
were sticky little hands.

When a couple of
themselves down as well, my heart filled with fear.

preschoolers  plunked

"Nobody pee, okay?" | begged them.

Nobody did, and somehow we made it to bedtime.
But the following morning the inevitable happened. |
was walking by the futon when | noticed some new
markings on the cover -- crayon markings. Red ones.
That'll teach me.

| had no proof, but | was pretty sure who was the
culprit. Someone who was young enough and cute
enough to get away with most household rule
infractions. Someone who had recently been
experimenting with different artistic mediums, only a

very few of which were mother-approved.

It was all so predictable that | couldn't even get
angry about it. Well, | thought to myself, this just
confirms what | already knew to be true -- that | can't
have nice things.

It was only foolish to think that maybe this one
time | could get away with something. | sighed as |
scrubbed at the marks with a damp towel.

Almost all of the markings did come out, but |
knew there would be more. And there would be stains,
messes, tears, and accidents too.
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It would have been easy to wallow in woe-is-me for
the day, but minutes later | caught sight of the crayon
culprit sitting on the floor beneath the dining room
table. He was wearing a string of pearls from his sisters'
dress up box and running a small truck over the bottom
rungs of a wooden chair.

"Vroom! Vroom!" he rumbled. His cheeks flushed
with concentration as he focused entirely on the task at
hand.

| watched him for a while as the baby hung heavily
in my arms, warm and sleepy. | can have nice things. In
fact, | do have nice things. Thanks be to God, | do.

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
2007). Visit her blog at
www.daniellebean.com.

Living  (Pauline
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Peace-Loving Conservatives

Jeffrey Tucker| Review
8/16/08

Ain't My America: The Long, Noble History of Antiwar Conservatism and Middle-American Anti-Imperialism

By Bill Kauffman, Metropolitan Books, $25, 304 pages

n my hometown, the peace rallies are always
sponsored by the Unitarians. Actually, it is they who
are the participants too. This is not a highly
heterogeneous group. In fact, you know them already:
highly educated, ideologically driven according to
conventional left-wing moorings, attracted to
fashionable causes like global warming and the mortal
threat posed by plastic grocery bags, and hyper-tolerant
of all points of view except those with which they

disagree.

In some way, they stand in proxy for all the
"gownies" in this college town, but distinguish
themselves for actually practicing what they preach.
Most of the professors are sympathetic to their antiwar
cause, and are rather disgusted by the dumbed-down
and reflexive foreign-policy belligerence of the
"townies," who regard every new war as a test of
national pride. The professors are not activists, so they
let the Unitarians do the heavy lifting of driving the
townies crazy with "unpatriotic" protests.

In this, they are united against the bourgeois
Baptists at the middle-brow churches in town, who hear
sermons about the how God is a man of war and how
Islam threatens our very way of life, so we had better
get them before they get us. Their "patriotism" is
summed up by hyper-loyalty to the Republican Party
and pledging allegiance to the flag and treating it and
other symbols of the nation-state as if they were holy
relics.

This is a summary of my town's politics concerning
war, and | suspect that it is not unlike your town. The
intellectuals of the Left are antiwar; the average Joe on
the street is pro-war. So entrenched is this demographic

that we just take it for granted and presume it has
never been otherwise.

The world as portrayed in Bill Kauffman's fantastic
new book is radically different, even upside from the
one we know. And yet the world he presents seems to
make more intuitive sense. The title gives you the
flavor: Ain't My America: The Long, Nobel History of
Antiwar Conservatism and Middle-American Anti-
Imperialism. He has written in 304 pages a super-
entertaining, very well-researched, and enormously
enlightening history of how middle America has
traditionally been the largest and more effective force
of resistance to the imperial Garrison state.

This has been true from the early years of the
Republic, in which founders warned not only against
foreign intervention but even any standing army at all,
through the interwar period, when the largest mass
movement in American history to the point rallied
against entering World War Il. In great detail, he alerts
us to the politics of the least-discussed and least-
understood war of them all: the Great War or World
War I.

In this episode, the Left was on the side of the war,
with the hope that the state would try an experiment
in national economic planning, crush Old-World forms
of government abroad, and usher in progressive
policies such as income taxes, central banking, and
presidential dictatorship. They got their way, while the
group we might call the Right cried foul. Opposition
came from farmers, main street Republicans, and old-
school classical liberals. The author provides fantastic
guotations from speeches in Congress that opposed
entry into war, generally viewing it as a war by and for
elites against the people. Patriotism drove the
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opposition. "As | love my country," said Isaac Sherwood
of Ohio, "I feel it is my sacred duty to keep the stalwart
young men of today out of a barbarous war 3,500 miles
away in which we have no vital interest."

Many of the speeches Kauffman quotes are
downright inspiring, not only because of the words but
also because it is great to see them all resurrected
again. Official historians have tended to act as if the
opposition had no good points or didn't exist at all.
Kauffman shows that they were principled, even
prophetic. More than that, he demonstrates that the
opposition to war stemmed from conservative values.

But this turned out to be a warm-up for the opposition
to entry into World War Il. We are supposed to believe
that because we won that one unequivocally, the
opponents of entry had nothing to say worth
remembering. In fact, they considered FDR's war the
second part of the New Deal: Instead of dealing with
unemployment, send them to foreign lands to kill and
be killed. The drive to war was opposed by the
American First movement, which was huge and
marvelous in so many ways, even if they did get crushed
by wicked propaganda then and now.

The author revisits their arguments and refutes the
myths surrounding them, e.g. they were fascistic or
ignorant or provincial or underestimating risk abroad.
But his main point is demographic and intellectual:
Here, to be against war was to be for America, for
patriotism, for the love of home and liberty.

Kauffman goes further to dip into the early history
of the Cold War, showing that the American Right was
against intervention. They had seen the way war
politics was used to build the state, and were done

giving up their liberty. Many heroes emerge here from
the early 1950s, with Right-wing pundits and politicians
sounding not that much different from how the New
Left sounded only a decade and a half later.

What Kauffman has done is more than merely
sketch a history, though it is wonderful and detailed
history. He has fashioned a new way to look at the
breakdown of the politics of war. | found it interesting
that during the 1990s, the Republicans re-emerged as
the anti-nation building party and the Democrats
embraced their Wilsonian heritage. After 9/11, the
roles switched yet again, and today the Republicans
are guilty of trafficking in the worst forms of jingoistic
patriotism-baiting.

The author urges us to rethink what it means to be
a conservative. In part it is to favor the human scale
and oppose far-flung attempts to remake the world. Is
it really so unreasonable that conservatives should
make the anti-war cause their own? Read Kauffman
and see if you rethink your position.

"There is nothing conservative about the American
Empire," he writes. "It seeks to destroy -- which is why
good American conservatives, those loyal to family and
home and neighborhood and our best traditions,
should wish, peaceful
destruction. We have nothing to lose but the chains

and work toward, its

and taxes of empire. And we have a country to regain."

Jeffrey Tucker is editor of Mises.org. Contact him at
tucker@mises.org.
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Resisting the Temptations of Power

Joan Frawley Desmond | Review
8/20/08

Render Unto Caesar: Serving the Nation by Living Our Catholic Beliefs in Political Life

Charles J. Chaput, Doubleday, 258 pages, $21.95

wenty years ago, Richard John Neuhaus foresaw
a new era of Catholic engagement with American
society and politics. "This can and should be the
moment in which the Roman Catholic Church in the
United States can and should assume its rightful role in
the culture-forming task of constructing a religiously
informed public philosophy for the American
experiment in ordered liberty," Neuhaus argued in The
Catholic Moment: The Paradox of the Church in the

Postmodern World.

Did U.S. Catholics come close to fulfilling Neuhaus's
vision? Not according to Archbishop Charles Chaput of
Denver, whose compelling new book, Render Unto to
Caesar: Serving the Nation by Living Our Catholic Beliefs
in Political Life, delivers this somber assessment: "The
cultural and political assumptions of the Catholic Church
in the United States have largely failed."

More than a quarter of the U.S. population may
claim membership in the Catholic Church, but
Archbishop Chaput perceives a "weakened spiritual
identity" that renders "the American Catholic witness to
the Gospel partial and unsure." Despite Pope John Paul
II's exhortation that his flock build a "civilization of
love," Catholics in this nation haven't provided a
"credible alternative to a way of life that every day
seems to grow more remote from the Christian ideal."

Months before the next presidential elections, with
Democratic Party strategists openly discussing their
plans for winning back the "Catholic vote," Archbishop
Chaput's judgment may well provoke some puzzlement.
After all, Catholic teaching on abortion and the
responsibilities of citizenship continues to generate
headlines and may well influence the selection of vice-

presidential candidates for both parties. Every year, a
growing number of Americans oppose abortion.

Further, Sen. Bob Casey (D-PA) has been invited to
speak at his party's convention in Denver. Reportedly,
the move is designed to calm the ill-will of Catholic
voters still angered by the party's refusal to permit his
pro-life father, Pennsylvania Governor Robert Casey,
from speaking at the 1992 convention.

Archbishop Chaput himself has been drawn into
one recent election-year dustup: When Doug Kmiec, a
pro-life professor at Pepperdine University Law School,
announced his decision to vote for Sen. Barack Obama,
he cited the archbishop's views to support his position.
Catholic bloggers, including Father Neuhaus, quickly
disputed Kmiec's statements, but the skirmish suggests
that Catholics still throw their weight around in U.S.
politics.

The archbishop of Denver, however, isn't
impressed or flattered by the sporadic media
attention. The 24-hour news cycle hungers for stories
that recapitulate time-worn conflicts: church and state,
dogma and dissent, conservative and liberal, pro-life
and pro-choice. Though important, such debates are
no substitute for a courageous personal life of faith,
hope, and charity -- the foundation of all Gospel-based
social and political transformation. This is the author's
essential message: Faith matters most and everything
else flows from that. Render Unto Caesar will help
confused college students -- and their parents, too --
establish priorities for thinking about public policy and

selecting candidates.

Numerous polls confirm the thorough cultural
assimilation of U.S. Catholics, most of whom lack the
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formation -- or the nerve -- to launch a spirited defense
of Church teaching in the public square. Archbishop
Chaput may preside over a booming seminary, but he
believes the data -- much as he might wish it were
otherwise.

How did this state of affairs come about? What
guidance does the Church provide for political
engagement? And what should American Catholics do
now? These are the questions Archbishop Chaput
addresses with considerable passion and without a hint
of the curmudgeon's delight in grim tidings. Toward the
end of this concise, practical analysis, he arrives at the
issue that presently occupies the chattering classes:
Should pro-abortion politicians be permitted to receive
the Eucharist? When the archbishop outlines his own
thinking on this hot-button topic, he has already armed
the reader with a philosophical framework that
illuminates the often misunderstood elements of
Church tradition.

But in Catholic, hard-fought
presidential election isn't the only reason the public

pro-life circles, a

scandal of pro-abortion politicians receiving the
Eucharist has provoked renewed attention. Render Unto
Caesar arrives at a time when Sen. Edward Kennedy (D-
MA), the surviving scion of a Catholic political dynasty
and a fervent abortion-rights supporter, confronts his
own mortality in his battle against an aggressive brain
tumor. Many of Kennedy's long-time opponents in the
pro-life movement hope and pray for his change of
heart, a shift that could reinvigorate Catholic witness on
life issues.

Senator Kennedy's "personal opposition" to
abortion -- while advancing abortion-rights legislation
and attacking Supreme Court nominees who threaten
Roe v. Wade -- brings the archbishop to the decisive
turning point in the nation's political culture: his brother
John F. Kennedy's pledge to isolate his presidential

decisions from Church influence.

Archbishop Chaput acknowledges the political
necessity that drove John Kennedy to confront the deep

historical strain of anti-Catholicism present at the
founding of the first colonies and still surviving in
various manifestations to this day. But Kennedy's
pledge suggested the possibility, even the advisability,
of privatizing faith. According to this equation, Catholic
morality is rendered suspect when it migrates from the
individual conscience to public discourse.

John Kennedy's argument ignored the rich
storehouse of Catholic political philosophy built on
almost two millennia of Christian experience and moral
reflection. Kennedy's position also exposed a naiveté
regarding the Church's inherently subversive nature.
Christ told his followers to "render unto Caesar what is
Caesar's," but, in doing so, He implicitly acknowledges
that "Caesar" does not and cannot possess total
authority. As Archbishop Chaput observes, if power
corrupts and absolute power corrupts absolutely, than
authentic Catholic leaders must not allow political
attacks to derail their confident advancement of

inconvenient moral truths.

The author traces the development of Catholic
political philosophy from the persecution of the early
Church through the medieval world and into modern
times. With the
Constantine, the church

conversion of the Emperor
itself experienced the
temptations of absolute power. But the evolution of
church-state interaction in Europe encouraged
Catholicism's accommodation of political freedom
independent of religious sanction. At the same time,
the Church celebrated the martyrdom of Catholic
public figures, such as Sir Thomas More, who would

not render unto Caesar what belonged to God alone.

Just as the early Church flourished despite, not
because of, state power, so American Catholics first
engaged the political process as outsiders. Thus, it may
have been inevitable that an American priest and
political  philosopher, John Courtney Murray,
powerfully shaped the Second Vatican Council's

statement on religious liberty.

Murray called for Catholics to adopt a "new and
genuine religious maturity," in Archbishop Chaput's
words, that upheld the religious freedom of all
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believers without confusing such tolerance with moral
relativism or using the mantra of religious freedom as
an excuse for political passivity.

Today, the widespread confusion of American
Catholics on these points correlates with a break in the
continuity of both effective Catholic formation and
inculcation in the moral wisdom pervading the Western
canon. The result is a wholesale cultural retreat from
the path to moral and civic maturity. The "illusion is
dangled before us that a man can find himself without
first conquering himself," observes Pope Benedict XVI.

Archbishop Chaput's primary concern remains the
salvation of souls. As a Catholic bishop, he hopes to
nurture his flock's desire to receive all the graces and
moral formation available through membership in the
Body of Christ. He does not wish his readers to confuse
his episcopal mission with a political agenda, and even
argues that the politicization of internal Church disputes
is further evidence of a decline in faith and moral
clarity.

But the archbishop remains committed to what
Father Neuhaus calls "the culture-forming task of
constructing a religiously informed public philosophy for
the American experiment in ordered liberty."

"We need to cultivate the ability to distinguish

between legitimate compromise and cowardice;
between prudence and weakness in ourselves and our
elected officials," the archbishop asserts. "In the United
States, the law currently allows abortion on demand.
We live under that unjust law, but we sin only if we give

up the struggle to change it. "

Thus the author arrives at the contentious matter of
pro-abortion politicians receiving the Eucharist. Though
some U.S. bishops seek to establish a common position,
Archbishop Chaput makes an excellent case for
protecting the autonomy of individual bishops to act
freely, after initiating a full dialogue with the politician
in question.

The archbishop leaves no doubt that he would
advise a recalcitrant politician to desist from receiving
the Eucharist. If said politician refuses to do so, the
archbishop vows he would order priests in his diocese
to enforce his judgment and publicly explain his
reasons for doing so.

Father Neuhaus always insisted that his talk of a
"Catholic moment" did not constitute a "prophecy but
the outline of a possibility" -- made increasingly viable
by the profound impact of John Paul ll's witness and
teaching. Archbishop Chaput also gains inspiration
from the late pope, along with his successor Benedict
XVI. In early adulthood, both men demonstrated the
courage of their religious convictions during a
frightening, ideologically driven era. Few American
Catholics today have been so tested. But Archbishop
Chaput asks his readers to put aside their complacent
"pseudo-faith" and begin again.

Joan Frawley Desmond has written for the Wall Street
Journal, First Things, and the National Catholic
Register, among other publications.
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