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Saving the Christians of Iraq 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

8/25/08

ast month, I reported on the persecution of 

Christians in Iraq and the continued vulnerability 

of their remaining communities. Extortion and 

violence by Muslim extremists have driven 500,000 

Christians out of Iraq -- about one quarter of the 

2,000,000 Iraqis who have left the country since the 

beginning of the Iraq War. And another 2,000,000 Iraqis 

are displaced within their own country.  

Most of these refugees went to Syria, Lebanon, 

Jordan, and Egypt; only a relative few have settled in 

Europe and the United States. Sweden has taken the 

most Iraqi refugees -- 40,000 -- while the United States, 

which had only accepted 1,608 by the end of 2007, has 

implemented a program for receiving 12,000 by the end 

of September.  

John Klink is president of the International Catholic 

Migration Commission (ICMC), working in Jordan, 

Lebanon, and Syria to process refugees who want to go 

to a third country. I asked him why so few Iraqis have 

made their way to the United States. 

"It's the result of a very strong crack-down after 

9/11," he told me. "The U.S. has to make sure who 

these people are, which makes it very difficult for those 

who are truly qualified. The barrier is much higher than 

it used to be."  

Iraqi Christian refugees find themselves in a 

particularly difficult position in the refugee camps, Klink 

said. Because they have been targeted as Christians, 

"They are reluctant to identify themselves, so they don't 

get work, and their children don't go to school." His 

organization has been working with these Iraqi Christian 

children to make sure they don't fall behind in their 

education.  

The special plight of Iraqi Christians is being noticed: 

In March, Foreign Minister Bernard Kouchner 

announced that France was receiving 500 refugees. This 

was a result of his visit to Iraq and personal meeting 

with the Chaldean Patriarch, Mar Emmanuel III Cardinal 

Delly. "They [the Christians] are especially targeted. I 

realized this and am going to try, at my small scale, and 

remedy it," Kouchner said. 

A month later, Germany announced plans to press 

other European Union countries to consider giving 

preferential treatment to Iraqi Christian refugees. 

I asked Klink what he thought about such 

programs. "You have to treat Iraqi Christians as a 

persecuted minority under the overall umbrella of 

minorities," he replied. "There should be very clear 

protection of Iraqi minorities. The idea of a Christian 

quota would backfire."  

Klink added that our previous pope foresaw the 

effect the Iraq invasion would have on its Christian 

communities: "John Paul II predicted that Iraqi 

Christians would be targeted for reprisals for the U.S. 

invasion. It made him concerned for the future of the 

Christian presence, not just in Iraq but the entire 

Middle East." 

Klink is deeply familiar with Vatican foreign policy. 

He served 16 years as a Vatican diplomat, an advisor 

and negotiator for the Permanent Observer Mission of 

the Holy See to the United Nations. "What John Paul II 

thought would happen to Iraqi Christians has 

happened," he said. 

The challenge of dealing with the refugees is that 

"these people can't go home; they will be targeted." As 

a result, Iraq and the United States have to collaborate 

to maintain their safety.  

This was the topic of Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-

Maliki's surprising visit with Pope Benedict XVI on July 

26. The Holy Father condemned the violence against 

Christians in Iraq, and Maliki asked Benedict XVI to 

L 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4004&Itemid=48
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4133&Itemid=48
http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/world/archives/2008/08/20/2003420839
http://www.christianpost.com/article/20080320/france-to-receive-nearly-500-iraqi-christian-refugees.htm
http://www.iht.com/articles/2008/04/16/europe/german.php
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"encourage Christians who left the country to go back 

and be part of the social structure of Iraq again." 

  

The question remains: Is it safe for Iraqi Christians to 

return to their homeland? Although both the U.S. and 

Iraq have made the issue more visible in the past few 

months, there's still little accountability for those who 

commit violence against Christians. 

"This is the key," says Klink. "There has to be 

accountability -- based upon basic human rights -- for 

anyone who is targeted, or as Christians they will face 

further retribution." 

Just in the past few days, some 240 Iraqis returned 

home from Egypt on a plane sent by the Iraqi 

government. But according to several international 

refugee organizations, it's doubtful that they can 

guarantee their safety. 

Whether Iraq will establish an autonomous area 

administered by Christians, or direct its police and 

courts to make Christian safety a priority, remains to be 

seen. What is clear is that Iraqi refugees -- especially the 

500,000 Christians -- are not going home anytime soon.  

 

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). 

If you would like to help an Iraqi family, please consider 

making a donation to the Adopt-a-Refugee-Family 

Program sponsored by the Chaldean Federation of 

America, an umbrella organization of nine Chaldean 

groups in the Detroit area.  

And finally, please join us on Friday, September 19, as 

we honor the brave Chaldean Patriarch of Babylon, 

Mar Emmanuel III Cardinal Delly. We will also 

remember and celebrate the lives and sacrifices of 

Archbishop Paulos Faraj Rahho, and Fr. Ragheed Ganni 

and his deacon companions. Contact Zoe Romanowksy 

(romanowsky@insidecatholic.com) for more details. 

http://www.arabnews.com/?page=4&section=0&article=113048
http://www.arabnews.com/?page=4&section=0&article=113048
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
http://www.chaldeanfederation.org/programs/adopt.html
http://www.chaldeanfederation.org/index.htm
http://www.chaldeanfederation.org/index.htm
mailto:romanowsky@insidecatholic.com
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The Gold 
David Warren | Column 

8/25/08 

 do not own a television set, I do not like the 

cynicism of the Olympic organization, and I'm put off 

by propaganda spectacles in totalitarian countries. 

From this, the gentle reader may infer my opinion of the 

Olympic Games in Beijing. Add to this the fact I am 

Canadian -- we don't win many medals, do we? 

On the other hand, the gliberal ruling class in my 

country imagines itself to be above the Olympics. They 

are postmodernists, who have achieved "post-

nationalism," and can now save money on the 

extravagant national athletic programs that harvest 

medals for other countries. They sneer at any display of 

patriotism that does not specifically reinforce their own 

self-celebration. They are actually below the Olympics, 

at least in my estimation. 

Worse, they probably know instinctively that a 

disproportionate number of Olympic competitors, from 

Canada and other Western countries, are "Born-Again 

Christians" -- whether Protestant or Catholic. The 

gliberal media join them in becoming acutely 

embarrassed when the hero in the winner's circle 

proclaims thanksgiving to Our Lord. 

Why this should be so is a mystery to me, though 

not entirely. The propensity of Christians to engage in 

wholesome physical activities, and to accept demanding 

standards of discipline, may not be evident to people 

outside the faith in what I call the "mall culture" -- but 

only because they avoid such things themselves. 

Moreover, there is a joy in reaching to the extremes of 

physical possibility and endurance that is not unrelated 

to spiritual joy. It is an honest expression of youth; it is 

the opposite of sedentary narcissism. A generation ago, 

the popular film Chariots of Fire captured this Pindaric, 

religious aspect of Olympic ambition. 

It also captured, satirically, the bureaucratization of 

this ambition, and its progressive dehumanization as 

governments invest in the medal count for the sake of 

national prestige. What was launched more than a 

century ago -- as an essentially Christian endeavor, and 

a celebration of the amateur -- has long since become a 

high-stakes, professional operation. I don't see how that 

can be avoided in a society that is degenerating into 

"secularism." The state inevitably seeks to nationalize 

whatever confers prestige, as part of its claim to a 

monopoly on virtue. (Indeed, the whole welfare state 

came into being as an appropriation of Christian 

charity.) 

But there are still moments. I became aware of one in 

a casual e-mail, late in the evening of Saturday, August 

17th: 

Joe and I are watching the women's marathon. (Or 

rather, we are being regaled by running "suits" 

significantly more revealing than the silks these 

runners are wearing. Perhaps we should change 

the channel.) The live-feed TV camera, however, 

seems to focus often on a petite, modestly-attired 

black woman. Her number is 2354, she's from the 

country of Lesotho, and is running at the front of 

the pack. Surrounded as she is by runners who 

have stripped every extra ounce from their bodies 

to lighten the load, this gal has a strangely familiar-

looking item hanging from her neck. "What is 

that?" Joe inquires. "Sure has a funny resemblance 

to . . . Wait! Is that a rosary?! 

It was. 

Next morning, it took me the better part of a 

minute to track this via Google News, typing "Lesotho," 

"Olympics," and finally, "marathon" before finding a 

wire report from AFP. Mamorallo Tjoka was first 

mentioned in the twelfth paragraph down. Here is 

what happened: 

By the 10km mark Yelling along with 23-year-old 

Tjoka was still leading a group of around 40 runners. 

I 

http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5jz6lGx_euu_WcJsheOxFFPUKM-2Q
http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5jz6lGx_euu_WcJsheOxFFPUKM-2Q
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The tiny Lesotho athlete though was to suffer a grievous 

blow just after that when her right ankle went and she 

had to pull to the side of the road. 

She managed to get going again and though clearly 

in some agony she regained the lead whilst Radcliffe 

moved up onto Yelling's shoulder. 

Tjoka bravely kept the lead but just after the 15km 

mark she pulled up again at a watering station, feeling 

her ankle, before trying to rejoin the fray but finally 

gave up, resting her head in despair on a barrier. 

Correction to AFP: The expression is "desolation," 

not "despair." Despair would imply the loss of all hope 

in God's love. I very much doubt the young lady from 

Lesotho would succumb to that. By contrast, desolation 

is the sort of thing one feels when one cannot finish the 

marathon. 

Things happen in this world: Who can prevent 

them? But in the heavenly Olympics, we were honored 

to catch a glimpse of the runner who won the gold. 

 

David Warren is a Canadian journalist who writes 

mostly on international affairs. His Web site is 

www.davidwarrenonline.com. 

http://www.davidwarrenonline.com/
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Render unto Caesar: The Church and Immigration 
John Zmirak | Column 

8/26/08 

ometimes the Church's public face in a given 

country can make you proud, and sometimes it 

has to make you a little sick. American Catholics 

can justly take satisfaction that our bishops were almost 

alone in beginning the fight against abortion; the 

Southern Baptist Conference, of all things, at first 

backed Roe v. Wade, and it took most of the 1970s for 

our separated brethren to get on board defending the 

unborn -- although they do a yeoman's share of the 

work today. In the 1920s, the American bishops' 

conference forthrightly opposed the unjust laws 

mandating eugenics and Prohibition -- in the latter case, 

informing ordinary Catholics that, as St. Thomas 

teaches, an "unjust law is no law at all," and need not 

be obeyed. Bootlegging, I'm proud to say, became a 

kind of religious duty. 

There were also times when our leaders dropped 

the ball. Indeed, in the sexual abuse crisis, one might 

say that they grabbed the ball, spirited it out of the 

stadium, drove it across state lines to escape local 

jurisdiction, and buried it in a field to hide the evidence 

from the D.A. In other countries, bishops have been too 

cooperative with dictators, or too cozy with Marxist 

guerrillas. But then again, in the Renaissance there were 

popes who placed entire cities under interdict (no 

sacraments, not even Christian burial) over issues of 

crassly secular Italian politics. Christ never guaranteed 

that our leaders would be wise and prudent.  

So it ought not to challenge anyone's faith, or cause 

us scandal, when our bishops' conference or leading 

prelates take positions on immigration that cut loose 

from Catholic principles of justice and prudence, and 

instead wallow around in the stagnant waters of 

sentimental leftism. Nor should this be used -- as some 

on the nationalist Right are using it -- as a pretext to 

whip up anti-Catholicism, on the grounds that our 

bishops are flouting some American laws (hiding 

immigrants in church basements) and misusing their 

moral authority to undermine others (for instance, 

promoting amnesties), benefiting mainly Catholic 

migrants at the expense of a largely non-Catholic 

America.  

But if we want to avoid the charge of "dual loyalty," 

which is rightly aimed at those who put their private or 

overseas affinities ahead of their duties as citizens, we 

must face squarely the phenomenon at hand: 

uncontrolled, mass immigration of almost two million, 

mostly unskilled, people per year into our country -- 

nearly half of them coming illegally. As American 

citizens, it is our duty to our neighbors -- to our fellow 

citizens who feel the impact of our votes -- to use 

those votes responsibly, in the legitimate interests of 

the country to which we profess loyalty. We might feel 

a stronger bond to our fellow Catholics in Mexico and 

the Philippines than we do to our Mormon or Jewish 

neighbors; indeed, on a supernatural level, we are 

more closely bound to them. We might well prefer to 

marry one of them, instead of an unbelieving 

American. We owe these Catholic foreigners the 

respect deserved by every human being, and the 

prayers that knit together the Mystical Body of Christ. 

There's just one little thing we don't owe them: the 

duties we have incurred toward our fellow citizens.  

Just so, if I work at an ordinary business as a 

manager, I owe in strict justice certain duties to the 

owners of the company that I do not owe to random 

fellow-Catholics. So if I started steering business from 

the company to less-qualified or more expensive 

contractors, just because I knew they were solid 

Catholics (or pro-life activists, or saintly homeschoolers 

with large families to feed), what I would be doing 

would not constitute charity but a form of 

embezzlement -- papered over with tribal loyalty and 

unexamined sentiment.  

  

S 
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I myself used to be guilty of this sin, and let me here 

confess it; working at a secular business magazine, I 

would give out freelance writing assignments to people 

I thought of, affectionately, as BUCLs -- that is, "Brilliant, 

Unemployable Catholic Losers." Folks I'd met at Latin 

Mass, or who wrote for The Wanderer, who needed the 

money and could do the work . . . kind of. Not very well, 

and not on time. But I would clean up the mess, and pat 

myself on the back for performing an act of charity -- 

with someone else's money.  

By engaging in misguided mercies -- at the expense 

of justice to innocent third parties -- I was proving my 

qualifications to serve as a U.S. bishop. I was acting just 

like those prelates who hide illegal aliens in "sanctuary" 

churches, and help their children (who, if they are born 

on U.S. soil, through a sick quirk of American law, are 

citizens) collect public benefits paid for by the hard-

working taxpayer. When bishops lobby for illegal aliens 

to attend public schools (with cripplingly expensive 

bilingual programs) and get free medical care, the cost 

of these goodies doesn't come out of their diocesan 

budget. I don't think our good bishops miss any golf 

games because they're spending the money 

reimbursing native-born, blue-collar Americans, many 

of whom can't afford medical insurance themselves.  

If we let our sacramental sympathy to the fellow 

Catholic who might sneak across the border overwhelm 

our duties to the community where we live -- the 

United States -- we are not serving a "higher loyalty." 

We are committing a kind of treason. Likewise, when 

we snicker -- as so many Catholics quietly do -- that 

"America is just a Protestant country anyway . . . but 

we'll soon take care of that." I know many Catholics 

who privately grumble that neoconservatives have 

hijacked our foreign policy to further the interests of 

the state of Israel. The same people will turn right 

around and try to set our immigration policy according 

to the needs of Catholic parishes: We need more 

seminarians. We need more faces to fill up our 

emptying churches -- and to help our sleeping 

shepherds dodge the question of how they lost the 

flock in the first place.  

One out of three Catholics who grows up in America 

leaves the Church. The only thing that has kept our 

share of the population from shrinking is mass 

immigration of uneducated poor people. Their arrival 

bucks up the numbers, gratifies a deeply dysfunctional 

bureaucracy, and fills the empty pews . . . for one 

generation. This influx of "fresh souls" from poor 

countries lets us pretend that our Church is successfully 

passing along the Faith, is reverently offering the 

sacraments, and generally chugging along as it always 

did. In fact, by losing one Catholic out of three, 

American Catholicism is collapsing almost as quickly as 

English Catholicism did under Elizabeth I. Except that 

we aren't even being persecuted -- and our Spanish 

Armada didn't sink. It crosses the Rio Grande, in small 

contingents, to the tune of around 1 million people per 

year. “Subsidizing” the U.S. Church with a constant 

influx of fresh Catholics to alienate and scandalize is no 

more prudent than paying General Motors to go right 

on building Humvees for the suburbs. 

  

Let me pose a deeper question: Does transferring 

Catholics from a relatively traditional society such as 

Mexico to the slums of Los Angeles further their 

spiritual well-being? Are they really better off moving 

to parishes run by priests who dissent from Church 

teaching, in a state with same-sex marriage, a country 

with legal abortion, and a culture corrupted by 

Hollywood? The materialist, who sees not the soul but 

the body, will note that they might find higher-paying 

jobs -- and their children will qualify for a vast array of 

social programs.  

They will also find a flourishing gang culture to 

which they can assimilate, and a wide array of rabidly 

anti-American ethnic organizations that will teach 

them to resent their newfound home and retain a 

sullen loyalty to the lands whose poverty, corruption, 

and chaos sent their parents fleeing in the first place.  

It might sound churlish to ask this, but we're all 

grown-ups here, and we're fixing the future of our 

country, not catering a tea party. So I'll ask it, and I 

wish I could do it in Spanish. Of all those illegal 

http://www.nytimes.com/2008/02/26/us/26religion.html?_r=1&oref=slogin
http://www.takimag.com/blogs/article/theological_cannon_fodder/


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

8 

 

immigrants and their supporters who massed in the 

streets a year ago, waving Mexican flags, who work with 

their Mexican consulates to pressure the U.S. 

government, I ask: If you love your country so much, 

why did you leave it instead of fixing it? If you're so 

angry at ours, why don't you go home? Here's a 

compass, pointing south . . . 

On this point, I have the firm support of the 

Catechism of the Catholic Church, which, after 

encouraging decent treatment of immigrants, teaches: 

"Immigrants are obliged to respect with gratitude the 

material and spiritual heritage of the country that 

receives them, to obey its laws and to assist in carrying 

civic burdens" (2241). Does that include entering 

illegally, using false documents to work and avoid 

paying taxes, waving foreign flags, and colluding with 

foreign officials to undermine U.S. law? If it doesn't, 

then immigrants who have shirked those obligations 

have lost any claim on our hospitality.  

At this point, some of my readers will already be 

shaking their heads, accusing me of xenophobia, even 

racism. To which I say, respectfully: Talk to the hand. 

For a change of pace, I'd like to see American bishops 

(and Mexican bishops) address the fierce nationalism 

that motivates so many immigrants and immigrant 

organizations, which drives them to lobby incessantly 

for the private interests of their own racial groups, and 

call for the reconquista of one-fourth of America's 

territory. What should we call that? Is the tribal 

groupthink practiced by groups like the one that calls 

itself La Raza not a form of racism? If not, why not? Just 

because many members of that given race are poor? As 

much as I've read about the "preferential option for the 

poor," I don't think it gives them a free pass on this 

issue -- and to act as if it does is to dehumanize the 

poor. To hold one group to a lower moral standard is 

patronizing, and suggests that they are forever slow-

witted children, or loveable, mischievous pets.  

If we are indeed to treat immigrants as fully human, 

as equal moral adults, then we won't wax hysterical 

when they face the consequences of breaking the law. If 

I snuck into Mexico and used false identity papers to 

gain financial benefits from its citizens, I know I might 

end up in a jail cell. I wouldn't expect a Mexican parish 

to hide me, and sign me up for benefits funded by the 

local government. The state has its structures and its 

legal codes, and except where they are grossly unjust, 

we are expected to obey them. If Caesar has the right to 

mint currency and collect taxes -- and we have this on 

pretty high authority, I think -- then he's probably also 

in charge of granting citizenship. If he isn't, who is? The 

companies that crave cheap labor? The ethnic lobbies? 

Our bishops? 

Or is someone out there going to argue that 

American immigration laws are unjust, that we have 

no right to limit who enters our country and when? If 

so, then I expect them to apply the very same logic to 

xenophobic Mexico -- and then to Vatican City. Let's 

relocate Rome's gypsy camps to St. Peter's Square, and 

grant these "undocumented" the rights of citizens. 

Then when they form a majority, let them change its 

laws to suit themselves. Let them "redistribute" the 

contents of the basilica, giving "preferential option" to 

the poorest among them. (I'll see you on eBay; I've 

always coveted those reliquaries...) 

Or if you wish to argue that our country really 

needs some 2 million mostly unskilled immigrants 

every single year -- given that most of our lower-skilled 

manufacturing and service jobs are migrating overseas 

-- I'll have to ask you why. Are the poorest Americans 

so overpaid that we need to bid down the price of 

their labor? Or are they too lazy and cosseted to work 

at "jobs no American will do"? (To this phrase, the 

favorite of the big-business, cheap-labor lobby, I 

always like to add, "At the wages we're willing to 

pay.") Are the labor and safety laws for which 

American workers fought for decades so stifling that 

we need to import an underclass that employers can 

abuse -- locking them in overnight, sticking 16-year-

olds at meat slicing machines, sending injured workers 

for care to public emergency wards?  

  

And now I have a question for our immigrants and the 

lobbyists who "love" them: Why do so many recent 

Catholic immigrants vote for pro-abortion, pro-gay 

http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=42951767361061590&ei=Gg6lSJeaKovWqQLd2bDUAQ&q=Senor+Wences.&vt=lf
http://michellemalkin.com/2006/03/27/welcome-to-reconquista/
http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=13863
http://www.takimag.com/blogs/article/nearer_my_dogs_to_thee/
http://www.vdare.com/zmirak/christmas.htm
http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=14632
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/12256490/
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/12256490/
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/4146540/
http://www.workingimmigrants.com/2008/07/agriprocessors_worker_safety_r.html
http://www.workingimmigrants.com/2008/07/agriprocessors_worker_safety_r.html
http://www.newswithviews.com/Cosman/madeleine.htm
http://pewhispanic.org/reports/report.php?ReportID=83
http://www.calcatholic.com/news/newsArticle.aspx?id=1b3d2bdb-4ba6-4868-8d37-f8f2a8cce223
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marriage candidates? Why are the Latino organizations 

rallying to the Democrats? Could it be that other issues 

are more important to them? That voting in their ethnic 

-- let's be blunt, their racial -- self-interest trumps for 

them the sanctity of life, and of the family? I remember 

when a bunch of white Catholics acted this way -- when 

they voted in Louisiana for David Duke. I told them, in 

print, how disgusting I thought that was. When Latinos 

vote for pro-abortion Democrats to further their racial 

self-interest they are no better. To treat them as equals 

is to tell them that.  

And to act as good citizens, as honest members of 

the community that protects our rights and has made 

possible our relative prosperity, we must seek the best 

interests of that community -- while opening the doors 

to provide temporary refuge to those who are in 

immediate danger of death. Not to people simply 

"seeking a better life." I could have a better life in 

Switzerland; does that give me a right to citizenship? No 

one pretends that the "sending" countries that provide 

most of our immigrants are subject to mass starvation 

or persecution. Indeed, as immigration expert Mark 

Kirkorian reported in his interview for the upcoming 

documentary, The Promise of Home:  

The overwhelming majority of illegal immigrants 

from Mexico actually had jobs in Mexico. They're 

seeking better jobs. The poorest of the poor in any 

society very seldom leave. They don't have the 

resources to move. 

In an age of terrorism, in a country full of "soft targets" 

that attracts the hatred of so many around the world, 

we cannot afford to leave our border unguarded. News 

reports have shown how narcotics cartels work with 

immigrant smugglers, to ship in both drugs and dealers. 

We've seen reports of "coyotes" bringing in 

unauthorized entrants from countries rife with 

terrorism. As expert on Islamist terror Brigitte Gabriel 

told the makers of The Promise of Home: "Al-Qaeda, 

Islamic Jihad, Hamas, and Hezbollah . . . are working 

with the MS-13 gang in smuggling terrorists into our 

country. We know that al-Qaeda is paying between 

$25,000 and $50,000 to the MS-13 gang per terrorist to 

be smuggled into our country." Thanks to our lack of a 

border fence, al-Qaeda could pretty much swim the Rio 

Grande any time it liked. Remember that the next time 

you're patted down at the airport. 

In voting for our country's "best interests," we must 

have a special care for the very poorest among us -- 

the very poorest Americans. But other people have 

claims as well. If the "preferential option for the poor" 

means that middle-class people (and ethnic majorities, 

and even prosperous elites) have no moral claims 

whatsoever -- and may simply be exploited with 

abandon -- then it is no option at all. It is neither 

justice nor mercy but simple resentment, an 

ideological club.  

Even if they are not as objectively needy as would-

be migrants, working-class people have rights and 

claims under justice. So do -- and here I'm going to 

step on some toes -- middle-class people living in the 

suburbs. So do the rich. Pope Leo XIII actually taught 

that while we are all called to acts of charity, no one is 

commanded by the gospel to give away so much that 

he sinks from one social class to another. Religious 

vocations aside, the rich are not required to turn 

themselves into paupers. America need not -- in fact, it 

should not -- join the Developing World.  

The Catechism also prohibits suicide.  

 

John Zmirak is author, most recently, of the graphic 

novel The Grand Inquisitor and is Writer-in-Residence 

at Thomas More College in New Hampshire.  

http://www.takimag.com/site/article/arm_the_unborn/
http://www.thepromiseofhome.com/Media/Interviews/MarkKrikorian/tabid/81/Default.aspx
http://www.thepromiseofhome.com/Media/Interviews/MarkKrikorian/tabid/81/Default.aspx
http://www.thepromiseofhome.com/Home/tabid/36/Default.aspx
http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9C07EED6113EF934A15751C0A96E958260
http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9C07EED6113EF934A15751C0A96E958260
http://www.thepromiseofhome.com/Media/Interviews/BrigitteGabriel/tabid/71/Default.aspx
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mara_Salvatrucha
http://www.takimag.com/site/article/highballs_and_high_society
http://www.takimag.com/blogs/JZmirak/
http://www.amazon.com/Grand-Inquisitor-Crossroad-Book/dp/0824524357/ref=sr_1_5?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1219633304&sr=1-5
http://www.thomasmorecollege.edu/
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Thrift and the Just Social Order 

Anthony Esolen | Column 

8/26/08

t is the duty of those serving the people in 

public place," said Grover Cleveland in his first 

inaugural address in 1885, "to closely limit 

public expenditures to the actual needs of the 

government economically administered."  

That was, for Cleveland, plain common sense, and 

his practice proved that he meant it. He was an 

implacable opponent of spurious appeals to the 

treasury for army pensions, and of posh jobs handed 

out as political favors, and even of calls for the federal 

government to disburse alms to citizens suffering from 

natural disasters. He would give his own money, and 

would call upon his generous countrymen to do the 

same, but was committed to defend the Constitution 

against a most dangerous opponent, the sentimental 

desire to do good, or to see that somebody somewhere 

does good, with somebody else's money.  

We must keep the government lean, he said, 

"because this bounds [its right] to exact tribute from 

the earnings of labor or the property of the citizen, and 

because public extravagance begets extravagance 

among the people" (italics mine). 

There were two principles at stake, and in 

Cleveland's mind they were related: liberty, and the 

thrift upon which a free and virtuous people rely. He 

was not simply asserting the obvious, that if the 

government is free with your money, you have less 

money to be free with yourself. He claimed also that 

you would be more likely to follow the government's 

extravagance -- and that vice will hurt or destroy many 

a marriage and family. Therefore Catholics who reject 

Church teaching about the family but who say they 

support some vaguely defined "social teaching," usually 

one that endorses public extravagance in the cause of 

"helping," may in fact be rejecting the Church's actual 

social teaching, too. Their policies not only rob people 

of their just earnings and encroach upon their due 

liberty; they help to ruin communities by encouraging 

vice and punishing virtue. 

Suppose, instead, your town has a school 

scrupulously responsible with the people's money. 

Suppose the school board, the principal, and the 

teachers believe that their jobs are quite modest: to 

teach children to read good works, to write 

grammatically, and to compute; to teach them in some 

coherent way about geography and history; and, in the 

upper grades, to teach them about the natural world, 

and perhaps immerse them in Latin or another 

language. That's all. If the students want a football 

team, they can have one, and raise money for 

uniforms and blocking dummies and barbells. If they 

want to swim, there are lakes and ponds for that. And 

they will have time for it, too: They'll be walking to 

school, most likely, since school will not be a great 

prison-like complex, outdated and leaking after 25 

years, somewhere far outside of town on what used to 

be a farm. 

What virtues would such a policy encourage? 

Thrift, for one -- and not just from the school's 

directors. Students would learn by experience that all 

the flashy "learning resource centers" in the world 

aren't worth as much as a few good books in a quiet 

room. They might help clean the floors and trim the 

grass and uproot the weeds, too, because though it's 

fun to foul somebody else's property (and the big, 

distant, anonymous school is always somebody else's 

property) most people don't want to live in a pigsty. 

The townspeople, not only the parents, would also feel 

that they owned the place and had a stake in its 

upkeep and success. It would be a kind of town 

homestead. "There's the schoolyard, there's the big 

tree, there's the place where I gave that bully a black 

eye." A few such overseers, with sharp eyes and 

tongues, could keep the school from degenerating into 

a moral slum, because the place would be too small 

"I 
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and conspicuous for the vicious teacher, and because, 

living on a parsimonious budget, the school could never 

afford to alienate the neighborhood. The good teachers 

would enjoy, and the bad teachers would suffer, all the 

virtues of responsible ownership. 

It would not take much money to keep that school 

running, so property taxes would be low. Then old 

people on fixed annuities need not move away and sell 

their homes. That means no less than that a genuine 

neighborhood might thrive from one generation to the 

next. People who own their homes, too, and who do 

not expect to flee them when their income dwindles, 

are more likely to keep those properties trim, and to 

improve them when they can afford it -- a garden 

house, a real fence, a grapevine on a trellis.  

Extend the thrift beyond the bounds of the school 

district. Let the town and county and state be thrifty, 

too. Let the nation mind its business. Some parents, not 

taxed to death, might use the saved income to send 

their children instead to a Catholic school, and exercise 

stewardship. Or they might be content to live on a 

single income in a modest house, and that in turn would 

serve the neighborhood, returning to it the lifeblood of 

daily social interchange, the work and mutual help and 

oversight of women. 

Would there be no social services? Plenty; they are 

called "neighbors." No help for the poor? Neighbors 

would pitch in there, too, with sweat that cements a 

bond between helper and helped. Thrift, which lends us 

the liberty not only to cook our neighbors a meal when 

they are sick, but to know who they are, would remind 

the poor too that God has given them two things more 

powerful, more real, and more human than any scheme 

for organized robbery. They hang at the end of one's 

arms, and are called "hands." 

Shiftless, squandering, heedless of the hard-won 

victories of our forebears, heedless of posterity, we and 

our government do less with wealth than a thrifty 

people do with penury. We pillage and spread the 

plunder, and gain graduates who can't read Dickens; 

evacuated downtowns, imbecilic libraries, fatherless 

children, crowded prisons.  

Cleveland won his first term as president after a 

preacher accused him of being friendly to Catholics, 

and the accusation backfired. I wish now more 

Catholics could be accused of being friendly to 

Cleveland. It might bring them nearer to his greater 

and wiser contemporary, Pope Leo XIII. They might 

recall some old social virtues, not yet erased from the 

Catechism. The poor would be better off for it, too. 

 

Anthony Esolen is a professor of English at Providence 

College and a senior editor for Touchstone magazine. 

His latest book is The Politically Incorrect Guide to 

Western Civilization (Regnery). 

http://www.touchstonemag.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596980591/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596980591/insidecatcom-20
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Joe Biden and the Bishops 

David R. Carlin | Column 

8/27/08 

oe Biden's voting record on abortion in the United 

States Senate is likely to cause heartburn for two 

groups of people: ardent pro-choicers and Catholic 

bishops. Biden is a Catholic; and yet for the last ten 

years, according to the National Right to Life 

Committee, he has voted the "wrong" way 88.5 percent 

of the time and the "right" way only 11.5 percent of the 

time. No wonder the bishops will be unhappy. 

Hardcore pro-abortion types will be unhappy too; 

for not only has Biden fallen short of a 100 percent pro-

choice voting record but, worse still, his few defections 

have had to do with partial-birth abortion. He voted in 

favor of the PBA ban that is now the law of the land. For 

those who believe that the right to abortion is a 

fundamental human right, voting for a PBA ban is a 

tremendous shortcoming -- for if a right is 

"fundamental," how can it be curtailed in any 

circumstances whatever? Biden may be a friend of the 

pro-choice movement, but he's not a rock-solid friend. 

What, pro-choicers will ask, could Obama (who really is 

rock-solid) have been thinking of when he put such a 

dubious character on his ticket? 

That Obama and Biden differ on PBA could lead to 

an embarrassing situation if a clever and relentless 

reporter -- somebody like the late Tim Russert -- presses 

Biden on his reasons for voting in favor of the PBA ban. 

If Biden should say, as Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

once did, that PBA is tantamount to infanticide, the 

obvious follow-up question will be: "So you're accusing 

Senator Obama of being in favor of infanticide?" Thus 

Biden will have to avoid using the word "infanticide," 

but whatever word he uses, it will still invite the follow-

up question: "So you're accusing Senator Obama of [fill 

in the blank]?" 

 

But whatever problems the Biden candidacy may pose 

for Obama or NARAL or Planned Parenthood or the 

ACLU, it will produce even more problems for the 

Catholic hierarchy. Given their positive obligation to 

instruct the faithful on the content of Church teaching 

and their negative obligation to avoid scandalizing the 

faithful, how should they respond to the fact that a 

Catholic who doesn't take seriously the Church teaching 

on abortion is running for the second-highest office in 

the land? Four years ago they faced this question in a 

more acute form when another pro-choice Catholic, 

Sen. John Kerry, ran for a still higher office. 

During the Kerry campaign in 2004, most of the 

bishops didn't acquit themselves very well -- with a 

few notable exceptions, e.g., Archbishops Chaput of 

Denver and Burke, formerly of St. Louis. Otherwise, the 

bishops generally contented themselves with an 

abstract statement that Catholics probably shouldn't 

support pro-abortion candidates. 

Abstract statements are fine when bishops are 

talking about adultery; it is enough to say, "Don't 

commit adultery." They don't have to concretize the 

principle by saying, "Don't commit adultery with your 

next-door neighbor, Mrs. Smith." But when it comes to 

voting in America, abstract statements just don't work 

very well. If bishops want Catholics to have a clean and 

well-informed conscience when it comes to the 

question of whether they should vote for the likes of 

Joe Biden, they have to say in plain English, "Don't vote 

for the Obama/Biden ticket." 

(This is not the same, by the way, as saying, "Vote 

for John McCain." There are many ways of not voting 

for Obama/Biden: You can, of course, vote for McCain; 

or you can stay home on election day (a very bad idea); 

or you can vote for a third-party candidate; or you can 

vote but leave the presidential line blank; or you can 

write in the name of your mother-in-law.) 

I don't mean that the bishops have to use those 

precise words. There are other ways of communicating 
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the message, including the one that some bishops have 

used with other Catholic pro-choice politicians: namely, 

telling the politician in question not to receive 

Communion (while at the same time letting the public 

know that the bishop has made this statement). 

Of course, the secularist community will cry foul if 

the bishops take a step like this regarding Biden: "This is 

un-American! A violation of the principle of separation 

of church and state!" Bishops should remind themselves 

that the secularists are not friends of Christianity; 

neither are they likely to be converted to friendship as a 

result of the bishops abstaining from a denunciation of 

Biden. 

A slightly more serious concern is the fact that 

"nominal" Catholics will echo this protest, just as they 

echo the words and ideas of the secularists regarding 

almost everything else. If the bishops take a strong 

stand against Biden, for some nominal Catholics this will 

be the final push out the door of the Church; many who 

have only partially disappeared up till now will 

disappear for good. But many others will be drawn back 

toward the Church when they see that Catholicism is 

not just a tired and withering-away institution, but is a 

fighting faith led by courageous (or at least non-

cowardly) bishops. 

But the greatest concern of the bishops should be 

not with secularists and not with nominal Catholics, but 

with "real" Catholics, the hardcore faithful. There is a 

line from Milton's "Lycidas" that sums up the 

relationship that has existed for many years now 

between the faithful and the Catholic bishops: "The 

hungry sheep look up, and are not fed." For decades the 

faithful laity have lived in pain while yearning for 

effective episcopal leadership. They have watched the 

Church decline in strength. They have patiently borne 

attempts by "progressives" to water down orthodox 

Catholicism. They have lived through the appalling sex-

abuse scandal. They have seen the Church offer a 

relatively weak resistance to the abortion movement, 

leaving the real resistance to Evangelical Protestants. 

The Biden candidacy offers the bishops a golden 

opportunity to give heart to these faithful and 

orthodox Catholics. 

 

David R. Carlin, former Democratic majority leader of 

the Rhode Island Senate and still a registered 

Democrat, is the author of Can a Catholic Be a 

Democrat?

http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=316
http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=316
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The Speech Hillary Longed to Give 

Mark P. Shea | Column 

8/27/08

cene: The Democratic Convention. Denver, 

August 26, 2008. HILLARY CLINTON motions her 

hand to speak. 

  

FIRST CITIZEN. 

Stay, ho! and let us hear Hillary. 

  

THIRD CITIZEN. 

Let her go up into the public chair; 

We'll hear her. -- Noble Hillary, go up. 

  

HILLARY.  

For Obama's sake, I am beholding to you. 

  

[Goes up, clad in a modest orange pantsuit.] 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

What does she say of Obama? 

  

THIRD CITIZEN. 

She says, for Obama's sake, 

She finds herself beholding to us all. 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

'Twere best she speak no harm of Obama here. 

FIRST CITIZEN.  

These Clintons were tyrants. 

  

THIRD CITIZEN. 

Nay, that's certain: 

We are blest that the Party is rid of them. 

  

SECOND CITIZEN. 

Peace! Let us hear what Hillary can say. 

  

HILLARY. 

You gentle Democrats, --  

  

CITIZENS.  

Peace, ho! Let us hear her. 

  

HILLARY. 

Friends, Democrats, countrymen, lend me your ears; 

I come to bury the Clinton Name, not to praise it. 

The evil that men do lives after them; 

The good is oft interred with their bones:  

So let it be with the Clintons. The noble Obama 

Hath told you the Clintons were ambitious: 

If it were so, it was a grievous fault; 
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And grievously have we answer'd it. 

Here, under leave of Obama and the rest, --  

For Obama is an honorable man; 

So are they all, all honorable men, -- 

Come I to speak in my campaign's funeral. 

We were your friends, faithful and just to you: 

But Obama says we were ambitious;  

And Obama is an honorable man. 

We have brought much prosperity to America, 

Whose ransoms did the general coffers fill: 

Did this in the Clintons seem ambitious? 

When that the poor have cried, Clintons have wept:  

Ambition should be made of sterner stuff: 

Yet Obama says we were ambitious; 

And Obama is an honorable man. 

You all did see that on the Mainstream Media 

I thrice presented my philandering husband support,  

Which he did thrice accept: was this ambition? 

Yet Obama says I am ambitious; 

And, sure, he is an honorable man. 

I speak not to disprove what Obama spoke, 

But here I am to speak what I do know.  

You all did love us once, -- not without cause: 

What cause withholds you, then, to mourn for us? -- 

O judgment, thou art fled to brutish beasts, 

And men have lost their reason! -- Bear with me; 

My career is in the coffin there with the Clinton Legacy,  

And I must pause till it come back to me. 

  

FIRST CITIZEN. 

Methinks there is much reason in her sayings. 

  

SECOND CITIZEN. 

If thou consider rightly of the matter, 

The Clintons have had great wrong. 

  

THIRD CITIZEN. 

Have they not, masters?  

I fear there will a worse come in their place. 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

Mark'd ye her words? She did abase herself for Bill; 

Therefore 'tis certain she was not ambitious. 

  

FIRST CITIZEN. 

If it be found so, some will dear abide it. 

  

SECOND CITIZEN. 

Poor soul! Her eyes are red as fire with weeping.  

  

THIRD CITIZEN.  

There's not a nobler woman in Denver than Hillary. 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 
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Now mark her; she begins again to speak. 

  

HILLARY. 

But yesterday the word of Clinton might 

Have stood against the world: now lies our legacy there, 

And none so poor to do us reverence.  

O masters, if I were disposed to stir 

Your hearts and minds to mutiny and rage, 

I should do Obama wrong and the DNC wrong, 

Who, you all know, are honorable men: 

I will not do them wrong; I rather choose  

To wrong the dead, to wrong myself, and you, 

Than I will wrong such honorable men. 

But here's a parchment with the seal of Clinton, -- 

I found it in a closet, in a box marked Rose Law Firm, -- 

'tis our campaign promises: 

Let but the commons hear this testament, --  

Which, pardon me, I do not mean to read, -- 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

We'll hear the campaign promises: read them, Hillary. 

  

CITIZENS. 

The campaign promises, the campaign promises! We 

will hear the Clintons' campaign promises. 

  

HILLARY. 

Have patience, gentle friends, I must not read them;  

It is not meet you know how the Clintons loved you. 

You are not wood, you are not stones, but men; 

And, being men, hearing the campaign promises of the 

Clintons, 

It will inflame you, it will make you mad. 

'Tis good you know not that you are our heirs;  

For if you should, O, what would come of it! 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

Read the campaign promises! We'll hear them, Hillary; 

You shall read us the campaign promises, -- the 

Clintons' campaign promises! 

  

HILLARY. 

Will you be patient? Will you stay awhile? 

I have o'ershot myself to tell you of it:  

I fear I wrong the honorable men 

Whose daggers have stabb'd my campaign; I do fear it. 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

They were traitors: honorable men! 

  

CITIZENS. 

The campaign promises!  

  

SECOND CITIZEN. 

They were villains, murderers. The campaign promises! 

Read the campaign promises!  
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HILLARY.  

You will compel me, then, to read the campaign 

promises? 

Then make a ring about the corpse of my campaign, 

And let me show you us who made the campaign 

promises. 

Shall I descend? And will you give me leave? 

  

CITIZENS. 

Come down.  

  

SECOND CITIZEN.  

Descend. 

  

[She comes down.] 

  

THIRD CITIZEN. 

You shall have leave. 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

A ring! Stand round. 

  

SECOND CITIZEN. 

Room for Hillary! -- Most noble Hillary! 

  

HILLARY.  

If you have tears, prepare to shed them now. 

  

[She removes her blazer and reveals another layer of 

clothes beneath it, full of slashes and stage blood] 

  

You all do know this pantsuit: I remember 

The first time ever I put it on; 

'Twas on a Winter's evening, in D.C., 

That day Bill was overcome by the Lewinskii. 

Look, in this place ran Kennedy's dagger through: 

See what a rent the envious Toni Morrison made: 

Through this the well-beloved Obama stabb'd; 

And as he pluck'd his cursed steel away, 

Mark how the blood of Hillary follow'd it, -- 

As rushing out of doors, to be resolved 

If Obama so unkindly knock'd, or no; 

For Obama, as you know, was our angel: 

Judge, O you gods, how dearly we loved him! 

This was the most unkindest cut of all; 

For when we noble Clintons saw him steal the 

nomination, 

Ingratitude, more strong than traitors' arms, 

Quite vanquish'd us: then burst our mighty heart;  

Whilst bloody treason flourish'd over us. 

O, now you weep; and, I perceive, you feel 

The dint of pity: these are gracious drops. 

  

FIRST CITIZEN. 

O piteous spectacle! 
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SECOND CITIZEN. 

O noble Hillary! 

  

THIRD CITIZEN. 

O woeful day! 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

O traitors, villains!  

  

FIRST CITIZEN. 

O most bloody sight! 

  

SECOND CITIZEN. 

We will be revenged. 

  

CITIZENS. 

Revenge, -- about, -- seek, -- burn, -- fire, -- kill, -- slay, -- 

let not a 

traitor live! 

  

HILLARY. 

Stay, countrymen. 

  

FIRST CITIZEN.  

Peace there! Hear the noble Hillary. 

  

SECOND CITIZEN. 

We'll hear her, we'll follow her, we'll die with her. 

HILLARY. 

Good friends, sweet friends, let me not stir you up 

To such a sudden flood of mutiny. 

They that have done this deed are honorable:  

What private griefs they have, alas, I know not, 

That made them do it; they're wise and honorable, 

And will, no doubt, with reasons answer you. 

I come not, friends, to steal away your hearts: 

I am no orator, as Obama is;  

But, as you know me all, a plain blunt woman, 

That love my husband Bill; and that they know full well 

That gave me public leave to speak of us: 

For I have neither wit, nor words, nor worth, 

Action, nor utterance, nor the power of speech,  

To stir men's blood: I only speak right on; 

I tell you that which you yourselves do know; 

Show you sweet Clinton's wounds, poor dumb mouths, 

And bid them speak for me: but were I Obama, 

And Obama Hillary, there were a Hillary  

Would ruffle up your spirits, and put a tongue 

In every wound of the Clintons, that should move 

The stones of Denver to rise and mutiny. 

  

CITIZENS. 

We'll mutiny. 

  

FIRST CITIZEN. 
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We'll burn the house of Obama! 

  

THIRD CITIZEN.  

Away, then! Come, seek the conspirators! 

  

HILLARY. 

Yet hear me, countrymen; yet hear me speak. 

  

CITIZENS. 

Peace, ho! Hear Hillary; most noble Hillary! 

  

HILLARY. 

Why, friends, you go to do you know not what. 

Wherein hath Clinton thus deserved your loves? 

Alas, you know not; I must tell you then: 

You have forgot the campaign promises I told you of. 

  

CITIZENS. 

Most true; the campaign promises! -- Let's stay, and 

hear the campaign promises. 

  

HILLARY. 

Here are the campaign promises, and under the 

Clintons' seal. 

To every American citizen he gives,  

To every several man, free health care. 

  

SECOND CITIZEN. 

Most noble Hillary! -- We'll revenge her campaign. 

  

THIRD CITIZEN. 

O, royal Hillary! 

  

HILLARY. 

Hear me with patience. 

  

CITIZENS. 

Peace, ho! 

  

HILLARY.  

Moreover, we would have left you all our 

environmental regulations, 

A thriving economy, Baby Boomers back at the Center 

of History where we belong, 

A first Husband women fantasize about: not some cool 

egghead, 

Unrestricted abortion; the vindication of years of 

feminist rage, 

A return to the glory days of the '90s and a free pony 

for all! 

Here was a Ruling Dynasty! When comes such 

another? 

  

FIRST CITIZEN. 

Never, never! 

  

SECOND CITIZEN.  
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Go, fetch fire. 

  

THIRD CITIZEN. 

Pluck down benches. 

  

FOURTH CITIZEN. 

Pluck down forms, windows, any thing. 

  

[Exeunt Citizens, with torches, to go burn down 

Denver.] 

HILLARY. 

Now let it work. -- Mischief, thou art afoot, 

Take thou what course thou wilt! 

 

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. 
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Government Gone Wild! The Problem with a Central Bank 
Jeffrey Tucker | Column 

8/28/08

arack Obama's tax advisers recently posted a 

piece in the Wall Street Journal about their 

candidate's tax plans. Their article was designed 

to triangulate, painting their candidate as a tax cutter 

and the Republican opposition as a secret tax raiser. It 

was well-written and well-argued -- not that you can 

really trust anything you read about what candidates 

will or will not do once in office.  

In any case, I was discussing the piece with a person 

whose politics are certainly left of center. She said to 

me something along the following lines: 

I'm really not sure I understand all this tax talk. The 

government taxes us to get money to do what it wants 

to do. But it seems like what they do -- whether going to 

war or funding new projects -- is never discussed in 

terms of money they have or don't have. I mean, Bush 

cut taxes, right? And the reduced revenue should have 

restrained him. But he spends on whatever he wants. 

The tax cuts didn't seem to reduce his power at all. Why 

is this? 

It's a good question. Why is it that talk of tax policy 

doesn't seem to have a relationship to policy generally? 

Whether it's a bailout of subprime mortgage holders, 

large investment banks, or going to war, whether or not 

the resources exist to do these wonders rarely enters 

into the equation. Why is it that tax cuts don't curb the 

government? And why do politicians not feel the need 

to tax us more when they spend more?  

You might at first say that the answer is simple: 

They just go into debt by running an annual deficit. And 

the debt today stands at some figure that has no real 

meaning, because it is too high for us to even 

contemplate. What does it really mean that the debt is 

$5 trillion or $10 trillion? It might as well be an infinite 

amount for all we know. At least that's how the political 

class acts.  

Reference to the debt only begs the question. You 

and I have to pay our debts. We cannot run up an 

infinite amount of it without getting into trouble and 

losing our creditworthiness. In the private sector, debt 

instruments are valued according to the prospect that 

the debts will be paid. The likelihood that it will be 

covered is reflected in the default premium. But the 

debt of the U.S. government doesn't work that way. 

The bonds of the U.S. Treasury are the most secure 

investment there is. It is valued as if it will be paid no 

matter what.  

If not through taxes, and if not through infinite 

debt, how is it that the U.S. government gets the 

money it wants regardless of other constraints?  

  

The answer here comes down to the monetary 

regime, a topic that causes eyes to glaze over but 

which is central to why the government seems 

completely out of control. It is not difficult to 

understand if we think of how a criminal with a 

counterfeiting machine might behave. Would we see 

fiscal restraint? Of course not. If a person could create 

all the money he needs or wants with a printing press, 

we would expect unlimited profligacy. This is precise 

what the Federal Reserve does. It not only acts as the 

guarantor of the liquidity of the banking system, but 

also functions as the guarantor of the entire 

government financial system.  

Given this, it is hardly surprising that there seems 

to be a strange disconnect between tax policy and 

spending policy. The politician isn't concerned about it 

any more than the counterfeiter worries about the 

bills coming and going. They know that the money is 

going to be there if they need it. This is not only bad 

policy in general, but it introduces an occasion of sin 

for the political class. It is too much to ask of anyone to 

B 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB121867201724238901.html


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

22 

 

be financially disciplined so long as he has the capacity 

to create out of thin air all the money he wants.  

What is the downside of this type of regime? The 

bills are ultimately paid by you and me in the form of 

price increases for goods and services. To make the 

connection here, imagine the value of money is like 

lemonade: The more water you add to the fixed amount 

of lemon juice, the weaker it becomes. We tend to think 

of inflation as the price of things going up, but in fact 

inflation is nothing more than a decline of the 

purchasing power of money itself.  

There are other consequences, too. The way the 

Fed creates money involves manipulation of the interest 

rate. But the market rate of interest serves a purpose. 

When it goes up, it provides a reward for saving and 

discouraging borrowing. When it goes down, 

consumption and investment spending receive a 

subsidy. When the Fed feeds the popular desire for low 

interest rates, it is injecting newly created money into 

the system in a way that creates investment bubbles. 

These bubbles can be a symptom of a larger problem, 

namely, the business cycle itself.  

  

Those of a historical bent will note that today's 

monetary system has features that are essentially 

unprecedented in American history. The dollar is not 

backed by anything other than the promise of the state. 

There is no gold or silver or anything else that the paper 

represents. Nor is the paper in your wallet convertible 

into any other monetary unit but more paper.  

The system we have now is about 30 years old, and 

it began after Richard Nixon declined to pay foreign 

dollar holders in gold. That was the final end of the gold 

standard. With that action, he inaugurated the new age 

of paper money -- and ever since, the rate of inflation, 

the wild swings of business activity, and the growth of 

government have been completely out of control. It was 

a disastrous decision, but the unsurprising culmination 

of a long process of monetary destruction that began 

after World War I when the Federal Reserve was 

created.  

How might money work in a perfect world? We 

have to look back at earlier times and see that central 

banks are not necessary. Banking, like any business, 

can be a market institution and manage itself just like 

the shoe or coffee industry. Money need not be paper 

that can be infinitely reproduced. It can be gold and 

silver, which has a fixed supply. When the government 

wants to spend money, it has no choice but to 

persuade people to fork over the money. The citizenry, 

under these conditions, tends to pay closer attention 

to what its masters are planning.  

With sound money and no central bank, the 

debate over our country's future would take on new 

meaning. Politicians would feel the constraint -- the 

same as all individuals. It would be a more peaceful 

world, surely, with far less political meddling at home 

and abroad. And we might actually start taking public 

affairs seriously again.  

 

Jeffrey Tucker is editor of Mises.org. Contact him at 

tucker@mises.org. 

http://www.mises.org/
mailto:tucker@mises.org
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Still Rock and Roll to Me 
Patrick O'Hannigan | Column 

8/28/08

Over the next few days, three of our writers will offer 

lighter reflections on why they prefer a given genre of 

music -- Rock, Broadway, and Classical.  

We begin with Rock and Roll. 

ǅ ǅ ǅ 

 

y childhood was marinated in the thunder 

of Beethoven, the depth of Mozart, and the 

confidence of Johann Sebastian Bach. 

Because dad could not abide a steady diet of what he 

called "the long-hair stuff," he added musical forays 

through those parts of the show-tune landscape 

claimed by Rogers and Hammerstein. His once-

formidable collection of vinyl records also allowed us to 

spin ourselves dizzy listening to Irish reels, laugh at 

Harry Belafonte's "Mama Look a Boo-Boo," and smile 

when Petula Clark sang about a downtown utterly 

unlike the one later populated by doo-wopping 

urbanites in "Little Shop of Horrors." We made several 

trips to Disneyland, and every one of them found me 

loitering around the Main Street soda shop where you 

could hear Red, the best of the ragtime pianists then 

collecting a check from Mickey Mouse.  

In spite of all that, I now prefer rock music to any 

other kind. Although my formative years were 

bookended by the Beatles "Help!" and Pat Benatar's 

"Hit Me with Your Best Shot," no explanation that stops 

with the calendar would be complete.  

Jazz great Louis Armstrong once declared that "all 

music is folk music," but that was more a playful 

tautology than a working definition. Satchmo was 

kidding; rock is more accessible than any other musical 

form, including folk music. Consider the tool sets 

involved: I'll listen to an accessibility argument from 

folk-music partisans when banjos, accordions, and nose 

flutes enjoy the popularity of such rock standbys as the 

Fender Stratocaster and the Hammond B3 organ. 

Mark Humphreys, a record mogul and troubadour 

of fond acquaintance, explains accessibility better than I 

can: "The enjoyment of jazz and classical music [is] 

greatly enhanced by an understanding of the technical 

aspects of music," he writes, "whereas just about 

everybody understands -- and has lived -- 'she was just 

seventeen and you know what I mean.' AND you can 

dance to it." Amen to that. In Bruce Springsteen's 

frightening paraphrase of the same thought, "We 

learned more from a three-minute record, baby, than 

we ever learned in school." 

The democratic impulse can of course be a double-

edged sword, because rock welcomes even mediocre 

players. But on the whole, accessibility is a good thing. 

When a success story like Bryan Adams sings about 

buying his first real six-string at the five-and-dime, 

even musicians who toil in well-deserved obscurity 

know he's telling the truth. 

Some fault rock lyrics for poor grammar, with the 

Steve Miller Band's song about a detective down in 

Texas who "knows exactly just what the facts is" often 

winning dishonorable mention. Let's not forget that 

scansion beats syntax for the very good reason that, 

while it's safe to think of poetry as frozen music, you 

can't think of music as frozen anything without 

throwing rhythm over the side. And although Steve 

Miller never found a sensible rhyme for "Texas," it's 

hard to hold a grudge against a man who also gave us 

the knowing whimsy of "I'm a joker; I'm a smoker; I'm 

a midnight toker."  

That self-description will never be mistaken for the 

Confessions of Saint Augustine, but together with Tom 

Petty's "you take it on faith, you take it to the heart, 

yeah the waiting is the hardest part," it's as close to 
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the fifth-century Bishop of Hippo as pop culture ever 

comes. 

 

Another reason to prefer rock to other musical styles is 

that rock revels in humor. With the exception of one 

effort by violinist Lara St. John, who posed for the cover 

of an acclaimed 1996 recording of Bach solo pieces with 

nothing but her instrument to hide her apparent 

nakedness, classical album covers are drearily 

predictable. But rock offers the skeletons of the 

Grateful Dead, the UFOs of Boston albums, and the 

famous photo of John, Paul, George, and Ringo crossing 

Abbey Road in studied nonchalance.  

The small canvas afforded by CD jackets and the 

advent of digital downloading technology have 

combined to make illustrators grumpy, but there is still 

fun to be had and heard in rock. You can find it in band 

names, in lyrics, and in performances. Mark Knopfler 

named Dire Straits for his financial position at the time, 

and the Marshall Tucker Band was named for a blind 

piano tuner who had previously occupied the 

warehouse they used for rehearsals. 

The best rock lyricists stamp their work with a 

disciplined mischievousness. Double entendres don't 

get any better than, "Well I'm not the world's most 

masculine man, but I know what I am and I'm glad I'm a 

man and so is Lola." Whether the line refers to one man 

or two is open to question, because Ray Davies put it in 

a song about a transvestite. And how do you not smile 

when Joe Walsh sings, "I go to parties sometimes until 

four; It's hard to leave when you can't find the door"? 

More than the lyrics, rock offers countless examples 

of enthusiastic playing. I especially like the way Max 

Crook turned Dell Shannon's "Runaway" into a 

showcase for his own keyboard skills, as Roy Bittan 

would do in Bruce Springsteen's "Thunder Road" a 

generation later.  

On the vocal side of things, Freddie Mercury's 

greetings for Galileo in "Bohemian Rhapsody," Bob 

Dylan's sneering through "Like a Rolling Stone," and Roy 

Orbison's growl in "Pretty Woman" are the stuff of 

legends. Among B-list groups, the band mates in 

Twisted Sister really enjoy the cadence of "We're right! 

We're free! We'll fight! You'll see!"  

Together rockers comprise a debauched court 

striving to overcome weaknesses in a manner 

reminiscent of the anonymous "whiskey priest" whose 

moral growth anchors Graham Greene's The Power 

and the Glory. Meanwhile, rock beats other musical 

forms because "accessible" and "fun" make as 

devastating a one-two punch as you could want. 

And, of course, you can dance to it. 

 

Patrick O'Hannigan is a husband, father, writer, lector, 

and sometime harmonica player in North Carolina. 

Thanks to the confidence he learned from a voice coach 

named Joni, he almost always sings along with Norman 

Greenbaum's "Spirit in the Sky," even though he finds 

the theology in that song rather short of the mark set 

by the Catechism. 
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Jigsaw Puzzle Ecumenism 
Rev. Dwight Longenecer | Column 

8/29/08 

s worldwide Anglicanism implodes, Catholics 

may remember the heady days of Anglican-

Catholic ecumenical relations. In 1966, the last 

great archbishop of Canterbury, Michael Ramsey, met 

with Pope Paul VI in the Sistine Chapel. The archbishop 

and the pope embraced and signed agreements to 

begin the Anglican Roman Catholic International 

Commission. The pope gave Ramsey an episcopal ring 

and they promised to "go forward together." 

At the same time, Rome initiated ecumenical 

conversations with a whole range of ecclesial bodies 

from the Reformed tradition. Even Southern Baptists 

were wooed into talks. Alas, this type of large scale 

ecumenical activity seems to have sputtered to a halt.  

Much of it has to do with the internal divisions 

within Protestantism itself. In all the denominational 

traditions, as the mainline churches follow a predictable 

feminist/homosexualist agenda, the conservatives are 

splitting off to follow what they believe to be the 

"scriptural" faith. As the liberals and conservatives in 

the Protestant denominations fight to the death, it has 

become clear to them and to everyone else that even if 

Rome wanted to move forward ecumenically, any real 

chance of this happening is now impossible. 

It is impossible because both the liberal and 

conservative Protestants have no real love for Rome. As 

heirs of the classic Protestant religion, conservative 

Protestants never abandoned the slogan, "No pope 

here!" The liberals have often made the right sounds 

Rome-ward, but they have never really understood the 

Catholic Church, nor wanted to. The conservative 

Protestants were (and are) opposed to Rome for all the 

old Protestant doctrinal reasons. The liberal Protestants 

are opposed to Rome because they perceive the 

Catholic Church to be reactionary, authoritarian, 

homophobic, misogynistic, and patriarchal. As a result, 

anti-Rome feeling among Protestants is now as high as 

it has ever been. 

This leaves the few remaining Anglicans (along with 

a few Lutherans and Methodists) who have clung to a 

"high church" religion with Catholic trappings, bishops, 

and Catholic sensibilities. These are the rump of 

Ramsey's Anglo-Catholic religion of the 1960s. They 

now occupy a shrinking minority position within their 

own churches, or they have split into "orthodox" 

breakaway groups. 

  

So where does this leave the ecumenical movement? 

In fact, there are some very encouraging signs of hope 

within Pope Benedict XVI's overall vision and mission. 

The key is in Benedict's concept of "the hermeneutic of 

continuity." Through everything from his Wednesday 

catechesis to the reform of the liturgy, to his relaxation 

of the restrictions on the Latin Mass to his use of more 

ornate ceremonial and vestments, Benedict is intent 

on flying the Catholic flag. He is leading a Church that 

is distinctively Catholic once more, and by doing so is 

rallying to his flag all those of whatever background 

who sincerely wish to belong to this Church that lives 

in continuity with the Christianity of the ages. 

This renewal of an authentic and distinctive 

Catholic faith will not only consolidate the faith for 

Catholics worldwide, but it will build a bridge for all 

those who truly wish to be Catholic and are presently 

alienated. By renewing the ancient traditions of the 

Church, Benedict is already inspiring confidence among 

the Eastern Orthodox, who criticized the abuses and 

radical direction of much of the Western Church after 

the second Vatican Council. A renewed, distinctive, 

and authentic Catholic faith will also appeal to those 

Anglicans who sincerely wish to belong to the fullness 

of the Catholic faith and be reconciled. 

The Eastern Churches can look hopefully to the 

existing situation with the Eastern Rite Catholic 

Churches. The way forward may very well be to 

A 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

26 

 

continue to encourage their own traditions, liturgies, 

clergy marital discipline, and episcopal jurisdictions. 

Many more problems need to be solved, not least the 

Eastern Orthodox's traditional dislike and distrust of the 

Eastern Catholic Churches. However, the models that 

allow and encourage diversity within unity are available, 

and working well, and the recent reception of a group 

of Assyrian Catholics into the fold proves it. 

Working with the Anglicans is more difficult. The 

Anglican Communion is a diffuse body that is splitting 

further every day. In addition to the hundreds of 

national churches that are part of the formal Anglican 

Communion, there are now nearly one hundred 

Anglican breakaway churches. Some of them are no 

more than a bishop with a few souls worshipping in his 

garage; others are serious global confederations that 

are already in conversations with the Vatican. 

Negotiating unity with whole groups like this is fraught 

with difficulty, not least because so many of their 

members and clergy are former Catholics who have 

formally apostatized or are in irregular marriages.  

Nevertheless, in a breathtaking gesture of welcome 

and encouragement, Rome has already authorized an 

Anglican Use liturgy, provided the pastoral provision for 

married former Anglicans to be ordained as Catholic 

priests, and shown a way for Anglican Use parishes to 

be established within the existing diocesan structures. 

Rome has batted the ball across the net; it's up to the 

Anglicans who are interested to return it. If they want, 

individual congregations, religious communities, 

apostolates, and even dioceses or breakaway Anglican 

churches can come into full communion. 

  

More easily reconciled are those groups that have 

most recently broken away from the Catholic Church. If 

the entire Society of St. Pius X cannot be brought home 

to Rome, at least we can be hopeful that individual 

congregations, priests, religious, and provinces might 

turn away from schism and affirm full communion with 

the Catholic Church.  

This has happened recently when the Transalpine 

Redemptorists (a group associated with the Society of 

St Pius X) and the Sisters of Mary Mother of the Church 

(a group of sedevacantist nuns) were reconciled. The 

model of receiving religious orders into the Church and 

regularizing their position -- allowing them a certain 

measure of independence while grafting them into the 

Church -- may also work for schismatic ecclesial 

communities, new movements in the Church, and 

individual congregations that have broken away from 

either the Catholic Church or some other Catholic-

oriented schismatic Church. 

In my observation of the ecumenical movement 

over the last 25 years, I have been amazed at the 

courtesy, diplomacy, and patience of Rome. Time and 

again, Rome has taken the initiative. She has made the 

memorable gesture, offered the hand of friendship, 

opened discussions, and welcomed every effort 

toward unity in the church. With firmness but love, 

Rome has kept the conversations going while speaking 

clearly when her ecumenical partners have time and 

again created new obstacles to unity. 

Until recently, ecumenism has resembled the old 

US-USSR détente: The two powers sat down from time 

to time for "talks," but little was accomplished. In 

reality, one side was merely waiting for the other to 

collapse. We are witnessing the collapse of any viable, 

coherent Protestant structures. Just as the Soviet 

Union broke into many little parts, so in the future 

Protestantism will be made up of increasingly smaller 

splinter groups with their own traditions and agenda. 

The advantage is that they will know what they believe 

and state it clearly. 

This means each one of the small groups can be 

reconciled to the Catholic Church more easily. The old 

ecumenism of Rome talking to the big global players is 

finished. Instead, we'll see the reconciliation of 

individuals, religious communities, breakaway groups, 

and small, ethnic churches or sub-groups within 

churches. As the Protestant churches disintegrate, the 

new ecumenism of the 21st century will be far less like 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

27 

 

a corporate merger and far more like the intense, 

painstaking work of assembling a jigsaw puzzle. 

 

Rev. Dwight Longenecker is Chaplain to St Joseph's 

Catholic School in Greenville, South Carolina. He is the 

author of More Christianity. Visit his Web site at 

www.dwightlongenecker.com.  

 

http://www.amazon.com/More-Christianity-Dwight-Longenecker/dp/1931709351/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1219981185&sr=8-1
http://www.dwightlongenecker.com/
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A Grand Night for Singing: Why I Love Showtunes 

Deal W. Hudson| Column 

8/29/08 
t is said we love the music of our youth. No doubt 

we respond in a special way to the music that played 

through our high school and college years. After all, 

those are the years of first loves, broken vows, and 

heartaches we believe will never end. 

But this implies there is no critical basis for the 

music we care most about: Its entire value to us is 

based upon being associated with an early period of our 

lives, usually more pleasurable in retrospect than they 

really were. 

So it was with me. Broadway shows were the music 

of my youth. Living in a three-bedroom ranch home 

down the river from Mt. Vernon, I discovered a stack of 

LPs -- all Broadway shows -- which I played in the 

echoing darkness of our unfinished basement. I was ten 

years old when I began memorizing the lyrics to 

Camelot, My Fair Lady, South Pacific, Showboat, West 

Side Story, Stop the World I Want to Get Off, The King 

and I, and Oklahoma.  

Singing those songs, hour after hour, I gradually 

became informed by a different culture and sensibility -- 

a more articulate way of expressing desire and 

disappointment. It also took the edge off the Texas 

accent handed down to me by my parents and 

grandparents. 

Even then, the difference in quality between 

Broadway shows and most of the music played on the 

radio was obvious to me. Like everyone else, I snapped 

my fingers to Buddy Holly, imitated the twang of Elvis, 

and celebrated the arrival of the Beatles to America, but 

I knew there was no comparison with the glories of 

Richard Rodgers, Oscar Hammerstein, Frederick Loewe, 

Alan Jay Lerner, Jerome Kern, or even Anthony Newley 

and Leslie Bricusse (who went onto greater fame with 

Oliver!).  

Popular music was at a crossroads in those days. 

The dominance of the Great American Songbook, as it is 

known, which was closely tied to the Broadway musical, 

was coming to an end. Composers like Harold Arlen 

("Over the Rainbow"), Irving Berlin ("White Christmas"), 

George Gershwin ("Summertime"), and Cole Porter 

("Night and Day") were being replaced by the Beatles, 

the Beach Boys, and the Rolling Stones.  

These bands were formed in 1960, 1961, and 

1962, respectively -- the same years I spent singing 

show tunes in my basement in Alexandria, VA.  

That three of the songs named above came from 

Broadway shows illustrates the way these composers -

- while writing for the stage -- were also creating the 

popular music played on the radio and sung around 

pianos across the country. The musical culture created 

by these composers was kept alive by the television 

variety shows I watched avidly. My favorites were The 

Dinah Shore Show and The Perry Como Show, both of 

which ended in 1963, and The Andy Williams Show, 

which lasted until 1971. 

When I arrived at the University of Texas in 

September 1967, I brought a beautiful AKAI reel-to-

reel tape recorder with 7-inch reels of Nat King Cole, 

Perry Como, Frank Sinatra, and Matt Munro. Yes, my 

musical tastes did lead to conflict with my room- and 

suitemates, but a happy compromise was found by 

listening to the Moody Blues and, reluctantly on my 

part, the Beatles' "White Album." 

While I still considered Broadway music and the 

Great American Songbook to be superior to most post-

1960s popular music, to be fair, the music of Arlen, 

Kern, Porter, et al. was the best of its era and justly 

survived the passing of the years. Similarly, I judge the 

quality of pop music by whether it makes it into that 

Songbook or not.  

Of course, what finds its way in will have greater 

appeal than what we love by mere association with 

our youth. The great songs, whether from Broadway or 

I 
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Variety_show
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perry_Como
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not, have their impact on young or old because of their 

musical quality and the deftness of their lyrics in putting 

words to our most deeply felt experiences.  

Most people know the sudden and exhilarating 

heightening of the senses that comes with falling in 

love. Has anyone captured this moment, when your 

sense of self merges into everything else around you, 

better than Frederick Lerner in My Fair Lady? As you 

read the lyrics, recall how the melody rises between the 

two words "And oh!" suggesting a joy that cannot, and 

will not, be contained regardless of the "people who 

stop and stare." 

I have often walked down this street before; 

But the pavement always stayed beneath my feet 

before. 

All at once am I several stories high 

Knowing I'm on the street where you live. 

Are there lilac trees in the heart of town? 

Can you hear a lark in any other part of town? 

Does enchantment pour out of ev'ry door? 

No, it's just on the street where you live! 

And oh! The towering feeling 

Just to know somehow you are near. 

The overpowering feeling 

That any second you may suddenly appear! 

People stop and stare. They don't bother me. 

For there's no where else on earth that I would 

rather be. 

Let the time go by, I won't care if I 

Can be here on the street where you live. 

Songs like this are one reason Tony Bennett still has an 

active career at age 82, while singers like Michael 

Bublé, Harry Connick Jr., and Michael Feinstein have 

created a new generation of fans of the Great 

American Songbook. 

 

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). 

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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A Good Book about Bad Books 
Logan Gage | Review 

8/23/08 

 
10 Books that Screwed Up the World: And 5 Others that Didn't Help 

Benjamin Wiker, Regnery, 260 pages, $27.95 

 

f ever there were a book designed specifically for 

the enjoyment of InsideCatholic readers, surely it is 

Benjamin Wiker's new 10 Books that Screwed Up the 

World: And 5 Others that Didn't Help. Wiker should be 

renowned (if he is not already) for Moral Darwinism: 

How We Became Hedonists -- a book that at once 

exposes both the ancient philosophical antecedents and 

modern cultural consequences of Darwinism. 

In the present book, the professor of philosophy at 

Franciscan University of Steubenville proposes not a 

new era of book burning, as some might suppose, but 

rather a learned critique of toxic ideas floating in our 

cultural water. Wiker plays the role of EPA in the "Great 

Books" world, covering Machiavelli, Descartes, Hobbes, 

Rousseau, Marx/Engels, Mill, Darwin, Nietzsche, Lenin, 

Sanger, Hitler, Freud, Mead, Kinsey, and Friedan. 

10 Books's two main virtues consist in exposing our 

often blind worship of "Science" and revealing the 

central mistake of the past several centuries of 

intellectual thought: the attempt to destroy and replace 

the West's traditional understanding of the human 

person and his place in the world. 

If there is one truth our children need before 

college, perhaps it is that just because something is 

claimed in the name of science -- to borrow Gershwin's 

words -- it ain't necessarily so. If this is true, it is only 

because empiricism is the dominant epistemology of 

our time, making us more susceptible to scientifically 

glossed claims ("Nine out of ten doctors recommend 

it!"). 

Over the last several centuries, one author after 

another has assured us of his "scientific" stature. The 

most obvious cases in point are Marx, Engels, and Lenin 

-- all declaring the scientific necessity of the 

revolutionary, post-industrialist future. But Sanger, 

Freud, Mead, and Kinsey also follow in this pseudo-

scientific tradition. Kinsey is too disgusting to mention 

in mixed company, so let's make Margaret Mead's 

influential Coming of Age in Samoa (1928) our 

exemplum.  

As an Ivy League graduate student in 

anthropology, Mead traveled to Samoa to examine 

whether adolescent rebellion was a Western 

phenomenon or a "natural" one. Of course, Wiker 

observes, "Her real goal was to convince the West that 

the rigors of Christian sexual morality were unnatural, 

and that its anxiety-producing inhibitions are 

something we'd all be happier without." The Samoans, 

she claimed, experience little inter-family conflict 

because of children's autonomy from their parents, 

and the children themselves are free of sexual anxiety 

because of loose norms. Beginning young, they 

casually made "common rendezvous with their lovers 

and their liaisons were frequent and gay," both homo- 

and heterosexual.  

Therefore, this "scientist" declares, to regain our 

natural, angst-free state we must relinquish our 

preoccupation with traditional family and morality. 

Why saddle ourselves with this unnatural monogamy 

thing? It only leads to conflict. 

Despite the book's wide, authoritative acceptance 

(I recall as a boy seeing it in a church library and 

thinking something was amiss), several problems are 

apparent. For starters, as Wiker notes, Mead assumes 

that "what is natural and original is best." Second, 

other anthropologists have at last challenged Mead's 

findings. They claim "the Samoans were far more 

I 
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concerned with chastity, and hence far less sexually 

promiscuous, than Westerners of the time." In other 

words, this is junk science.  

As with numerous writers Wiker examines, Mead's 

true genre may have been autobiography. Her travels 

appear to be more of a search for relativistic 

justification for her personal life than a fact-finding 

mission. As Wiker tells it, 

She was married when she sailed to Samoa, but 

ditched her first husband for a man she met on the 

journey back home. The second was soon traded for a 

third, and finally her third marriage was casually cast 

aside. The whole time she was carrying on with her 

lesbian lover, Ruth Benedict. 

Given Mead's mis-observations and terribly 

unscientific method, it is clear that Coming of Age only 

gained traction because it was what the elites wanted 

to hear. As one anthropologist remarked, "Had the book 

been similarly unscientific but with an opposite ideology 

we no doubt would have ripped it apart for its scientific 

failings." 

  

If one pattern emerges from Wiker's list of books, it is 

the authors' alternative scenarios of human origins and 

destiny. Hobbes claimed that in a state of nature, 

anything goes. Morality does not exist until we form a 

contract with the state. Rousseau also urges return to a 

"state of nature," though his is an Edenic paradise. It is 

only society itself that corrupted us. Society and 

morality (especially sexual morality, as you might have 

guessed) are "unnatural." And closer to our own time, 

Freud convinced many that religious traditions 

originated in an act of patricide: Ancient tribal sons 

killed and ate their father because they sexually desired 

their mother. (One is reminded in all of this of Peter 

Kreeft's "It's the sex, stupid!") 

This is all too ironic for Wiker. We were told that 

God and the traditional Western notions of man's 

origins were rejected because of hard science. Wiker 

writes: 

The ideas of God and sin might all seem too 

mythical for this scientific age until we recall that 

whether the bad thinker is Hobbes, Rousseau, 

Marx, or Freud, the authors we've covered in this 

book were mythmakers. They were enthralled by 

entirely mythical states of nature, entirely fictional 

alternative Edens, entranced by entirely impossible 

utopian paradises. Tens of millions of lives were 

offered up to the twin fictions of an alternative 

Garden of Eden and an alternative paradise, each 

taken and presented (falsely) as scientific fact. 

Centuries ago, Wiker concludes, it may have appeared 

plausible that once the shackles of traditional religion 

and morality were overthrown there would be a 

renaissance of the human spirit, a dawning of the Age 

of Aquarius. But how can we in the 21st century 

possibly believe this? As Wiker writes, "Atheism no 

longer has the luxury of speculating upon how grand 

the future will be once we've rid the world of priests 

and kings and brought heaven to earth." 

Whether you're looking for a quick course on the 

Great Books or to inoculate a child going off to college, 

this book is a must-read. 

 

Logan Paul Gage is a policy analyst with Discovery 

Institute. 
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