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Why I'm Not a Republican 
David R. Carlin | Column 

9/6/08

lthough I'm a lifelong Democrat, a former 

Democratic majority leader of the Rhode Island 

Senate, and in 1992 a Democratic nominee for 

the United States House of Representatives, I have for 

many years now denounced in writing the policies of 

the national Democratic Party. I have even written a 

book of denunciation: Can a Catholic Be a Democrat? 

(Sophia Institute Press, 2006), and for the past six 

months or so I have been giving exhibits of this 

denunciation on the web pages of InsideCatholic. 

All this has led some Democrats to accuse me of not 

being a Democrat -- of really being, in my heart of 

hearts, a Republican. To these critics my standard reply 

is that the United States is not Stalin's Soviet Union: 

Here, party membership is not determined by 

ideological orthodoxy. It is determined by voter 

registration; and if you check the records at City Hall in 

my home town of Newport, you'll find that I'm still, as I 

have been for nearly a half century, a registered 

Democrat. 

On the other hand, a lot of Republicans, aware that 

I agree with them on many things, including my support 

for the presidential candidacy of John McCain, have 

asked me why I don't take the final step in my evolution 

toward conservatism by simply registering as a 

Republican. I'll try to answer that question in this article 

-- cautioning the reader, however, that I'm not 

suggesting that anybody should follow my example. I 

offer my account simply as a case study. Maybe it will 

shed light on why many old Democrats, though 

disillusioned with their party, remain unwilling to cross 

the aisle. 

So here goes. In no particular order, here are some 

of the reasons I am not a Republican: 

1. It irritates me that Republicans have adopted the 

habit of speaking of the Democratic Party as the 

Democrat Party (dropping the final -ic). This is worthy of 

eight-year-olds hurling insults at a playground. Every 

time I hear a Republican say "Democrat Party," I can't 

help thinking to myself: "How childish, petty, and stupid 

Republicans must be to think that this is a clever thing 

to say." 

2. If I were to register as a Republican, I'd be aligning 

myself with the Rhode Island Republican Party, and for 

decades this party has been dominated by the Chafee 

family, John and his son Lincoln, both of whom served 

in the U.S. Senate. Indeed, for much of this time the 

Rhode Island Republican Party could be described, 

without much exaggeration, as a wholly owned 

subsidiary of the Chafee family. While I have great 

respect for the Chafee family (especially the late John, 

who, as governor and later senator, was one of the 

outstanding figures in the history of the state), both 

father and son were solidly pro-choice. 

Since one of the chief reasons I am disillusioned 

with the national Democratic Party is its support for 

abortion, what would I gain by switching from one pro-

choice party to another? Besides, in Rhode Island, 

Democratic members of the state legislature tend to 

be conservative (like me) on issues of abortion and 

same-sex marriage; on such questions ours is probably 

the most conservative state in New England. 

3. I am made suspicious and nervous by the animus 

many Republicans have for "big government" and the 

"welfare state" along with their superstitious belief in 

the virtual infallibility of market mechanisms. I'm old 

enough to remember FDR (I remember the day he 

died; I had turned seven three days earlier), not to 

mention Truman and Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson. I 

can't forget that they used "big government" to 

promote the general welfare (in Catholic thought, 

more usually called "the common good"). 

Think of the roll call: Social Security, 

unemployment compensation, minimum wage, the 

A 

http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=316
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TVA, the Wagner Act, the GI Bill of Rights, the FHA, 

Medicare, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights 

Act of 1965, and so on. I grant that Democrats tend to 

have too much faith in big government and that they 

have the very bad habit of believing that you can solve 

all problems by "throwing money at them." But that 

Democrats sin by going to one extreme doesn't make 

me feel comfortable when Republicans sin by going to 

the opposite extreme. 

4. Democrats, I concede, put too much self-

congratulatory stress on the "compassion" they feel for 

underdogs. Many underdogs would be better off if, 

instead of being the "beneficiaries" of compassion, they 

were told that they live in a relentlessly competitive 

society and that they'd better get a grip on themselves 

if they don't want to remain at the bottom of the 

league. Nonetheless, compassion for the underdog is a 

good thing, and many Republicans, I fear, have far too 

little of it. I am reminded of this almost every time I 

hear Rush Limbaugh on the radio: Limbaugh makes me 

laugh, but he also makes me cringe. 

5. My fundamental reason for not turning Republican is 

something I learned reading Aristotle's Politics. The 

normal condition of politics in a Greek city-state, as 

Aristotle saw it, was a struggle between oligarchs (the 

relatively small number of rich) and democrats (the 

non-rich majority). In order to maintain a peaceful and 

orderly society, it was necessary to maintain a balance 

between the oligarchy and the democracy, with neither 

party becoming so dominant as to drive the other to 

revolution-provoking exasperation. In a modern 

industrial society, it is normal that there should be two 

principal parties, one dominated by big business, the 

other by the "little people." Ever since the presidency of 

General Grant (1869-77), the GOP has been dominated -

- and continues today to be dominated -- by big-

business interests. (My Republican friends, I observe, 

hate to be told this, but it's true all the same.) 

Now I have no objection to the fact that big 

business dominates one of our major political parties. 

It is right that this should be so -- what a strange world 

it would be if big business, with its great intelligence 

and vast resources, were not able to dominate one of 

our two parties! It's just that I, for reasons of 

temperament and personal history, prefer being with 

the party of the "little people." 

And this brings me to my fundamental objection to 

the national Democratic Party. It is no longer the party 

of the little people; it is no longer a (small-d) 

democratic party. The United States is today in the odd 

-- and, to my mind, very dangerous -- situation of being 

dominated by two oligarchic parties. 

 

David R. Carlin is a professor of sociology and 

philosophy at the Community College of Rhode Island. 
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Obama's Political 'Cloud of Unknowing' 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

9/8/08

ppearing Sunday on This Week with George 

Stephanopoulos, Sen. Barack Obama tried to 

undo the damage done by his Saddleback 

Church interview with Rick Warren -- specifically his 

comment that the question of when an unborn child 

receives human rights was "above [his] pay grade." 

"Was that phrase too flip?" Stephanopoulos asked 

Obama. 

"Probably," Obama said. "Yes. I mean, what I 

intended to say is that, as a Christian, I have a lot of 

humility about understanding when does the soul enter 

into..." 

At that moment, Stephanopoulos cut him short, 

interjecting, "It goes back to Augustine," as if to remind 

him of the Pelosi line.  

Obama quickly got back on track. "It does, it's a 

pretty tough question. And so, all I meant to 

communicate was that I don't presume to be able to 

answer these kinds of theological questions." 

Was Stephanopoulos coaching Obama? If so, it was 

a similar message to the one that earned House Speaker 

Nancy Pelosi the rebuke of over two dozen bishops in 

the last two weeks. Catholic bishops don't like to be 

lectured on Church doctrine by politicians -- or media 

pundits, for that matter.  

Does Obama think Catholic bishops lack humility 

when they issue statements reminding us that human 

life should be protected from the moment of 

conception? He infers that to know that life begins at 

conception -- rather than not to know -- is prideful. 

One of those bishops who "knows" is Obama's 

hometown prelate, Francis Cardinal George of Chicago. 

On September 2, Cardinal George issued a statement 

that firmly rejected the notion that Catholic teaching is 

unclear on abortion: 

The Catholic Church, from its first days, condemned 

the aborting of unborn children as gravely sinful.... 

This same teaching has been constantly reiterated 

in every place and time up to Vatican II, which 

condemned abortion as a "heinous crime." This is 

true today and will be so tomorrow. Any other 

comments by politicians, professors, pundits, or 

the occasional priest, are erroneous and cannot be 

proposed in good faith. 

  

On Meet the Press that same day, Sen. Joseph Biden 

also covered himself in Obama's "cloud of unknowing." 

Biden has already been told by his outgoing ordinary, 

Bishop Michael Saltarelli of Wilmington, Delaware, 

that he cannot speak at Catholic schools in the diocese, 

even if he is elected vice president. 

Biden's latest comments to Tom Brokaw won't 

improve things. 

He told Brokaw he believes "life begins at the 

moment of conception" and that "as a Roman Catholic, 

I'm prepared to accept the teachings of my church."  

However, Biden then proceeded to list the 

teaching of the Church he is not prepared to accept: In 

his view, protecting the unborn -- as the Church 

teaches Catholics must do -- is "to impose that 

judgment on everyone else . . . [and] seems to me 

inappropriate in a pluralistic society." 

Brokaw asked Biden how he can still support 

abortion rights and believe life begins at conception. 

The answer was as confused as you might expect when 

someone is faced with an obvious self-contradiction: 

No . . . I have voted against curtailing the right -- 

criminalizing abortion. I have voted against telling 

everyone else in the country that they have to 

A 

http://blogs.abcnews.com/politicalpunch/2008/09/obama-my-answer.html
http://www.americanpapist.com/2008/08/listed-american-bishops-who-have-spoken.html
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/26590488/page/4/
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/aug/08082509.html
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accept my religiously based view that it's at the 

moment of conception [emphasis added]. 

Both Obama and Biden are trying to find refuge in the 

divorce of faith from knowledge, while conveniently 

ignoring the uncontroversial scientific evidence 

establishing the fact that life begins at conception.  

The Obama campaign began its religious outreach 

deftly. But in recent months, it has been repeating 

every mistake made by John Kerry in 2004. That 

Cardinal George has joined the public debate is the 

worst possible news for Obama and his Catholic 

supporters. While he's been experiencing his own 

troubles, Cardinal George is nevertheless the president 

of the USCCB and the most influential U.S. bishop in the 

Vatican. He is from Obama's home state and is the 

successor of Joseph Cardinal Bernardin, who might be 

called the patron saint of "social justice" Catholic 

activists. Cardinal George has made sure that the 

Bernardin legacy of the "seamless garment" cannot be 

misinterpreted to ignore the abortion issue. 

By stating emphatically that the abortion issue will 

not, and should not, disappear from political debate, 

Cardinal George also takes away the Democrats' attack 

line that pro-lifers are being "divisive" and "partisan." 

No one would ever accuse Cardinal George of being a 

Republican, or of being sympathetic to the GOP.   

The more Obama and Biden -- with the "help" of 

Pelosi -- assert their moral agnosticism, the more the 

bishops will publicly correct them, thus raising doubts 

among Catholic voters about the Democratic ticket. 

 

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.catholicnewsagency.com/new.php?n=13523
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/new.php?n=13523
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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Liberating Theology from Politics 
Rev. James V. Schall, S.J. | Column 

9/8/08 

 friend recently sent me a remark by one Msgr. 

Alfred Gilbey, a onetime chaplain at 

Cambridge's Fisher House who was often called 

"eccentric" (but that mostly meant that he was a 

believing and practicing Catholic priest in a chaotic 

time). I'm sure his words will come as news to many. In 

an article in the Modern Age by Roger Scruton, 

Monsignor Gilbey is cited as saying, "We are not led to 

undo the work of creation or to rectify the Fall. The duty 

of the Christian is not to leave the world a better place. 

His duty is to leave this world a better man."  

This passage is not unmindful of Plato, and the way 

Socrates did leave this world. It presupposes that we 

have some idea what a better man might be. It also 

presupposes that we have a choice in the matter, no 

matter what the form of civil society in which we 

chance to live out our days.  

Likewise, Monsignor Gilbey's remark recalls the 

famous passage of Solzhenitsyn in the Gulag 

Archipelago. In the direst circumstances known in the 

modern world, the Russian novelist wrote:  

It was only when I lay there on rotting prison straw 

that I sensed within myself the first stirrings of good. 

Gradually it was disclosed to me that the line separating 

good and evil passes not through states, nor between 

classes, nor between political parties either -- but right 

through every human heart -- and through all human 

heats. 

Ultimately, it is not the state, or the class, or the 

political party that matters. As the human substances 

that bear and transcend their reality, what counts is 

what we do in the state, class, or party in which we live, 

be it the best or the worst, or something in-between. 

Scripture itself, if it tells us anything about end 

times, informs us that they will not be overly pleasant. 

The modern age has done everything in its power to tell 

us that we will all be better people -- but only if we just 

redo the work of creation, or overcome the Fall, or 

reform our political structures, families, property, 

classes, or our political parties. We will, no doubt, be 

called "individualists" if we think that the task of saving 

our souls is rather what we should be about.  

The implication of most modern ideology is that 

we can do nothing for ourselves until these magic 

reforms first take place. For many, this proposition 

comes as a relief as it dispenses us from doing much 

until things outside of us are better. These reforms, 

however, always end up with much blood on their 

hands, because they forget what passes through the 

human heart. The system, we say, was responsible, not 

the individual. 

  

Along with Plato and Aristotle, the classical Christian 

view suspected rather that social reforms would be 

consequent on the inner reform of our souls. The 

problem that Christians had with the classical 

understanding of virtue was not that it was unknown. 

Rather, the question was: Why was it so difficult to 

practice this known virtue? This latter difficulty could, 

in the Christian view, only be confronted with some 

understanding of the Fall and grace.  

We have developed a system in which such ideas 

as virtue and grace are never so much as whispered 

among us. No guarantee, moreover, can be given that, 

if we choose to live a good life and persist in this life 

until our death, we will be praised by the world. Just 

the opposite is implied. We are warned that, like Christ 

Himself, we will be both misunderstood and 

persecuted, not only if we are bad (which we too often 

are) but if we are good. If I cannot strive to be virtuous 

until the public order is reformed according to some 

philosophically designed formality or other, there 

seems not much sense in trying. The Christian view of 

A 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0061253715/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0061253715/insidecatcom-20
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man rejects the premises on which this latter view is 

built, a view that pretty well dominates our modern 

culture. 

In his book on Eschatology, Joseph Cardinal 

Ratzinger wrote:  

The rejection of chiliasm (Joachim of Flora, the idea 

that history will produce a Kingdom of God on 

earth) means that the Church repudiated the idea 

of a definitive intra-historical fulfillment, an inner, 

intrinsic perfectibility of history. The Christian hope 

knows no idea of an inner fulfillment of history. On 

the contrary, it affirms the impossibility of an inner 

fulfillment of the world. 

Does this mean that Christians, therefore, have nothing 

to do but sit around and wait? Quite the opposite: They, 

like everyone else, are to be judged by what they 

believe and do to themselves and to others with whom 

they live. In this same book, then-Cardinal Ratzinger 

mentions the Gulag Archipelago as an example of what 

happens when a this-worldly perfectibility is proposed 

by an ideological movement. 

Cardinal Ratzinger then adds a significant reflection 

that is more than pertinent to our current politics: 

The Kingdom of God is not a political norm of 

political activity, but it is a moral norm of that 

activity. Political activity stands under moral norms, 

even if morality as such is not political nor politics 

as such morality. In other words, the message of the 

Kingdom of God is significant for political life not by 

way of eschatology but by way of political ethics. 

Politics is not an agent to bring about the solution of 

our personal relation to death, hell, heaven, and 

purgatory, the four last things. Rather, politics 

constitutes a finite, temporal arena in which the drama 

of each human life is played out in terms of how each of 

us lived in his actions, no matter where it is he lived and 

acted. This was the point of Monsignor Gilbey and 

Solzhenitsyn.  

Some regimes will be better than others, as 

Aristotle already said. It is an aspect of general justice 

that we pay attention to this difference. But we can lose 

our souls in the best regime known to man and save it 

in the worst, and do one or the other in all the others 

known to history. When politics, even if democratic, 

claims to define what is good and what is evil by its 

customs and legislation, as much modern politics does, 

we have before us not "normal" politics but 

eschatological politics -- the worst kind.  

"It is healthy for politics to learn," Cardinal 

Ratzinger continues, "that its own content is not 

eschatological. The setting asunder of eschatology and 

politics is one of the fundamental tasks of Christian 

theology." This is the true nature of the "liberation" of 

theology. Aristotle had already implied that politics is 

not metaphysics. The restoration of politics to be 

politics, as the arena in which the transcendent destiny 

of each is manifested, is the great work of political 

philosophy in our time.  

 

Rev. James V. Schall, S. J., teaches political science at 

Georgetown University. His latest book, The Order of 

Things, is recently published by Ignatius Press. 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1586171976/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1586171976/insidecatcom-20
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In Case of Rapture, This Executive Office Will Be Vacant 

John Zmirak | Column 

9/9/08

y adding Gov. Sarah Palin, Sen. John McCain 

made his presidential ticket a whole lot more 

attractive. (See my own endorsement: "Me Vote 

Pretty This Time.") Of course, Palin's presence is no 

guarantee that McCain will keep his word and appoint 

solid choices to the U.S. Supreme Court -- any more 

than doting husband Al Gore, sitting in the VP's office as 

chaperone, kept Bill Clinton faithful to Hillary, down the 

hall in his.  

But the Palin pick says good things about the 

balance of power within the GOP. At least pro-lifers 

were spared the demeaning spectacle of a running 

mate like Sen. Joseph Lieberman -- a left-wing Democrat 

who has voted for gay marriage and partial-birth 

abortion, whose only qualification for proximity to the 

nuclear button is his twitching trigger-finger. Had the 

party gone ahead and swallowed that shambling 

Schroeder -- after a damaging floor fight, it's pretty to 

think -- we social conservatives would stand exposed as 

finally helpless, especially in the event that McCain 

went on to win. A Republican elected on a "balanced" 

pro-life and pro-death ticket would have a mandate to 

follow his whims in appointing justices, resulting in two 

or three more David Souters or Harriet Miers.  

In pessimistic moments, I really suspect the GOP 

leadership of dark intelligence, of craftiness sufficient to 

calculate as follows: So long as the Supreme Court is 

just one or two justices away from reversing Roe v. 

Wade, social conservatives have no choice whom to 

support. Forget what they think of a candidate or a 

party's other stances; how many can put aside the stark 

and primal evil of abortion -- any more than 

abolitionists could have supported the Jefferson Davis 

administration because they liked his stance on the 

tariff? In fact, we barely have the option not to vote, in 

case the next court appointment makes the difference.  

However, the moment the Court really did overturn 

that damn-fool decision and throw abortion back to the 

states, what would happen? Once pro-life voters were 

suddenly free to take account of other issues in 

elections -- like war and peace, economics, even 

qualifications and experience . . . Taking the ugliest, 

most ideological issue out of national elections would 

drain the fuel tanks of dogged, single-issue activists like 

me. (I started in politics at age eleven, collecting 

signatures for the New York Right to Life Party.) If the 

donkey caught the carrot, it might stop pulling the cart 

for Halliburton. So the key thing is to keep that carrot 

hanging in front of us. I fear it will always dangle, one 

justice out of reach.  

The choice of Palin suggests I might be wrong, that 

the Republicans either aren't a) this evil or b) this 

clever. (My vote is b.) So I might just turn out this 

November and vote for a major party candidate for the 

first time since 1992. And maybe this time -- this time -

- we'll catch the carrot. Let us pray . . . 

  

One subject I would bring up, were we gnawing that 

carrot right now, is this: How wise is it to vote in 

politicians whose religious faith entails a simplistic 

fixation on Middle Eastern politics, with a 

preconceived outcome based not on facts, philosophy, 

or fairness -- but peculiar readings of prophecy? Put 

bluntly, the views of Gov. Palin's church are not far off 

from the "Christian Zionism" of John Hagee (which I 

parody here). This distinctly post-Woodstock biblical 

theory doesn't simply teach -- as any fair person 

should agree -- that Israel has a right to exist in peace 

and security. That’s sissy stuff. Instead, it revives all the 

Old Testament promises made by God to His sanctified 

kingdom -- providing they keep His Law. And it offers 

them to a secular country better known for nude 

beaches and legal abortion than strict adherence to 

Leviticus.  

B 

http://www.takimag.com/blogs/article/me_vote_pretty_this_time/
http://www.takimag.com/blogs/article/me_vote_pretty_this_time/
http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig9/panyard2.html
http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig9/panyard2.html
http://washingtontimes.com/news/2008/sep/04/palins-evangelical-faith-drives-pro-israel-view/?page=2
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_Zionism
http://newsweek.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/catholicamerica/2008/05/the_whore_of_babylon.html
http://www.takimag.com/blogs/article/mccain_and_the_protestant_ultramontanists
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Those promises -- including vast swathes of territory 

outside the country's current borders -- will be 

guaranteed not by God but by the United States. (I 

know, sometimes it's hard to keep the distinction 

straight.) The United States should wield its God-given 

power, including nukes, to smite the unbelievers who 

threaten the Promised Land. Of course, this could lead 

to cataclysmic war with a billion Muslims -- which is just 

fine with the Christian Zionists, since they expect to be 

raptured right off the planet before things get too hot, 

returning in the mushroom clouds with the Second 

Coming. Or something. It's safe to say that wherever 

Martin Luther, John Calvin, and Philip Melancthon are 

living now, they're a wee bit red in the face.  

Now, my sympathies in the Arab/Israeli conflict are 

squarely with the latter. I'm a lot more frightened of 

Islamists breeding suicide bombers all over 

Christendom than I am of AIPAC lobbyists roaming the 

halls of Congress. The former would happily blow me 

and my hometown to smithereens; at worst, the latter 

might pull strings to get me fired. I can't suss out the 

justice of all the competing claims to the blood-soaked 

Holy Land; if I'd my druthers, I'd probably restore the 

Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and head it with a 

Habsburg. But I haven’t had many druthers granted 

since 1789. So I'm willing to lay aside my own 

theologically driven crackpot theory of how to resolve 

the "final status" of Israel/Palestine. All I ask is that my 

Protestant brethren do the same.  

Facing the threat of Iran obtaining its own nuclear 

weapons, should U.S.-led negotiations fail, many Israelis 

grimly contemplate a first strike on that country. That's 

Israel's business, not America's -- and certainly not a 

conflict any sane theologian could call a just war if we 

launched it. But if the IDF wants to try a surgical strike, I 

say: "Knock yourselves out. Try to spare civilians." If I 

lived in modern, secular Israel -- which doesn't put too 

much stock in the promises made to Abraham -- I would 

feel "existentially threatened" by such an Islamic bomb. 

This threat would drive me first to try every peaceful 

means to stop such proliferation, and also to establish 

a viable Palestinian state -- even if it meant dismantling 

outlaw settlements on captured Arab lands. In fact, a 

large plurality of Israelis favor such a negotiated 

resolution, seeing in it their only hope for a peaceful 

future. 

Alas, the Christian Zionists aren't interested in 

securing a peaceful future for secular Israel; instead, 

for them, it is scenery for Act V of a biblical Hamlet, 

the stage where all the bodies will pile up, before Our 

Lord rides in like Fortinbras. And the rest is silence.  

 

John Zmirak is author, most recently, of the graphic 

novel The Grand Inquisitor and Writer-in-Residence at 

Thomas More College in New Hampshire. He is a 

regular columnist for InsideCatholic.com. 

http://www.lewrockwell.com/barnwell/barnwell71.html
http://www.lewrockwell.com/barnwell/barnwell71.html
http://home.newadvent.org/cathen/08361a.htm
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/18/opinion/18morris.html?_r=1&scp=1&sq=Benny%20Morris&st=cse&oref=slogin
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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Spiritual Rehab 

Laraine Bennett | Column 

9/9/08 

ademoiselle, please help me!" The old 

woman's hand trembles above the arm 

of the wheelchair. I glance around the 

bustling hallway, noting all the nurses, technicians, and 

nurses' aides. Nobody appears to have heard the 

plaintive cry. 

"I beg you, take me to my room!" 

 "Where is your room?" I ask briskly, since I am in a 

hurry to get to my dad's room in rehab. 

"I don't know," she replies sorrowfully. 

"This woman needs some assistance," I announce 

loudly in the direction of the busy nurses' station. 

"Don't pay any attention to her," says the head 

nurse. "She'll just keep asking." 

I push her down the hall and then back again, the 

old woman murmuring repeatedly, "Thank you, 

mademoiselle, you are so kind." We look in each room 

as we pass. We see patients in wheelchairs or in their 

beds, eyes riveted to televisions. The rooms don't look 

familiar to my charge. Finally, I wheel her back to the 

nurses' station and park her there.  

I don't like seeing my dad, a fit World War II veteran 

with seven Purple Hearts, in this place. It is filled with 

old people with blank expressions in their eyes, already 

far along the road to dementia. But my dad needs 

physical therapy after hip surgery. 

The first day the physical therapist tells my dad to 

build a tower of Jenga blocks, and then remove one 

block. "I used to play this game with my kids," I 

announce brightly, wondering what possible point there 

could be in this task.  

"Now, read the question on the block," says the 20-

something therapist unctuously.  

"What do you do if you have a prescription to be 

filled?" reads my dad. We exchange glances. "Let's see," 

muses my dad slowly, "Throw it in the trash?"  

The therapist looks alarmed and wants to correct 

my father.  

"He's teasing," I tell her, the two of us rolling our 

eyes. 

Old folks in wheelchairs line the hallways; scowling 

nurses are busy not interacting with the patients. The 

physical therapists work diligently with their patients, 

but some of the tasks seem embarrassingly ridiculous. 

What is the point of pedaling a bicycle wheel with your 

hands? Still, my dad obeys. Patiently he pedals bicycle 

wheels with his hands, sits in a circle of wheelchairs 

during "group," and dines with strangers wearing bibs.  

"Let's go have a drink," suggests my dad hopefully 

at the cocktail hour.  

We meet George at the dinner table. He used to 

be a dentist. Now he spends his days in a wheelchair in 

rehab. 

"At least you're in a walker," wheezes the heavy-

set man. "If I were in a walker, I'd be out of here."  

I mention that I went to Mass today, and a lady 

from church would bring Communion. 

"I used to go to Mass with my first wife," 

announces the large dentist. George has two sons who 

live nearby, but they never visit him. Nor do the 

previous wives. He remarks sarcastically, "We get 

along better when we don't see each other." Sarcasm 

hides the hurt. Nobody ever visits him.  

  

For most of our lives, we take for granted that we are 

in charge. We empower ourselves -- to work, to study, 
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to read, to walk across the room. We go about our 

business, never really reflecting on our dependence on 

God -- or our dependence on one another. When God 

sends out the invitation to the wedding banquet -- 

Behold, everything is ready; come to the feast -- we 

ignore Him. We've got work to do, the house to take 

care of, kids to raise.  

But holiness, the saints tell us, means depending on 

God. And we are all called to holiness.  

The elderly in the nursing home and the rehab 

facility are no longer able to live with the illusion of 

independence. They need someone to make them a 

meal, take them to the bathroom, find their room for 

them, and remind them what day and year it is. 

"What day is it today?" the doctor asks my dad.  

"I don't remember," says my dad. I point out that I 

don't know, either. The doctor glares at me. 

"Who is the President of the United States?"  

My dad frowns. "Well, it's not Clinton, that's for 

sure." 

"And what year is it?" 

"1988?" asks my dad apprehensively. 

"And what is my name?" 

My dad has no clue. 

Take, Lord, and receive, all my memories, prayed St. 

Ignatius. All my liberty, my memory, my understanding, 

and my entire will. 

I cannot say this prayer. I am attached.  

Yet the ties that bind us to the world are slowly, 

nearly imperceptibly, snipped, like the gradual erosion 

of a once-bountiful field plowed too many times, now 

incapable of bringing forth new life. The gourmet cook, 

whose gnarled fingers can no longer hold a cooking 

spoon, the athlete now confined to a walker, the 

painter whose eyes are clouded and dimmed.  

Our attachments -- some big, some small -- are 

wrested from us. The career, the children, even the 

memories. Willingly or not, we detach from the things 

of this world, in preparation for the next. Maybe that's 

what the Scripture passage is about: "The kingdom of 

heaven suffers violence, and the violent are taking it by 

force" (Mt 11:12).  

Take, Lord, and receive.  

 

Laraine Bennett is co-author of The Temperament God 

Gave You (Sophia Institute, 2005) and The 

Temperament God Gave Your Spouse (Sophia Institute, 

2008). 

http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=298
http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=298
http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=354
http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=354
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How the Enemies of the Normal Are Destroying Obama 

Mark P. Shea | Column 

9/10/08

t is an old fact of Christian theology that 

concupiscence "darkens the intellect" -- or, as I 

prefer to put it in more colloquial terms, "Sin Makes 

You Stupid." 

The visceral reaction to Sarah Palin by the Enemies 

of the Normal in the Obama camp is a picture-perfect 

illustration of this. 

From the instantaneous embrace of Trig Trutherism 

by Andrew Sullivan, Kossites, and various demented 

contributors to the official Obama Campaign site to the 

strange theories put forward that Palin is (wait for it) a 

pro-life hypocrite for not aborting Trig to the 

bewildered and panicky revelations that Palin is actually 

on record as praying for friends and being an average 

high school student, the sheer hatred and terror of the 

Normal from the manufacturers of Blue State culture is 

palpable.  

Mark Steyn received an e-mail from right here in my 

home state, the Soviet Republic of Washington, that 

distills in chemical purity the heart and soul of the 

Abortion Party's real hatred for Sarah Palin: 

This abortion prohibitionist hag won't cut it among 

women with brains. And BTW she is a good example 

of reproduction run amok. 5 kids; 1 retard. I wonder 

if the bitch ever heard of getting spayed. 

There is more than the political to a remark like that. It's 

a spiritual and even demonic hatred, a Herodian hatred 

I'm not sure can be capped by mere appeals to 

prudence and reason by people in the Obama campaign 

who are nervously eyeing the polling data and seeing 

how the Palin Hate is playing with ordinary people. 

Not that some people aren't trying to rein in the 

Enemies of the Normal before they permanently 

alienate swing voters and even fellow Democrats. 

Michael Moore (surprise!) recognizes the train wreck 

ahead if the Enemies of the Normal continue to try to 

win the election by indulging their freakish loathing of, 

well, most of their countrymen and women and their 

kids: 

But before everyone gets all smug and self-

righteous about the Palin selection, remember 

where you live. You live in a nation of gun owners 

and hunters. You live in a country where one out 

of three girls get pregnant before they are 20. You 

live in a nation of C students. Knocking Bush for 

being a C student only endeared him to the nation 

of C students. Knock Palin for having kids, for 

having a kid who's having a baby, for anything that 

is part of her normalness -- a normalness that 

looks very familiar to so many millions of 

Americans -- well, you do this at your own peril. 

These are the words, not of somebody who actually 

likes all those normal people, but of somebody who is 

not so blinded by hatred of the Normal that he is 

willing to throw away an Obama victory just to have a 

spasm of emotional incontinence. He can see what 

guys like Steyn's correspondent cannot: that the 

Enemies of the Normal terrify and sicken ordinary folk. 

It's no small part of why I and millions of other 

Americans really like Sarah Palin: She's not intimidated 

by losers who call Trig a "retard" and reduce her to a 

breeding animal (you know, self-described 

"progressives" and "feminists"). She's cool and 

confident and able to leave mukluk prints all over the 

face of such creatures without breaking a sweat. Who 

(besides that frightened loser and his ilk) can't love 

that? 

  

Well, Andrew Sullivan for one. His response to 

Moore's very sound warning (a warning, mind you, 

echoing Obama's own rebuke to his disciples about 

making political hay from an out-of-wedlock 

I 

http://mypetjawa.mu.nu/archives/193945.php
http://rossdouthat.theatlantic.com/archives/2008/09/quote_for_the_day_3.php
http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=email_en&refer=home&sid=adyUyba5O8y0
http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=email_en&refer=home&sid=adyUyba5O8y0
http://corner.nationalreview.com/post/?q=MTdlM2NiOWFkZTRhNDVjZTg5MTE3OWUwY2FhNGI1YTc=
http://www.michaelmoore.com/words/message/index.php?messageDate=2008-09-02
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pregnancy, given his own personal history) is to offer 

this steaming moose dropping of spin: 

 I'm not smug or self-righteous about this. I'm 

alarmed by what Charles Krauthammer has called 

the paucity of any Palin record or expressed 

conviction on the major issues of our time. 

Maybe we're being picky, but you kinda want to 

know those kinds of things when someone could be 

president of the United States next January. Does 

the fact that we know nothing about her foreign 

policy views not worry anyone? 

Ah! So it was his interest in policy that drove him to 

speculateon the parentageof Palin's children like a neo-

Puritan Inquisitor and Ambassador from Pleasantville. 

Sure. I'm totally believing that. 

Moore is right, and Sullivan and a lot of other 

Enemies of the Normal have indulged in precisely the 

behavior Moore warns against with the immediate lust 

to discuss not her policy but the most vicious rumors 

about her kids. The hatred of Palin among many in the 

Obama camp is, as I said, a pre-rational thing. And the 

swirling kaleidoscope of ex post facto rationalizations 

for the hatred (plus the flat dishonesty of stuff like 

Andy's "All I care about is policy" facade) is what is 

appalling ordinary people and inspiring them to say 

things like my blog reader who wrote: 

And what would they say about me? 11 kids, one of 

them a "retard" (God how hard it is to type that), and 

one a disabled vet, and 4 grandkids. Yeah, I'm rankled. 

 

These people could actually make me vote for McCain 

after all, just to spite them. 

I've long believed this election was Obama's to lose. 

And if Obama can't restrain his worshippers from 

indulging this kind of filth (and I strongly suspect he 

can't, despite his best attempts), he shall lose. I myself 

will not be voting for either candidate, so it's no skin off 

my nose either way. But I can smell moose patties even 

when the Party of Compassion tells me it's American 

Apple Pie. The Palin hatred is only secondarily about 

policy. First, it's about the hatred of the Normal 

American. And Normal Americans are the people who 

vote. 

Moore sees this. So does Obama. They know that 

the Enemies of the Normal in their camp tipped their 

hand immediately and revealed their profound 

contempt for the ordinary American. And Obama and 

Moore know how that sort of stuff plays in Paducah. 

What remains to be seen is whether the Enemies 

of the Normal can restrain their freakish hatred of 

Palin's normalcy (and particularly of her disabled child 

-- get your "Sarah Palin Retard Baby Jokes" right here, 

Team Obama!) in order to achieve their long-term 

goals. Given the performance of people like Sullivan 

and Steyn's correspondent so far, not to mention the 

MSM journalists who "wrinkled their noses in disgust 

when Piper, Ms. Palin's youngest daughter, was filmed 

kitty-licking her baby brother's hair into place," my bet 

is no. When the voices of moderation for Team Obama 

are Michael Moore and -- I am not making this up -- 

P.Z. Myers, you are in deep, deep trouble. 

Sin does indeed make you stupid. 

 

Mark P. Shea is a senior editor at 

www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for 

InsideCatholic.com. Visit his blog at 

www.markshea.blogspot.com. 

http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2008/09/when-krauthamme.html
http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2008/08/things-that-mak.html
http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2008/08/when-sarah-pali.html
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4425&Itemid=48
http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2008/08/misreading-amer.html
http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2008/08/the-kids-names.html
http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2008/08/the-kids-names.html
http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2008/08/trophy-candidat.html
http://www.haloscan.com/comments/chezami/7557906777929005443/#939537
http://www.downspalin.blogspot.com/
http://www.google.com/search?sourceid=navclient&ie=UTF-8&rls=GGLG,GGLG:2006-16,GGLG:en&q=%22Sarah+Palin%22+retard
http://digg.com/comedy/Sarah_Palin_Retard_Baby_Jokes_Fresh_off_the_Stanhope_Press
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/08/business/media/08carr.html?_r=1&oref=slogin
http://scienceblogs.com/pharyngula/2008/09/this_is_how_we_will_lose.php
http://www.catholicexchange.com/
http://www.insidecatholic.com/
http://www.markshea.blogspot.com/
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The Fall of Secularism 
Gerald J. Russello | Column 

9/10/08

ecently, the influential German philosopher 

Jürgen Habermas spoke of the emergence of a 

"post-secular" society. It had long been thought 

that as societies grew in technological and economic 

power, and as the risks of daily life that had been so 

common for generations faded beneath the safety of 

plentiful food, a social welfare system, and medical skill, 

the need for religion would fade. This was the so-called 

"secularization thesis," which held sway among 

anthropologists, sociologists, and political scientists for 

decades. 

However, as Habermas notes, this thesis has come 

under attack in recent years, and is now almost 

completely exploded. It suffered from a number of 

defects, not least of which was a Europe-centered 

approach and the confusion between modernization, 

which implies technological prowess, and 

secularization, which is a more charged term meaning 

the rejection of religious belief. What these post-secular 

societies shall become is still unclear, but Habermas 

concludes that citizens of secular states need to 

accommodate themselves to seeing their fellow 

religious citizens as equal participants in the public 

sphere, and implies that the age of the purely secular 

state has passed. 

Catholics have a rich intellectual tradition reflecting 

on the secular, beginning with the earliest ages of the 

Church. After all, the term "secular" is derived from 

saeculum, which identified, for example, "secular" 

clergy, who were in the world and were not members of 

"regular" clergy, those governed by a rule (regula).  

More generally, the word came to describe, as 

scholar Robert Markus has written, a middle ground 

between the sacred and profane, in which all can have a 

common interest. This was something new in Western 

history, as the Greeks and Romans did not have a strong 

concept of the secular. The development of this 

common space played a strong role in the development 

of Western political thought -- resulting, in part, in the 

notion that people should be free to believe according 

to their conscience, and that political authority could 

not compel belief. It also assured institutions such as 

the Church freedom from political control, at least 

ideally. Popes John Paul II and Benedict XVI have both 

written profoundly on the implications of an 

ideological secularism when applied to a living culture.  

  

More recently, however, as the secularization thesis 

implies, secularization was thought to come at the 

expense of religion. The gradual elimination of religion 

was thought to be in some sense a "natural" and 

positive development for society. One modern Catholic 

thinker who entered this debate was Christopher 

Dawson (1889-1970). In 1934, in an essay titled 

"Prevision in Religion," he elaborated the fundamental 

challenge to the secularization theorists:  

Is the society that abandons its historic religion 

capable of persisting indefinitely in a purely secular 

atmosphere, or is this state of secularization simply the 

transitional phase through which society passes in its 

progress form one form of religion to another? 

Dawson was not so sure a society could last in that 

indefinite secular atmosphere. He believed that 

societies comprised a religious and cultural unity, so 

that a religion will shape and define a culture. Even 

Western cultures -- in which Christianity, an Eastern 

religion, was grafted onto a Greco-Roman civilization 

on the one hand, and (in the case of Britain, for 

example) an Anglo-Celtic tribal system on the other -- 

would lose what Dawson calls its "inner cohesion" 

should religion disappear entirely. For Dawson, the 

history of Europe is incomprehensible without 

understanding the role Christianity has played in 
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creating it, just as understanding Islam is crucial to 

understanding the history of Muslim nations.  

Dawson held that the European rejection of its 

religious tradition was unprecedented and, far from 

being beneficial, would be harmful to its unity and 

indeed its very existence if allowed to continue. He 

would not have been surprised at the recent arguments 

over whether to include a reference to Europe's 

"Christian" heritage in the European Union Constitution. 

That Christianity shaped Europe more than any other 

set of practices or beliefs is a simple fact of history. It is 

everywhere evidenced in the traditions, art, modes of 

thought, and languages of Europe.  

Indeed, by its very interest in maintaining political 

unity and its concern for individual rights, the European 

Constitution bears at least an indirect relationship to 

the Continent's Christian foundations. Any attempt to 

deny this background presents the history of Europe in 

a misleading way, which can only harm the chances for 

real and lasting unity. In that light, the reluctance of the 

European Union to acknowledge Christianity's influence 

is a sign of a dangerous historical blindness. 

There were two possibilities as Europe (and, by 

extension, all cultures influenced by Europe, such as the 

United States) passed through this secular phase. First,  

the complete secularization of Western culture 

maybe followed by its gradual dissolution and by the 

reassertion of the traditional religion-cultures of Asia 

which have been temporarily overshadowed by the 

European world-hegemony. 

Add Islam to that description of Asian religion-

cultures, and Dawson has precisely anticipated the 

challenge facing Western cultures. With Christianity no 

longer binding Western societies together, they will 

instead be filled by other religious groups. We can see 

this already in the growth of revived pagan cults like 

Wicca, or more fanciful belief systems sponsored by the 

entertainment industry. 

The second alternative is more hopeful:  

It may be possible that the process of secularization 

may be checked or reversed either by the coming of a 

new religion or by a revival of the old religion with 

which the culture was formerly associated. 

While secularist sociologists believe this revival to 

be "incompatible with the law of progress," Dawson 

chided them for their short-sightedness. Christianity is 

highly adaptable, as examples from Byzantine Greece to 

Baroque Italy to Puritan New England demonstrate, and 

it is difficult for sociologists -- trained as they are that 

religion is merely an expression of material or 

economic forces -- to see real spiritual growth.  

Who would have seen the expressions of religion 

from eastern Europe that would help topple 

Communism, or the great renewal of Catholic Faith 

since the election of John Paul II in 1978? These things 

cannot be predicted with sociological eyes; "as a rule," 

Dawson writes, "the sociologist is peculiarly ill-fitted to 

pronounce on theological matters, since the natural 

bias of his own studies tends to make him emphasize 

those aspects of religion which are secondary and 

unessential from the purely religious point of view."  

Dawson, in contrast, combined rigorous 

scholarship with a religious point of view to see 

religion, as it were, from the inside. In books like 

Progress and Religion, The Movement of World 

Revolution, and Religion and the Rise of Western 

Culture, he tried to see what secular scholarship 

missed about the relationship between religion, 

culture, and progress.  

Although neglected today -- even scholars such as 

Markus dismiss Dawson as too sectarian -- that vision 

is necessary now more than ever, as the world leaves 

the illusions of secularism behind. 

 

Gerald J. Russello is a fellow of the Chesterton Institute 

at Seton Hall University. He is working on a book on 

Christopher Dawson. 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0813210151/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0385421109/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0385421109/insidecatcom-20
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Taking the Time to Act Like Christians 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

9/11/08

 few days ago I was asked to speak to a men's 

group in Atlanta about Catholics in politics. As 

part of my presentation, I talked about the 

possibility of greater Catholic and Evangelical 

cooperation. To illustrate my point, I told the story 

about the reconciliation earlier this year between 

Pastor John Hagee and Catholic League President Bill 

Donohue.  

I had never spoken in depth about the April meeting 

at Donohue's office and was surprised to find myself 

deeply moved in the telling of it. Perhaps it was 

recalling the story in the midst of an increasingly bitter 

political season that gave it a new significance; 

whatever it was, I realized that what happened that day 

in New York was unique and that I wanted to revisit it.  

(Since McCain eventually repudiated Hagee's 

endorsement, I don't think I can be accused of 

partisanship for telling the story.) 

When Sen. John McCain accepted the minister's 

public endorsement in late February, Donohue asked 

McCain to reject it, as he had been aware of what he 

considered anti-Catholicism in Hagee's writing for 

several years. The McCain campaign's response did not 

satisfy Donohue. For seven straight days, Donohue 

issued press releases pressuring the McCain campaign 

to renounce Hagee. The story was picked up by the 

national media. By the time McCain made a statement 

rejecting Hagee's anti-Catholicism, John Hagee's 

reputation was in tatters. 

In the middle of the controversy, I received a call 

from Ralph Reed, who was growing concerned about 

the impact of Donohue's charges against his friend 

Hagee. "John Hagee is a good man," he told me. "I want 

you to talk to John and then talk to Bill." As I remember 

that initial phone call, I am struck by Reed's ability to 

imagine the possibility of reconciliation between the 

two men. When I agreed to make the call, I didn't think 

there was any chance for a truce -- there was just too 

much heat. 

I left a message on Hagee's cell phone and received 

an immediate call back. Having grown up a Southern 

Baptist in Texas, the voice I heard through the phone 

was familiar to me. I told him I wanted to meet with 

him to discuss why he was being called anti-Catholic. 

Hagee said he was very anxious to meet because he 

did not consider himself anti-Catholic, and the public 

attacks were taking a toll on his family and his church. I 

This man was actually suffering -- I could hear it -- and I 

was suddenly glad Reed had asked me to call him. 

I have already written about our subsequent 

meeting on March 28 in New York City. After three 

hours of conversation, I came to the conclusion that 

Hagee was not actually anti-Catholic but that there 

were significant parts of Catholic history -- especially 

regarding the Jews -- he was not familiar with. I was 

also satisfied that his interpretation of the Book of 

Revelation was not aimed at the Catholic Church.  

Two weeks later, I invited a dozen Catholic leaders 

in Washington to have lunch with Hagee to go over the 

same issues he and I had discussed in New York. The 

success of that get-together led me to call Donohue 

and suggest his own meeting with Hagee. Donohue -- 

always careful -- asked for something in writing from 

Hagee that would put the controversy to rest. Hagee 

sent a letter to him that did just that, and the Catholic 

League issued a press release saying the "matter is 

settled."  

Then I asked Donohue if he would meet with 

Hagee in his office. "Of course," he said, without 

hesitation. 

  

I was a little bit anxious. Here were two men: one who 

had been called a bigot for weeks in the national 

A 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3670&Itemid=80
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media, the other who had done a lot of that calling, and 

they were about to meet. That Hagee wanted to meet 

the man who had affected his life so significantly 

impressed me. And that Donohue was willing to meet 

with the man who represented everything that the 

Catholic League opposes was just as admirable.  

Pastor Hagee and his wife Diana were visibly 

nervous when I took them up the freight elevator of 

Donohue's office building (we wanted to avoid the 

press). They had no idea what to expect when they 

entered the offices of the Catholic League for Religious 

and Civil Rights. 

Hagee is a warm man, but the only man I know who 

might be even friendlier is Bill Donohue. Just as Hagee's 

Texas accent was heard in the doorway of the office, a 

booming Brooklyn voice was heard from the depths of 

the office, "I hear a Southern accent; it must be Pastor 

John Hagee. Welcome!"  

I remember the look on the faces of the Hagees and 

their associate David Brog as they met Donohue and 

every member of his staff. Their smiles and warmth 

both stunned and delighted the Hagees. I thought to 

myself at the time, "This is a kind of miracle." 

  

When the reporters called later to ask about the 

meeting, they wanted to know if it had been arranged 

to help the McCain campaign. When I responded that it 

was arranged for personal reasons and out of a concern 

for relations between Catholics and Evangelicals, I met 

with skepticism. The media either assumes that every 

event has a political cause, or that there's no story 

unless it is political. The fact is, what I witnessed that 

day was one of the most remarkable moments of 

Christian reconciliation I am likely to ever see. There 

was nothing political or partisan about it. 

John Hagee himself understood this better than I 

did. Two months later, he invited Donohue and me to 

his Christians United for Israel dinner in Washington, 

D.C. Before asking us to stand, he chuckled as he 

reminded his 4,600 dinner guests at the Washington 

Convention Center that he had "been in the news 

lately." Hagee thanked us publicly for all that we had 

taught him about the Catholic Church in the previous 

weeks. He then added that the three of us had 

resolved our differences by doing something that the 

media did not understand -- "we acted like Christians." 

As we stood, Hagee's supporters stood with us. 

Donohue and I looked at each other; we were as 

stunned as the Hagees had been in New York City. 

This is a lesson worth remembering in the midst of 

a testy political season. I am grateful to Ralph Reed for 

believing it possible, and to Bill Donohue and Pastor 

John Hagee for being witnesses to a friendship in 

Christ that can overcome the most bitter differences. 

 

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). 
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A New Model for Catholic Community 
Eric Pavlat | Column 

9/12/08 

o some, the phrase "Catholic Community" 

conjures up images of exclusive ghettos -- areas 

of faith-filled Catholics who live close together 

and are so different from the world outside that they 

fail to engage it in any meaningful way. At the other 

extreme is contemporary Catholic life, where 

churchgoers attend the parish of their choice (which 

may or may not be their neighborhood parish), rarely 

see their fellow Catholics outside of the Mass, and do 

not so much influence the culture as merge into it. 

Enter Chris Currie, who seems to have found a third 

way, one that simultaneously preserves the Catholic 

laity's interaction with society at large and helps create 

the support structures to strengthen the faithful in their 

daily struggle for holiness.  

In America's early days, when Catholics in many 

parts of the nation were almost exclusively immigrants 

and their children, the ghetto "did what the church 

couldn't do," Currie says. Families depended not upon 

the formal structures of the Church or the government 

for help, but upon their neighbors: barn-raising, cooking 

meals for post-natal mothers, babysitting, tool sharing, 

and rosary-praying were all provided by the Catholic 

community itself, without the involvement of the pastor 

or the town council. 

As Catholics integrated more fully into society, and 

as anti-Catholic sentiment died down, church members 

began separating, moving further and further away 

from their parish center. As this happened, they 

became increasingly like their Protestant and secular 

neighbors, until there was little to objectively 

distinguish a Catholic from anyone else. Because the 

close-knit communities that had previously passed on 

the Church's traditions were now non-existent, 

formation atrophied. An increasing number of families 

claimed to be Catholic without truly knowing what the 

Church taught.  

Currie's solution began several years ago when he 

and his young family moved to Hyattsville, Maryland -- a 

mid-sized municipality inside the Washington, D.C. 

beltway. The local parish, St. Jerome's, was headed by a 

faithful, kid-friendly, high-energy priest engaged in 

spreading Eucharistic devotion and authentic Catholic 

spirituality. Currie soon convinced his sister's family, 

also faithful Catholics, to move into another Hyattsville 

home. That accomplished, the two families began 

paging through their address books, looking for old 

friends with new families of their own and asking them 

to consider moving to Hyattsville. At the same time, 

they made contacts at the parish and at a local, long-

standing Catholic Bible study, and discovered other 

young families with a similar devotion to living in the 

fullness of the Faith. 

Within a couple of years, a nexus of seven families 

had formed, and the mothers established the Mary, 

Cause of Our Joy home school co-op. As this effort was 

getting off the ground, Currie began familiarizing 

himself with the local real estate market, networking 

with agents and touring homes. Researching what 

houses were available became "a new hobby," he said, 

and as he matched houses with Catholic 

acquaintances, agents and landlords began to look to 

him as a valuable contact. 

The Catholics formed a Yahoo! Group, which then 

split into husbands' and wives' listservs; the mothers 

set a weekly neighborhood walk; two sisters whose 

father had published an easy-to-use Liturgy of the 

Hours prayer book began hosting Evening Prayer 

followed by a potluck supper at their families' duplex 

home every Sunday. A mother typed up a directory of 

Catholic families in Hyattsville, and a father established 

game night as a response to the moms' recently begun 

book club.  

With all of this activity came attention -- faithful 

Catholics in other parts of the country began hearing 
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about what was happening in Hyattsville and called 

Currie to see if other houses were available. As of this 

writing, he is working with twelve different families who 

want to move to Hyattsville.  

  

Of course, I'm oversimplifying things a bit. Many of 

Currie's initial contacts said no, they'd rather stay where 

they were, thanks. And most of those who ended up 

moving were friends-of-friends. In hindsight, Currie 

thinks he over-planned, trying to determine in advance 

the configuration and charism of the community that 

would take shape. He had envisioned a group of tech-

savvy suburbanites. But Hyattsville ended up more 

often attracting families that were into simple and 

sustainable living, and who are at home in an urban 

environment. It's important, he adds, to remain 

prayerfully open to God's movement, instead of praying 

that God be open to yours. 

Currie welcomes e-mails from families interested in 

moving to Hyattsville, but his ultimate goal is to have 

"other people capture a vision of shared living centered 

around faith and good works and implement it in their 

communities."  

He insists that having families live in isolation is not 

the Catholic way. "We've accepted the nuclear family 

model, which is a Protestant idea" tied into the 

individualism of the Enlightenment. Currie argues that 

we are made for communion, which implies not only 

the immediate community of family, but also parish life. 

If families are the cells of the organism we call "society," 

then the parishes are the organs, and an organism 

without healthy organs soon dies.  

"What this is really about is the renewal of parish 

life," he says. 

Obviously, not every area can support an endeavor 

like this. Hyattsville's suburban location allows for the 

diversity of careers necessary to attract Catholics from 

all walks of life, and it has homes for families of 

different income levels. Also, on the whole, the 

Archdiocese of Washington is blessed with a remarkably 

loyal contingent of priests -- another necessity. Catholic 

University's proximity was also a definite plus, as the 

group has attracted people "in the academic side of 

things." Finally, Maryland has relatively benign 

homeschooling laws, ensuring that families would not 

face the burdens carried by those in Pennsylvania, for 

example.  

These are all important considerations for anyone 

interested in replicating Currie's vision in another part 

of the country. 

Perhaps the most striking part of the enterprise is 

the non-exclusivity of the communities. Although the 

Catholic families live in close proximity to each other, 

they do not live in a ghetto: They still have non-

Catholic neighbors and co-workers; children mix with 

non-Catholic friends on their streets or in their 

scouting programs; no language barriers obstruct 

communication between parishioners and those 

around them. They are fully a part of the local 

community, even as their Catholicity is not diluted by 

it. In this way, they are truly the "salt of the earth" -- in 

the world, but not of it. 

 

Eric Pavlat is a board member of Democrats for Life of 

Maryland, Inc., and a columnist and blogger for 

InsideCatholic.com. 
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Looking Catholic 

Simcha Fisher| Column 

9/12/08 
he other day, my family went to the dentist 

because some people (me) just don't take it 

seriously when the dentist says that chewy candy 

isn't good for your spacer.  

As the kids unload themselves from the van . . . and 

why does this take so long? Haven't they ever gotten 

out of a car before? Why do they have to behave like 

it's some kind of novel experience to get out of their 

seats, and why are they so baffled by the process of 

stepping from the car to the ground? And what makes 

them think that the next logical step, once they are 

finally on solid ground, is to lie down in the dirt in the 

middle of the parking lot? Who are these children, and 

why do they treat me this way, when we're already late, 

do you hear me, we're running very, very late? 

Anyway. 

As I encourage the little tykes to step lively, I notice 

a minivan parked next to our maxivan. There are several 

rosaries draped over the rear view mirror, a few pro-life 

bumper stickers in the back, and in case you missed the 

point, the license plate says "STJSPH." So I figure that, at 

least for once, we won't be the only freaks in the freak 

show. 

I like being a Catholic; I do. I like people assuming 

we must be Catholic.  

But what gets a little old is . . . you know, looking so 

Catholic all the time. I know there will come a time in 

my life when rust, ink stains, and spit-up are no longer 

the sacramentals of my vocation, but that's how it is for 

now. I can't help checking out other big families, to see 

how well they pull off Appearing Normal. 

So we hurtle through the dentist's door, a mere 

seven minutes late, get the little patient checked in, and 

then we settle down. It's a tiny room and is already 

chock full -- and very noisy. I look around for the 

Catholic mom, and -- uh-oh, there she is, looking mean.  

She is decked out in painfully practical denim, and 

she wears glasses in a style designed to frighten 

children. She has a ferociously grim set to her jaw, is 

angrily bouncing a pretty little baby on her lap, and 

keeps barking orders at a tangle of wrestling boys at the 

other end of the room. They ignore her, and she growls 

and mutters to herself while changing the baby's 

diaper on the chair. 

Oh boy, I think, this doesn't look good for our 

team. We've all had days like this, but I do make an 

effort to put on a good front when we're out in public. 

(Some days I even try to be pleasant when no one's 

watching!) Seriously, if you have everything but the "I 

use NFP" tattoo on your forehead, I think you have a 

certain responsibility to at least appear as if you 

tolerate your many children. But this lady is just one 

mean mama. 

There's another lady in the waiting room -- a slim, 

fresh, well-dressed woman, wearing expensive jewelry 

and clothes both chic and unusual. She keeps smiling 

sympathetically at the angry mom, and making little 

cheerful comments about how difficult it is to bring the 

kids to the dentist; but mean mom isn't having any of 

it. She just chews her gum and yells at the kids. 

After a while, the mean mom gets up, gathers all 

her junk, and leaves the office with her kids -- both of 

them.  

Only two are hers, and once they're gone, the 

waiting room is calm and peaceful. I watch her drive 

away, in a sedan without bumper stickers or rosaries. 

The rest of the little boys stand up and walk over 

to the pretty lady. "Ambrose," she trills, "the dentist 

will be calling you next." Ambrose's brothers -- 

Tertullian, Polycarp, Athanasius, and Melchizedek -- all 

wait respectfully while she smoothes their eyebrows 

and adjusts the collars of their pristine polo shirts. 
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Now that I think of it, she did look kind of Catholic. 

 

Simcha Fisher is astonished to find herself a 

homeschooling mother of seven. She lives in a shoe in 

New Hampshire. 

 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

22 

 

Dostoyevsky on Steroids 
Susie Lloyd | Review 

9/11/08 

 
The Grand Inquisitor 

John Zmirak, illustrated by Carla Millar, Crossroad, $19.95, 76 pages 

 

 graphic novel is a comic book on steroids: It's 

bigger, fiercer, and capable of heavy lifting. 

What could be a heavier topic than a conspiracy 

to destroy Christ's Church from within? That's the 

theme of John Zmirak's latest, The Grand Inquisitor. 

My guess is I'm not the target audience for this 

book. Who is? As one writer put it, "Comic book fans 

are not known for their interest in the Vatican, and 

people concerned about the future of the Church are 

not usually found amongst the geeks and fan-boys in 

comic book shops." Surprisingly, a decent number of 

such intellectual cross-dressers have come out of the 

closet to endorse this novel. And every single one of 

them is a guy. 

Naturally, I couldn't wait to read it. 

Zmirak's work is typically . . . well, not typical. His 

other books include the rollicking 

historical/gastronomical Bad Catholic's Guides (see my 

review) and the scholarly Wilhelm Ropke: Swiss Localist, 

Global Economist. 

Carla Millar's illustrations bring flesh and blood to 

the text. The result is a sort of action movie in Miltonic 

verse. The nearly 80 pages of lavish black-and-white 

images are unfailingly striking, and often disturbing. 

As you may have guessed, the story is a knock-off of 

the famous tale by Dostoyevsky as found in The 

Brothers Karamazov. In the original tale, Christ returns 

to earth. He is a gentle and compassionate Christ who, 

by healing the sick and raising the dead, soon earns the 

adoration of the people. It doesn't last. The Grand 

Inquisitor summons Christ to stand trial before the 

Spanish Inquisition. Christ submits silently while He is 

condemned for giving mankind the dual burden of faith 

and freedom, "the curse of the knowledge of good and 

evil." 

The Grand Inquisitor argues that, for a great many 

souls, freedom results in sin. Therefore a great many 

souls are lost, condemned to eternal fire. There is a 

better way: "I will stand up and point out to Thee the 

thousand millions of happy children who have known 

no sin." 

Thousands of millions of ignorant souls. Ignorance 

is bliss, heavenly bliss. 

In Zmirak and Millar's tale, it is not Christ but His 

vicar who is on trial. The man, poised to become the 

next pope, is a faithful African priest, simple and direct, 

accustomed to persecution. On arrival in Rome, he is 

immediately locked in an asylum. His fellow inmate is 

an aged Ukrainian cardinal -- drugged, incoherent, and 

prophetic: 

Blessed is he who turns this bread to stones, but 

woe to you when men revile and spit upon you for 

the sake of the Kingdom of the World . . . 

Enter Primo D'Angeli, an aged cardinal too old even to 

vote in the conclave, at first kindly, even sympathetic -- 

an old white man in stark comic book contrast to the 

vital, dark young priest. D'Angeli soon reveals himself 

as the one man who wielded power behind the scenes 

"these fifty silent years." His mission: to destroy 

knowledge of good and evil, promote ignorance, and 

thus secure the clear, uninformed consciences of the 

masses. He considers himself another Christ; a 

corrected version of Christ, a renewed Christ: 

Behold the man.  

A 
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To save the world, my soul's the victim host 

now immolated for my brethren's sins. 

This sacrifice will blot out Christ's -- who slummed  

in Hell for one bad weekend, then arose: 

I offer up my soul, eternally. 

In this he echoes Dostoyevsky's Grand Inquisitor: "For 

only we, we who guard the mystery, shall be unhappy." 

He accuses the African of teaching the people the 

true faith under impossible conditions -- that is, 

knowing human weakness. 

You've given them the Gospel, though, so now they 

are responsible for it. And then, a terrible 

persecution begins . . . . All those souls, now 

damned in tens of thousands for denying the known 

truth, renouncing Christ. Do you, their helpless 

shepherd, watch and weep? 

Moral theologians have long grappled with this theme: 

Can the mass of humanity go on in sin and, unknowing, 

be saved?  

The front of the book contains an excerpt of then-

Cardinal Ratzinger's 1991 "Conscience and Truth," 

wherein the cardinal recounts a dispute in which the 

idea is taken to its extreme: Can even those guilty of 

crimes against humanity, acting so in good conscience, 

be saved? 

I won't spoil it for you. I will say I enjoyed the 

change from the old schoolroom dilemma: Can the 

ignorant African who has never heard of Christ be 

saved? This African knows Christ; he lives Christ. Far 

more compelling is what Zmirak proposes here: Can a 

post-Christian populace that has never heard of Christ 

be saved? 

 

Susie Lloyd is the author of the award-winning humor 

book Please Don't Drink the Holy Water! Look for the 

sequel from Sophia Institute Press, available 2008. 
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