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How Will History Judge Catholics in the 2008 Election? 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

10/20/08

he Catholic Church is often accused of complicity 

in a variety of moral evils, including the 

institution of slavery, the rise of the Nazi Party, 

and even the horror of the Holocaust itself.  

Historians differ on the degree of blame properly 

assigned to Catholics. But they all agree on one thing: 

These evils were the result of Church teaching being 

ignored by the laity and acquiescent bishops who 

should have said more and with a louder voice. 

Will historians a century from now look back on this 

election as the moment when Catholics in America fully 

embraced another intrinsic moral evil -- abortion -- 

directly contradicting their professed beliefs? Will 

historians say that, after 40 years of strong papal 

leadership opposing "the culture of death," American 

Catholics chose to turn a deaf ear? That the U.S. bishops 

said too little, and with too soft a voice? 

If Barack Obama is elected president on November 

4 with substantial help from Catholic voters, the 

historical record will show precisely that. As Justin 

Cardinal Rigali has argued, Catholics will have voted to 

remove all legal restrictions to abortion, as well as 

taxpayer funding of abortion both here and abroad. 

Why? Because Barack Obama has promised, as his first 

presidential act, to sign the Freedom of Choice Act. 

Just as many Catholics sold and owned slaves or 

remained silent during the Holocaust, Catholic voters 

may let loose the full force of another moral evil that 

contradicts the heart of their faith: "Human life is 

sacred -- all men must recognize that fact" (John XXIII, 

Humanae Vitae). 

Bishop Joseph Martino of Scranton has recently 

reminded us that the voice of the Church was heard in 

the midst of Nazi Germany. In 1941, Bishop Clemens 

von Galen -- the "Lion of Munster" -- gave a homily 

condemning Nazi officials for many crimes, including 

the murder of the mentally ill. "The right to life, to 

inviolability, to freedom is an indispensable part of any 

moral order of society." 

Bishop von Galen's "Three Sermons in Defiance of 

the Nazis" are breathtaking for their courage in face of 

the likelihood of arrest and possible execution. (Shortly 

after these sermons, the Nazis placed the bishop under 

house arrest until the end of the war. The Lion of 

Munster died of an appendix infection in 1946 and was 

beatified on October 9, 2005, by Benedict XVI.) 

  

There are bishops speaking out -- more than 40 and 

counting -- and their voices are growing louder. The 

loudest of all is Archbishop Charles Chaput who, in 

addition to his recent book, Render Unto Caesar: 

Serving Our Nation by Living Our Catholic Beliefs in 

Public Life, has issued two public statements, the latest 

titled "Little Murders." 

Archbishop Chaput directly addresses the 

arguments made by Catholic supporters of Obama, 

including Prof. Doug Kmiec, who  

have done a disservice to the Church, confused the 

natural priorities of Catholic social teaching, 

undermined the progress pro-lifers have made, 

and provided an excuse for some Catholics to 

abandon the abortion issue instead of fighting 

within their parties and at the ballot box to protect 

the unborn. 

Archbishop Chaput further notes the relative lack of 

conviction among Catholics on the issue of abortion 

compared to the abortion lobby. "Apparently they 

believe in their convictions more than some of us 

Catholics believe in ours. And I think that's an 

indictment of an entire generation of American 

Catholic leadership."  

T 

http://www.amazon.com/Catholics-Slavery-Compromising-John-Perry/dp/2896460063/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1224436825&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Catholic-Church-Nazi-Germany/dp/0306809311
http://www.amazon.com/Catholic-Church-Holocaust-1930-1965/dp/0253214718
http://www.usccb.org/comm/archives/2008/08-141.shtml
http://www.lifenews.com/nat4070.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Freedom_of_Choice_Act
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/paul_vi/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-vi_enc_25071968_humanae-vitae_en.html
http://www.dioceseofscranton.org/Bishop%27s%20Pastoral%20Letters/RespectLifeSundaySeptember30th2008.asp
http://www.churchinhistory.org/pages/booklets/vongalen%28n%29.htm
http://www.churchinhistory.org/pages/booklets/vongalen%28n%29.htm
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_myblog&show=Using-Faithful-Citizenship-to-Clear-the-Way-for-Obama.html&Itemid=127
http://www.thepublicdiscourse.com/viewarticle.php?selectedarticle=2008.10.18_Chaput_Charles%20J._Little%20Murders_.xml
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He is exactly right -- and history will note this failure 

of Catholic leadership all the more if Obama is elected 

president. His policies will surely bring about an 

increase in the number of abortions, not the reduction 

he and his surrogates have promised. 

Of course, what historians have to say is not the 

real issue; it's what history will be recording -- the loss 

of life and the impact of these "little murders" on those 

who commit them and on families. History will also 

record the failure of the largest Christian community in 

the United States to protect its most innocent and 

vulnerable, the unborn.  

As Bishop von Galen reminded the Nazis sitting in 

his church on August 3, 1941: 

"Thou shalt not kill!" This commandment from God, 

who alone has power to decide on life or death, was 

written in the hearts of men from the beginning, 

long before God gave the children of Israel on 

Mount Sinai his moral code in those lapidary 

sentences inscribed on stone which are recorded 

for us in Holy Scripture and which as children we 

learned by heart in the catechism. 

 

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://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4575&Itemid=80
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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Capitalist? Socialist? Distributist. 
Bill Powell | Column 

10/20/08

mall is beautiful. Or, the bigger the business, the 

bigger the bailout. 

Congress has promised over $1 trillion from 

our hands to "rescue" gargantuan businesses. When 

corporations demand the largest free ride in our 

history, it's time to rethink economies of scale. 

Socialism is a silly solution -- there, everything becomes 

one gargantuan business. We need a real solution: 

distributism. 

As G. K. Chesterton wrote, "the cure for 

centralization is decentralization. It has been described 

as a paradox." In contrast to both socialism and 

capitalism, distributism aims for a wide distribution of 

private property. G. K.'s brother Cecil explained: 

[A Socialist] desires the means of production to be 

the property of the community and to be 

administered by its political officers. A Distributist . . 

. desires that they should, generally speaking, 

remain private property, but that their ownership 

should be so distributed that the determining mass 

of families -- ideally every family -- should have an 

efficient share therein. That is Distributism, and 

nothing else is Distributism. 

Capitalism and socialism are theoretically enemies, but 

for the ordinary citizen, their results are remarkably 

similar: little or no power. In socialism, power centers in 

the few who happen to run the government. In 

capitalism, power gathers in the few who happen to run 

the largest corporations. They promptly turn socialist -- 

for themselves. Corporate welfare is far older than the 

recent bailouts; Wal-Mart alone has bagged over $1.2 

billion in public funds. 

  

What can we do? First, we have to stop thinking in 

terms of income: How much will this job pay? How big a 

mortgage payment can I afford? Mere income is 

unreliable. A gear slips in the Fed, and your 401(k) 

collapses. You get laid off, and there goes your house. 

Even a full-time job won't guarantee survival. In 

2002, the Pittsburgh aluminum company Alcoa paid 

employees in Acuña, Mexico, a base wage of only $1.20 

per hour, even though a gallon of milk cost $3.27 (70 

cents more than it cost in the States). Less than ten 

miles from Del Rio, Texas, these employees had to 

make houses out of pallets, tar paper, and cardboard. 

Distributive justice begins with a just wage. Does a 

legal living wage cost "jobs"? Absolutely. So do laws 

against fraud -- in the short term. But we clear these 

bad jobs to make room for good jobs with good 

businesses -- if you can't make aluminum without 

paying more than a buck an hour, move over. 

Unions are an essential (though abused) tool for 

defending a living wage. But income is unreliable 

without ownership. Distributism focuses on who owns 

the tools that make wealth; a company should be 

owned by its workers. 

The traditional and best model is the family 

business. Apparently Wal-Mart is a "family business," 

but I'm referring to a family working for themselves. 

Such families have the most power to meet their own 

needs, and thus the most freedom to choose how to 

live. 

True, even the most generously endowed Catholic 

family might have trouble assembling an ocean liner, 

but life isn't all the Queen Mary. There are many 

economic needs that could be -- and used to be -- met 

by family businesses. Those "efficient" corporations 

might not be so if we were to cut their billions in public 

subsidies. 

On a level playing field, family businesses would 

thrive. And furthermore, when needed, family 

businesses could join forces.This would still leave aside 

S 

http://www.cse.dmu.ac.uk/~mward/gkc/books/Sanity.txt
http://www.goodjobsfirst.org/corporate_subsidy/reference_material.cfm
http://walmartsubsidywatch.com/
http://walmartsubsidywatch.com/
http://www.nlcnet.org/reports.php?id=237
http://www.fambusiness.org/article_familybiz.html
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projects like ocean liners, but for such needs, there's 

another just model: the co-operative, or co-op, a 

"jointly-owned and democratically controlled 

enterprise." The International Co-operative Alliance 

(ICA) explains, 

Only in the co-operative enterprise are all three 

interests [ownership, control, and beneficiary] 

vested directly in the hands of the user. . . . Because 

co-operatives are owned and democratically-

controlled by their members . . . [they] balance the 

need for profitability with the needs of their 

members and the wider interests of the community. 

The basic mechanism is similar to representative 

government. As a worker, your committee sets tasks in 

your workshop or department. You also choose a 

representative for the next level up. 

In practice, co-ops are far more nuanced. For the 

Mondragon co-operative for example, the highest 

authority is the general assembly of worker-members. 

This elects not only a governing council and the council 

president, but also an audit committee over finances 

and representatives to the social council, which 

"generally represents frontline workers' perspective." 

Mondragon is a co-op of over 260 smaller co-ops, so 

each also elects representatives to the Co-operative 

Congress. Power is balanced and decentralized, 

according to the principle of subsidiarity: Every function 

is controlled at the most local level possible. 

Does it work? Yes. According to the ICA, over 100 

million people work at co-ops in various industries 

globally -- 20 percent more than those who work for 

conventional, transnational corporations. (Our entire 

American civilian labor force is only about 155 million.) 

And distributists might take subsidiarity even 

further: Maybe certain co-ops could be decentralized 

into family businesses themselves. Either way, the co-

op success shows that no project is too big for a just 

structure. 

  

We can't all own our work today, let alone our 

mortgaged houses. But in choosing where we shop, we 

can help build a distributist economy from the other 

side. Many already do; 1 in 4 Americans are co-op 

members. Often, co-ops and family businesses save you 

money. When they can't, it's often because you've paid 

the corporate "discount" in subsidies on tax day, or else 

it's deducted from sweatshop wages. 

A recession makes it painful to pay "extra" to 

support a just business, but it also highlights why we 

have to. We can't escape centralized corporations 

today, but we can spend our money in places we 

respect, whenever possible. Though the State has a 

role in a just economy, our own choices of how we 

work and where we shop are far more important. 

As Catholics, we have guidance here. In 1891, Pope 

Leo XIII launched a frontal attack on structural 

economic injustice with Rerum Novarum. As John 

Médaille summarizes, Pope Leo also gave solutions: 

"the just wage, the distribution of land, and worker 

associations." This teaching inspired distributism. 

We may disagree on specific methods, but these 

principles are as clear and binding as Church teaching 

on abortion. Almost every subsequent pope has 

reiterated and developed this social teaching. Read for 

yourself. 

As Pope John XXIII put it in Mater et Magistra, 

Now is the time to insist on . . . the widest possible 

distribution of private property: durable consumer 

goods, houses, land, tools and equipment (in the 

case of craftsmen and owners of family farms), and 

shares in medium and large business concerns. 

Let's get to it. 

 

Bill Powell is a freelance writer and creator of the 2009 

Social Justice Engagement Calendar. Visit his Web site 

at www.billpowellisalive.com.  

http://www.ica.coop/coop/index.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mondrag%C3%B3n_Cooperative_Corporation
http://www.ica.coop/coop/statistics.html
http://www.bls.gov/news.release/empsit.nr0.htm
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/leo_xiii/encyclicals/documents/hf_l-xiii_enc_15051891_rerum-novarum_en.html
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0826428088/insidecatcom-20
http://pennyjustice.com/texts
http://pennyjustice.com/texts
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_xxiii/encyclicals/documents/hf_j-xxiii_enc_15051961_mater_en.html
http://www.amazon.com/gp/product/1932528148
http://www.billpowellisalive.com/
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Massive, Disproportionate Retaliation 
John Zmirak | Column 

10/21/08 

 neglected Catholic poet of the 1970s, Kinky 

Friedman, wrote movingly of the Resurrection 

in a tender Easter ballad -- frequently used at 

conservative Novus Ordo parishes as a post-

Communion hymn -- which concludes with this envoi:  

Oh, let's get high on Jesus, high on Jesus, 

They tried to put His body under ground. 

Flashing high on Jesus, high on Jesus, 

But friend, you just can't keep the good Man down. 

 
Try as we might. And we've been making a noble effort 

since roughly 33 A.D. As I've written before in this series 

on the "areas of life where Jesus spoils our fun," there 

are moments in the life of any believer when he's 

tempted to shoulder the stone and hermetically seal 

the Tomb.  

The natural man, the unregenerate man -- the 

seedy, potbellied homunculus each of us quietly 

treasures as his deepest and truest self -- is far from 

thrilled at the prospect of safely buried Messiahs 

popping up out of the ground and giving us orders, then 

flying to Heaven. ("Why seek you the living among the 

dead?" Who was seeking? Can I see a show of hands?) 

On the one hand, we feel a certain excitement at the 

prospect that each of our actions will have an eternal 

significance. There is just one problem with that. 

It seems to imply that . . . each of our actions . . . 

will have an eternal . . . significance.  

As we think those actions over -- especially that one 

and that one, sheesh -- the silence of the grave and the 

infinite void sound better and better. The only part of 

the Last Judgment we might enjoy is the wholesale 

exposure of everyone else's sins. With the proper 

editing, that's a movie I want to see -- like a Quentin 

Tarantino flick that lasts for thousands of years.  

  

So far we've covered Jesus' busybody meddling with 

our easy-going lives, and his hobby of playing "spoiler" 

in the bedroom -- like a big, smelly Labrador that insists 

on sleeping between us. But he's just too cute to kick 

out. And anyway, He's omnipotent.  

This week we come to a passion that is much more 

engaging than simple Sloth, and which has a signal 

advantage over Lust: Instead of forging new 

relationships and sometimes (blech!) new people, this 

one typically ends them -- sometimes with a really big 

BANG, and lots of shiny shrapnel.  

I speak, of course, of Wrath. That's the best word 

the moralists could find for this experience, but the 

term is slightly confusing. If we stick with the name, it 

sounds like the only "deadly sin" that the Bible 

attributes to God. Now I'm no Evangelical, so I don't 

spend time reading the thing, but I'm pretty sure that 

none of the executive summaries of Scripture I've 

heard once a week at Mass ever mentioned the 

"Greed" or "Gluttony" of God. I suppose I could check 

for myself (see "Sloth"), but that would entail the 

danger of private interpretation of Scripture. And as 

the Church's theologians of ecumenism point out, we 

all know what that leads to . . . 

You guessed it -- handling snakes. So I'll leave the 

job of reading and explaining those puzzling Jewish 

books to those celibate Filipinos, thanks very much. 

Still, I'm guessing that the human authors of the 

Old Testament didn't mean to suggest that God's 

anger was ever "inordinate," in the sense St. Thomas 

means it when he distinguishes good anger from bad. 

This helps when we come to "hard sayings" in Holy 

Scripture, like:  

Fair Babylon, you destroyer, happy those who pay 

you back the evil you have done us! Happy those 

A 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kinky_Friedman
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kinky_Friedman
http://www.lyricsfreak.com/k/kinky+friedman/high+on+jesus_20079469.html
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4538&Itemid=100
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4654&Itemid=48
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4688&Itemid=100
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Snake_handling
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who seize your children and smash them against a 

rock (Ps 137:8-9).  

Sentimental liberals try to explain such verses away, but 

I'm guessing those little Babyls were precocious. Maybe 

somebody told them they were "gifted." Hence the 

popular bumper sticker, which I put on my minivan right 

above the Jesus Fish: "My Psalmist Smashes Your Honor 

Student Against a Rock."  

  

No, Wrath in the sense that won it a coveted place in 

the Seven Deadlies must mean something different. 

Aquinas follows Augustine when he teaches that anger 

at actions can be perfectly justified -- depending on the 

cause -- even virtuous. But rage directed at people is off 

the menu: Hate the sin, love the sinner. 

Which gets things exactly backwards, of course. It's 

hard to hate something as abstract as a "violation of 

justice" or "contravention of the positive law," 

especially if you're busy trying to spray the perpetrator 

with Christian love.  

And anyway, in many cases the sin is a whole lot 

sexier than the sinner. It's the part with which we can 

sympathize -- it might even be an old friend. You 

needn't hate Sloth in general to loathe the pudgy 

bureaucrat behind a wall of bulletproof glass -- I'm 

talking postal employee here -- who seems every 30 

minutes to go "on break" thanks to "union rules." In 

fact, it might very well be Sloth on your own part that 

makes you hate so much to stand in line. Likewise when 

we retch at other people's Public Displays of Affection. 

"Get a room!" may be the fruit of sincere, offended 

modesty -- or the growl of a dog whose nose is pressed 

at the butcher shop window. 

I suppose it's possible, for exquisitely holy folks, to 

seal off in separate compartments the person who 

commits an extraordinary evil from the act that he 

commits. But I'm not sure how it works in practice. The 

Authorities don't arrest a murder and throw it in jail for 

40 years; they lock up the guy who committed the crime 

(or, at least, someone whom eyewitnesses think 

resembles him closely enough as not to make much 

difference). When we fight in self-defense, our instincts 

drive us not just to stop the assault but to level the guy 

who started the fight -- and leave him something to 

remember us by every time he looks in the mirror.  

Now, it's true that when a country engages in war, 

the Church's Just War teaching prescribes that we avoid 

needless or disproportionate destruction rained down 

on civilians. Happily, lay strategists who respect our 

Christian traditions have learned to work within its 

strictures, explaining that we will never employ more 

nuclear weapons than are strictly necessary to reduce 

our enemy's continent to an uninhabitable waste land. 

Just in case they get any ideas.  

As I note in my other reflection on Wrath -- 

including detailed recollections of exemplary acts of 

revenge -- there are many useful insights we can draw 

from Cold War nuclear policy for our everyday lives in 

society. The key one, for me, is Massive 

Disproportionate Retaliation. Here's my apologetic for 

this strategic doctrine:  

If somebody screws with you, and you let him get 

away with it, what lesson are you teaching him?  

. . . The lesson that crime really pays. You're 

encouraging him to go forth unto others and do 

likewise. Is that fair to his next victim? And if you don't 

retaliate, aren't you tempting the wrongdoer to do it 

again? Which means you're serving as a near occasion 

of sin. 

You may do as you like, but I don't want something 

like that staining my conscience.  

 

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. He writes 

weekly for InsideCatholic.com. 

http://www.takimag.com/blogs/article/vengeance_is_mine/
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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Bishops, North of the Border 

David Warren | Column 

10/21/08

p here in Canada, from where I am writing, the 

prime minister called an election on September 

7, and we had it on October 14. By the 

common consent of the five major parties, there was no 

discussion whatever of abortion, gay marriage, "human 

rights" tribunals, or any other of the civilizational issues 

that are, in Canada, decided exclusively by liberal 

judges. The governing party wasn't going to discuss the 

economy, either (in fairly good shape after a generation 

of modest government retrenchment), but then the 

U.S. financial system began to melt down, so the topic 

did come up. A nominally "Conservative" Party -- i.e., 

one that declares itself comfortable with abortion, gay 

marriage, and "human rights" tribunals that prosecute 

mainstream journalists who show conservative 

tendencies -- was duly re-elected. 

Our Catholic bishops had nothing to say about all 

this -- or, at least, nothing audible. As Americans may 

soon learn, Catholics of any elevation are left with little 

to say, once the triumph of postmodern liberalism 

becomes so complete that any dissonant voice may be 

stifled in the cause of "national unity." 

The culture wars are over in the Great White North, 

and the other side won. "Unity" (really, "unanimity," 

also known as "zero tolerance") is the new standard, as 

the enemy mops up little pockets of continuing 

resistance. Opponents of the judicially imposed 

"Canadian consensus" may be charged with "hate 

crimes." 

In the once overwhelmingly Catholic province of 

Quebec, a Conservative candidate was verbally attacked 

by an opposition party leader for being a member of 

Opus Dei. Ugly spray-paint messages against her soon 

began appearing around the riding. This, in turn, never 

became an election issue. Instead, the Quebec media 

went hunting for other candidates who might belong to 

this family-values Catholic organization, and found one 

more. 

The impending Democrat "supermajority" in the 

States (according to the MSM polls, they will soon hold 

the presidency plus sufficient members in both houses 

of Congress to shut down any Republican resistance, 

whether to their legislation or to their "strict 

deconstructionist" judicial appointments) promises a 

"third wave" of government expansion, building upon 

the advances of the New Deal in the 1930s and the 

Great Society in the 1960s. Disoriented by a financial 

crisis, it appears that Americans are about to endorse a 

leftward lurch that will make your country just like 

mine. 

For American Catholics who have not already 

embraced Joe Biden and Nancy Pelosi as their political 

role models, I expect this will mean practicing your 

religion the way we do in Canada, or as the ACLU has 

already stipulated in the United States. That is to say, 

you will be welcome to parade a Catholic ethnicity, so 

long as you do not publicly support any Church 

teaching. 

  

What have your bishops had to say? 

To start with, I see no evidence they would agree 

with the analysis I have just given. Many seem 

enthralled with the prospect of an Obama presidency 

and a Democrat junto (to use the old English term for 

extended one-party rule). 

While I have read cogent and courageous remarks 

by, for instance, Archbishop Charles Chaput of Denver, 

the general tenor of bishops' statements through the 

interminable election campaign, including the USCCB's, 

has been mealy-mouthed. They consistently oppose 

abortion, but with the same tone and force they also 

oppose, for example, "poverty in America," global 

warming, capital punishment, the war in Iraq -- thus 

burying a moral absolute under a series of Democrat-

U 
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friendly moral imponderables, and wantonly confusing 

an unambiguous doctrinal issue with a smorgasbord of 

secular judgment calls. 

Certainly, no serious attempt is made to justify, say, 

the anti-war stance doctrinally, for if the question of 

"just war" is mentioned at all, it is raised in a simplistic, 

purely rhetorical way. And so on down the line of moral 

imposture, into very strange territory. Can Barack 

Obama, who has repeatedly supported so-called late-

term abortion (which crosses the threshold into 

infanticide), really be the "pro-life" candidate because 

he supports the more rapid extension of Medicare and 

the Nanny State? Does anyone honestly think such 

policies will reduce the abortion rate? 

The "shopping list" approach to politics allows any 

liberal Democrat to argue -- and, in fact, every liberal 

Catholic Democrat politician does argue -- that, "Hey, 

we're with the Church on more issues than the 

Republicans are." It then forces any Catholic Republican 

who is pro-life into the humiliating position of having to 

explain why he hasn't also supported an American 

surrender in Iraq. The Democrats have great fun with 

this, in the course of which Church authority is mocked. 

I would make a further comment, expressing my 

extreme disappointment with most of the American 

bishops. I might say that believing Catholics are 

squelching across the Red Sea, with our fastidious 

bishops saddled on our backs. But such sarcasm is 

unnecessary. The facts speak for themselves. 

 

David Warren is a Canadian journalist who writes 

mostly on international affairs. His Web site is 

www.davidwarrenonline.com. 

http://www.davidwarrenonline.com/


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

10 

 

Free Trade and the Common Good 

Alfred A. Lagan | Column 

10/22/08 

rade and open markets have been the bedrock 

of our nation's growth and prosperity since at 

least the end of the Second World War. But it 

was not always so: We learned the hard way that 

protectionist policies are not an effective cure for 

economic problems at home and in many cases have 

severely worsened domestic economic conditions. 

When used as a tool of government policy, initiatives to 

restrict trade have often failed to achieve their intended 

objectives and complicated our relationships with other 

countries.  

Numerous historical examples attest to the 

unsatisfactory outcome of attempts to address 

problems at home with trade restrictions. Prior to the 

war of 1812, President Thomas Jefferson's embargo on 

British goods -- an effort to force the British 

government to stop seizing American ships and cargoes 

for booty and to cease impressing our sailors -- led to 

disaster. The British government retaliated immediately 

with an embargo of its own and a blockade of European 

ports, effectively negating American trade with the 

Continent. The action resulted in a dramatic decline in 

production, employment, and incomes, especially in the 

northeast, and was quickly rescinded.  

In the interregnum spanning the end of the First 

World War and the Great Depression, raising tariffs on 

foreign goods became official government policy. This 

was justified as a means of protecting our infant 

industries and agriculture from foreign competition, as 

well as a politically palatable means of generating 

income for the federal government. Not satisfied with 

the various tariffs enacted during the 1920s on a limited 

number of goods, Congress passed the Smoot Hawley 

Tariff Act in 1930. This radical measure raised tariffs on 

over 20,000 imported goods to record levels. Other 

countries retaliated quickly with increased tariffs on 

American goods. Within one year our imports and 

exports plunged by more than half, and the entire world 

economy sank further into a depression. Many 

economists believe that the Smoot Hawley Act 

effectively transformed a recession into a depression 

and was a major contributor to the depth and duration 

of the Great Depression.  

  

Since the end of the Second World War, Democratic 

and Republican administrations alike have recognized 

the two-way nature of trade and have embraced 

openness as official U.S. policy in trade matters. Since 

1985, successive administrations have entered into 

eleven Foreign Trade Agreements (FTAs) with 17 

countries, including NAFTA countries. Three others -- 

Colombia, Korea, and Panama -- are pending but 

currently blocked in the House.  

The results of FTAs have been beneficial to all 

parties. In 2007, FTAs accounted for more than $1 

trillion of two-way trade -- 34 percent of total U.S. 

global trade, and growing. In the first year of the new 

U.S.-Singapore Trade Agreement, our trade surplus 

with Singapore grew to $4.3 billion. Similar benefits 

were evident from all of these agreements -- the result 

being sharp increases in American exports to these 

countries.  

Of course, the most contentious of the FTAs is our 

agreement with Mexico and Canada, which created 

NAFTA. Despite initial concerns, this agreement has 

proven to be a boon for all three countries. Canada 

and Mexico together are America's largest trading 

partners, accounting for 39 percent of all U.S. trade 

with the world in 2007. It is estimated that today over 

$2 billion in trilateral trade flow each day between our 

three nations.  

Since the implementation of NAFTA in 1994, trade 

among the United States, Canada, and Mexico has 

more than tripled. The dire predictions of some that 
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NAFTA would "suck growth out of the U.S." have been 

wrong. In fact, our economy has thrived: According to 

the office of the U.S. Trade Representative, GDP has 

expanded over 50 percent, new employment has risen 

by 24 percent, manufacturing output increased by 58 

percent, and business investment in the United States 

has expanded by 117 percent. The painful economic 

retrenchment we are experiencing currently is caused 

mainly by self-inflicted wounds stemming from the 

collapse of the subprime mortgage market. Foreign 

trade, including trade with Canada and Mexico, is 

actually mitigating the slowdown. 

Critics of open trade often point to employment, 

especially in manufacturing, as a victim of unfair trade 

arrangements. Manufacturing jobs have declined for 

many years as the relative contribution of this sector to 

total economic activity has given way to newer 

industries. As a percentage of the GDP, manufacturing 

peaked at 28.3 percent in 1953 and today is around 12 

percent.  

Despite the decline in relative importance of 

manufacturing, employment has boomed over the 

period as new forces swept through our prolific 

economic landscape. Service industries have grown as 

technology and vigorous productivity trends raised the 

standard of living for all Americans. The process is 

ongoing, as our economy today trends increasingly to 

knowledge-based endeavors. One need look no further 

then the new iPhone 3G as an example of new 

technology advancing the ability of consumers to access 

information. Rather than pointing to protectionist 

legislation, our economic success points to the 

importance of a sound education system and the need 

for a solid safety net.  

The benefits of free trade extend beyond the number 

of jobs created. Domestically, an open market system 

brings more choice to the marketplace, keeping prices 

low and quality high in order to retain and increase 

market share. This natural process leads to increasing 

innovation, higher productivity, and keeps inflation at 

bay. The United States in particular has been a major 

beneficiary of the creative process. Our flexible model 

has been an example to all the world that economic 

freedom is the paradigm that best satisfies human 

beings' innate desire to help themselves and provide a 

better life for their children.  

From an international standpoint, trade has 

benefited poor nations enormously. The World Bank 

estimated that the evidence of extreme poverty 

around the world decreased from 24 percent of global 

population in 1990 to 18 percent in 2004. While 

warning that improvements in domestic infrastructure 

efforts such as education, transport, and water 

projects must accompany the progress, the Bank 

recognized that a shared agenda emphasizing trade 

and investment are primary drivers of a sustained 

reduction in world poverty.  

Five decades of evidence -- along with the recent 

examples of North Korea and Myanmar -- have proven 

that an open trade system is a more effective anti-

poverty program than government-to-government 

handouts, which often do not reach the people they 

are intended to help.  

 

Alfred A. Lagan is founder and chairman of the 

Congress Asset Management Company. 
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Tools for Thinking Sensibly about Scripture 

Mark P. Shea | Column 

10/22/08

or some folks, it takes a lot to dispel the myth of 

the hyper-controlling Church that only permits 

Bible study among the faithful after the insertion 

of the Vatican Orbital Mind Control Laser Platform chip 

in the frontal lobe of the brain. Indeed, it may come as a 

shock to such folk to discover that the Church offers us 

only three measly guidelines when pointing the faithful 

toward reading Scripture for its literal sense. Dei 

Verbum tells us: 

1. Be especially attentive "to the content and 

unity of the whole Scripture";  

2. read the Scripture within "the living tradition of 

the whole Church"; and  

3. be attentive to the analogy of faith. 

That's it. That's all the mind control the Church offers 

when it comes to reading the Bible for its literal sense. 

What do these guidelines mean? In part, as we saw last 

week, they mean that when you read the Bible, you 

need to pay attention to what sort of literature you are 

reading. But other things come in as well. 

The Bible is a sort of organism, like a goldfish. 

Moderns don't think of it that way because in their zeal 

to reject the notion that God is the primary author of 

Scripture, they insist that the Bible is just a collection of 

human writings from widely divergent sources that got 

stitched together pretty roughly and is therefore "full of 

contradictions." "Biblical study," both from atheist 

debunkers and even from not a few theologians, 

concerns itself almost entirely with looking for the 

"contradictions" and shabby seamwork. This can get 

pretty silly, as when A. N. Wilson discerns a fraudulent 

claim that Jesus was a "carpenter" since "no carpenter 

in real life came anywhere near to having a plank 

sticking out of his eye." 

From the perspective of sane biblical study, this 

entire approach (technically known as the "hermeneutic 

of suspicion") is sort of like looking at a goldfish and 

seeing only a circulatory system, an excretory system, a 

pair of gills, a pair of eyes, some randomly distributed 

fins, a bunch of scales, a nervous system, and various 

connective tissues, all of which just happen to be 

crammed into a goldfish-shaped space -- and then 

spending all your time looking for "junk DNA" in the 

goldfish cells while steadfastly ignoring the swimming, 

living fish. 

In fact, the remarkable thing about Scripture is the 

organic unity of growth one sees in it. Seen from a 

perspective of common sense, it looks pretty much like 

what it is: the written record of a Tradition that is 

growing just like the mustard seed and revealing the 

gradual revelation of God to man, culminating with the 

Incarnation of God in Jesus Christ. Yes, you can see the 

stitching at times (as when Genesis combines two 

accounts of creation). But so what? That's only a 

problem if you think the Bible is a magic book and not 

a book written and edited by humans. So, to be sure, 

the human authors of Scripture display change over 

time. But it is the sort of change one expects in a 

growing thing, not a mutating thing. Ideas found in 

seed form early on (such as "I am the God of Abraham, 

Isaac, and Jacob") break out in huge leafy branches 

later on (such as the conviction found in the prophets 

and the books of the Maccabees that God will defeat 

death and even raise the dead at the end of time).  

We discover, as we read, that the Bible is an 

immense conversation across the ages. The Old 

Testament longs for and looks forward to the New, 

and the New is only comprehensible in light of the Old. 

In short, there really is a unity to the whole of 

Scripture. So we do well to read it with that in mind. 

Each verse is related to the verses before it; each 

paragraph is related to the paragraphs before and 

after; and each book, especially in the New Testament, 

is not really comprehensible if you don't know the 

F 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4698&Itemid=121&ed=1
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4698&Itemid=121&ed=1
http://books.google.com/books?id=YmBll-vGmngC&pg=PA123&lpg=PA123&dq=%22A.N.+Wilson%22+Jesus+plank+carpenter&source=web&ots=M_pI8n5bN7&sig=j3UmpaU_0vT8Ou1yF7O39Vfkq4I&hl=en&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=1&ct=result
http://books.google.com/books?id=YmBll-vGmngC&pg=PA123&lpg=PA123&dq=%22A.N.+Wilson%22+Jesus+plank+carpenter&source=web&ots=M_pI8n5bN7&sig=j3UmpaU_0vT8Ou1yF7O39Vfkq4I&hl=en&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=1&ct=result
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other texts to which the author is alluding. So a return 

to the understanding of Scripture as a single organism, 

and not merely as a collection of loosely connected cells 

or systems, is the first order of business. 

  

The next order of business (and the thing sola scriptura 

habitually overlooks) is that a living goldfish won't live 

long outside the water. If you want to get to know the 

goldfish of Scripture better, the paradox is that you 

cannot do so by removing it from the Sacred Tradition 

of the Church, which is the water in which Scripture 

swims. The absolute worst way to read the Bible is to 

just go off with it by yourself and ask, "What does this 

text mean to me?" The real way to approach the text is 

to find out, as best we can, how the author and his 

readers would have understood it.  

We know this about "real" books. But something 

goes wonky in the brain of moderns (and especially 

modern fundamentalists, whether atheist or Christian) 

when it comes to the Bible. All of a sudden everybody is 

quite sure they know exactly what Jesus meant when 

He uttered some saying that has taxed the minds and 

prayers of great saints and geniuses for centuries. And 

so the world is chockablock with Latest Real Jesuses 

who turn out to be, well, whatever the Lone Gunman 

and his Bible worked out using his special New 

Testament Decoder Ring. The common assumption of 

all these ace students of Scripture is that the Tradition -- 

that is, the fruit of millions of lives of prayer and 

sanctity, not to mention scholarship of a very high order 

and even, in some cases, personal familiarity with the 

apostles themselves -- is absolutely worthless if it 

contradicts Me and My Very Strongly Felt Intuition 

about what the Bible really means. 

This entire approach is a form of deep stupidity that 

is primarily a fault of the will, not the intellect. It calls 

for humility, repentance, and a basic reorientation away 

from self and toward God and His revelation through 

His Church; not just a vague admission that, now and 

then, the Church gets it right by agreeing with me. And 

such a reorientation is vital because without it, the 

biblical reader inevitably winds up depriving the goldfish 

of Scripture of the water of Tradition it requires in order 

to live.  

Happily, most Protestantism still retains quite a bit 

of Sacred Tradition by a sort of historical accident. So, 

for instance, much of Protestantism still holds (more or 

less) to the canon of Scripture (give or take a few Old 

Testament books). It still holds to monogamy (again, 

more or less). It still generally believes that public 

revelation closed with the death of the apostles. It still 

believes that life is sacred from conception, kind of. It 

still usually believes in the Trinity. All these are beliefs 

that are only possible to hold by reading Scripture 

through the lens of Sacred Tradition. So long as 

Catholics and Protestants agree on these things, it will 

be because the goldfish of Scripture is swimming in the 

waters of apostolic Tradition. As Protestant and post-

Protestant skepticism keeps drying up the residual 

puddles of apostolic Tradition, what inevitably 

happens is not that we get a more scripturally pure 

faith, but simply an environment in which the goldfish 

cannot live. 

  

To keep the water of Tradition from being spilled, the 

Church tells us to "be attentive to the analogy of faith." 

This cryptic remark means, basically, "Hold on to the 

defined teaching of the Church." The "analogy of faith" 

is the goldfish bowl that holds the water of Tradition. 

Without it you've got water all over the floor and, 

soon, a dead goldfish. 

So what's the "analogy of faith"? Well, an analogy 

is a thing that's like something else. So a photo of my 

wife is an analog of my wife. It looks just like her, but 

it's not her. The Church proposes various analogies of 

the Faith to us, such as the Creeds or the dogmas of 

the Church to give us a sense of what is and is not part 

of apostolic Tradition. A dogma is not the forbiddance 

of thought (as is commonly supposed) but the 

conclusion of thought: It's what you get when you are 

done thinking something through.  

Periodically, questions arise in theology, as they do 

in every field. When they do, the Church thinks the 

http://www.mark-shea.com/real.html
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problem through and, when the occasion requires it and 

the Spirit wills it, the Church defines its teaching. The 

first time this happens is recorded in the book of Acts. 

The Church is confronted with the question, "Do 

Gentiles need to keep the ceremonial laws of Moses?" 

and arrives at the momentous conclusion that 

Christians are saved by faith in Jesus Christ, not by 

circumcision, keeping kosher, and so forth. They 

promulgate this decision in the shocking words, "It 

seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us," meaning that 

the dogma promulgated by the apostles and the elders 

is the authentic guideline for understanding the 

meaning of the Tradition with respect to this question.  

Where do they get off talking this way? Well, to be 

fair, they formed the impression that they taught with 

the authority of Jesus Christ, who told them, "He who 

listens to you listens to me" (Lk 10:16). So it's pretty 

much in the DNA of the Church. It appears Jesus had 

enough foresight to know that the Church would need a 

permanent teaching office to navigate the waters of 

history. 

Now a modern reader might ask, "How can a 2,000-

year-old teaching office matter to a modern up-to-date 

person such as myself?" I think the better question is, 

"How does something get to be 2,000 years old if it's 

really as useless, ignorant, stupid, out-of-touch, and 

generally absurd as critics of the Magisterium so 

habitually take it to be?" 

So I'll be sticking with the easy yoke of Dei Verbum 

when it comes to getting at the literal sense of 

Scripture. If it ain't broke, don't fix it. 

 

Mark P. Shea is a senior editor at 

www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for 

InsideCatholic. Visit his blog at 

www.markshea.blogspot.com.

http://www.catholicexchange.com/
http://www.markshea.blogspot.com/


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

15 

 

Money: Making It, Spending It, and Giving It Away 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

10/23/08

rank J. Hanna III has become one of the leading 

Catholic philanthropists in the nation. His 

Solidarity Foundation recently obtained the 

oldest extant copy of portions of the Gospels of Luke 

and John and presented them to Pope Benedict XVI for 

the Vatican Library. A merchant banker in Atlanta, 

Hanna is the CEO of HBR Capital, Ltd., an administrative 

services firm, and CEO of Hanna Capital, LLC, an 

investment firm. Hanna has promoted educational 

liberty for over two decades, helped to start three new 

Catholic schools in Atlanta, led various efforts for school 

reform, and chaired the President's Advisory 

Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic 

Americans. 

Recently, Deal Hudson sat down with Hanna to 

discuss his latest book, What Your Money Means: And 

How to Use it Well (Crossroad Publishing, 2008). 

ǅ ǅ ǅ 

Deal W. Hudson: With the current financial crisis, do 

you think more people are asking themselves what their 

money means? 

Frank J. Hanna III: Absolutely. There was some concern 

about the timing of this book, given the election year, 

but the current financial crisis has made people more 

interested in reflecting on how they have used their 

money. I'm seeing an anxiety today that wasn't being 

experienced a month ago or six months ago. People are 

wondering if they are too attached to their money and 

other material goods. They're asking, "Is the way I am 

spending money helping me to be a better person?" 

Hudson: You talk about the earth being a "pure" gift 

from God, along with other goods He has bestowed 

upon us. But you add that what we've been given is not 

a "free lunch." What do you mean by this? 

Hanna: Just because we have the freedom to engage in 

imprudent financial endeavors doesn't mean we have 

license to do so. 

The extension of credit is a wonderful thing. It can 

start a business or provide for a child's college 

education. When we condemn debt, we forget it is the 

other side of credit. The word "credit" comes from 

"credo" or "to believe," and like all good things it can 

be abused through imprudence or greed. 

Hudson: You say we have the responsibility of learning 

to manage our money well. Are you seeing a 

breakdown in management in our financial 

institutions? 

Hanna: Sometimes, but I reject the notion that greed 

was the cause of our current money crisis. It's not 

intentional malfeasance but an emphasis on 

materialism combined with a benign neglect of how to 

manage our money. 

John D. Rockefeller said, "It is harder to give 

money away than to make it." I don't agree with him, 

but I do think we should be deliberate in how we use 

our money. 

Hudson: I don't think I learned growing up how to use 

money as a tool. I wasn't taught this except by looking 

around and seeing how others did it. How did you 

learn this? 

Hanna: I'm not an author; I'm a businessman and 

investor. I try to be deliberate and thoughtful on how 

to use my money well. In seeking guidance on how to 

do this, I found snippets of information. This subject of 

how to use our material resources isn't taught today. 

Of course, there is much ancient and medieval 

wisdom on this very subject, but there is no systematic 

F 

http://www.georgiabulletin.org/local/2007/03/08/gospel/
http://people.forbes.com/profile/frank-j-hanna/22219
http://www.amazon.com/What-Your-Money-Means-Well/dp/0824525205
http://www.amazon.com/What-Your-Money-Means-Well/dp/0824525205
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philosophy being used today to teach people how to 

use their resources wisely. 

Hudson: Books about money and how to spend it are 

normally relegated to the business section pages of the 

newspapers, news magazines, and cable news shows. 

You've treated the subject in the context of the general 

morality and the virtues humans should practice in 

using their material resources. 

Hanna: We divide too much of our lives into sections, 

like a newspaper. But when we do this, we have too 

much segmentation. When as human beings we eat 

together, converse, spend our money, play sports, 

engage in commerce, and we segregate these activities, 

we lose some of the integrated whole. We tend to act 

with one type of morality or spirituality with each 

segment and, I think, we do damage to our souls. 

We should not be afraid to talk about and discuss 

money. Our children should be taught how to think 

about using money instead of letting the popular 

culture do this. 

Hudson: My parents were a product of the end of the 

depression and World War II, and so I was taught to 

save to the point that I was tired of hearing about it. I 

never learned about spending money but rather that I 

was supposed to save it. 

Hanna: There is a perception that there is something 

"dirty" about having money. In fact, money is one of 

God's gifts that allows us to have transactions, 

relationships, and build prosperity. 

However, it is such a powerful instrument that it's 

subject to abuse if we become too attached to it -- and 

if we do, something sordid does occur. We've all seen 

this in our own hearts, and so we start to associate that 

sordidness with the money itself, and we back off from 

it, and won't talk about it. 

Hudson: Most of the high-profile discussions of money 

fall on one of two sides: capitalism and the defense of 

private property versus communism or socialism. The 

wealthy are perceived as being tainted by their wealth, 

and that wealth really should be redistributed. Your 

book appeals to both sides of that debate. 

Hanna: I tried to take what is good from each side. The 

freedom within a market economy encourages 

prosperity. The Left says this system doesn't care for 

those less able to help themselves. 

While the market economy does enhance 

prosperity, it is not there for unselfish pursuits. There 

should be a combination of the market economy and 

the common good. You hear more about the common 

good from the Left, but all should uphold this; we are 

our brother's keeper. We do have responsibility to 

other human beings. If we don't have the "leavening" 

in the market system, it can leave out those less 

capable. 

Hudson: Something I found in your book that would 

not make some happy is that, in serving the common 

good, you encourage the private ownership of wealth, 

and the private management and growth of that 

money. This ensures there will be more to invest in 

business, more employment, and more to give away 

philanthropically. 

Correct? 

Hanna: We see in St. Thomas Aquinas that private 

ownership serves the common good more effectively 

than common ownership by the state. An ancient 

Jewish philosopher said that the greatest form of 

charity is to help people help themselves. In this 

country that's what's known as a job; this preserves 

the dignity of the human being. 

We need to be careful about extending financial 

charity; our good intentions alone are not sufficient. 

When the state is asked to administer charity it is at 

best a clumsy instrument for helping preserve human 

dignity. 

Hudson: You have a rather startling line in your book 

that says, "Money is love in action." 

Hanna: When you buy clothes for your children, this is 

an act of love. You must ask yourself if you are growing 
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in virtue, care, and concern for others when you make 

expenditures. This is a very high standard, and one that 

I certainly don't always meet, but a standard we should 

apply especially to our larger expenditures. 

Hudson: Should the standard you're talking about be 

applied to our government? Should we be asking our 

government to use our money as acts of love as well? 

Hanna: This is the theoretical premise behind the 

Constitution. A relationship exists between the giver 

and the receiver, but the larger the government gets 

the less authentic the relationship becomes. 

I believe that subsidiarity, social action within a 

community, should begin at the lowest level -- the 

family, neighborhood, and community. We should not 

rely on the federal bureaucracy to administer to the 

common good. 

Hudson: I'm struck by the thought that you cannot look 

at your wealth as independent of your community or 

even your world. You don't look at your wealth as 

something that protects you alone -- that ensures that 

you and yours are taken care of. You seem to work 

under a larger rubric. 

Hanna: Well, I hope I do. I'm aspiring to do this, but it's 

hard to escape personal selfishness. I have found that 

when we hoard things for ourselves, and focus inwardly 

on "what's in it for me," we reap only anxiety and 

misery. Through trial and error, I have found that 

selfishness doesn't lead to happiness; generosity is a 

better guide. 

Hudson: Do you think that the attitude toward wealth is 

changing because of the financial turmoil? 

Hanna: This is a crisis, but embedded within any crisis is 

opportunity. There is an opportunity for people to 

reorient themselves, realizing that we are all more 

connected than we imagined. From a theological 

standpoint this is what we believe: The material world is 

tied together, interconnected. 

Hudson: Isn't there a temptation in this current crisis to 

make people look more selfishly at their money -- even 

hoard it? 

Hanna: People will reorient one way or another. They 

will reassess and become either more detached or more 

attached to their money. Candidly, I'm seeing both 

reactions. I've spoken to some families who say they are 

looking at how they spend their money. 

The flip side is that some will be more mindful of 

how much they have, double their efforts to hoard, 

and cut back or withhold giving to charities. 

Hudson: What has been the reaction to your book 

from fellow philanthropists? 

Hanna: The reaction from businesspeople has been 

very encouraging. They tell me that they've often 

wondered about these questions and are grateful for 

my explanations and a summary of these issues. 

Hudson: You have a "how to" dimension to your book, 

as well. You offer concrete advice on how much to give 

away, how to judge whom to give it to, and how to 

gauge the results of your giving -- a very practical side. 

Was this harder to write than the theoretical side? 

Hanna: No, I think it was actually a little easier. I've 

been immersed in the practical side for years. The 

practical approach is critical. You have to ask yourself, 

"How much is enough? How much should I give 

away?" 

These are practical suggestions; there are no hard 

and fast rules, but I think we need to be more rigorous 

and practical about our giving. 

Hudson: Some people will say it's fine for you to give 

with your wealth, but what about those just scraping 

by month to month? 

Hanna: The word philanthropy combines one of the 

Greek words for love, philo, with the word for man, 

anthropos. It is possible to give from whatever 

resources one may have; giving is not beyond the 

reach of anyone. There is always something -- such as 
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time, attention, money, or prayers -- given in love to 

someone else. 

Our most tangible resources are money and 

material goods, but we need a broader understanding 

of all our God-given gifts. 

 

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
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Human Dignity 
Russell Shaw | Column 

10/23/08

s if doffing the black robes of judges and 

donning the mantles of secular pontiffs, three 

justices of the United States Supreme Court on 

June 29, 1992, delivered themselves of this profession 

of faith: "At the heart of liberty is the right to define 

one's own concept of existence, of meaning, of the 

universe, and of the mystery of human life." 

These words come from the plurality opinion in 

Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pa. v. Casey, 

holding that the virtually unlimited access to abortion 

declared to be a constitutionally protected right in 1973 

in Roe v. Wade should remain undisturbed. In the 

absence of a majority opinion, the plurality opinion, 

signed by Justices Sandra Day O'Connor, Anthony 

Kennedy, and David Souter, carried special weight. 

Planned Parenthood v. Casey was a bitter 

disappointment for the pro-life movement, which had 

hoped for the overturning of Roe v. Wade or at least for 

a serious scaling-back of the circumstances of legal 

abortion. That disappointment has moved pro-lifers for 

the last 16 years to mock the plurality opinion's 

"mystery of life" passage, and, in all truth, its gross 

pomposity really does make it an easy target. But 

mockery by itself is not an adequate response to the 

opinion's outrageousness. The implications of the 

mystery of life according to Justices O'Connor, Kennedy, 

and Souter are too serious for that.  

For one thing, Justice Kennedy continues to cite the 

opinion with authorial pride, as he did in his majority 

opinion in Lawrence v. Texas (2003), which struck down 

laws criminalizing sodomy and, along the way, made the 

legalization of same-sex marriage more likely. Even 

more significant, this judicial affirmation at the highest 

level of a fundamental capacity of individuals to define 

their own "concept . . . of meaning" was no isolated 

aberration by three Supreme Court justices feeling 

more than ordinarily full of themselves. Rather, in 

modern times it is a fundamental tenet of secularist 

faith. Instead of being laughed at, it must be taken 

altogether seriously.   

  

A snarling polemic published last May in The New 

Republic by Steven Pinker, a Harvard psychology 

professor and author of popular science books, makes 

it clear why that's so.  

In an article "densely clotted with passion and 

threaded with irrational hatreds" (the words are those 

of Paul G. Griffiths of the Duke University divinity 

school, writing in First Things) and titled "The Stupidity 

of Dignity," Pinker viciously assailed a 555-page report 

on human dignity by the President's Council on 

Bioethics and its authors. Human dignity, he asserted, 

is a "slippery and ambiguous" concept used by 

theological conservatives to oppose things like 

research on human embryos and cloning. He seemed 

particularly incensed by the fact that several 

contributors to the human dignity report teach at 

church-related -- in fact, Catholic -- schools, as if it 

were offensive for such people even to enter the 

bioethical debate. Instead of human dignity, he 

declared, the appropriate grounding of respect for 

human rights is autonomy.  

For present purposes, it's this sweeping claim on 

behalf of autonomy that needs considering. The 

emphasis on autonomy is congruent with the 

secularization process as it is described in Charles 

Taylor's magisterial study A Secular Age (published in 

2007 by the Belknap Press of Harvard University Press). 

According to Taylor, emeritus professor of philosophy 

at McGill University and winner of the 2007 Templeton 

Prize, secularization in the modern era has led to what 

he quaintly calls the "buffered self" -- to people who, 

prevented by secularized culture from turning to 

transcendence to help them find meaning in life, are 

A 
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obliged to be rule and measure unto themselves. Taylor 

writes:  

For the modern, buffered self, the possibility exists 

of taking a distance from, disengaging from everything 

outside the mind. My ultimate purposes are those 

which arise within me, crucial meanings of things are 

those defined in my responses to them. 

Of which one can only say: Shades of O'Connor, 

Kennedy, Souter, and the mystery of life! 

Taylor doesn't claim that what he describes is an 

altogether good state of affairs, nor does he argue that 

in the long run it's really workable. He finds numerous 

cracks in the buffered shell of modern man. Yet simply 

as a matter of fact, the phenomenon he speaks of is 

everywhere visible today. Buffered selves -- or at least 

some working approximation of such -- are omnipresent 

realities of our secular age, cherished by Supreme Court 

justices and many others. 

  

In an ultimate sense, however, buffering doesn't work. 

For one thing, there are countless cases in which it is 

obviously absurd to speak of people as radically 

autonomous. How autonomous are a three-year-old 

child, a 90-year-old woman in a nursing home, a man 

and woman deeply in love? Radical autonomy is a 

secularist myth. Human dignity supplies a vastly 

sounder basis for respecting others. Yes, Pinker is right -

- the idea of human needs clarification. And autonomy 

doesn't? 

Note the case of the man and woman in love. Love 

is of fundamental importance to the matters at stake 

here. In his new book Man and Values, laying out a 

"personalist anthropology," Msgr. Cormac Burke makes 

that point: 

In the individualistic view, other people, like the rest 

of the surrounding world, are simply raw material to be 

instrumentalized for a person's own self-centered 

development. But is the totally self-sufficient person 

capable of true human fulfillment or real happiness?. . . 

It would seem not, at least if we accept that there can 

be no genuine happiness without love. 

Autonomy as an ideal only makes sense in a world 

without love. And how many people would care to live 

in a world like that? 

This isn't to say autonomy -- freedom -- isn't 

important. But it is important precisely as the handmaid 

of human dignity. In the end, freedom in the service of 

dignity empowers us to be in touch with a pre-existing 

order of reality that guides our choices and actions. 

The "heart of liberty" isn't the freedom to "define" 

reality for oneself, as Justices O'Connor, Kennedy, and 

Souter imagine; it's the freedom to seek and embrace 

reality as it is. This is the true basis of human dignity 

and human rights. Citing the plurality opinion on 

Casey, Monsignor Burke, himself a former judge of the 

Roman Rota, writes: 

Man is a free subject, capable of fulfillment. He is 

free, but he is neither self-sufficient nor 

autonomous -- in the sense of being a law to 

himself, totally independent of other laws. The 

fundamental parameters -- the possibilities and 

limits of his being or his becoming -- are a given 

reality. 

All this has much contemporary relevance. 

Individualistic autonomy is the basis of "choice" as the 

rationale for abortion, same-sex marriage, and much 

else. But the dirty little secret of the secularist elitists 

who press it upon us is that many ordinary people are 

too dumb, too lazy, or just too fearful to grasp 

autonomy for themselves. That makes it incumbent 

upon the elitists -- the enlightened ones, the supermen 

-- to act out the ethical dualism that Nietzsche spoke of 

as "master morality" and "slave morality," with 

politics, courts, academia, and the media as the 

instruments of their will.  

There's an older, simpler, and more honest way of 

expressing all this. Milton puts it in Satan's mouth: 

"Better to reign in Hell, than serve in Heav'n." Fallen 

human beings reason very much like fallen angels: "At 

the heart of liberty is the right to define one's own 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1594170649/insidecatcom-20
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concept of existence." We are self-creating projects, 

plastic in our own hands. Unless, of course -- and 

unbeknownst to us -- plastic in the hands of our 

secularist betters. 

 

Russell Shaw's 19th book is Nothing to Hide: Secrecy, 

Communication, and Communion in the Catholic Church 

(Ignatius Press, 2008).  
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Obama's Ambition 
David R. Carlin | Column 

10/24/08

 have noticed that there are certain similarities 

between the life histories of Sen. Barack Obama and 

myself (even though I'm old enough to be his 

father). For one, we were both community organizers -- 

he in Chicago in the 1980s; I in Cranston, Rhode Island, 

about 1970. As community organizers, we were both 

inspired by Saul Alinsky. Obama was working in Chicago, 

Alinsky's hometown, where his legacy lived after him. 

My inspiration came from the fact that Alinsky was a 

great friend and favorite of the Catholic philosopher 

Jacques Maritain, whose writings I spent a lot of time 

studying in the 1960s. 

Obama and I were both members of state 

legislatures -- he of the Illinois Senate, I of the Rhode 

Island Senate. And we were both soundly defeated 

when we ran for the United States House of 

Representatives. He was defeated 2 to 1 in a 

Democratic primary contest against an incumbent. I 

won my Democratic primary, but then I was defeated 3 

to 1 when I ran against the Republican incumbent. 

Obama and I have each had two books published. 

His became bestsellers and made him a relatively rich 

man. Mine have had modest sales, enough to take my 

wife to dinner and the movies on numerous occasions; I 

did not quit my day job. Both Obama and I have worked 

as teachers in higher education -- I at the Community 

College of Rhode Island, he at the University of Chicago 

Law School. 

There, whatever similarities there may be between 

us come to an end. My political talent was considerably 

less than his, and my political ambition far, far less. 

When I was defeated in my race for the U.S. House, my 

ambitions ended. When Obama was defeated in his 

race for the House, his ambitions had hardly begun. And 

we all know the rest of the story: He became a member 

of the United States Senate, and he's now on the verge 

of becoming president of the United States. 

It seems to me that my personal history, including my 

rather moderate level of political ambition, has helped 

me to understand the apparently dubious associations 

that have come back to embarrass Obama -- I mean Bill 

Ayers, Rev. Jeremiah Wright, Tony Rezko, and ACORN. 

Put yourself in Obama's shoes when it first 

seriously occurred to him that he might have a very 

promising career in politics. You're an ambitious young 

man, and you get a chance to enter into an ongoing 

association with Bill Ayers. Ayers used to be a domestic 

terrorist; you don't like that. And normally, as a man 

with political ambitions, you'd stay a million miles 

away from a man with that kind of record. Strange to 

say, however, Ayers seems to have put the Weather 

Underground behind him and become a respectable 

professor and community do-gooder in Chicago. 

People respect him. He's well-connected. So while it's 

strange to think that this apparently solid citizen was 

once a terrorist, you decide it'll be good for your 

political future if you befriend him and work with him. 

And then there's Reverend Wright. You need to 

belong to a local Chicago church -- maybe for the good 

of your soul, and certainly for the good of your political 

career. And since you're Barack Obama, a man who 

had a Muslim father and Muslim stepfather, it's doubly 

important that you join a Christian church -- you don't 

want some future political opponent circulating the 

rumor that you're a Muslim. Now, what's the best-

attended African-American church in your part of 

Chicago? Reverend Wright's Trinity Church. So you 

join, naturally. It's true that Reverend Wright 

sometimes says very strange things from the pulpit. 

But so what? Listening to such nonsense is a small 

price to pay for the political advantage of being part of 

the Trinity community. 

Next there's Tony Rezko. Rezko has money -- lots 

of it -- and he has lots of friends who have lots of 

money. If you're planning to zoom up the political 
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ladder, you'll need oodles of campaign money -- which 

means you'll have to make connections with people like 

Rezko and his friends. It may be true that Rezko is 

rumored to be a bit unsavory. But what of it? Up till 

now (that is, up till the time you first began hanging 

around with him), he's never been convicted of 

anything. And besides, if you postpone your ambitions 

till you find a rich friend with perfectly clean hands, 

you'll wait forever. So you hold your nose, and you 

become Rezko's good friend. 

Finally, there's ACORN. They're not very scrupulous 

about whom they hire to sign up voters, and they're not 

very scrupulous about whom they sign up, either. But 

you have figured that your political career will be based 

on two main constituency groups: well-educated white 

liberals plus African Americans. There's no need to 

worry about registration rates among well-educated 

whites or middle-class blacks; they register and vote. 

But lower-class blacks are another story. ACORN can get 

them registered to vote, and maybe even get them to 

the polls on election day. 

If you had your druthers, you'd keep your distance 

from Professor Ayers, Reverend Wright, Mr. Rezko, and 

ACORN. Had you chosen some line of work other than 

politics (if you had pursued, for instance, your law 

career), you could have kept your distance. You could 

have been an amateur moralist and sneered in a very 

superior way at the likes of Ayers, Wright, Rezko, and 

ACORN. But you're a politician, and you're a realist. So 

you don't sneer. Instead, you embrace these people and 

use them to your advantage. Of course the day may 

come when they will cause you embarrassment, and 

then -- ever the realist -- you will disown them. 

Obama is not a wild-eyed radical (like Ayers); he is 

not a black fanatic (like Wright); he is not a crook (like 

Rezko); and he is not politically unscrupulous (like 

ACORN). He is simply a very intelligent, very realistic, 

and extraordinarily ambitious man who decided years 

ago that he would like to go all the way. 

 

David R. Carlin is the author of Can a Catholic Be a 

Democrat? (Sophia Institute Press, 2006). 

http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=316
http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=316
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The Serenity Player 
Eve Tushnet | Review 

10/18/08 
 spent Halloween of 1998 at a pumpkin-carving 

party in a dorm room high in a Yale tower. We were 

having a great time in our collegiate world, teasing 

each other about newfound philosophical convictions 

and relating our best weird-professor stories, when 

someone glanced out the window and exclaimed, 

"Trick-or-treaters!" 

Instantly the whole room crowded over to the 

narrow window and jostled for a glimpse of those exotic 

creatures, human children. No matter how exhilarating 

the intellectual atmosphere of college, we still felt a 

sense of something missing, some life outside the 

campus. 

But what if the university's world separated much, 

much further from the world outside its walls? What if 

it became its own country, developing over centuries its 

own ethos, its own pastimes, even its own unique 

approach to the transcendental? 

This is Castalia, the academic land imagined by 

Hermann Hesse in his 1943 novel The Glass Bead Game. 

Boys enter Castalia from the outside world, and most of 

them never leave; they spend their entire lives devoted 

to subjects like linguistics and music, never marrying or 

having children, never entering politics or business, 

concerned solely with education and what they 

understand as the life of the mind. The Glass Bead 

Game is a practice of manipulating an incredibly 

complex symbol system, encompassing everything from 

Chinese architecture to alchemy to sonatas -- Castalia's 

highest and least-accessible representation of the unity 

of all knowledge. 

The book is presented as a biography of Joseph 

Knecht, one of the greatest and yet most troubled 

Masters of the Glass Bead Game. The biographers note 

that the mere act of writing this life is somewhat anti-

Castalian: "For, after all, obliteration of individuality, the 

maximum integration of the individual into the 

hierarchy of the educators and scholars, has ever been 

one of our ruling principles." And from the first, there 

are foreboding hints that despite Knecht's immediate 

love for Castalia and his quick assimilation into its 

worldview, his story deeply disturbs his biographers and 

their world, and will likely disturb the reader as well. 

The science-fiction setting helps the book's drama 

immensely: The reader has to accept the Castalian 

premises, at least partially, to get some footing in this 

future Europe. The reader is quickly immersed in a new 

way of life, just as Knecht is when he's chosen for 

Castalia -- and just as countless college freshmen were 

this fall. 

The portrayal of Castalian life is beautiful and 

complex. It's built on music and meditation, and its 

rigid hierarchy runs on a stern aristocratic ethos of 

personal leadership. The Castalians look down on 

history, which they perceive as grubby and chaotic, the 

opposite of the music they revere. They make no 

music of their own, however, nor do they have any 

other art forms; when Knecht writes poetry as an 

adolescent, he keeps it secret, since it's a minor 

rebellion. Their two creative outlets are leadership -- 

the crafting of souls -- and the Glass Bead Game. 

  

The book is composed of a network of overlapping 

tensions: between leadership and friendship, for 

example, or between beauty and meaning. The 

symbolic resonances, echoes, allusions of the Glass 

Bead Game may be entrancing, but a game that has 

become almost a religion is still only a game. It may 

express the unity of human culture and knowledge, 

but does that unity matter? 

And who is dependent on whom? Castalia arose in 

part out of "the Age of the Feuilleton" -- transparently 

our own age, of dilettantish, trendy attempts to turn 

scholarship into amusement (with results like 

"Friedrich Nietzsche and Women's Fashions of the 

I 
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1870s," or "The Role of the Lapdog in the Lives of the 

Great Courtesans") -- and in part out of the totalitarian 

crises of the 20th century, when all knowledge was 

subordinated to the State. Although Castalia produces 

nothing, not even art, and is dependent even for its 

students on the outside world of family and 

procreation, it believes that its intellectual rigor and 

fidelity to the pursuit of truth serve as bulwarks against 

a future age of infotainment, dishonesty, and 

dictatorship. Although Hesse portrays a future which is 

slowly heading toward catastrophe, in which Castalia 

itself will likely not survive, he makes its case in strong 

and compelling terms. 

Hesse, to his great credit, does not give definitive 

answers to the questions he raises -- he's writing a 

tragedy, not a treatise. He creates terrific, vivid foils for 

the somewhat cipher-like Knecht: his fiery friend Plinio, 

who goes out to live in the world beyond Castalia and 

finds that reconciliation of the two worlds is 

exceptionally hard to achieve; his nervous, sheltered 

friend Tegularius, a Castalian hothouse plant who 

withers quickly in the uncultivated world; Father 

Jacobus, the Benedictine historian and political macher 

to whom Knecht defends Castalia despite his own 

misgivings. (The Catholic Church itself is perhaps the 

greatest recurring foil for Castalia -- at times 

threatening to ban the Glass Bead Game, at other times 

offering diplomatic rapprochement and support.) 

There is no term in this book that is not 

interrogated: not the serenity Knecht offers a distraught 

Plinio, nor the exalted experience and self-direction he 

claims for himself at the end of the book. No final 

answer is given to the book's underlying question: What 

is the life of the mind for? 

No Castalian would ever write a 900-word essay on 

this question -- this article is a feuilleton of the frilliest 

kind. But no Castalian would write The Glass Bead 

Game, either, a work of creation rather than 

scholarship. There are powerful, troubled currents 

under its deceptively serene surface. 

It's the perfect reading for your first semester -- or 

your 50th reunion. 

 

Eve Tushnet is a freelance writer in Washington, D.C. 

http://www.eve-tushnet.blogspot.com/
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From Darkness into Light 
Joan Frawley Desmond | Review 

10/24/08 

Called Out of Darkness: A Spiritual Confession 
Anne Rice, Knopf, 256 pages, $24 
 

 decade ago, Anne Rice -- the best-selling 

author of gothic tales of nocturnal bloodsuckers 

-- found herself "Christ-haunted." Statues of the 

saints, half-ruined Catholic churches, and the crucified 

Christ reignited the long dormant piety that suffused 

her New Orleans childhood.  

Flannery O'Connor could not have chosen a more 

unlikely candidate for conversion. A card-carrying 

atheist who couldn't name the sitting pope, Rice had 

devoted her novelistic arts to the creation of a parallel 

universe where vampires transcended gender 

boundaries and howled in existential despair. 

Rice was, and remains, a tough nut. In both 

interesting and disturbing ways, Called Out of Darkness 

departs from the set conversion story, with its happily-

ever-after denouement.  

On the one hand, Rice has marked her dramatic 

leap of faith with the publication of two devoutly 

rendered novels -- Christ the Lord: Out of Egypt and 

Christ the Lord: The Road to Cana. But in this memoir, 

Rice acknowledges a deep resistance to commencing 

perhaps the most difficult phase of her spiritual 

housecleaning -- a repudiation of the transgressive 

values that fired her creative world.  

This recalcitrance actually reinforces, rather than 

subverts, her story's power. Here is evidence of the 

turmoil that grips every soul faced with the radical 

demands of faith. For the moment, Rice emphasizes her 

fidelity to Christ -- as opposed to the Church -- to justify 

her respectful critique of Catholic moral teaching. The 

author is on a pilgrimage, and the reader anticipates -- 

or, at least, hopes -- her passionate intellectual honesty 

will carry her over such hurdles. 

  

The second daughter of devout Irish Catholic parents 

with intellectual pretensions, she was named Howard 

O'Brien for her father, a one-time seminarian. In first 

grade, she changed her name to "Anne."  

The O'Briens grew up on the social sidelines of 

New Orleans's graceful Garden District. Mrs. O'Brien 

believed that both daughters were future "geniuses" 

requiring creative stimulation and steady support; the 

author recalls many contented hours listening to her 

mother read classic stories. 

The sisters were encouraged to "get up and go" to 

daily Mass and participate in the religious devotions 

that characterized city life. This was a time when Mardi 

Gras was not a drunken revelry, but a relatively 

austere cultural ritual infused with reverent 

anticipation.  

A dyslexic who struggled to read until early 

adulthood, Rice feasted on the splendor of Catholic 

churches, savoring finely wrought stained-glass 

windows and religious statues. She prayed that she 

would be worthy of receiving the stigmata. "I 

remember my early childhood as fully of beauty and 

no ugly moment from that time has any reality for me. 

The beauty is the song of those days," she writes. 

Ideally, the grace-filled memories should have 

inoculated this sensitive child from the temptations of 

unbelief and despair. But there was a dark subtext to 

her lace-curtain upbringing: The author was barely a 

teenager when her mother died after a long battle 

with alcoholism. And strangely, though many pages are 

devoted to descriptions of favorite chapels and 

devotional objects, this memoir contains almost 

nothing about the experience of dealing with an 

alcoholic mother.  

A 
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It is hard to know what to make of this omission. It 

may be a very proper sign of loyalty and respect for a 

mother's memory -- in contrast to the horrific 

descriptions of parental alcoholism found in such 

memoirs as Frank McCourt's Angela's Ashes. But as 

Rice's story progresses, the reader begins to wonder if 

her childhood devotions constituted an unhealthy 

refuge from a bitter truth. If so, her subsequent 

repudiation of Catholicism makes considerable sense.  

But Rice proffers a different explanation for the 

collapse of her faith at college. Though her parents 

were well-educated, they subscribed to the narrow 

moral guidance of an immigrant Catholic Church at a 

time when the Legion of Decency held sway. The author 

hungered for a more robust life of the mind and left the 

Church in search of intellectual challenge. This, at least, 

is Rice's official explanation for her flight from 

Catholicism. In fact, this strange memoir offers 

conflicting signals on this point, impelling the reader to 

play detective, and even therapist. 

Rice soon married her college sweetheart, Stan 

Rice, a poet, and established a new life as a writer in 

California, and then New Orleans. The couple had two 

children: Michelle, the oldest, died at five of leukemia. 

Some fans believe that Rice began her vampire stories 

in an effort to work through her grief. If so, the 

immortal existence of her protagonists would serve as 

her next refuge from personal loss. Fortunately, the 

subsequent birth of Christopher gave the couple 

strength to end a pattern of hard-drinking. 

Stan Rice died in 2002, following a diagnosis of 

brain cancer. In her memoir, Rice, rather self-

consciously, reveals that her husband was her only 

lover. Her decision to settle this question may appear 

strange, but it touches on another element of her 

complex personality: a deep preoccupation with 

transgressive sexual identity and practices.  

As a child, she resisted the boundaries and 

expectations imposed by gender roles, though this 

struggle apparently remained a hidden one. When she 

expressed a desire to become a priest, she was stunned 

to learn that Holy Orders were beyond her reach. She 

immediately rejected the notion of an all-male 

priesthood, but found the casual assumption of her 

female gender even more unsettling. Rice didn't think of 

herself as a "girl."  

As an adult, the author injected this transgressive 

sensibility into vampire tales that explored romantic 

love beyond traditional gender and age limitations: the 

"Vampire Lestat, the genderless giant who lived in me, 

was always the voice of my soul." Under various 

pseudonyms, Rice also wrote erotic and even 

sadomasochistic works. Later, as she commenced her 

reconciliation with the Church -- returning to New 

Orleans and the warm embrace of Catholic relatives, 

and visiting Rome -- the reader expects the inevitable 

repudiation of vampire revelries. 

And with some regret, Rice does bring her beloved 

Vampire Chronicles to a close. Lestat, the protagonist 

of countless adventures rife with sensuous delights 

and angst-filled meditations, finally admits there can 

be no real substitute for God. Looking back, Rice 

perceives that her oeuvre actually charted the twists 

and turns of her path to Christ.  

Given Rice's idiosyncratic approach to the world, 

her journey to Rome was unusual, to say the least. 

Sacred objects and buildings once again attracted her 

passionate appreciation; her new-found wealth 

facilitated the purchase of countless statues, 

abandoned churches, and even her old convent school.  

Rice also embarked on an intensive exploration of 

Jewish and Catholic history and theology. By the time 

her studies reached some point of completion, she was 

prepared to embrace the Church and, ultimately, to 

dedicate the remainder of her writer's life to Christ.  

  

Initially, Rice knew little of the moral controversies 

that roiled the Church during her long absence. That 

ignorance was a blessing, she writes, for her mind 

clung to the essentials of the Faith. Yet in the final 

chapter of her memoir, the prodigal daughter confides 
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her own rather substantial doubts about received moral 

teaching.  

She never identifies the precise source of the 

problem, but she acknowledges that her love and 

respect for her "gay son" have complicated her full 

acceptance of Catholic teaching. Further, her tangled 

sexual identity has strengthened her reservations. In 

essence, Scripture and Catholic doctrine affirm the 

great good and mysterious importance of sexual 

complementarity. This truth has moved to the heart of 

the Magisterium through Pope John Paul II's Theology 

of the Body. But while this teaching has healed 

countless wounds inflicted by an exploitive and dualistic 

understanding of the human body and sexuality, it 

poses a direct challenge to Rice's own experience.  

Of equal importance to the author, this new 

theological current may even threaten her artistic gifts. 

In the Vampire Chronicles, she revealed an impressive 

capacity to straddle both a masculine and feminine 

sensibility. Even after her conversion, Rice's unique 

perspective guided her bold decision to write a first-

person account of Jesus Christ's childhood.  

Whether a gift or a cross, the author's "genderless" 

sexual identity poses a significant impediment to her 

full reconciliation with the Church. She is capable of 

heartbreaking insights into Revelation; the reader 

experiences her delight in an omnipotent God reducing 

Himself to the form of a vulnerable infant. But pages 

later, she argues for a reversal of Catholic teaching on 

abortion. Rice reignites our sense of wonder in creation, 

and then testifies to her blindness regarding 

fundamental truths.  

The beautiful "idea" of Christ is one thing, but a 

fully integrated life that witnesses to His saving word 

confounds every believer. For this author, the next 

challenge lies ahead: a full excavation of her own 

fertile and dangerous imagination by the light of her 

chosen faith.  
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