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The Moral Case against High Taxation 
Kate Wicker | Column 

10/25/08

s a pro-life Catholic, I wouldn't vote for a 

politician with radical pro-choice views. And, for 

the most part, even those who disagree with 

me respect that position. But people begin to raise 

eyebrows when I say I believe that raising taxes on the 

wealthy to benefit the less well-off is wrong as well. 

How do I reconcile my obligation to promote social 

justice and embrace Jesus' teaching that "whatever you 

did for one of these least brothers of mine, you did for 

me" with my strong beliefs that high taxation is wrong? 

Let me count the ways.  

There's the economic standpoint, which has little to 

do with my Catholic faith -- the fact that high taxation 

results in sluggish economies where enterprising 

individuals and businesses sustain such a heavy tax 

burden that they either look to do business elsewhere 

(as in abroad) or cut jobs and stop hiring. 

But standing on its own, my economic arguments 

do little to show why, in my mind, high taxation does 

not only hurt economies, it hurts humanity.  

Let me explain. 

  

Income should not be distributed; it should be earned. 

There is something morally wrong with coercively taking 

people's money and punishing diligence. That's exactly 

what "redistributing the wealth" does: We give 

government the power to determine who is in need and 

who isn't. We take away a person's ownership of their 

work. Creation belongs to the creator.  

Do we have a Christian duty to share our God-given 

blessings with others? Definitely. But not through 

government coercion. When government becomes the 

central hub for the distribution of wealth, people's work 

no longer belongs to them; it belongs to the greater 

society, the "common good." As Americans, we are 

entitled to "life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." 

By burdening upper-income earners with tremendous 

taxes in order to "restore fairness," we're saying that 

some of us are entitled to happiness without the 

pursuit.  

Even Scripture is clear on the importance of work 

for able bodies:  

For we did not act in a disorderly way among you, 

nor did we eat food received free from anyone. On 

the contrary, in toil and drudgery, night and day 

we worked, so as not to burden any of you. Not 

that we do not have the right. Rather, we wanted 

to present ourselves as a model for you, so that 

you might imitate us. In fact, when we were with 

you, we instructed you that if anyone was 

unwilling to work, neither should that one eat (2 

Thes 3: 7-10). 

  

High taxes feed a fat government, not hungry 

children. Lest I start to sound really uncompassionate, 

if I honestly believed that taxing the rich would help 

the underprivileged, I'd reassess my beliefs. 

Proponents of taxing the wealthy seem to believe the 

money will only be used to support social programs to 

help those truly in need. Call me a cynic, but what 

most politicians on both party lines really want is more 

power, and they garner that power by raising taxes 

and implementing more government programs. The 

taxpayers' money is squandered, and rarely does it end 

up in the hands of those who really need it. 

Even if a politician supports high taxes and the 

social programs it will fund with the best intentions, 

this form of a tax system doesn't work in the long run 

from an economic stance (just look at socialist 

societies of the past -- or even states like Michigan 

A 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

3 

 

with super high taxes that are struggling, while low-tax 

states' economies like Florida and Texas are thriving). 

That's because there end up being more takers than 

givers, and it becomes impossible to keep up with the 

demands of the takers.  

  

Taxpayers have no say in where their money is 

"distributed." Many liberal politicians support taxpayer 

funding for abortions and would like nothing better 

than to see the Hyde Amendment overturned. If they 

had their way, even those taxpayers who morally 

oppose abortion and would never work to support it 

would find their tax money redistributed to pro-choice 

causes.  

This is not social justice; this is social injustice. In 

fact, the very foundation of the Catholic Church's social 

teachings rests upon upholding the sanctity of human 

life and the dignity of the person. Yet in high-tax 

economies, politicians take what they deem fair from a 

person's income and use it to support their own (or 

their party's) personal agenda -- even those that many 

taxpayers find morally reprehensible. 

  

Taxing the rich is socially divisive and breeds 

resentment. The lines are drawn: It's the Haves versus 

the Have-Nots. The Have-Nots resent the Haves 

because of their wealth. The Haves resent the Have-

Nots because they start to see them as leeches. The 

more income you create, the more you are forced to 

give, so those statistically defined as rich become 

impervious to true charity. Those considered "poor" 

begin allowing someone else to be responsible for them 

and risk losing the power in themselves to determine 

the course of their lives.  

High taxation is not highly moral, nor is it loving 

your Christian brother. It is coveting his wealth, if the 

government has pegged you as poor, or resenting him 

if you're lumped with the rich. It is not selfless giving, 

but 'giving' by coercion. And it is not about preferential 

options for the poor.  

The bottom line? The only one really getting 

preferential treatment from high taxes is the 

government.  

 

Kate Wicker regularly writes for Catholic media, 

including Faith and Family, Canticle, and Catholic Mom. 

Visit her blog at www.KateWicker.com. 

http://www.catholicmom.com/
http://www.katewicker.com/
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Liberty Forgotten  
Anthony Esolen | Column 

10/27/08

et me begin by confessing that I am one of those 

conservatives who take comfort in Plato's 

devastating critique of Athenian democracy. I 

believe that civic liberty is not an end in itself, but is a 

tool that man finds fit for his nature as a reasoning 

being, a tool to be judged by the use to which we put it. 

Voting for voting's sake means nothing to me. Choice 

for choice's sake, I suspect, has rather a snaky logic to it. 

Unless there are all kinds of bars and nets in place, I 

admire great big democracies not a whole lot more than 

I admire great big bureaucracies, or businesses, or 

cancers. When revenuers arrive from far away -- the 

next town -- my hand reaches for my wallet. As I said, I 

am not a liberal. I am a conservative. 

And so I have not been a cheerleader for our 

intervention in Iraq. That has seemed to me something 

that the liberals Woodrow Wilson and Harry Truman 

would have approved, and as much as I admire Truman 

and give grudging respect to Wilson, I am not sure they 

would have been right. Yet my hesitation gives me a 

bad conscience. Why should the people of Iraq not be 

fit for civic liberty? Is it because they are Iraqis, or 

Muslims? Because they are poorer than we are? If we 

should pride ourselves in overthrowing George III, who 

was no tyrant, why should not the Iraqis pride 

themselves in overthrowing Saddam Hussein, who was? 

If we should be grateful for the French, and for such 

heroes as Pulaski and Von Steuben and Kosciuszko, who 

came to assist us in our fight for freedom, why should 

we consider it evil to provide the same assistance to 

Iraqis? Because it is a project bound to fail? But who 

could have been certain in 1945 that imperial Japan 

might develop a democratic republic, or even that 

hotbed of lunacy called Germany? 

So I wonder when it was, after all, that liberals in 

my country ceased to be liberal. When did they lose 

their quasi-secular faith in civic liberty? 

Was it when speech codes spread across the 

nation's campuses? Or did it happen a little earlier, 

when the nation's nannies decided that it was better to 

determine what a child might think than what an adult 

might say, and turned elementary school textbooks 

towards political advocacy? 

Was it when the common people were deprived of 

any real authority in determining what a decent town 

might look like? When that just liberty was quashed 

for the license of pornographers? Or when the 

"freedom" of men and women to have sexual 

intercourse without worrying about babies trumped 

the laws of every state, and any consideration of the 

common weal? Or when a people's timeless 

understanding of what constitutes a family was to be 

altered by judicial or legislative fiat -- reducing 

marriage to something more porous than a business 

contract? 

  

Was it when we forgot that government is our 

creation, our machine, and not our keeper? When we 

agreed to trade money -- at first, other people's money 

-- for a bundle of material comforts we called 

"security"? Was it when we agreed that some people 

ought to work for "us" for more than half of the year, 

and then found ourselves, alas, similarly enslaved to 

the government appetite? Was it when we replaced 

the Constitution with the conveniently vague "spirit" of 

the Constitution, a specter that we thought would do 

only what we wanted it to do, but that then devoured 

the Constitution, so that now we effectively 

acknowledge no law above the laws our keepers 

happen to pass? 

Was it when we ran a steamroller over the 

freedom of association, to compass certain social 

goals? When we sued a small college not for 

discrimination, but for refusing to sign a document 
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conceding authority to the federal government to 

determine what should count for discrimination -- and 

then lamely accepted a decision making every college in 

the nation a ward of the government? When we sued 

men's groups for being men's groups, not because they 

ignored the public welfare, but because they served it? 

When we told the people of Virginia, including a 

majority of women, that they could not fund a men's 

military college? When we first attempted to ship the 

Boy Scouts to Sodom? 

Was it when we taped the mouths of pastors -- or, 

at least, the mouths of conservative pastors -- by 

threatening to put them out of business if they spoke 

their political minds? Was it when we strong-armed the 

Catholic Church into either betraying its faith by 

providing contraception or performing abortions in its 

hospitals or giving babies to homosexual couples for 

adoption, or staying quiet in its little corner? 

Was it when we set up as our sacramentum 

sacrosanctum the license to slay the baby in the womb, 

the baby whose very existence, except in the rare case 

of rape, is owing to our own voluntary action? Was it 

then, after all, when the word "father" came to mean 

nothing? Was it when one person's sexual license was 

held to trump another's very life? 

When was it that liberals ceased to believe in 

liberty? I don't know. I do know that they do not believe 

in it now. So a conservative Catholic has little choice. I 

can stay home, or vote for a few remaining people who 

believe in democracy more than I do, and who, in the 

case of Senator McCain, was willing to suffer and die for 

it. Those old liberal patriots -- men like Harry Truman, or 

John Kennedy, or Kennedy's apologist Bishop Sheen; 

liberals who could also be conservative, since the 

terms are not antonyms -- would laugh at me for 

hesitating even a moment.  

 

Anthony Esolen is a professor of English at Providence 

College and a senior editor for Touchstone magazine. 

His latest book is The Politically Incorrect Guide to 

Western Civilization (Regnery). 

http://www.touchstonemag.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596980591/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596980591/insidecatcom-20
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Will 'Faithful Citizenship' Win the Catholic Vote for Obama? 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

10/27/08 

f Obama wins on November 4 with the help of 

Catholic voters, the biggest factor in his favor will be 

the bishops' own document and Web site, "Forming 

Consciences for Faithful Citizenship."  

I never thought it likely that Catholic voters could be 

persuaded to support a candidate with both the most 

extreme record on abortion and who favors gay 

marriage. Yet, barring a miracle, that paradox is only a 

week away: The New York Times is reporting Obama 22 

points ahead among Catholic voters. 

As I have watched the campaign unfold, especially 

Obama's outreach to Catholic voters, the USCCB 

document has played a decisive role. "Faithful 

Citizenship" provided Obama's Catholic supporters the 

escape clauses needed to convince Catholics they could 

vote for a pro-abortion candidate in "good conscience." 

There are two major loopholes in the document. 

First, it states that Catholics are allowed to vote for a 

supporter of abortion rights so long as 1) they do not 

intend to support that position (34) or 2) there are 

offsetting "morally grave reasons" (35). 

Many bishops have spoken out forcefully that the 

document is being abused. Bishop Robert Vasa, for 

example, points out that voting for a pro-abortion 

candidate is never justified when the opponent is pro-

life. Similarly, Bishops Kevin Vann and Kevin Farrell 

insist there are no "'truly grave moral' or 'proportionate' 

reasons, singularly or combined, that could outweigh 

the millions of innocent human lives that are directly 

killed by legal abortion each year." 

Obama's Catholic surrogates made little note of the 

corrections. The cat, as they say, was out of the bag 

when the bishops approved "Faithful Citizenship" at 

their meeting in November 2007. 

The presentation of "Faithful Citizenship" on the 

Web site of "Roman Catholics for Obama" is typical:  

We hope you'll spend time reviewing all of the 

material housed or linked from here. But if you read 

just two documents, please make them the U.S. 

Conference of Catholic Bishops' Forming 

Consciences for Faithful Citizenship -- which 

explains why "[t]here may be times when a Catholic 

who rejects a candidate's unacceptable position 

may decide to vote for that candidate for other 

grave reasons" -- and Barack Obama's Blueprint for 

Change, which outlines all of Senator Obama's 

positions and is, we think, reflective of why he is 

the candidate whose views are most compatible 

with the Catholic outlook [emphasis added]. 

Visit any of the pro-Obama Catholic Web sites and you 

will find this message taken from "Faithful Citizenship": 

Catholic voters can ignore Obama's pro-abortion 

record because of mitigating factors. 

  

At least some staff at the USCCB were aware that this 

was the import of "Faithful Citizenship." At a 

conference at Creighton University in June, John Carr, 

executive director of social development and world 

peace for the USCCB, "stressed that the bishops' 

document does not shut the door on any candidate, 

not even one who supports abortion rights."  

By June 2008, of course, Obama and McCain were 

the nominees. 

What sentence did Carr then quote from "Faithful 

Citizenship" to back up his statement?  

[Carr] pointed to a caveat in the document: "There 

may be times when a Catholic who rejects a 

candidate's unacceptable position may decide to 

vote for that candidate for other morally grave 

reasons. Voting in this way would be permissible 

only for truly grave moral reasons, not to advance 

narrow interests or partisan preferences or to 

I 

http://www.faithfulcitizenship.org/
http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/breaking/2008/1024/breaking3.htm
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4689&Itemid=80
http://www.catholic.org/international/international_story.php?id=29320
http://prolifedallas.org/pages/Joint_Statement
http://www.romancatholicsforobama.com/
http://www.catholicsinalliance.org/node/19689
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ignore a fundamental moral evil" [emphasis added]. 

When the bishops approved this document, did they 

realize how it could be used politically in upcoming 

elections? Further, when they approved the language 

quoted above -- "There may be times when a Catholic 

who rejects a candidate's unacceptable position may 

decide to vote for that candidate for other morally grave 

reasons" -- why didn't they provide more specific 

guidelines? The document is so abstract that it invites 

just the kind of abuse it is receiving at the hands of the 

Obama campaign.  

Is this election one of the "times when a Catholic 

who rejects a candidate's unacceptable position may 

decide to vote for that candidate for other morally 

grave reasons"? Many bishops have said "no," but 

"Faithful Citizenship" has been being taught throughout 

the nation's dioceses and parishes for many months. 

Stories abound of parish seminars where the pro-life 

concern was dismissed as "single-issue" or "divisive" 

and "partisan." It got so bad in the Diocese of Scranton 

that Bishop Joseph Martino crashed a panel discussion 

in a local parish and announced, "The USCCB doesn't 

speak for me."  

The abuse will not end with the election, regardless 

of the outcome. The Catholic News Service reports that 

"group discussions, adult education programs, diocesan 

conferences, DVD presentations and Sunday Mass 

homilies" will not stop on November 4th.  

If this is true, then the bishops need to take another 

look at "Faithful Citizenship" at next month's meeting. 

The mere fact that so many bishops have felt the need 

to correct misinterpretations is proof enough that it 

needs an overhaul.  

 

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_myblog&show=What-Bishop-Is-Not-On-This-List-.html&Itemid=102
http://www.standardspeaker.com/articles/2008/10/22/news/hz_standspeak.20081022.a.pg5.hz22_ttmartino_s1.2032272_loc.txt
http://www.catholicsinalliance.org/node/20169
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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God in the Belly 

John Zmirak | Column 

10/28/08

rom the tenor of my reflections on the seven 

deadly sins, the careless reader might think I'm 

playing devil's advocate -- or, even worse, that 

I've pumped up my ego to the point where I think I can 

compete with C. S. Lewis. In fact, the only Lewis I'm 

hoping to emulate is Jerry. (Stay tuned for my YouTube 

hagiography of St. Jerome, The Nutty Confessor.) 

No, I'm not channeling Screwtape. In admitting to a 

certain wistfulness about each of the deadly sins, I 

speak on behalf of natural man -- let's call him Mr. 

Natural -- who chafes at the burden of grace, who 

learns that his moral choices have eternal 

repercussions, and mutters about it into his Michelob. 

And who can blame him?  

Consider the Four Last Things: death, judgment, 

hell, heaven. Three out of four are creepy, and the 

fourth is unimaginable -- so your mind tends to linger 

on the others. I mean, we've all seen horror movies, and 

can picture those kinds of things happening to our souls, 

and then our resurrected bodies . . . forever. Conversely, 

I've seen just a few Beatitude movies, and most of those 

involved Robin Williams in some capacity. 

The first time the truth about hell and judgment 

sank in, I remember exactly how I felt: like a tourist at 

Vegas, who'd sat in on what he thought was a "friendly 

game" of poker -- then it dawned on him he was playing 

at the high-stakes table against a bunch of hit men for 

the Mob.  

Having stuck up, successively, for Sloth, Lust, and 

Wrath, I've been agonizing over what comes next. This 

close to our nation's elections, I don't want to look 

partisan. If I rise in defense of Greed, it might seem I'm 

endorsing a straight Republican ticket. If I stick up for 

Envy -- well, that just helps the Democrats. I could take 

up the cudgels for Pride, but that would only cater to 

third-party cranks like me, who sniffily stand above 

petty constructs like "reality."  

Which pretty much leaves Gluttony -- a universal 

human trait that transcends political category, crosses 

ethnic and ecclesiastical boundaries, and knits together 

the whole human family in a vast feeding frenzy and 

drinking game. From the pudgiest telemarketer scarfing 

down his third plate of bacon at Shoney's, to the 

daintiest gourmet losing her kids in the aisles at Whole 

Food as she scrutinizes the labels in search of heresy -- 

no one's left out. We have all heard the elegant cliché, 

"Less is more." And we all know it's bunk. More is 

more. As in, "Pour me just one more for the road."  

At first glance, it might seem that Christian 

strictures on Gluttony are fairly light. According to the 

usually hard-line St. Thomas Aquinas, we aren't 

supposed to eat or drink so much that we make 

ourselves sick or crazy. To which we might say, "Er, 

okay." It sounds more like straightforward advice we 

could get from a personal trainer -- or a loving request 

from a long-time spouse, who has wearied of peeling a 

husband off a barstool, or prying a wife with grease 

and a crowbar out of the tub.  

  

But the Faith is not so simple, nor the Good News so 

pleasant to hear. The Angelic Doctor was himself such 

a hearty eater that St. Francis Xavier, the apostle of 

Asia, used to call his magnum opus the Sumo 

Theologiae. (All documentation for this claim has, 

sadly, been lost.) No wonder St. Thomas looked past 

simple quantity when he considered the sorts of sins 

one might commit with a knife and fork. As the old 

Catholic Encyclopedia sums up his teaching, St. 

Thomas warned against eating or drinking: 

Too soon 

Too expensively 

Too eagerly 

F 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4538&Itemid=48
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4538&Itemid=48
http://southofheaven.typepad.com/south_of_heaven/images/2007/06/13/mr_natural_my_hero.jpg
http://southofheaven.typepad.com/south_of_heaven/images/2007/06/13/mr_natural_my_hero.jpg
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=48
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4736&Itemid=100
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/
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Too much 

Too daintily 

"Too soon" probably made the list out of deference to 

harried medieval mothers, who were tired of the little 

ones ripping chunks of half-cooked meat from the 

roasting boar, or digging prematurely into the stew of 

"Fretted Badger." Translated for modern Christians, this 

item of Thomist Powerpoint calls to mind the point at 

which, during a drawn-out, 45-minute liturgy, your 

meditation on the Eucharistic meal gives way to 

fantasies of brunch. Behold the Eggs of Benedict. . . 

"Too expensively" requires a more complex moral 

calculus. There's no Church law that sets what 

percentage of your budget you ought to spend for food. 

Irritatingly, this question is left to our best judgment. 

Which frequently fails -- for instance, when we spend 

most of our after-tax income eating out or ordering in. 

I'm fond of Starbucks, more as a company than for its 

coffee; how many other coffee shops offer health 

insurance and help with tuition? But I can't help 

thinking that most of my readers are spending a little bit 

more than they should when they pay five bucks for a 

cup of low-caf, demi-soy foppacino. 

"Too eagerly" seems less an issue of morals than of 

manners. There are inbuilt, biomechanical constraints 

to how fast human hands can safely wield sharp pieces 

of cutlery, and the palate ingest pieces of food, without 

someone losing an eye -- or talking with his mouth full. 

A blatant disregard of this Thomistic injunction, if 

pursued with Kantian rigor, would lead to a nation of 

blind and fingerless citizens groping with nubby palms 

for scraps, and conversing in staccato bursts of 

"Urmph," "Kmmmtrrimmle," and "Yerrtz." I know 

whereof I speak: The Zmirak family in 1999 laid out and 

gobbled up an eight-course Thanksgiving dinner in 17 

minutes. (Yes, I timed it. I'm just that kind of guy.) 

"Too much" is more than obvious. It's patriotic. If 

you look at our nation's obesity statistics, there's 

nothing more American than a middle-aged spread, 

acquired some time during middle school. This form of 

individual expansion -- let's call it "personal growth" -- 

can be seen less as a sign of sedentary consumption 

than a citizen's quest to attain his Manifest Destiny. To 

claim your share of space in that elevator and burst 

forth from the constraints of a 34 waistband or coach 

seat on an airplane. If you notice in the mirror that you 

have become a tad too . . . Chestertonian, it pays to 

remember this: It isn't your fault. Your body was built to 

store up reserves of energy to provide for time of 

famine. Is it your fault our country isn't starving? Unless 

you're a farmer, the answer is no. 

"Too daintily" tends to cluster around the upper-

upper middle class, although it's increasingly open to 

upper middles -- they'll let in just anybody nowadays, 

won't they? If it's solidly Red-State and blue-collar to 

let your waistline go to pot, it's deeply Blue to spend 

more time avoiding calories than consuming them. 

Leave aside personal vanity and the hunger for a 

vampire-like earthly immortality. There are thousands 

of Americans who crave to climb the ladder of social 

class by developing sensitive palates, who think that by 

learning to smell the difference between Breton Salt 

and Himalayan, they somehow make up for the fact 

that their student loans exceed their incomes. These 

folks are called Foodies, so named because the rest of 

us would gladly feed them to alligators.  

  

Even if we avoid all the pitfalls laid out above, we are 

still not off the hook. According to common tradition, 

it is actually a sin to eat for pleasure. That's right. The 

Encyclopedists I cited above explain, in the following 

sobering passage:  

It is incontrovertible that to eat or drink for the 

mere pleasure of the experience, and for that 

exclusively, is likewise to commit the sin of 

gluttony. Such a temper of soul is equivalently the 

direct and positive shutting out of that reference 

to our last end which must be found, at least 

implicitly, in all our actions. 

But don't despair, because: 

At the same time it must be noted that there is no 

obligation to formally and explicitly have before 
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one's mind a motive which will immediately relate 

our actions to God. It is enough that such an 

intention should be implied in the apprehension of 

the thing as lawful with a consequent virtual 

submission to Almighty God. 

I'm glad we've got that clear. So, just to sum up: Eating 

and drinking are simple, natural pleasures given us by 

the generosity of God. And we're free to enjoy them as 

we like, provided we don't consume them too soon, too 

expensively, too eagerly, too extensively, or too daintily 

-- and as long as we don't enjoy them for their own 

sake, but maintain at least the implicit apprehension 

that we're nourishing our bodies to glorify God.  

Somehow, the Italians have managed to keep the 

Faith all these centuries, despite a countryside 

brimming with wine vats, jars of tomatoes, and lush 

spaghetti trees. If they can manage it, so can we. Pass 

the salt. No, the other salt . . . 

 

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.youtube.com/watch?v=SyUvNnmFtgI
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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Look at Me! 

Thomas Howard | Column 

10/28/08 

he local Community House in Moorestown, New 

Jersey, where I grew up, used to sponsor a little 

parade on their grounds each year at Halloween. 

We would all line up in our costumes and file past a 

table on the lawn where the judges sat deciding which 

costume was the best. The great thing was to show up 

in what one hoped would be judged to be the most 

original, amusing, or beautiful costume.  

One year -- I was perhaps ten years old -- I cobbled 

together a miscellaneous get-up with bits that I thought 

were amusing, other bits that I thought original, and 

even an item or two that I thought might qualify as 

beautiful.  

The judges were not swept away. To my hopeful 

eye, they never gave even a moment's attention to me. 

(This corroborated a lifelong conviction that I had, in 

any case, that it was my lot in life to be passed over.)  

The prize went to a boy who showed up riding an 

ostrich (his legs were the ostrich's legs, and he -- or his 

mother -- had rigged up little stuffed-stocking legs that 

dangled over the ostrich's homemade sides). Even the 

most envious of us had to admit that there was only 

one real candidate for the prize.  

This wish to be noticed and applauded and, 

perhaps, accorded even fame is of course not universal. 

I often wonder whether men are not more susceptible 

to it than are women. We all have to cope with various 

forms of vanity, but men appear to be driven in this 

respect more urgently than is the case with most 

women. In all of us there is the desire to be known, in 

the sense of wanting some attestation from outside of 

ourselves -- at the least, the attestation of a parent, a 

spouse, or a friend. It all arises from the sort of creature 

we are. If one is a person and not, like the poor 

wildebeests or herring, merely one of the multitude, 

then that personhood cries out for some recognition.  

From the small girl in her frilly white First 

Communion frock, shod in black patent-leather Mary 

Janes and white socks, to the schoolboy who has 

worked long over a tiny wooden cart in Manual Training 

class, to the adolescent girl arising early to get her 

make-up just so, to the college prof preening his 

feathers at the lectern, to someone who finds to his 

delight that a TV interviewer has waylaid him -- we 

mortals most earnestly wish to be known, and perhaps 

(for some of us) lauded and garlanded. 

It is understandable. After all, we are made by God 

in His image, and He is, in a mystery, a threefold unity 

in which the Persons "know" one another in perfect 

bliss. We are addressed by Him as thou. We are not 

seeds in a granary.  

But this desire to be known is prey, alas, to the 

warping effects of evil. It can become tyrannous and 

turn into egocentrism -- pride, in other words, which 

will send us to hell if we finally insist.  

  

So there arises a paradox, it seems to me. On the one 

hand the desire to be known belongs to our very 

personhood, which is the gift of God; but on the other 

hand, Scripture, the Church, and the saints, not to 

mention Our Lord Himself, would appear to cut across 

this desire. Deny yourself, we hear. You cannot even 

be my disciple unless you "lose" your life. You must be 

"crucified." It sounds as though we are to forswear the 

very thing that seems to belong to our personhood, if 

we want to be whole and free. What is one to do? 

For one thing, we may recall the "great multitude 

which no man can number" from St. John's 

Apocalypse, whose whole joy is to adore the Lamb. 

Here there is no plucking of sleeves with, "But look at 

me!" Bliss and fruition for every single individual seems 

to attend this self-forgetting adoration. It is what we 
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were made for in the first place, this adoration of That 

Which (He Whom) alone is finally to be adored -- by 

seraphim and the whole angelic hierarchy -- and by the 

whole creation: winds, dew, whales, frost, the sun and 

moon, clouds,us men. Benedicite, omnia opera Domini 

Domino. They all look as though they have forgotten 

themselves. 

But how shall I ever come to such a state of affairs?  

The answer would seem to lie along the track 

indicated by the saints when they talk of renunciation, 

retirement, withdrawal, detachment, stillness, and 

poverty. Daunting words. But (they tell us) joy lies at the 

end. And not only that: It turns out that, as one trudges 

along that track, joy very gradually begins to dawn upon 

one. What I thought I had to secure by anxious efforts 

comes as a by-product of my having given over my 

anxiety.  

For presently one finds oneself addressed by the 

One who says, "Behold I stand at the door and knock: if 

any man hear my voice, and open the door, I will come 

in to him, and will sup with him, and he with me." It is 

the One of whom the psalmist was speaking when he 

said, "Thou knowest my downsitting and my uprising; 

thou understandest my thought afar off." Even poor 

Hagar had a just inkling when she said, "Thou, God, 

seest me."  

That day at the Halloween parade was big with the 

promise of this.  

 

Thomas Howard is retired from 40 years of teaching 

English in private schools, college, and seminary in 

England and America. 
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Getting Beyond the Literal Sense of Scripture 

Mark P. Shea | Column 

10/29/08

esus famously said, "Seek first the kingdom of God 

and all these things will be added to you as well." 

Elsewhere, He restated this principle using a 

different image and adding a negative corollary:  

Take heed what you hear; the measure you give will 

be the measure you get, and still more will be given 

you. For to him who has will more be given; and 

from him who has not, even what he has will be 

taken away (Mk 4:24-25). 

Moderns love to argue about the fairness of these 

observations, as though Jesus is somehow advocating 

abolition of the capital gains tax. What strikes me is 

how much this is like arguing about the fairness of the 

law of gravity. Jesus is not talking about what we might 

wish were so. He is describing what is. And the hard 

facts on the ground are these: A person or a culture that 

aims for God gets the earthly stuff taken care of as a 

side benefit. The person or culture that aims for earthly 

goods not only doesn't get the things of heaven, they 

don't even get the earthly goods. 

Examples of this abound. A Christian culture set out 

to celebrate holy days for God and found that it had 

accidentally created a slew of holidays for human 

beings. A Christian culture insisted that man was made 

in the image of God and wound up abolishing slavery 

among men (and, mark you, Christian culture is the only 

culture that has ever abolished this immemorial human 

institution). A Christian culture aimed to obey Christ's 

command to care for the wretched of the earth and 

accidentally invented the hospital. A Christian culture 

set out to obey the command to love the Lord your God 

with all your mind and accidentally invented the 

university and the scientific revolution. 

Conversely, when we deny that the human person 

is a creature made in the image of God and define him 

strictly as a product of nature, you don't get human 

dignity freed from the shackles of religious dogma, as 

the New Atheists keep hoping. Instead, you get 

constant attempts to reduce the human person to his 

component parts. He becomes "nothing but" a 

collection of complexes or chemicals. Mind becomes 

"nothing but" a very complex set of neuron firings. Love 

is thrown into the acid bath and dissolved into various 

components consisting of sex response to pheromones 

and visual stimuli. Duty is reduced to various theorized 

component parts having to do with herd instincts and 

Darwinian species protection genes.  

Nothing is itself, and nothing is a mystery. The arts 

become "nothing but" the various expressions of the 

will to power between races, classes, and genders. If a 

thing appears to partake of personhood and mystery, 

that's because that thing is actually a sort of musical 

chord formed of subrational "notes" that combine to 

create the illusion that things like persons and meaning 

exist. In the post-Christian era that seeks only earthly 

goods, what you thought was a human being made in 

the image and likeness of God turns out to be an 

unusually complicated piece of meat living out the 

genetic programming bequeathed to it by a long series 

of accidental collisions of molecules. 

 

This impulse to dissolve mystery in the acid bath of 

simplicity can also be seen in the post-Christian era's 

approach to Scripture. The pioneers of post-Christian 

thought set out some two centuries ago to pull 

Scripture down out of the clouds of heaven and reduce 

it to a strictly human book. What they delivered was 

not a human book but a less-than-human book. For in 

attempting to figure out not what Scripture said but 

what the guessed-at sources and redactors and re-

redactors were "really" saying before the Bible actually 

assumed its present form, they turned it into an 

unreadable patchwork that no normal person would 

bother with. What lay behind this mentality is 
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something akin to the sort of mind that doesn't actually 

like to watch The Lord of the Rings but instead insists on 

watching the 18 hours of "making of" videos on the 

extended edition. Such a mind understands everything 

about the film except the experience of watching it as it 

was intended to be watched by the people who made 

it. Such people need to be reminded of Gandalf's 

remark: "He that breaks a thing to find out what it is has 

left the path of wisdom." 

Add to that, of course, the fact that, with the 

extended edition of The Lord of the Rings, you actually 

have the makers of the film telling you, in their own 

words, how they did it, while with the source-critical 

approach to Scripture, you have multiple, conflicting, 

and often completely baseless guesses about which 

passages come from what sources and were edited by 

whom for what purpose. That's because we don't have 

any of the original writers or storytellers who 

supposedly stand at the back of the Yahwist, Elohist, 

Priestly, Deuteronomic, Deutero-Isaian, Q, proto-Mark, 

Pauline, pseudo-Pauline, Johannine, pseudo-Johannine, 

Hebrew Matthew, Lucan, Petrine, or pseudo-Petrine 

documents. We just have the Bible -- and a lot of 

scholars with minds buzzing in a vacuum. 

That is not to say that the source-critical approach is 

worthless. It's not. It's just grotesquely overrated as a 

way of getting at what Scripture actually says and 

means. 

So, in a small attempt to restore some sane balance, 

we will use this space over the next three weeks to look 

at Scripture as the first Christians did, beginning next 

with the allegorical sense of Scripture. 

 

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/
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Out of Division, a Greater Unity? 
David Mills | Column 

10/29/08

wo weekends ago, almost four-fifths of the 

clergy and over three-fifths of the laity 

representing churches in the Episcopal diocese of 

Pittsburgh voted to leave the Episcopal Church and join 

the South American Anglican province called "the 

Southern Cone." It was the second American diocese 

(out of 100 or so) to do so, with two more -- the tiny 

diocese of Quincy, in western Illinois, and Fort Worth -- 

expected to follow. 

World Anglicanism is made up of 39 provinces, 

mostly in former English colonies, each completely 

independent, and in this country, individual Episcopal 

churches, and now these two dioceses, have simply 

given up allegiance to their province and joined a 

theologically sympathetic one. Hitherto, being an 

Anglican has been enough to paper over profound 

religious differences -- the body having been founded 

on national identity and strategic generality and 

vagueness -- but now, pushed mainly by the division 

over homosexuality, it isn't. 

According to the Episcopal journalist David Virtue, 

even after four decades of decline, 1,000 Episcopalians 

are still leaving the church every week, and the church 

is closing congregations all over the country. For almost 

all that time, such growth as the church experienced 

came from the conservative congregations, which are 

now either dispirited or gone. Fewer than 70 people 

attend an average Episcopal church every Sunday, and 

the average Episcopalian is 64 years old. 

Why is this of interest to Catholics, beyond our 

interest in brothers and sisters who have tried to 

remain faithful to historic Christian moral teaching on 

homosexuality (though not on other matters, 

particularly contraception) in a body that denies it, and 

found they couldn't? Of most practical importance, one 

fruit of the Episcopal communion's disintegration has 

been a new interest in the Catholic Church -- not 

primarily in Catholicism, but in a closer and livelier 

friendship with Catholics. These are the Episcopalians 

we are most likely to meet in local Bible studies or 

praying in front of abortion facilities. 

My Evangelical Episcopal friends tended to assume 

that the Church is, at the parish level, mainly an ethnic 

community, and the religion there formal and 

ceremonial, as opposed to the real "heart religion" 

they see in their own churches. They either 

condemned or patronized converts to Catholicism. 

Ministers I know would complain about "the Roman 

system" and "Roman juridicism," contrasted with 

Anglicanism's sensitive pastoral flexibility, and so on.  

When I was an Episcopalian, many clergy I knew 

didn't seem to realize that the Catholic Church existed. 

I heard one talk about the churches in his town and 

leave out the Catholic church just two blocks away, 

though it had more active parishioners than his and all 

the other local churches put together. I and others 

have heard affluent Episcopalians say, when asked 

about the Catholic Church, something like, "Why 

would I go to church with my plumber?" (I always 

thought this was a joke, until I heard it from a man 

who was not trying to be funny.) 

These ideas and feelings have not disappeared, by 

any means, but many of the conservative Episcopalians 

who ten or twenty years ago would not have included 

Catholics in their list of real Christians now speak of 

Catholics as fellow Christians, even brothers and sisters 

in Christ; read Catholic writers; treat official Church 

statements as having some kind of authority for them; 

seriously engage the distinctive Catholic doctrines; and 

even inquire about Catholic devotions. They speak 

kindly of converts. They admit there may be something 

to "the Roman system" after all. 

  

T 

http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/08279/917627-85.stm
http://www.virtueonline.org/
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The grounds for this new friendship are a little shaky, 

however. These same Episcopalians are, in my 

experience, unclear on what the Catholic Church 

teaches about herself, and expect a convergence that is 

not going to happen. 

I have a friend, an Episcopal minister, who finds in 

every Catholic kindness to Anglicanism a sign that the 

Church is changing her teaching. Upon reading story 

about the Archbishop of Canterbury preaching at the 

international Mass at Lourdes celebrated by Walter 

Cardinal Kasper, he was pleased to find the cardinal 

celebrating an ecumenical Mass, assuming it had been a 

great rite of intercommunion. He was a little annoyed 

when I told him otherwise, and suggested that I was 

imposing my own rigid understanding of things upon 

the ever more open Catholic Church. 

These Episcopalians think of the Catholic Church as 

a body as capable of evolving as their own. This they 

combine with the traditional Anglican self-mythology -- 

that, as a via media between Protestantism and 

Catholicism, they have the best of both worlds, rise 

above all the tired old divisions, can draw the good 

things from everyone and reject the bad things, and can 

be a friend to all. They vaguely assume that the Catholic 

Church is not only capable of evolving, but is evolving 

into Anglicanism. 

Asked by Christianity Today how "all these events 

among Anglicans fit into the bigger picture," Bishop 

Duncan replied: 

They need to be read in the context of this great 

reformation in the Christian West. . . . I see a new day 

dawning -- and not just for us, but for all our Christian 

partners. We Anglicans, who don't theologically always 

get it right, have done something ecclesiologically that 

might have helped the whole Christian church. 

He is quite sincere in this belief, as peculiar as the 

idea that shuffling legal allegiances is ecclesiologically 

helpful appears to the Catholic. He thinks his diocese's 

action part of an oft-predicted "realignment of 

Christendom," in which conservatives in the various 

bodies move closer to each other and away from the 

liberals, to the point of forming new churches by 

combining their parts of the old ones, and someday a 

single new church. 

Conservative Episcopalians like this theory, but it is 

a dream without much clear content that has 

(therefore) proved politically useful for a couple of 

decades or more. First it justified remaining an 

Episcopalian because things would naturally work 

themselves out anyway, if only people didn't panic, and 

now it justifies leaving the Episcopal Church. It had the 

value of putting the Episcopal struggles in a wider 

context and giving the conservatives' resistance a 

meaning beyond the small cramped room of the 

Episcopal Church, to prevent people from feeling they 

were wasting their time and money. And it headed off 

conversions, since no one would want to move from a 

body that is changing into another body that will wind 

up in the same place someday anyway. 

How the Catholic Church fits in this alignment has 

never been made clear, and indeed several of the 

people who used to promote this idea have become 

Catholics, like the English writer William Oddie and me. 

My Episcopal friends who talk in this way all seem to 

assume that Rome will "come around" on various 

issues, like married priests and women priests and all 

those Marian doctrines, and especially contraception. 

They get annoyed when I say it won't. 

I am glad to see my old friends and colleagues 

move closer to the Catholic Church by shedding some 

of their prejudices and at least giving the Church the 

benefit of the doubt. While we will not see any kind of 

corporate reunion, because most of them remain firm 

Protestants, we will see more and more individual 

conversions. And we will have friends we did not have 

before. That may count for something in the future, as 

the Church remains the secularists’ favorite target. 

 

David Mills is the former editor of Touchstone 

magazine and is now writing a book on Mary. He and 

his family were received into the Church in 2001. 

http://www.touchstonemag.com/
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Is a Split in the GOP Inevitable? 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

10/30/08

s I write this, Sen. John McCain is edging closer 

to Sen. Barack Obama in the national polls. 

Whether this will translate into enough votes to 

win battleground states like Pennsylvania, Florida, and 

Ohio is still a long shot. But whatever happens on 

November 4, a major shake-up in the GOP is a certainty. 

Dana Milbank's column describing Gov. Sarah 

Palin's appearance in Leesburg, Virginia, provides more 

evidence for the widening split in the GOP. Citing a CNN 

report, Milbank quotes a McCain adviser calling Palin a 

"diva" who "takes no advice from anyone and does not 

have any relationships of trust with any of us, her family 

or anyone else. Also, she is playing for her own future 

and sees herself as the next leader of the party." 

These comments from an unnamed adviser in the 

McCain campaign about Palin not having any 

"relationship with us" are disappointing, but not 

surprising. McCain's game plan was always to win over 

the moderates and undecideds, and not to let loose the 

energy of GOP ground troops to spread excitement 

about the ticket.  

The bright light of Palin's comet seemed out of sync 

with the course set by McCain's advisers. The "she" who 

doesn't have a "relationship of trust" with "us" is very 

telling, with its Godfather overtones about someone 

who is "not family." It also reflects the inability of the 

McCain campaign to connect with the 30,000,000 

religious conservative voters on their own terms.  

The choice of Governor Palin as the vice-

presidential candidate was brilliant, but it was obvious 

from the start that the campaign did not really 

understand why it was brilliant, or how to exploit Palin's 

primary asset: she appeals to social and religious 

conservatives hungry for a values message in the face of 

a challenge from the extreme cultural left.  

Palin understood from the beginning that this 

election was about the culture wars with a capital "C," 

and for this she has been accused of being a "whack 

job" and "going rogue" by another unnamed McCain 

adviser. But religious conservatives supporting the GOP 

ticket haven't seen Palin's campaign as being 

disconnected from McCain's; in their view, Palin 

complemented McCain and gave the campaign a 

message that had been missing, or had been 

unnecessarily soft-pedaled.  

While Palin made religious conservatives 

comfortable with McCain, the leaks coming out of the 

McCain camp about Palin betray their discomfort with 

religious conservatives. Furthermore, they portend a 

power struggle within the party between the religious 

conservatives and party "moderates."  

The base of the party will not accept anything less 

than leadership committed to social issues and 

someone who will embrace, rather than tolerate, their 

presence. Without that leadership, these voters who 

have been the backbone of the GOP since the early 

1980s will look for other avenues to fight the culture 

wars over the protection of life and the family.  

Palin, Gov. Mike Huckabee, Gov. Mitt Romney, and 

Rep. Mike Pence (R-IN) are the most likely candidates 

to vie for that leadership role in the future. Ideally, 

they will find a way to work together during Obama's 

first term to attempt damage control and rebuild the 

Reagan coalition, in spite of the announcement of its 

demise.  

Romney's advantage is his economic savvy, while 

the bona fides of his social conservatism are earning 

greater acceptance. Huckabee speaks with the 

language of Zion but has achieved a broader appeal 

because of his populism. Known for his commitment to 

principle, Pence unites the best of social and economic 

conservatism in a coherent vision. Palin has star appeal 

A 

http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/election_20082/2008_presidential_election/daily_presidential_tracking_poll
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/10/27/AR2008102702544.html?sub=AR
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/newstopics/uselection2008/johnmccain/3275361/John-McCain-admits-tensions-with-running-mate-Sarah-Palin.html
http://mikepence.house.gov/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reagan_coalition
http://politicalwire.com/archives/2006/11/05/the_death_of_the_reagan_coalition.html
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and is willing to address what grassroots conservatives 

fear most about the future of America.  

The GOP leaders who control the RNC would do 

well to study the Palin phenomenon. They need to 

create a relationship with those who stood and cheered 

the night the Alaska governor was nominated. 

 

Deal W. Hudson is the director of InsideCatholic.com 

and the author of Onward, Christian Soldiers: The 

Growing Political Power of Catholics and Evangelicals in 

the United States (Simon and Schuster). 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
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Nazi Collaborator or Catholic Hero? 
Ronald J. Rychlak | Column 

10/30/08

n October 2008, the Archdiocese of Zagreb 

celebrated the 10th anniversary of the beatification 

of Aloysius Cardinal Stepinac, who led the Catholic 

Church in Croatia during the Second World War. Though 

he is a hero in Croatia, his reputation elsewhere is a 

matter of controversy: The Communist regime that took 

over after the war convicted him of having collaborated 

with the Nazi puppet regime during the war. The 

evidence that the Communists manufactured for the 

cardinal's show trial confounds students of history even 

today.  

Early in World War II (March 1941), Croatia came 

under the control of a new government led by Ante 

Pavelić and his Nazi-like party, the Ustashi. The Ustashi 

unleashed a wave of brutality against Jews and 

Orthodox Serbs that shocked even the Nazis. From the 

beginning, then-Archbishop Stepinac used his position 

to protest the abuses and to protect the victims. A 

German Nazi general once declared: "If any bishop in 

Germany were speaking this way, he would not descend 

alive from his pulpit!" 

After the war, Communist partisans under Marshal 

Josip Broz -- better known as Tito --established a new 

Serbian-dominated Communist regime, the Socialist 

Federation of Yugoslavia. The new government 

persecuted Catholics and the Catholic Church, 

confiscating property, closing seminaries and schools, 

banning Masses, and arresting clergy.  

Before coming to power, the Communists had used 

Archbishop Stepinac's speeches against the Ustashi in 

their propaganda. Now, however, the archbishop was a 

threat. After more than a year of his protesting 

Communist abuses -- and Tito doing what he could to 

silence the Catholic leader -- Yugoslav authorities 

arrested Archbishop Stepinac and charged him with 

having collaborated with the Ustashi.  

The archbishop's trial started on September 30, 

1946. The world press recognized it as a sham. The 

prosecution had had 15 months of open access to 

captured government and Church documents in which 

to prepare its case. Meanwhile, Archbishop Stepinac's 

lawyers had one week to collect evidence and one hour 

to meet with their client. Many defense witnesses 

were not permitted to testify, much defense evidence 

was ruled inadmissible, and (as clearly established 

later) key prosecution evidence was manufactured. 

Naturally, Archbishop Stepinac was found guilty and 

sentenced to 16 years at hard labor.  

Due to indignation throughout the democratic 

world, the archbishop was not made to do the hard 

labor. Instead, he was kept in a small cell, isolated 

from the outside world. Tito did, however, permit 

carefully selected groups to observe the prisoner and 

report back on how well he was being treated. (Time 

magazine wrote that these reports were not worth the 

paper they were printed on.)  

In 1950, a group of American senators sought to 

allow American aid to Yugoslavia on the condition of 

Archbishop Stepinac's release. Realizing the need for 

better relations with the West, and also concerned 

about the archbishop's declining health, in 1951 Tito 

said that he would release the archbishop on the 

condition that he leave the country. But Archbishop 

Stepinac refused to leave his people. Finally, in 

December of that year, Tito sent him to house arrest in 

his native village of Krasic. Pope Pius XII named 

Archbishop Stepinac a cardinal, but he did not make 

the traditional trip to Rome; he knew that if he left the 

nation, Tito would not let him return.  

  

Cardinal Stepinac's health declined, and he died on 

February 10, 1960, while still under house arrest. 

(Later tests indicate that he had in fact been slowly 
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poisoned.) In 1992, Croatia came out from under the 

thumb of Communism. One of the first acts of the new 

parliament was to issue a declaration condemning "the 

political trial and sentence passed on Cardinal Alojzij 

Stepinac in 1946." Archbishop Stepinac was 

condemned, Parliament said,  

because he had acted against the violence and 

crimes of the communist authorities, just as he had 

acted during the whirlwind of atrocities committed 

in World War II, to protect the persecuted, 

regardless of the national origin or religious 

denomination. 

Yugoslavian political dissident Milovan Đilas said, the 

problem with "Stepinac was not his policy towards 

Ustashi, but towards the Communists." 

But the archbishop's trial would have greater 

repercussions than anyone could have known at the time. 

In 1946, prior to the trial, the Communist Party had 

published a book that contained forged and carefully 

edited documents designed to make the prelate and the 

Catholic Church look bad. In the 1960s, Italian writer Carlo 

Falconi sought permission from the Yugoslav authorities 

to conduct research in Croatian archives for a book that 

he was writing. Party officials were in a quandary: If they 

gave him access to the relevant files, the fraud would be 

uncovered. Eventually, they handed over carefully 

selected documents and provided Falconi with a copy of 

the Communists' 1946 book. He was not given access to 

any materials that could contradict the Communist-

manufactured propaganda.  

Thus, on the basis of forged and edited documents 

assembled by the Yugoslav secret police, Falconi wrote 

his book, The Silence of Pius XII. That book presented 

what we now know to be fabricated documents that 

have confounded scholars for decades, and it shaped 

much of the later writing on Pius XII.  

Archbishop Stepinac and Pius XII are both under 

consideration for sainthood -- no thanks to the 

enemies of the Church who did their best to tarnish 

their names. If saints truly serve as our examples, one 

of the many important lessons we can learn from their 

lives is that human institutions, including our courts, 

are only as good as the people who run them.  

 

Ronald J. Rychlak is the associate dean and MDLA 

Professor of Law at the University of Mississippi School 

of Law. He is the author of Hitler, the War, and the 

Pope (2000) and Righteous Gentiles (2005). 
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Why Jefferson Davis Opposed Roe v. Wade 
H. W. Crocker III | Column 

10/31/08 
kay, he didn't, really, because he never had 

the chance -- but it's as certain as magnolia 

blooms in the spring that if Jefferson Davis 

were to rise again and take his place as the extremely 

senior senator from Mississippi, he would make the 

Senate ring with his denunciations of Roe v. Wade. In 

fact, he might even threaten secession over it.  

His bill of indictment would, of course, include that 

Roe v. Wade violated states' rights -- indeed, this would 

be the very grounds of secession: the Federal 

government had no proper authority to strike down 

Mississippi's abortion laws and invoke some new, 

unfounded, unconstitutional, and un-Christian right. 

And un-Christian would have been an operative 

word. Southerners might defend slavery as a positive 

good or a necessary evil, but they generally did so 

within a Christian context, to wit: that slavery was 

accepted as a fact of life in the Bible; and that however 

painful the chains of the slave ships that had brought 

slaves to the New World (the Confederate Constitution, 

incidentally, prohibited restarting the slave trade), its 

providential purpose was no doubt to bring black 

people from heathen darkness and Christianize them to 

the point where, as both Robert E. Lee and Davis 

foresaw, they would eventually be free men. Indeed, by 

1860, about 10 percent of black Americans in the Upper 

South were already free men.  

I realize that it is a common saw among pro-lifers 

(of which I am one) to say that abortion and slavery are 

really two sides of the same coin -- denying the 

personhood of someone of a different color or of an 

unborn child. And some think it quite clever to wrong-

foot the opposition -- though I doubt anyone's mind has 

ever been changed by this argument -- by throwing out 

the question, "So, would you have been pro-choice 

about slavery in 1860?" The idea is that the pro-life 

cause is the abolitionist cause of our time. 

But if we're honest to history, things are lot more 

complicated than that -- or why did the Vatican's 

newspaper, L'Osservatore Romano, editorialize on 

behalf of the Confederacy; why did British diplomat Odo 

Russell report that the pope "would not conceal from 

me that all his sympathies were with the Southern 

Confederacy and he wished them all success"; and why 

did Pope Pius IX send Davis a crown of thorns, woven 

by his own hands, when Davis was imprisoned by the 

Federals? Surely the Church did not sympathize with 

the South because it was founded on an institution 

that was the moral equivalent of abortion. Nor, for 

that matter, did it sympathize with the South because 

of the institution of slavery. It did so because it saw the 

war between North and South in a rather deeper way.  

  

When one is setting up alternative histories, so-called 

"counter-factuals," it's best not to go too counter-

factual. If abolitionism and the defense of life are really 

so similar, consider the actual course of history in this 

country and answer the question: Which region do you 

expect would enact more stringent anti-abortion laws 

if Roe v. Wade were overturned -- the former 

abolitionist hotbeds of New England or the "Bible Belt" 

of the Deep South? 

In New England in 1860, of course, traditional 

Christianity was beginning to be superseded by 

Unitarianism, transcendentalism, and a "social gospel" 

less focused on the gospel than on social reform, from 

which one can draw a line from abolitionism to 

feminism and most of the other -isms of our time. 

Religion in the South, on the other hand, was, as 

Richard Weaver noted, "a simple acceptance of a body 

of belief, an innocence of protest and heresy which left 

religion one of the unquestioned and unquestionable 

supports of the general settlement under which men 

live."  
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Sacrificing children to Moloch -- or to the "right of 

women to control their own bodies" -- is not something 

that most Southerners could reconcile with their Bibles. 

But it is rather easier to see how spiritual traditions that 

put increasing weight on the rights of the autonomous 

individual and on self-fulfillment might be more open to 

considering an "unplanned" or an "unwanted" 

pregnancy an inconvenience that could be dispensed 

with, something that should be left to a woman's right 

to choose. 

The South, of course, was a rather libertarian place, 

and Davis, though a very modest drinker, was an 

opponent of such nanny-state -isms as prohibitionism. 

But the South's vision of itself was also a somewhat 

medieval one. Ivanhoe, after the Bible, was probably 

the most widely read and most popular book in the 

South. The South saw itself as a bastion of feudal order 

and liberty, a traditional, agricultural, and Christian 

civilization. It was this that attracted Pius IX to the 

South, for the Church opposed the rising tide of 

nationalism, of mass urban democracy, of centralizing 

power that swept away subsidiary institutions like the 

Church and undermined traditional moral restraints, 

such as those provided by orthodox Christianity, in the 

name of progress and efficiency (words not often 

associated with the South).  

Or, in the words of Allen Tate:  

In a sense, all European history since the 

Reformation was concentrated in the war between 

the North and the South. For in the South the most 

conservative of the European orders had, with great 

power, come back to life, while in the North, 

opposing the Southern feudalism, had grown to be 

a powerful industrial state which epitomized in 

spirit all those middle-class, urban impulses 

directed against the agrarian aristocracies of Europe 

after the Reformation.  

Davis might assert that slaves were "property," but he 

never claimed that masters could thereby kill them. The 

entire moral defense of slavery depended on the 

argument of paternalism. And it is impossible to believe 

that Davis would stand before the Senate or the people 

of Mississippi and say that he believed in a mother's 

right to kill her own children, or to bash out the brains 

of a child untimely ripped from its mother's womb. 

With slavery, he could point to its explicit recognition 

in the Constitution and in the Bible. With abortion, 

there could be -- and can be -- no such defense.  

All of which is not to make any apologia for 

slavery. General Lee, in his postwar correspondence 

with Lord Acton, wrote that the South "receives 

without reserve the amendment which has already 

been made for the extinction of slavery. This is an 

event that has long been sought, though in a different 

way, and by none has it been more earnestly desired 

than by the citizens of Virginia." But it is a request that 

we be honest about history, which shines a rather 

kinder light on the South than many callow polemicists 

are willing to admit.  

 

H. W. Crocker III is the author most recently of The 

Politically Incorrect Guide to the Civil War (Regnery).
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The Five Things You'll Do in Heaven 
Todd M. Aglialoro | Column 

10/31/08 

omorrow is All Saints' Day -- a time for honoring 

those spiritual brothers and sisters who have run 

the race and won their eternal rest, and for 

celebrating our connection, through the Mystical Body, 

to the Church Triumphant. 

I think it's also an appropriate time for reflecting on 

our own eternal destiny. Back when I used to work in 

diocesan ministry, I liked to remind listeners at my 

workshops that human beings are designed for 

immortality; that we will never cease to exist, never 

cease to be who we are -- not when a trillion-trillion 

years have passed. 

How does that make you feel? The best response I 

ever got at a workshop was, "Tired." 

I remember, when I was a teenager, my father -- 

then a zealous revert to the Faith and still an equally 

zealous photography enthusiast -- confiding to me that 

he thought heaven would be like a giant camera shop. I 

found this appallingly ignoble, not to mention 

unimaginative, and countered with an image of 

Paradise that was as clichéd and spiritually antiseptic as 

my father's had been secular and base: All I knew was, 

heaven was bright, it was ethereal, and it involved 

singing Hosanna 24/7 and liking it. 

Time, study, and contemplation would teach me 

later that heaven must be, above all, a human place. 

That is, it will be perfectly fitting to us, in both body and 

soul; not an alien exile but a homecoming. And it will 

not be static -- like an everlasting freeze-frame shot at 

the end of a movie -- but dynamic: a place of growth 

where we will gorge ourselves on God's infinite goods; 

never hungry but never full. 

I've also come to permit myself the small 

indulgence of believing that, although the earth will 

pass away, whatever was good in it will be 

recapitulated. If, even seen through a glass darkly, 

earthly wisdom, joy, beauty, charity, and so on are 

intimations of heaven -- good because they bespeak 

and share in something of God's goodness -- then I'm 

holding out hope that in heaven, too, we'll enjoy 

particular experiences of them. I think the radiant 

delight of the Beatific Vision won't simply trump the 

pleasures of food, or art, or music, or conversation (as 

it might seem it would, since what further need have 

we of the sacramentum when we have the res?), but 

rather enrich them: removing from us the veils of 

mystery and sin that on earth prevented us from 

grasping their analogy to the Almighty. 

  

So, in light of my speculative ground rules above,what 

do we want to do when we get there? In one sense it's 

an incredibly vain question, of course. But on the eve 

of this great feast I beg God's indulgence, and yours. 

Let me share with you five very human things I'd like to 

do in heaven, and invite you to reflect on the same 

question. 

1. Speak with the tongues of angels. The confusion 

of human languages is, of course, a punishment from 

God -- a fittingly ironic payback for the sin of Babel. But 

I think that, like the Fall, it's a felix culpa. Surely the 

richness and variety of human expression can testify to 

God's glory, even as the pied beauty of nature does. In 

The Path to Rome, Hilaire Belloc muses how the French 

allons and the Italian andiamo -- although both mean 

"let's go" in English -- are so very different in their 

signification. How many millions of other things and 

concepts are similarly nuanced and enriched by 

different words in the thousands of tongues seeking to 

capture them from all sides? 

I want to learn all those languages, as well as those 

that are long forgotten and those that were never 

heard on earth. In my 37 years I've learned bits and 

pieces of this language or that, and accordingly I'm 
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able to order a beer in many parts of the world. What 

would I be able to do with, say, 10,000 years per 

language? I'd love to have another crack at all those 

Koine Greek tests I failed in grad school. 

Actually, better make that 20,000 years. 

2. Run and not grow weary. Contrary to the pseudo-

gnostic conception of heaven that I harbored as an 

adolescent, heaven (after the general resurrection) 

must be a place for human bodies. But not for the post-

Fall, labor-pained, sweat-of-your-brow, strain-to-lose-

ten-pounds-after-Christmas lumps of flesh we're 

saddled with down here. The glorified bodies of 

Humanity 2.0 will be not only perfectly integrated with 

the soul and obedient to the will, but they'll be strong, 

fast, and tireless. 

If there's any trace of transcendence in physical 

activity here on earth, then I'll soldier on in hope that 

heaven, too, will be a place for running, jumping, 

swimming, competing. A place where we'll still be able 

to fill our lungs deep and raise a touch of crimson on 

our cheeks as we test our corporal limits -- only we 

won't need ice or Advil after. And I'm betting it wouldn't 

take me more than an eon or two to get my handicap 

into single digits. 

3. Be still and know. When I'm done climbing 

mountains and learning to dunk a basketball, it will be 

time to rest. I'm looking forward to this especially, for 

one of the worst modern manifestations of our fallen 

earthly condition is perpetual busyness. 

In heaven there will be no need for making and 

doing in order to live. No noisy drone of distractions 

preying on our short attention spans. We will 

contemplate without boredom, read and think without 

fatigue, rest without restlessness. In this state of perfect 

peace and intellectual quiet, I should like to spend, oh, a 

few geological ages plumbing each of the minutest 

facets of God's infinite goodness. 

4. Redeem the time. Does human history hold any 

interest for the Blessed? The answer at first would seem 

to be "no." Sure, we believe the saints can and do 

intervene in human events, and that the merits of even 

our own prayers can be applied out of time. But will we 

want to bother watching, say, a replay of the Battle of 

Lepanto when we are face-to-face with the Lord of 

History himself? 

I think it's possible. Again, I appeal to the principle 

that the world is a significant place to be; and so the 

vast sum of goodness to be found in the history both of 

mankind and of the cosmos will not vanish like a mist in 

the light of Christ, but will be re-presented in that light 

and seen clearly for the first time. 

If I'm anywhere close to correct, then in heaven I 

want to spend a few hundred millennia watching how 

it All Came Together, from "Let there be light" to the 

wheel to the Patriarchs to the Incarnation to the 

Crusades to last Thursday. I want to perceive, free 

from the confusion of a darkened intellect and the 

limits of the calendar, how grace-filled time really was. 

I want to see all the previously hidden things that God 

did for the world, and praise Him for them. 

5. Rejoice, therefore. After Babel, human tongues 

became confused. But this is a small thing compared to 

the confusion of human understanding. From each 

man to every other there exists a barrier that makes 

perfect communication, even between the most 

intimate, impossible. The sadness of this disunity is 

twofold. First, it wounds communion between 

persons; it's our lot forever to be hurting, 

misunderstanding, and talking past one another. 

Secondly, combined with the darkness of sin, it means 

that billions never fully grasp the gospel, and the 

truths of faith and morals it teaches. 

In heaven I expect both these conditions to be 

remedied. I look forward to endless thousands of years 

of barrier-free communion with my closest earthly 

friends and the most distant strangers, in a loving 

imitation of Trinitarian life. 

I also anticipate -- and this may be my most 

unbearably delicious hope -- stumbling across some of 

the Faith's worst earthly enemies, persecutors, and 

detractors, saved by some unforeseeable grace . . . and 

rejoicing with them. Do you see? It was all true. 
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