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Why | Will Vote for John McCain

Deal W. Hudson | Column
11/3/08

y support this election for John McCain has

been no secret, as regular readers know.

But while I've offered my reasons here and
there, I've never put them all together in a single piece.
| try to do that now.

Some of my case for McCain comes from agreeing
with positions he holds, and some of it comes in
reaction to what | fear Barack Obama might do if
elected. All of it is important in explaining why | will
vote for John McCain on Tuesday.

Obama promises, "I will change the world." McCain
knows he can't do that -- that it's not the job of the
president of the United States. His own experience as a
prisoner of war taught him the dangers of messianic
politics.

The last century was defined by political leaders
who promised to "change the world" -- a century that
saw unprecedented political oppression and terror, as
chronicled by historian Paul Johnson in Modern Times:
the World from the Twenties to the Nineties.

As Obama told a congregation in Greenville, South
Carolina, "l am confident we can create a Kingdom right
here on earth." "The One," as Obama is called, feels
confident he can do what no head of state has ever
done in human history: bring an end to injustice and
inequality.

How will he do it? | fear that Obama will use the
courts and the Congress to redistribute income, pass
laws against "hate crimes," make abortion a national
entitlement, use taxpayers' funds for abortions here
and abroad, repeal the Defense of Marriage Act, pass
the Fairness Doctrine to silence opposing viewpoints,
and appoint judges who rule by empathy rather than
law.

If a Republican had promised to create "a Kingdom
right here on earth," he would have been pilloried as a

religious nut by the media every day for the remainder
of the campaign.

McCain talks very little about his personal faith and
uses religious concepts sparingly. I've interviewed him
three times, and the only time he brings up faith
unprompted is on the topic of immigration: "I think we
are a nation founded on Judeo-Christian values, and
these are God's children -- we ought to recognize that
as we try to address this very emotional issue."

Immigration is the issue that kept McCain at the
back of the pack of GOP nominees for many months,
but it is also the issue that reveals the most about him.
He can break ranks with movement conservatives and
the GOP, but it's not guided by his "maverick" image:
It's guided by core principles and values, in this case
the created dignity of the human person.

This same understanding of Judeo-Christian values
undergirds his commitment to protecting unborn life.
With his zero percent rating from NARAL for many
years, the pro-abortion leaders in this country are
spending every dollar they can to keep McCain out of
the White House.

When McCain answered Rick Warren's question by
responding, without hesitation, that "life begins at
conception," he could not have distinguished himself
more clearly from Obama, who pleaded moral
agnosticism. You would think the man whom Louis
Farrakhan calls "the Messiah" would know the answer
to such a basic question: "When does a baby get
human rights?"

In the end, | will vote for John McCain because he
knows there are things about the world that cannot be
changed. McCain knows there are real and immediate
threats against our freedom by men whose intent to
harm is resolute. | trust McCain because he knows
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himself -- he is humbled because he has been humbled -
- and knows the world, because he has fought against
and suffered its ineradicable evils.

If America is going to be tested in the first six
months of 2009, as predicted by Sen. Joe Biden, | want
John McCain in charge of dealing with our enemies and
protecting our liberty.

Deal W. Hudson is the director of InsideCatholic.com
and the author of Onward, Christian Soldiers: The
Growing Political Power of Catholics and Evangelicals in
the United States (Simon and Schuster).
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The Unpopular Vote: Choosing the Third Party Option

Steve Skojec | Column
11/3/08

n Saturday, | headed off to the early absentee
voting booth, where, for the first time in my
life, | voted third party.

Though | don't need to explain myself, | will anyway:
I'm a former Republican who voted third party because
I'm tired of the issues | care about -- all of them -- being
ignored. | voted third party because every four years |
find myself voting out of fear of their candidate, but
without confidence in ours. | voted third party because
with each election, our choices get worse. If | didn't
vote third party, I'd be once again forced to accept the
status quo -- the binary position. On or off. One or zero.
Tweedle-dee or Tweedle-dum.

| can't do that anymore.

We've heard a lot of talk this election cycle (and the
one before it... and the one before that...) about
stopping a great evil by voting for a lesser one. And yet,
the only certain outcome of constantly choosing the
lesser of two evils is the perpetuation of evil. As for
mitigating the damage, when you're headed straight for
a concrete wall, whether you're going 90 miles an hour
or 100 is about as immaterial as you're going to be once
you get there.

We've really only been offered one major reason
why we should vote for Sen. John McCain: that he is
pro-life. Nonsense. He's not pro-life. He simply admits
fewer justifiable circumstances for abortion than
Obama. He made his so-called commitment to an
authentic pro-life position very clear during his first run
for the White House, when he needled George W. Bush
during the South Carolina debate for being willing to
lead a pro-life platform that didn't include exceptions
for rape, incest, and health of the mother.

He made it even more clear when he said, in a 1999
interview with the San Francisco Chronicle,

I'd love to see a point where it is irrelevant, and
could be repealed because abortion is no longer
necessary. But certainly in the short term, or even
the long term, | would not support repeal of Roe v.
Wade, which would then force X number of women
in America to [undergo] illegal and dangerous
operations.

McCain has changed his stance on this issue during the
current election cycle, but has offered no explanation
for his reverse. Furthermore, he also supports the
expansion of funding for embryonic stem cell research
(ESCR), which is a non-negotiable position for Catholics
since, just like abortion, it entails the willful
destruction of human life. In fact, McCain not only
supports ESCR, he brags about it.

To top it off, McCain earned the endorsement of
Republicans for Choice, even before he won the
nomination. They defended their decision by indicating
that, after Rudy Giuliani dropped out, McCain was the
least pro-life candidate left in the field. According to
the group's founder, Ann E. W. Stone, "[McCain] is
[pro-life], but it's not at the top of his agenda, not like
Huckabee or the born-again Romney."

If that isn't problematic enough, McCain also gave
pro-lifers serious cause for concern when, just last
month, he said in the third presidential debate that he
wouldn't impose a litmus test on judicial nominees,
but rather choose them by their qualifications -- even
if they were traditionally supportive of Roe. "But
McCain will nominate constructionist judges," you say.
Maybe -- if he decides that justices like Alito aren't
really too conservative, or if he avoids his Gang of 14
tendencies when faced with opposition, or if he's
willing to put judges on the SCOTUS who will likely
strike  down his eponymous (and self-damaging)
campaign finance law, or even if he's had a change of
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heart since voting to confirm Justices Ginsberg and
Bryer.

But assuming McCain does what we hope he will,
do we really think the Democratic majority will confirm
anyone who will decide cases in favor of life? Will they
really risk Roe if they have the power to stop it? Of
course not.

If McCain's ability (and willingness) to make a real
difference on abortion is in question, what about his
other policies -- the policies we're going to have to live
with while we're waiting for him to do something pro-
life?

For starters, his foreign policy is irresponsible and
shows lack of restraint -- saber-rattling at Iran and
Russia is not, for obvious reasons, in our best interest,
and neither is indefinitely prolonging our stay in Iraq.
His personal volatility is legendary, and his own
colleagues in the Senate distrust his ability to control it
as Commander in Chief. "The thought of his being
president sends a cold chill down my spine," said
Republican Sen. Thad Cochran of Mississippi, in an
interview with the Boston Globe. "He is erratic. He is
hotheaded. He loses his temper and he worries me."

His stance on immigration is also unacceptable --
unlike Obama, who merely supports amnesty, McCain
actually co-sponsored it with Sen. Ted Kennedy, whom
McCain counts among his closest political allies. He is,
like Bush before him, a big spender, and an inconsistent
advocate of small government. And in a move that just
may have cost him the election, he jumped with both
feet into the $700-billion bailout bill, eschewing any
semblance of fiscal conservatism.

The intellectually honest traditional conservative has
no choice but to admit that John McCain is no fellow
traveler. What some have managed to argue -- and this
is understandable -- is that while McCain is awful,
Obama is so much worse that it's only sensible to vote
for the Arizona senator with nose firmly held. This

position is respectable enough, and is far superior to
that held by those who somehow pretend that McCain
isn't an awful choice (predicated perhaps on the foolish
belief that when presented with two options, one of
them must be good if the other is bad).

Countless pixels have been spilled on Catholic blogs
and forums across the Internet promoting the
supposedly urgent necessity of voting for McCain. Many
of these are based on the following excerpt of a private
letter from then-Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger to Theodore
Cardinal McCarrick in 2004:

When a Catholic does not share a candidate's
stand in favour of abortion and/or euthanasia, but
votes for that candidate for other reasons, it is
considered remote material cooperation, which
can be permitted in the presence of proportionate
reasons.

And these Catholics would argue, of course, that
Obama himself is so grave a threat that his impending
victory -- which seems, in these waning hours before
the election, all but certain -- is a proportionate reason
itself. The pseudonymous blogger "Zippy Catholic"
argues eloquently against this assertion:

Suppose we are contemplating doing act X in order
to block a big evil E, where X is not intrinsically evil
but doing it involves remote material cooperation
with evil.

A proportionate reason to do X obtains when
(1) X is reasonably effective in stopping E without
being excessive, and (2) stopping E does not
produce evils and disorders graver than E.

Folks tend to make a reasonable case for (2):
that is, they make a reasonable case (let's
stipulate, in case you disagree) that McCain
winning does not produce evils and disorders
graver than those which would follow from Obama
winning.

But there is a very strong tendency to ignore
(1) completely, treating an act of voting as if it
were precisely the same thing as making McCain
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win by fiat. That isn't the kind of thing that voting is
though: it has very little actual efficacy in making
one's favored candidate win, and yet it has quite a
bit of efficacy in exercising influence over the
person who votes himself and those within his
immediate sphere of influence.

So whether or not there is a proportionate
reason to vote for a candidate depends on
understanding not only the outcome dependent
results of the act, but also the act's outcome
independent results, as well as their relative
importance.

In other words, because of the extremely diluted
statistical significance of an individual vote, the act of
voting has a far more profound impact on the voter
himself -- regardless of the outcome of the election --
than it does on the election results. This reality is
intensified whenever a situation arises in which a voter
is not voting for a candidate they agree with so much as
they are voting against a candidate whom they fear.

There comes a time when we must draw a line which
the conscientious voter will not cross. How many
violated non-negotiable principles does it take before
we're unwilling to engage in remote material
cooperation with one evil to stop another? Each time
we vote in this fashion, we confirm that we can be

coerced.
So that leaves us with a question: What to do?

The act of not voting as a form of protest is a very
different sort of act than not voting out of apathy or
laziness; it is a vote of non-confidence in the choices
laid before us. However, the problem with choosing not
to vote is that as a protest it is deafeningly silent. Non-
existent votes cannot be counted or measured by the
therefore  wasted

political machine, and are

opportunities.

So for those, like myself, who feel uncomfortable
with abstention and downright unable to vote for either
major-party candidates, there is the third-party option.

The candidates this year aren't particularly strong, with
the vacuum left by Ron Paul, but they are a far cry
closer to traditional conservative beliefs than what the
dominant parties have offered us. In ten minutes on
Chuck Baldwin's Web site, for example, | found more
policy positions | agreed with than an entire election
season evaluating McCain. In that same ten minutes,
Baldwin secured my vote.

There are some who argue that a vote for Baldwin --
or Bob Barr, or Alan Keyes, or Ralph Nader -- is a vote
for Obama. The logic escapes me. The only vote for
Obama is a vote for Obama. If you want to point
fingers, point them at the tens of millions of people
who are voting for him. A vote for Baldwin, on the
other hand, is just that -- a vote for Chuck Baldwin.

(I can only guess there's an assumption that
McCain became the pro-life conservative default when
he won the Republican nomination. There's that binary
thinking again. In my case, McCain never had my vote,
so it wasn't his to lose or Obama's to gain.)

After months of angst, my decision to vote third
party was simple, regardless of Baldwin's prospects for
victory. Simply put: When you vote for a candidate,
you're telling the other parties that you will support
candidates similar to that one. The political field is a lot
like the market: If enough people buy a thing, you'll
start to see a lot more of it. Every vote for McCain is
another reason for the GOP to run another candidate
just like him. Every registered Republican who votes
third party sends the message that the candidate
we've been given is not up to snuff.

If my vote is my voice, it's time to send a message |
can get behind.

Steve Skojec is a columnist and blogger
forInsideCatholic.com. He writes from Northern
Virginia. Visit his blog at www.steveskojec.com.
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It Can Happen Here

John Zmirak | Column
11/4/08

ur choices matter. They hurtle before us into

eternity, dragging us in their wake. And in this

election, more than any in the United States
since 1860, they matter desperately. | wish they didn't.

The single most damning objection raised by
atheists is this: Why would a loving, omnipotent God
permit sin, suffering, and the eternal damnation of
souls? And our answer is stark and comfortless: For the
sake of freedom. To give our choices consequence and
meaning. To make our existence real.

Our reason accepts this. One's frontal lobe can
process the logical steps entailed and determine the
absence of fallacies. But our hearts aren't always
moved. Personally, | don't think it's worth the risk. If
God were to offer me Limbo, or certain annihilation
after death, in return for the guarantee that | would
never spend five minutes in Hell, | would jump on that
offer faster than my beagle pounces on a squirrel. Susie
has no free will, no sin, and no eternity. Lucky dog.

But that's not the way things work. As I've explained
more than once to Catholics who dissent over birth
control: "l don't make the Natural Law, | just enforce it."

Likewise in the economy of salvation: We may think
what we wish about God's decision to give man a lethal
freedom. But wishing won't make it so.

And so we must decide. Readers of this site have
heard extensively about the extremes to which Sen.
Barack Obama pushes his support of legal abortion.
They know that he is likely to appoint enough justices to
the Supreme Court to keep abortion out of the hands of
democratic lawmaking for 20 or 30 years -- in other
words, indefinitely.

Failing a campaign promise on the part of Sen. John
McCain to start a nuclear war that would kill more
people than the four million children who face legal

execution during an Obama administration, the

abortion issue alone should convince every orthodox
Christian that voting for Obama is a grave sin -- the kind
to damn one's soul. Yes, even if you're black and voting
for him out of racial solidarity, or white and voting for
him out of racial guilt. Apart from simple ignorance,
there's simply no excuse.

| want to go further and explain another
implication of an Obama victory, one that should
convince Catholic voters who despise McCain even
more than | do to offer him their vote. Pardon me for
guoting a piece | published elsewhere: I'll tell you one
thing, just one, that will happen, if Obama is elected
with a large congressional majority -- with perhaps
enough votes in the Senate to quash a filibuster. And
that one thing should be enough.

"Senator Obama has promised to sign the
Freedom of Choice Act (FOCA), which would repeal
every restriction on abortion in every American state,
right up through the ninth month. But then, we knew
that about Obama, the whole infanticide thing. But
there's more. The FOCA raises abortion to (in its own
words) a "fundamental right." According to legal
analysts at the U.S. Council of Catholic Bishops, the
act's language is so sweeping that it will snuff out any
state's "conscience" clause -- the laws allowing
hospitals, doctors, and nurses not to take part in
abortions. To do so would amount to illegal
discrimination, denying a citizen her fundamental
right. Christian hospitals could no more decline to
perform abortions than they can currently refuse to
operate on black people.

"So President Obama and his congressional
supermajority would force every Christian hospital,
doctor, and nurse either to abandon their faith or go
out of business. By federal law, believing Christians
would be banned from a major industry (and
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apostolate). This is literally equivalent to a law banning
faithful Jews from owning newspapers.

"History tells us that steps such as this aren't where
religious persecutions end; it's where they begin. Things
are already scary enough in neighboring Canada, where
Christians are now routinely hauled up before human
rights tribunals for repeating what the Bible teaches
concerning sex. Who knows what some Obama-
appointed judge, 20 years from now, will make of a
pastor whose sermons attacked the "fundamental
right" of women to kill their children? How many
churches and seminaries will face crippling civil
judgments and have to close?

"It can happen here. It is about to happen here."

What should we make of Catholics who vote for the
persecution of their Church and the ongoing killing of
millions of unborn children? That's between them and
God. I'll just offer this little catechetical reminder: Holy
Communion received in a state of mortal sin is itself a
still graver sin -- one of blasphemy. Perhaps when
Obama Catholics see their local Catholic hospitals close,
or their Catholic friends in nursing get jobs giving
pedicures, they'll throng the confession lines. Let's pray
that they do.

By this time tomorrow we will have a good idea of
whether Christians have any lasting place in this
country. In a few months -- if FOCA passes, and is
applied as the bishops predict -- we'll know whether we
should continue to participate as citizens, serve in
America's armed forces, pay taxes except under protest,
or think of our government as anything but an occupier
-- like the Hungarian or Czech regimes from 1948-1989.
We will know if the democracy our military exports to
other countries is any better than the tyrannies it
replaces. We will know if there is any future, however
fraught and fragile, for pro-life laws -- or if the Berlin
Wall constructed by Roe v. Wade will
unchallenged for yet another guilty generation.

stand

If the persecutors take power on the anger of voters
rightly outraged by eight years of mismanagement,

arrogance, constitutional abuse, and unjust wars, we
must face the consequences -- as the Israelites did
when God answered their sins with the Assyrians. Like
the Israelites, we will have lost our country. Unlike
them, we'll have no Covenant that promises we'll ever
get it back. With God's grace, we'll be ignored and
tolerated, like the Amish. To assume that we'll always
be safe is, well . . . gratuitous.

It will be time to make some choices -- the kind that
redound to eternity. It will be time, after 35 years of
noble effort, to stop expending our energies trying to
change abortion laws, or to fight for a vanished public
"morality." We should keep on running pro-life
pregnancy centers as long as they're legal. We should
go on voting against all anti-life candidates and
speaking our minds. But our time and treasure should
be withdrawn from the bottomless pit of politics and
transferred to fighting on the only ground where we
have the advantage. Let us turn from the bloodied
public square of an illegitimate regime to the care of
souls, and focus our efforts on the propaganda fidei --
the propagation of the Faith.

InsideCatholic readers know that I've argued it's in
America's national interest to restrict immigration. If
America turns to persecution of the Church, | will turn
on a dime from trying to save the country from
immigrants to saving the immigrants from the country.
| hope that other Catholics will drop their various
political efforts and do the same -- pour their thwarted
civic energies into a massive, lay-directed campaign to
offer orthodox catechesis to incoming immigrants and
evangelizing those of other faiths. (Do they print the
Baltimore Catechism in Spanish? In Arabic?) If we
showed one-tenth the energy and courage of the
underground Church that survives a far worse
persecution in China, our work would benefit
numberless souls. Made subjects in our own country,
we could prove ourselves patriotic citizens of heaven.

| dread this prospect, of course. | wish for a long
and comfy, moderately fruitless life -- one that peters
out in a state of grace and a haze of gin and tonics, in a
house full of happy dogs. Like the English Catholics
who followed the marital prospects of Henry VIII, |
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nervously hope for the best -- and pray to be spared the
worst. Like most of you, I'd rather schlep my way to
purgatory than sweat blood storming heaven. But
wishing won't make it so.

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.
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Our Faustian Bargain: Catholics Caught between Parties

Rev. Robert Johansen | Column
11/4/08

n following the presidential contest this year, | have

been at times amazed and disgusted at the kabuki

theater our political discourse has become. The two
major party candidates have presented themselves as
both more and less than what they really are -- trying to
capture voters by simultaneously promising that they
will solve our problems and assuring us that their
opponents will bring about far worse evils than we
already face.

And, as in elections past, Catholics have aligned
themselves on both sides, for all manner of reasons --
some good, some trivial, some venal. But what has
struck me about Catholic voters is this: Whether Left or
Right, Democrat or Republican, Catholics are identifying
and aligning themselves with the candidates and parties
in question. Catholics look at the parties and
candidates, see how they line up with their values and
priorities, and then perform a sort of moral calculus,
weighing the positive and negative aspects of each
candidate's and party's positions before deciding, "I'm
going to vote Republican," or, "I'm going to vote
Democrat."

At first blush, this seems normal enough. After all,
what else are we supposed to do? But if we look at how
our Faith impinges on our lives in other areas, we'd find
that we don't behave that way outside of the political
sphere.

Take an example: Suppose someone were looking
for a job, and he interviewed with a company that
offered a promising position. He is excited at the
prospect of working there; they make an excellent
product and the job has great potential for
advancement. Unfortunately he discovers along the
way that the company's business practices and financial
procedures are corrupt and dishonest. A person of
integrity who possesses a well-formed conscience
would not engage in some sort of moral calculus about

taking the job. He wouldn't try to decide if the evil

business practices were outweighed by the greatness of
the company's product, and the wonderful personal
possibilities the job offered. No, the person of integrity
would say, "Sorry, I'm not interested," and pass up the
job.

But our current method of participating in the
political process places us in just such a position: Many
of us are volunteering to cooperate with evil, because
we see no way out of the dilemma of aligning
ourselves with one party or the other. In essence,
faithful Catholics are forced to accept whatever bones
the major parties and candidates throw us: If we think
the Democrats offer more compassionate social
policies and the prospect of ending the war in Iraq, we
must tolerate their embrace of abortion and same-sex
unions. If we think the Republicans offer the best hope
of eliminating abortion-on-demand and defending
marriage, we have to be willing to tolerate their
embrace of "preventive" war and so-called enhanced
interrogation techniques. Catholics, it would seem, are
being forced to make Faustian bargains every time
they enter the voting booth.

This attitude is perpetuated by our own clergy and
bishops. Bishops, both as a body and individually, have
said that, since no one party or candidate completely
lines up with Catholic teaching, individual Catholics
must decide which candidate comes closest to fidelity
to the Magisterium according to both the number of
issues and their degree of importance.

And once again, the moral calculus appears. Are
we all condemned to be proportionalists in our
politics?

The idea that we need to align ourselves with the
party or candidate who most closely lines up with
Catholic teaching is fine, as far as it goes. The problem
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is that it does not go far enough: It is hardly the robust,
evangelistic, sanctify-the-world posture that our
vocation to holiness and call to apostleship requires. In
the fourth century, St. Ambrose stood up to and
rebuked the Roman emperor Theodosius. Were he
transported to our own time, | cannot imagine that he

would find this policy sufficient.

As Deal W. Hudson has recently pointed out, the

U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops' document
"Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship" has some
serious flaws. But it does provide a valuable teaching

that addresses our Faustian bargain:

As Catholics, we should be guided more by our
moral convictions than by our attachment to a political
party or interest group. When necessary, our
participation should help transform the party to which
we belong [emphasis mine]; we should not let the party
transform us in such a way that we neglect or deny
fundamental moral truths (14).

Looking across the Catholic political landscape, it
seems that we have far more Catholics who are in
danger of being -- or have been already -- transformed,
than we have Catholics who are making any headway in
transforming politics.

So where are the Catholics in politics? The teaching
of the Church and of our bishops instructs us to take our
faith as our starting point and build our politics around
that. Instead, we choose our politics and then see how
we can shoehorn it into our faith. We find ourselves
having to explain away the conflict between the tenets
of the Faith and our political allegiances in order to
defend our Faustian bargain.

If Catholics were really serious about "transforming"
our parties and politics, things would look much
different than they do today. For example, where is the
Congressional Catholic Caucus? There is a Congressional
Black Caucus, a Congressional Hispanic Caucus, a
Serbian Caucus, and even a Congressional Boating
Caucus. So where is the caucus devoted to bringing
Catholic representatives and senators together across
party lines to promote, defend, and advance Catholic

teaching on matters of justice and the common good?
Imagine how much could be accomplished by Catholics
in Congress who joined together to put the Faith first in
shaping their agendas.

But, of course, there is no Congressional Catholic
Caucus, and the reason is simple: Far too many
politicians, and those in power in their parties, are more
interested in how they can use their Catholic faith for
political advantage than they are in applying their faith
to their political activities. They use the teachings of the
Church as talking points to win votes. Both parties do
it: Republicans co-opt pro-lifers every four years;
Democrats, play to the peace-and-justice types.

And when we make our Faustian bargain, we play
the game on their terms. As Mark P. Shea has written,
Catholics have been acting like the abused wife in
relation to the political parties: We need to be good
and loyal and support our political leaders, because if
we don't they might not throw us even the scraps they
occasionally deign to leave us. Make no mistake, those
in power are primarily concerned with consolidating
and extending that power. They will be perfectly
content to use us to advance their own ends as long as
we play according to their rules.

Catholics are thus at an impasse; we have divided
along the lines that the parties give us. We defend the
indefensible and engage in tortuous apologetics for
advocates of intrinsic evil, and the Kingdom advances
not at all -- all because we are not truly making the
gospel the starting point of our politics.

So what is the solution? First, we need to quit
prostituting ourselves to the political power class. We
have to stop serving on the advisory boards of parties
and candidates who advocate intrinsic evil.
Furthermore, we have to be willing to say "Enough!

We won't play along anymore."

And then what? Some of my fellow Catholics have
decided that the best option is to vote third-party.
Steve Skojec explains:
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We've heard a lot of talk this election cycle (and the
one before it . .. and the one before that . . .) about
stopping a great evil by voting for a lesser one. And
yet, the only certain outcome of constantly
choosing the lesser of two evils is the perpetuation
of evil.

The problem is that third-party candidates have little to
no chance of being elected in national races. Those who
do vote third-party are frequently accused of "throwing
away" their vote.

But this need not be the case. If sufficient numbers
of Catholics decide to opt-out of electoral politics as
currently played and organized themselves, wouldn't
they begin to exercise greater political clout? That is
how politics works, after all.

What if Catholic Democrats, tired of having to
choose between social policy and defending the right to
life, said, "We're going to withhold our votes until the
leadership takes our life-issue concerns seriously. When
the national party is ready to countenance a legislative
initiative that will meaningfully restrict the abortion
license, we'll give you our support"?

And what if Catholic Republicans said, "For 30 years
you have taken our support for granted on life issues.
Unless you seriously reign in foreign adventurism and
reject the Guantanamo-and-rendition assaults on
human rights, we will withhold our support"?
Eventually, political necessity would force them to pay
attention (or if they didn't, we'd at least have our

integrity). But as long as we are willing to sell our

principles for a mess of political pottage, we will
continue to be weak and ineffectual.

Catholics make up some 25 percent of the
population, but we exercise an influence far smaller
than our numbers. We have been manipulated and
divided by partisan political hacks: Whenever someone
raises the point of the primacy of life issues in making
political decisions, he is automatically considered by
those on the Left to be shilling for Republicans.
Whenever someone makes an argument for protecting
those who are injured by the rough-and-tumble of the
free market, he is automatically dismissed as a tool of
the Democrats. Surely we can do better as disciples of
Christ.

Will any Catholics step forward to lead us beyond
the constraints of the two-party game? Whether it
means a third party, or making our power felt within
our existing parties by changing the rules of the game,
something must be done. If we are to fulfill our call to
sanctify the world, we must engage in politics in light
of the gospel, and not by the categories of those more
concerned with elections than the Kingdom.

Rev. Robert Johansen is a priest of the diocese of
Kalamazoo, Michigan, and blogs at
thrownback.blogspot.com.
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With Catholic Help3

Deal W. Hudson | Column
11/5/08

hen the U.S. bishops hold their annual

meeting in Baltimore next week, one item

on the agenda will be approval of the new
Order for the Blessing of the Child in the Womb.

The blessing, according to the USCCB, "was
prepared to support parents awaiting the birth of their
child, to encourage in the parish prayers for and
recognition of the gift of the child in the womb, and to
foster respect for human life within society." If
approved by the bishops, the Blessing of the Child in the
Womb will be incorporated into the Book of Blessings.

It couldn't come at a better time.

The election of Barack Obama sets the stage for a
series of potential executive and congressional acts that
could remove all the limits set on abortion since the Roe
v. Wade decision. The most pernicious of these is the
"Freedom of Choice Act," which Obama has promised
will be the first bill he signs into law as president.

It is estimated that FOCA alone would result in
125,000 more abortions a year in the United States.
That figure does not take into account other measures,
such as Obama's pledge not to renew the Mexico City
Policy and to repeal the Hyde amendment. As a result
of Obama's victory, there will not only be hundreds of
thousands of additional abortions, but American
taxpayers will be paying for them.

Polls of Catholic voters prior to the election
suggested that Obama might win a majority of self-
identified Catholic voters. A more significant measure of
Obama's Catholic support will be the percentage of
regular Mass-attending Catholics who voted for him.

But regardless of the final statistics, it is clear that
the Obama-Biden ticket received substantial help from
Catholics working for parishes and chanceries, as well as
a number of high-profile Catholic politicians and jurists.
They successfully promoted the flaws of "Faithful

Citizenship" to Catholics nationwide, neutralizing any
advantage the Church's pro-life and pro-marriage
teachings might offer to McCain-Palin.

"Faithful Citizenship" stated that, under certain
circumstances, a Catholic could in good conscience vote
for a candidate who supports abortion rights for "other
grave reasons" as long as they do not intend to support
that position (34-35).

It's a strange argument that allows Catholics to
send a politician with an undeniably extreme abortion
record into the Oval Office and yet somehow bear no
responsibility for what happens to unborn children as a
result. One can only wonder what "grave reasons" the
bishops could have had in mind that would outweigh
the 4,000 unborn children who are aborted each day.

Many bishops -- including Bishops Vann, Farrell,
Vasa, Martino, and Chaput -- stepped forward in the
last months to correct misinterpretations of "Faithful
Citizenship," but it was too late. History will show that
Catholics helped to vote into office a president whose
record contradicts our most fundamental moral belief -
- the sanctity of human life.

When the bishops meet next week and approve
the Blessing of the Child in the Womb, just as
important will be the steps they take in convincing the
president-elect to change his mind about the Freedom
of Choice Act.

Change, after all, can be a good thing.

Deal W. Hudson is the director of InsideCatholic.com
and the author of Onward, Christian Soldiers: The
Growing Political Power of Catholics and Evangelicals
in the United States (Simon and Schuster).
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Responding Like Catholics

Dale Price | Column
11/5/08

ntil the end, | held out hope that Sen. John

McCain would somehow pull off the upset.

Alas, the election came down to the economy,
and as is usually the case, the voters pinned the blame
on the party whose man is in the Oval Office.

For those of us Catholics not motivated solely by
the economic crisis, it is a sobering -- even dismaying --
moment. The man with the most hostile record ever on
life issues is going to be president on January 20, 2009.
The man who promised to sign the misnamed "Freedom
of Choice Act" as his first act in office, the man who
supports mass-production of human embryos for
destructive "research" purposes, and the man who
steadfastly opposed providing medical care to babies
who survived abortions is now going to be the most
powerful man in the world. Moreover, | am convinced
that, given the budgetary constraints, President Obama
will have to satisfy the hard left with non-pecuniary
rewards like FOCA, the repeal of the Defense of
Marriage Act, and the like.

Toss in the fact he comes fully equipped with
massive majorities in both houses of Congress and has
worshipful coverage from a free press that smacks
uncomfortably of a state-run propaganda arm, and it is
easy to give into an angry despair and lash out.

A few weeks back, a libertarian commenter
suggested precisely this approach over at Instapundit:

This is surely small of me, but if Obama wins, | plan
on giving him as much of a chance as the Democrats
gave George Bush. | will gleefully forward every
paranoid anti-Obama rumor that | see, along with
YouTube footage of his verbal missteps. | will laugh
and email heinous anti-Obama photoshop jobs, and
maybe even learn photoshop myself to create
some. I'll buy anti-Obama books, and maybe even a
"Not My President" t-shirt. I'm sure that the
mainstream bookstores won't carry them, but I'll be

on the lookout for anti-Obama calendars and stuff
like that. | will not wish America harm, and if the
country is hurt (economically, militarily, or
diplomatically) | will truly mourn. But i will also take
some solace that it occurred under Obama's watch,
and will find every reason to blame him personally

and fan the flames.

In other words, bring on the "1-20-13" bumper stickers
and Obama trutherism. While | can understand the
temptation, this is nothing more than an unusually
juvenile form of anarchism, unworthy of a responsible
citizen of the republic. More importantly, it is a non-
starter as far as Catholics are concerned. As St. Paul
said in 1 Timothy 2:1-2: "First of all, then, | urge that
supplications, prayers, intercessions, and thanksgivings
be made for all people, for kings and all who are in
high positions, that we may lead a peaceful and quiet
life, godly and dignified in every way."

Then there is Paul's citizenship charter in Romans
13, which begins with this admonition:

Let every person be subject to the governing
authorities. For there is no authority except from
God, and those that exist have been instituted by
God. Therefore whoever resists the authorities
resists what God has appointed, and those who
resist will incur judgment. For rulers are not a
terror to good conduct, but to bad. Would you
have no fear of the one who is in authority?

This is not a call for quietism, as the Church states in
the Catechism (2234-2243). Section 2242 sets out in
black and white the limits of what any state can
command from its Catholic citizenry. However, the
Magisterium is equally clear that we have to listen to
what Wordsworth memorably called the "Stern
Daughter of the Voice of God" -- duty:
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It is the duty of citizens to contribute along with the
civil authorities to the good of society in a spirit of
truth, justice, solidarity, and freedom. The love and
service of one's country follow from the duty of
gratitude and belong to the order of charity.
Submission to legitimate authorities and service of
the common good require citizens to fulfill their
roles in the life of the political community (2239).

Please note that the emphasis here is in the original. As
you can see, corrosive partisanship is not on the list of
duties. As Catholics, we are held to a higher standard,
and we need to meet it. Given how polluted the public
square is these days, we have no choice.

Finally, if Scripture and Tradition are leaving you
particularly unmoved today, let me offer pragmatism:
Shrill, bitter, and paranoid is no way to go through life,
son. Nor are they a blueprint for a reversal of electoral

fortune. Obama did not campaign on a mantra of bitter,
vindictive gloom, and there is a simple reason for it:
Nobody wants to be in the same room with a guy who
spews this kind of talk, let alone vote for him.

Obama is our next president, like it or not. Our
marching orders are clear: Pray for him and our country,
work with him where possible to achieve the common
good, and fight like a Maccabee when he oversteps his
bounds -- all the while remembering that November
2010 and 2012 will be here quicker than we think.

Dale Price writes from Detroit. Visit his blog at
dprice.blogspot.com.
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Can President Obama Unite the United States?

David R. Carlin| Column
11/6/08

ow that Barack Obama has been elected

president of the United States, one hopes he

will be able to carry through on his campaign
promise of bringing all kinds of Americans together --
red states and blue states, Republicans and Democrats,
whites and blacks, liberals and conservatives, men and
women, young and old. Heaven knows we Americans
need bringing together.

George W. Bush recognized this need eight years
ago when he told us he was "a uniter, not a divider."
That Bush failed to unite, no one will deny. Partly it was
his own fault, but mostly it was the fault of the
irreconcilable differences that divide the Americans he
had hoped to unite. How can anybody unite the
following groups, all of whom are present in today's
America in great and well-organized numbers:
conservative Christians and secularists, pro-lifers and
pro-choicers, those who consider same-sex marriage a
fundamental human right and those who consider it an
absurdity and abomination? This is not to mention
those who are pro and con on the question of gun

control, or those who are pro-military and anti-military.

Cultural divisions -- that is to say, divisions regarding
beliefs and values and morality -- run very wide and
very deep in today's American society. Bush could not
heal the divisions. Will President Obama be able to do
so?

Obama made an interesting start earlier this year
when he endorsed the United States Supreme Court
ruling that held that private ownership of guns is
constitutionally protected by the Second Amendment. It
looks like Obama wants to take a middle-ground
position that will allow him to say to the pro-gun
people, "Your right to own guns will never be taken
away from you," while at the same time saying to the
gun-control people, "l will not gratify your dreams of
outright prohibition or confiscation, yet we can impose
certain reasonable but limited restrictions on the sale

and distribution of guns." It goes without saying that a
compromise along these lines won't satisfy vocal
fanatics at either extreme of the gun spectrum, but
perhaps it will satisfy the vast and relatively silent mid-
spectrum majority.

When it comes to the military, Obama will have a
more difficult row to hoe. If he withdraws rapidly from
Irag and, as a result, the situation there deteriorates
(as John McCain has cautioned it may), conservatives
will detest him. If he doesn't withdraw rapidly enough,
his own liberal supporters will detest him. In
Afghanistan, if he orders a great enough "surge" to
finish the job, his semi-pacifist supporters will feel he
has betrayed them; if he doesn't, conservatives will
feel he has betrayed America. And what kind of
military budget will he propose? A fat one will enrage
liberals. A thin one will enrage conservatives. In
military affairs, he can be a "uniter not a divider" only
if he gets lucky -- very lucky indeed.

But what about abortion? Here the going gets stickier
still. During the presidential campaign, Obama
convinced some apparently pro-life people that an
Obama administration will actually reduce the
abortion rate in a significant way. To believe this of a
politician who is thoroughly committed to (as the cant
phrase has it) "a woman's right to choose" requires, it
seems to me, a strong act of faith fortified by a great
amount of self-deception. Obama, after all, has
promised the following: to sign FOCA, to have a pro-
Roe litmus test for Supreme Court justices, and to have
taxpayers pay for abortions for financially needy
women. If he retreats from any of these promises, he
will infuriate all his pro-abortion supporters. And if he
doesn't retreat from them, he will infuriate everybody
in the pro-life movement.
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And what about governmental legitimization of
homosexuality? His supporters will get very unhappy
with him unless he repeals the military's "don't ask,
don't tell" policy. And moral-religious conservatives will
get equally unhappy with him if he does repeal the
policy. And same-sex marriage? Almost certainly
Democrats in Congress will make an attempt to repeal
the federal Defense of Marriage Act (which allows a
state to refuse to acknowledge same-sex marriages
contracted outside its boundaries). If President Obama
doesn't want to alienate his liberal followers, he will
have to support such an attempt. And of course these
followers will expect him to appoint to the Supreme
Court justices who believe that there is a constitutional
right to same-sex marriage. All of this, it goes without
saying, will outrage moral-religious conservatives.

And so it seems that President Obama, like
President Bush before him, will find that it's much
easier to talk about being a uniter-not-a-divider than
actually to become one.

But to this pessimistic conclusion | will add one
qualifier. Obama is a brilliant politician, and -- like all
brilliant politicians -- he's an opportunist. If he is
sufficiently ruthless in his opportunism, he could decide
to govern as a centrist, casting aside the left-wing

supporters who brought him as far as he is today.
During the primaries, he had a two-fold political base:
African-Americans  plus upper-middle-class  white
liberals. While unlikely, it is not absolutely impossible
that he will toss his white liberals aside and govern from
a new base: African-Americans plus middle-of-the-road
whites. This would of course be a great act of
ingratitude to his white liberal friends, but Obama
would not be the first politician to be ungrateful to
those who put him in office. (Think of Richard IIl and
Buckingham in Shakespeare's play.) Stung, liberals
would accuse him of base "treachery," but he could
describe his conduct -- accurately enough -- as

patriotic "pragmatism."

If he is pragmatic/treacherous enough to dump his
liberal friends once he's in the White House, it is
possible -- just barely possible -- that he could actually
succeed in uniting the nation.

David R. Carlin is the author of Can a Catholic Be a
Democrat? (Sophia Institute Press, 2006).
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Coming to Our Senses: The Allegorical Sense

Mark P. Shea | Column
11/6/08

e noted last week that one of the principal

problems of trying to treat Scripture as a

purely human book is that, though God can
supernaturalize nature, we cannot naturalize the
supernatural. God can assume a human nature and join
it to His divinity, but we cannot take a supernatural
thing and reduce it to mere nature without doing it
violence. We cannot reduce Jesus to a mere man, nor
man to a mere animal, nor the Bible to a mere book
without saying stupid and preposterous stuff.

Proof of this abounds. If we will not receive
Scripture on its terms as the word of God, we wind up
with a book that is not even human, but merely a
stitched
something unreadable and inhuman. Similarly, "natural

patchwork of "sources" together into
explanations" for the various miracles in Scripture vie
with one another in their supposition that every single
early Christian was a cartoon character of preternatural
stupidity. Somebody theorizes that Jesus walked on ice
sheets, not water, and nobody wonders how
professional fishermen who knew the lake like the back
of their hand could not figure out that it was that cold
(nor why Peter, who also walked on water, didn't figure
it out). Somebody else tells you the Resurrection myth
is due to stupid women going to the wrong tomb, and
nobody bothers to ask why the people who buried Jesus
(or the authorities who persecuted the Church) didn't
just go to the right tomb and produce the corpse.
Somebody else says Jesus never existed, and nobody
asks why these hundreds of people are running around
the first century world dying for the testimony that they
knew Him personally and why thousands and thousands
more, including a lot of martyrs, never thought to

question that.

| propose, therefore, taking Scripture on its terms:
as the Word of God. If we do this, Scripture not only
makes sense as a divine book, but as a human one.
Suddenly things that strain credulity if we force

ourselves into the cramped world of the materialist
skeptic become much more believable as what they are:
miracles of grace. Jesus no longer has to be accounted
for by some Latest Real Jesus explanation that makes
you roll your eyes. He can be the same old Jesus: the
Son of God that the actual data always pointed to.

Now, one of these early Christians -- a gentleman
named Augustine of Hippo -- tells us something curious
about the Bible. He says that the New Testament is
hidden in the Old, and the Old Testament is only fully
revealed in the New. This strikes most moderns as a
comment about the bizarre working of Augustine's
psychology, not as a comment about the Bible. That's
because when most of us read the Old Testament with
all its battles, strange tales, thundering threats, lyric
poetry, and weird instructions for separating the fat
from the kidneys of a goat, we don't immediately see
Jesus of Nazareth as particularly being on the minds of
the authors. We tend to assume that Augustine is one
of those Dark Age monks who had too much time on
his hands and so began to treat the Old Testament as a
sort of Rorschach blot in which he imagined he saw
Jesus lurking in the Old Testament, the way Percival
Lowell thought he saw canals on Mars.

"Now," we moderns say confidently, "we know
better." But, of course, by "now" we mean "in an age
more biblically and historically illiterate than almost
any other -- in the age of the freakin' Da Vinci Code."

That should be our first clue that Augustine might
be seeing something we are missing. The second clue
comes when we look at the biblical text and find Jesus
saying:

"These are my words which | spoke to you, while |
was still with you, that everything written about me in
the law of Moses and the prophets and the psalms
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must be fulfilled." Then He opened their minds to
understand the scriptures, and said to them, "Thus it is
written, that the Christ should suffer and on the third
day rise from the dead, and that repentance and
forgiveness of sins should be preached in his name to all
nations, beginning from Jerusalem" (Lk 24:44-47).

In short, Augustine and those crazy Dark Age monks
got the notion that the Old Testament was about Jesus -
- from Jesus. He's the one who put it into the heads of
His followers that everything written in the Old
Testament was about Him.

Not that they immediately believed that. It turns
out they were human beings and not cartoons of
preternatural gullibility. So they initially found the
suggestion that everything in their most sacred books
was about Him to be as plausible as you would think it if
| told you that | am the True Meaning of the Torah. In
fact, so slow were they to believe this that even when
they stood in the very mouth of the empty tomb
gawking at Jesus' graveclothes, they still "did not know
the scripture, that he must rise from the dead" (Jn
20:9). So far from being credulous fools who believed
anything, they were rather slow on the uptake -- so
slow, in fact, that Bible studies personally led by the
Risen Christ were kind of a bust due to the thickness of
the disciples' skulls (cf. Lk 24:13-32).

So what did the trick? Well, the Resurrection helped,
but Scripture itself points to something else as the
decisive factor: the Holy Spirit. Without His help, the
disciples tended to regard every obvious clue God threw
their way via the Scripture in much the same way that
your dog sniffs your finger when you are trying to point
to something. That's because the true meaning of the
Old Testament is, says St. Paul, "veiled," and the
cleverest scholar is powerless to understand what it's all
really about without divine help. As Paul puts it:

Since we have such a hope, we are very bold, not
like Moses, who put a veil over his face so that the
Israelites might not see the end of the fading
splendor. But their minds were hardened; for to this

day, when they read the old covenant, that same
veil remains unlifted, because only through Christ is
it taken away. Yes, to this day whenever Moses is
read a veil lies over their minds; but when a man
turns to the Lord the veil is removed (2 Cor 3:12-
16).

Note how Paul practices what he preaches here. His
point -- just like Jesus' -- is that there is a literal sense to
the Old Testament, but also a more-than-literal sense
that points us to Christ. This is what the Church calls the
"allegorical sense" of Scripture.

The literal sense of the story of Moses' veiled face
is recounted in Exodus 34:29-35, which tells how
Moses wore a veil over his radiant face after speaking
with God at Sinai. Paul takes the literal sense of this
story for granted -- and then insists, just as Jesus does,
that there is more to this story than meets the eye:
that it, in fact, points to the spiritual blindness caused
by a hardened heart apart from the Spirit.

This way of reading Scripture for second meanings
is all over the place in the New Testament for a very
good reason: It is all over the place in the teaching of
Christ. Jesus habitually takes images from the Old
Testament and applies them to Himself. According to
Jesus, the real meaning of the Bronze Serpent, Jacob's
Ladder, the Manna in the Wilderness, the Passover,
Hanukkah, the Feast of Booths, and a host of other Old
Testament images, stories, and allusions is none other
than -- Him! It's like He thinks He's God or something!

The Christian explanation for this is fairly
straightforward: He is God. So it follows that the Word
of God is His word, and those images, stories, and
allusions aren't there by accident, but because the
divine Author is at least as competent a craftsman as
Hemingway, Tolkien, or Shakespeare. He makes use of
foreshadowing so that the richness of what He has to
say will be available to us in its fullness. The Lamb
Moses is commanded to sacrifice by God at the first
Passover is intended by God to foreshadow the Lamb
of God who will be sacrificed on Calvary at the Last
Passover. The Tree of Life lost by the First Adam is not
merely a coincidental reminder of the Tree of Life
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upon which the Last Adam hung. It's not just a lucky
break that Isaiah wrote about the Messiah as a man of
sorrows and acquainted with grief, or that the manna in
the wilderness is reminiscent of the Eucharist. The New
Testament really is hidden in the Old, and the Old
Testament really is looking forward to the New, because
that's what the Author of Scripture intended.

Some may object that if you open this Pandora's
Box of the allegorical sense of Scripture, there is no way
to shut it. People will turn it into a giant Rorschach Blot.
But recall the instructions we discussed here:

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.

These instructions still hold for Catholics. If an
allegorical reading is used in Scripture (as, for instance,
when the sacred author allegorizes the meaning of the
Old Testament Tabernacle in Hebrews 9), you can rely
on it, since the Author knows what He's doing.

Likewise, if the Church connects the allegorical dots
in the liturgy, or a bunch of the Fathers are all seeing

the same connections ("Hey! The Ark of the Covenant is
a foreshadow of Mary!"), then you are on safe ground.

But you can even find fruitful connections that
aren't in the Fathers or the liturgy, too. The only thing
the Church asks is, "Don't make allegorical connections
that contradict the Church's teaching on faith and
morals." So, for instance, pulling a Charles Manson and
interpreting the Bible to mean you should murder a
bunch of people in Southern California and start a race
war is right out.

The point is this: Reading for both the literal and
the spiritual sense of Scripture is still the normative
way the Church reads her Bible.

With that in mind, let's talk next week about the
moral 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.
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The World Loves Its Own

Todd M. Aglialoro | Column
11/7/08

ecently on the InsideCatholic blog, Irene Lagan

remarked how in Rome there was a palpable

public sense of joy over the election of Barack
Obama. News reports from November 5 told of a similar
story around the globe. Of course, given the pre-
election polls showing strong international support for
Obama's candidacy, this wasn't surprising.

But | did find mildly intriguing just how little the
Obama-love appears rooted in a thoughtful political
appraisal of Obama himself -- that is, of his political
principles, his experience and accomplishments, and his
character. You know, the things about a politician that
we're supposed to take the measure of. Missing in the
gush of popular sentiment and op-ed headlines
containing the word "history" are informed references
to Obama's experience or actual positions.

I'll go out on a limb and say that the folks dancing in
the streets of Rome or Riyadh know next to nothing
about Obama's résumé (not that there's much to know),
possibly  troop
withdrawal -- or maybe not), or his governing

his campaign promises (except
philosophy (in his left-handed endorsement, Noah
Millman called Obama a combination of JFK's glamour

and Carter's policies).
Why the joy, then? I'll conjecture a few reasons:

Race. African archbishops, Palestinian shopkeepers,
and guilty white Euros alike undoubtedly find Obama all
the more lovable because of his skin color. Barry
0O'Bama, fifth generation Irish-American senator from
Massachusetts, does not get a "Giant Leap for Mankind"
headline when he's elected president. In its full modern
historical context, of course, Obama's victory is
something to be recognized and even applauded as a
watershed moment in racial progress. Yet | still find it
noteworthy that people from countries with no
connection to America's

civil-rights  history are

celebrating the historic nature of Obama's election as if
they'd had some investment in it themselves.

The power of myth. So far, Obama has not so much
been a politician (or candidate) as an avatar: an ideal
figure onto whom people can project their hopes and
dreams. At first this was a punch line: Barack was the
Chosen One who would stop the rising of the oceans
and bring peace and reconciliation to everyone while
paying for your gas, mortgage, and eye operation.
Many thought this kind of breathless Obamamania had
to run its course eventually; surely the wizard would
be exposed, and the man behind the curtain would
have to win or lose on his tangible merits.

Yet it never happened. By some self-induced mass
hypnosis, many Obama voters resolutely stuck to their
belief that the emperor was wearing clothes. The same
goes for much of the rest of the world. Details be
damned; for them, Obama is pure symbol.

The demonization of George Bush and Bush's
America. I'm sure that the above phenomenon has
been greatly magnified by the global hostility toward
the outgoing president, which at times has been
equally irrational. Bush can be conceived as Obama's
shadowy opposite in almost every respect, making it a
temptingly simple matter to ascribe to him a
corresponding virtue for every vice they've imagined in
W. To Europeans and Arabs especially, Obama
represents a humbler (and humbled) America, far
removed from Bush's cowboy patriotism: a poorer, less
militant, less moralistic America more willing to listen
than speak.

Anti-Semitism. Call it anti-Zionism, or an animus
toward the state of Israel -- | don't mean to engage in a
debate over terms. But there's little doubt that those
around the world who'd like to see Israel taken down a
peg or two view an Obama presidency -- rightly or
wrongly -- as a boon. His Muslim roots; his deep
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connection to anti-Semitic screed artist Jeremiah
Wright; his team of anti-Israel, pro-Palestine foreign
policy advisors; his zealous endorsement from Louis
Farrakhan; and of course his opposition to a war that
even some non-moonbats think was ordered by
America's Zionist puppet masters . . . Even if Obama
himself has not a single anti-Israel bone in his body, all
the peripherals around him have given hope to those
who do. With Bush and Israel's staunchest bloc of global
allies -- American Evangelical Christians -- out of power,
the U.K.'s Daily Mail put it plainly: "The world nurses
hopes that President Obama will lean on Israel to make
real concessions to the Palestinians."

A dim view of the American Right. To other
Western nations, Obama represents not only relief from
the noxious American exceptionalism that they
detected in the Bush administration, but a replacement
of the American Right's benighted worldview with one

closer to their secularized, morally liberal, statist hearts.

There's no trace of fundamentalism in Obama's
postmodern brand of Christianity. When speaking about
abortion or same-sex marriage, he equivocates better
than a French Jesuit. No clear distinctions and nagging
moral certainty there -- Obama is, like them, a man of
"nuance" and "complexity." His views on taxation,
speech, policy, and the
environment likewise elicit smiles all across Brussels.

energy, free foreign

It will be fascinating to see how long this
international Obama love affair lasts, and to what
lengths Obama will go in order to maintain it -- or,
conversely, over what principles, if any, he's willing to
jeopardize it.

Todd M. Aglialoro is the editor for Sophia Institute
Press and a columnist and blogger for
InsideCatholic.com.
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What's In a Name?

Danielle Bean | Review
11/7/08

he other day, a proud Grandma | know
announced to me that her daughter had recently
given birth to a fourth child.

"They named her Zipporah," she beamed.
"Zipporah?" | raised an eyebrow.

"Yes," she explained. "It was Moses' wife's name."
Hmm. | kind of like it.

Besides, who am | to judge anyone for giving their
baby an unusual name? We named our second son
Ambrose Augustine. | tried not to -- really, | did -- but it
happened anyway.

Ambrose Augustine, my husband Dan argued, was a
strong and manly name taken from two of the Church's
greatest saints -- the perfect Catholic name for a boy. |
preferred Andrew, Isaac, or William. Something more . .
. normal.

We argued about what to name that third baby
right up until we were in the car, speeding through
nighttime streets, on our way to the hospital.

"Slow down!" | barked at my husband. "Are you
hitting every bump in the road on purpose?"

| don't usually talk to him like this, but labor is a

pretty good excuse. Hard labor, in fact.
| had spent the better part of the day trying to convince
myself that this was not the day, but there was no
denying now that this was the night. This baby was on
its way. Right now. Maybe, much to my terror, even in

this car.

| did not relish the thought of delivering a baby in
the backseat of our tiny Toyota.

Hoping to slow my labor, | tried to breathe. What a
crock that breathing stuff is, by the way. | took the

classes, | did the exercises, | have given birth to eight
babies, and | am here to tell you: Breathing does not
help. Not nearly so much as whimpering to your
husband and clutching the car door handles until your
knuckles whiten does.

When | felt a new contraction coming on, | gazed at
the glowing moon that hung in the September sky and
tried to focus my attention on other matters.

"We haven't even decided what to name this
child!" I accused my unsuspecting husband.

"Yes we have," he answered calmly. "We're going
to name him Ambrose Augustine."

"But this baby is a giiiirl," | whined.
He smiled. | panted.

"Okay, fine then," | conceded as a wave of pain
washed over me. "If this .. . babyis...aboy...we
will name him . .. Ambrose Augustine."

Next thing | knew we were in the hospital parking
lot. Dan had opened the passenger door and was
waiting for me to make a graceful exit.

| did not move. That tiny Toyota was beginning to
look like the perfect birthing place after all.

"Do you want me to go get someone?" my
husband asked. His voice was still calm, but his face
betrayed anxiety.

| think | told him no. I think | somehow managed to

stand between contractions, lumber into the
emergency room, and demand help getting to the
third floor. | think it was a long walk. | think I'd rather

forget the whole embarrassing scene.

But | know that my baby was born 15 minutes
later. Into the arms of panicked nurses.

insidecatholic.com

N
w



And he was a boy: Ambrose Augustine.

| once heard that at the final judgment, Christ will
call each of us by name. This strikes me as a strangely
wonderful thing. What power we parents have when
we choose our children's names. We get to decide how
these souls will be identified for all of eternity. We give
them the name that Christ Himself will speak when He
calls them.

When the nurses placed that tiny, wrapped bundle
of baby onto my chest, his bright blue eyes locked onto
mine and | knew who he was. He was Ambrose. Of
course he was. From the beginning of time, this child
was meant to be my Ambrose.

"Do you like your name?" | recently asked Ambrose,
who is now 10 years old.

"Are you kidding?" he said as he waved a wooden
sword through the air, engaged in an imaginary battle.
"I love my name."

"I am Ambrose Augustine!" he shouted grandly, and
with a final, decisive blow, he defeated his opponent.

"Yes, you are," | told him as he turned to me with a
gracious bow. As no one else could be.

Danielle Bean, a mother of eight, is senior editor of
Faith & Family magazine and author of My Cup of Tea:
Musings of a Catholic Mom (Pauline 2005) and Mom to
Mom, Day to Day: Advice and Support for Catholic
(Pauline  2007). Visit her blog at
www.daniellebean.com.
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A Novel for All Souls

Jeffrey Tucker | Review
11/1/08

ne of the most gripping and spiritually

terrifying novels I've encountered is Oscar

Wilde's The Picture of Dorian Gray. The story is
well known from many film versions, none of which
does the story justice, since the visual inevitably puts
the focus on the horrors of the painting itself. This is
really a distraction, because in the book, the painting is
only a device that serves as a metaphor for the soul,
which is where the real core of the action takes place.

Wilde's novel -- which, in true Victorian tradition, is
only a veneer for a penetrating moral instruction --
raises many questions about the effects of sin on our
relationship with God and the self that we are created
to be, exploring the attraction of evil and how it works
in our lives. Ultimately, the story is about both the
inevitability of morality and that subject we like to
avoid: damnation at our own hands.

(First, a word of caution: | will proceed assuming
readers are already familiar with the book. If not, and if
you must choose between reading this essay and
reading the book, please click on to something else and
get the book first.)

The story begins in the studio of the painter Basil
Hallward, who is completing what he considers his
masterpiece: a portrait of the young Dorian. The
painting is great both because the painter himself was
inspired but also because Dorian is beautiful -- the very
embodiment of youthful perfection. Basil doesn't want
to exhibit it, saying, "l have put too much of myself into
it." Here is the first hint of the continuing metaphor in
which Basil plays the part of the Creator, in the highest
sense in which that word can be used.

Also on the scene is Lord Henry Wotton, who has a
dazzling intellect and an attractive way of selling
hedonism as a living art. Lord Henry's words are so
compelling that the reader can easily see why, when
Dorian finally enters the room, the young man finds

himself under his spell. Lord Henry's words are so
smooth that you can't quite tell what is wrong with
them. He flatters the reader. He defies bourgeoisie
sensibilities in a witty and urbane way. He clarifies for
us the thoughts we've only passingly toyed with, and
encourages us to go further. He is the Tempter.

"The only way to get rid of a temptation is to yield
to it," he says. "Resist it, and your soul grows sick with
longing for the things it has forbidden to itself, with
desire for what its monstrous laws have made
monstrous and unlawful." Further: "One of the great
secrets of life," he says, is to "cure the soul by means
of the senses, and the senses by means of the soul.
You are a wonderful creature. You know more than
you think you know, just as you know less than you
want to know."

Lord Henry explains to Dorian the glories of his
youth and the horrors of aging.

Youth is the one thing worth having . . . . Beauty is
the wonder of wonders. It is only shallow people
who do not judge by appearances. The true
mystery of the world is the visible, not the invisible
. ... Mr. Gray, the gods have been good to you.
But what the gods give they quickly take away. You
have only a few years in which really to live. When
your youth goes, your beauty will go with it, and
then you will suddenly discover that there are no
triumphs left for you, or have to content yourself
with those mean triumphs that the memory of
your past will make more bitter than defeats.
Every month as it wanes brings you nearer to
something dreadful. Time is jealous of you, and
wars against your lilies and your roses. You will
become sallow, and hollow-cheeked, and dull-
eyed. You will suffer horribly.

In response to Lord Henry's speech, Dorian takes the
pledge that will be his doom: "I shall grow old, and
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horrid, and dreadful. But this picture will remain always
young. It will never be older than this particular day of
June. . . . If it was only the other way! If it was | who
were to be always young, and the picture that were to
grow old! For this -- for this -- | would give everything!
Yes, there is nothing in the whole world | would not
give!"

And so it would be. Dorian takes possession of the
painting and puts it away the moment that it begins
changing to reflect not so much his aging but his sins.
This is the crucial thing: The story is not as concerned
with physical mortality and the inevitability of aging as
it is with the immortality of the soul. Nor is it the case
that Dorian has merely made a Faustian bargain; the
book is not so simple. The picture changes following
Dorian's first major sin: He entices into love an actress
whose heart he quickly and cruelly breaks, but -- and
this is critical -- he feels no remorse for what he has
done to her. The picture changes at this point: "a touch
of cruelty in the mouth." It is not so much the sin but
the absence of contrition that is his undoing.

Dorian himself doesn't change; only the picture
changes. And here he sees what he is in for. "It held the
secret of his life, and told his story. It had taught him to
love his own beauty. Would it teach him to loathe his
own soul? Would he ever look at it again?"

He has a quick change of heart, and decides that he
will not go down this path: He will reject sin, reverse his
ways. But the next day, even before he has acted on his
regrets, he receives the devastating news: The girl killed
herself. Here he again faces the choice between
penance and embracing evil. Under Lord Henry's
influence -- who is not obviously demonic, but only
trying to console in a very clever way -- he decides
against remorse. "There is a fatality about good
resolutions -- that they are always made too late."

As time moves on, Dorian doesn't age; he retains his
face and figure, decade after decade. His sins continue,
and worsen. He goes from obsession to obsession, all
related to the senses: jewels, perfume, opium. His sins

leave many victims, himself primary among them. Many
are mercifully left to the imagination. The picture, as an
embodiment of what is inside the mysterious region
called the soul, takes on an ever more hideous shape.

One day, after a long absence, Basil pays him a visit,
and Dorian finally yields to the temptation to show him
the painting. Basil is horrified at what he sees in the
picture, at what has become of his creation.

He begs Dorian to say the prayer, "Lead us not into
temptation. Forgive us our sins. Wash away our
iniquities." He reminds Dorian that "it is never too late
. ... Let us kneel down and try if we can remember a
prayer. Isn't there a verse somewhere, 'Though your
sins be as scarlet, yet | will make them as white as
snow'?"

But Dorian is indifferent and suddenly overcome
with hatred toward him. He kills Basil with a knife to
the vein behind his ear. What has he done? He has
killed the Creator who has visited him and called on
him to repent. After this death, Dorian's corruption is
fully unleashed.

And what of Lord Henry, the mastermind of this
evil? He vanishes from the picture, and when he
appears, he is utterly and completely unmoved,
sallying from party to party to impart his wisdom and
dazzle guests, charming everyone with mildly
scandalous utterances, but never destroyed by his own

philosophy. Dorian lives it and pays the price.

I've only covered the opening core of the book. The
remainder is as engaging, if not more so, but
increasingly painful, too -- the very journal of a descent
into the pit of Hell. The end is deeply disturbing, of
course, as Dorian finally does what you wanted him to
do all along: kill the painting. But by then, he is himself
spiritually dead, a reality that is reflected, for the first
time, in the physical appearance of his corpse.

It is not a pleasant story -- or, rather, it is entirely
too pleasant a story, in the sense that the reader
actually finds himself at once loathing Dorian but not
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wanting his sins to be discovered. Lord Henry,
meanwhile, retains his beguiling charm long after the
reader has finished the book. That is to say, this is a
story of good and evil, but the good is never quite as
rewarding and the evil is never repulsive enough to let
us decisively choose sides. In that way, despite the
fantastic premise, the book is an accurate reflection of
life itself.

Wilde's novel demonstrates his highly sophisticated
understanding of the drama of sin and salvation. While
his decadent style is well acknowledged, less known is
his lifetime attraction to and understanding of Christian

doctrine, as carried forth by the Catholic faith into
which he was secretly baptized as a child. One senses
that he knew it to be true. He was granted the gift of
faith but not the courage to see it through. In some
ways, in his life, he was Basil who preached the doctrine
of Lord Henry, but feared he would suffer Dorian's fate.
He didn't: His last words were the Act of Contrition.

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