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The Power of a Bold Bishop

Deal W. Hudson | Column
12/1/08

n article published yesterday in the Scranton
Times announced, "Bishop takes his place on
the national stage with his staunch anti-
abortion stance." Bishop Joseph F. Martino wasn't the
only bishop who spoke boldly during the presidential
campaign, but he was noticed, in part, because
Scranton is Vice-President Elect Joe Biden's hometown.

Martino was also noticed because he quite literally
crashed a seminar on "Faithful Citizenship" being held
against his wishes at St. John's Catholic Church.
Objecting to the spin being put on the bishops'
conference document, Martino told those attending the
seminar, "No social issue has caused the deaths of 50
million people," adding, "This is madness, people."

The Scranton Times rightly observes that Bishop
Martino has not become a national figure merely
because of his prominence during the election. But the
article fails to note a very important and pertinent fact:
Catholics in Pennsylvania did not vote for Barack Obama
as they did nationally: Self-identified Catholics in
Pennsylvania voted 52 percent to 48 percent for
McCain.

The Philadelphia Inquirer reported this fact but
made no attempt to discover the reasons for the
anomaly. Pro-life activist Brian Gail from Philadelphia
has no doubts as to the cause; he credits Scranton's
bishop for this result: "One man did this, and did it all
but singlehandedly. His name is Bishop Joe Martino."

Other Catholics involved in the campaign agree with
Gail and view the numbers in Pennsylvania as
something to build upon. Bud Hansen Jr. from Blue Bell,
Pennsylvania, was co-chair of Catholics for McCain. "l
am happy to say that our efforts were not in vain. The
results tell us that we can re-build the Catholic vote in
our state, starting from the grass roots. There is no
question that there are very major problems that we
are facing at this time, including the economy,

immigration, healthcare, and especially national
security, but all these issues can be dealt with at the

same time that we are protecting life."

Also not mentioned in the Scranton Times profile
was the most important thing the bishop said the night
he walked in on the "Faithful Citizenship" seminar: "No
USCCB document is relevant in this diocese," he was
quoted as saying in the Wayne County Independent.
"The USCCB doesn't speak for me."

Nothing stirs the pot like a bishop declaring his
independence from the bishops' conference. Rev.
Thomas Reese, a senior fellow at the Woodstock
Theological Center at Georgetown University, told the
Scranton Times "that people perceive him to be a
spokesman" for the U.S. bishops, when "the views he
has voiced do not represent the U.S. bishops as a
whole."

But the bishops are clearly divided over "Faithful
Citizenship" -- there is no unified understanding of its
interpretation. Furthermore, Father Reese does not
mention the 100 bishops who did speak out in the last
six weeks of the campaign.

The Scranton Times article concludes that Bishop
Martino is now "disliked" in his diocese, quoting
William Parente, a political science professor at the
University of Scranton. Parente suggests, "The solution
to the problem is for the papal nuncio to promote
Bishop Martino to a commission in the Vatican where
he can start fresh, and we can appoint one of the local
clergy who would be more popular as the new bishop."

Bishop Martino may not be popular among the
Catholic Left, but he has become a hero to Catholics all
across the nation, and that is what has some people
(perhaps Parente?) worried. No doubt Bishop Martino
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is unconcerned about a loss of popularity among some
of his flock.

That the majority of Pennsylvania Catholics bucked
the national trend and voted against Obama is a fact
that requires further investigation. Such study will very
likely reveal a lesson in leadership -- one that will be of
particular interest to all the bishops as we approach
consideration of the Freedom of Choice Act.

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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Our Age's Reigning Sin: Now on DVD

John Zmirak | Column
12/2/08

eriodically | hear or read of a film that's a "must-
for Catholics. Depending on

recommending it, I'll find out that the film is
essential because it:

see who's

9 Affirms the sanctity of life. (Bella)

9 Celebrates the fundamental goodness of every
person, even the simplest. (Forrest Gump)

1 Dramatizes a sacramental vision of life.
(Babette's Feast)

9 Tells the story of an important saint. (Therese,
1986)

9 Depicts priests or religious as multi-dimensional
people worth taking seriously. (Into Great
Silence)

9 Shows practicing, sacramental Catholics who
are neither unlettered peasants nor Mafia
kingpins, but likeable, smart Americans. (Return
to Me)

9 Powerfully tells the story of a conversion. (The
Third Miracle)

1 Gives "our side" of historical events that are
typically slanted to fit some Black Legend or
Whig Authorized Version. (A Man For All
Seasons)

9 Shows Catholics resisting the Nazis. (The Assisi
Underground)

These are all important benefits, even if not all of the
above are important films. And it's hard enough to find
entertainment these days that's not embarrassing to
watch in mixed company (let's leave out the question of
kids). It's a bonus if such a film is not just inoffensive,
but actually paints a world that we as believers can
recognize. When | finished watching my favorite film of

those | listed, The Third Miracle, the only way | could
describe the experience to a friend was to say: "Imagine
if all your life you'd been watching movies that
pretended gravity didn't exist -- where people just
floated around like Peter Pan. Then finally, finally,
somebody makes a movie where objects fall to the
ground and people have to use stairs. That's what this
movie does for religion."

This week I'd like to commend for your holiday
viewing a movie that offers none of those happy
attributes: Longford. While it isn't profane or "dirty," |
wouldn't suggest you pop it in and gather the kids,
since one of the main characters is an infamous child-
murderer. It's not a feel-good movie about the Church,
since its Catholics are clearly in trouble. But | think
Longford is essential viewing for Christian grown-ups
of every variety, since it tackles what Mother Angelica
called the "reigning sin of our time."

This vice isn't one of the Seven Deadly Sins,
although it enables each of them. It's not exactly a
heresy, although it gives heretics aid and comfort. A
sharp, if hostile, observer -- Friedrich Nietzsche --
looked at Christianity and thought this error lay at the
very heart of our ethics, which led him to label ours a
"slave morality." And wherever this vice takes over a
Christian's heart, slave morality is precisely what we’re
practicing.

This vice is misguided compassion. That was the good
sister's term for it, although St. Thomas might have
"gone medieval" on this vice by describing it as
Liberality and Meekness corrupted by neglect of the
governing natural virtue, Prudence. An easier way to
say all that is simply "mercy without justice." As we all
know, that's not real mercy at all, and it's not what we
expect from Christ on Judgment Day. As a lover of
Byzantine art, I've seen plenty of icons depicting Our
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Lord enthroned as judge of the human race. He isn't
grinning.

The movie Longford depicts misguided compassion
gone horribly, wildly out of control -- to the point where
it ruins lives and destroys the good name of decent
people, all to serve the purposes of a manipulative
criminal who wishes to make a mockery of justice. But
the story it tells could serve as a microcosm of the
postconciliar crisis in the Church, and the current futility
of Catholic political activism in America. (Have | sold you
yet? Are you ready to go rent the DVD and open the
kettle corn?)

Frank Pakenham, the Seventh Earl of Longford, was
a kind and pious man. Born a British aristocrat, he
flouted public opinion by converting to Catholicism in
1940. An accomplished historian, loving husband, and
nurturing father -- one of his many overachieving
children is historian Antonia Fraser -- Lord Longford was
also active in politics. Long a member of the British
House of Lords -- and a convinced socialist -- he led
campaigns against pornography and gay activism, in the
face of widespread mockery in the press. (It didn't help,
| guess, that he insisted on conducting widely publicized
fact-finding tours in strip clubs, with journalists in tow.
Did | mention that Longford lacked the virtue of
prudence?)

Educational reformer, chronicler of the Irish war for
independence, visionary moral crusader: For none of
these things do Englishmen remember the Earl of
Longford. Instead, they know him as the British lord
who tried to get Myra Hindley out of jail. Hindley's
name is still a watchword for hellish cruelty; she was
convicted in 1966 along with her lover lan Brady for
jointly kidnapping, sexually abusing, torturing, and
murdering five children -- whose anguished cries they
tape-recorded. The Moor Murders, and the subsequent
trials, were the media sensation of the middle 1960s,
and neither Hindley nor Brady showed remorse at their
public trial. The two were sentenced to life in prison.

And that's where poor Longford came in. As a
deeply religious Catholic, the Earl made a point of
visiting prisoners -- which, you might remember, is one

of the Corporal Works of Mercy. What you might also
recall from Catechism class is that it nowhere says you
have to try to get the prisoners out, assuming they're
guilty. That distinction eluded the good Lord Longford,
who responded to a letter from Myra Hindley
requesting a visit.

As the film depicts their dawning (fawning?)
friendship, it is clear that Hindley is a brilliant
manipulator, skilled at reading Longford's character and
telling him what he most wants to hear: That she is
deeply, profoundly sorry for what she did. That she
was an abused child, seized and dominated by a
strong, sadistic lover, who forced her to take part in
the murders. Oh yes, and that she is deeply attracted
to Longford's Catholic faith. Would he consider
sending her some Catholic books, including her in his
prayers, and returning for future visits?

Soon Longford is traipsing back and forth between
the House of Parliament and a dingy women's prison,
listening wide-eyed to Hindley's fabricated accounts of
her spiritual progress, and flattering himself for his
attraction to "the most despised, most marginalized
members of society." What he leaves aside is the fact
that some people are marginalized and despised for
very good reason; looking only at Hindley's suffering at
the hands of her (rightly disgusted) fellow prisoners,
he sees her as a kind of Christ figure, and he proceeds
to take her on his personal cross. Convinced that she
has been rehabilitated -- forgetting that prison's first
and most urgent task is punishing guilt and offering
victims and society justice -- he launches a campaign to
win her parole.

The results are predictable, and they play out in
the film like a slow-motion train wreck of the Little
Choo-Choo That Could. Longford squanders his
political influence (which could have done significant
good), nearly wrecks his marriage, humiliates his
family, outrages and pains the parents of the
murdered children, and becomes a public
laughingstock. Even when Hindley's accomplice shows
Longford letters where she mocks him and makes light
of her repentance, the Earl continues his efforts.

Which, thankfully, are futile: At story's end, we see
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Hindley dying in prison, admitting that her conversion
was a sham -- reminiscing, indeed, about the murders,
which taught her this: "That evil can be a spiritual
experience, too." Indeed it can.

The first thing this movie reminded me of was the story
of all those bishops (some two-thirds of current
American prelates) whose criminal folly reassigned
"penitent" sex abusers to parishes. Then | thought of
the Anglican Archbishop of Canterbury, smiling vaguely
as he endorsed the use of Islamic sharia in England.
After that, | remembered those clerics and columnists
who blathered on throughout the 1980s about the
"seamless garment" that somehow made support for
legal abortion morally equivalent to favoring budget
cuts in Medicaid. And | thought of the time a papal
speechwriter compared rejecting economic migrants to
destroying unborn children. And so on, through the long
detour so many Christians took through genuine slave
morality. By the film's end, | favored the death penalty -
- for Longford.

Then the movie's message turned and smacked me
in the face. | remembered the times | myself had won
cheap grace by engaging in fake compassion -- the kind
that disregards the truth, vitiates justice, and treats the
virtue of prudence as something stuffy or unheroic.
(You and | are above such worldly concerns.)
Specifically, | remembered how I'd listened to a long
series of implausible, heartrending sob stories from
someone who craved my time, attention, and treasure -
- and dangled before me the prospect that she might
"come back into the Church."

| don't know if this has ever happened to you, but it
happens to me: The prospect of "saving" a soul, of
leading someone to Christ, is a heady temptation
indeed -- one designed to fool those who've conquered

more straightforward sins. (Dorothy Sayers famously
wrote that Satan is at his most dangerous when he
attacks us through our virtues.) This heavenly prospect
can overwhelm rational judgment, blind you to contrary
evidence, numb the self-protective instinct, shunt aside
prudent counsels to "avoid evil company,"” and end up
in scandal and squalor.

In my case, | introduced this potential "convert"
(who later turned out to be a textbook sociopath and
compulsive liar) to close and trusted friends. Friends
who trusted me -- and expected that | would use good
judgment in choosing my associates. The least
outrageous outcome? She bilked one friend out of
thousands of dollars, and stole another's identity to
rob several thousands more. By the time | accepted
the truth, the list of people who deserved my
apologies was long and appalling.

So | have no room to throw stones at the Earl of
Longford. His vice is as commonplace now as
vengeance was in the age of dueling, or bigotry during
the Crusades. A predominant sin, the one that rules an
epoch, is rarely obvious to those who were raised to
find it natural, normal -- even praiseworthy. It's like a
toxic ozone that hangs over our heads, clouding our
thoughts and blurring the light of day. It takes works of
art to blow away the fog. Longford is that kind of
artwork. For my penance this Advent, I'll watch it
again.

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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Abortion and the Rights of Fathers

Armstrong Williams| Column
12/2/08

fundamental assumption leading to the
Supreme Court's decision in Roe v. Wade was
that because women are biologically tied to the
they should
responsibility in deciding the life or death of their
children. The reason for this perspective s
straightforward: Roe v. Wade rejected the idea that

another person controlled a woman's body. On the one

birth process, therefore bear all

hand, this shattered patriarchal stereotypes that
regarded women as little more than vessels. Plainly that
is a good thing. But in the continued fight for equality,
various feminist groups have refused to acknowledge
the basic human rights of the co-equal contributors to
pregnancy: the unborn child and the father. Plainly, that
is a bad thing.

Just ask John Stachokus. Not long ago, Stachokus
planned to have a child with his 23-year-old girlfriend.
Together, they picked out the child's name and
godparents. He proudly imagined what it would be like
to start a family; this made him happy. Then one day,
his girlfriend abruptly decided to terminate her
pregnancy. She was reacting to pressure from her
parents, Stachokus says. He responded by obtaining an
injunction, temporarily prohibiting her from having an
abortion, which a court rejected. And just that quickly,
Stachokus's hopes and dreams for his child dissolved.

It did not matter to the court that Stachokus was
willing to take full responsibility for nurturing and
providing for the child. His basic human rights did not
factor into the court's decision. All that mattered was
that his girlfriend suddenly changed her mind and
decided to murder their unborn baby. As far as the
court was concerned, Stachokus had no say in the life of
his own child. The court regarded him as little more
than a soulless contributor of DNA.

Of course, the response of abortion-rights
advocates is predictable. They greeted news of

Stachokus's child's demise with cheers and the standard

rhetoric about a woman's right to choose. "An adult
woman has a fundamental constitutional right to
privacy," said Linda Rosenthal, an attorney representing
the girlfriend.

Indeed, it is her body, but her body does not exist in
a vacuum. She shared that body with Stachokus -- as
he did with her -- and together they made a decision
that led to the creation of a baby (a feat neither of
them could have accomplished individually). Doesn't
this symbiotic act give the father some say in the
matter of whether his girlfriend may have an abortion?
After all, if the baby had been carried to term,
Stachokus, irrespective of his own preferences, would
have been legally obligated to pay child support.
Society would have demanded that he take
responsibility. And yet when it comes to the decision
of whether to abort that same child, he is denied any
say whatsoever. That is an appalling contradiction.

We live in an age of eroding family values, where
fathers routinely abandon their children and disregard
their familial responsibilities. Stachokus's desire to
raise and care responsibly for his child should be
commended and encouraged. Instead, the law brutally
and arbitrarily denies that he has any right to his child
whatsoever.

Countless men are faced with the same nightmare
of having no voice in the execution of their children.
"Men's rights are trampled on all the time when it
comes to reproductive rights," said Dianna Thompson,
executive director of the American Coalition for
Fathers and Children. It is time to fight back, to force
our government to reevaluate the logic of treating
men as little more than fertilizers.

This case raises serious questions about a father's
say in the life of his own child, as well as the extent of
the government's duty to help project human rights
and encourage the family unit. Sadly, these profound
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questions fall by the wayside in a society that worships
at the golden calf of individual choice, and relegates the
voice of fathers and unborn babies to the margin.

The outcome of the Stachokus case and other
similar cases points to a need to widen the
consideration of abortion beyond just the rights of the
mother to the rights of fathers and -- of central

importance -- the unborn child. Only by placing abortion

within its proper context will we get a better
understanding of its full implications.

"The Armstrong Williams Show" is broadcast daily on
XM Satellite Power 169 from 9:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. He
is an author, conservative commentator, and syndicated
columnist. Visit his Web site at
www.armstrongwilliams.com.
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Life Issues in the New Administration

Ronald J. Rychlak | Column
12/3/08

he election is over, and the changes are already

beginning. For sincere Catholics, the most

disappointing prospect is President-elect Barack
Obama's complete embrace of the culture of death. He
is dedicated not only to preserving the right to abortion,
but actually to extending it. Unfortunately, he can make
lots of changes quite quickly, and he almost certainly
will do so.

Last year, Obama promised Planned Parenthood
that his first act as president would be to sign a bill that
he co-sponsored in the Senate: the Freedom of Choice
Act. This bill will invalidate virtually every state or
federal restriction on abortion, even those previously
found constitutional by the Supreme Court, such as
parental notification laws, waiting periods, full
disclosure, and the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act. Some
scholars argue that it could also force Catholic doctors

to perform abortions against their will.

Obama also wants to reverse the ban on federal
funding of fetal stem cell research. That won't even
require legislation, just an executive order. With the
stroke of a pen, human embryos will become property.
They will be produced for the purpose of harvesting
their parts, and federal funding will support the process.
President Bush refused to risk "crossing a fundamental
moral line by providing taxpayer funding that would
sanction or encourage further destruction of human
embryos." For Obama, it is a priority.

Obama is also expected to reverse the ban on
taxpayer funding for overseas aid promoting or offering
abortion (the "Mexico City Policy"). President Reagan
instituted this policy in 1984. It was repealed by
President Clinton in 1993, but reinstituted in 2001 by
President Bush. It will probably be re-repealed by
President Obama very quickly.

President Bush's Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief
(PEPFAR) is also about to undergo a radical change.

Bush launched PEPFAR in 2003 to combat global
HIV/AIDS. It was the largest commitment by any nation
to combat a single disease in human history, with up to
$48 billion authorized for the effort. Under PEPFAR
health workers are trained to emphasize abstinence and
marital fidelity as the most effective ways to combat the
spread of AIDS. Unfortunately, that is about to change.

Discussing these issues, Susan F. Wood, the co-
chair of Obama's advisory committee for women's
health issues, said: "We have been going in the wrong
direction and we need to turn it around and be
promoting prevention and family-planning services."
The Obama team's approach will emphasize condoms,
abortion, and the morning-after pill. Referencing
Obama's campaign slogan, Rev. Patrick J. Mahoney of
the Christian Defense Coalition said, "I don't think
many dreamed that this 'change' would mean taking
taxpayer dollars to fund abortion around the world."
He called the projected policy overhaul of PEPFAR
"tragic, a betrayal of social justice and human rights."

Even at the United Nations, things will change.
Time after time, in agreement after agreement,
advocates attempt to insert abortion rights language
into international treaties. Representatives of the Holy
See spend a great deal of time combating these
efforts. During the Clinton administration, the Holy See
was often at odds with the United States over these
issues. Once the Bush administration was in place, the
Holy See and the United States were on the same side.
Unfortunately, that is about to change again.

As Time magazine has reported, "the election of a
pro-choice, pro-diplomacy Democratic president is
changing the Vatican's game plan vis-a-vis Washington
on several levels. Bush was viewed in Rome as a rare
ally in the West for his opposition to such issues as
abortion, gay marriage and stem-cell research."
Obama will not be an ally. The United States will now
support abortion rights in international treaties, and

insidecatholic.com

O



the Holy See will continue its heroic efforts on behalf of
the most vulnerable humans.

This is a lesson about presidential power for now
and the future. We all know that the president gets to
nominate Supreme Court justices. Too often, the
electorate is told that this is the only real impact that
the president can have on life issues. (That was the
argument set forth by Republican, abortion-rights
candidate Rudolph Giuliani in an effort to attract -- or at
least not frighten off -- pro-life voters.) In reality,
however, the president sets the agenda and affects life
issues in numerous ways that we are only just now
coming to see clearly.

While he was a state senator in lllinois, President-
elect Obama opposed a measure that would have
mandated medical treatment for babies who survived
an attempted abortion and were born alive. His
reasoning was that such a law might suggest that these

fully born babies were actually human. Unfortunately,
his stated intentions indicate that he is determined to
continue denying their humanity. As president, that
determination means that many more human lives will
be lost.

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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Charity vs. Dhimmitude

Mark P. Shea | Column
12/3/08

n article in the Daily Mail tells about some

Catholic bishops in the U.K. who decided it's a

good idea to provide space for Muslim students
to observe their prayer rituals in Catholic schools. The
bishops also suggested that "existing toilet facilities
might be adapted to accommodate individual ritual
cleansing which is sometimes part of religious lifestyle
and worship."

Now | hold no particular brief for the practical
wisdom of the bishops in this matter. Given that 30
percent of their students are non-Catholic, it seems
reasonable to think that some pastoral issues are bound
to arise, and a little application of the Golden Rule
never hurt anybody. Then again, judging the story from
a logistical standpoint, it sounds like it could well be a
misplacement of resources and that the money could
be more prudently spent elsewhere. But then, what do |
know? That's for bean counters who are close to the
situation, not me, to figure out, thank God.

But lots of Christians have very definite views on
this matter that have little to do with the question of
financial prudence and everything to do with principles
of both theology and morality that concern everybody,
not just bean counters. Around St. Blogs it is not hard to
find various insta-verdicts like "Dhimmi Bishops Strike
Again," or some variation on that theme in comboxes.
The basic bill of indictment from many, if not most,
conservative Catholic and non-Catholic Christians is that
this gesture can only be viewed as an act of cowardice
and a betrayal of the gospel.

Indeed, when it comes to Islam, a not-uncommon
verdict -- even among Catholics who are allegedly
faithful to the Church's teaching -- is that the bishops
are flat wrong to recognize even the faint commonality
of monotheism that Catholicism and Islam share. One
commenter at Rod Dreher's blog sounds this all-too-
common Protestant theme by informing us that it is
untrue that Christians, Muslims, and Jews worship the

same God. Rather, "Christians worship the Most Holy
Trinity, a triune God of 3 distinct persons (Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit) who share the same essence."

This flat repudiation of magisterial teaching has, as
ever, consequences. It places such Catholics at odds
with the obvious teaching of the Catechism:

The Church's relationship with the Muslims. "The
plan of salvation also includes those who acknowledge
the Creator, in the first place amongst whom are the
Muslims; these profess to hold the faith of Abraham,
and together with us they adore the one, merciful God,
mankind's judge on the last day" (841).

It also puts them at odds with that weak-kneed
modernist Pope St. Gregory VII, who told the Sultan of
Bougie in 1076:

For there is nothing which Almighty God, who
wishes that all men should be saved and that no man
should perish, more approves in our conduct than that
a man should first love God and then his fellow men. ..
. Most certainly you and we ought to love each other
in this way more than other races of men, because we
believe and confess one God, albeit in different ways,
whom each day we praise and reverence as the
creator of all ages and the governor of this world.

And finally, it places them at odds with Scripture
and the constant teaching of the Church, which tells us
that Jews, non-Trinitarians though they are, worship
the same God as Christians, too.

Similarly, if we are going to instantly assume that any
gesture of accommodation to Muslim students is ipso
facto dhimmitude, it therefore also follows that any
gesture of accommodation to Jewish students is ipso
facto judaizing. If it is shameful for bishops to extend
courtesy to Muslim students about their ritual
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ablutions, why is it not shameful for them to allow
Jewish students to keep kosher? If Muslims are to be
forced to observe Catholic ways of prayer and forbidden
their five prayers a day in order to preserve the purity
of the school, then why allow Jews time to observe
Hannukah, Passover, and the High Holy Days? If the
former is nothing but dhimmitude, then the latter is
nothing less than creeping judaification of the One True
Faith!

So: If allowance of the hijab is a capitulation by
wimpy bishops, who wants to be the first to tell Jewish
students that they can leave their yarmulkes at home
and observe the dress code like all the other students?

Anyone? Bueller?

That, you see, is the problem with the easy
assumptions being made here. People are talking as
though the bishops were wimps, muscled into making
these small gestures of kindness and respect by
Professionally Aggrieved Grievance Professionals from
the Umma. If it were so, I'd be first in line to tell the
bishops to man up and say to the Muslims, "Those who
don't like how Catholic schools are run can send their
kid someplace else. It's a free country. Shut up and stop
whining."

But, in fact, what we have are Catholics freely
showing charity and respect to non-Catholics, while
other Christians carp and complain about it as though
charity were a sign of weakness. | don't think a Catholic
school should be required to accommodate non-
Catholics. However, | do think that when a Catholic
school does so out of charity, it is dumb for Catholics to
call this "judaizing" or "dhimmitude." It is charity.

There may well be reasons, prudentially, why such
accommodations should not be done (such as, "We
can't afford it"). Fair enough. But calling it wrong as a
matter of principle and automatically deriding an act of
charity as dhimmitude or judaizing is more plainly
stated in this way: "Catholics alone are worthy of
respect. Catholics who show respect for non-Catholics
are cowards who are unworthy of respect, too." If that's
evangelism, then I'm a Hottentot.

That contemptuous dismissal of this gesture of
charity to Muslims could have been (and was) said
about charity to Jewish observances in previous
centuries. It was also attempted toward Protestants
for a few centuries, too. Forbid charity to Muslims on
the ground that they are not Christian or Catholic, and
you logically forbid the same to Jews and Protestants
as well (depending on how narrowly you want to draw
the circle of Christian or Catholic tribalism). We've
tried that over the past two millennia, and it was a
bust.

To be sure, we should continue to meet aggression
from Muslims with just defense. To be sure, we should
continue to bear witness to the gospel of Jesus Christ,
not only among Muslims, but among Jews and
Protestants as well. But do not forbid charity to
anybody -- including Muslims -- or we betray the faith.

Mark P. Shea is a senior editor for
www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for
InsideCatholic. Visit his blog at
www.markshea.blogspot.com.
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Claiming Shakespeare

Peter Freeman | Column
12/4/08

hen Joseph Pearce's epically titled The

Quest for Shakespeare was released from

Ignatius Press earlier this year, the Catholic
blogosphere erupted with reports that William
Shakespeare was finally, 400 years after the fact, proud
to be papist. Although early modernists (a.k.a.
Renaissance  scholars) have been pondering
Shakespeare's possible relationship with the Romish
Church for decades now, the conversation appears to
be reaching a critical mass, trickling down to the level of
popular imagination -- and undergraduate studies. In an
instance of public-relations hyperbole, for example,
Thomas More College boasted just this week that its
intrepid undergraduates "explored the newest and
most controversial interpretation of Shakespeare's
writings" by learning about Shakespeare's alleged

Catholicism at a recent conference.

Something of a Johnny-come-lately to the
Shakespeare-as-Catholic debate, Pearce's latest offering
intended to draft the Bard into the ranks of his Literary
Converts. While Pearce's work on self-acknowledged
Catholic authors like J. R. R. Tolkien is often enjoyable
and inspiring, his tendency to seek out and appropriate
less obviously Catholic figures to the team makes the
scholar in me uneasy. Pearce himself anticipated a
backlash to his Shakespearean studies from the liberal
academy:

| expect that the arguments in my book will receive
a negative reaction from the secular academy which
is desperately trying to hang on to its own woefully
distorted reading of Shakespeare and his works.
Unfortunately for these secular fundamentalist
misreaders of the Bard, the facts are solidly on the
side of those who claim that Shakespeare was a
Catholic. | expect to see these "scholars" squirming
uncomfortably on the spike of objectivity!

Although to a degree justified, Pearce's invectives
against academia give the impression that he is more

interested in Catholic polemic than scholarship, and in
inspiring undergraduates to resist indoctrination rather
than negotiate with other points of view. This is simply
identity politics, and it is a great way to poison a healthy
conversation.

The secular reaction notwithstanding, contrary voices
have sprung up among Catholic scholars expressing
their skepticism for Pearce's enthusiastic arguments
and modus operandi. Take, for example, the literary
critical catfight between Pearce and Professor Robert
Miola of Loyola University, Baltimore, that appears in
the Letters section of the current December issue of
First Things. Reacting to Miola's rather vitriolic review
of his book, Pearce accuses Miola of a series of logical
fallacies, to which Miola responds by alleging scholarly
sloppiness on Pearce's part.

In an article for Catholic Culture, Jeff Mirus

expressed suspicion regarding  Shakespeare's
Catholicism, relying heavily on Miola's work. Miola has
helped to advance the discussion of Catholicism within
the Ivory Tower (he has recently edited a scholarly
anthology of Catholic writing in Renaissance England);
he is no "secular fundamentalist misreader of the
Bard," and he readily points out Catholic moments in
the Shakespearean corpus (his take on the "Catholic
question" in First Things is well worth a read).
Nevertheless, he also makes clear that Shakespeare's

personal faith is far from certain.

Building on Miola, Mirus moves beyond the
unanswerable question of what Shakespeare believed
in order to consider why the Catholic blogosphere got
so fired up about the possibility of posthumously
registering Shakespeare in the Knights of Columbus. He
writes:
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It seems that ownership of such an awesome
prodigy must be claimed by every new group:
agnostics, atheists, secularists, gays. All worldviews
and lifestyles, along with the ideologies and
theories of literary criticism which accompany
them, eventually seek to "prove" that Shakespeare
was a prophet of their own cause. Everyone wants
to be associated with the great. Everyone feels
vindicated by the association.

For Mirus, we might feel better about our Catholicism
knowing that someone the world considers a genius
approves of our identity by electing to join us. We feel
that we aren't the blockheaded lemmings Bill Maher
paints us as because we (might) have written Hamlet.

This may be true on an emotional level, but the
stakes are higher than this: What's really at stake is
education, because Shakespeare is taught nearly
universally. Despite Shakespeare's own efforts to
remain tantalizingly unbiased, ideologues from all
corners perpetually exploit the man in the ruffled collar
as a candy coating for their pet ideologies, a Trojan
horse by which to sneak their own values into the
classroom.

This is precisely why movement secularists and
queer theorists are so eager to claim him. You can't
teach Shakespeare's love sonnets without explaining
that the vast majority of them appear to be written to a
boy, which means you have to devote a lesson plan to
queer theory. To ignore the homoeroticism running

through the early sonnets is simply an injustice to the
poems. Aye, there's the rub: It is tempting to label
Shakespeare as a Catholic in order to justify
countervailing lesson plans devoted to the Eucharist,
purgatory, martyrdom, and other papist favorites.

What is at stake is not merely Shakespeare, but the
ideologies that we impart to our students through
Shakespeare. To assert Shakespeare's faith as a means
of evangelizing smells like trying to beat the "secular
fundamentalists" at their own game -- and it looks like
bad scholarship. We can be more responsible than
this. We can bring Catholicism into the classroom
without transforming literature into a theology lesson.

Shakespearean religion is a valid academic
question, and Miola notes that almost half of all
scholarly articles addressing Shakespeare and
Catholicism have appeared in the last decade. But if
our goal is to keep religious issues alive in the
discourse community of early modern literature, then
perhaps Shakespeare's religion is more powerful as a

timeless question than as a determined fact.

Peter Freeman is an assistant professor of Renaissance
English Literature at a liberal arts college in the United
States.
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Gay Marriage and Natural Kinds

David R. Carlin| Column
12/4/08

hat does Aristotle have to do with same-
sex marriage?

Aristotle held that the human race, in
addition to being divided into male and female, was
also divided into slave and free. This latter division was
not merely conventional or legal; like the male-female
division, it was a product of nature. Just as nature had
made some humans male and others female, so it had
made some free and others slave.

| mention this Aristotelian idea, not because | want
to discuss slavery and freedom, but because | want
address the idea that the human race can be divided up
into what may be called "natural kinds."

It's an idea that has surfaced again and again in
human history. Almost all ancient Greeks in Aristotle's
time, and for a few centuries earlier, believed that there
was a difference in nature between Greeks and those
they labeled "barbarians" -- that is, all non-Greeks,
whether living in a pre-civilized condition (like the
Scythians of the north) or living in a highly civilized
condition (like the Persians and Egyptians). And this was
not just a distinction in kind, it was also a distinction in
rank: Nature ranked Greeks above barbarians. Greeks
were superior by nature, barbarians inferior.

With only very rare exceptions, a distinction of
natural kinds has always been seen as a distinction in
rank between superior and inferior. Throughout the
centuries, scholars may have said, "The X people are
different from us because they have a different religion
or different environmental circumstances or a different
education," but most regular people, it is safe to say,
would think, "The X people are different from us
because nature (or God, the author of nature) has made
them different -- and made them inferior as well."

Modernization, the Enlightenment, and the growth
of democracy brought a welcome decline in the idea

that the human race is divided into natural kinds. "All
men are created equal” -- this was the new belief that
was sweeping the world, and for much of the 19th
century it looked as though this new belief would
prevail. But it suffered a tremendous setback as the old
natural-kind theory underwent a tremendous revival in
the aftermath of the Darwinian revolution in biology.

A theory of nature-made human "races" emerged
and became popular, especially in the countries of
northwestern Europe and the United States. At first
this theory was the property of gentlemanly pseudo-
scientists, who used the theory to justify, for example,
the social supremacy of whites over blacks, or of
Englishmen over the Irish, or of Europeans generally
over the peoples of Africa and Asia. But before long
the theory fell into the hands of some exceedingly un-
gentlemanly people, including Hitler and his fellow
Nazis. The Holocaust followed, almost as a kind of
logical conclusion from the theory.

In the decades since the horror of the Nazi episode,
the world has turned away not just from race theories
but from the whole idea that the (one and only)
human race can be divided into different natural kinds.
This is true even in the single case in which nature
really has made an obvious and undeniable difference
-- as in the difference between men and women.
Traditionally, this difference in kind implied a
difference in rank: Nature, it was believed, made men
superior and women inferior.

But we have now rejected this difference in rank.
While we acknowledge that men and women have
natural differences, we now insist that they are equal
in rank. And we have adopted what may be called a
"minimalist" idea of the natural difference between
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the two. No longer do we hold that women are by
nature unsuited for certain careers or activities.

Yet at this moment, when the theory of natural
kinds is on the verge of being thrown into the dustbin of
history, along comes the gay-rights movement with its
insistence that the human race is divided by nature into
heterosexuals and homosexuals (not to mention
bisexuals and transgender people). It is this argument
that justifies the movement's demand for same-sex
marriage. Gays and lesbians, it is argued, being different
kinds of human beings, cannot be expected to conform
to the form of marriage that has been established in
response to the needs of the heterosexual kind of
human being. A different form of marriage must be
created in order to respond to the needs of a different
kind of human being.

Supporters of the gay movement often argue that
there is a strict analogy between the ban on same-sex
marriage and the earlier ban in some American states of
interracial marriage. But the analogy is far from strict.
The ban on black-white marriage would make sense if

we believed that blacks and whites are different kinds
of human being. But since we have decided that they
are not different kinds, the ban on interracial marriage
makes no sense. Yet the promoters of same-sex
marriage make an argument that is the inverse of this:
Since homosexuals are, they say, a different kind of
human being, the ban on same-sex marriage makes no
sense.

| am unable to see the future of human society, so |
am unwilling to make predictions. But | cannot avoid
the ominous feeling that this reversion to the old,
pernicious, and almost dead theory of natural kinds is
something that we may all -- and | include in this "all"
homosexual activists themselves -- eventually come to
rue.

David R. Carlin is the author of Can a Catholic Be a
Democrat? (Sophia Institute Press, 2006).

insidecatholic.com

[HEY
(©))]


http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=316
http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=316

Glamour Moms

Danielle Bean| Column
12/5/08

er gleaming grin caught my eye in the

checkout aisle. There she was -- Angelina Jolie.

Newly pregnant, the headline told me, with her
seventh child.

The evidence of this latest "pregnancy" was
helpfully highlighted for readers with the use of a
yellow arrow marked with the words "baby bump."

There, beneath a fitted dress, was Ms. Jolie's
abdomen, looking . . . rather smooth and toned for
someone who gave birth to twins just four months ago.
Heck, it was looking rather smooth and toned by any

woman's standards.

Why do media-invented Jolie "pregnancies" sell
papers? Why are Americans obsessed with Angelina
Jolie, Brad Pitt, and their growing brood of now six
children? The obvious answer is that Americans have
always been obsessed with wealthy, beautiful people.

But this particular celebrity couple is different. Not
only because they have had so many children so quickly,
but because they stubbornly refuse to apologize for
their excesses.

"I'm really proud of my family," Pitt said in a recent
interview. "l look at my sons and daughters. . . . | feel
rich being around them."

And Jolie herself recently admitted, "Anything could
happen, we're open to anything, we love kids and we're
having a great time. . .. We'll definitely have more."

The nerve!

Of course | do not pretend that this unmarried
couple is embracing a Catholic family lifestyle, but as a
mom of many myself, | am intrigued by their
unabashedly positive portrayal of large-family living.

Modern America doesn't know exactly what to
make of such enthusiasm for many children.

"I suppose they can afford a large family," a
commenter recently sneered on a celebrity "news"
television show (not that | ever watch those). Children,
we are left to conclude, are expensive accessories
flaunted by the rich.

Or if they aren't accessories, they might be the
result of mental instability. Earlier this year, ABC news
ran a report where various psychiatric "experts"
weighed in on whether Jolie's "compulsive mothering"
might just be a sign of mental illness. Finding joy in
motherhood, we learn, is psychologically suspect
behavior.

Most remarkable to me was a column | once read
where the author referred to the happy, large family
lifestyle portrayed by Jolie as "mommy porn." She
argued that Jolie's manufactured image as a contented
mother of many children creates a false, unattainable
ideal of parental perfection and damages real-life
family relationships.

I'll admit that the Jolie-Pitt family romance might be a
bit of a show, but don't we all put on a bit of a show?

| am no Angelina, but when | head out with my
own large family in tow, | am very much aware that we
are going to be noticed and that we are presenting an
"image" of large families that will be judged. | can't
afford to be the mother caught grousing at her
bickering, sticky-faced children in the parking lot.

| do, however, see value in admitting that
parenthood is hard, and that a life devoted to children
is not always sugar-cookie kisses and maternal bliss. |
clearly recall my feelings of frustration years ago,
when, as a new mother of a colicky infant, | called my
own mother and shouted, "You never told me it would
be this hard!"
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There is a big difference, though, between sharing
some of the nitty-gritty and outright rejecting the
notion that a woman can find contentment in nurturing
her family.

If celebrity moms like Angelina Jolie revealed a little
more of the reality of stretch marks and diaper rash, |
would relish every word. And yet | feel only affirmed
when these same celebrities give testament to the real
contentment that real women can find in family life.
Because that's my reality, too.

The other day, when | stopped by the drugstore for
a package of diapers, my five-year-old whined for Pretty
Ponies while my three-year-old fingered the bottles of
cough syrup. Older children enthusiastically suggested
the purchase of 167 different forms of sugar. As we
drew the attention of fellow shoppers, | felt myself
begin to sweat.

When finally we paid for our purchases, little Daniel
wiped his nose on my coat collar. The cashier winced,
but | stubbornly clung to my dignity. After a quick

sideways glance to check for paparazzi, | tossed my hair
and flashed my very best celebrity smile.

Perfect motherhood might be a myth, but happy
motherhood is real. As real as the warm weight of a
baby in your arms and the peace that comes from
knowing you are doing what God made you to do -- not
always perfectly, but with faith. And fervor.

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
Living  (Pauline  2007). Visit her blog at
www.daniellebean.com.
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Musique d'Automne

Robert R. Reilly | Review
11/29/08

his month, | will spare readers an entry from my

musical diary because | have posted elsewhere

my reviews of the two wonderful operas | saw
this fall in San Francisco -- Boris Godunov and Idomeneo
— and a marvelous chamber music concert with the
Takacs Quartet here in Washington.

Instead, | will weigh in on the tide of terrific new CD
releases so as to keep you up to date on the latest
musical treasures. | shall begin by picking up the strands
from composers whom | have touched upon previously,
more of whose work is now available.

| recently attended a concert at the Washington,
D.C. Kennedy Center that featured the chamber works
of Mieczyslaw Weinberg -- his Piano Quintet and his
Sonata for Clarinet and Piano. They were performed by
the artists of the ARC Ensemble, who recorded them on
RCA Red Seal. | have already recommended this
recording and was thrilled to hear the group perform
Quintet rivals

live. | think Weinberg's Piano

Shostakovich's great piece in that genre.

Several new recordings add to the impression that
Weinberg must have been the greatest Polish composer
of the 20th century. Chandos has released a CD of four
of Weinberg's concertos. The Fantasia for Cello and
Orchestra has a drop-dead gorgeous melody, cloaked
with a touching nostalgia. When you listen to it, you will
wonder how something this beautiful could only now be
receiving a recording. The one possible excuse is the
enormous amount of music this man produced -- 7
concertos, 26 symphonies (now being recorded by
Chandos), 17 string quartets, 19 sonatas, and more than
150 songs, among other works. The two flute concertos
on this CD are delightful and sprightly. The Clarinet
Concerto was apparently inspired by Carl Nielsen's
music and, to its advantage, sounds like it. These four
works are among Weinberg's most immediately
attractive. The soloists and the Gothenburg Symphony

Orchestra, under conductor Thord Svedlund, are given
thoroughly realistic, highly transparent recordings.

The CPO label has begun a traversal of Weinberg's
17 string quartets with the Danel Quartets. The first two
volumes are out -- with Nos. 4 and 16 and Nos. 7, 11,
and 13. This is not easy music: The quartets are
Weinberg's diary of the soul through times of
harrowing sorrow and suffering, including the Stalin
years in the Soviet Union, through which he lived.
There is a great quality of interiority to this music. It
constitutes a significant part of Weinberg's spiritual
testament. It can be searing; it can be heartbreaking in
its attempts at gaiety with its sad little dances; it is at
all times truthful, with beauty never far away. The
Danel Quartet delves deeply into this inwardness and
captures its appreciate the
Shostakovich quartets, you must try these.

intimacy. If you

One of Shostakovich's great predecessors in the
chamber music field was Sergey Taneyev (1856-1915).
No label has done more for the resuscitation of this
master's music than has Northern Flowers, with its
reissues of the recordings of the great performances
by the eponymous Taneyev Quartet from the Soviet
era, including his incomparable ten string quartets.
Now Northern Flowers give us a 2-CD packet
containing the "Complete Trios." Three of the trios are
for strings, and one for piano, violin, and cello. The
members of the Taneyev Quartet had this music in
their blood, and the sound from the late 1960s and
late 1980s is perfectly fine. There is only one quibble: It
is not complete. The issue omits the unfinished Trio
from 1913, Taneyev's last work, which one must go to
the MDG Belcanto Strings recording to hear.

Before leaving Russia, | want to bring attention to
the mid-price reissue of Neeme Jarvi's complete set of
Prokofiev's seven symphonies (with both versions of
the Fourth), recorded in the mid-1980s with the
Scottish National Orchestra by Chandos. | remember
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favorably reviewing several of these recordings for High
Fidelity magazine at that time. | found them riveting
then, and | still do. This is extremely exciting music-
making in stunning sound. If you are in the market for a
Prokofiev set at a very reasonable price, do not
hesitate.

We are not too far from Russia with Swiss composer
Paul Juon's chamber music. He was born in Moscow and
studied with Taneyev. | celebrated at the discovery of
his music, occasioned by the Musiques Suisses label's
recordings. Now it is a trend: CPO had entered the
competition with an excellent CD of the Piano Quartets,
Op. 50 and Op. 37. These two works would have done
Taneyev proud. They are both masterpieces of the
genre from the early 20th century -- Romantic,
melodically compelling, and life-giving. You must get at
least one of the available versions.

| have repeatedly praised Naxos for its fidelity to the
music of English composer William Alwyn, and | am not
going to stop now. Naxos, after issuing a superb set of
his five symphonies and then his two piano concertos,
now brings us two CDs of his piano music, another of his
gorgeous orchestral music, and, perhaps most
importantly, his String Quartets Nos. 1-3, with the
Maggini Quartet. From an earlier recommended CD of
Alwyn's chamber music, featuring the moving Three
Winter Poems for String Quartet, | suspected there were
more treasures in this genre from this superb
composer, and here they are. This is, at times, very
touching music. Try the exquisite delicacy of the adagio
in the First Quartet for a sample of the quality. Again,
one can only be astounded that music this good has
been overlooked for so long. The Maggini Quartet has
done a number of English string quartet recordings for

Naxos, and they are all first-rate.

With its previous releases of the five symphonies,
the four string quartets, and the violin, viola, and cello
concertos, | think the CPO label has laid out an
irrefutable case that Ahmed Adnan Saygun (1907-1991)
was the greatest Turkish composer the 20th century. In
fact, he would be a composer of standing in any
country, including Hungary. It was from Bela Bartok that
Saygun learned some of his most valuable lessons. Now

CPO gives us the Piano Concertos Nos. 1 and 2, with the
Bilkent Symphony orchestra, under Howard Griffiths,
brilliantly played by pianist Gulsin Onay. In them, one
hears the influence not only of Bartok but of Stravinsky
as well. What a staggering, luxuriant garden of the
imagination this man had: Saygun thought on a big
scale, and his orchestrations are fantastic. The music is
only occasionally harsh, and always fascinating.

More good news: Naxos has released a CD of
Saygun's solo piano music. With Bartok, Saygun went
around Turkey collecting its folk music, and that is
what one hears here. Folk music and dance forms
invest these works with great color and charm, in
Zeynep Ucbasaran's deft performances.

One never knows what wonderful thing the budget
Naxos label is going to do next. The latest is the start of
a traversal through the 17 string quartets of
Australian/New Zealand composer Alfred Hill (1869-
1960). Volume 1 has Nos. 1, 2, and 3; Vol. 2 has Nos. 4,
6, and 8, all performed by the excellent Dominion
Quartet. Though Hill lived long into the 20th century,
his music, at least as heard here, stayed safely in the
19th. At first | thought this was fairly conventional
music. But the more | listened, the more the quiet,
down-home quality of Hill's melodies and their
development insinuated themselves. | had heard this
kind of music before. Then it struck me: The
touchstone here is Dvorak. Hill was an Australian
Dvorak. Perhaps his music is not on the same
consistently inspired level, but listen to the beguiling
"The Dream" movement from the Second Quartet for
an example of the kind of sustained beauty of which
Hill was capable. This enchanted reverie is by itself
worth the price of the CD. This music is for pure
enjoyment, the kind you want playing when the fire is
burning on a cold fall evening.

| cannot leave without telling you of two other
chamber music gems. One is a CPO disc with the
Quartets Nos. 1 and 3 by the famous conductor Felix
Weingartner (1893-1942). CPO has been releasing
Weingartner's symphonies, which suffer from all the
weaknesses of late Romanticism -- too much feeling
and not enough spine. No excuses need be made for
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the quartets. They are brilliant, moving, tightly argued
pieces, as delivered by the Sarastro Quartett. They are
real discoveries. The other gem is Franz Krommer's
Divertimento for string trio and his piano quartet, on
Phoenix Edition, with the Kontraste Koln. If you care for
Haydn, Mozart, balance, refinement, charm, and grace,
leap for this deliciously well-performed CD. It is a joy.

Robert R. Reilly is the music critic for InsideCatholic.com.
E-mail him at rrreilly@msn.com.
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Ghandi, Churchill, and India's Troubles

Martin Morse Wooster | Review
12/1/08

Gandhi & Churchill: The Epic Rivalry that Destroyed an Empire and Forged Our Age

Arthur Herman, Bantam, $30, 736 pages

ost of us know about Winston Churchill's

heroic struggle in the 1930s to warn Britain

about the dangers of Nazi tyranny. We also
understand that Churchill at this time was "in the
wilderness," out of power and able to fight the
appeasers with his formidable skills as a writer and
orator.

But why was Churchill in the wilderness? Why
wouldn't his fellow Conservatives invite him to join the
government?

The answer, according to Arthur Herman, is India.
His thesis is that you can't understand Churchill's
political career without understanding his intransigence
about giving India any sort of independence. And to
understand Churchill, he believes, you need to know
about Churchill's chief antagonist, Mohandas Gandhi.
Gandhi & Churchill presents the parallel lives of these
two important politicians.

Herman is an experienced author whose previous
books include a history of the British navy and a book
about Scotland's influence in the world. He explains that
his interest in this subject came from his father, A. L.
Herman, an author and translator who specializes in
India, and who passed on to his son a love of Indian
history and culture.

Gandhi & Churchill starts off too slowly, and the
editors should have cut 50 pages from the early
chapters. But this book was a good idea for two
reasons. First, even with the truckload of books about
Churchill, no one has written specifically about
Churchill's Indian policies. Second, India is an important
country, and most of us know little about its history.
Readers who persevere through Herman's somewhat

overlong book will learn a good deal about Churchill --
and even more about India.

Herman argues that the conflict between Gandhi
and Churchill was fundamentally about religion.
Churchill saw the meaning of life as one "tested on
secular and humanistic traditions that had been tested
by history and centuries of human conflict." Gandhi, by
contrast, saw his purpose as based "on a vision of
spiritual purity in which history and material things
(including Gandhi's own body) counted for nothing.
Churchill valued human liberty as the product of
struggle, as man's supreme achievement. Gandhi, by
contrast, valued God's

liberty as supreme

achievement."

It's true that we in the West see Gandhi's
spirituality dimly. In part this is due to the endless
parade of woozy-headed intellectuals who lost faith in
God and decided to worship Gandhi instead. A typical
example was French Nobel Laureate Romain Rolland,
who never met Gandhi or went to India. That didn't
stop him from writing an adoring biography in 1924 in
which he said, "Gandhi and India have formed a pact.
They understand each other without words." Rolland
also claimed Gandhi "has introduced into human
politics the strongest religious impetus of the past
2,000 years" and that Gandhi "will lead a new
humanity on to a new age."

This sort of hyperbole clouds Gandhi's true
spiritual strength. His greatest accomplishment came
in 1930, when he protested against the British taxing
salt. He vowed to march to the sea to extract salt from
the water -- an illegal evasion of the salt tax. Tens of
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thousands of Indians joined Gandhi, and the march
revealed the limits of British power.

But of course, Gandhi was also a politician, and his
policies for India were simply a failure. He envisioned an
independent India as a self-reliant nation that could
shun both industry and capitalism. He did not
understand why India's Muslim minority would want
their own country, and rejected any compromises that
would lead to Hindus sharing power. Most particularly,
in 1946 he personally killed a plan that would have kept
India united while offering the Muslim minority
substantial power. Gandhi's rejection of this plan led to
India and Pakistan separating -- with a great deal of
bloodshed as Hindus and Muslims fought over border
disputes. (The recent attacks in Mumbai underscore the
point.)

Churchill, in Herman's view, also deserves some
blame for his resistance to Indian independence. He and
his fellow "diehards" blocked a bill offering limited
Indian self-government for three years, and the delay

further reduced the time available to Indian politicians
to determine how the nations many minorities could
peacefully live with the Hindu majority. In addition, the
Conservatives who dismissed Churchill's views on India
were the same group who refused to listen to his
prescient warnings about the Nazis.

One cannot fully understand Churchill without
studying his views on India. In Gandhi & Churchill,
Arthur Herman offers us a side of Churchill most of us
have never seen -- and in the process, enjoyably teaches
us a great deal of Indian history.

Martin Morse Wooster's reviews have appeared in the
Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and the
Washington Times.
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| Want to Believe

Matthew Lickona | Review
12/5/08

here was nothing else playing. Well, almost

nothing. We'd seen Dark Knight already -- my

brother, my father, and | -- and the theater in my
hometown, where we were gathered, wasn't carrying
much of interest. Nothing except maybe X-Files: | Want
to Believe -- a rapidly tanking, poorly reviewed sequel to
a just-okay movie that came out ten years ago and grew
out of a television series that had outlived my once-
feverish interest in it by about three years. Hm.

Against that was the review from Duncan Shepherd,
the contrarian movie critic for the paper that provides
my day job. As the years have worn on and the fare has
worn thin, the Black Dot has become Shepherd's most
common assessment -- but lo! For X-Files, three stars!
And there was this, from his review:

This modest entertainment, under the authoritative
direction of series creator Chris Carter, has plenty of
speed and stamina; it has palpable suspense; it has
honest shocks; and it has a unifying and a
resonating theme of perseverance: Mulder in his
lifelong pursuit of the Truth that ... Is Out There. ..
Scully in her quotidian treatment of a terminally ill
child, the ex-priest in his quest for redemption, and
even the villains in the lengths to which they're
prepared to go in their self-serving villainy.

We took a chance, and I'm glad we did. What's more,
now that the film is out on DVD, you should, too -- at
least, if you're at all interested in the artistic exploration
of Catholicism. As we left the theater, my brother asked
me, "Do you think Chris Carter converted in the
interim?" He wasn't entirely serious, but | took his
point. More than anything (and this may be why the
series' fans were less than enthusiastic), this is a film
about Dana Scully, a Catholic struggling with the
problem of evil -- and with evil itself. "l want to believe"
was Mulder's old mantra, and he was talking about
aliens. But here, it's Scully's, and she's talking about
God.

A brief intro for the uninitiated: The X-Files was a
1990s television series about two FBI agents, Fox
Mulder and Dana Scully, who investigated paranormal
phenomena. Mulder was the true believer; Scully --
scientist, doctor, and Catholic -- was the skeptic.

At the film's opening, Scully is out of the FBI game.
Why? For one reason, as she tells Mulder, "I'm done
chasing monsters in the dark. . . . | don't want that
darkness in my home." (Mulder's excellent rejoinder,
delivered late in the film: "I don't think it works like
that. | think the darkness finds you, wherever you
are.") Now, she's a doctor at Our Lady of Sorrows (!)
hospital, overseeing the care of a terminally ill child.
But she's reluctant to give him up to a hospice, and
here she bumps up against the hospital administrator -
- who happens to be a priest. "We're here to heal the
sick," he reminds her. "Not to prolong the ordeal for
the dying. . .. Unless you've come up with a cure, we'd
ask that you let the boy go in peace." Hard words, but
not unreasonable. In fact, entirely reasonable. A priest
as the voice of reason -- who knew?

And it gets better: Set against the reasonable
priest is another sort of priest -- Father Joe. He gets
called a psychic, but he's closer to a prophet. Father
receives visions he can't explain, and says things he
knows not why. One of those things he says to Scully:
"Don't give up." But Scully doesn't want to listen to
him, because the priest is a pedophile (albeit a
repentant one). Her Catholicism is part of the reason
she reacts so violently against him, and small wonder:
She's doesn't want the darkness in her home, and here
it is, shepherding the flock. Their initial exchange:

Scully: "What were you praying for in there?"
Father: "The salvation of my immortal soul."

Scully: "Do you think God hears your prayers?"
Father: "Does he hear yours?"
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It's that sort of response that made my brother wonder
if Carter had converted; he got the character of the
priest so well. Father Joe hates his sin, hates his twisted
desire. But he doesn't hate himself so much that he
imagines himself beyond redemption, and he has no
patience for anyone heaping judgment upon him or his
visions. Faith in Christ means believing that salvation is
possible for even the most wretched sinner. And while,
in a clever allusion, he can't make his visionary gift work
with Scully the Doubter present -- "He could do no
miracles there . . ." -- he still speaks with the sort of
authority that made the crowds wonder at Christ's
teaching. "All | ever wanted was to serve Him," says
Father, and serve Him he does, drinking the bitter cup
to the dregs.

Getting back to the contest between faith and reason:
Father Joe's visions concern two kidnapped women, and
as the story progresses, he gets enough right that Scully
can't easily ignore him. When he tells her not to give up,
she takes it as a sign that she should attempt a radical,
risky, and painful course of treatment that might save
her patient's life. It's a leap of faith, venturing out in the
darkness on the strength of a prophet's testimony. (And
it's worth noting that even after she takes the leap, her
faith is tested.)

This is the real drama of the film, the story at its
wonderfully human heart. No aliens, no conspiracies,
just through-a-glass-darkly signs from the Christian God.
But the creepy X-Files part of the story -- the part about
the kidnapped girls and the body parts in the frozen
lake and the cut-rate Cerberus -- is not simply there to
keep things moving. Nor is it a MacGuffin, designed to
distract the viewer from the Point. Scully, even as she

perseveres in faith, is placing her reliance on medical
science. Put crudely, she wants to (maybe) save the
child by sticking stem cells into his brain with a long
needle. In some sense, this is opposed to the notion,
expressed by the sick child's parents at one point, that
"we want to put our faith in God now."

The question arises: Where do we draw the line
when it comes to human intervention? When do we
step back and say, "We can go no further; the patient is
in God's hands now"? The film doesn't try to provide an
answer, but the story's bad guys do seem to manifest
that such a line exists. Scully and the bad guys are
close enough that they draw from the same research,
but still, something separates them. Unfettered
Science is maybe not always a benign, salvific force.

X-Files: | Want to Believe is not a perfect film.
There are some tortured exchanges between our
protagonists, and a lot depends on Scully's ability to
notice the number on a snow-covered mailbox, at
night, from inside a moving car. But it is a remarkable
film, not least because of its portrayal of the life of
faith.

Post script: If you do rent it, stay with it through
the credits.

Matthew Lickona is a staff writer for the San Diego
Reader and the author of the 2005 memoir Swimming
with Scapulars: True Confessions of a Young Catholic.
He lives in La Mesa, California, with his wife and
children.
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