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Notre Dame's President at a Crossroads

Deal W. Hudson | Column
3/23/09

or the past few years, the buzz about Rev. John I.

Jenkins, the president of Notre Dame since 2005,

has been very positive. In spite of his refusal to
ban The Vagina Monologues from the campus, Father
Jenkins was viewed as strengthening the Catholic
identity of the nation's most beloved Catholic
institution.

But with one bold stroke, Father lJenkins has
radically altered the perception of his leadership. His
decision to honor President Barack Obama at Notre
Dame's commencement this year has been met with
stunned disbelief among Catholics across the nation.
The Cardinal Newman Society immediately launched a
petition drive, NotreDameScandal.com, and within 48
hours it collected over 10,000 signatures.

In 2006, Father Jenkins defused the uproar over The
Vagina Monologues with a statement on "Academic
Freedom and Catholic Character," which argued that "a
Catholic university is where the Church does its
thinking, and that thinking, to be beneficial, must come
from an intellectually rigorous engagement with the
world."

Will Father Jenkins use the same argument to
defend his invitation to Obama? Perhaps. Obama's pro-
abortion views are, no doubt, part of "the world" that,
in Father Jenkin's view, his university must engage. Now
that the president has accepted the invitation, Father
Jenkins could refuse to disinvite him on the grounds it
would "suppress speech," as he argued in permitting
The Vagina Monologues to be performed on campus.

More likely, Father Jenkins will simply say that
Obama is the president of the United States and, as
such, should be welcomed on campus as a political
leader who is making history with every speech and
appearance. Why shouldn't the community of Notre
Dame become part of that history? Such an encounter,

Father Jenkins could say, has unmistakable educational
value.

This argument would be convincing -- if Notre Dame
were not a Catholic university honoring a political
leader committed to removing all restrictions on
abortion-on-demand in the United States. Whatever
educational value there is in the visit of a U.S.
president to the campus is trumped by the spectacle of
moral support being offered by Notre Dame to
Obama's position on abortion.

The U.S. Catholic bishops have been clear on this
point. In their 2004 document "Catholics in Political
Life," the bishops wrote, "The Catholic community and
Catholic institutions should not honor those who act in
defiance of our fundamental moral principles. They
should not be given awards, honors, or platforms
which would suggest support for their actions."

In short, the moment Father Jenkins places the
honorary doctorate into the hands of Barack Obama,
the university will be viewed as either supporting his
pro-abortion views or turning a blind eye to them.

Father Jenkins also has the option of making what
could be called the "Faithful Citizenship" dodge. He
could say that the university gave Obama this honor
without intending to honor his pro-abortion views.
Readers may recall that the bishops' 2008 document,
"Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship," left the
same opening to allow Catholics to vote for pro-
abortion candidates like Obama and his Catholic
running mate, Joseph Biden.

Since the Friday afternoon announcement of the
honor being conferred by Notre Dame on President
Obama, there have been no statements from any of
the bishops, including the ordinary of Fort Wayne-
South Bend, Bishop John M. D'Arcy. A few days ago,
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Bishop D'Arcy issued a strongly worded statement on
Obama's decision to allow federal funding for the
destruction of embryos for their stem cells. He wrote,

This decision by the president is an imposition of a
utilitarian ideology, which allows a group of human
beings that some believe do not share human dignity, to
be used and exploited. Human history, of course, is rife
with examples of the strong dominating the weak and
defenseless. Doesn't the promise of a democratic
America -- of respect for the dignity of all -- hold us to a
higher standard?

A bishop who is capable of such eloquent conviction
will surely publicly express his disappointment in the
leadership of Father Jenkins. Bishop D'Arcy, who has
challenged Notre Dame before, must invoke the
guidelines of "Catholics in Political Life" or risk some of
the other bishops doing it for him. (The University of
Notre Dame may lie within Bishop D'Arcy's diocese, but

Catholics across the country feel ownership, regarding it
as a national, rather than regional, institution.)

Barring some miracle of divine intervention, the
world will soon watch as the preeminent Catholic
university in the country lauds the world's leading
advocate for killing children in the womb. Under Father
Jenkins's leadership, Notre Dame has had an
"intellectually rigorous engagement with the world,"

and the world has won.

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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Humanae Vitaand Me

Joanna Bogle | Column
3/23/09

wasn't a particularly devout teenager. | knew it

was important to go to Sunday Mass, but | honestly

found it rather dull at times. So it was tremendously
satisfactory when, one Sunday, there was high drama.

A man got up from the congregation during the
priest's sermon and shouted at him. From where we
sat, it wasn't quite clear what was happening -- we
craned to see, despite my mother's hissed injunction,
"Don't stare!" and an unconvincing, "It's probably
nothing important."

The shouting went on only for a short time -- | think
there was some sort of brief answer from the priest in
the pulpit -- and then the man left the church and Mass
continued.

Afterward, everyone was talking about it. It was
clear that something important was going on. | asked
my mother what the man had been shouting about but
got a dismissive and unsatisfactory reply. My sister
made a we'll-talk-about-this-later sort of face and,
when we were finally at home and in our own room,
she told me smugly that she knew what it had all been
about.

"But | bet you don't," she said. "You and your
friends don't talk about it yet." Ah, so | knew now
roughly what territory we were in -- something to do
with sex. "Yes, we do," | said at once. "We talk about it
all the time." (Didn't, actually, but | wanted to sound
grown-up.)

It was the summer of 1968, and the Humanae Vitae
debate had hit our local suburb. The man who had
heckled the priest was a relative of another priest who
had publicly dissented from the teaching, and who
would be seen much on television in the weeks ahead --
a popular and attractive young priest, ordained not long
before, from a dedicated local Catholic family.

Dissent from Humanae Vitae wasn't something
remote and far away; it was written into the fabric of
ordinary Catholic parish life. It involved popular priests
and lay people who were active in many fields --
teachers, leaders of organizations -- and, from my
recollection at least, it was mainstream. | don't
remember hearing anyone actively defending
Humanae Vitae. Among my teenaged friends, when we
discussed The Pill and its associated issues, it was
simply assumed that within marriage it was
presumably okay. The issue for us -- one we discussed
endlessly -- was whether you should be sexually active
before marriage (consensus was "no," although some
girls moderated this with a "it's all right if you're
engaged, or really love the person," which was pretty
much the message we were getting from TV at that

time).

| was in my early twenties when | first heard a
defence of the Church's teaching. | knew that my
mother warmly supported the pope, and | was
certainly committed to living by the values | had been
taught. But the detailed arguments had not been put
before me in any public forum. | took the attitude that
the topic didn't matter to me: | knew that sexual
activity was reserved for marriage, so contraception
couldn't be an issue until then, and | was still single.

And then | heard Catholic writer Christopher
Derrick speak. He was amusing, challenging, and
accurate. He pointed out that the successor of St.
Peter was a voice for the world's poor, for the people
who get pushed aside. He drew an image of an
airplane filled with rich, indulged, and overweight
people flying on holiday. They are typical Westerners,
with a typical lifestyle involving contraception, sexual
activity outside of marriage, divorce and remarriage,
occasional abortion, and so on. They are eating
enjoyable extra snacks between large meals as they
gaze from the windows. Their flight takes them, far up
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in the air, over wide open spaces of land occupied by
some of the poorest people on earth. On the plane, the
conversation casually covers current topics -- and of
course it is universally agreed that the pope is just an
old fool, out of touch, so ridiculous in this day and age .
.. Anyway, what about overpopulation?

It was an image that stayed with me. It challenged
all the clichés | had been given by the mass media on a
linked
demography, development. For the first time, | began to

whole range of subjects:  economics,
be interested in how things worked: why an ageing and
obese society might not have a real future, why the
people we described as being part of the "Third World"
might be worth getting to know and understand better.
Later, | would become interested in things like how
richly creative human beings can be; how important
justice and good government are; how wicked -- as well
as stupid -- socialist policies are, especially when
imposed on a large scale. But those were thoughts for
the future -- as a young woman, | connected with just
one major possibility: that the Church might be right in

this particular area, profoundly right, embarrassingly so.

And now here we are, 40 years after Humanae Vitae,
and I'm a middle-aged married woman in a Britain
where abortion has killed huge numbers of our unborn
citizens; where sexually transmitted diseases are at
terrifying levels among teenagers; where half of all
children are born out of wedlock; where contraceptive
drugs and devices are advertised to adolescents on a

massive scale. We have a huge problem with broken
families, much official promotion of the homosexual
lifestyle, and a soaring rate of violent crime among the
young. We have a large and growing problem over how
we will care for the growing numbers of elderly -- me
among them in a couple of decades' time -- with a
diminishing base of younger people.

| don't know what happened to the man who
shouted in church. The young priest left the priesthood,
and | don't know what happened to him, either. Both
were good and decent men who sincerely believed the
Church to be wrong. But the Church had a greater
wisdom. Peter's successor was inspired to say the
truth, to state what was unchangeable and right.

| don't find Mass dull now. As my teens drew to a
close, my involvement in an excellent Catholic youth
movement helped to foster the development of my
understanding and built on what | had been taught at
home and school. And | was reading: Newman, Knox,
Chesterton, and more. Now, looking back across the
decades, | find Paul VI's words extraordinarily wise,
prophetic, honest, and realistic. Thank God for
Humanae Vitae.

Joanna Bogle is an author and broadcaster living in
London.
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The Seventh Commandment

Mark P. Shea | Column
3/24/09

' I ou shall not steal," says Exodus 20:15. Once
again, the Decalogue faces us with an
injunction that seems like common sense

(and is), but which is also fraught with all sorts of

difficulties and distinctions.

Consider, for instance, the fact that a Catholic
writer like me has the obligation to never write an
original thought in my life. Indeed, one of the few
earthly perks of being a Catholic writer is that you get to
plagiarize all the time and call it "being faithful to the
Tradition." The Catholic Faith consists of a huge body of
ideas that | did not invent and which | can neither add
to nor subtract from. It is common, not esoteric. And so
my task as a Catholic writer is to dip into this body of
common revelation and ladle it out for people to
contemplate. Yet that's not theft. That's fidelity.

This problem of distinguishing between what is
common to all and what is specifically mine and yours is
the puzzle that lies behind the commandment against
stealing. If another Catholic writer were to write
another essay on the seventh commandment, he could
go on for thousands of words and even thousands of
volumes and never trespass against the seventh
commandment. But if he were to write:

"You shall not steal," says Exodus 20:15. Once again,
the Decalogue faces us with an injunction that
seems like common sense (and is), but which is also
fraught with all sorts of unexpected difficulties . . ..

... and continue on without mentioning that | wrote it
first, that's theft.

Certain things are rightly and properly ours. We
learn (before we can read or write and often before we
can form complex sentences) the basic rule of the
universe against stealing. Some of that learning comes
from slapped hands if we take something we shouldn't.
Some of it comes from a punch delivered by our brother

or sister when we nab his or her cookies without
permission. Natural law tends to be learned via natural
consequences. Fairly quickly, we discover concepts like
"rights" and the reality that you don't have the right to
my stuff, and | don't have the right to yours.

To be sure, some highly educated leftist fools have
sometimes attempted to describe all property as
"theft," just as some devotees of private property
have, with equal folly, attempted to describe all
interest in the common good as "socialism" or
"communism." But we must not, as C. S. Lewis reminds
us, listen to the over-wise or the over-foolish giants --
for (as Lewis also notes), "Opposite evils, so far from
balancing, aggravate each other." The Tradition warns
against both envy (the besetting sin of the poor) and
greed (the besetting sin of the rich) and labors to help
us keep our balance by recognizing what is properly
ours and what is common.

One obstacle in applying this commandment justly
is the fact that it is often tempting to simply assume
that one's own tribe is all that matters in considering
it. White settlers who would never have considered
claim jumping on other white settlers had no problem
stealing land from Indians. That wasn't stealing; that
was Manifest Destiny. Only when Indians started to
count as fellow human beings did Americans begin to
think of the theft of their land as, you know, theft.

In a much smaller way, we see something similar
happen with the faceless Others who inhabit the music
industry. One $20 bill stolen from a stranger on the
bus next to you is theft, but money stolen by
downloading music that you haven't paid for off the
Internet is free for the taking. Indeed, for some people,
"sharing" music without paying for it has somehow
become a positive right. And the justification for that
right is that the people we are stealing from have
"enough money already."
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This brings us to one of the odd engines of theft in the
human psyche: envy. The notion that fuels the sin of
envy is that harming somebody else is tantamount to
"justice." For unlike jealousy, envy does not seek to
better ourselves by keeping up with the Joneses, but
rather to take the Joneses down a peg so that they are
no better than us. It is the characteristic sin of a
democratic culture as distinct from pride (the
characteristic sin of an aristocracy).

Our envy-driven culture of theft can be seen even in
the strange way that people compete, not to be
fraudulent winners, but fraudulent losers. It's the
source of fake Holocaust memoirs and cock-and-bull
stories from phony victims such as A Million Little
Pieces. In ages past, people pretended to be Anastasia,
the heir to the throne of all the Russias, and robbed you
blind by dazzling you with fake pretensions or
aristocracy. Now they write I, Rigoberta Menchuand rob
you blind with fake pretensions of victimhood.

This is not to say the Tradition sides with the rich
against the poor. On the contrary, one of the
remarkable things about the Church is how empathetic
she is with the poor. Indeed, as St. John Chrysostom
says, "Not to enable the poor to share in our goods is to
steal from them and deprive them of life. The goods we
possess are not ours, but theirs." So there is room for
Robin Hood in the Catholic tradition. Indeed, by the
reckoning of the Catholic tradition, Jean Valjean never
stole a loaf of bread in his life. He took what was
rightfully his to feed his family. The Catholic tradition is
notably easy on Lazarus and notably rough on the Rich
Man, warning the latter, not the former, that much will
be required of those to whom much is given. The man
who hoards goods he does not need while his neighbor
does without basic necessities is, in Catholic reckoning,
the real thief.

But the Church is also acutely aware of the fact that
just because you are a victim doesn't mean you can't be
a jerk, too. The average MP3 thief or phony Victim of
the Week scam is not acting on some noble principle of
helping the poor. He's just stealing and scamming
because he's too much of a slob to pay for it or earn it.

The commandment against stealing is one of the
areas where the Christian tradition requires us to think
proportionally. Some people want to overlook small
acts of theft and focus on things like Corporate Greed.
Conversely, on the principle that a billion dollars is a
statistic, but 50 bucks can be understood, others want
to focus their ire on the small-time thief or welfare
qgueen while ignoring the massive raiding from the
public coffers for the corporate fatcat's golden
parachute.

The general rule of thumb is that we should
probably pay most attention to opposing the thief for
whom we feel the most empathy, especially the thief
who may well be looking back at us in the mirror. The
Rush Limbaugh type could do with a lot more concern
for the corporations that irresponsibly urged people to
take out disastrous loans ("Free toaster! Come and get
it!"), while the Air America type could really stand to
remember that nobody held a gun to the heads of the
fools who took out the loans, and that said fools were
often strongly motivated by the desire to get
something for nothing.

On the other hand, while proportionality matters
and stealing a CD is not the same as knocking over a 7-
Eleven or robbing a Brinks armored car, it should also
be noted that stealing can be the occasion of grave
interior sin even when the thing stolen is quite trivial.
Augustine, it will be recalled, had his first experience of
his own capacity for radical, perverse sin in stealing a
few pears as a kid. It's the sort of incident that would
not even be noticed by the sheriff of Dogpatch: just
some boys being naughty. But Augustine discerned in
it his first encounter with, and dark delight in, radical
evil.

| suspect that's because theft is the most
accessible of the grave sins mentioned in the
commandments. Most of us will never murder
anybody, and adultery requires a certain state in life.
But any idiot can steal, and any idiot often does. It's
one of the things we can't not know is wrong, but it's
one of the easiest grave sins to commit. The very fact
that it is less grave than murder makes the choice for
evil, paradoxically, sharper and more lacerating to the
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conscience than other sins that we are more successful
at muffling under rationalization or avoiding due to
difficulty or lack of opportunity.

The flip side of all this business of theft, of course, is
generosity. It is, says our Lord, more blessed to give
than to receive. The way to avoid the sin of stealing is to
cultivate not the habit of "not stealing" (there is no such
animal, just as there is no such thing as the habit of not
smoking), but the habit of giving. Mind you, | speak here
not as a saint, but as a Catholic writer whose task is to
ladle out the Tradition, including parts that | neither
enjoy nor obey with notable distinction. The Tradition
says what it says: "The Lord loveth a cheerful giver." |
hope in the Lord Jesus to one day be such a person, but

till I am | continue to grudgingly give as | can and to do
my duty of reporting what the Tradition says till |
believe it enough to live it.

Let us pray for one another -- and ask the prayers of
St. Dismas, the Good Thief -- that even thieves might
discover the generosity of Christ in us.

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

markshea.blogspot.com.
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Servile Thinking

David Warren | Column
3/24/09

s | was saying to an old friend the other day, as

we passed a crowded hamburger franchise:

"Look at all the rugged individualists, lining up
for their Big Macs! Look at all those freethinkers!"

It was a doubly uncharitable remark. First, our
whole society has not gone over to dogmatic atheist
fundamentalism. It only seems that way when one is
reading the papers. Second, even among persons who
characterize themselves as "freethinkers," there is
much earnest, well-intentioned floundering that

mustn't be confused with hypocrisy.

Nevertheless, | was feeling antagonistic that day
(blame the Lenten vow | had just broken at my own,
more elegant, lunch) toward people claiming to be
freethinkers who would not recognize a free thought if
it drove over them like a bus. Moreover, | had just read
this message on the side of an actual Toronto transit
bus: "God probably doesn't exist. Now stop worrying
and enjoy your life." (It was one of two messages. The
other was, "Sorry not in service.")

And finally, | had been told recently by a person
whose views are indistinguishable from those of the
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, that he was, unlike
me, a "freethinker." And | had failed to elude that bait.

"I'm trying to think what kind of thinker | am," |
mused, sarcastically, after a deep breath. "An unfree
thinker, | suppose. A confined thinker. An indentured,
enslaved, or servile thinker. A very slow, conventional
thinker. 'Inside the box." A non-autonomous thinker.
Perhaps, a non-thinker. A Catholic, and thus at best, like
Origen, or Augustine, Bonaventure, or Aquinas -- some
kind of vacuum head."

Those bus ads (now scattered all over the Western
world) are, as | have written elsewhere, actually quite
useful to the Christian cause. As | explained to readers
of the Ottawa Citizen, they exhibit the core weakness in

all atheist proselytizing. Their case is against belief in
God. But in order to state their case, they must mention
Him. From the moment they do that, they jostle the
thoughts of people who hardly ever think about God,
and may even be trying to suppress such thinking. And
now, thanks to the Freethought Association of Canada,
people caught in Ottawa traffic jams, too, find
themselves thinking about God.

Perhaps we should help them pay for more ads.
But since I'm not feeling wealthy at the moment, | will
devote myself to further servile thinking.

| think the chief "theological constraint" on "free
thought" goes like this. You can't leave God, leave
Christ, leave the Holy Spirit, out of any thinking, even if
He seems peripheral to the issue at hand. Whether in
science or society you must constantly think, "What
kind of God made us? What are the attributes of
God?" It is crucial to think this broadly, not narrowly --
so far as that is possible in your own skin, with its
fleshly interests. Prayer is therefore extremely helpful -
- prayer before thinking, just as prayer upon rising,
before confession, before Mass, before food, before
sleep.

And from there you try dimly to descry a Godly
path. In science, this means opening your mind (in a
servile way, of course) to the God who works in
mysterious, and often almost provokingly paradoxical,
ways -- complexly to our human view, simply to His.
Indeed, | have come to suspect why Nature has so
often "selected for" Catholic monks and priests, and
other religious persons (whether Catholic or not),
when revealing the more closely guarded secrets of
her physics, chemistry, biology, and math. It is not
because they have so much free time on their hands,
but rather because they are trained to think, "What
would God do in this situation? How would God have
designed this? Where is the meaning hidden?"
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In society, likewise, it means trying to imagine not
only what God would will, but by what method He
would achieve His will, generally without advertising a
miracle. And not just any god, but that God whose
means are ultimately indistinguishable from His ends
(much though cause and effect become displaced, when
passing through the prism into time). Can we not act in
such a way that even by our means, our ends are
exemplified?

What | have just described cannot be free thought --
at least, not in the currently received sense of that
term. For as | understand, the central tenet of "free
thought" is: to think for oneself alone, and withhold

obedience to any external authority. It further strikes
me that this kind of free thought offers a program -- a
standpoint, a point of departure for thinking -- that is
not only very free, but in its nature arrogant,
narcissistic, self-indulgent, even lazy.

David Warren is a Canadian journalist who writes
mostly on international affairs. His Web site s
www.davidwarrenonline.com.
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Brideshead Redecorated

John Zmirak | Column
3/25/09

eflective readers sometimes refer to the critical

books that shaped their lives as if they were old

friends whom they revisit from time to time,
discovering in them always some new insight or nuance
of meaning, some unheard strains of verbal music for
which their reading ear was, at last, now ready. Another
reading of this particular novel, or that devotional book,
is for them a kind of reunion. They must spend time
catching up and exchanging news.

This metaphor leaves me cold. A book is not a
friend. Put it down for years unattended, and it remains
unwounded, as tear-proof and sweatless as a marble
Renaissance Christ that hangs above a frowsy modern
altar -- a single tastefully rendered wound the only mark
recalling the Man of Sorrows. Your sins, the plastic
flowers, the chillingly upbeat banners that hang around
it can do the thing no harm.

A book is much more like a house -- and someone
else's house at that, to which you are periodically
invited, but you may not rearrange the furniture. I'm
reminded of my favorite place in Boston, the Isabel
Stuart Gardner Museum, which consists of that
wonderful eccentric's art collection hanging exactly as
she left it. By terms of her will, not a Chinese screen or
crusader's sarcophagus may be shifted from the precise
place where she left it. An astronomically high Anglican
and a Jacobite, she asked that once a year upon her
birthday, that rite should be said for her soul in the
glorious, gloomy chapel she constructed from bits and
pieces brought over from Europe. (A woman of her
means today would more likely fill up her elegant home
with the works of Damien Hirst.) The world is a poorer
place now that we have run clean out of heiresses like
Mrs. Gardner. Requiem aeternam dona eae, Domine, et
lux perpetuam luceat eae.

The house I'm visiting this Lent is one more stately
than Mrs. Gardner's -- although it lacks her indoor
Venetian courtyard -- and most of you have surely spent

your weeks under its eaves. Its name is Brideshead, and
it has endured the petty hurricanes of literary fashion,
the vagaries of cinematic adaptation, an avalanche of
"Queer theory" and the sniffy disdain of postconciliar
primitivism. Here it stands and will endure as long as
there are readers who understand English. An English
friend and colleague, the icon painter David Clayton,

told me that when he first converted and began to

attend Mass at London's extraordinary Oratory, some

cradle Catholic warned him away from the place: "All

you'll meet there," the fellow said, "are 'Evelyn Waugh

Catholics."

To which | answer, "Is there any other kind?"

No doubt there are, in Yamoussoukro, or the
mountain chapels of Bolivia. May God bless and keep
them. But in the English-speaking world, | cannot
imagine any properly formed Catholic who wouldn't
feel deep-running sympathy, right down to the clench
of his gut, with Waugh's excruciated elegies to the
remnants of a vanishing Christendom. Its melancholy,
long, withdrawing roar is finally fading -- and in
England is daily more dully drowned by the cats-in-
heat call of the muezzin.

The house is irregularly shaped, of a style that
seems more organic than fabricated -- like one of
those cathedrals that started off Romanesque, then
over the course of centuries grew gradually Gothic.
Brideshead begins, of course, in the grim futility of
Britain's Second World War. For that was how Waugh
really viewed the war -- as one learns in his masterful
Sword of Honour trilogy, which shows how the
Quixotic hope of saving Poland from modern savagery
gave way to the necessary, squalid alliance with Stalin,
and ended with the cooperation of secret British
Communists in the betrayal of Eastern Europe. "The
modern age in arms," his hero Guy Crouchback crows
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when he learns of the Hitler-Stalin alliance that
launched the war with a joint invasion of England's
sworn ally. Reading these novels is a necessary rebuke
to our current, entirely imaginary account of the Second
World War -- which pretends, essentially, that the fight
against Hitler was launched by Rosa Parks and
conducted to save Europe's Jews. Alas, few cared about
them at the time -- as no one before had bothered
about the millions of dead Ukrainians. Had the Nazi
barbarians outfought the Soviet hordes, we'd no doubt
be watching films like Schindler's List recounting Stalin's
crimes, and the memory of Pope Pius Xl would be
forever tainted by his failure to save the Ukrainians.

But Brideshead hides something quite different
behind the camouflage netting it wears for the war; its
narrator Charles Ryder swiftly returns us at the speed of
memory to another style altogether: the neoclassical,
even neo-pagan idyll he titles "Et in Arcadia Ego." And
for the reader who first encounters the book as | did, at
age 16, it is this section he remembers. Viewers of the
masterful BBC adaptation -- which proved once and for
all that really good books need a miniseries -- are
mostly taken by the callow, happy decadence of the
book's early Oxford section. | know it inspired me to
apply to a better class of college than | had looked at,
and use the money from my summer jobs to pick up
tweed coats, flannel pants, and ties from the 1920s.
(None of which | ever went on to wear -- it turns out
you really do need a valet to press all that wool.)

It's easy for the youthful reader to miss some
critical facts about Charles Ryder's romps with Sebastian
Flyte. I, for one, completely overlooked the homoerotic
subtext -- which surely would have been obvious to any
British man who'd been to a public school. Robert
Graves, in Goodbye to All That, and C. S. Lewis in
Surprised By Joy, both comment on that peculiarly
English institution that Graves called "artificial
homosexuality." (It's unclear whether we're meant to
think that Charles and Sebastian actually committed this
sin against nature; but their "romantic friendship" was
not far removed from the intraschool "love affairs,"
often unconsummated, that Graves and others record.)

Having settled on Waugh as an upright Catholic author,

| steadfastly overlooked any hints he dropped in the
text -- although when my father, a sturdy Slavic
mailman, saw me watching the BBC series, he
demanded to know, "Why are you watching a show
with a bunch of pansies?" | answered with an ignorant,
knowing sigh, "Dad, they aren't queer. They're simply
English."

Just as well. It would have ruined the book for me.

More importantly, as | read the book for the ninth
time, now deeply settled into middle age, | notice that
the happy times Charles and Sebastian spend tippling
champagne and munching strawberries last only about
a year. By their third term together at Oxford,
Sebastian has already slid from happy to sloppy drunk,
and his fall is quick and cataclysmic. By the time he
should have been graduating with a well-earned
gentleman's "C," Sebastian is hopelessly addicted to
drinking and caught in the clutches of a loathsome
German sociopath named Kurt.

So it goes with all the joys recorded in Waugh's
exquisite novel, whose lush and musical prose conveys
to us the intensity of perfect, lyrical moments. But that
is all they are. The love Charles finds for Julia sustains
them in an idyllic affair for barely two years before her
deathbed
acceptance of absolution) sunders them again. They

conscience (sparked by her father's
each are left alone, with the memories of brief and
fleeting experiences -- all flecked and crusted with sin,
but nonetheless lovely -- to sustain them through
decades of isolated dryness and penitence, and the
slow attempt to warm themselves by the cool,
unearthly fire of the sanctuary lamp Charles finds relit
at Brideshead, at a chapel reopened for soldiers.

Such is Waugh's cold-hearted warning against the
joys of earthly life. There are few accounts in his novels
of happy marriages, friendships untouched by
betrayal, or families whose Faith holds them together.
Instead, the Church seems to bind her children to her
with wires and hooks that pierce the flesh, perhaps as

the only means to bind it to the spirit -- then pull it,
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inexorably, toward the tabernacle with a twitch upon a
thread. Indeed, in her human and institutional side, the
Church in this novel is symbolized by the femme fatale
Lady Marchmain -- as dying, wistfully pagan Western
man is portrayed by her errant husband. That, at any
rate, is how | have come to read this book, and make
sense of the toxic influence this willfully kind and
generous lady exerts on her spouse and offspring. The
claims she makes are superhuman, as are her demands,
and they cannot be reconciled with lasting happiness in
a world made by men like Mottram for the comfort of
men like Hooper.

| don't think Waugh was so Gnostic as to suggest
that there could be no room for earthly consolation in
the creed of Christ, to make a fetish of the Cross and
exult unduly in suffering -- which is for us a necessary
evil, but an evil nonetheless. (This tendency | do find in
George Bernanos, and it renders his books to me

unreadable, the record of some alien Faith whose
features | simply don't recognize.) It is the modern
world, constructed with subhuman comfort in mind,
that forms men and women whose quest for happiness
puts them deeply at odds with the natural order, with
our own natures and any decent order. The chaos
ensuing is like that of half an orchestra that has rebelled
against the conductor -- to lift a metaphor from The
Silmarillion, by the other great English Catholic novelist
of the century. We musn't blame the instruments, or
the Author.

John Zmirak is the 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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A Language They'll Understand

Gene Zurlo | Column
3/25/09

y now it should be apparent to anyone who

follows Washington politics that the new

administration is ideologically the most anti-life
administration in the history of our nation.

During the recent presidential race, President
Obama's campaign was able to divide Catholics and
forge a majority (54 percent) who voted against the
teachings of the Church. How could this have
happened? These Catholics either must not know what
the Church teaches, or simply don't care.

It is the responsibility of our bishops to teach the
Faith and discipline the faithless, but many of them
have failed to meet their responsibilities. What can the
lay faithful do to move our bishops to action?

First, we must pray -- pray that our bishops be holy,
wise, faithful, and courageous in shepherding their
flocks. Secondly, the faithful need to encourage their
bishops to do what they should be doing. It is clear that
our efforts heretofore have had little effect, probably
because we weren't pushing the right buttons that
would motivate our bishops. Recent events, however,
suggest a course of action that the laity can take to
encourage change.

A few weeks ago, legislation was introduced in the
Connecticut legislature that would have put severe
limits on the control of bishops over their diocesan
finances and administration. In almost no time, the
three Connecticut bishops reacted with a force and

alacrity rarely seen, particularly when compared with
issues of life and marriage.

A few vyears ago, faithful Catholics in the
Archdiocese of San Francisco were able to move then-
Archbishop William Levada to action by threatening to
withhold contributions. This worked because the
archdiocese realized that their policy of placating
dissident
contributions was a losing proposition in the face of

Catholics in order to retain their

the potential loss of money from faithful Catholics.

These events teach us that threats to power and
revenue streams will get the attention of bishops and
can move them to right action. In those dioceses
where bishops do not defend life and marriage and
who tolerate Catholic politicians who vote and
otherwise act against the Church's teachings, faithful
Catholics should organize "donor strikes." Notify the
diocesan bishop that funds formerly given to the
diocese and parishes (from which the diocese collects
a tax) will be redirected to charities such as Priests for
Life or Human Life International.

We can help effect change for the better in our
Church. Let the action begin.

Gene Zurlo writes from South Carolina and is a board
member of many Catholic apostolates around the
country.
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Taking On Goliath

Deal W. Hudson | Column
3/26/09

f you think the pro-life movement has run out of

energy and new ideas, you should meet Lila Rose.

You may not know her name, but you very likely
have seen the media coverage of her various sting
operations at Planned Parenthood clinics around the
country.

Rose is 20 years old, but she is already entering her
fourth year of covert operation, as it were, exposing the
underhanded -- and, in some cases, potentially illegal --
practices at abortion clinics run by Planned Parenthood.
She has already made appearances on The O'Reilly
Factor and Hannity's America.

Posing as an underage pregnant girl, Rose has taken
concealed audio and video equipment into these clinics.
First, she makes sure the clinic personnel know she is
underage and that the baby's father is an older man,
repeating his name clearly. By law, the clinic personnel
must then notify the police that the alleged father has
had sex with a minor.

But in every case, the counselors at Planned
Parenthood have brushed aside the sexual abuse of a
minor and failed to contact the police. The Arizona
attorney general recently opened an investigation of a
Tucson Planned Parenthood clinic based upon Rose's
footage.

Previously released footage has already put Planned
Parenthood clinics on high alert -- each clinic has a
poster with Rose's picture on the wall. | asked Rose how
she felt about having her picture displayed like a
wanted criminal: "Well, | had to go blonde over the
summer so | wouldn't be recognized. | think it's sad.
They are afraid of this little girl -- at the time | was 18 --
and more concerned with looking for me than looking
for the sexual abusers."

Rose comes from a large Evangelical family -- five
brothers and two sisters -- in San Jose, California. Her

father, John, is a software engineer; her mother,
Antonia, a home-schooler. Rose is a junior at UCLA
studying history, and she entered the Catholic Church
on March 15 of this year.

It was as a freshman at UCLA that Rose first got the
idea to record what goes on inside an abortion clinic.
"When | came to UCLA there were no pregnant women
on campus, so | knew they were being aborted," she
told me. With help from her friend James O'Keefe, she
took a concealed voice recorder into the UCLA health
clinic pretending to be a pregnant co-ed. When she
asked whether they would help her keep the baby, she
was told, "We do abortions, but we don't support
women who are pregnant at UCLA."

When she published the transcript of the
conversation in The Advocate -- the campus paper she
started as a freshman -- the story provoked a campus-
wide debate among students, staff, and
administrators, resulting in the creation of a parenting

support network.

Later in that same year, 2007, Rose took both

video and audio recorders into two Planned
Parenthood clinics in Los Angeles. "The first time |
went alone and had an audio recorder stuffed in a
pocket and an old camcorder camera stuffed in my
purse." | asked her if she had felt any fear. "No, | was
not scared. | was eager to see what would happen. It's
always been my dream to be used in the fight against

abortion. | had a strong feeling | could be helpful."

She credits the work of Mark Crutcher at Life
Dynamics for inspiring her to take this route in
exposing practices inside Planned Parenthood clinics.
Crutcher had once used an actor pretending to be a
13-year-old girl to call abortion clinics.

Perhaps even more troubling to Planned

Parenthood are the phone calls Rose and O'Keefe
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placed to their development offices, posing as donors
who were pushing a racist agenda. They told
development personnel that they wanted to make a
donation specifically targeting a black woman so that
there would be fewer black children. Not a single
Planned Parenthood staffer hung up on them, and some
indicated they were in agreement.

Rose and O'Keefe made videos of these phone calls
and posted them on YouTube. Some of Rose's videos,
such as this one from Bloomington, IN, have been
viewed over 100,000 times.

Rose and her organization, Live Action, are
presently in the midst of a multi-state investigation,
from which much of the footage has not yet been
released. "We have a lot of footage we are sitting on.
Planned Parenthood is the world's largest abortion
provider and should be held accountable. But we want
to show not only the victims of sexual abuse but also
the victim who is the pre-born child."

Rose's story is pure David and Goliath. Here is a
college junior who doesn't own a car, working out of

her apartment with the help of one paid staffer and
friends who volunteer, taking on one of the most
powerful, well-funded, and well-connected
organizations in the country. Planned Parenthood has
tried to silence her: After she posted the videos of her
visit to the Los Angeles abortion clinics, Rose received a
threatening cease-and-desist letter from Planned

Parenthood's attorney.

"When | got the letter, | was by myself in my college
dorm room. | was full of adrenaline, and | was very
excited. | didn't know what to think or do, so | got on
my knees and said, 'Lord, whatever you want to
happen, let it be according to your will."

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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Condoms and the Pope: The Facts

Richard Bastien | Column
3/26/09

n spite of the media hype surrounding Pope

Benedict XVI's statement regarding the AIDS crisis in

Africa, there is ample evidence to suggest the pope
has a point. To judge whether this is true, one need only
look at the facts -- first with respect to the effectiveness
of condoms in preventing the spread of HIV, and then
with respect to other methods of fighting the disease.

As to condoms' effectiveness, the U.S. Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) acknowledges
that condoms do not provide perfect protection against
HIV. While their Web site opens by mentioning that
"the most recent meta-analysis of epidemiologic studies
of condom effectiveness . . . demonstrates that the
consistent use of latex condoms provides a high degree
of protection against heterosexual transmission of HIV,"
it then goes on to caution that "condom use cannot
provide absolute protection against HIV." More
importantly, it says that "the surest way to avoid
transmission of HIV is to abstain from sexual intercourse
or to be in a long-term mutually monogamous
relationship with a partner who has been tested and
you know is uninfected."

More specific information about the effectiveness
of condoms in the fight against HIV/AIDS is provided by
organizations supportive of the use of condoms. For
example, the Guttmacher Institute, whose mission is
"advancing sexual and reproductive health," did a study
on "The Effectiveness of Condoms in Reducing
Heterosexual Transmission of HIV." The study concludes
that the level of protection from HIV provided by
condoms "approximates 87 percent, with a range
depending upon the incidence among condom
nonusers." It also concludes that "the condom's efficacy
at reducing heterosexual transmission may be
comparable to or slightly lower than its effectiveness at
preventing pregnancy" (Family Planning Perspectives,

1999, 31(6):272-279).

In short, using a condom does not provide perfect
protection against HIV -- it merely reduces the risk. It's
like playing Russian roulette with better than usual
odds. On June 17, 1987, Dr. Maria Crenshaw, past
president of the American Association of Sex Educators,
stood up before 800 sex educators at the World
Congress of Sexology in Heidelberg and asked a
revealing question: "If you had available the partner of
your dreams, and knew this person carried the HIV
virus -- would you rely on a condom for protection?"
Not a single person raised a hand.

The relative ineffectiveness of condoms in the fight
against HIV/AIDS is also attested by experience.
Indeed, over the past 20 years, the promotion of
behavioral changes has proven much more effective
than that of condom use. The director of the AIDS
Prevention Research Project at Harvard University,
Edward C. Green, recently stated that "research has
produced no evidence that condom promotion -- or
indeed any of the range of risk-reduction interventions
popular with donors -- has had the desired impact on
HIV-infection rates at a population level in high-
prevalence generalized epidemics."

Professor Green goes on to note that if we are to
make real headway against the spread of HIV, "we
must accept that the evidence is much stronger for
fidelity or partner reduction than for any of the
standard-package HIV-prevention measures -- in Africa
at least." He also mentions that many African countries
that have not seen declines in HIV have seen increases
in condom use. However -- and this is the point that
never gets reported -- in every country in which HIV
has declined, there have been increases in levels of
faithfulness and usually abstinence as well (First
Things, April 2008).
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Professor Green's views are consistent with the
findings of various learned journals like Studies in Family
Planning,which, in its March 2004 issue, admitted that
"no clear examples have emerged yet of a country that
has turned back a generalized epidemic primarily by
means of condom promotion." The findings published
by this journal further indicate that the promotion of
condoms has been accompanied in some cases not by a
reduction, but rather by an increase, in the prevalence
of HIV. The best example in this regard is Cameroon,
where annual sales of condoms increased from 6 million
in 1992 to 15 million in 2001 -- while the prevalence of
HIV rose from 3 percent to 9 percent of the total
population.

James Shelton, of the U.S. Agency for International
Development, expressed similar views in the December
2007 edition of The Lancet, one of the world's best-
known medical journals. He mentions that "something
is not working" in the fight against HIV/AIDS and then
goes on to enumerate "ten myths and one truth about
generalized HIV epidemics." One of the myths is that
condoms are the solution. "Condoms alone have limited
impact in generalized epidemics," says Shelton. His view
is that the priority should be on "the key driver of
generalized epidemics -- concurrent partnerships"; in
other words, the practice of having sex with multiple
partners. He advocates programs that enhance partner-

limitation behavior -- a solution not inconsistent with
what the pope has been advocating.

The foregoing pertains only to the "mechanics" of
sexual relations, which suggests that even from the
point of view of a crass materialist, the promotion of
condoms as a means of fighting against the scourge of
HIV/AIDS is, at best, questionable. However, for those
who still believe that man is endowed with a soul, it
may be noted that, to the extent that it removes a
disincentive to engage in casual sex, the promotion of
condoms contributes to a moral breakdown which can
only facilitate the spread of HIV.

One need not be a pillar of the Church to see that
the views expressed by Benedict XVI are eminently
reasonable. To dismiss them as "grievously wrong" or
as "contrary to the accumulated evidence" reflects an
attitude that is based more on ideology than on
common sense.

Richard Bastien is the director of Canada's Catholic Civil
Rights League for the National Capital area and a
regular contributor to Egards.
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Lessons Written in Stone and Sand

Thomas Colyandro | Column
3/27/09

espite the inevitable self-aggrandizement that
comes at the beginning of a new

administration, and the self-congratulations
that come at the end, the world has yet to see the kind
of long-lasting, U.S.-brokered political change in the
Holy Land that will realistically assure either the
Palestinians or the Israelis the security to live their lives
and to worship God without fear. And while the internal
socio-political and religious realities in Lebanon, Syria,
Irag, and Iran are hardly much better, it's possible that
the lives of the myriad Christians across the region are
the worst of all.

Roman, Maronite, Melkite, and Chaldean Catholics
-- along with the Antiochian, Syriac, Armenian, and
Greek Orthodox Churches -- across the Middle East
have, for decades, pleaded for the socioeconomic,
political, and spiritual support to survive in a hostile
region. Meanwhile, the ignorance of Catholics and
Orthodox elsewhere in the world to this situation is
exacerbating the forced migration of tens of thousands
of Christians from their homes.

The Stone

In May of 2008, the Maronite patriarch, Nasrallah Peter
Cardinal Sfeir, conducted pastoral and official visits to
Qatar, South Africa, and the United States, where he
met with President George W. Bush, Secretary General
of the United Nations Ban Ki-moon, and the permanent
members of the UN Security Council. At the time, his
most pressing concern was the ongoing acts of violence
and the illegitimate use of force aimed at extending the
stalemate over the selection and confirmation of a
Lebanese president. In his meetings with government
officials, the patriarch voiced the following issues and
concerns:

1. That all of Lebanon's constitutional institutions
need to continue to be active and effective, and
that the election of a president is a top priority.

2. That Lebanon's neighbors not attack, invade,
undermine, or compromise the sovereignty of
the nation.

3. That the issue of the Shebaa Farms be resolved
according to the Seven Point Plan of the
Lebanese government, and that the

demarcation of the Lebanon-Syria boundaries

and the normalization of diplomatic relations

between those two countries be established.

4. That international aid is given to assist with
Palestinian refugees in Lebanon.

5. That the world assists in the implementation
of all UN resolutions pertaining to Lebanon.

6. That the world recognize Christians, in large
numbers, are leaving the lands where Jesus
and His disciples walked and lived. "We need
the help of all nations to safeguard and
support their presence and status," the
patriarch said during a press conference at Our
Lady of Cedars Maronite Catholic Church in
Houston in May.

The good news is that, since that time, not only has the
world seen Michel Suleiman take office as president of
Lebanon (putting an end to the immediacy of that
particular crisis), but we have also witnessed the first
ever Catholic-Muslim forum in Rome (titled "Love and
Mercy in the Bible and in the Koran"). Further, we've
heard about renewed conversations within the
Bilateral Permanent Working Commission, which is
formed by representatives of the Holy See and Israel,
who basically discuss and draft agreements regarding
taxes and Church property in Israel.
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The willingness of both Muslims and Jews to enter
into the present dialogues provides some sign of hope
that progress can continue (even if slowly). Equally as
important, though, the movement along these fault
lines is a testament to the tenacity of a patriarch who is
the world's most visible Christian figure in the region --
as he put it himself during that same press conference,
"A messenger of peace working and praying for a lasting
peace as Christ has said: 'Blessed are the peacemakers,
for they shall be called sons and daughters of God (Mt
5:9)."" This movement is also a testament to the
leadership of Pope Benedict XVI, who is remarkably
adept at speaking the truth of Scripture and Tradition
while showing serious diplomatic prowess.

Still, we cannot be lulled into assuming that these
meetings will automatically lead to real reform in terms
of a legitimate Palestinian state, a safe and secure
Israel, a sovereign Lebanon, and a more reasonable
Muslim influence in and from Syria, Iraqg, and Iran. Case
in point: With renewed conflict between Israelis and
Palestinians (not to mention a certain SSPX bishop), the
Holy Father's trip to the Holy Land was called into
question.

So in considering this region, we must be reminded
that it is not only our calling to help the stranger in need
in these areas (i.e., the Jew and the Muslim), but also
our supreme duty to assist our brother and sister
Christians in their own fight for peace and security.

The Shifting Sands

The Catholic Church slogged its way through the turmoil
of the Middle East for roughly 16 centuries until treaties
between the European powers and the Ottoman Empire
firmly established the rights of the Church in the area.
Regarding the Holy Land in the 20th century specifically,
these rights were codified first under British rule, then
under the framework provided by UN Resolution 181,
which established the state of Israel. Because the Holy
See and Israel did not formally establish diplomatic
relations until 1993, these provisions were not
recognized until the Fundamental Agreement (of that

same year) established that the resolution from 46
years earlier would rightly form the basis of the official
relationship. The Legal Personality Agreement of 1997,
which recognized the legal status of the Church and its
related institutions (e.g., schools, personnel, etc.), was
an important step, because Israel accepted that Catholic
Churches in the area were not merely local churches,
but a part of the body of the universal Church based in
Rome. Presently, the Bilateral Permanent Working
Commission is struggling through the very complicated
issue of tax exemptions.

This is important because the Church, in addition
to needing land and buildings to complete its ministry,
has a rather poor population to serve, and needs all
the financial help it can get.

"Diplomatic activity [in the Holy Land] has been
focusing on keeping the conflict 'contained' as it
currently is and on pointing to some unspecified future
possibilities of resolution unaccompanied by any very
precise plan to get from 'here' to 'there'," said Rev.
David Maria Jaeger, O.F.M., an omnipresent figure in
Israeli/Vatican discussions. "It is in the long-term
interest of the West, as well as its moral obligation, to
intervene decisively to bring the bloodletting in the
Holy Land to an end and to induce the parties to sign
the peace treaty that has been virtually ready for
years," he told me in a 2004 issue of the Texas Catholic
Herald.

A Call to Action

Details of treaty negotiations aside, during the 15
years since the Fundamental Agreement, Americans
have provided robust support to just about every
cultural sub-group in the region but Christians. The
reason for this, in part, is that in America it is not
politically correct to say we want to rescue a group of
Christians. There seems to be an explicit fear that
saying so means we do not want to help the Jews or
Muslims. (Of course, Scripture and Tradition demand
we help all in need.) We also know that if Westerners
were more aware of who is being harmed, they might
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actually get more engaged, which would benefit
everyone in the region.

With that in mind, parishes in the United States
need a stronger catechesis on the historical foundations
of the Church; a deeper commitment from U.S. bishops
in the United States to encourage the faithful to support
Middle Eastern Christians; more effective efforts from
the Eastern Churches in explaining who they are and
why they need American help; and a serious
communications effort on the part of organizations like
the Pontifical Mission, Catholic Near East Welfare
Association, Catholic Relief Services, the Equestrian
Order of the Holy Sepulchre of Jerusalem, and
International Orthodox Christian Charities. The goal of
all of these activities should be to help the faithful
connect what they do at Mass every week with what is
happening in our ancient religious homeland.

Political groups in Israel, Lebanon, and the

Palestinian territories -- as well as the terrorizing

factions in Syria, Iraq, and Iran -- continue to suppress
the minority Christian population. The Christian exodus
that has resulted may well be one of the worst in
history. The difficulties of establishing a long-term,
stable solution to the centuries-old conflicts in the
Middle East are great, and overcoming them will
require awareness, participation and pressure from
Western Christians. A Holy Land without a Christian
presence is simply no Holy Land at all.

Thomas Colyandro played an integral role in the
University of St. Thomas's inaugural Archbishop Joseph
A. Fiorenza Inter-religious Dialogue Symposium titled
"The Roots of Dialogue and Peacemaking in Sacred
Texts and Traditions: Contemporary Implications for
Judaism, Christianity and Islam."
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An Invitation to Agree

Marjorie Campbell | Column

3/27/09
"So then, putting away falsehood, let all of us speak
the truth to our neighbors, for we are members of
one another." -- Eph 4:25

here are an estimated 3,500 abortions taking

place in America every day. Many Catholics who

state their desire to reduce that number
nevertheless supported the election of Barack Obama
to the presidency, despite his promises to support
funded access to unrestricted abortion both in the
United States and internationally. While some of
President Obama's proposals to increase levels of
assistance for the wunderprivileged comport with
Catholic teaching, the administration's commitment to
a woman's unrestricted right to end the life of her
unborn child runs afoul of unambiguous Catholic
teaching. That teaching asserts the life and dignity of
every child and calls upon all human communities to
secure life and rights for all unborn children.

Many Catholics express their sincere belief in the
Church's teaching and believe their efforts to reduce
the number of abortions -- as opposed to eliminating
the practice by law -- fulfills their obligation to the
unborn, women, and society. Let's call them "Reduce
Abortion" Catholics, as opposed to Catholics who hold
the legal and moral abortion position inseparable -- the
"lllegalize Abortion" Catholics.

Much ink has been spilled debating which type of
action our Church's teaching mandates, dragging into
the public debate our bishops and even our pope. We
have demanded our clergy take sides and employed
harsh words and tactics typically associated with secular
political struggles, not faith communities in dialogue.
We have allowed commercial interests and political
manipulators -- who are not motivated by religious faith
or teaching -- to fund and direct our exchange. Is it any
wonder that our dialogue is so often righteous, partisan,
and compromised?

It's time to move beyond this holier-than-thou
contest. We need to find real common ground.

All Catholics of good faith can agree on a simply stated,
concrete assertion: namely, any abortion not chosen is
a life saved. Among Reduce Abortion Catholics, there

appears to be a real desire for pregnant women to

choose life, and an agreement that every decision to

have an abortion is a moral tragedy. Therefore, the

objective of Reduce Abortion Catholics is to make

abortion "rare" throughout the world -- or, in other

words, to encourage women to exercise the moral

option of honoring and nurturing each unborn life and

reject the immoral option of killing their young in the

womb.

That being the case, Reduce Abortion Catholics
and lllegalize Abortion Catholics should be able to join
voices and publicly advocate for policies that are
proven to reduce the number of abortions. | make this
proposal as an "lllegalize Abortion" Catholic myself.
have witnessed

Formerly a radical feminist, |

devastating, life-ruining effects since the law
abandoned women to the lonely, deathly option of
aborting her unborn child, instead of assuring her the
support of the father and the community in welcoming

even an unintended child.

But even as | believe the law must be changed, |
wholeheartedly believe there are areas where we can
all work cooperatively, avoiding divisive tactics, in
several areas that are proven to reduce abortions:

Informed consent. Many battles have been and are
being fought throughout the United States over the
information that should be provided a woman before
she is able to procure an abortion, over and above the
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routine informed consent

procedures typically

entrusted to a physician.

Studies have shown that pregnant women are less
likely to opt for an abortion when there is greater
disclosure about the details of the procedure and its
consequences. These details might include whether a
fetus has a heartbeat, whether it will experience pain
during the termination procedure, and whether the
female can expect to experience any emotions of regret
or sadness. These points are well-documented, yet the
abortion industry battles mightily against many of these
disclosures. Why? Because they might affect the
decision-making process of pregnant women and
reduce the number who opt for the abortion.

Access to ultrasound. Similarly, pregnant women who
see an ultrasound of their developing child are much
less likely to continue with an abortion. Of course, legal
access to such an ultrasound would increase the cost of
the procedure while simultaneously increasing the
likelihood that pregnant women will opt out of the
abortion.

Naturally, this protection has also been opposed by
the abortion industry, which only makes money when
an abortion is performed -- not through effective,
informed counseling. National health care, for example,
that fully pays for an abortion procedure while
excluding coverage for counseling and ultrasounds is
not aimed at reducing abortions.

Creating -- and encouraging -- alternatives. As with
ultrasounds, few states require abortion providers to
offer alternatives and support options for pregnant
women. This is particularly evident on college
campuses, where young women have reported startling
strategies that would steer them toward abortion when
diagnosed with an unintended pregnancy. Indeed, many
colleges offer and even facilitate referrals to abortion
providers, while advising pregnant students that OB-
GYN services and support are not available. Developing
alternatives to abortion and mandating that pregnant
women receive unbiased information about those
alternatives is another promising path to reduce the

number of abortions overall.

These are but three areas where Reduce Abortion
Catholics and lllegalize Abortion Catholics should be
able to forge agreement and speak with a single voice
that bears witness to the dignity of unborn life.
Learning to work together effectively on this issue may
well give future generations a model for Catholic lay
response to a wide range of reproductive technologies
that run afoul of Catholic teaching -- and, in our
increasingly materialist society, these challenges will
most surely come.

Marjorie Campbell is an attorney and speaker on social
issues from a Catholic perspective. She lives in San
family  and  blogs at
www.dealwhudson.typepad.com.

Francisco  with  her
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Contraception: The Bitter Pill

George Sim Johnston | Classic
3/21/09

ach month, to test our courage, my wife Lisa and

| stand before an auditorium full of couples

about to marry in the Catholic Church and
explain to them the Church's teachings about sexuality.
The crowd is generally not happy to be there. Many are
not Catholic and few, needless to say, want to hear
what the Church has to say about sex and
contraception. They've heard it already on the
afternoon talk shows from renegade nuns. This is,
moreover, the upper east side of Manhattan, a tough
market for Humanae Vitae.

We tell our restive audience that what they are
about to hear is counter-cultural. We try to pique their
curiosity: What arguments can there possibly be against
using the pill? Proof texts are lacking in Scripture and
we wouldn't use them anyway. The last thing you do
with a crowd of post-baby boom Catholics is argue from
the top down. What we have to do is persuade them
that getting rid of their pills and diaphragms will actually
make them happier. Then, gently, we can slip in a few
natural law arguments about sex and babies.

The challenge is to put the cultural coordinates back
to where they were seventy years ago. Until 1930, not
only did every Christian denomination teach that
contraception is wrong, but even the mainstream of
media and politics did not approve of it. The ubiquitous
state laws against selling birth control devices were the
work of Protestant, not Catholic, legislatures. When, at
the Lambeth Conference in 1930, the Anglican Church
became the first Christian body to change its mind
about contraception, the Washington Post was as
indignant as Pope Pius Xl. It seemed self-evident to at
least a plurality of Christians that the deliberate
obstruction of the life-making potential of sex is a
gravely disordered act.

Disrupting Marriage

The use of contraceptives did not really take off until
the advent of the pill in the early '60s. At the time, the
pill was heralded as a great boon to married couples
because it would remove from sex the fear of
pregnancy. The divorce rate in America was 25 percent.
It proceeded to double quite rapidly. While there were
a number of reasons for this general breakdown of
marriage, the pill certainly contributed. One obvious
reason is that it makes infidelity easier by taking babies
out of the picture. It also turns premarital sex into a
recreation like tennis or bungee jumping, so that many
enter marriage with a consumerist attitude toward sex
that is easily bored and dissatisfied.

But there are more profound reasons why the pill
is so disruptive to marital happiness. It has to do with
the nature of sexuality itself. Sex, we tell our audience,
is a mystery that can never be reduced to mere
biology. It has a meaning far beyond the physical act of
love. In The Graduate when Mr. Robinson confronts
young Benjamin Braddock about his adultery with Mrs.
Robinson, Benjamin defends himself by saying that it
was no big deal: "Mrs. Robinson and | might just as

well have been shaking hands." Mr. Robinson gets
even more upset, and rightly so; because behind
Benjamin's statement is a gnostic separation of spirit
and flesh, of heart and body, which even the dimmest

of cuckolds can sense is utterly wrong.

Our culture has been able to turn sex into a casual
activity because it has separated personhood from the
human body. Most people have the idea that their real
self is somewhere inside the proverbial ghost in the
machine and that what they do with their bodies
doesn't make much difference. But this has never been
the view of the Church, which teaches that the body is
not a mere appendage, but is as much a part of us as
our soul. After all, we don't say in the Nicene Creed
that we believe in the immortality of the soul, but in
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the resurrection of the body. In a very significant way,
we are what we do with our bodies.

The Old Testament uses a very interesting verb for
sex: to "know." One of the things we surrender in the
act of love is knowledge about ourselves that only our
spouse should have. Nobody has written about these
aspects of sex more profoundly than John Paul Il in Love
and Responsibility (1959). In that book, the future
philosopher-pope argues further that each person is an
irreducible subject "a person, not a thing," who ought
never to be used as an object. As we know, sex is an
appetite which has a tendency to do just that: to treat
persons as objects. A couple can easily slip into treating
one another as objects, as things to be used in bed,
rather than as persons giving and receiving the spousal
gift of love. And this may be why so many couples are
bored by modern sex: You can tire of an object, while
you can never tire of a person.

There is also the matter of babies. God's first
command to humanity was to be fruitful and multiply.
For those made uncomfortable by divine injunctions,
the most elementary biology textbook will explain that
sex is for making babies. And since sex is such a deep
part our identity, it may be that when you sterilize the
baby-making potential of sex, you are doing damage to
yourself.

Artificial contraception is wrong because it violates
the gift of self that ought to be at the center of every
act of physical love. When you take the pill or use a
foam, diaphragm, condom, or whatever, you are, in
effect, saying to your spouse, "In this, the most intimate
act of our marriage, | am going to give myself to you,
but only up to a point." Or, conversely, you are saying,
"I want you in this act to make a total gift to me of
yourself, except that part of you which so deeply
defines you as a sexual being, your fertility."

The body has its own deep language, and when we
add chemicals or latex to the act of love, when we
deliberately destroy its potential for making new life,
we falsify the nuptial meaning of its actions. We hold
back the full gift of self which during the wife's fertile
period must include an openness to new life.

A couple who use artificial birth control are not only
falsifying the meaning of sex, they are also behaving
immaturely: trying to extract gratification from an act
while getting rid of its natural consequences. It is not
unlike certain eating disorders.

Chesterton put it well when he said that birth
control "is a name given to a succession of different
expedients by which it is possible to filch the pleasure
belonging to a natural process while violently and
unnaturally thwarting the process itself."

Child Spacing and NFP

At this point, an obvious objection appears on the
faces in our audience. Is the Church telling us that we
have to have one baby after another? What about my
career? And my health? But the Church recognizes that
there are legitimate reasons for spacing children. All
that is asked is that a couple be generous and not put
selfish motives first. And besides, the best thing you
can do for a child is to provide siblings. It is,
paradoxically, more difficult to do a good job bringing
up one or two children than three or four.

If the arrival of children needs to be spaced (a job
once done quite effectively by full-time breast-
feeding), there is a morally acceptable way of doing it:
Natural Family Planning. NFP is one of the best-kept
secrets in the Catholic Church (and the medical
profession), and most of our pre-cana audience is no
doubt hearing about it for the first time.

The general ignorance surrounding NFP is a real
tragedy, because couples who use it almost universally
report what a boon it is to their marriage. NFP is not
"Catholic birth control." Nor is it the calendar rhythm
method, which has a 15 percent failure rate and went
out the window decades ago. It is a method whereby
both partners exercise restraint during the wife's
fertile period, which is determined by a few simple
symptoms. Used correctly, it is more effective than the
pill. And it ought to be noted that the more effective
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an artificial contraceptive is, the more potentially
harmful side-effects there are for the wife.

An obvious question occurs to our audience, one
that is a stumbling block for any number of otherwise
clever theologians: Since artificial contraception and
Natural Family Planning have the same goal -- to
postpone the arrival of a child -- what is the moral
difference between them? Why should a little piece of
plastic or a small dose of hormones be such a big deal?

But NFP and artificial contraception do not, strictly
speaking, have the same goal, since NFP is used by
couples to help conceive as well as to space children,
while artificial contraception is used only to block
conception. (A dividend of the sexual revolution is that
one in six couples now have trouble conceiving, which
gives NFP additional marketing appeal.) And even when
the goal is the same -- the postponement of a child --
everyone would agree that the means used to achieve a
goal can be either good or bad. For example, if you
need a hundred dollars, you can either rob a bank or
earn the money.

When it comes to spacing children, there is all the
difference in the world between sex that is
nonprocreative, because it takes place during the
infertile part of the wife's cycle, and sex that is
antiprocreative. The couple using NFP is accepting their
fertility as it is: a great good, but a good which they are
not going to use at this time. The husband respects his

wife's cycle and does not try to manipulate it.

But a couple on artificial birth control is treating
their fertility as though there were something wrong
with it, something that has to be gotten rid of by
medication or barrier. (The latter is a revealing term: "I
want to make love to you, | want to give myself to you,
but first let me put in my barrier.") A pill is what you
take when you have an illness: couples who use
contraceptives are treating their fertility, whose depth
and mystery they ought to revere, as a defect in need of
a technological fix.

The Fork in the Road

The Church does not teach that an act is evil because it
makes people unhappy, but it does affirm that evil acts
will inevitably have that result. Women who use
contraceptives often complain that they feel like they
are being used as objects and that their sex life is flat.
Couples who use NFP never seem to have this problem.
In the latter case, the wife, whose sensitivity in this area
is usually keener, has the assurance that her husband
loves her enough to practice self-control. And besides,
abstinence is the best of aphrodisiacs. There is nothing

like periodic continence to keep one's sex life

interesting. It's like going on a honeymoon twice a

month. A Jewish rabbi once told New York magazine

that orthodox Jewish women, who have to abstain

from sex for a period after menstruation, universally

report that periodic continence keeps their sex fresh

and entertaining.

In the end, couples who use NFP and those who
use contraceptives are living two radically different
versions of physical love. One accepts the gift of
sexuality exactly as it is stamped in the human person
by God; the other rejects it. And this severing of life
and love is not healthy for a marriage. In fact, a void
can open up in the love life of a contracepting couple,
a void that is usually first noticed by the wife. Two
statistics tell the whole story: The divorce rate among
couples who use NFP is somewhere between 1 and 3
percent, while the divorce rate among couples who
use contraceptives is well over the 50 percent national
rate.

This is the message of Humanae Vitae that nobody
gets: When you try to short-circuit the procreative end
of sexuality, you also hurt the unitive. There is simply
no way of separating them.

There is another unseemly aspect of the pill that is
only now getting attention: its strong causal link to
abortion. In one respect, "contraceptive" is a
misnomer for the pill, because it sometimes does its
work after conception by preventing the fertilized egg
from implanting in the mother's womb. In other
words, it is an abortifacient. But the link to abortion
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goes further. The essence of the contraceptive
mentality is to drive a wedge between sex and babies.
Once a society does this and goes on a spree of
sterilized sex, it has to have abortion as a backup in case
a contraceptive fails or (as happens with teenagers) isn't
pulled out of the pocket at the critical moment.

The Church's insistence on the link between
contraception and abortion occasionally gets support in
surprising quarters. In Planned Parenthood v. Casey the
U.S. Supreme Court, on its perennial search for the
most plausible-sounding sophistries to uphold legalized
abortion, stated:

[Flor two decades of economic and social
developments, people have organized intimate
relationships and made choices that define their
views of themselves and their places in society, in
reliance on the availability of abortion in the event
that contraception should fail.

In other words, we need abortion so that people can
continue their contraceptive lifestyles.

Not Animals

The clash over contraception in the final analysis
involves two irreconcilable views of the human person
and sexuality. Humans are not brute animals; we are
created in the image of God. We do not reproduce, we
procreate; and the place to look for an ethics of
sexuality is not in the rest of the animal kingdom, but in
the other direction, at the three persons of the Holy
Trinity in the act of eternal, mutual self-giving. The
entire Christian world once understood this, and
Protestants who think that this is no longer an issue
ought to examine their own heritage. Luther and Calvin
both taught that artificial birth control is intrinsically
evil. So did Karl Barth, who wrote Paul VI a warm letter
of praise after the publication of Humanae Vitae. The
modern world has evacuated the marital act of its
mystery and sanctity and it is sad that most

denominations have gone along, hesitantly at first, only
to proceed enthusiastically.

Much of the official Catholic apparatus also goes
flopping along with the contraceptive culture. Many
pre-cana programs actually promote artificial birth
control, which means that they indirectly promote
abortion. The pope, as usual, has a deeper insight than
his middle
contraception in the array of life issues. In Evangelium

management into the centrality of

Vitae, the first institutional step he proposes in the
battle against the culture of death is the establishment

of teaching centers for natural methods of regulating

fertility. Unfortunately, the laity get little
encouragement in this area. This is partly because the
progressive wing of the Church, which controls most of
the chanceries and seminaries, has never focused on
Natural Family Planning. They consider it part of the
baggage of Humanae Vitae, a document they shun like

a vampire avoids sunlight.

Still, there are reasons to be optimistic that
contraceptives will someday go away. At the end of
each of our marriage preparation sessions, couples
who seem to have little use for most Church teachings
come up and say that NFP actually sounds like a good
idea. Women, in particular, may decide on purely
feminist grounds that artificially thwarting their
fertility is demeaning. And, so far as the intellectual
debate goes, Chesterton, our guide and mentor, made
the amusing observation that "the more my opponents
practice Birth Control, the fewer there will be of them
to fight us."

Or, as a friend of mine once put it: "Be optimistic,
the readership of the New York Times is not replacing
itself."

George Sim Johnston writes from New York City. This
article originally appeared in the October 1996 issue of
Crisis Magazine.
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Slavery and Abortion

Lewis E. Lehrmann | Classic
3/25/09

here was a time, 135 years ago, when American

law held that all human beings were created

equal -- except for black human beings. American
law currently holds that all human beings are equal --
except for the unborn child. The Supreme Court of the
United States did legalize de facto abortion on demand
in 1973. But now the unrelenting revolt against Roe v.
Wade has transformed the judicial issue into a political
struggle over the fundamental principles of the
American regime.

Americans must ultimately resolve several crucial
issues of organic law: Are the liberals right when they
declare the American Constitution to be merely what
Supreme Court justices say it to be? Or, is it true that all
American citizens are, instead, bound to the original
interpretations of our fundamental law, authored by
the founders of our country?

We remember that the founders, in the Declaration
of Independence, appealed to "the laws of nature and
of nature's God." They knew that only inalienable rights
could secure an ancestral patrimony of equality before
the law to all Americans. As a people, Americans never
were bound together by race. Instead, our sole
common birthright originated in the doctrine of God-
given inalienable rights that animate the spirit of our
laws, our national character, our constitution as a
people. To abandon this birthright is, in fact, to
abandon the authentic American republic itself.

By invoking the binding laws of nature and of
nature's God, the founders of our country implied that
any law, any judicial ruling that violates inalienable
human rights is, by its nature, unacceptable; indeed,
unconstitutional. And moreover, "that whenever any
form of government becomes destructive of these ends
[namely, the inalienable rights to life and to liberty], it is
the right of the people to alter or abolish [that
government], and to institute new government." For
the founders, an unjust law was no law at all.

Thus, it is fitting to ask a simple question: Are not all
Americans and their government -- past, present, and
future -- required by fundamental law to uphold the
American doctrine of the inalienable right to life,
promulgated in the Declaration of Independence? Do
these words still have the force of law? Or, is the
inalienable right to life and to liberty, in the words of
slavery's great apologist, Senator John C. Calhoun,
merely a "glittering generality"?

Legal positivists ignore the fact that the
Declaration of Independence is placed first in The
United States Code of Laws -- even ahead of the
Constitution. The great moral issue in America has
always been the struggle to uphold the Declaration of
Independence -- and in our time, therefore, to restore
the primacy of the inalienable right to life of the child
in the womb. Of this continuing constitutional struggle,

we should never doubt the outcome.

Once before -- in 1865 -- Americans did choose
between the positive right to hold property in a black
slave and the inalienable right to liberty of that same
black slave. Lincoln insisted the black slave was not
chattel, but a person, whose inalienable right to liberty
was protected by the Declaration of Independence.

Slavery, Abortion, and the Court

It is true that some Supreme Court justices, basing
their opinion on the Cooper v. Aaron decision of 1958,
maintain that the law is what the Supreme Court says
it is. Others, in the "legal realism" tradition of Justice
Oliver Wendell Holmes, argue that law is what the
sovereign people vote it to be. But, if historically
understandable and even legal in some technical
sense, was it ever legitimate for Supreme Court
justices, or even the sovereign people -- given our
national origin in the inalienable right to life and to
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liberty -- to decide and vote for the permanent chattel
right to hold a black American as property?

Similarly, can it truly be legitimate to uphold a
chattel right of privacy to dispose of property in the
unborn child? If popular sovereignty or pro-choice
doctrines lead to extraconstitutional court decisions
that violate the inalienable human rights of the
Declaration and the Constitution, are we to suppose
there can be no further appeal? To this question Lincoln
gave an unflinching answer. And, through a great trial of
arms, ending in 1865 with the Thirteenth Amendment
abolishing slavery, the American people settled the
matter forever.

Now we must ask: Does one really suppose that the
right to life, an inalienable right secured by the
Declaration, may be
extraconstitutional coup of the Supreme Court, acting
alone, without direct warrant from the American people

eviscerated by an

who ordained the Constitution and who alone are
authorized to amend it? Do the justices not recall that
our forefathers wrote into the primordial law of the
Republic that only "We the people of the United States,
in order to form a more perfect Union . .. do ordain this
Constitution for the United States of America"?

Many still argue that, since the Casey decision, the
Supreme Court finally has settled the matter -- with few
restraints -- in favor of abortion on demand. The
conventional elites and some Supreme Court justices,
echoing the proslavery Dred Scott opinion of Chief
Justice Roger B. Taney, argue that two decades of pro-
abortion Supreme Court rulings are themselves the
supreme laws of the land.

Americans have always responded with respect for
Supreme Court holdings in particular cases. But to ask
the American people, the sovereign authority, to be
quiet about first principles of the Constitution is
unacceptable.

Justices Taney and Blackmun

And now let us consider Abraham Lincoln, who never
deferred to the principle of the Supreme Court's
decision in the incendiary Dred Scott case, an infamous
opinion Lincoln refused to accept as a permanent rule
of political action. Rendered for the Supreme Court by
Chief Justice Roger B. Taney, Dred Scott declared,
against all congressional precedent, that slavery could
not be prohibited by Congress in any territory of the
U.S.; that the black man could, under the Constitution,
never be an American citizen. In the words of the 1857
Supreme Court majority, the black American, like the
unborn child of the 1973 Supreme Court, was not a
person.

Today, much of the liberal intelligentsia argues, in
support of Justice Blackmun in Roe v. Wade -- just as
Taney did of the black American in Dred Scott -- that a
child in the womb is not a person and thus not
under the Fifth and
Amendments. Justice Blackmun, in his notorious

protected Fourteenth
opinion on behalf of the abortion power, might just as
well have said, paraphrasing the Supreme Court
opinion of 1857 on behalf of the slave power, that the
unborn child is also a "mere article of merchandise"
and has no rights that Americans are bound to respect.
Like Chief Justice Taney's black American, the unborn
child has been abandoned by the Supreme Court.

That both Chief Justice Taney and Justice Blackmun
relied on false American history in rendering their
opinions should never be forgotten. Contrary to
Taney's recitation of American history, blacks were
truly citizens at the birth of the Republic in 1789,
voting in at least five states, including the slave state of
North Carolina, for and against ratification of the
Constitution. And in 1857, blacks were still recognized
as lawful citizens in several states, despite Taney's
ruling in Dred Scott that they were not and could not
be American citizens.

Similarly, the unborn child was treated as a person
in state law and in federal law at the very moment of
the ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868,
the constitutional amendment that secured legal
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personhood for blacks. Thus, by their actions, and, |
believe, by their intent, the congressional lawmakers
who framed the Fourteenth Amendment implicitly
included the unborn child in the due process and equal
protection clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment.
Indeed, before Roe v. Wade (and since), the unborn
child was and is treated in certain tort and negligence
law explicitly as a person -- all this, under the same
Constitution which Justice Blackmun announced in 1973
did not recognize the personhood of the unborn child.

The Historical Link Between Abortion and Slavery

Americans have now arrived at the moment, just as
Lincoln did after Dred Scott, when they must look into
the history of the fundamental law for an answer to the
following question: How is it that in 1973 the Supreme
Court of the United States conjured out of the
Fourteenth Amendment a judge-made right to privacy,
one that could lawfully sanction the right to abortion on
demand, in violation of the existing laws in most of the
fifty states? How could it be that the Fourteenth
Amendment, which expressly confirmed that the
former black slave is a human person, could be
construed in 1973 by the Supreme Court to make a
nonperson out of yet another human being, the unborn
child?

There is no adequate answer to this question, for in
fact there is little authenticity in the historical account
of abortion contained in the Supreme Court's Roe v.
Wade decision.

In 1973, the Supreme Court ignored the fact that
when the Fourteenth Amendment of 1868 was passed,
twenty-eight of thirty-seven states held abortion to be a
criminal act prior to "quickening," two by common law,
the remainder by statute. Over the next fifteen years,
seven more states made abortion a criminal act. By
1973, when the U.S. Supreme Court authored the
spurious right to abortion, most states had for
generations restricted abortion. For all those who have
eyes to see and ears to hear, there was only one
historical truth in 1868, at the time of the drafting of

the Fourteenth Amendment. And it was this: Consensus
in law of the American people did exist -- namely, to
restrict abortion. And those politicians who today plead
for no action because they say there is no consensus
cannot deny the undeniable consensus in law that did
exist in 1868 and in 1973.

This historical consensus to restrict abortion, |
believe, can still be mobilized today. To falsify the
Supreme Court opinion in Roe v. Wade, it must be
explained to the American people that the same
congresses, that prohibited slavery in the Fourteenth
Amendment explicitly incorporated into federal law, at
about the same time, criminal codes restricting
abortion. For example, Congress restricted abortion on
all federally administered properties located within the
states and the territories. Congress did this by
incorporating very restrictive state anti-abortion laws
directly into the federal criminal codes of 1859 and
1874, a fact that shows that when Congress resolved
the issue of slavery in the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and
Fifteenth amendments, it was at the very same time
restricting abortion by federal law.

This unexamined but inescapable historical link
between the abolition of slavery and the restriction of
abortion by Congress during the mid-nineteenth
century cannot be overemphasized: It was no mere
coincidence that the two occurred together. It is worth
recalling that the final slavery crisis occurred during
the 1850s, just as the American Medical Association
had successfully carried out a campaign to restrict
abortion in the states and the territories -- restrictions
that went beyond the common law constraint on
abortion after quickening. The AMA did this because
new medical research, the science of embryology, in
the 1820s and 1830s had demonstrated that the life of
the child in the womb began not at quickening, but
from the first moment of conception. (Indeed, this was
the scientific position the AMA upheld through the
1960s and thus was written into most medical
textbooks.)

To explain to the American people the history of
the parallel antislavery and anti-abortion movements
should be sufficient to wreck the remaining rotting
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timbers holding up the Supreme Court's rickety
framework fabricated in Roe v. Wade and remedy the
false story recited by Justice Blackmun in his scandalous
1973 opinion.

It would appear that some in the anti-abortion
movement are still perplexed that the right to abortion
on demand has enveloped the entire nation. To them,
how can it ever be right to do wrong? And if abortion is
not wrong, nothing is wrong. But let us recall that in the
1850s, the antislavery movement was perplexed that
the right to slavery, despite the inalienable right to
liberty guaranteed in the Declaration, was advancing
with the same inexorable drive throughout the vast new
territories of the United States. That slavery spread
rapidly with the doctrine of Manifest Destiny and the
cotton gin into the trans-Mississippi South and West
before the Civil War is an indisputable fact of history.
Historical research into the economics of slavery has
confirmed Lincoln's controversial view in 1858 that
slavery was not a dying but rather a growing and
profitable institution.

Despite the fact that the Constitution had expressly
conferred upon Congress the power in Article 1V,
section 3, to make all the territories free, Taney's Dred
Scott opinion of 1857 had set aside this lawful power.
Indeed, he tried to nullify the power of Congress,
making the spread of slavery potentially ubiquitous
throughout the United States.

On all fronts slavery advanced, stronger in 1858 --
the year before the African slave trade was legally
abolished -- than it had in 1807. Can there be any more
obvious analogy to the spread of the plague of abortion
across the face of our nation after 1973?

Lincoln's example

In 1860 the American people elected a new president at
the head of a new party, opposed in principle to slavery.
How did Lincoln and his new Republican Party contend
with the Supreme Court's sponsorship of slavery?
Invoking the precedents of lJefferson and Jackson,
President Lincoln argued in his first inaugural speech of

1861, "if the policy of the [Federal] government . . . is to
be irrevocably fixed by decisions of the Supreme Court -
- the people will have ceased to be their own rulers."

Following President Lincoln's lead, the Republican
Congress, only a year later, moved against the Court
and passed the congressional statute of 1862 that
reversed the Dred Scott decision, overruled the Court,
and prohibited the extension of slavery to all American
territories. In 1863 came the Emancipation
Proclamation, then in 1865 and 1868 the Thirteenth and
Fourteenth amendments, all of which overthrew
slavery and the Dred Scott Supreme Court decision
forever.

As one reflects on our first Republican president
and his conflict with the Supreme Court, one is moved
to ask, who now laments the reversal of the Supreme
Court's infamous Dred Scott decision? Moved by the
spirit of the founders of our country, unequivocally
enshrined in the Declaration of Independence, we call,
using Lincoln's own words, for the reversal of Roe v.
Wade in order to uphold the organic law of the
founding, the very basis, of the American Republic
itself.

The supervening injustice of Roe v. Wade and the
Casey decision, both upholding abortion on demand
with but empty restrictions, should cause all
Americans, invoking our ancient prerogative, to inquire
once again into the "just powers" of government. As
we examine the case of abortion we shall find, as Mr.
Lincoln did before us, that President Andrew Jackson
was, in fact, wrong when he said that the courts have
no more power over Congress than Congress has over
the courts. For the Constitution does bestow upon
Congress much more authority over the Court than it
gives to the Court over Congress.

In Article Ill, Section 2, Congress is given explicit
constitutional power to remove Supreme Court
jurisdiction of all abortion cases. But nowhere in the
four corners of the Constitution can anyone discover
any explicit power of judicial review, now exercised by
the courts over Congress. Thus, to invoke judicial
review against the power of Congress to make
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exceptions to the Court's appellate jurisdiction is to
repudiate an explicit constitutional power of Congress
in order to insulate the Court's implicit power of judicial
review. This represents both a curious reversal and an
incomprehensible perversion of the Constitution.

Any thorough debate over Article Ill, Section 2 will
yield the unavoidable conclusion, fairly drawn from the
Constitution, that if Congress wishes to eliminate lower
federal court jurisdiction in abortion cases, it can
certainly do so without raising questions of due process,
provided that it authorize state courts to review those
same cases. For bold legislators who would reform the
deep flaws in current Court practice, the lesson is that a
renegade Supreme Court can be curbed constitutionally
by Congress. Congress need only truly desire to do so.
The Congress of 1862 did and overruled the Supreme
Court's Dred Scott decision, and, by statute, prohibited
slavery in the territories.

It is clear, for example, that Congress could today,
empowered by Article Ill, Section 2, remove Supreme
Court appellate jurisdiction (indeed, remove federal
court jurisdiction) of all abortion cases. Congress could
then pass a law defining human life as beginning from
the very first moment of conception; further, that the
inalienable right to life is the paramount right of those
explicit human rights enumerated in the Declaration of
Independence and in the Fifth and Fourteenth
amendments of the Constitution; moreover, that
abortion should, to protect mother and child, be
rigorously restricted in the United States of America.

Finally, Congress could require that all states pass
legislation to carry out the laws of Congress restricting
public and private parties equally with respect to
abortion. It would follow, all preceding court rulings like
Roe v. Wade notwithstanding, that a congressional
statute would necessarily become, according to the
Constitution, the supreme law of the land. Like the
crucial precedent of the congressional statute of 1862 --
in which Congress overthrew the Dred Scott Supreme
Court decision -- a penultimate act of Congress
restricting abortion could lead ultimately to a
constitutional amendment.

Until then, perhaps Roe v. Wade and Casey may
still, in some sense, be considered legal in these
particular cases; but these decisions are, in the full
sense of the word, illegitimate. In the light of logic, of
the moral law, and of American history, Roe v. Wade
and its illegitimate progeny are absurd; they come to
nothing but "raw judicial power" -- as sitting Supreme
Court Justice Byron White declared in his lonely dissent
of 1973.

Will Congress ever be guided by the historical
precedent of the antislavery statute of the Republican
congress of 1862? Will Congress ever make good on its
coordinate power of constitutional review to overrule
the court in Roe v. Wade? Today, it is correctly argued
that Congress may have the power, but has not the
will.

Presidential Leadership

Step by step, we are led to consider the third of the co-
equal, but separate, constitutional branches of
government -- the presidency of the United States --
the incumbent of which swears an irrevocable oath to
"preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the
United States of America." He alone takes this precise
constitutional oath, "registered in heaven," as Lincoln
remarked -- he alone must interpret his duty to
enforce the Constitution as he, sworn by a unique
oath, is given to see it.

The president might see clearly that he could
encourage state legislatures to restrict abortion, just as
he might use his moral leadership to insist that
Congress do the same. When a legislature acted to do
so, the president would, in the case of a statute of
Congress, sign it into law and, in the case of state
legislatures, publicly endorse their acts. Indeed, it is a
constitutional truth that, under certain circumstances,
the president has the full power to nullify directly the
Court's action by constitutional executive authority --
which, in virtue of his constitutional duty, the
president might be pledged to do. If the president so
acted, citing his sworn oath to "preserve, protect and
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defend the Constitution of the United States of
America," it may still be objected that there is no
precedent for such extraordinary presidential action.

First, let it be said that the present slaughter of the

innocents is an ultimate, extraordinary, and
unprecedented threat of destruction to innocent
human life in America, and thus to the very foundation
of the Constitution itself. Should all the fundamental
laws but one be executed, even though that one, the

inalienable right to life, be the ground of all the others?

Furthermore, there is, in fact, a clear and
compelling precedent. During an equally grave national
crisis of life and death in 1861, President Lincoln, acting
alone, suspended "the privilege of the writ of habeas
corpus," one of the most fundamental rights of Anglo-
Saxon and American constitutional law. Immediately,
the Supreme Court acted to constrain the president.
Confronted with a writ of habeas corpus, issued against
him in the Merryman case by the chief justice of the
Supreme Court of the United States, Roger B. Taney, the
president did not even acknowledge the writ of the
court. In fact, he totally ignored the Court -- and its chief
justice. The writ thus fell to the ground without force.

The suspension of habeas corpus, authorized by
President Lincoln in order to save the Union, continued
in effect, in virtue of the full constitutional authority of
the chief executive of the United States. President
Lincoln had ignored the writ of the Supreme Court, on
the necessary and sufficient constitutional ground that
the chief executive of the United States, given an
ultimate threat to the life of the Union, must interpret
his constitutional duty as he, the president, is given to
understand it -- not as the chief justice of the Supreme
Court understands it.

Moreover, President Lincoln insisted he violated no
law in suspending habeas corpus, and of course he did

not; for the Constitution does provide for suspension of
habeas corpus under conditions of insurrection or
invasion and nowhere does it explicitly give that power
to congress alone. But to those who argued that he
might have violated the Constitution, he did reply that
his first obligation as president was to uphold his sworn
oath to preserve the Union, without which there would
be no Constitution, no laws to uphold, no further means
to establish justice. "Are all the laws but one to go
unexecuted," he queried, "and the government itself go
to pieces, lest that one be violated?"

Now it is 1996, twenty-three years after Roe v.
Wade and thirty million abortions later. With the echo
of Lincoln's words ringing in our ears, we ask again: Is it
truly to be supposed that all the fundamental laws of
the nation are to be executed except that one, the
inalienable right to life, our birthright -- the authority
and security of which is the very basis of the American
republic? Is it truly to be supposed that the
annihilation of the unborn child is to go on and on and
on, and that no constitutional power on earth, neither
Court, nor Congress, nor president, nor even the
people of the United States shall empower themselves
to stop this holocaust?

Surely no person, especially no people upholding
the Declaration of Independence, could, against all
history and justice, sustain such a proposition.

Lewis E. Lehrmann is the author most recently of
Lincoln at Peoria: The Turning Point. This article
originally appeared in the September 1996 issue of
Crisis Magazine.
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