
 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

1 

 

  insidedigest 97 
7/11/09 - 7/17/09 

 

 

Columns 

Where the Battle Was Not Fought | Anthony Esolen………………………………….2 

Moral Reasoning | Rev. James V. Schall, S.J.………..…………….…………………..….4 

Blessed Are Those Persecuted for Christ | Mark P. Shea.……………………….....6 

Sneaking Back into Eden | John Zmirak.......................................................10 

The Coming Storm | Alfred A. Lagan…………………………….………………….…...…12 

Did President Obama Mislead the Holy Father? | Deal W. Hudson….…….…14 

Single-Tasking Summer | Danielle Bean………………………………………..…………16 

Christianity Is Not Moralism | Daniel Molinaro……………………………….….…...18 

 

Classics 

Making Babies: A Very Different Look at Natural Family Planning   

H. W. Crocker III………...20 

When Abortion Kills Twice: The Abortion/Breast Cancer Link    

Tom Hoopes………...23 

Off the Rails: Was Vatican II Hijacked? | James Hitchcock…………..…….……..29 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

2 

 

Where the Battle Was Not Fought 
Anthony Esolen | Column 

7/13/09 

hat happens when you concede, without a 

fight, to the spirit of the age? As riven with 

strife as the Catholic Church in America has 

been, I think it is instructive to take a look at a place 

where there is no strife, because there was no battle. 

I'm speaking of our good neighbor to the north, that 

uneasy compromise between America and Europe: 

Canada. 

My family and I enter a smallish church, built during 

the decades that taste and a sense of the sacramental 

forgot. If there had once been a marble altar in the 

sanctuary, it was removed long ago, when officials 

visited every church in the diocese (for the churches are 

all diocesan property) with trucks. Now a large screen 

stands behind the table for Mass. In front of the screen 

stands a painting of Saint Lawrence, holding what must 

be a gridiron. It is executed in a bright cartoon-like style. 

From behind the screen you can see the tray of 

something that looks like a set of shelves on wheels. A 

rag hangs over the end of the tray. Otherwise the 

church is clean, and very spare. Devotional materials, 

other than a hymnal, are not to be found. A poster on 

the back wall, however, does outline Catholic social 

teaching, in bullet points. Not once on the poster do the 

words "family" or "subsidiarity" or "marriage" appear. 

Where is the tabernacle?, you may ask. It is not 

clear. To the left of the altar area, and left of the pulpit, 

stands a table with what might be the tabernacle. But 

on the façade of the table are carved what look like the 

letters S and M, perhaps for Sancta Maria, and a picture 

of Mary is hung on the wall above the table. 

Meanwhile, the chalice and the ciborium are sitting on 

the small table to the right of the altar, in the sanctuary. 

There they are being prepared for the Mass by an older 

gentleman, who will serve as acolyte -- for this church, 

like many others, has long passed from altar boys to 

altar servers to altar girls to nobody. A well-sculpted 

crucifix hangs from the ceiling above the altar. Stained 

glass windows portray the Stations of the Cross in 

blockish modern style, hard to interpret. Otherwise 

there is no art in the church. 

We take our seats at about the middle. No one is in 

front of us. Perhaps that is because the people here are 

used to a miked-up choir, taking their places up front, 

perpendicular to the people and the priest. The choir 

consists of a few middle-aged ladies, only one of whom 

can be heard -- a well-intended soprano with a 

powerful and errant voice, standing next to the 

microphone. Music is provided by a gentleman on a 

guitar, strumming chords in syncopated cowboy 

fashion. Next to the choir is a projector, to flash the 

song lyrics onto the wall. The songs themselves fall 

into two categories: precious moments with Jesus, and 

"How Great Thou Art." There are hymnals in the pews, 

seldom used. The Canadian book of worship is not 

approved for use in the United States. I wish I could 

say that the American bishops had judged that the 

book was unsuitable for use, given its autoimmune 

disorder whenever the threat of a masculine pronoun 

arises. God only knows what grammatical and 

theological gyrations God's bishops must make when 

they pray to God to give them God's wisdom in guiding 

God's Church. 

No bell rings at the start of Mass, as no bell will 

ring at the consecration. Praise the Lord, the choir is 

absent today, so the priest asks the people to sing a 

genuine hymn from the hymnal, though the words are 

neutered for feminism and altered for contemporary 

idiom and banality. The priest himself is an excellent 

man, and that is why we drive 30 miles to Saint 

Lawrence. We know he will not do what one of his 

colleagues did on Trinity Sunday, which was to 

announce to the congregation that we have no idea 

what the Trinity is all about, but it's part of our faith 

anyway. He gives a long yet straightforward homily on 

Christ's curing of Jairus's daughter, and of the woman 
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with the hemorrhage, speaking of the Hebrew respect 

for blood, and instructing the congregation on the 

incomparable worth of human life. 

Otherwise the Mass is as stripped down as is the 

church. Canadians, for some reason I cannot fathom, 

avoid the majestic and theologically complex Nicene 

Creed, saying the Apostles' Creed instead. They kneel 

only until the elevation of the chalice. I am told that it 

has been decades since Latin prayers were heard in 

most of the churches, or since incense was burned 

(indeed, one church council has outlawed it, on account 

of its making some people sneeze), or since the Blessed 

Sacrament was adored in the rite of benediction. 

In a playground near the Church, four young men 

are playing basketball, shirts-skins. They would be four 

more than are at Mass; indeed, four more than all the 

males at Mass between the ages of 15 and 50. Like most 

"community events" these days, the churches are for 

old ladies and little children. What programs, you may 

well ask, has the diocese instituted to attract young 

men not only to the priesthood but to the faith itself? 

Easy to answer: none at all. There is a summer 

leadership program for teenage girls, held at the 

cathedral, but as far as the diocese is concerned, the 

boys can go hang. The result is what the diocese hails as 

a shortage of priests (ours covers Mass at three 

churches, and they are not particularly close to each 

other). I use the word "hails" advisedly, for the diocese 

is cheerfully bringing on the day when lay 

administrators, after a quick course in theological 

nostrums of the leftist variety, will take over the 

churches, the priest reduced to a sacerdotal stud-horse 

to consecrate wafers and move on. The people in line 

for lay administration are, by a large margin, middle-

aged women. This is called curing the foot you have 

been shooting by cutting it clean off. 

The Church in Canada enjoys some accidental and 

wholly undeserved advantages. The people, for better 

or for worse, are friendly and compliant. They actually 

will believe what bishops will tell them. In our neck of 

the woods, Catholics who haven't been to Mass in 

years still consider themselves Catholic, and feel a bit 

guilty about their straying. Priests still command some 

genuine respect. People remain in their pews until the 

last verse of the recessional is finished. But unless God 

works a miracle here, the Church will die.  

More about this, and about what Americans can 

learn from it, in my next installment. 

 

Anthony Esolen is a professor of English at Providence 

College and a senior editor for Touchstone magazine. 

His latest book is The Politically Incorrect Guide to 

Western Civilization (Regnery). 

http://www.touchstonemag.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596980591/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596980591/insidecatcom-20
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Moral Reasoning 
Rev. James V. Schall, S.J. | Column 

7/13/09

t a nephew's recently, I looked in his shelves 

for something to read and came across a 

handsome edition of Huckleberry Finn. I had not 

read this book in ages, so I began to look at it again. It is 

pretty hard to put down.  

Early in the book, the Widow Douglas reads to Huck 

about Moses and the bullrushes. (I have to explain to 

my grand-niece what a "bullrush" is.) Huck says: "I was 

in a sweat to find out all about him." The widow informs 

him that Moses "has been dead a considerable long 

time; so then I didn't care no more about him, because I 

don't take no stock in dead people." Reading such a 

passage, what can a body do but read on? 

What got me thinking was a scene when Jim and 

Huck are on the raft just about the time they run into 

the wreck of the Steamboat Walter Scott. They are still 

above Cairo, where the Ohio comes in, fixing to go 

ashore there in a free state and free Jim -- or so he 

thought.  

Jim was a slave of Miss Watson -- a good enough 

lady, but she needed money. Jim was worth $800 in 

New Orleans; this was the fate he was trying to escape, 

and it is how he and Huck eventually join forces on 

Jackson's Island. Huck was also escaping from his 

boozing Pap, from the Widow Douglas, and from the 

searchers for his own body. They believed he was 

floating somewhere in the Mississippi, after he fooled 

them and Pap into thinking he was drowned, his means 

to escape. 

In order to eat, Jim and Huck slip into a field to 

"borrow" some needed provisions. If they happened by 

a chicken that wasn't "roosting comfortable," they 

"lifted" it. Huck recalled the shrewd advice of his Pap: 

"Take a chicken when you get a chance." If you don't 

want to eat him, you can find someone that does; it 

creates good will. "A good deed ain't ever forgot." Huck 

adds, however, that he "never seen Pap when he didn't 

want the chicken for himself." But that was his sage 

doctrine. 

Before daylight, Jim or Huck would canoe ashore, 

creep into a field to find a watermelon, or mushmelon, 

or a pumpkin, or new corn. Was this filching right? Was 

it moral? Well, "Pap said it warn't no harm to borrow 

things if you was meaning to pay them back some 

other time." Intention was everything. Clearly, 

borrowing "ain't" taking what's not yours. On the other 

hand, "the widow said it warn't anything but a soft 

name for stealing and no decent body would do it." 

Authorities conflicted. 

Jim and Huck begin to debate this fine ethical 

point. For his part, Jim split the difference. Pap was 

"partly" right, he thought, but so was the widow. The 

solution, Jim offered, was this: They would pick out 

two or three things from the list of their daily needs. 

They would then promise not to take them any more. 

This seemed like a mighty fine idea. If they did not take 

anything on the list that they promised not to take, it 

would be all right to "borrow" the other things not on 

it. They reckoned that it was no harm to "borrow" the 

other things that they intended to return.  

This highly refined bit of scholastic casuistry next 

presented them with the even more slippery problem 

of what to put on the list of things they would not 

"borrow" anymore. Drifting down the river, they talked 

all night to decide what provisions to strike from the 

list. They did not know whether to drop "the 

watermelons, or the cantelopes, or the mushmelons, 

or what." But they had to decide. Near daylight, they 

resolved their moral dilemma with one of the finest 

bits of ethical reasoning I have ever seen. They got it 

all settled satisfactorily before the next "borrowing" 

foray into the local farmer's fields: In a stroke of 

genius, Jim and Huck decided to drop "crabapples and 

p'simmons."  
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It is amazing how much better a fellow feels when 

he knows that he has resolved a difficult moral problem 

that has been bothering his soul for some time. "We 

warn't feeling right before that," Huck laments. Every 

man has a conscience, even drifting on the Mississippi. 

"But it was all comfortable now."  

The results of a noble decision are not always so 

propitious as this one was. "Why was that?" Well, it was 

"because crabapples ain't ever good, and the 

p'simmons wouldn't be ripe for two or three months 

yet." This is clearly moral reasoning at its best. It is the 

best possible solution in the best possible world to one 

of the world's great ethical dilemmas. We take "no 

stock in dead people" and never touch "crabapples or 

p'simmons." 

 

Rev. James V. Schall, S. J., teaches political science at 

Georgetown University. His latest book, The Mind That 

Is Catholic, is published by Catholic University of 

America Press. 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0813215412/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0813215412/insidecatcom-20
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Blessed Are Those Persecuted for Christ 
Mark P. Shea | Column 

7/14/09

Blessed are you when men revile you and persecute 

you and utter all kinds of evil against you falsely on 

my account. Rejoice and be glad, for your reward is 

great in heaven, for so men persecuted the prophets 

who were before you (Mt 5:11-12). 

he Beatitude before this one pronounces a 

blessing on those who are persecuted for 

righteousness' sake. Taken in isolation, it would 

be easy to read that Beatitude as a sort of general, 

"Rah, rah for the underdog" sentiment. But coupled 

with this saying, it takes on a very different sense; for 

this Beatitude is a refinement and a refocusing of the 

one preceding it. Those who are persecuted for 

righteousness' sake are, whether they realize it or not 

and whether they like it or not, persecuted for Christ. So 

the pro-life atheist like Nat Hentoff who endures 

brickbats and ultimately loss of his job at the hands of 

people committed to the murder of the unborn is, 

whether he knows it or not, suffering on Christ's 

account.  

This does not mean that salvation is guaranteed 

everybody who endures persecution. One can be 

unfairly persecuted and still be a jerk, a fool, and a 

dastard. The murder of SA brownshirt Horst Wessel may 

have been political persecution, but that did not baptize 

Nazism or render Wessel a martyr for righteousness.  

But the fact remains that those who do God's will 

are doing it whether they think they are or not -- and 

inasmuch as they are doing God's will, even in 

ignorance of the One they serve, they may be in for a 

happy surprise among the sheep who say, "Lord, when 

did we see Thee hungry and feed Thee, or thirsty and 

give Thee drink? And when did we see Thee a stranger 

and welcome Thee, or naked and clothe Thee? And 

when did we see Thee sick or in prison and visit Thee?" 

Such people have no idea they are serving Christ. But 

they are doing so nonetheless. And we have it on pretty 

good authority that "the King will answer them, 'Truly, I 

say to you, as you did it to one of the least of these My 

brethren, you did it to Me.'" 

If this is true of those who suffer for Christ without 

even realizing it, how much more true is it of the 

Christian martyr, who endures all sorts of abuse and 

even goes to his death in conscious awareness that he 

does so for Jesus Christ? That is the ultimate meaning 

of the promise that lies behind this (rather frightening) 

last Beatitude of Jesus'.  

Like all the Beatitudes, it's counter-intuitive. We 

admire martyrs, but we don't want to be one. And this 

is especially true of Christian martyrdom since a) the 

devil really tends to pull out the stops for Christian 

martyrs (just read the hair-raising stories of the 

fiendish cruelties devised for them), and b) these days, 

you don't even get the payoff of the admiration of the 

mob that some of the early Christian martyrs got. 

William Tecumseh Sherman once remarked that the 

lot of a soldier is to die in battle and have his name 

spelled wrong in the papers. The lot of the soldier for 

Christ in our current culture is to get beat up in the 

culture wars (and in some parts of the world, killed) 

and have it covered by headlines like "Sectarian strife 

in Iraq" (meaning "Innocent Christians who did nothing 

to provoke their neighbors but exist are getting 

threatened, robbed, beaten and shot by Muslims"), or 

"Religious zealot hits innocent man in fist with nose, 

assaults bystanders' knee with groin."  

We see this all over the place among the 

Manufacturers of Culture, where the general media 

narrative goes something like this (inhale deeply and 

read the next paragraph as quickly as possible without 

taking a breath): 

That Radical Muslims fly planes into buildings or 

burn down Europe over cartoons is the fault of religion 

-- and by "religion" we mean "Christians" and 

especially Catholics, who are every bit as evil (if not 

T 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QDe3nUdTRcM&eurl=http%3A%2F%2Fwww%2Efivefeetoffury%2Ecom%2F&feature=player_embedded
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more so) as the 9/11 bombers. Let's not forget the 45 

million people killed by the Inquisition and besides 

those Indian Christians getting bombed and burnt alive 

had it coming for proselytizing and the real murderer is 

the pope who wants to kill all the AIDS victims in the 

world and oppress all women and Christians hate 

science and reason and they think too much and don't 

trust the intuitive Flow of Nature's Energy and they 

cause all the wars and they refuse to fight for what's 

right and they are always changing their tune and they 

refuse to change with the times and they complicate 

the simplicity of Love and they are unbelievably 

simplistic and they don't admit the truth that Jesus was 

really a New Age Sacred Feminist, a marginal Jew, a 

magician, a homosexual, a myth, etc.  

In short, the basic rule of thumb is to respond to 

every act of persecution against Christians with a tu 

quoque while focusing on isolated acts of violence by 

Christians as a demonstration of the Inmost Essence of 

Christianity. (Because we all remember the huge anti-

semitic pogrom that accompanied the release of The 

Passion of the Christ, right? It stunned a world still 

reeling from the riots, murders, burning, and looting 

that accompanied the release of The Da Vinci Code and 

the fatwas and assassinations that followed The Last 

Temptation of Christ.) 

News of Christian persecution in China, India, or, for 

that matter, Britain is wrapped up in a litany of self-

contradictory complaints and accusations about how 

Christian have it coming, in which any stigma will do to 

beat a dogma. Outrages are perpetrated against 

suffering Christians every day around the world, and the 

general method of our Manufacturers of Culture is to 

simply ignore that and focus on the phantasm of some 

imminent "theocracy" if a bishop or preacher remarks 

that abortion is bad or heterosexual marriage is good. If 

that fails, hold up anti-Christian nut jobs like Timothy 

McVeigh or Eric Rudolph as "fundamentalist Christians" 

(no one will be the wiser that they were in fact hostile 

to Christianity) and emit the standard moral 

equivalence bleats. The point is this: When Christians 

get killed for their faith, it's no big deal. They're just 

Christians after all. 

Having said that, here's the thing: It's easy as pie to 

note the injustice of an anti-Christian media culture that 

is always looking for (or manufacturing) reasons to 

despise Christians and downplay the abuse heaped on 

them. It is entirely natural for Christians to do so, and I, 

for one, have no trouble following the natural course 

here.  

But the Beatitude does not urge us to take the 

natural course, and Jesus does not, in fact, follow my 

lead and spend a lot of time complaining about the 

obvious injustice of the world toward the Church, just 

as He did not spend a lot of time whining about His 

own persecution, passion, and death. To be sure, He 

warns the Church of the injustices to expect. But He 

does not instruct the Church, "When they persecute 

you, file a class action suit." He does not say, "You will 

be hated by all men, and you must write angry letters 

to the editor complaining about this fact." He does not 

urge us, "When someone strikes you on the right 

cheek, let it burn with resentment at the injustice of it 

all."  

His counsel, as usual, is counterintuitive. He tells us 

to cowboy up and take it ("He that endures to the end 

shall be saved," Mt 24:13), and even more 

astonishingly, He says we should rejoice. 

That would seem incredible and impossibly 

Pollyanna-ish, except that we know for a fact that His 

followers have actually pulled it off down through the 

ages. From the apostles in Acts, rejoicing that they had 

been found worthy to suffer for the Name; to Paul, 

writing from prison, "Rejoice in the Lord always; again I 

will say, Rejoice" (Phil 4:4); to Thomas More, greeting 

the news of his condemnation with gratitude to the 

king who was ordering his judicial murder; to the 

martyrs of the 20th century such as Edith Stein, who 

wrote her fellow Christians on the way to Auschwitz to 

tell them her prayer life was going wonderfully well, 

we see that it really is the case that we can rejoice and 

be glad about suffering for Christ. 

Paul could write such words -- instead of, "Why 

me?" or, "This shows the need for the proletariat to 

rise up and smash the oppressor!" or, "God must really 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

8 

 

hate me and I deserve it!" or, "This proves I really am a 

saint since people hate me!" -- because he could see 

beyond his circumstances. He set his mind on Christ and 

saw everything through Him. Instead of being amazed 

at the injustice of the world to him or (worse still) 

assuming that being a victim automatically made him a 

saint (something every narcissistic slimeball in the world 

assumes), he instead kept his eyes on Jesus and let Him 

do the justifying. He kept in his heart that Jesus had 

said, "If they call me Beelzebul, they will do the same to 

you." He focused on Jesus, not on himself or on his 

persecutors. 

This meant that Paul was not shocked or offended 

by persecution. Paul had no comforting modern mental 

buffer in his head that assured him that people used to 

persecute Jesus' followers long ago in the early Church, 

but that such things are no longer to be expected 

because we are Americans or live in the 21st century. 

He knew that Christ's words to the Church were His 

words to the Church, not to "the early Church." And so, 

Paul recognized that his very bonds were simply 

another way of being conformed to Christ, who was 

Himself part of the prison population on the night 

before His own execution. Paul could rejoice, realizing 

that to live was Christ and to die was gain. Following 

Jesus, Paul endured what He endured, not because he 

couldn't wait to get out of this lousy world, but because 

he couldn't wait to see the world renewed. He knew 

that joy, not grief, is the final word that will be spoken. 

And he knew that our task is to ready our souls to 

receive it. So he knew that "he who sows to the Spirit 

will from the Spirit reap eternal life" and urged the 

Church "Let us not grow weary in well-doing, for in due 

season we shall reap, if we do not lose heart" (Gal 6:8-

9). 

  

Oddly, our post-Christian culture and its ideological 

jailers, the God-haters and acolytes of the New 

Atheists, really detest the notion of Christians bearing 

up under suffering (whether through persecution or just 

the slings and arrow of outrageous fortune) in the hope 

of a heavenly reward. They simultaneously declare that 

there is no God, that Christians should join the 

"Blasphemy Challenge" and denounce Him as evil for 

permitting them to suffer, and (failing that) that 

Christians are vile mercenaries whose hope of heaven is 

a cheap childish consolation that seeks to escape the 

fact that life's a bitch and then you die. 

This is curious when you think about it. Good 

materialists should operate under the assumption that 

since this life is all there is, it doesn't matter what 

Christians think about the afterlife. But they don't. 

Instead, they rankle at the thought that the talking 

piece of meat that is bound for the grave has hope for 

life in the next world. Indeed, since they themselves 

are constantly banging on about the fact that We 

Create Our Own Meaning, you'd think they wouldn't 

mind it if a Christian holding his little girl as she gasps 

out her last breaths after a car accident found 

consolation in the thought that she is going to her 

Heavenly Father.   

But the instinct of the New Atheist is to crush all 

such hope, to extinguish it by any means, and to resent 

any possibility of its fulfillment. They cannot rest with 

anything less than the complete triumph of death and 

the void. Christopher Hitchens, for instance, heaps 

contempt on Jesus' resurrection on the grounds that 

His Passion wasn't a real sacrifice if He didn't have the 

decency to stay dead. Others condemn heaven as 

"escapism" (a subject jailers are particularly concerned 

with). In all this, we hear the note of hell that C. S. 

Lewis describes in his classic work The Great Divorce: 

the curious lust of evil to extend hell. Like Lewis' 

ghosts, the God-hater is not content to make this life 

into hell for Christians; the persecutor of Christians 

hopes to stamp out all hope in the next life, too. He is 

not content saying that this world is a cacophony of 

meaninglessness, a raw struggle for survival in which 

Christians are deluded fools best killed so that the Fit 

can survive. He must seal it with the final triumph of 

the void.  

It is this desire to extend hell that ultimately drives 

the contempt for heaven as a "reward" among God-

haters and other jailers in the employ of the Zeitgeist. 

They mask this hell-extension agenda with a moralistic 

condemnation of heavenly rewards as "working for a 
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bribe." But this is rubbish. A man who marries for 

money is dishonestly working for a bribe. A man who 

marries his Beloved because she is his Beloved is 

obtaining the reward proper to his love. Likewise, the 

Christian who endures persecution for Christ does so in 

order to obtain Christ, who is his heavenly reward. 

Other rewards (virtue, joy, eternal life, power, 

communion with the saints) shall attend that reward, 

just as other rewards (family, a home, new friends) 

often attend the grace of marriage. And such things 

have their place, so long as they do not supplant the 

great and more perfect object of love. None of that is 

"mercenary." It is simply the fullness of human life. 

So it is idle to complain that Christianity is "selfish" 

in seeking Heaven. That's like accusing Christians of not 

being Buddhist and seeking the extinction of the self. 

Christianity is not and never has been purely altruistic. It 

does not and never has sought the extinction of the self. 

The command by Christ to "lose your life" has never 

been an end in itself but has always had in view the goal 

of "gaining your life." There has always been an element 

of reward in it, because it is all about seeking the desire 

of your heart with God in a communion of love, not 

about living in the icy loneliness of stoic pride. But 

though Christ calls us to seek our reward, He frankly 

tells us that it will indeed be heavenly (i.e, ordered 

toward relationship with him and his Body), not 

mercenary. Therefore, in this world, we shall have 

tribulation, since this world is at enmity with Him. But 

this world is not the end of the story. The next will be 

wonderful! 

  

Christianity is, in fact, quite frank and open about the 

fact that it promises to give us what we most deeply 

want -- what we cannot, in fact, not but want: 

happiness. In a word, Beatitude. It has no truck 

whatever with any moral theory that tells us we should 

not desire happiness. In fact, it explicitly denies that it is 

even possible for us to not desire happiness. The only 

thing we can do is desire and attempt to gain happiness 

in right or wrong ways. Every act of virtue has as its 

ultimate goal the ordered pursuit of happiness. Every 

sin is a disordered love of some good -- in short, a grab 

at happiness done wrongly. Even the suicide commits 

self-murder in the pursuit of happiness.  

It's because of our tendency to look for happiness in 

wrong ways (due to sin) that Jesus gives us the 

Beatitudes, because without them we will always act by 

the light of our fallen intellect, weakened will, and 

disordered appetites, which tell us that it's crazy to lose 

your life in order to save it and insist that the war of all 

against all is the iron law of existence. 

So, since you are going to seek happiness no 

matter what, you might as well do it by following the 

direction given by Him who is Happiness. If you are 

nervous about this whole "laying down your life" thing 

(and who isn't?), listen to the voices of our ancestors in 

the Faith who have already field-tested the Beatitudes 

in the crucible of experience. For us, as for them, our 

model in all this is, of course, Jesus Himself, who was 

innocently persecuted and put to death for no cause 

other than that He bore witness to the truth of who He 

was -- and He came through it rather well, promising 

that we would too if we relied on Him to get us to 

where He is. 

Therefore, since we are surrounded by so great a 

cloud of witnesses, let us also lay aside every weight, 

and sin which clings so closely, and let us run with 

perseverance the race that is set before us, looking to 

Jesus the pioneer and perfecter of our faith, who for 

the joy that was set before him endured the cross, 

despising the shame, and is seated at the right hand of 

the throne of God. Consider him who endured from 

sinners such hostility against himself, so that you may 

not grow weary or fainthearted. In your struggle 

against sin you have not yet resisted to the point of 

shedding your blood (Heb 12:1-4). 

 

Mark P. Shea is a senior editor for 

www.CatholicExchange.com and a columnist for 

InsideCatholic. Visit his blog at 

markshea.blogspot.com. 

http://www.catholicexchange.com/
http://markshea.blogspot.com/
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Sneaking Back into Eden 
John Zmirak | Column 

7/15/09

ast week something very strange happened. I 

made a comment that stopped my girlfriend from 

talking. Much of the time, I can't get a word in 

edgewise -- not that I mind, since she's wry, whip-smart, 

and deliriously Southern. But this time, she got really 

quiet and sounded for once impressed. She said, in a 

soft voice. "That's really profound." 

As readers realize, I don't hear that very often. 

Raucous laughter yes, sometimes milk-spraying guffaws, 

occasionally a driver steering off the road at one of my 

anecdotes. There's even an old Cajun friend of mine 

whom I can at will force to laugh until he vomits, using 

only my Bob Dole imitation. Imprudently, he invited me 

to his wedding. (I really should use my powers for good 

instead of evil.) As I noted in a reminiscence of love I 

wrote last summer, at times I've even caused 

Midwesterners to nod and admit: "That's funny."  

The one word that never comes up in my 

connection is "profound." And I've learned to live 

without it. In fact, I steer clear of folks who throw that 

word around. Ditto the kind of people who:  

¶ Claim to have read and been "really changed" 

by von Balthasar's Theo-Drama. 

¶ Collect holy cards of victim souls and pray for 

"extra suffering."  

¶ Try to browbeat all their friends into doing the 

Montfort consecration. "Oh, so you don't trust 

Our Lady?" 

¶ Insist that Tarkovsky's Andrei Rublev -- a four-

hour, mostly silent, black-and-white drama 

depicting Russian icons drying -- is their favorite 

movie.  

In other words, to cite a piece this site ran by James 

Hitchcock, I'm a Chesterton kind of Catholic. And yes, I 

have no Bernanos. So this may be the only profundity I 

ever inflict on the reader. (If you're like me, just hold 

your nose and wait for the jokes in subsequent 

paragraphs.)  

My beloved and I were deploring some new 

scientific monstrosity or other, along the lines of cloning 

embryos to grow new livers for rock stars in rehab, and 

I said quite by accident something potentially 

thoughtful: "I think that most of our modern sins are 

the result of our trying to sneak back into the Garden 

of Eden." In other words, to gain back the 

preternatural gifts Adam lost, which, according to 

traditional Catholic theology, were pretty impressive.  

While our records are scant of human society 

before the Fall (St. Thomas Aquinas speculated that it 

happened in a matter of hours, even before Adam and 

Eve had the chance to consummate their marriage), 

authoritative tradition teaches that included in God's 

gift bag were: 

¶ Immortality. We wouldn't have tramped from 

golden youth through crapulous middle age to 

decrepitude, then dust. No wrinkles, sagging, 

sore joints, or colostomy bags. Had Eve 

showed more humility, and Adam more moral 

courage, man's world would have been a vast 

but pious nudist colony that didn't make you 

cringe, look away, and wish for "quality 

control." No one knows how long we would 

have dwelt on earth, but medieval theologians 

speculated that after a time, each embodied 

soul might have been assumed as Mary was -- 

our only "test case" of a sinless human being 

who wasn't also the incarnate Son of God. 

That's why she was the only candidate 

considered for the Vatican Space Program.  

¶ Impassibility. We wouldn't have been 

subjected to mental or moral suffering, and 

our bodies would have been preserved from 

L 

http://www.takimag.com/blogs/article/lie_i_cant_even_be_tactful/
http://books.google.com/books?id=JBCBAEdqnSwC&pg=PA62&lpg=PA62&dq=Theo-Drama&source=bl&ots=daP85k8OB2&sig=XMXdLNuprkelj19fjji7fP20Yg0&hl=en&ei=S1VdSq3fA4S4Nf2f9L8C&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=5
http://www.victimsouls.org/
http://www.societyoftheimmaculata.com/Consecration.html
http://www.guba.com/watch/3000044968
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=5569&Itemid=48
http://www.dailymotion.com/video/x1vctb_al-jolson-sings-yes-we-have-no-bana_music
http://www.badcatholics.com/
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any serious pain -- although one assumes that 

kids who stuck their hands into the fire would 

still have felt some urgency to pull them out 

eventually. Unless, of course, our bodies would 

have been immune from any destructive force -

- a viable reading of the doctrine. If so, then an 

unfallen Olympics might have included Volcano 

Diving, Alp Jumping, and Chainsaw Swallowing. 

¶ Freedom from concupiscence. Our desires 

would never have exceeded what was 

appropriate for our needs, or goaded us into 

sin. No one would take "all you can eat" as a 

personal challenge, hog both lanes of a two-way 

country road, look longingly at someone else's 

spouse, or gasp at the results of a pregnancy 

test. Each child would be a wanted child.  

¶ Freedom from ignorance. Everything would be 

on a strictly need-to-know basis, and we'd know 

everything we needed. Our private theological 

opinions and the "common sense" that was 

prevalent in the culture would match up with 

the actual state of affairs in heaven. Following 

our conscience would never entail heresy or 

dissent, and there'd be no call for papers like 

the National Catholic Reporter.  

¶ Freedom from sin. We wouldn't carry around 

inside our heads a tiny Miltonic Lucifer, ready to 

scream "Non serviam" at the drop of a hat or 

one's pants. While sin would be possible, it 

would seem to people strange -- a deviation 

from the norm, like a dog walking on its hind 

legs, instead of going back to its vomit. Our wills 

would match our consciences, and when we did 

what we thought was right . . . it would be.  

¶ Lordship over the earth. One hopes man would 

not have remained a naked, rural vegetarian 

but would have built wondrous cities. Imagine 

New York without the attitude, New Orleans 

without the crime, Vienna without the 

socialists. Our use of natural resources would 

never outstrip what was prudent or fair, so 

innocent third parties wouldn't have to suffer 

from the waste we dumped in rivers, the filth 

we pumped into the air, or the nonsense we 

wrote on Twitter. We would just know better 

than to do such things, and our mastery of the 

earth would be seamless and eco-friendly.  

Now it seems to me that most of the project of secular 

modernity could be summed up as the technological 

and ideological crusade to achieve all the above -- and 

shove the pesky business of the Fall and the 

Redemption down the memory hole.  

It's perfectly legitimate to try, within the limits of 

justice and the natural law, to mitigate the suffering 

that came to us from the Fall. (There are some 

Catholics who fetishize suffering, but they aren't 

reading this column -- they're off watching Andrei 

Rublev.) Too bad the human race -- thanks to its fallen 

will and darkened reason -- typically blows past those 

stop signs like a Humvee plowing through a tollbooth. 

So we seek immortality by turning ourselves into stem-

cell cannibals, and impassibility by downing drugs or 

asking the "cause" of our suffering for a divorce. We 

conquer concupiscence by changing the rules to match 

our cravings, and ignorance by clubbing the intellect 

into submission to the will. We keep ourselves sinless 

by defining deviancy down, and spread our conscience 

like Silly Putty to pick up the op-eds in the newspaper. 

And we lord it over the earth by shifting the costs for 

our self-indulgence to poor folks who live downwind, 

to hapless foreigners, or future generations.  

Nice work if you can get it.  

 

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. 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=6352&Itemid=100
http://www.amazon.com/Grand-Inquisitor-Crossroad-Book/dp/0824524357/ref=pd_bbs_sr_4?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1231816877&sr=8-4
http://www.thomasmorecollege.edu/


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

12 

 

The Coming Storm 

Alfred A. Lagan | Column 

7/15/09

ears ago when our children were young we had 

a summer cabin on a lake in the mountains of 

upstate New York. Every now and then, an idyllic 

summer day would be interrupted by a violent storm. 

Typically the storm was preannounced by the sudden 

appearance of dark clouds that gave way to torrents of 

rain, deafening crashes of thunder, and dramatic flashes 

of lightening. The storm would pass after a while, but it 

occasionally would leave in its wake fallen telephone 

poles, downed electrical wires, and blackouts. In time, 

repair crews would appear on the scene and soon 

return things to working order.  

At some point over the next two years, the United 

States will be threatened by the economic equivalent of 

a violent summer storm. How policy makers prepare for 

its coming -- and react when it strikes -- will determine 

the length and depth of the damage and how quickly 

recovery will set in.  

The first five months of the new administration 

have seen a tectonic shift in the government's approach 

to recessions and involvement in the economic 

machinery of the country. For a host of private-sector 

industries deemed "too big to fail," central government 

planning has assumed managerial responsibility. 

Government influence over major portions of corporate 

America has been accompanied by an explosion of 

spending intended to keep troubled companies 

operating and a host of regulations designed to govern 

behavior of offending industries. This is all in addition to 

the $789 billion stimulus package, and because these 

corporate rescues are ongoing, they are difficult to sum 

up.  

The case of American International Group is 

illustrative. AIG has received $182 billion in bailout 

money, more than the total capitalization of the 

company in 2005. Its rescue has spurred other 

insurance companies to obtain government financing, 

though their survival was never threatened. The 

domestic automobile industry has received $110 billion 

so far -- with more to come, according to news sources. 

And yet despite this bailout, belief in General Motors as 

a viable, independent automobile company remains 

shaky. Even excluding the banks, which were the first to 

succumb to the financial crisis, the amounts committed 

to other companies via bailouts, temporary loans, or 

other means are massive. Numerous companies are 

now wards of their rich Uncle Sam.  

Still to come are the financing costs of the 

administration's new initiatives that are now being 

debated in the Congress. Assuming congressional 

approval, the costs of the new health-care effort will 

be staggeringly expensive. The so-called cap-and-trade 

bill, an approach to carbon emissions favored by the 

European community, is effectively a tax levied on 

consumers. Not often mentioned is the need to shore 

up the projected deficits of the Social Security and 

Medicare trust funds. These, however, will be left for 

another day.  

  

Speculation about the size of the growing deficit and 

the tax increases that are surely coming has added to 

the already burdened psyche of consumers and 

investors. There are legitimate reasons to be 

concerned: The Congressional Budget Office has 

estimated that the federal deficit will rise from 41 

percent of gross domestic product at year end 2008 to 

87 percent in 2020. The deficit for the current fiscal 

year is estimated at $2 trillion, based on optimistic 

assumptions for growth.  

Increases in government spending via annual 

deficits of $2 trillion or more will ultimately result in 

lower sustainable growth and fewer new private sector 

jobs. Government deficit spending does nothing for 

productivity and hampers creativity and personal 

initiative. Ed Yardeni points out that government 
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transfer payments to individuals have grown to over 31 

percent of total wages and salaries. The rate in the mid 

1960s was less than 10 percent. As more people rely on 

government funding for their livelihood, the burden for 

paying for it falls on fewer people. 

The liquidity created by the Federal Reserve's 

attempts to revive bank lending and economic growth 

will have to be withdrawn at some point. Most of the 

liquidity is in excess reserves at banks. Excess reserves 

jumped from $2 billion in August 2008 to $844 billion in 

May. The funds are invested mainly in U.S. Treasury and 

Agency securities, and bank lending has remained 

constrained. Nevertheless, the liquidity has pushed 

short-term interest rates to zero and is at least partly 

responsible for the rise in commodity and stock prices 

in the first half. The excess liquidity must be removed 

before loan growth revives and the recovery gains 

traction in order to forestall a new burst of inflation. But 

a need for monetary restraint may clash with the 

government's insatiable funding needs.  

  

Lack of spending restraint by Congress is at the heart of 

the current skepticism and fear, and discipline is 

required to restore the confidence of the financial 

markets. The $787 billion American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act is directed largely at increases in 

social programs and is loaded with special interest. In 

reality, it is a hastily enacted and a seriously flawed bill 

that will provide little real stimulus and very few new 

jobs.  

Eventually something must give. The history of 

congressional spending orgies is poor. The easy (and 

worst) option is to print the money, thereby causing 

serious inflation, destroying the savings of millions of 

retired Americans, and further damaging the dollar in 

international markets.  

These anxieties may pass without incident. Despite 

current jitters, the short-term outlook for the 

American economy is still for recovery to get underway 

in the second half of the year. Production will benefit 

from inventory rebuilding as final sales stabilize and 

slowly creep up. Inflation will remain muted, as there 

is plenty of unused capacity to absorb any increase in 

production. The recent summer collapse of oil will 

provide a real benefit to the consumer, equivalent to 

an immediate tax cut.  

Still, sometime in 2010 choices will have to be 

made affecting both monetary and fiscal policy, the 

goals of which may well prove politically incompatible.  

 

Alfred A. Lagan is the chairman of the Investment 

Policy Committee. 
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Did President Obama Mislead the Holy Father? 

Deal W. Hudson | Column 

7/16/09
n the late afternoon of July 10, President Obama 

met privately with Pope Benedict XVI for just over 

30 minutes. According to official Vatican spokesman 

Rev. Federico Lombardi, S.J., "The president explicitly 

expressed his commitment to reducing the numbers of 

abortions and to listen to the church's concern on moral 

issues."  

On July 13 in a Senate committee hearing, Sen. 

Barbara Mikulski was forced to admit under persistent 

questioning by Sen. Orrin Hatch that the new health-

care bill includes abortion coverage. Planned 

Parenthood's Guttmacher Institute estimates 

government funding of abortion increases abortion by 

20 to 35 percent. 

There were 1,206,200 abortions in 2006, according 

to National Right Life (the last annual results available). 

The math is easy: If the heath-care package currently 

being pushed by Obama is passed, the result will be 

240,000 to 420,000 more abortions in the first year 

alone.  

Did President Obama know these abortion 

provisions were in the Senate health-care bill when he 

met with the Holy Father? There is no reason to think 

he didn't. He certainly knew he had gone on the record 

supporting federal funding for abortion in the District of 

Columbia.  

If President Obama is honest with himself, he must 

admit to misleading Benedict at their meeting.  

Obama apologists will immediately defend the 

president by arguing that his plan is about reducing the 

need for abortion. Melody Barnes, director of the 

Domestic Policy Council, revealed this as the Obama 

administration's real aim last May under questioning 

from Wendy Wright, president of Concerned Women 

for America. 

It's a weak defense. Those 240,000 to 420,000 

additional abortions are a near certainty. Meanwhile, 

the number of abortions eliminated by direct assistance 

to poor mothers, sex education, increased 

contraception, and adoption programs are unknown, 

and projections are highly speculative. 

In fact, the new health-care bill's impact on the 

unborn will be so great that some are calling it the 

"silent FOCA." Speaking at a press conference on 

Monday, Rep. Chris Smith said, "Obamacare is the 

greatest threat ever to the lives and wellness of 

unborn children and their mothers since Roe v. Wade 

was rendered in 1973." 

Some Catholic supporters of Obama are urging 

Senate Democrats to take the abortion provisions out 

of the health-care package. On America magazine's 

group blog, Michael Sean Winters wrote, "We should, 

however, be letting our congressional representatives 

and senators know that providing federal funds for 

abortion is a deal-breaker." 

Even more surprising is a snippet that Jill Stanek 

posted from Hardball. Chris Matthews, a Catholic 

Obama enthusiast, insisted that including abortion 

services in the health bill is "the last thing Obama 

needs. The issue's complicated and divisive and 

controversial enough without bringing abortion into 

it."  

But then Matthews adds the kicker: 

He goes over to see the pope and says they're 

going to reduce the number of abortions, and then 

that same week he pushes to subsidize abortion? 

You can't do that! 

"You can't do that!" will be exactly the reaction of 

most of America's Catholics when they realize their 

president looked Benedict in the eye and said he was 

I 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_myblog&show=Vatican-Obstructs-Pro-Obama-Spin-on-Papal-Visit.html&Itemid=102
http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/0903172.htm
http://www.lifenews.com/nat5207.html
http://www.nrlc.org/ABORTION/facts/abortionstats.html
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/new.php?n=16413
http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=31970
http://www.rhrealitycheck.org/policy-watch/reducing-the-need-for-abortion-and-supporting-parents-act
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/jul/09071409.html
http://www.americamagazine.org/blog/entry.cfm?blog_id=2&id=87352873-3048-741E-9131977572051964
http://www.jillstanek.com/archives/2009/07/chris_matthews_1.html
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committed to reducing abortion, knowing all the while 

just what was in his health-care bill.  

This is not just about the abortion issue anymore. 

It's about basic respect and honesty.  

 

Deal W. Hudson is the director of InsideCatholic.com 

and the author of Onward, Christian Soldiers: The 

Growing Political Power of Catholics and Evangelicals in 

the United States (Simon and Schuster). 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
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Single-Tasking Summer 
Danielle Bean | Column 

7/17/09

ne recent morning I went to Mass by myself. I 

was glad to have the opportunity and thought I 

might pray -- actually pray. I know, I know, it's 

a novel idea to some of us -- to spend an hour or so in 

church focused on worshipping God instead of fighting 

a Battle Royale of mother versus toddler. 

But even without a toddler in tow, praying proved 

to be difficult. When I closed my eyes... my brain just 

buzzed. It leapt relentlessly from one thought to the 

next.  

The reading, I scolded myself. Focus on 

the reading. But still, worries, questions, thoughts, and 

ideas flashed fast through my brain. Midway through 

the homily, I had a great plan for Sunday dinner, but no 

clue what the priest had been talking about. 

It was difficult to slow down and focus, I realized, 

because I almost never slow down and focus. Many of 

us don't. 

Mothers especially are notorious multi-taskers. We 

nurse the baby while typing. We fold laundry while 

making phone calls. We cook dinner while holding a 

baby, reading a magazine article, and quizzing a second 

grader on her spelling words.  

We pause to check our email, but do we ever pause 

to consider the damage our doing-doing-doing might be 

doing-doing-doing to our minds? To our souls? 

Why is it that, no matter how much we do, many of 

us can still be plagued by an anxious feeling that it's not 

quite enough? Or that we are neglecting some phantom 

responsibility? 

I like to think of the summertime as God's special 

invitation to slow down. Longer, lazier days beckon us 

to spend more time outdoors, connecting with nature 

and perhaps our souls, in a more meaningful way. 

I have been taking advantage of relaxed summer 

schedules myself recently by visiting with family. I am 

typing this column from my sister's kitchen in 

Connecticut, where I am staying for a few days with 

some of the children. 

Cousins have been splashing together in the kiddie 

pool, eating ice cream, and giggling -- side by side in 

sleeping bags -- till all hours of the night. 

I drove the gang of us here in our giant green van... 

you know, the one with the broken air conditioning. 

Perhaps all the rainy days we New Englanders have 

suffered so far this summer have skewed my 

perspective a bit, but I think there is something to be 

said for truly experiencing the sensations of summer -- 

including the prickly heat. The chocolate bits in our 

snack mix turned to a dark and sticky liquid, but the 

children were astonishingly cheerful about our 

warmish circumstances. 

About three hours into our drive, I hurriedly exited 

the highway, worried that we had missed our exit. I 

pulled into a gas station parking lot to check the map 

and found that we were heading the right direction 

after all. We were good.  

As I pulled back onto the highway, the van erupted 

with spontaneous applause for my remarkable 

accomplishment. 

"Yay Mama!" small Daniel shouted above the noise 

as his siblings clapped and whooped. 

I thanked my fans, turned up the radio, and we all 

sang along loudly to "If I Had a Million Dollars."  

As we hurtled down the highway, I looked in my 

rear view mirror and saw happy, sweaty faces making 

memories. I marveled at the fact that all of these 

children were not too long ago small babies and 

O 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

17 

 

toddlers who occupied my every waking moment with 

their ever-pressing physical needs. But now they are 

turning into their own people. Fun people. Cool people. 

People I just plain enjoy spending time with.  

And so I promised myself to enjoy a bit more of that 

time. This summer, I will "multi-task" less and "single-

task" more: one conversation, one thought, one action 

at time. 

I want to focus -- to drink in a little more scenery 

and a little less caffeine. Even in the midst of chaos, I 

want to be quiet. To be content. To just be. 

Because I know that it is enough. In fact, it's more 

than I deserve. 

 

Danielle Bean, a mother of eight, is senior editor of Faith 

& Family magazine and author of My Cup of Tea: 

Musings of a Catholic Mom (Pauline 2005) and Mom to 

Mom, Day to Day: Advice and Support for Catholic 

Living (Pauline 2007). Visit her blog at 

www.daniellebean.com or follow her on Twitter. 

http://faithandfamilylive.com/
http://faithandfamilylive.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848379/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848379/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.daniellebean.com/
http://twitter.com/DanielleBean
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Christianity Is Not Moralism 
Daniel Molinaro | Column 

7/17/09

ost Catholics are satisfied with mediocrity. 

They know that they're morally imperfect, 

yet make no effort to change their ways. 

They fulfill their Easter obligation and call it a day.  

This is a far cry from what Jesus called Christians to 

in the gospels. When Christ encountered the woman 

caught in adultery, after saving her life by pointing out 

that no one present had any authority to stone her, he 

told her to "go and sin no more." The woman, we can 

be almost certain, did as she was told to the best of her 

ability. In another encounter with a sinner, Christ says 

that the one who has been forgiven much, loves much. 

And He told us how to love Him: We are to keep His 

commandments.  

You can see where this is going.  

Those who make no effort to keep the 

commandments do not love Christ. If they do not love 

Christ, then they have not been forgiven their sins. And 

if they have not been forgiven, their eternal salvation is 

at stake. Christ offers salvation as a free gift, but gifts 

must be received.  

At the same time, Pope Benedict XVI has 

emphasized the point that Christianity is not simple 

moralism:  

Christianity is not an intellectual system, a packet of 

dogmas, a moralism. Christianity is rather an 

encounter, a love story; it is an event. 

And again: 

Being Christian is not the result of an ethical choice 

or a lofty idea, but the encounter with an event, a 

person, which gives life a new horizon and a 

decisive direction.  

The entire history of salvation from Genesis through 

Revelation is about a marriage. Christ refers to Himself 

repeatedly in the gospels as a Bridegroom. This was not 

a new idea; the Jewish people would know in the 

Hebrew Scriptures that God was the Bridegroom and 

that the nation of Israel was His bride. This is the love 

story to which Pope Benedict refers.  

St. Francis Xavier wrote a poem called "O Deus Ego 

Amo Te," which was translated exquisitely by his 

brother Jesuit, Gerard Manley Hopkins:  

O GOD, I love thee, I love thee- 

Not out of hope of heaven for me 

Nor fearing not to love and be 

In the everlasting burning. 

Thou, thou, my Jesus, after me 

Didst reach thine arms out dying, 

For my sake sufferedst nails, and lance, 

Mocked and marred countenance, 

Sorrows passing number, 

Sweat and care and cumber,  

Yea and death, and this for me, 

And thou couldst see me sinning: 

Then I, why should not I love thee,  

Jesu, so much in love with me? 

Not for heaven's sake;  

not to be out of hell by loving thee; 

Not for any gains I see; 

But just the way that thou didst me 

I do love and I will love thee: 

What must I love thee, Lord, for then? 

For being my king and God. Amen. 

This is why we avoid sin -- not because there are rules 

that must be obeyed, but because we love Christ, Who 

has loved us first. This love consists in prayer, avoiding 

sin, evangelization, and acts of charity to our neighbor.  
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To those who make no effort, Christ has another 

message:  

I know your works; I know that you are neither cold 

nor hot. I wish you were either cold or hot. So, 

because you are lukewarm, neither hot nor cold, I 

will spit you out of my mouth. For you say, "I am 

rich and affluent and have no need of anything," 

and yet do not realize that you are wretched, 

pitiable, poor, blind, and naked. I advise you to buy 

from me gold refined by fire so that you may be 

rich, and white garments to put on so that your 

shameful nakedness may not be exposed, and buy 

ointment to smear on your eyes so that you may 

see (Rev 3:15-18). 

This is a beautiful promise of what God offers to us. It's 

a wonder that so many want nothing to do with it.  

 

Daniel Molinaro is a graduate student at Boston 

College. 
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Making Babies: A Very Different Look at Natural Family Planning  
H. W. Crocker III | Classic 

7/11/09 

atural family planning (NFP) needs a slogan, 

because as a "product" -- if I might adopt 

business-speak -- it's not selling too well. 

According to some surveys, about 90 percent of 

professed Catholics reject the Church's teaching on 

birth control. Even among priests, fewer than one in 

three considers artificial contraception to be "always" 

sinful.  

So let me propose a new rallying cry: "Use NFP: It 

Doesn't Work!"  

You think I jest.  

The case for NFP should, by rights, be the case for 

more babies. To have them is good. Not to have them is 

to be deprived. Every wife deserves to be a mother, and 

every mother's son deserves a brother and a sister. And 

since a cat-o'-nine-tails has nine tails, surely having nine 

children is the proper way to scourge selfishness right 

out of one's family.  

As a slogan, "Use NFP: It Doesn't Work!" has many 

strong arguments in its favor. First, it is true. NFP 

proponents tout its 99 percent effectiveness rate, but 

they neglect to mention that this is true only if the 

husband is in the Navy and assigned to extended, 

uninterrupted sea duty of three-year tours or longer. 

Otherwise, for most Catholics I know, NFP means a baby 

every two years or so, though the rate can slow with 

age, as the couples learn a proper respect -- that is, fear 

-- for each other and are too tired in any event for what 

Catholics call "the conjugal act."  

Now I know there will be inevitable protests and 

testimonials by those who swear by NFP. And who am I 

to say that my own experience is not colored by the fact 

that I am excessively virile? Indeed, there is plenty of 

evidence that this is the case.  

But another reason for NFP's allegedly high success 

rate is that couples who use it are prepared to welcome 

children and so don't blame NFP for unexpected 

pregnancies. Four of my own five children came the NFP 

way -- that is, totally unexpectedly -- and that's a good 

thing, because without them bouncing in as surprises, 

excuses to delay (the sort of excuses one might hear 

from a recruit in parachute training) might have gone 

on for a very long time. As it is, in a mere matter of ten 

years, my wife and I assembled a complete basketball 

team. And if menopause doesn't strike my wife soon, 

who knows what sort of team we might assemble.  

Rather than bite one's nails to the quick at the 

prospect of baby number ten -- which, if one marries in 

one's early 20s and practices NFP, is a definite 

possibility -- we should encourage the attitude of the 

more the merrier, which is a far more attractive case 

to make than all the goo-goo language about how NFP 

helps couples "communicate" and about the joy of 

charting temperatures and discharges and plotting 

one's conjugal acts as a captain might chart a course 

for his ship.  

Frankly, as far as I'm concerned, the charts can be 

thrown away (what's so "natural" about them?). And 

to hell with improving "communication" as a dogmatic 

defense of NFP. For men, the whole point of marriage 

is to avoid communicating; all that dating conversation 

stuff can finally be foregone. Married communication, 

as successful husbands know, is best limited to grunts 

and hand signals -- one upraised finger meaning, "I 

need a beer"; two upraised fingers meaning, "You 

need to change the brat's diapers"; three upraised 

fingers meaning, "Honey, why don't you mow the lawn 

while I watch football?," and so on. No words are more 

doom-laden than a wife's sitting down and saying, 

"Let's talk." Communication is, of course, the first step 

toward divorce.  
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Tom Hoopes pointed out in the November 2004 issue 

of crisis that there are no apparent data to support the 

widely touted statistic that only 2 percent of NFP 

couples divorce. If there is any validity to this number, I 

suspect it lies in the fact that NFP couples have no time 

to communicate. The husband has to hold down several 

jobs to pay the family's bills, and a wife with little ones 

barely has time to shower, let alone talk to her 

husband, save to pass a pregnancy test result across the 

breakfast table through splodges of spilt porridge as she 

sighs, & 2000 #8220;Here's another fine mess you've 

gotten me into."  

I grant you, there is one form of communication 

that NFP certainly does advance -- it makes a public 

statement. Not so very long ago, I was invited to speak 

at a Confederate Memorial Service. There I was with my 

Robert E. Lee tie, my wife (a blond California beach 

babe) wearing a Confederate battle flag scarf, and the 

five little members of our own Critter Company lined up 

in a row. A friendly chap meandered over and told us, 

apropos of nothing, "My daughter's a Catholic, too. 

Three kids."  

No need for a secret handshake. Kids tell the story.  

As a slogan, "Use NFP: It Doesn't Work!" puts the 

focus where it belongs -- on babies -- and away from a 

technique, a technique that wrongly strikes most lay 

Catholics as medieval. If only it were medieval, then it 

would be effective: a sturdy, padlocked, handsomely 

designed, pewter chastity belt.  

Instead, NFP is shiny, modern, and scientific, as its 

advocates are always quick to emphasize. In his book 

The Truth of Catholicism, George Weigel approvingly 

quotes several paragraphs from a woman in love with 

NFP. She reminds us that:  

Natural Family Planning is not the justly ridiculed 

rhythm method, which involves vaguely guessing 

when the woman expects to ovulate and abstaining 

for a few days around day fourteen of her cycle. The 

full method involves charting a woman's waking 

temperatures, changes in cervical fluid, and the 

position of the cervix.  

Nothing unnatural or artificial about that, is there? Her 

raptures climax with NFP apparently transformed into 

"Narcissism For Pleasure":  

But the turning point came for me as I watched, 

month after month, as my temperature rose and 

fell and my hormones marched in perfect harmony. 

I had no idea I was so beautiful. I found myself near 

tears one day looking at my chart and thinking, 

"Truly, I am fearfully and wonderfully made." My 

fertility is not a disease to be treated. It is a 

wonderful gift. I am a wonderful gift.  

Er, if you say so, missy. If my wife talked like this, I'd 

have her committed. Happily, my wife, bless her heart, 

takes a more robust line: "Barefoot and pregnant is 

better than high-heeled and professional!" That's the 

spirit!  

 

There is no shortage of people wandering around 

these days thinking they are wonderful gifts. In fact, 

there are rather too many of them -- and they 

shouldn't be encouraged. What's lacking are married 

couples who think that having a family big enough to 

fill up a minivan (or for the younger, stronger, and 

more ambitious, a small bus or modified hearse) is a 

wonderful gift.  

A neighboring priest has noted how many young 

married women these days are without children but 

doting over dogs. One suspects that such women are 

less in need of NFP training than they are of a push 

into motherhood (and thereby full-fledged adulthood) 

with a reminder that children are what marriage and 

life are all about.  

So rather than focusing on NFP, premarital 

preparation should go like this:  

Father O'Counselor: "Now I want you two to 

understand that the primary and fundamental 

purpose of marriage is not companionship, not 

romantic love, not moonlit strolls on the beach, or 

any other balderdash but the begetting and raising 

of children -- lots of 'em, and starting soon. The 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

22 

 

optimum number is enough so that you can lose a 

few at the grocery store and not notice. That's 

giving without counting the cost, and at that point, 

you won't care anyway. As a priest, my sacrifice for 

the good of the Church is celibacy. As a married 

couple, yours is to propagate children -- who will 

incidentally annually propagate fierce storms of 

influenza in your house. If you haven't already 

studied up on communicable diseases and basic 

first aid for children jumping off sofas, I'd do it now. 

But you will find children and their challenges to be 

the great tutor of not only the medical but the 

moral virtues."  

Potential Husband: "You mean, I'm screwed?"  

Father O'Counselor: "In a manner of speaking, 

yes."  

Potential Husband: "Is it too late to enroll in the 

seminary?"  

We can thus improve Catholic marriages and alleviate 

the priest shortage at the same time.  

In fact, we forget how inspiring parents' confessions are 

to priests:  

Penitent: "Forgive me, Father, but I lost patience 

when my children used my wedding china as 

Frisbees, took my necklace and used it as a line and 

fishhook in the toilet, and took my toothpaste to 

give the cat a bath."  

Priest (sotto voce): "Thank God I'm celibate."  

Penitent: "What did you say, Father?"  

Priest: "I mean to say, why not just laugh about 

it? These years will pass all too quickly. And when 

they're over, you'll know why you have gray hair 

and high blood pressure. Now, a Hail Mary and an 

Act of Contrition, if you please."  

So, let us step out boldly and fly the banner high. Say it 

proudly -- "Use NFP: It Doesn't Work!" But babies sure 

as heck do. 

 

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

Politically Incorrect Guide to the Civil War (Regnery). 

This article originally appeared in the December 2004 

issue of crisis Magazine.  

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596985496/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596985496/insidecatcom-20
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When Abortion Kills Twice: The Abortion/Breast Cancer Link  

Tom Hoopes | Classic 

7/14/09 
anet Gail was used to looking at mammograms 

and finding bad news. As a hospital technician in 

Pennsylvania, that was her job. But she was 

unprepared for what she found in her own 

mammogram when she did a routine screening at age 

42. 

"I immediately recognized a suspicious area on the 

films," Gail -- who asked that her real name not be used 

because her children don't know her history -- says, 

"We returned to the X-ray room to take more 

specialized views, which only confirmed my suspicions. I 

knew at that moment that my life was forever changed. 

I knew I was a breast-cancer patient." 

Gail was changed. She knew what breast-cancer 

patients suffer -- the cancer can go to your lungs and 

makes you suffocate. It can get in your bones and make 

them so brittle that you can break a hip turning in bed. 

Then there's the debilitating treatments she knew lay 

ahead, the surgery that, victims say, strikes at their very 

identity as women. If you survive the disease, you worry 

constantly about relapse. 

Surgeons helped. Gail realized that radical 

mastectomy was her only choice. "My emotions were 

raw and tender," she says. "I was so angry! Angry at 

God, angry at my new body, angry at the world. I sought 

counseling and tried desperately to understand why 

God would put me in this situation." 

"It was at that time that I plunged head-first into 

the research, trying to find a cause for my own cancer," 

she says. She checked off the risk factors that she didn't 

have: no family history, no abnormalities with her 

menstrual cycle, no estrogen treatments. But then she 

remembered one she'd read about before, one that she 

was trying hard not to think about. 

Gail had an abortion when she was 18. 

 

A Deadly Combination 

Breast cancer is the most common cancer among 

women, other than skin cancer. It's the second leading 

cause of cancer death in women after lung cancer. And 

it kills more women in Gail's age group (40 to 59) than 

almost anything else. 

Meanwhile, abortion has become the most 

common surgical procedure for young women. 

National Right to Life estimates that there will be 1.3 

million abortions in the United States this year. 

According to the American Cancer Society, breast 

cancer has been detected in women at a dramatically 

increased rate since 1972. In 1962 there were 63,000 

cases; in 1972, 90,000; in 1982, 120,000; and in 1992, 

180,000. The year 2002 saw some 203,500 new cases 

of invasive breast cancer. An estimated 39,600 women 

will die from it. 

True, detection methods have improved 

dramatically in that time span, and the number of 

women tested has increased. But so have abortions -- 

and the evidence linking them to breast cancer. 

  

Troubling Discoveries 

Angela Lanfranchi, M.D., a New Jersey breast surgeon, 

came across the abortion/breast-cancer link in much 

the same way Gail did -- only she was the surgeon, not 

the patient. In the early 1990s, Lanfranchi began to 

notice that young women were coming into her office 

with breast cancer and that they all had a history of 

abortions, often in their teens. 

"I began to change my intake form to ask about 

births, miscarriages, and abortions," she says. "In the 

first month, I'd had two women with many abortions." 
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She had gone through medical school in the 1970s, 

when there were still relatively few women in the 

profession. She considers herself a feminist, she says, 

but quickly adds, "Not a NOW [National Organization of 

Women] type." 

She wasn't the first to notice a correlation. Studies 

had found the same thing -- findings that somehow had 

not gotten into the clinicians' literature. It made her 

mad. "I just couldn't stand seeing those 30-year-olds in 

the office, with breast cancer, with little toddlers," she 

says. "These children weren't going to have their 

mothers." 

In 1996 she read a metanalysis of the relevant 

studies by Joel Brind, Ph.D., a biology professor at 

Baruch College in New York, who had put the pieces 

together. According to his article, the first study that 

showed a link between breast cancer and abortion had 

been published when Brind and Lanfranchi were 

children. It appeared in 1957 in the prominent English-

language Japanese Journal of Cancer Research. Japan 

was one of the few places where abortion was legal in 

those days (importantly, for abortion/breast-cancer link 

activists, Denmark was another). The study found that 

breast-cancer patients were three times more likely to 

have had abortions than the general population. If 

abortion was a contributor to breast cancer elsewhere, 

it went unreported. At that time, though abortion was 

becoming prevalent in the West, it wasn't mentioned in 

polite society or on medical charts. 

Everything changed with the sexual revolution. 

In the 1970s and 1980s, evidence began to mount 

that abortion was putting women at risk. By 2002, there 

were 37 studies on the abortion/breast-cancer link. 

More than 75 percent of them -- 28 -- show that 

abortion is a risk factor for breast cancer. 

Many of these studies were funded, at least in part, 

by the National Cancer Institute. At the Fred Hutchinson 

Cancer Research Institute in Seattle, veteran cancer 

researcher Janet Daling and a team of scholars found 

that, in her words from this 1994 study, "[a]mong 

women who had been pregnant at least once, the 

breast cancer rate in those who had experienced an 

induced abortion was 50 percent higher than among 

other women. Highest risks were observed when the 

abortion was done at ages younger than 18 years . . . or 

at least 30 years of age or older." 

Most troubling of all were the statistics on teens 

with a family history of breast cancer who had gotten 

abortions. In the study, this deadly combination (though 

found in just twelve of the women studied) seemed to 

guarantee that a woman would get breast cancer. 

  

The Clueless Culture 

Lanfranchi and Brind, via the Breast Cancer Prevention 

Institute in upstate New York, deserve much of the 

credit for publicizing the link outside the medical 

world. In a way, they've been committed to the cause 

since childhood. Lanfranchi said she learned to do the 

right thing from her father, a surgeon who fought back 

when his Akron, Ohio, hospital was doing illegal 

abortions. Brind has been a medical crusader since he 

went to get a haircut as a ten-year-old: "My local 

barber had run out of Archie comics," he told me. "I 

read an old well-worn Lifemagazine instead." The story 

he read was about biochemistry's great promise to the 

world of medicine, suggesting it might someday find 

the cure to cancer. Brind wrote himself a letter that 

day, which he discovered years later, that said: "I don't 

know how, I don't know when, but I will become a 

biochemist." Nineteen years later, he did. 

How do they explain the abortion/breast-cancer 

link? Lanfranchi points to two factors: estrogen -- the 

hormone that grows breast tissue and that increases 

2,000 percent in pregnancy -- and lobules -- the cells in 

that tissue that grow at puberty, mature in pregnancy, 

and produce milk after childbirth. 

In the natural course of events, estrogen and 

breast lobules work in tandem -- the estrogen grows 

the lobules, which differentiate and mature into full-

fledged cells during the third trimester of pregnancy. 

But if the lobules' development is interrupted while 

estrogen levels are high, then the extra estrogen may 
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cause mutated cells to grow and multiply into a 

cancerous tumor. 

This estrogen flood and breast-cell growth explain 

many of the recognized risk factors for breast cancer. A 

girl who gets her first period early or a woman who has 

a late menopause are at a higher risk for breast cancer 

because they have more estrogen exposure. Nuns who 

have no children have a higher risk than women who 

have many children, because their breast cells never 

mature into the protective type-four phase. Birth 

control pills -- which work by tricking a woman's body 

into thinking it's pregnant -- increase estrogen and, 

therefore, the risk of breast cancer. (There is one 

notable study that concludes that they don't, but this 

study also claims that a family history of breast cancer 

doesn't increase the risk -- a giant red flag.) Miscarriage 

doesn't increase the risk of breast cancer because 

miscarriage usually happens when estrogen levels are 

abnormally low. 

Tell most people about the abortion/breast-cancer 

link and they're incredulous. That's because modern 

lifestyles and pop culture have left Americans clueless 

about breasts. From the move away from nursing in the 

1950s and 1960s to the sexual revolution and the 

contraceptive age, sex has filled the culture, and having 

one or two children has become the norm for families. 

In such a culture, the abortion/breast-cancer link 

sounds preposterous -- because the link between the 

femininity of women and their childbearing capability is 

all but lost. 

  

Reasonable Doubts 

The culture may be ignorant about breasts, but 

clinicians aren't. So why are so many skeptical of the 

abortion/breast-cancer connection? 

To begin with, many doubt that the statistical 

evidence, however strong, justifies the conclusions. 

"Some of my colleagues call epidemiology a 

pseudoscience," Brind observes. Lanfranchi explains 

why: "Epidemiology shows associations. If you did a 

study on lung cancer, you would find that people with 

lung cancer have more matches in their pockets than 

people without. Are there emanations from the 

matches? Or is it something else? You need to show a 

biological basis." At any rate, breast surgeons either 

don't read the epidemiological journals that show the 

link, or they take them with a grain of salt when they 

do. 

Others say the research doesn't adequately allow 

for "recall bias." This is the argument, made on many a 

pro-abortion Web site, that studies showing the 

abortion/breast-cancer link get all their information 

about a woman's abortion history from the woman 

herself. But women often misstate their abortion 

history, meaning many cancer-free women who have 

had abortions aren't counted. Conversely, the women 

with breast cancer are most likely to report abortions -

- they're eager to find causes for their cancer. "One of 

the reasons recall bias may sound persuasive is that it 

is a reasonable hypothesis," Brind says. But he 

distinguished between underreporting and bias -- the 

idea that the underreporting is different in the two 

groups. He told me that, "no credible evidence of recall 

bias in abortion/breast-cancer studies has ever been 

reported. They've looked for it and haven't found it." 

If recall bias were a sufficient argument on its own, 

says the Coalition on Abortion/Breast Cancer 

(www.abortionbreastcancer.com; it also looks at 

alleged bias in particular studies), then we could 

disregard a number of health concerns: the link 

between cervical cancer and the number of sexual 

partners a woman has had, the link between AIDS and 

the number of homosexual partners a man has had. 

  

Rotten In Denmark 

Skeptics of the abortion/breast-cancer link also fight 

studies with studies. "Right now we can say that there 

are 28 of 37 studies," says Karen Malec of the 

coalition, "but these scientists used the Melbye study 

and the Sanderson study to deny a link. They've used 

two studies to deny 28." 
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The Melbye study is the mighty "Danish study" that 

was published by the New England Journal of Medicine 

in 1997, and it was supposed to put the 

abortion/breast-cancer link to rest by keeping all recall 

bias out. 

To understand the importance of this study, look at 

the following quote from the Web site of the National 

Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League: "Anti-

choice forces are impeding medical research and 

distorting scientific findings to frighten women into 

believing that abortion causes breast cancer." The 

emphasis in the next part is from the original: "The 

largest and most comprehensive investigation of this 

potential link examined population registry information 

on abortion and breast cancer for 1.5 million women 

born in Denmark between 1935 and 1978. This study, 

recently published in The New England Journal of 

Medicine, concluded that 'induced abortions have no 

overall effect on the risk of breast cancer.'" 

Sounds conclusive -- unless you're a researcher who 

has read the study. For one thing, the researchers did 

find a link to second-trimester abortions. Brind also 

points out that the study's breast-cancer records start in 

1968, but its abortion records start in 1973 -- even 

though abortion has been legal in Denmark since the 

1930s. Women with breast cancer who had their 

abortions before 1973 weren't counted as having had 

abortions. In fact, Brind says, records of abortions exist 

for 60,000 women who are counted in the study as 

never having had an abortion -- older women who 

would have been more likely to have developed breast 

cancer. 

Likewise, women having abortions in the final years 

of the study could have developed breast cancer after it 

was over. But those women would have been counted 

as having had abortions but no breast cancer. A quarter 

of the women in the Melbye study were still under the 

age of 25, Brind says, and these women were being 

compared with middle-aged women. 

  

 

Sacrificed For Science 

How could scientists countenance such a flawed study? 

Lanfranchi answers by telling the story of Ignaz 

Semmelweiss (1818-1865), the Hungarian physician 

who noticed that laboring mothers in the care of 

doctors in Vienna hospitals had much higher mortality 

rates than those in the care of midwives. Those were 

the days before germ theory, and Semmelweiss formed 

a hypothesis: The doctors, who went between morgue 

and maternity ward without washing their hands, were 

carrying some sort of odor particle that invaded their 

patients. To test his theory, he asked the doctors to 

wash their hands. It worked. The mortality rates went 

down. In response, the doctors drove Semmelweiss 

out of mainstream medicine -- he died in a mental 

hospital. Lister soon proved he was right. 

We already know that modern-day breast cancer 

surgeons aren't immune to the Semmelweiss 

syndrome, the blind refusal to make a paradigm shift. 

Many of them chafed at the suggestion that radical 

mastectomies weren't always necessary in cases of 

breast cancer. 

Another (inexcusable) cause for ignorance of the 

abortion/breast-cancer link is political ideology. While 

Catholics have faith, hope, and charity, abortion 

ideologues have "safe, legal, and rare" abortion. The 

"rare" part was never really true; activists are clinging 

for dear life to the "legal" part; but at least the "safe" 

part was supposed to be accurate. 

This political ideology has hardened abortion 

proponents so that they are insensible to evidence for 

the link. Pro-abortion bias seems to be at play in 

mainstream cancer awareness Web sites where cagey 

language hides the abortion/breast-cancer link. Some 

sites use Clintonisms (using the term "abortion" in its 

broadest sense to include miscarriages and stillbirths 

as well). Some cling to aspects of researchers' studies 

that the researchers themselves have abandoned. 

Many harp on recall bias without showing what studies 

the criticism applies to. All take frequent trips to the 

eternal well of Melbye. 
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Another reason many doctors are unaware of the 

link is the nature of the disease itself, Brind says. 

"Women don't come forward complaining about it, 

because they're either too sick, too traumatized, or 

don't survive long enough." Even if they did, they 

wouldn't find doctors receptive to the information. The 

reason is simple: money. "Do you want to hear from a 

lawyer about why you haven't been telling patients 

about the abortion risk for so long?" Lanfranchi asks. 

There have been a number of lawsuits on the 

abortion/breast-cancer link recently. No plaintiff has 

prevailed against an abortion business -- so far. In a 

1999 case, a North Dakota abortion business was sued 

for false advertising. In 2000, three California women 

sued Planned Parenthood for calling abortion safe on 

brochures and its Web site.  

How can the truth about the abortion/breast-

cancer link become better known against such odds? 

  

What Comes Next 

What does the future hold for the discussion about 

abortion and breast cancer? 

Miller told me that the National Cancer Institute is 

funded one study "looking specifically at the association 

of induced abortion and the risk of breast cancer," and 

three other NCI-sponsored studies examined "a variety 

of possible breast-cancer risk factors, including induced 

abortion." 

That news doesn't necessarily cheer battle-scarred 

activists like Malec. "My fear is that these scientists will 

practice what Dr. Brind has called 'outcome-based 

science,'" she says. "My fear is that they're beating the 

bushes for studies that will make them look good." 

Serrin Foster, president of Feminists for Life, hopes 

not. Her reaction to the abortion/breast-cancer 

connection is appropriate: "This really makes me 

angry," she says. "I have friends who had abortions at 

the time when everybody was saying it was just a 

product of conception, a couple of cells on the tip of a 

needle. Now they're asking, what does this mean for 

them? The NCI and NIH owe them a good answer." 

Informing the public about abortion and breast 

cancer can reduce abortions. As Lanfranchi points out, 

women who choose abortion are often looking for 

excuses not to -- and parents who choose abortion for 

their daughters might not if they knew about the 

dangers. 

Gail wishes that she had known before her abortion 

-- and hopes others will find out before it's too late for 

them. "Even if the woman won't spare the life for the 

sake of the unborn, she may spare the life growing 

inside her when she considers the consequences of 

breast surgery years down the road." 

At the same time, Foster warns against considering 

the abortion/breast-cancer link just another arrow in 

the quiver of pro-life arguments. "This is not a tactic, 

this is life and death for these women," she says. "Are 

we not committed to saving these women, or do we 

only care about the baby? 

"Women shouldn't be put at risk simply because 

it's not politically correct to say anything bad about 

abortion," she adds. "Whether you support abortion or 

not, you have to take the politics out. Even those 

women who believe that women should have the right 

to have an abortion should 'fess up and speak for 

women." 

To his credit, Dr. Stuart Donnan, when he was 

editor-in-chief of the British Medical Association's 

Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, did 

just that. In a 1996 opinion piece on the evidence 

linking abortion and breast cancer, he wrote, "[I]t will 

surely be agreed that open discussion of risks is vital 

and must include the people -- in this case the women 

-- concerned. I believe that if you take a view (as I do), 

which is often called 'pro-choice,' you need at the 

same time to have view which might be called 'pro-

information,' without excessive paternalistic 

censorship (or interpretation) of the data." 
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Tom Hoopes is the executive editor of the National 

Catholic Register and editorial director of Faith & 

Family. This article originally appeared in the September 

2002 issue of crisis Magazine. 
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Off the Rails: Was Vatican II Hijacked?  
James Hitchcock | Classic 

7/16/09 
ost Catholics in 1959 probably didn't even 

know what an ecumenical council was. And 

yet, here it was. Pope John XXIII announced 

that the goals of the Second Vatican Council would be 

"the renewal of the spirit of the Gospel in the hearts of 

people everywhere and the adjustment of Christian 

discipline to modern-day living" -- a proclamation that 

was on the face of it ambiguous. How was authentic 

renewal to be achieved? How should essential discipline 

be adjusted to modern culture? 

John was a relentless optimist, inclined always to 

look for good in the world, disinclined to scold, and 

deeply convinced that he had been called to help bring 

about a new Pentecost in the Church. He further 

believed that the Counter-Reformation era, 

characterized both by defensiveness inside the Church 

and aggressiveness toward those on the outside, was 

over. The council made only an oblique reference to the 

fact that the 20th century had already seen a 

persecution of Christians more severe than any in the 

entire history of Catholicism. 

The Church was apparently flourishing during John's 

pontificate. By contrast with what would come later, its 

members were unusually serious, devout, and moral. 

But such a Church could be criticized as fostering 

formalism, a neglect of social justice, and an overly 

narrow piety, and it's likely that John XXIII thought that 

a new Pentecost could build on this foundation to reach 

still higher levels. 

In his opening address to the council, John affirmed 

the infallibility of the Church but called on it to take 

account of the "errors, requirements, and 

opportunities" of the age. He regretted that some 

Catholics ("prophets of gloom") seemed unable to see 

any good in the modern world and regarded it as the 

worst of all historical periods. The dogmas of the 

Church were settled and "known to all," so the conciliar 

task was to explore new ways of presenting them to the 

modern world. 

The preparatory commissions for the council were 

dominated by members of the Curia, who were inclined 

toward precisely such a pessimistic view. When the 

council opened, there were objections to those 

commissions, with the result that the council fathers 

were allowed to approve new schema prepared by 

some of their own. In some ways this procedural 

squabble was the most decisive event of the entire 

council, and it represented a crucial victory for what 

was now called the "liberal" or "optimistic" party, 

guaranteeing that the council as a whole would look 

on its work as more than a mere restatement of 

accepted truths. There was an officially endorsed spirit 

of optimism in which even legitimate questions about 

the wisdom of certain ideas were treated as evidence 

of lack of faith. 

The intellectual leadership of the council came 

mainly from Western Europe, the most influential 

prelates being Bernard Alfrink of the Netherlands, Leo 

Jozef Suenens of Belgium, Achille Lienart of France, 

Julius Doepfner and Joseph Frings of Germany, and 

Franz Koenig of Austria. Those five countries, along 

with the rest of Europe, possessed an ancient tradition 

of Catholicism, and they had nourished a vigorous and 

sophisticated Catholic intellectual life. 

As theological questions arose, the council fathers 

almost automatically deferred to the opinions of these 

European prelates, who were in turn influenced by 

men recognized as the most accomplished theologians 

of the age -- Henri DeLubac, Jean Danielou, and Yves 

Congar in France; Edward Schillebeeckx in the 

Netherlands; Karl Rahner and Joseph Ratzinger in 

Germany. 

But in many respects the Church in those five 

nations -- with the possible exception of the 

Netherlands -- appeared less than robust (judging, for 
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example, by rates of church attendance and religious 

vocations). Indeed, the vigorous intellectual life of those 

countries was colored by a certain sense of crisis -- the 

need to make the Faith credible to modern men. By 

contrast, the Church in the British Isles, Southern 

Europe, and the United States, to say nothing of the 

Third World, lacked dazzling intellectual achievements 

but appeared to be relatively hearty. 

Most council fathers therefore seemed to have felt 

little urgency about most of the questions that came 

before them. For many, the discussions involved issues 

that, before now, hadn't even been considered, such as 

making the liturgy and religious life more "relevant." 

But an unquestioned faith that the Church would always 

be preserved from error, along with the leadership of 

John XXIII and Paul VI, led most of the delegates to 

support the schema that were finally forged from the 

debate. No decree of the council provoked more than a 

small number of dissenting votes. Ironically, in view of 

the later claim that the council brought about the 

democratization of the Church, deference to authority 

was a major factor in determining how most of the 

fathers voted. 

  

Creating Radicals 

John XXIII announced Vatican II as a "pastoral" 

assembly, but there were growing differences of 

opinion as to what exactly that meant. Pious, 

instinctively conservative prelates might think of 

encouraging Marian devotions or kindling zeal for the 

foreign missions. The dominant group, however, moved 

the council toward dialogue with the modern world, 

translating the Church's message into a language 

modern men understood. 

The council fathers always strove to remain 

balanced. To take what are now the most fiercely 

debated issues, they imagined no revisions in Catholic 

moral teaching about sexuality, referring instead to "the 

plague of divorce" and to the "abominable crime" of 

abortion. Deliberately childless marriages were deemed 

a tragedy, and the faithful were reminded of the 

Church's condemnation of artificial birth control. 

At the same time, the fact that practically every 

aspect of Catholic belief seemed to be under discussion 

had results that John XXIII probably didn't intend. 

Famously, at one point he removed the subject of 

contraception from the floor of the council and 

announced that he was appointing a special commission 

to study the issue -- an action that naturally led some to 

believe the teaching would indeed be revised. When 

Paul VI issued Humanae Vitae in 1968, liberals were 

outraged that he rejected the commission's 

recommendation to permit some forms of birth 

control and accused him of betraying the council. 

The council fathers each had periti, or advisers, on 

matters of theology and canon law, and some of them 

were very influential, both in shaping the thought of 

the prelates whom they advised and in working behind 

the scenes with like-minded delegates and other periti. 

In explaining the theological revolution that occurred 

almost immediately after the council, some orthodox 

Catholics speculate that a well-organized minority 

intended from the beginning to sabotage the council 

and that they successfully planted theological time 

bombs in the conciliar decrees -- doctrinal statements 

whose implications were deliberately left vague, to be 

activated later. But there's little evidence of this. 

It's characteristic of revolutions that they are 

rarely planned ahead of time. Rather, they arise from 

the sudden acceleration of historical change, caused 

by the flow of events and the way in which people 

relate to those events. There is no evidence that 

anyone came to the council with a radical agenda, in 

part because such an agenda would have been 

considered hopelessly unrealistic. (Some liberals 

actually feared that the council would prove to be a 

retrogressive gathering.) 

A major factor in the postconciliar dynamic was 

the reformers' own heady experience of swift and 

unexpected change. For example, in 1960 no one 

would have predicted -- and few would have 

advocated -- the virtual abandonment of the Latin 
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liturgy. But once reformers realized that the council 

fathers supported change, it became an irresistible 

temptation to continue pushing farther and faster. 

What had been thought of as stone walls of resistance 

turned out to be papier-mâché. 

The council itself proved to be a "radicalizing" 

experience, during which men who had never met 

before, and who in some cases had probably given little 

thought to the questions now set before them, began 

quickly to change their minds on major issues. (For 

example, Archbishop -- later Cardinal -- John F. Dearden 

of Detroit, who was considered quite rigid before the 

council, returned home as an uncritical advocate of 

every kind of change.) When the council was over, some 

of those present -- both periti and bishops -- were 

prepared to go beyond what the council had in fact 

intended or authorized, using the conciliar texts as 

justification when possible, ignoring them when not (as 

recounted, for example, by Archbishop Annibale 

Bugnini, who was in charge of liturgical reform after the 

council, in his book The Reform of the Liturgy). Aware 

that the council didn't support their agenda, they 

quickly got into the habit of speaking of the "spirit" of 

the council, which was said to transcend its actual 

statements and even in some cases to contradict them. 

  

The Role of the Media 

While the council was still in session, it occurred to 

some that it was less important what that body actually 

said and did than what people thought it said and did. 

Thus as early as the first session, in 1962, there was an 

orchestrated propaganda campaign to present the 

deliberations and define the issues in particular ways 

and to enlist the sympathies of the public on behalf of a 

particular agenda. Certain key journalists became 

"participant-observers," meaning that they reported the 

events and at the same time sought to influence them -- 

the chief practitioners being "Xavier Rynne" (the pen 

name of the Redemptorist historian Francis X. Murphy), 

who wrote "Letter from Vatican City" for the New 

Yorker magazine, and Robert Blair Kaiser, who reported 

for Time. 

Such reports were written for a largely non-Catholic 

audience, many of whom were unsympathetic to the 

Faith, and the thrust of the reporting was to assure such 

readers that the Church was at long last admitting its 

many errors and coming to terms with secular culture. 

Most Catholics probably relied on these same sources 

for their understanding of the council and so received 

the same message. 

The key reason why postconciliar "renewal" often 

went wrong is the almost incredible fact that the 

hierarchy in the early 1960s made almost no 

systematic effort to catechize the faithful (including 

priests and religious) on the meaning of the council -- 

something about which many bishops themselves 

seemed confused. "Renewal experts" sprang up 

everywhere, and the most contradictory explanations 

of the council were offered to Catholics thirsting for 

guidance. Bishops rarely offered their flocks 

authoritative teaching and instead fell into the habit of 

simply trusting certified "experts" in every area of 

Church life. Indeed, before the council was even over, 

several fallacious interpretations were planted that 

still flourish today. 

Even the best journalistic accounts were forced to 

simplify the often subtle and complex deliberations of 

the council fathers. But there was also deliberate 

oversimplification for the purpose of creating a 

particular public impression. The media thus divided 

the council fathers into heroes and villains -- otherwise 

known as liberals and conservatives. In this way, the 

conciliar battles were presented as morality plays in 

which open-minded, warm-hearted, highly intelligent 

innovators (Cardinal Alfrink, for example) were able 

repeatedly to thwart plots by Machiavellian 

reactionaries (Alfredo Cardinal Ottaviani of the Holy 

Office). It was a morality play that appealed to the 

prejudices of many Westerners of the mid-20th 

century. It also had a real if immeasurable influence on 

many bishops, who soon discovered that being viewed 

as "progressive" would gain them a favorable press, 

while the opposite would make them into public 

villains. 
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For understandable reasons, vastly 

disproportionate attention was lavished by the media 

on such things as the vernacular liturgy and the end of 

mandatory Friday abstinence, since concrete practices 

could be easily dealt with journalistically and such 

practices had long helped to define the differences 

between Catholics and others. Catholics who 

understood almost nothing of the theological issues of 

the council came to understand that its "real" purpose 

was repealing rules that had become burdensome and 

old-fashioned. 

But in another sense the attention lavished on such 

things was not disproportionate, because in a 

sacramental Church "externals" are the doorways to the 

spirit. In theory it perhaps ought not to have mattered 

whether nuns wore habits, but in practice the 

modification, then the total abandonment, of those 

habits marked the beginning of the end of religious life 

as it had existed for centuries. For many people the 

distinction between essentials and nonessentials was 

almost meaningless. If Catholics were no longer 

forbidden to eat meat on Fridays, why could they not 

get divorced, especially given the widespread conviction 

that the purpose of the council and of "Good Pope 

John" was to make people comfortable with their faith? 

Many of the council fathers, after they returned to 

their dioceses, seemed themselves to be in a state of 

confusion over what they'd done. Only a relatively few -

- some orthodox, others less so -- had a clear and 

consistent understanding. For most, the postconciliar 

period proved to be a time of rudderless 

experimentation, as Catholics groped to understand 

what the council had mandated. For many people the 

one sure thing, amid all the postconciliar uncertainty, 

was the fact of change itself; in an odd way it seemed 

safest to do or believe almost the opposite of what 

Catholics had previously been taught. 

  

The Scars of Renewal 

Underlying the council were two different approaches 

to reform -- approaches that were not contradictory but 

that required serious intellectual effort to reconcile. 

One was ressourcement("back to the sources"), a 

program of renewing the Church by returning to its 

scriptural and patristic roots (DeLubac, Danielou, and 

Hans Urs Von Balthasar all held to this). The other was 

aggiornamento ("updating"), by which the supposed 

demands of contemporary culture were the chief 

concern (Hans Küng, Schillebeeckx, and to some extent 

Rahner, were all proponents). Kept in balance during 

the council itself, these two movements increasingly 

pulled apart afterward and resulted in the deep 

conflicts that continue to the present. 

A prime example of the postconciliar dynamic at 

work was the "renewal" of religious life. Cardinal 

Suenens wrote the influential book The Nun in the 

World, enjoining sisters to come out of their cloisters 

and accept the challenges of modern life. Whatever 

might be thought about them as theological principles, 

such recipes for "renewal" also promised that those 

who adopted them would experience phenomenal 

revitalization, including dramatic numerical growth, 

and for a few years after the council the official spirit 

of naive optimism won out over the "prophets of 

gloom." 

The most famous instance of such renewal in the 

United States was that of the Immaculate Heart Sisters 

of Los Angeles. Their program of aggiornamento had 

all the ingredients required at the time -- intense 

publicity from an overwhelmingly favorable media, a 

prestigious secular "expert" (the psychologist Carl 

Rogers), picturesque experiments with nontraditional 

behavior (encounter groups), and a reactionary villain 

(James Cardinal McIntyre) portrayed as the only 

obstacle to progress. Not until it was too late did 

anyone ask whether the IHM Sisters, along with 

countless others, were simply abandoning their 

vocations completely. 

A tragic dimension of the conciliar period was 

precisely the irrelevance and ultimate failure of the 

exciting intellectual programs that emanated from 

what were then the five most influential Catholic 

nations. For a very brief period, Dutch Catholicism 

made a bid to give the universal Church a working 
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model of renewal, before "the Dutch Church" imploded 

and sank into oblivion. Rates of church attendance and 

religious vocations may have been worrisomely low in 

Belgium, France, and Germany in 1960, but the bishops 

of those countries probably couldn't imagine how much 

lower they would fall. In ways not recognized 40 years 

ago, it's now clear that the strategy of countering 

secularism by moving closer to the secular culture just 

doesn't work. 

The partisans of aggiornamento became the first 

theologians in the history of the Church to make 

systematic use of the mass media, entering into a 

working alliance with journalists who could scarcely 

even understand the concept of ressourcement but 

eagerly promoted an agenda that required the Church 

to accommodate itself to the secular culture. Strangely 

enough, some theologians, along with their 

propagandist allies, actually denied the Church the right 

to remain faithful to its authentic identity and 

announced a moral obligation to repudiate as much of 

that identity as possible. "Renewal" came to be 

identified with dissent and infidelity, and Catholics who 

remained faithful to the Church were denounced as 

enemies of Vatican II. 

This occurred at the most fundamental level, so that 

the authority of the council itself was soon relativized. 

The notion that a council would claim for itself final 

authority in matters of belief came to be viewed by 

liberals as reactionary. Vatican II was thus treated as 

merely a major historical epiphany -- a moment in the 

unfolding history of the Church and of human 

consciousness when profound new insights were 

discovered. According to this view, the council's 

function was not to make authoritative 

pronouncements but merely to facilitate the movement 

of the Church into the next stage of its historical 

development. (For example, the Jesuit historian John W. 

O'Malley in 1971 proposed that certain conciliar texts 

could be legitimately ignored as merely reflective of 

intellectual immaturity, timidity, and confusion on the 

part of the council fathers.) 

After the council, the concept of "the People of 

God" was reduced to a crude form of democracy -- 

doctrine as determined by opinion polls. The liturgy 

ceased to be a divine action and became a communal 

celebration, and the supernatural vocations of priests 

and religious were deemed to be obstacles to their 

service to the world. 

Nothing had a more devastating effect on 

postconciliar Catholic life than the sexual revolution, as 

believers began to engage in behavior not measurably 

different from that of non-believers. Priests and 

religious repudiated their vows in order to marry, and 

many of those who remained in religious life ceased to 

regard celibacy as desirable. Catholics divorced almost 

as frequently as non-Catholics. Church teachings about 

contraception, homosexuality, and even abortion were 

widely disregarded, with every moral absolute treated 

as merely another wall needing to be breached. 

  

Off the Rails 

Ultimately the single best explanation of what 

happened to deflect the council's decrees from their 

intended direction is the fact that as soon as the 

assembly ended, the worldwide cultural phenomenon 

known as the "the Sixties" began. It was nothing less 

than a frontal assault on all forms of authority. 

Bereft of catechesis, confused by the conciliar 

changes, and unable to grasp the subtle theology of 

the conciliar decrees, many Catholics simply translated 

the conciliar reforms into the terms of the 

counterculture, which was essentially the demand for 

"liberation" from all restraint on personal freedom. 

Even as late as 1965 almost no one anticipated this 

great cultural upheaval. The measured judgments 

of Gaudium et Spes, the council's highly influential 

decree on the Church and the modern world, shows 

not a hint of it. 

Had the council met a decade earlier, during the 

relatively stable 1950s, it's possible that there could 

have been an orderly and untroubled transition. But 

after 1965 the spirit of the age was quite different, and 

by then many Catholics were eager to break out of 

what they considered their religious prison. Given the 
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deliberately fostered popular impression that the 

Church was surrendering in its perennial struggle with 

the world, it was inevitable that the prevailing 

understanding of reform would be filtered through the 

glass of a hedonistic popular culture. Under such 

conditions it would require remarkable steadfastness of 

purpose to adhere to an authentic program of renewal. 

The postconciliar crisis has moved far beyond issues 

like the language of the liturgy or nuns' habits -- even 

beyond sexual morality or gender identities. Today the 

theological frontier is nothing less than the stark 

question of whether there is indeed only one God and 

Jesus is His only-begotten Son. It is a question that the 

council fathers didn't foresee as imminent and, 

predictably, the council's dicta about non-Christian 

religions are now cited to justify various kinds of 

religious syncretism. The resources for resolving this 

issue are present in the conciliar decrees themselves, 

but it's by no means certain that Church leaders have 

the will to interpret them in final and authoritative 

ways. Forty years after the council, serious Catholics 

have good reason to think they've been left to wander 

the theological wilderness. 

 

James Hitchcock is professor of history at St. Louis 

University. This article originally appeared in the June 

2004 issue of crisis Magazine. 

 


