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Canadian Priest Accuses Pro-Lifers of Hatred and Bullying 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

9/14/09 

ne of Canada's best-known priests, Rev. 

Thomas Rosica, CSB, has described the pro-life 

critics of the Kennedy funeral as "not agents of 

life, but of division, destruction, hatred, vitriol, 

judgment, and violence." Father Rosica is CEO of a 

Catholic Canadian television network -- Salt + Light, 

endorsed by the Canadian Conference of Catholic 

Bishops.  

In his September 3 blogpost, Father Rosica also 

made a veiled criticism of Raymond Arroyo, News 

Director of EWTN, for his August 31 comment, "Ted 

Kennedy: Catholic Legacy and the Letters." Father 

Rosica aimed his criticism at the "many so-called lovers 

of life and activists in the pro-life movement, as well as 

well known colleagues in Catholic television 

broadcasting and media in North America." There is no 

one he could have meant but Arroyo, because no other 

colleagues in Catholic television have made negative 

comments about the funeral.  

As a result, LifeSiteNews, based in Toronto, covered 

the story on September 4 with an article titled "Battle of 

the Catholic Stations: Salt and Light's Fr. Rosica Rips 

EWTN's Raymond Arroyo over Kennedy Funeral." John-

Henry Westen, writing for LifeSiteNews, opined, "The 

root of Fr. Rosica's concerns seems to be the fact that 

lay persons are daring to publicly question the actions 

of clergy." 

Faher Rosica, however, later slammed Westen's 

article and denied his reference was aimed directly at 

Arroyo. In a September 9 interview with Bob Dunning 

on "Across the Nation" (Sirius Catholic Radio), the priest 

said: 

I don't agree with Raymond Arroyo's blog that he 

wrote criticizing Cardinals McCarrick and 

O'Malley.... For them to say that I aimed everything 

at Raymond Arroyo; there were about 20 different 

people. Raymond Arroyo was the most public that 

they cited, which I didn't mention in my article, but 

we all saw Raymond Arroyo's blog, but we saw 

many other people stirring up -- and priests 

especially, who claim to be pro-life, causing more 

division in the Church. (Taken from a transcript of 

the program.) 

Father Rosica went on to explain to Dunning, "I think 

civility, charity, kindness, and humanity -- when they 

fall from the picture, when they are not present, we 

have a big problem on our hands." Yet, in his 

September 3 blogpost this is how he described the 

critics of the Kennedy funeral: 

Through vicious attacks launched on blogs, a new 

form of self-righteousness, condemnation, and 

gnosticism reveals authors who behave as little 

children bullying one another around in 

schoolyards -- casting stones, calling names, and 

wreaking havoc in the Church today! What such 

people fail to realize is that their messages are 

ultimately screamed into a vacuum. No one but 

their own loud crowd is really listening.... Sowing 

seeds of hatred and division are not the work of 

those who wish to build a culture of life (emphasis 

added).  

I have read through Arroyo's comment several times 

and have found nothing like what Father Rosica 

describes above. Interestingly enough, the priest also 

took a swing at the internationally respected LifeSite 

News:  

For the 1/10th of kernel of truth that they purport 

to uncover, and there is truth in what they do, 

9/10ths is exaggeration. It is bombastic, it is derisive 

and it is divisive (emphasis added).  

Once again I find nothing in Westen's story that sounds 

as "bombastic" as Father Rosica's own comments. 

O 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_Rosica
http://saltandlighttv.org/blog/?p=6502
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Salt_%2B_Light_Television
http://saltandlighttv.org/blog/?p=6502
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Raymond_Arroyo
http://origin.ewtn.com/news/blog.asp?blogposts_ID=782&blog_ID=2
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/sep/09090402.html
http://www.sirius.com/thecatholicchannel
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Father Rosica is an influential priest as well as an 

accomplished scholar. He has been known to defend 

Catholic dissenters in the past, as he did in 1996 as 

director of the Newman Center at the University of 

Toronto. A group of faithful Catholics were peacefully 

protesting a lecture by noted dissenter and defrocked 

theologian Gregory Baum at Toronto University's 

Catholic Newman Centre.  

Father Rosica called the police to remove a group of 

protesters handing out flyers documenting the damage 

Professor Baum, an excommunicated priest, had done 

the Church. "That's pure madness in those flyers," 

Toronto's Catholic Register (May 27, 1996) reported 

Father Rosica as saying. (Baum was one of the leading 

dissenters from Humanae Vitae.)  

Not surprisingly, Father Rosica now criticizes those 

who questioned the wisdom of a funeral for a famously 

pro-abortion politician which, as Arroyo wrote, "was 

truly about cementing the impression, indeed 

catechizing the faithful, that one can be a Catholic 

politician, and so long as you claim to care about the 

poor, you may licitly ignore the cause of life."  

Yes, there were scattered blog comments attacking 

the funeral and the participation of Cardinals O'Malley 

and McCarrick. But I am not aware of a single 

recognized Catholic commentator who is guilty of the 

invective which Father Rosica describes. Just as I wrote 

last week that none of the major critics of the Kennedy 

funeral was guilty of what Bishop Morlino warned 

against -- delight in a soul's damnation -- none is guilty 

of "the division, destruction, hatred, vitriol, judgment, 

and violence" bemoaned by Father Rosica. 

He told Dunning, "Let's call a spade, a spade." 

Indeed, let's! We should begin by hearing the names of 

the "20 different people" who are sowing this division 

by disagreeing with Father Rosica. That would be a 

good place to start. 

 

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.thefreelibrary.com/False+profits+%28Svend+Robinson%3B+Gregory+Baum%3B+Anthony+Padovano%3B+Hedy...-a030006658
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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A Just War Theory of Homeschooling 
William Fahey | Column 

9/14/09

iven the increasing popularity of 

homeschooling among faithful Catholics, it is 

vital that those who practice it -- or are thinking 

about trying it for their children -- have a fully Catholic 

understanding of the family and the nature and 

meaning of education. Without it, their good intentions 

can go astray, following the exaggerated individualism 

of the culture instead of the mind of the Church. 

Some enthusiasts claim that homeschooling is the 

Catholic approach to a child's education, but neither 

history nor the teaching of the Church supports this 

exclusivity. Though homeschooling is an important and 

virtuous pursuit, some families are drawn to it through 

a mistaken ideology -- a shadow image of Catholic 

culture, Catholic education, and the family itself. 

Catholic and Western tradition have always held 

that education is communal. Since man is a political or 

social animal -- as Aristotle, Cicero, and St. Thomas 

Aquinas tell us -- we must never neglect the communal 

dimension of education. Nothing short of complete 

family engagement -- father, mother, and child -- in the 

learning process will secure a proper education. 

Families may come to grave peril if fathers remain 

disengaged from their children's education, or if other 

families are not sought out and some degree of inter-

family education is attempted. 

 Of course, by this I do not mean something so 

simple as the "socialization" of students, which critics of 

homeschooling often throw at us -- the old argument 

that if John and Mary do not have an opportunity to eat 

bologna sandwiches on the playground with 300 

students and talk about Hannah Montana, they will 

grow up to be social deviants. The "value of 

socialization" is usually a code for the regimented ethic 

of pop culture, which has no virtue and is of no 

importance. 

I mean something much more radical and (perhaps 

initially) more difficult for homeschoolers to accept: 

that education is for the perfection of the child, and the 

child is perfected for a life in society. 

Stated more controversially: The common approach 

to homeschooling today is inherently dangerous, 

because it may go against what our entire Western 

tradition and the Catholic Church herself teach about 

the education of the young -- that education should 

not be done in the home, at least not for long, except 

during a time and place of crisis. 

                                                                  

For many, perhaps the majority of Catholics, they are 

now in a time and place of crisis. Still, it is important to 

establish the norms of education, from which we can 

examine its various forms. 

Let us consider three Church pronouncements. First, 

Pope Pius XI, in his encyclical on education, Divini Illius 

Magistri: 

Education is essentially a social and not a mere 

individual activity.... The family is an imperfect 

society, since it has not in itself all the means for 

its own complete development; whereas civil 

society is a perfect society, having in itself all the 

means for its particular end. 

The Second Vatican Council's document on Education, 

Gravissimam Educationis, affirms this social goal of 

education: 

Education, the fathers wrote "is directed toward 

the formation of the human person in view of his 

final end and the good of that society to which he 

belongs and in the duties which he will, as an 

adult, have a share." 
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Most recently, the Church's Compendium of Social 

Doctrine states: 

Parents are the first educators, not the only 

educators, of their children. It belongs to them, 

therefore, to exercise with responsibility their 

educational activity in close and vigilant 

cooperation with civil and ecclesial agencies. 

The Compendium goes on to describe the "primary 

importance" of parents working with "scholastic 

institutions" in the education of their children. 

All these documents have wonderful sections 

setting forth the principles by which we educate our 

children as faithful Catholics. The documents clearly 

allow, and in some instances may indirectly encourage, 

homeschooling without mentioning it specifically. 

What's more, they are critical of any form of education 

that jeopardizes the child's moral and spiritual 

development. 

Nevertheless, it is essential to keep in mind a simple 

truth: Homeschooling can also become a destructive 

ideology. 

Contrary to the Catholic understanding of 

education, there is a rising individualism that is worming 

its way into our literature on homeschooling. 

Homeschooling in this nation was spearheaded by the 

hippies of the 1960s and has largely been embraced by 

Protestants; some 95 percent of homeschoolers today 

are Protestants, and the tone of the literature and 

materials often reflects that make-up. 

More alarming, homeschooling has risen alongside 

home-churching. The "Non serviam" banner has long 

been unfurled by those who do not wish to recognize 

the sovereignty of Christ in the temporal or 

ecclesiastical order. Homeschooling at all levels is not 

rooted in either the Western tradition or -- as the 

documents mentioned above illustrate -- in the Catholic 

tradition. It is a proper response to a crisis within society 

and (we must be very sad to admit) within some 

quarters of the Church. 

By analogy, war -- justly pursued -- is a legitimate 

response to a threat to a community's life. Yet war is 

not a norm, even if it is regularly present or must be 

sustained for long periods. What I am calling for is a sort 

of "just war theory" of homeschooling. After all, we are 

engaged in the defense of hearth, home, and the 

families entrusted to us. Should we not also have 

carefully thought-out principles of education rooted in 

natural law, Scripture, and the Catholic tradition? 

Should we not also have an objective for this struggle 

beyond the solitary education of a child? 

  

I see no end to the current crisis that calls for 

homeschooling, and I am glad that the principles of 

Catholic education allow it and encourage it as a 

vehicle for the good. Nevertheless, homeschoolers 

need to take steps to ensure that their education 

program preserves the goal of traditional teaching: the 

perfection of the person for God's glorification and 

living a life of service and sanctification in human 

society. 

The recognition that homeschooling is itself an 

emergency measure should offer much needed 

assistance to parents -- especially mothers -- who labor 

in the often exhausting task of being the principal, 

cafeteria staff, gym coach, bus driver, hall monitor, and 

(lest we forget) teacher of every subject. What's more, 

the feelings of isolation and inadequacy so common to 

homeschooling parents should be recognized as the 

natural response to stress in the face of crisis. They 

point to something "unnatural" about the total 

education of the child at home: Homeschooling calls 

for a heroic life, but the Church has never held that it is 

necessary for parents to lead a heroic life in the pursuit 

of simple, natural things. 

Biology and vocation do not always overlap. I have 

a vocation to marriage, which has borne fruit in 

children; and a vocation to teach, which has borne 

fruit in a life as a college professor. But the parenting 

of children does not secure the teaching vocation: My 

having participated in the creation of a son or 

daughter does not in itself authorize or prepare me for 
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the teaching of geometry or history or Latin or any 

particular subject. By natural law and Church authority, 

I have a right to see to the proper moral education of 

my children -- but that I have children does not endow 

us to be grammarians. My right to secure an education 

does not mean I have infused talents as an educator or 

rights to a teaching vocation. 

Recalling and pursuing the communal dimension of 

education will do much to curb the tendency towards 

ideology. The following are three recommendations to 

support or reanimate our commitment to the 

communal nature of education: 

1. Frequent Mass attendance. (Daily Mass is 

wonderful, but in many circumstances it is not 

an option.) 

2. The formation of family educational "cells" -- 

shared teaching, shared projects, swapping of 

class, regular art shows and contests between 

families, and pageants for the high holy days. As 

in most stressful endeavors, when the burden is 

shared it grows lighter. The homeschooling 

family thus can and should become the new 

foundation of the revitalization of Catholic 

schools. 

3. A commitment to seeking stable co-operative 

meetings and classes within parishes when 

possible. 

The key here is to maintain a positive desire to unite 

with other kindred families in the educational act (even 

if circumstances or prudence do not allow it). Education 

must remain communal in intent if it is to remain true 

to natural law and Catholic teaching. It goes without 

saying that Catholic families should pray for the 

restoration of Catholic schools; Catholic families should 

aspire to the noble role before them: the seed bed of 

schools. Again, consider Pius XI: 

Since, however, the younger generations must be 

trained in the arts and sciences for the advantage 

and prosperity of civil society, and since the family 

of itself is unequal to this task, it was necessary to 

create that social institution, the school. But let it 

be borne in mind that this institution owes its 

existence to the initiative of the family and of the 

Church, long before it was undertaken by the 

State. 

My wife and I homeschool, and I know personally that 

homeschooling can be filled with many joyful moments 

and graces (in addition to being a good way to form 

the child intellectually and spiritually). My own 

experience of teaching my children Latin, history, the 

Catechism, and natural history has been very 

rewarding. What is more, it has deepened my love for 

my children and my own appreciation and gratitude 

for my vocation as a father. 

Thinking of homeschooling as a "just war" pursuit 

is perhaps dramatic, but the analogy may be necessary 

to make us take another look at our actions in this 

foundational area. Good parenting, even with intact 

and wholesome schools present, will always involve 

the parents in the education of their children. 

 

William Fahey is president of the Thomas More College 

of Liberal Arts in Merrimack, New Hampshire. This 

article was adapted from a speech presented at the 

New England Catholic Home School Conference on June 

6, 2009. 
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Thy Will Be Done 
Mark P. Shea | Column 

9/15/09 

ears ago, a friend's brother was at Reed College 

in Oregon. It's one of those schools where the 

students seem to major in protesting more than 

in actual studying. After several months of watching silly 

demonstrations about every conceivable PC cause, the 

guy decided to create one of his own, just to see how 

many earnest young suckers he could get involved. So 

he painted a number of signs and cooked up some 

chants and jingles and then started recruiting students 

for his rally. He gathered quite a gaggle of activists from 

the ranks of the student body that dutifully went out at 

his bidding and began the protest. His theme: 

"NO BAD THINGS! DOWN WITH BAD THINGS!" 

I think of this anecdote when I contemplate the Lord's 

Prayer, because it can sometimes seem that Jesus is 

proposing something like an angelic inversion of the 

rather obvious point being made in that silly and 

satirical rally when He commands us to pray "Thy will be 

done" to the Father. It is not unreasonable to ask, with 

respect, "What else should we pray for than that God's 

will be done? Who isn't in favor of good things and 

opposed to bad things?" 

I think the reason comes to us very quickly the 

moment we attempt to get specific, just as it similarly 

was intended to come to the Reed College protestors. 

Granted, we want to do God's will just as we want to 

get rid of "bad things." But what exactly and concretely 

does that mean, here and now? 

If we are like most people, we sort of go into vapor 

lock at this point. Indeed, it's easier to list off various 

Bad Things we'd like to get rid of than to state positively 

what we think "God's will" is. I suspect most of us start 

with ourselves and our circumstances in trying to 

discern such matters. What is the will of God for my 

life? Does God want me to stay in my current job or try 

for that new one? Get the Ford or the Toyota? Pray 

more or work harder? Vote for Smith or Jones? Have 

faith for a miraculous healing for mother's cancer or ask 

for the grace to accept the suffering that is coming?  

All day long we muddle along trying to figure out 

"God's will" and feeling slightly silly about it, since, after 

all, who really expects God to reveal His will about 

whether you should get the red or the blue shirt? If we 

actually meet people who are really confident that 

they are tuned into the divine frequency and are Doing 

God's Will throughout the day ("God showed me to 

pick the creamed corn, not the whole kernel at Top 

Foods"), we generally have the sense that we are in 

the presence of somebody who needs to cut back on 

the caffeine. So while we approve of "doing God's will" 

as a general principle, we're not at all sure what that 

actually means on a day-to-day basis. 

This is where revelation and the guidance of the 

Church come in handy. The Church, in fact, insists that 

we can know and definitely state certain truths about 

the will of God: 

Our Father "desires all men to be saved and to 

come to the knowledge of the truth." He "is 

forbearing toward you, not wishing that any 

should perish." His commandment is "that you 

love one another; even as I have loved you, that 

you also love one another." This commandment 

summarizes all the others and expresses his entire 

will.  

"He has made known to us the mystery of his 

will, according to his good pleasure that he set 

forth in Christ . . . to gather up all things in him, 

things in heaven and things on earth. In Christ we 

have also obtained an inheritance, having been 

destined according to the purpose of him who 

accomplishes all things according to his counsel 

and will." We ask insistently for this loving plan to 
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be fully realized on earth as it is already in heaven 

(Catechism 2822-2823). 

This is where we begin: with the definite fact that God 

wills to save us, that He wills us to love one another as 

He has loved us, and that (mysteriously) His will, in 

Christ, is to "gather up all things in him, things in heaven 

and things on earth." It is there, not someplace else, 

that we start. For it is Christ, not our particular 

perception of our particular circumstances, that really is 

the central story. We orbit Him, not He us. 

  

The striking thing to notice about "Thy will be done" is 

that it is a prayer -- a volitional and even a participatory 

act. In Islam, or paganized forms of Christianity such as 

hyper-Calvinism, the will of God tends to be seen as 

something that cancels out human freedom in a sort of 

zero-sum game where the more space God takes up, 

the less space there is for us. Such a conception of the 

will of God smacks of the Inexorable, and our place 

before it is to submit as a slave to the overwhelming 

power of a Master. In some religious systems, the will of 

God is literally all there is. Everything happens because 

God positively willed it, and our only task is to cringe 

and call it good, no matter how evil it is.  

In such systems, the will of God arbitrarily pulls your 

name out of the inscrutable divine lottery and, if you 

are chosen, then that's that: The Irresistible Grace 

overwhelms you, and you can't help but be saved. If 

not, God created you because He wills to damn you -- 

and too bad for you. The good news is reduced to the 

proclamation, "God might love you and may have sent 

his Son to die for your sins -- if you are lucky enough to 

be elect." Your will in the matter is irrelevant. 

In contrast to this is the Catholic gospel, which 

insists that "where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is 

freedom" (2 Cor 3:17). In other words, precisely 

because the Lord is present, we have real freedom to 

receive or reject Him: to do his will or not. That's why 

we pray -- because we need His help to do what He 

commands. Indeed, we need His help even to desire to 

pray to do as He commands. But as we pray, we 

become participants --real, divinized participants in, and 

not merely patients of -- the life of the Blessed Trinity at 

work in the world. And all while remaining the fully 

human creatures and persons we are. It is the miracle of 

actually having our cake and eating it, too. 

This is one of the reasons for one of the more 

obscure Christological controversies in the history of the 

Church: the question of whether Jesus has one will or 

two. It would seem that this arcane matter could only 

be of interest to tightly wound medieval theologians, 

but really it has everything to do with us ordinary 

schleps. If Jesus has no human will of His own, then 

He's not our help or guide when He chooses to obey 

the Father, because He is not fully human. But in fact, 

being fully human and not just a God who is play-

acting, Jesus fully enters into the anguish that we have 

to go through when we make the hard but right 

choice. When He sweats blood and gasps out the 

resolution, "Not my will, but yours be done" in 

Gethsemane, we really can know that "He's been 

there" and that, moreover, He is still there for us when 

we need to face the bitter cross. He really is fully 

human and fully God: that's why He can save us. 

"Thy will be done," then, is first and foremost a 

prayer of obedience. But it is the obedience of a child 

to a Father, not of a craven slave to Tash the 

Inexorable. Jesus makes a choice in Gethsemane, and 

we are called to make the same choice in little tiny 

ways each day until it all is consummated in the final 

offering of our life to the Father through Christ. 

Shockingly, Hebrews tells us that Jesus "learned 

obedience through what he suffered" (Heb 5:8), a 

statement that makes no sense unless we again grant 

the full humanity of Christ. When we do, it gives us 

great hope, because it means that God the Son really 

has borne the fullness of the heartache we bear as we 

struggle to say "Yes" to the hard work of death to self 

inherent in "Thy will be done." 

   

That said, Jesus' perfect human will means more than 

simply, "He's been there." As universal human 

experience makes clear, while cool phrases like 
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"uniting our will to God's" sound great, we are, in the 

words of the Catechism, "radically incapable of this." 

Grace is always prior for us, because without it we (and 

the entire created order) could not so much as exist, 

much less will what God wills. But in addition to the fact 

that we are creatures (and therefore in the position of 

Hamlet hoping to know Shakespeare), we are also fallen 

creatures: Hamlets who have rebelled against 

Shakespeare; who don't want to know him; who are 

terrified of knowing him; and who, when we get the 

chance, nail Shakespeare to a cross when he writes 

himself into our world. We are one messed-up species. 

And the more we need to repent, the less able we are 

to do it. 

This is why God became man. Not merely to provide 

an example, but to give us power to do what we cannot 

do on our own. As Paul puts it: 

God has done what the law, weakened by the flesh, 

could not do: sending his own Son in the likeness of 

sinful flesh and for sin, he condemned sin in the 

flesh, in order that the just requirement of the law 

might be fulfilled in us, who walk not according to 

the flesh but according to the Spirit. For those who 

live according to the flesh set their minds on the 

things of the flesh, but those who live according to 

the Spirit set their minds on the things of the Spirit. 

To set the mind on the flesh is death, but to set the 

mind on the Spirit is life and peace. For the mind 

that is set on the flesh is hostile to God; it does not 

submit to God's law, indeed it cannot; and those 

who are in the flesh cannot please God. But you are 

not in the flesh, you are in the Spirit, if in fact the 

Spirit of God dwells in you. Any one who does not 

have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him. But 

if Christ is in you, although your bodies are dead 

because of sin, your spirits are alive because of 

righteousness. If the Spirit of him who raised Jesus 

from the dead dwells in you, he who raised Christ 

Jesus from the dead will give life to your mortal 

bodies also through his Spirit which dwells in you 

(Rom 8:3-11). 

We are enabled to do God's will because God has 

assumed human nature, put to death the sin that 

infected it by a perfect act of surrender to God's will, 

raised it from the dead, and glorified it. Man is already 

in heaven in the person of Jesus Christ, and now the 

God-man can give us the power to recapitulate what He 

has done through the Holy Spirit. By our lonesome, that 

would be impossible. But as we rely on the grace the 

Holy Spirit gives through the sacraments and trust Him 

to guide us on a daily basis by our efforts to obey the 

law of love, God can be depended on to help us do what 

He desires: His will, which is love. 

None of this is to say that we must only settle for 

generalities about God's will and cannot know 

specifics. Indeed, the Catechism tells us: 

By prayer we can discern "what is the will of God" 

and obtain the endurance to do it. Jesus teaches us 

that one enters the kingdom of heaven not by 

speaking words, but by doing "the will of my 

Father in heaven" (2826). 

The Christian tradition is chock-a-block with the reality 

of specific guidance given by the Holy Spirit to His 

people. I mean guidance of the "Yes, go in that 

doorway/No, get the creamed corn" variety (when it is 

really necessary to fulfilling the law of love). The world 

resounds with the testimony of Christians who, setting 

out to do the law of love, have received very clear and 

specific indications from God about what the next 

practical step should be.  

How do they do this? Most of the time, the 

guidance comes in the form of the practice of the 

virtues (especially prudence), the use of common 

sense, and through reliance on the guidance of the 

Church in the midst of specific circumstances. As Uncle 

Screwtape points out: 

The Enemy loves platitudes. Of a proposed course 

of action He wants men, so far as I can see, to ask 

very simple questions; is it righteous? is it 

prudent? is it possible?  

But, of course, as the existence of books like The 

Screwtape Letters point out, there exist other wills in 

the universe besides those of God and ourselves -- 

demonic as well as human wills bent on deception. 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

10 

 

And deception can be rather easy in our case, since we 

are fallen and our own wills are divided. That is why 

prayer is described as a "battle" in the Catechism, and 

this is why Jesus so often insists on our applying 

ourselves to the struggle of prayer. Prayer is one of the 

principal means by which God purifies us and brings us 

through to the reality of a single will where we know 

the freedom and joy of St. Francis, who says with 

simplicity, "I want what God wants. That is why I am 

merry!" 

  

Such reliance on common sense and ordinary human 

virtue is not meant to deny the reality of the 

supernatural in prayer. In addition to the common 

human ways in which God guides us in prayer via 

prudence, justice, temperance, fortitude, and so forth, 

He sometimes sees fit to reveal His will via supernatural 

bells and whistles: 

And they went through the region of Phrygia and 

Galatia, having been forbidden by the Holy Spirit to 

speak the word in Asia. And when they had come 

opposite Mysia, they attempted to go into Bithynia, 

but the Spirit of Jesus did not allow them; so, 

passing by Mysia, they went down to Troas. And a 

vision appeared to Paul in the night: a man of 

Macedonia was standing beseeching him and 

saying, "Come over to Macedonia and help us." And 

when he had seen the vision, immediately we 

sought to go on into Macedonia, concluding that 

God had called us to preach the gospel to them 

(Acts 16:6-10). 

But, of course, that's up to God. We can ask for such 

guidance in our day-to-day affairs, but we ought not 

demand that God perform special effects as a general 

rule, lest we neglect the weightier matters of the law 

and become like the Pharisees who "sought a sign" not 

because they lacked one, but because they didn't like 

where the signs Jesus had already given were pointing. 

In short, as we seek to know God's will, we should be 

cautious of the human tendency to seek signs, not in 

order to find things out, but in order to keep from 

finding things out. 

The great model for us in all this discernment of 

God's will is the Blessed Virgin, who obeys God's will 

perfectly by the grace of her Son. In doing so, she 

stands in a peculiarly helpful place for us, because, by 

divine design, she does something that even Jesus her 

Son cannot do: she shows us what a disciple of Jesus 

looks like. Mary's "Yes" is the Yes not of the Incarnate 

Son, but of a disciple who doesn't know what is going to 

happen next, who doesn't quite understand what is 

going on when Jesus disappears at the age of twelve 

(yet who trusts anyway), who is worried about His 

safety when the rumors start flying that He is crazy 

(and yet trusts), who has to stand there and watch 

when her whole world is shattered by the crucifixion 

(but does not despair). Hers is the act of saying "Thy 

will be done" in that one-foot-in-front-of-the-other 

way that marks our dark and mysterious path through 

this world, where we are not shown the whole road 

but only have light for the next step. Her "Let it be 

done unto me according to your word" sums up the 

whole way of obedience to the will of God. 

Mary wills God's will alone. She lives out 

Kierkegaard's great observation that "Purity of heart is 

to will one thing," and Dante's great truth, "In his will, 

our peace." In doing so, she becomes a sort of 

miniature figurine of the Church, displaying the perfect 

freedom that comes from perfect obedience. For that, 

of course, is the point of Christian obedience to the 

will of God: freedom, not enslavement. As Paul says, 

"For freedom Christ has set us free" (Gal 5:1). Our 

freedom is an end, not a means, because we are ends, 

not means. God did not create and redeem us for 

some other goal that we are merely a stepping stone 

to achieving. He does not (as our culture does) treat us 

like utilitarian tools for some other purpose. Rather, as 

the Church teaches, man is the only creature on earth 

that God has willed for its own sake (CCC 356).  

Because of this, obedience to the will of God can 

be -- and indeed must be -- seen as the way toward the 

full flourishing of the human person according to the 

law of love. That is why Augustine could so cheerily 

summarize Christian surrender to the will of God this 

way: 
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Once and for all, a short rule is laid down for you: 

Love, and do what you will.  

 

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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1942: An Ugly Amount of Success 
Rev. George W. Rutler | Column 

9/16/09

y files from 1942 have some obituaries of 

English Catholics, beginning with the death 

on July 10 of Lieutenant-General Sir George 

Macdonogh, G.B.E., K.C.B., K.C.M.G. At the age of 77, 

his life spanned the Second Afghan War, the Zulu War, 

the Boer War, and two World Wars. As the chief 

architect of modern military intelligence at the War 

Office, he suitably was "a man sparing of speech, who 

preferred to listen." A Knight of Malta long active in 

Catholic charities, he was a notable friend of 

beleaguered Finland, the homeland of his wife. 

In contrast, dashing Wing-Commander Brendan 

Finucane died at 21, having won the D.S.O. and D.FC. 

with two bars after shooting down 32 German flyers: " 

A casual onlooker might be pardoned for thinking him a 

dare-devil type." But he was a moderate pipe-smoker 

and almost a teetotaler. A friend writes: "I shall like to 

think of him as I saw him the Sunday before he met his 

death -- kneeling down at Mass, saying his beads with 

complete simplicity." A Requiem Mass was sung in 

Westminster Cathedral on July 29. 

The death of Miss Alice Howard, youngest daughter 

of Sir Henry Howard, the first British Minister to the 

Holy See, brought back memories of how she had 

opened a tea shop in her little Cotswold village of 

Painswick to raise funds for a Catholic chapel, and 

eventually was able to turn a slaughterhouse into a 

Church, which she presented to the diocese. After so 

many years of work, an air raid destroyed it, but she 

was able to rebuild it in time for her funeral. 

Across the Channel, the Vichy government was 

trying to elicit clerical support by promulgating 

measures abrogating the anticlerical laws of 1904. The 

Carthusians returned to France, and property was 

restored to the Grande Chartreuse. Dominicans and 

Jesuits were suspicious, and the archbishop of Carthage, 

Msgr. Charles-Albert Gounot, warned against the State 

control of the Church. The Jesuit journal Cité Nouvelle 

said that "neither France nor the Church stands to gain 

anything from a 'Gouvernement des curés.'" 

For the Allies, the general picture was bleak, and 

the enemy was attacking in Russia and the Atlantic 

"hard and with an ugly amount of success." Franco told 

the new Spanish Cortes that there was "no hope in the 

liberal-democratic system. The totalitarian system has 

shown itself to be obviously superior in the military 

field. In the economic field it is the only system that 

can save a nation from ruin." 

Meanwhile, even the Hungarian premier was 

obliged formally to regret Axis-backed atrocities 

against Serbs in Novi Sad. This slaughter of a thousand 

captives would be re-enacted in the 1966 film Hideg 

Napok. 

In Yugoslavia, Bishop Alojzije Misic of Mostar 

expressed horror at the massacres of Serbs with the 

complicity of Herzegovinian Franciscans 

headquartered at Siroki Brijeg near Medjugorje, a 

Ustashe center. 

Bishop Misic described hundreds of women and 

children thrown alive into ravines at Surmanci. Eugene 

Cardinal Tisserant said the Franciscans behaved 

"abominably." And in Greece, in response to the 

shooting of hostages, the Archbishop Chrysanthos of 

Athens, who had refused to swear in the new Axis 

government, stood up in his cathedral and put a 

solemn curse on Altenburg, the German 

plenipotentiary. 

Jozef-Ernest Cardinal van Roey, Primate of 

Belgium, castigated Nazi race theory as a materialist 

contradiction of Catholicism and was mocked as 

obscurantist by the newspapers. In July, the Vatican 

Radio broadcast the anti-Nazi pastoral letter of the 

bishop of Calahorra, Spain, for the first time in 

German. The "cafeteria Catholics" of our day who cast 
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a blind eye to eugenics in return for government 

appointments and subsidies are bad echoes of figures 

like the Italian Fascist Roberto Farinacci, who appointed 

himself mayor of Cremona and proceeded to ridicule 

the hierarchy. Secular journalists were among the most 

docile to the new dictators. When the Milanese-Catholic 

journal Italia published a letter of Britain's Arthur 

Cardinal Hinsley, which spoke of the sufferings of the 

Poles, Farinacci, who called himself a Catholic, ranted: 

"Cardinal Hinsley is acting in complete bad faith . . . . As 

regards Poland, our opinion remains unchanged, 

whatever the Vatican Radio may say. The People of 

Poland for many years were corrupted by the sons of 

Judah." 

There were few "cafeteria Catholics" in Poland. So 

on May 16, Pope Pius XII granted a plenary indulgence 

"for all living in Polish territories who, at the point of 

death and being unable to confess or communicate, 

invoke even mentally the Holy Name of Jesus with 

sorrow for their sins, and accept their death with 

resignation." On the Vigil of the Assumption, the 

Salesians announced that 120 members of their Order 

had been put to death by the Gestapo in Poland, and 

Rev. Jan Piwowarczyk, rector of the Theological 

Seminary at Krakow, was reported to have died at 

Auschwitz. (There is no mention in my files of the death 

of St. Maximilian Kolbe in the same camp on that same 

day.) 

As he was being injected with carbolic acid, a 

message was broadcast in English by the Vatican Radio 

saying: "It is necessary to increase the volume of the 

present Vatican stations very considerably, especially as 

they cannot be too well received even in Italy. A new 

medium-wave station is required, so that the Holy 

Father's voice can be heard in all parts of the globe." 

 

The Rev. George W. Rutler is the pastor of the Church 

of Our Saviour in New York City. His latest book, A Crisis 

of Saints: The Call to Heroic Faith in an Unheroic 

World, 2nd edition, is available from the Crossroad 

Publishing Company. 

http://www.oursaviournyc.org/
http://www.oursaviournyc.org/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0824525256/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0824525256/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0824525256/insidecatcom-20
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Shall the Weak Inherit the Smurfs? 

John Zmirak | Column 

9/16/09 

en thousand difficulties may not make one 

doubt, if Newman is right. In that case, what I 

had last week was a difficulty, but a tricky one. It 

happened during daily Mass -- a habit I can't manage to 

acquire, partly because I find the liturgy so moving that 

it is enormously draining, and partly because I can't quit 

thinking that Mass on a Tuesday morning is meant for 

black-veiled old Italian ladies named Rosaria.  

The problem was the Gospel. I know that Our Lord 

quite regularly said things that sent His fellow Jews 

stalking off, indignant. Some statements were meant 

for universal application, while others were aimed 

primarily at the sinner He was addressing. ("Sell all you 

have, and give it to the poor" is for most of us a counsel, 

not a command.) 

Some words Christ meant in a terribly literal sense, 

while others were partly or wholly allegorical. For 

instance, the promise to tear down the Jewish temple 

and rebuild it in three days -- pure allegory, since the 

temple He meant was His body. Perhaps to onlookers 

He pointed at His chest with both His thumbs; 

otherwise, we can forgive them for misunderstanding 

Him. Likewise the unnerving business about becoming a 

"eunuch for the kingdom of Heaven." Poor Origen, the 

greatest Christian theologian then yet born, took that 

injunction with bloody-minded literalness, and the 

Church refused to ordain him because he was no longer 

"intact."  

When Christ spoke of the Eucharist He was almost, 

but not quite, speaking with absolute literalness; His 

Eucharistic Presence is different in some mysterious 

sense from His earthly form, and He didn't expect the 

apostles to butcher and eat His crucified corpse. What is 

more, at the Last Supper He'd confected and distributed 

Communion, with an earthly body still breathing and 

unbloody. These waters are too deep for me, but the 

point is that He wasn't calling for flat-out cannibalism. 

The Gospel that day was one I've always found 

challenging. Okay, that's not quite candid. I find it 

appalling: 

But to you who hear I say, love your enemies, do 

good to those who hate you, bless those who curse 

you, pray for those who mistreat you. To the 

person who strikes you on one cheek, offer the 

other one as well, and from the person who takes 

your cloak, do not withhold even your tunic. Give 

to everyone who asks of you, and from the one 

who takes what is yours do not demand it back. Do 

to others as you would have them do to you. For if 

you love those who love you, what credit is that to 

you? Even sinners love those who love them. And 

if you do good to those who do good to you, what 

credit is that to you? Even sinners do the same. If 

you lend money to those from whom you expect 

repayment, what credit (is) that to you? Even 

sinners lend to sinners, and get back the same 

amount. 

But rather, love your enemies and do good to 

them, and lend expecting nothing back; then your 

reward will be great and you will be children of the 

Most High, for he himself is kind to the ungrateful 

and the wicked. Be merciful, just as (also) your 

Father is merciful. Stop judging and you will not be 

judged. Stop condemning and you will not be 

condemned. Forgive and you will be forgiven. Give 

and gifts will be given to you; a good measure, 

packed together, shaken down, and overflowing, 

will be poured into your lap. For the measure with 

which you measure will in return be measured out 

to you (Lk 6:27-38). 

  

Compared to such injunctions, mysteries like the 

Incarnation, Christ's warnings of "the worm that dieth 

not," and all the phantasmagoria of St. John's 

T 

http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05573a.htm#section3
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apocalypse are easy to swallow. Taken literally, and 

applied universally, such commands would result in a 

world where: 

¶ Christians never called the cops. Thieves could 

walk right in their homes and take all their stuff 

-- and the Christians would offer their ATM 

cards and codes as parting gifts.  

¶ Christians had nothing to do with banks. Even 

credit unions (invented by the Church -- I bank 

at the oldest one in America, founded by a 

French-Canadian priest) couldn't charge a fee to 

cover their costs. All loans would be interest-

free and unsecured -- and soon utterly 

impossible, since compulsive gamblers and 

crack addicts would have bankrupted all 

believers, including the bishops. We'd worship 

in tents. Until they took our tents.  

¶ Christian wives of abusive husbands would 

meekly take their beatings. (Too many priests 

over the centuries have encouraged exactly 

that, it's sad to admit.)  

¶ Christians couldn't vote against taxes that 

bankrupted them, transferring their hard-won 

wealth to the lazy and the envious. 

¶ Christian Indians whose land had been stolen by 

conquistadors couldn't demand it back.  

¶ Christians wouldn't serve in the army, or if they 

did they wouldn't shoot back. Christian 

countries would soon be overrun by conquering 

Communists, Muslims, or Huns. No advocates 

of the Crusades (for instance, Bernard of 

Clairvaux) could really be seen as saints. Nor 

could soldiers (like St. Sebastian) or kings (like 

Edward the Confessor).  

¶ Christians couldn't serve as judges, prosecutors, 

or jurors, or if they served they'd always vote to 

acquit.  

¶ Christian citizens couldn't resist the acts of 

tyrannical governments, but would meekly 

accept the dictates of "lawful authority" -- as 

Russian serfs and American slaves were often 

taught by captive clergy. (The Irish clergy, alas, 

in the 19th century, similarly urged their 

charges not to rise up against the British. I'm 

thankful they were ignored.) At best, they could 

resist assaults on the clergy and the Church, but 

not on their own rights or human dignity. So 

give Big Brother your gun, and act like a good 

Uncle Tom.  

¶ Christians whose children were abused would 

never contact the authorities, but would 

meekly ask their bishops (for instance) to send 

the poor abuser off to counseling. 

Trying to live as lambs, we'd leave the world to be run 

by the wolves. 

  

See what I mean about the dangers of literal 

interpretation? This is why we needed a Church in the 

first place. Indeed, when the Church climbed gratefully 

out of the catacombs and resolved to sanctify the 

Roman world, she had to struggle with how to 

interpret such radical -- and, on the face of it, anti-

social -- commands. Can a city be run on such 

principles? Even the Amish, who come the closest to 

living literally by this Gospel, are sticklers for property 

rights. If you don't believe me, go down to one of their 

puppy mills some time and haggle over the price of a 

short-haired pointer. 

After Mass, I grabbed our college chaplain by the 

cassock and asked him to help me make sense out of 

this. Okay, at first I wanted him just to explain the 

whole thing away. "It's all just a metaphor, right, 

Father? I mean, the Papal States had an army. The 

Vatican owns a bank . . ." 

He calmed the layman down, as good Irish 

clergymen know how to do, and soberly laid out the 

Gospel's extent and its proper limits. "We are meant to 

strive heroically not to hate those who wrong us, in 

fact to forgive them even before they repent," he said. 

"While we can and should strive for justice, we must 

http://www.stmarysbank.com/
http://countrystudies.us/el-salvador/36.htm
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&ct=res&cd=1&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.takimag.com%2Fblogs%2Farticle%2Fan_inconvenient_miracle%2F&ei=aRyxSsKgF8mf8QaL1ryKDw&usg=AFQjCNHtYcf2EUqCp4PGIIyQajFSH0tJtA&sig2=KvlYCNWkA3b67PgTy1vrjg
http://abcnews.go.com/Business/story?id=7187712&page=1
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not dwell on personal slights like a slap in the face. We 

should give voluntarily to the needy, and resist the urge 

to calculate our own best interest at every turn. Leave 

that to God, Who looks after us far better than we ever 

can."  

"But what about . . ." I insisted, and laid out all the 

bullet points above in the kind of quick staccato fashion 

only native New Yorkers can manage. 

The good father nodded. "The Church teaches that 

we must show mercy, except when it enables or 

encourages others to sin. When we do that, we are 

complicit in their sin. Often we must insist on strict 

justice for ourselves or for innocent others. That means 

we maintain a police force; we engage in just, defensive 

wars; and we administer the law. We push back against 

tyrannical acts by the government, and stand up for our 

human dignity -- in part because not doing so would 

tempt evildoers to go right on sinning, and lead them to 

Hell."  

And that, my friends, is why Christ gave us, poor 

lambs, pastors. Would that all were as wise as mine.  

 

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=4990&Itemid=100
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4990&Itemid=100
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=6604&Itemid=48
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/
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Playing the Race Card and the Sin of Slander 

Deal W. Hudson | Column 

9/17/09

n Tuesday, former president Jimmy Carter 

told NBC Nightly News, "I think an 

overwhelming portion of the intensely 

demonstrated animosity toward President Barack 

Obama is based on the fact that he is a black man, that 

he's African-American."  

I have some questions for Carter: On what grounds 

do you label thousands of people as racists? Where is 

your evidence? Did you consider the Eighth 

Commandment -- thou shalt not bear false witness 

against your neighbor -- when you made that 

accusation? 

The same questions should be asked of the growing 

chorus of Obama supporters who are playing the race 

card. Calling someone a racist is a serious matter, and 

anyone making the accusation should have substantial 

evidence to back it up. Otherwise, they are merely 

slandering an opponent for political purposes and 

should be ashamed of themselves.  

One Catholic commentator making this accusation 

is Michael Sean Winters, who wrote at the America 

magazine blog about the demonstration in Washington, 

D.C., last Saturday:  

But, watching and listening, it is difficult not to 

conclude that the strong sense of grievance, the 

idea that "Nobody's standing up for us!" as one man 

from Tennessee put it, was not only to restore 

certain constitutional principles, but the social 

hierarchy that prevailed in earlier times, a hierarchy 

that kept blacks on the lowest rungs of society. 

Just how is it "difficult not to conclude" these people 

are racists, simply because they don't feel represented 

by either the Obama White House or the Democratic 

majority in Congress?  Applying Occam's razor, the most 

obvious explanation is this: These are conservative 

Americans who are disgusted with an administration 

spending their tax dollars to assume control of one 

industry after another, with the nation's medical care 

hanging in the balance. 

Were there some racists among the masses of 

people on the National Mall last Saturday? Almost 

certainly. But to claim racial discontent was integral to 

the overall complaint about a lack of political 

representation is pure speculation, damaging to the 

reputation of the accuser and the accused. 

Winters revisited the question of racism today, 

acknowledging, "Obviously, not all opposition to 

Obama is racist." This means, of course, some of it is, 

but that was not the accusation he originally made. He 

adds, "Most of those who oppose the President are 

not racists," which leads me to ask, "What does 

Winters mean by most?" If 49 percent of the 

population oppose Obama -- and that's a lot of people 

-- are they racists?  

  

According to the Catechism of the Catholic Church, 

"Slander is an offense against the truth" (2475). The 

Catechism also reminds Catholics that we should 

respect the "reputation of persons" and avoid "every 

attitude or word likely to cause them unjust injury" 

(2477). 

These charges of racism against critics of the 

Obama administration by the Democrats in Congress 

and others are slanderous. Why? Because Jimmy 

Carter and Michael Sean Winters have no knowledge 

of the people they have labeled, beyond what they 

have seen on television.  

Need I repeat that such a serious charge as racism 

should be based upon presentable evidence, or what 

the Catechism calls an "objectively valid reason"? In 

fact, the Catechism goes even further and counsels 

Catholics that, "to avoid rash judgment, everyone 

O 

http://www.americamagazine.org/blog/entry.cfm?blog_id=2&id=72424560-3048-741E-6888474411592893&comment=1&success=1
http://www.americamagazine.org/blog/blog.cfm?blog_id=2&category_id=69488928-3048-887F-8F97D9370AF53790
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should be careful to interpret insofar as possible his 

neighbor's thoughts, words, and deeds in a favorable 

way" (2478). 

Winters, however, was relatively polite compared 

to the ranting of the New York Times' Maureen Dowd, 

who interviewed Democrat Don Fowler, who teaches 

politics at the University of South Carolina: 

It may be President Obama's very air of elegance 

and erudition that raises hackles in some. My father 

used to say to me, "Boy, don't get above your 

raising." Some people are prejudiced anyway, and 

then they look at his education and mannerisms 

and get more angry at him. 

What we have here is a former Democratic Party 

political operative turned academic applying an Old 

South racist attitude to the minds of millions of 

Americans who simply don't like the direction the 

country is going under Barack Obama. When Dowd 

quotes Fowler with approval, she becomes party to the 

kind of moral generalization about a group of people 

that used to be considered ill-advised and ignorant.  

President Obama, to his credit, has tried to tone 

down this name-calling, at least in the case of Rep. Joe 

Wilson (R-SC). This is a smart move, because slanderous 

accusations of racism aren't going to silence the 

criticism, and they certainly aren't going to raise the 

level of debate over important issues like health care 

and Iran's growing nuclear threat. 

 

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.foxnews.com/politics/2009/09/13/white-house-dismisses-dowd-claim-wilson-outburst-race-based/
http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2009/09/13/white-house-dismisses-dowd-claim-wilson-outburst-race-based/
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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Polarization and the Church 
Russell Shaw | Column 

9/18/09

merican Catholics have endured internal 

polarization for many years, but lately the split 

has become more visible, vocal, and vitriolic. 

For this we largely have Barack Obama to thank. 

Before Obama's admirers start screaming -- itself a 

sign of the polarization -- I hasten to say I don't 

particularly blame the president. Obama has only been 

doing what politicians always do, seeking allies and 

votes where he can get them. In the process, however, 

the divisions among already divided Catholics have 

unquestionably grown wider and deeper. 

Now even bishops have taken to advertising their 

differences. Maybe it's healthy that they should, since 

this allows the rest of us to evaluate their arguments 

instead of leaving it to them to scrap over things that 

concern us all behind the closed doors of increasingly 

secretive general assemblies of the U.S. Conference of 

Catholic Bishops.  

But the results are dismaying all the same. Consider 

recent public comments by Archbishop John R. Quinn, 

retired archbishop of San Francisco, Archbishop Michael 

J. Sheehan of Santa Fe, and Bishop John M. D'Arcy of 

Fort Wayne-South Bend, Indiana. 

Here are three serious senior bishops committed to 

the best interests of the Church. Yet when it comes to 

events surrounding Notre Dame University's decision to 

give Obama an honorary degree last spring and have 

him as commencement speaker, despite his well-

publicized support for abortion, they could hardly 

disagree more profoundly.  

Archbishops Quinn and Sheehan hold that their 80 

brothers in the American hierarchy who publicly 

criticized Notre Dame were flat-out wrong.  

Writing in Americamagazine, Archbishop Quinn 

argued that "sanctioning public officials" like Obama by 

denying them honors "undermines the church's 

transcendent role in the American political order," since 

it looks like partisanship and alienates many Catholics. 

Archbishop Sheehan, interviewed by the National 

Catholic Reporter, castigated "hysterical" reactions to 

the Notre Dame incident while citing as a model for 

others his own success in persuading pro-choice New 

Mexico Gov. Bill Richardson to support abolition of the 

death penalty. 

(In passing, it's noteworthy that Archbishop 

Sheehan declared the 80 bishops who criticized Notre 

Dame to be a minority within the hierarchy. At last 

count, there were 424 American bishops, active and 

retired. Subtract the 80, and that leaves 344. But 

nearly all of those in this group said nothing publicly 

about the Notre Dame affair. Archbishop Sheehan did 

not explain how he knows what they think.) 

Bishop D'Arcy is ordinary of the diocese in which 

Notre Dame is located. Kept in the dark by the 

university about the Obama invitation until it had been 

extended and accepted, he protested strongly and 

boycotted the commencement. Like Archbishop 

Quinn, he explained his reasoning in an Americaarticle. 

His objections, he wrote, were "not about 

President Obama," "not about Democrats versus 

Republicans," not about the appropriateness of 

providing Obama with a platform, and "not about . . . 

'sectarian Catholicism.'" Rather, as he saw it, the 

problem with honoring a pro-choice politician was its 

betrayal of the fundamental mission of the Church, laid 

out by Christ in the gospel of Matthew: "Your light 

must shine before others, that they may see your good 

works, and glorify your heavenly Father" (Mt 5.13). 

  

This exchange among bishops illustrates the old truth 

that he who gets to define the issue can be sure of 

winning the debate.  

A 

http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=11841
http://ncronline.org/news/politics/bishop-decries-combative-tactics-minority-us-bishops
http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=11840
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Archbishops Quinn and Sheehan define the Obama-

Notre Dame affair -- together with the separate but 

related question of communion for pro-choice Catholic 

politicians -- in political terms: to withhold an honorary 

degree or refuse communion because politicians 

support abortion are, in Archbishop Quinn's word, 

forms of "sanctioning" intended to coerce politicians 

into toeing the Church's political line on abortion. 

Bishop D'Arcy defines what's at stake in religious 

terms: defending the integrity of the Church and its 

mandate from Christ to preach the gospel.  

Archbishops Quinn and Sheehan make some 

interesting points, but Bishop D'Arcy is right. The 

fundamental issue here is religious and, specifically, 

ecclesiological. Keeping that fixed clearly in one's mind 

doesn't by itself settle the question of whether to honor 

pro-choice politicians or give them communion, but it 

does make it possible to discuss these things in the 

correct context. 

The consequences of not doing that were patent in 

some of the comments at the time of Sen. Ted 

Kennedy's death last month. Make no mistake -- 

Kennedy died in the Church as a practicing Catholic. God 

rest his soul. But however much his views may have 

converged with Catholic social doctrine on some issues, 

on abortion he and the Church were miles apart. It 

made an enormous difference.  

A Los Angeles Times op-ed writer named Tim Rutten 

was right in saying Kennedy showed his fellow Catholics 

that they too could be pro-choice while remaining 

Catholics in good standing. Rutten thought that was 

swell. Others do not. 

But let's be realistic. On the whole, the polarization of 

American Catholics isn't a split among practicing 

members of the Church.  

According to the Center for Applied Research in the 

Apostolate, only 23 percent of Catholic adults in the 

United States now attend Mass every Sunday -- which is 

to say 77 percent do not. Moreover, reports CARA, 75 

percent receive the Sacrament of Penance -- confess 

their sins, that is -- less than once a year or never. 

This isn't American Catholicism at some point in an 

imagined future -- it's a snapshot of where we are 

now: three out of four adults seldom or never 

participating in the central religious acts of their 

Church, while only one in four does. Here's the real 

polarization of American Catholics.  

In the Notre Dame dust-up, 56 percent of Catholics 

who don't attend weekly Mass thought the university 

did the right thing by honoring Obama, but only 37 

percent of the weekly Mass-attenders agreed. More 

polarization. Instead of criticizing the university's 

critics, bishops would do well to address this pervasive 

crisis at its roots, while at the same time considering 

the possibility that the views of people who go to Mass 

every week are the sensus fidelium at work.  

 

Russell Shaw is the author of Catholic Laity in the 

Mission of the Church (Requiem Press), Nothing To 

Hide:  Secrecy, Communication, and Communion in the 

Catholic Church (Ignatius Press), and other works. 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-rutten29-2009aug29,0,4516417.column
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0975854283/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0975854283/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1586172182/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1586172182/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1586172182/insidecatcom-20
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Tough Love 
Kate Wicker | Column 

9/18/09 
he other day, I was reaching over to offer my 

two year old some leverage as she attempted to 

scale the mountain of our double jogging stroller 

when she batted my arms away and shook her head, 

saying in her adamant toddler style, "No, Mommy, no. I 

do it by self." 

Her tenacity impressed me. It also, I admit, made 

me uneasy to see my child toil like a turtle on its back 

when I knew I could easily step in to help her. But I 

forced myself to resist the urge to save my daughter 

from frustration.  

Like most parents, I don't want anything to thwart 

my children's happiness. I want so badly for things to 

work out for them that I'm sometimes tempted to take 

away all their struggles. Other times, it's difficult to say 

no when my child asks for another bedtime story while 

batting those long lashes, or when she asks politely for a 

toy she's had her eye on for months.  

And don't get me started on the emotional and 

physical wounds the world inflicts upon my precious 

offspring. When I recently heard my daughter's sharp 

sobs and saw a trail of blood running down her face 

after a head-on collision with an unruly Wii remote in 

the hands of her big sister, I was far more traumatized 

than my bleeding little one.  

 My mama-bear instinct is strong. It's what drives 

me to safeguard my cherubs from everything from food 

additives to boogey men. Though I haven't always been 

this way.  

 Before I became a mom, I rolled my eyes at doting, 

smothering parents and resolved to be more of a no-

pain-no-gain hardliner when I had kids. I was never 

going to be one of those helicopter parents, I told 

myself, who hovered over their kids and swooped in to 

provide aid before their children even sent out an SOS. 

What doesn't kill kids makes them stronger.  

My how things change. 

From the moment I conceived my first child, I was 

overwhelmed with an intense desire to protect my baby 

and to keep her safe. One day I was on a walk during my 

first pregnancy, and -- preggo klutz that I was -- I tripped 

on an uneven part of a sidewalk. I was headed belly-first 

for the ground, but somehow I managed to throw my 

body to the side, and it was my hip that first made 

contact with the concrete.  

Nothing was going to hurt my baby. Nothing. 

Only now I see that things hurt my babies all of the 

time. Sometimes it's even -- gasp! -- me who's doing 

the hurting, by gently but firmly saying no to their 

pleas. There are rainy days when it's supposed to be 

sunny so we can venture out to the zoo. There are 

dinners not followed by dessert. There are new, 

nursing babies who take up too much of Mommy's 

time. 

One day, my kids will likely face much bigger 

disappointments -- broken hearts, rejections from 

colleges and employers, backstabbing friends, missed 

opportunities, and maybe worse. 

 There's no escaping it: Pain is a part of the human 

condition. Welcome to life, kiddos. It's full of 

disappointments. 

  

The world is chipping away at my children's innocent 

hearts every day. And yet, as tough as it is for a mother 

who is designed to love her children fiercely and 

deeply, I know it's not my job to inoculate them 

against all the angst of life.  

Thomas Paine said, "What we obtain too cheap, 

we esteem too lightly." And didn't God say something 

very similar when He sacrificed His only Son for us so 

that we could have life? One drop of Christ's blood 
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could have saved us all, yet He freely chose to shed 

every last bit of it. He gave what is beyond sufficient, so 

that we might recognize the power of sacrificial love. 

But we often don't get it. Neither do our kids. After 

all, it's not PC to talk about suffering or sacrifice 

anymore. Why struggle when there's an easier way? 

Why take the moral high road when there's a quicker 

detour at every turn?  

Counterfeit praise is distributed more freely than 

candy on Halloween. Standards for competence have 

been lowered or removed completely. Soccer games 

with no scoreboards. Awarding a tone-deaf child a solo 

in the school musical for fear that the truth that she 

can't hold a tune might crush her. Eliminating honors 

societies in public schools so Average Joe won't feel 

excluded.  

The problem is that an artificial inflation of self-

esteem only sharpens our children's disappointment in 

the real world. What happens when they realize they 

have to do more than just show up at work to stand out 

and get ahead? How will they cope when faced with 

true adversity, if everything in life has been handed to 

them? How will they ever learn to embrace "Thy will be 

done" instead of "My will be done"? 

As a mother, I'm here to teach my children to solve 

their own problems, not to be a slave to their longings. 

I'm here to gently guide them, not to micromanage 

their lives. I'm here to offer empathy but not always to 

take away the pain. I won't boost their self-esteems by 

doing everything for them or by not insisting they take 

personal responsibility for their actions.  

Ultimately, I want my children to recognize that we 

are entitled to very little except for God's love. I want 

them to work hard as well as to see the redemptive 

value of suffering. But that won't happen if I toss them a 

lifesaver at the first sign of distress, even when every 

ounce of my maternal being wants to do just that. 

No wonder it's called "tough love." 

As I watched my toddler wrestle with the stroller 

over the hard concrete, you better believe I made sure 

my arms were ready to catch her should she stumble, 

but I allowed her to struggle. In doing so, perhaps I 

gave her a small lesson in fortitude as well as a taste of 

triumph after perseverance. And it was her own glory 

for the taking.  

When she finally clambered into her seat, her 

smile and proud exclamation said it all: "I did it all by 

self, Mommy!"  

Yes, you did, little one. Yes, you did. 

 

Kate Wicker is a wife, mom, and freelance writer. She is 

the health columnist for Faith & Family magazine and 

blogs at KateWicker.com. 

http://www.katewicker.com/
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Debating Beauty: Jacques Maritain and Dietrich von Hildebrand 
Alice von Hildebrand| Classic 

9/12/09
aving taught both ethics and aesthetics many 

times in the course of my career, I've come to 

the conclusion that the latter is a much more 

demanding task. In both cases, the enemy to be fought 

is the deeply rooted relativism and subjectivism 

prevalent in our society. But in ethics, there's always a 

possibility that students will agree that in some cases, 

the evil nature of certain acts cannot be contested. 

But when it comes to aesthetic appreciation of 

individual works of art -- much as thinkers might agree 

on some basic principles -- the disagreements are 

baffling. Two philosophers might agree that there's a 

hierarchy among beautiful objects but disagree violently 

as to which one is actually more beautiful. 

Is aesthetic appreciation a question of taste, as one 

can like or dislike beer? Tastes cannot be debated, and 

such debates would be totally meaningless. 

Just as mystifying is the fact that some great artists 

have often shown no appreciation for other artists. One 

is tempted to assume that artists are qualified to pass 

judgment on the works of their peers, but this is far 

from the case. It is amazing, for example, that an artistic 

giant such as Michelangelo "was singularly hard on 

Flemish painting," "which attempting to do so many 

things does none of them well" (Maritain, Creative 

Intuition). Just as amazing is El Greco's judgment on the 

same artist: "Michelangelo was a good man, but he did 

not know how to paint" (Ibid.). These assertions are so 

shocking that one's tempted to draw the conclusion 

that beauty is in the eyes of the beholder and is 

therefore purely subjective. 

 Both Jacques Maritain and Dietrich von Hildebrand 

have written extensively on aesthetics. As close as these 

two devout Catholics were on central philosophical 

questions -- the existence of God, the objectivity of 

moral values, the capacity that man's mind has to reach 

absolute truth -- their approach to aesthetics was vastly 

different. 

Both men were great devotees of art. As a young 

man and later with his wife, Raissa, Maritain enjoyed 

going to the Louvre and contemplating its treasures. 

Dietrich von Hildebrand was the son of a great artist, 

brought up in Florence, acquainted with leading 

musicians and artists. He wrote his two-volume 

Aesthetics (close to a thousand pages) when he was 

over 80 and completed the work in less than a year. 

  

Maritain's Approach 

Maritain based his views of aesthetics on the 

philosophy of St. Thomas. In his early work, Art and 

Scholasticism, Maritain acknowledged his debt to his 

master. But aesthetics, as Etienne Gilson remarked, is 

a field in which the Angelic Doctor had made but few 

major contributions. 

In his writings, Maritain distinguished between two 

types of beauty: The first was "beauty as 

transcendental," that is to say that beauty -- like being, 

truth, and goodness -- transcends all categories for the 

simple reason that it is a property of everything that 

exists. In other words, everything that is is beautiful. 

For God, Maritain argued, everything is beautiful, 

though he clarified this in a footnote: 

Evil, it is true -- the wound of nothingness by which 

the freedom of a creature deforms a voluntary act 

-- is ugly in the eyes of God. But no being is ugly, as 

Angelus Silesius (Johann Scheffler) repeatedly 

points out. 

Thus not only does Silesius claim that everything is 

beautiful, but he writes that "a frog is as beautiful as a 

Seraphic angel." Whether everything is beautiful is one 

thing. The claim that an animal is as beautiful as an 

angel is quite another. Let us assume for the time 

being that the first assertion is true, and the second is 

obviously false. As there is a hierarchy of being, there 
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is also a hierarchy of beauty: To claim that a saint is as 

beautiful as the Holy Virgin is plainly false. 

One can also ask whether man can really know how 

God experiences beauty. Being Beauty itself, He need 

not perceive it frontally, as angels and humans do. 

Maritain proceeds: "Thus, just as everything is in its own 

way, and is good in its own way, so everything is 

beautiful in its own way." 

But this transcendental beauty isn't what our senses 

perceive. And so we have another distinction that 

Maritain calls "aesthetic beauty," that is, the type of 

beauty that we perceive through our eyes and ears. 

While transcendental beauty is intellectually perceived, 

our senses play a vital part in aesthetic beauty. The 

result is that not all things are beautiful to us. Writes 

Maritain: "The presence of the senses, which depend on 

our fleshly constitution, is inherently involved in the 

notion of aesthetic beauty. I would say that aesthetic 

beauty, which is not all beauty for man but which is the 

beauty most naturally proportioned to the human mind, 

is a particular determination of transcendental beauty: 

it is transcendental beauty as confronting not simply 

the intellect, but the intellect and the sense acting 

together in one single act." 

Maritain didn't stop there. He further praises Jean 

Paul Sartre for having highlighted the fact that ugliness, 

filth, and their cortege of negative characteristics are a 

category in existence. In other words, ugliness is a 

human phenomenon: that which is ugly, being seen, 

displeases; "where there is no sense, there is no 

category of ugliness." For purely spiritual beings, 

"everything is a kind of spatial-temporal number, as 

Pythagoras saw it." And if certain objects are 

experienced by man as noxious, "it is not because they 

are noxious, it is essentially because they are repugnant 

to the inner proportion or harmony of the sense itself." 

Ultimately, then, the artist aims at absorbing 

aesthetic beauty in transcendental beauty. 

One can question whether it's really true that "for a 

pure intellect, everything is a kind of spatial-temporal 

number, as Pythagoras saw it." Certainly, there is such a 

thing as a beautiful mathematical demonstration, but 

one can raise the question whether this beauty can 

trigger in us the enchantment and Sursum Corda that 

we experience in contemplating a great work of art or a 

glorious sunset. Once the mind has perceived the 

convincing luminosity of a geometrical demonstration, 

the latter is hardly an object that it will contemplate 

over and over again. What is typical of the aesthetic 

experience is the desire to go from a joyful 

acquaintance with a beautiful object to a contemplative 

attitude characterized by the desire to dwell on it again 

and again. Quantum notiores, tantum cariores, writes 

St. Augustine. The better we know it, the more we love 

it. He who does not wish to go back to Florence 

because he's seen it once is either blind to its beauty 

or very foolish. We rate our love for a piece of art 

according to our longing to see or hear it again. 

Which one of us would prefer to have a 

Pythagorean acquaintance with aesthetic beauty than 

the one granted to us through our eyes and ears? John 

Henry Cardinal Newman had a particular love for 

music. In his monumental biography of this great 

English writer, Ian Ker writes that, listening to 

Beethoven's quartets, ". . . he thought them more 

exquisite than ever" -- "so that I was obliged to lay 

down the instrument and literally cry out with delight." 

(Let us not forget that the English are well-known for 

controlling their feelings.) It's hard to imagine that 

upon giving assent to the Euclidian proof that the sum 

of the angles of a triangle is equal to two right angles, 

Newman would have expressed the same explosive 

joy. 

  

A Very Different View 

Von Hildebrand's presentation is different. He rejects 

the notion that whatever exists is beautiful and 

justifies his position -- partly -- by appealing to what he 

calls "metaphysical beauty." This differs from 

transcendental beauty because it isn't a characteristic 

of being. Rather it's the radiance, the splendor, the 

glory of every value. But what is meant by value? Von 

Hildebrand distinguishes between two categories. The 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

25 

 

first he calls "ontological." These are characterized by 

the fact that a being either possesses them or not. For 

example, man has an ontological value that is shared by 

all men: They're all equally men. 

Moreover, ontological values have no opposite: 

Logically, the opposite of man is "non-man;" but non-

man is a concept, not a real entity. The universe is a 

hierarchy, and ontological values are structured 

according to this hierarchy. At the top, we have God, 

then angels, then men, then higher animals, then lower 

ones, then plants, then inanimate matter. Each one of 

them, according to its value and dignity, possesses 

beauty. 

Von Hildebrand remarks further that it's vitally 

important for human beings to be aware of their 

ontological value -- their dignity as persons made in 

God's image and likeness. The pantheistic view that 

we're but drops in an immense universe is fake 

humility, a subtle lack of gratitude for the fact that God 

-- in His infinite bounty and generosity -- has 

metaphysically "knighted" us. 

Apart from ontological values that are more or less 

beautiful according to their ontological rank, von 

Hildebrand speaks about qualitative values, moral 

values, intellectual values, and aesthetical values, to 

mention the most important ones. These clearly differ 

from ontological values for the obvious reason that one 

can possess them more or less. Men are not equally 

just, or kind, or generous, or beautiful. Some are 

geniuses, some are intellectually talented, and some 

have a mediocre intelligence. Some are exceptionally 

handsome, some are pleasant-looking, and some have a 

physical appearance that only a mother's love can 

appreciate. Moreover, qualitative values have 

opposites: Moral goodness is opposed to moral evil; 

stupidity antagonizes intelligence; ugliness is at 

loggerheads with beauty. He stresses the fact that 

moral wickedness isn't just an absence of goodness, 

but, alas, a very real quality called sin, which, because of 

its reality, offends God. Stupidity isn't just a weak 

intelligence but a full-fledged negative quality. And 

ugliness isn't just an absence of beauty but wages war 

on it. 

The author tells us, further, that qualitative values 

are beautiful and that once again, their degree of 

beauty depends on the degree in which a good 

incorporates this value. In other words, the moral value 

of a saint is infinitely more beautiful than the moral 

value of an honest man. Plato's genius is more beautiful 

than the mind of a thinker of lower rank. Good is 

opposed to evil, intelligence to stupidity, beauty to 

ugliness. Qualitative values, as opposed to ontological 

ones, shouldn't make us focus on our own persons. The 

saint doesn't contemplate his own humility -- that 

would be the best and fastest way to lose it. The 

person endowed with remarkable intellectual gifts 

should be concerned about using the gifts for God's 

glory and not gloat over them. Similarly, the beautiful 

person who is narcissistic would inevitably lose one 

dimension of aesthetic beauty. 

All values are beautiful, whether ontological or 

qualitative. But in all of them, except in aesthetic 

values, beauty isn't the theme. Rather, it's a halo, a 

perfume that necessarily accompanies them, but 

shouldn't be the locus of our interest. Moreover, all of 

them (except some aesthetic values) are intellectually 

perceived. Whereas only persons can be morally good 

or intelligent, aesthetic values can be found in every 

single level of being: An animal can be beautiful, as can 

plants and inanimate matter. Beauty is the most 

universal of all values. It's found both in ontological 

and qualitative values. 

But some aesthetic values (should we call them 

artistic values?) need the integrity of our sight and 

hearing in order to be perceived. In this Maritain and 

von Hildebrand agree. The beauty that we find in art is 

"thematic." The philosopher worthy of the name 

should be a truth lover and a truth seeker. Neither his 

"brilliance" nor his style should be our concern in 

reading his works. The one question that is crucial is: Is 

what he says true? This does not prevent us from 

appreciating his stylistic gifts, but his work should not 

be rated according to it. The aesthete -- that is, the 

person who makes of beauty his one exclusive concern 

-- would have to rate Nietzsche above Aristotle 
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because of the beauty of his style. This would clearly be 

a perversion. 

The artist's aim should be to create beauty. If he 

fails to do so, he is a bad artist. A writer whose novels 

are boring and clumsy is a bad writer. And a philosopher 

whose aim is "originality" and who cares not whether 

his claims are justified by agreeing with reality is a bad 

philosopher. 

  

Two Ways 

Clearly, Maritain and von Hildebrand have different 

approaches to aesthetic beauty. As mentioned, the 

latter makes no use of "transcendental beauty," arguing 

that the knowledge that something exists does not 

guarantee that this object is beautiful. 

Moreover, both thinkers differ in their 

interpretation of sense-perceived beauty. Maritain 

considers it a purely human phenomenon, as it 

necessarily presupposes sense perception. Far from 

denying the importance of the senses, von Hildebrand 

differs from the French philosopher in his claim that 

whereas the beauty of a painting or of music is 

perceived through the senses, the message it delivers 

totally transcends the world of matter. 

Whereas for Maritain, sense experiences are purely 

human, both Newman and von Hildebrand claim that 

though man's senses are necessarily involved, the 

message they communicate radically transcends the 

world of pure matter. It transmits a message coming 

from above, some mysterious echo of "the eternal hills" 

that sharpen our longing for Beauty itself -- that is, God. 

In metaphysical beauty there's a perfect proportion 

between the dignity of the object and its beauty. In 

sense-perceived beauty -- and this is a mirandum -- 

there's a total disproportion between the material used 

and the result obtained. What, after all, are tones? 

What are colors and forms? What are canvasses and 

bronze? They rank low on the metaphysical scale, but 

by some mysterious artistic transformation, they can 

radiate a beauty that brings tears to our eyes. This is 

why von Hildebrand speaks of a quasi-sacramental 

dimension of sense-perceived beauty. In baptism, plain 

water is poured on the head of a child, while the priest 

pronounces some words, and lo, through these 

mediums, the Holy Trinity takes hold of the child's soul 

and blots out the stain of original sin. Our response to 

beauty is awe, enchantment, gratitude -- something 

that a meditation on purely abstract being cannot give 

us. Our senses are like windows opened to a sublime 

world -- a sort of Promised Land. This explains the 

deepest stirrings of the heart, this profound emotion 

that takes the one whose eyes and ears are opened to 

the message of beauty. 

The aesthetic difference between Maritain and 

von Hildebrand also finds its expression in their 

appreciation of concrete works of art. Maritain -- a 

close friend of Georges Rouault -- sees 19th- and early 

20th-century French painting as a climax of artistic 

beauty. Echoing her husband, Raissa Maritain calls 

Rouault "the greatest religious painter of our time" 

and adds "one of the greatest painters of all times." 

Maritain feels so strongly about this that he 

doesn't hesitate to disparage the distinguished 

historian of art, Hans Sedlmayr, for criticizing Cezanne 

in his famous work Verlust de Mitte. (Maritain accused 

Sedlmayr and Fritz Novotny of being "biased 

doctrinaires" and of making "blind judgments" for 

detecting in Maritain's favorite painter the germs of 

cultural degeneration.) 

Von Hildebrand would certainly not place Cezanne, 

Rouault, Chagall, Braque, and some of the "most 

durable works of Picasso" on the level of Giotto, 

Giorgione, Titian, Leonardo, or Michelangelo (to 

mention some of the many geniuses that Catholic 

culture has produced). 

The reader is free to draw his own conclusions. 

Disagreements between art lovers -- much less 

philosophers -- don't prevent us from claiming that 

artistic beauty is a great gift, not only in our human life 

but in our religious life as well. Indeed, it's a faint 

reflection of the Eternal Beauty. 
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Alice von Hildebrand is professor emerita of philosophy 

at Hunter College of the City University of New York and 

a renowned author and speaker. 
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The Case for Priestly Celibacy 

George Sim Johnston | Classic 

9/15/09 
ach month, when I face an auditorium full of 

engaged couples preparing for a Catholic 

marriage, there is a Q-and-A session. It is the 

interesting, unrehearsed part of the evening. The 

couples write their queries on a piece of paper, and the 

anonymity guarantees at least a few hardball questions 

about the Church and its practices. "What about 

Galileo?" is among my favorites, along with inquisitive 

notes about Torquemada. But the majority of these 

"zingers" turn out to be protests about the Church's rule 

of clerical celibacy. "You've told us how wonderful 

marriage is, that it's a great good for the human person, 

that the body has a nuptial meaning, and so forth. Well, 

then: Why can't priests marry?" 

It is a question that comes up among even devout 

Catholics at coffee hour after Mass and at cocktail 

parties. A married clergy is seen as the obvious solution 

to a number of problems that confront the Church, 

ranging from the shortage of priests to the recent sex 

scandals. Moreover, both the Eastern Orthodox and 

Eastern Rite Catholic churches allow married clergy. So 

do Protestants; and, in fact, the rejection of clerical 

celibacy was a much larger issue for the leaders of the 

Reformation than the fuss over indulgences. Luther, 

Zwingli, Carlstadt, Bucer, and many other rebellious 

priests soon took wives (often former nuns), while 

Thomas Cranmer already had one hidden in Germany. 

During the Council of Trent, powerful rulers like the 

Emperor Ferdinand put enormous pressure on the 

Church to abolish the law of celibacy, but the popes 

resolutely declined, and have done so ever since. 

The agitation for a married priesthood has 

sharpened in recent decades. There is a drumbeat in 

the media, often from ex-priests who write copiously 

for the op-ed pages. Probably a majority of American 

Catholics also favor the change. So, it's not surprising 

that my engaged couples think that Rome should "get 

with the times" and allow priests to marry. Isn't the rule 

of celibacy simply another example of a retrograde 

Church sitting on somebody's rights? 

  

Wedded To The Church? 

I surprise my audience by first telling them that clerical 

celibacy is not a Church doctrine. It is a discipline, and 

so can be changed. The pope could wake up tomorrow 

and allow priests to marry. Moreover, in the early 

centuries there were married priests, starting with 

some of the apostles. We know that Peter was 

married, because we're told that Jesus cured his 

mother-in-law. The immediate successors to the 

apostles were also allowed to marry. Paul writes to 

Timothy that a bishop should be "married but once." 

Clearly, by not permitting married clergy, the Church 

since the early Middle Ages has departed from the 

more commodious practice of the early hierarchy. 

But—a further surprise for my audience—there 

are, in fact, married priests in the Latin Church today. 

There aren't many, because a priest may have a wife 

only in one circumstance: A Lutheran or Episcopalian 

minister who is already married and wishes to convert 

to Catholicism is allowed the option of becoming a 

Catholic priest, on condition that his wife gives full 

consent. You don't usually see these married priests, 

because they're generally not given parish 

assignments; they teach in seminaries or work in the 

chancery. 

But this one exception to the general rule is the 

occasion of a story that I tell my audience. It is about a 

friend of mine who is now a prominent Catholic moral 

theologian. Years ago, he was an Episcopalian priest 

who decided to convert to Catholicism. He was 

married with children and was given the option of 

becoming a Catholic priest. He agonized over the 

decision. He was already an ordained minister 

(although the Church does not recognize the validity of 
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Episcopalian orders) and was deeply attracted to the 

Catholic priesthood. But at the same time, he 

recognized that there must be serious reasons why the 

Church insists on a discipline that is such a sign of 

contradiction to the modern world. 

The debate went on, until finally there came the 

moment of clarification. He was up all night with one of 

his children who was seriously ill. Feeling drained and 

haggard, he went to Mass the next morning, and the 

priest celebrating Mass came out looking equally 

drawn. During the brief homily, the priest mentioned in 

passing that he had been up all night with a 

parishioner's child who was dying of meningitis. A light 

bulb went off over my friend's head: You can't do both. 

If you fully understand the vocations to marriage and to 

the priesthood—the total availability and self-emptying 

that each demands—you would not choose to do both. 

And so he became a lay theologian and, apart from 

raising a large family, has served the Church in ways 

that he probably could not have as a member of the 

clergy. 

As my bleary-eyed friend discovered at that early 

morning Mass, the sacraments of Holy Orders and 

matrimony are too consuming to allow for both. A 

married priest can't help giving his first thoughts to his 

wife and children. To the extent he does so, he may be 

forgoing his priestly role as "father," and people who 

call a married priest "father" would rightly get the idea 

that they are second in line as spiritual children. Paul 

understood this perfectly well when he wrote to the 

Corinthians, "For he who is without a wife is solicitous 

for the things that belong to the Lord, how he may 

please God. But he that is with a wife, is solicitous for 

the things of this world, how he may please his wife; 

and he is divided" (1 Cor 7:32-34). 

  

Tracing the History 

There are many reasons, both practical and theological, 

why the Church insists on clerical celibacy. It is a wise 

practice that was gradually codified in light of centuries 

of accumulated knowledge and experience. Early on, it 

became obvious to many bishops that a married 

priesthood doesn't work and that the Church needs 

men who are willing to embrace a higher spiritual state. 

Starting with the Spanish Council of Elvira in 305, 

regional churches began to ask of the clergy what many 

priests had already spontaneously chosen. The early 

Church Fathers—Tertullian, Augustine, Ambrose, 

Jerome, and Hilary—wrote in favor of clerical celibacy, 

and at the end of the Dark Ages, great reforming popes 

like Leo IX and Gregory VII insisted that henceforth the 

priesthood would be celibate. This decision greatly 

strengthened the Church and still does so today. 

Admittedly, there's no hint in the New Testament 

of celibacy being mandatory either among the apostles 

or those they ordained. But we have ample warrant in 

the words of Christ and the writings of Paul that 

celibacy is a higher calling than marriage. Christ 

Himself was celibate, and the Incarnation took place, 

so to speak, in the context of Mary and Joseph's 

abstention from sexual relations. Pope Benedict XVI 

has written eloquently about how Mary's virginity is 

really a condition of spiritual fruitfulness. At one point, 

the disciples ask Christ if it is "expedient not to 

marry?" He replies that "not all can accept this 

teaching; but those to whom it has been given. For 

there are eunuchs who were born so...and there are 

eunuchs who have made themselves so for the sake of 

the kingdom of heaven. Let him accept it who can" (Mt 

19:10-12). 

As Christopher West points out, Christ's use of 

the word "eunuch" must have profoundly shocked his 

Jewish listeners. Under the Old Covenant, priests 

were enjoined to marry and have children who would 

become priests. Childlessness was seen as a curse, 

and the idea of a descendant of Abraham opting to be 

a "eunuch" was unthinkable. But the celibate lives of 

Mary and Joseph, who brought the Old Covenant to 

perfection, speak of a new dimension of self-giving. 

West writes that their celibacy, in effect, brings about 

"the most fruitful union in the cosmos—the union of 

the human and divine natures in the person of Christ. 

All those who live an authentic celibate vocation 
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participate in some way in this new super-abounding 

spiritual fruitfulness." 

There has always been a deep human intuition that 

celibacy brings great spiritual gifts, a heightened 

sensitivity to divine things. Even under the Old 

Covenant, a married priest had to observe continence 

while he served in the Temple—in other words, when 

he was acting as priest. Moses asked that the Jews 

abstain from conjugal sex while he ascended Mount 

Sinai, and the prophet Jeremiah was forbidden by God 

to take a wife in order that he might fulfill his ministry. 

And although the apostles and their successors had 

freedom of choice in this matter—at least until the 

fourth century—a large number of the clergy during this 

period did choose celibacy. There is a tradition that 

after their calling by Christ, those apostles who were 

married lived as though they were not. St. Jerome 

speaks of a general custom in the late fourth century 

when he declares that clerics, "even though they may 

have wives, cease to be husbands." This is not so exotic 

as it sounds; in the 20th century the great French 

theologian Jacques Maritain and his wife Raissa, a 

Jewish convert, had a marriage blanc for the sake of 

their spiritual apostleship. 

The exaltation of celibacy does not in any way 

denigrate marriage. Nobody can outdo Pope John Paul 

II in praising conjugal love. And yet, as he points out in 

his famous talks on the theology of the body, marriage 

"is only a tentative solution to the problem of a union of 

persons through love." The final solution lies only in 

heaven, where, as Christ explained to the Sadducees, 

there is no marriage. Those who live celibately are, in 

effect, "skipping" the sacrament in anticipation of the 

ultimate reality, the "Marriage of the Lamb." They are 

an "eschatological sign" for the rest of us; their total gift 

of self, which includes their sexuality, to God anticipates 

the eternal union for which we were all created. The 

celibate vocation, West writes, "is 'superior' only in its 

more direct orientation toward man's superior heavenly 

destiny." 

  

 

The Practical Problems 

A married clergy would certainly dilute the Catholic 

priesthood as an eschatological sign. But it would also 

involve practical problems. One of the great strengths 

of an unmarried clergy is their availability. During World 

War I, there were many converts to Catholicism among 

British soldiers fighting in the trenches. This was 

because the Catholic priests were right up there in the 

danger zone, hearing confessions and giving spiritual 

counsel, while many Anglican ministers held back, 

understandably thinking about their wives and children 

at home. Recently, a priest I know expressed delight at 

being assigned to an impoverished area of New York. "I 

want to work among the poor," he told me. Would this 

be his attitude if he were married with small children? 

His wife's probable reaction would be, "I'm not going 

to raise the kids in that neighborhood." 

Clerical marriages, moreover, are not easy. I am 

told that the wives of the handful of Catholic clergy 

who have the dispensation from celibacy are the 

first to support the Church's general position. 

Preachers' wives and preachers' kids do not have an 

easy time. Just read the novels of Trollope or Samuel 

Butler's much underrated The Way of All Flesh, 

whose narrator complains about being the son of a 

clergyman: 

I have often thought that the Church of Rome does 

wisely in not allowing her priests to marry. 

Certainly it is a matter of common observation in 

England that the sons of clergymen are frequently 

unsatisfactory. The explanation is very simple.... 

The clergyman is expected to be a kind of human 

Sunday. He is paid for this business of leading a 

stricter life than other people. It is his raison 

d'etre. If his parishioners feel that he does this, 

they approve of him, for they look upon him as 

their own contribution towards what they deem a 

holy life.... But his home is his castle as much as 

that of any other Englishman, and with him, as 

with others, unnatural tension in public is followed 

by exhaustion when tension is no longer 

necessary. His children are the most defenseless 
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things he can reach, and it is on them that nine 

cases out of ten that he will relieve his mind.  

Obviously, not all married clergymen are like this, but 

clerical marriages have their special difficulties, and, 

unlike 130 years ago, when Butler wrote his novel, 

there is now the possibility of divorce. This is already a 

serious problem in the Anglican Church. It is inevitable 

that after a decade or so of a married Catholic 

priesthood, there would be a fair number of divorced 

priests, some clamoring for remarriage. And as for 

those priests who still chose not to marry: Might there 

not be a corresponding diminishment of their public 

image, so that they would tend to be regarded more as 

pious bachelors than a special sign among us? Their 

freedom to get romantically involved with female 

parishioners gives such questions even more point. 

Another practical consideration is the financial cost 

of allowing priests to marry. The average salary of a 

diocesan priest is $20,000, and living arrangements in a 

parish rectory allow for many economies. Married 

priests would most likely want to live outside the 

rectory, would need much higher salaries to support a 

family, and there would be an exponential increase in 

insurance costs. Where would the money come from? 

As it is, many parishes can barely pay their bills. Will 

Catholics in the pews be willing to significantly increase 

their weekly contributions? The answer is that some 

will, but many will not, and too many parishes would 

find themselves in an even deeper financial hole. 

The most insistent argument for a married clergy is 

that it would cure the shortage of priests. The reasons 

for the decline in the number of clergy are too 

numerous to go into here. Almost every Catholic shares 

some of the blame. On the institutional side, there's the 

past situation in many seminaries and the refusal of 

some diocesan vocation directors to present the 

priesthood in its full spiritual dimension, which includes 

the challenge of celibacy. If you look around today, it is 

striking which dioceses (for example, Denver) have 

plentiful vocations. They raise the bar very high and, 

taking a page from John Paul II, present celibacy as a 

great spiritual gift. In contrast, some dioceses, until 

recently, held out to seminarians the possibility of a 

reversal of the rule of celibacy; they certainly did not 

present celibacy in a positive light. Those dioceses with 

near-empty seminaries might want to look at those that 

are doing it right. They will find—among other things—a 

vibrant orthodoxy and a theologically rich 

understanding of the call to celibacy. 

As for the Catholic laity: Along with the widespread 

use of the Pill, there has been a corresponding 

diminution of generosity in family size, which means 

fewer vocations. (One could make the case, by the way, 

that natural family planning allows a couple to 

participate in the spiritual benefits of celibacy; the 

periodic abstinence is part of the "gift" of themselves 

to one another and to God.) But the point is that there 

will be many more vocations if both the clergy and the 

laity fully live their Christian vocations, which include 

prayer, sacrifice, and generosity. Although it may be 

tempting in the short term, the solution is not to 

define the priesthood down in order to attract men 

who will only take a lightened version of Holy Orders. 

  

Freud's Unwelcome Appearance 

The other argument against celibacy is that the 

Church's requirement of continence is a primary cause 

of the sex scandals. Plying their Freud, "experts" like 

Richard Sipe argue that a lack of sexual outlets drives 

priests into pedophilia. But the recent scandals have 

little to do with pedophilia, a clinical disorder whose 

incidence among Catholic priests is no greater than 

among the general population. Rather, the majority of 

episodes involves homosexual acts with teenagers or 

young men, and it may be wondered how marriage 

would solve this particular problem. It is clear that not 

a few homosexual men have entered the priesthood 

partly as a "cover" for their condition. Arguably, it 

would only make matters worse if they had to take on 

a wife as additional camouflage. In any event, it 

wouldn't stop some of them from going after teenage 

boys, as has been amply demonstrated in other clerical 

milieu. 
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It should also be pointed out that Freud was 

wrong about the nature and effects of "sexual 

repression"—in other words, abstinence. He 

considered it the taproot of all neuroses, and the 

sexual revolution has been driven by his idea that 

such "repression" is a very bad thing. But we all know 

celibate priests—and laity, for that matter—who are 

adjusted and well-balanced. We also meet 

promiscuous individuals who are not. Freud 

nonetheless taught that the libido is a pressure that 

builds relentlessly to the point where it demands 

release, as in a steam engine; and if you don't find a 

sexual outlet, you become neurotic, or even worse. 

But, in fact, our sex drives don't work that way. 

There is no build-up of pressure in the central nervous 

system, and the libido doesn't plot revenge if for 

whatever reason one is continent for a period of time. It 

largely depends on what "messages" one allows to get 

through to it, which is why the Church has always 

taught the necessity of guarding one's eyes and 

imagination. This is not Puritanism, but self-possession; 

and all Christians, not just Catholic priests, are called to 

this heroic struggle. The more likely neurotics are those 

who separate sex from married love and, in the process, 

compulsively turn people into objects, into a means to 

an end. The sexual revolution, which amounted to a 

willful misreading of human nature, has failed on its 

own terms, but there are still those who want the 

Church to buy into it. 

In a world that has absolutized sex, a celibate 

priesthood is a necessary sign of higher things. It's 

tough, but then so is Christianity. Those who wish to 

abolish celibacy generally favor other dilutions of 

Catholic doctrine and discipline. They are pursuing an 

essentially bourgeois project. They think that 

Christianity is fine so long as it makes no demands and, 

as a corollary, that the Church should turn itself into 

yet another liberal Protestant denomination. But these 

leftover modernists are no longer in the ascendancy, if 

they ever were, and it is not surprising that the recent 

synod of bishops in Rome overwhelmingly endorsed 

the Church's ancient discipline of celibacy. 

 

George Sim Johnston is the author of Did Darwin Get It 

Right? Catholics and the Theory of Evolution (Our 

Sunday Visitor). This article originally appeared in the 

September 2006 issue of crisis Magazine. 

http://www.amazon.com/Did-Darwin-Get-Right-Catholics/dp/0879739452/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253032937&sr=8-1
http://www.amazon.com/Did-Darwin-Get-Right-Catholics/dp/0879739452/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253032937&sr=8-1
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A Confession 

Piers Paul Read | Classic 

9/17/09 

n 1993 I was paid a visit in my home in London by 

an Irish writer, Colm Toibin, who was gathering 

material for a book on Catholicism in Europe. Toibin 

himself had lost his faith and seemed surprised when I 

told him that I believed not just in God but also in such 

difficult notions as Hell and Transubstantiation.  

He asked if it had ever occurred to me that my faith 

in God came from "something personal, some need 

within myself," and later described my reaction thus:  

He held my gaze as I asked this question. He looked 

into the distance and nodded. Yes, that was possible, 

his father had been a powerful and authoritarian figure. 

He returned my gaze again. He had obviously 

considered the idea and it did not seem to disturb him.  

Behind Toibin's question was the assumption that a 

psychological "explanation" for a belief or an action 

somehow makes it invalid. A learned rejection of such a 

hypothesis in the context of Catholic faith is to be found 

in the work of the Jesuit psychologist, W. W. Meissner, 

in particular his biography of Ignatius of Loyola. It is 

nonetheless a common source of skepticism among 

those raised in the Catholic faith. Baptized in infancy, 

raised by Catholic parents and educated in Catholic 

schools, they cannot remember how they came to 

believe in God. They are easily persuaded that their 

faith cannot be genuine unless they have passed 

through the ordeal of doubt.  

I have never at any moment doubted the existence 

of God. I was baptized a Catholic because my mother, 

when studying music in Cologne in the late 1920s, was 

so impressed by the faith of the Rhinelanders that she 

became a Catholic upon her return to Great Britain. A 

year later she met my father, Herbert Read, who was 

then and always remained a determined agnostic. "It is 

a genuine puzzle to me," he wrote in his autobiography, 

"how anyone with a knowledge of the comparative 

history of religions can retain an exclusive belief in the 

tenets of his particular sect."  

In deference to my mother's continuing religious 

beliefs, he agreed that his children should be baptized 

and raised in the Catholic religion. Later, when we lived 

in rural Yorkshire, he played almost no role in our 

upbringing, retreating to his book-lined study where he 

wrote his books. He was a figure of awe to us all: he had 

been decorated for gallantry in World War I, knighted 

for "services to literature," and at the time of our 

childhood was famous throughout the world as one of 

the foremost critics of the modern movement in art. 

When he did emerge from his study, he was always 

patient, kind, and just.  

My Catholic mother, by contrast, was passionate, 

irascible, and vindictive -- a combined impresario and 

primadonna treated her children as supporting actors 

in the drama of her life. Isolated in the English 

countryside not just by the geographical location of 

our home but by the lines of demarcation then drawn 

between the different social classes, we only escaped 

from her domineering affection into the bleak 

buildings and harsh environment of the boarding 

school at Ampleforth run by Benedictine monks.  

My earliest memory of any mention of God 

predates this period and supports the hypothesis that 

He was merely a projection of my super-ego. I was 

surprised, aged six or so, to discover that the words 

God and guard were not the same: in Britain a guard is 

not just a soldier, but the august uniformed official in 

charge of a train.  

However, my reverence for authority did not 

extend to the monks at Ampleforth. I loathed school 

from the start. The only point of beauty that I 

remember was the Host in the Monstrance at 

Benediction. Thus, my first memory of adoring God 

was in my veneration of that circle of white in the 

center of flaming gold.  

My childish faith was also impressed by the heroic 

past of Catholics in the North of England. The only 
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popular rising against the Protestant Reformation, The 

Pilgrimage of Grace, had started in Yorkshire -- an army 

of the devout marching to London under a banner 

depicting the Host. Its leaders were executed, the first 

of many martyrs for the Catholic faith. Aged fifteen, I 

adopted Ss. John Fisher and Thomas More as my 

patrons and wrote metaphysical poems, but I grew no 

fonder of the monks -- almost certainly because they 

compared unfavorably with my beloved father and 

appeared to have so insolently usurped his role.  

This adolescent anticlericalism did not lead me to 

lose faith in God. It proved strong enough to withstand 

the assault that came when in 1958 I went up to 

Cambridge to study "moral sciences," a mix of 

philosophy, logic, ethics, and psychology. The faculty at 

that time was dominated by the narrowest 

understanding of what philosophy should involve. 

Seminars were spent discussing whether we could be 

sure of the existence of the chairs upon which we sat. 

The sacred texts of the department were books like 

Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico Philosophicus, Bertrand 

Russell's Principia Mathematica, and A.J. Ayer's 

Language, Truth and Logic.  

Worse than the aridity of the subject was the 

unquestioning skepticism of my fellow students. They 

did not just sneer at me for my beliefs, but also 

marveled at my naiveté in suggesting answers to such 

patently meaningless questions as "is there a God?" 

Less clever than they were, and with no confidence in 

my skills in apologetics, I nevertheless refused to share 

their doubts. Discussing the proofs of the existence of 

our chairs seemed as futile as arguing over the number 

of angels who can fit on the head of a pin. I abandoned 

my study of philosophy and transferred to the faculty of 

history.  

  

Though he never said so, I was later told of my father's 

astonishment that I did not lapse at this stage in my life. 

However, while I still loved and revered him quite as 

much as I had done as a child, I had come to appreciate 

the limitations of his own beliefs. They had been 

described in a number of books, and were first a 

philosophical anarchism which to me amounted to a 

sentimental nostalgia for England's rural past; and more 

significantly an almost idolatrous veneration of art, in 

particular the modern art which in its inception had 

released the energies of a number of great painters and 

sculptures but at this time (the early 1960s) had 

degenerated into a movement of charlatans and 

mediocrities -- something which my father privately 

recognized, and which filled him with gloom. His 

increasing melancholia in his later years confirmed in 

my eyes the falsity of Keats's advice that:  

'Beauty is truth, truth beauty,' -- that is all Ye know 

on earth, and all ye need to know. 

But if my God had survived the assault of secular 

skepticism, how does it stand up to the more insidious 

challenge implicit in the question put by Colm Toibin -- 

that while I may have consciously rejected the 

agnosticism of my father, nonetheless his influence on 

my unconscious explains my faith in a one true God?  

My retort is to accept that what he says is true: 

that just as my mother's tyrannical nature has always 

made it difficult for me to form a mental image of the 

Virgin Mary, so the presence of a just and loving father 

made it easy for me to believe in God.  

But to explain my faith in this way is not, I suggest, 

to explain it away. Quite to the contrary. We learn 

from the book of Genesis, which the late Pope John 

Paul II described in Mulieris dignitatem as "the 

immutable basis of all Christian anthropology," that 

man is made in the image and likeness of God. It 

therefore follows that God must have some of the 

qualities of man.  

It is considered courteous now to say that this 

"man" is the "man-and-woman" of Genesis 1:27; but 

as St. Paul reminded the Corinthians, it is the man, not 

the woman, who "is the image of God and reflects 

God's glory" (1 Cor., 11:7). Thus the qualities that we 

ascribe to God such as "power and might" are also 

those qualities that are conventionally, and perhaps 

properly, found in men rather than women.  
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In the New Testament we learn from Jesus that it is 

particularly in studying man as parent that we can 

approach an understanding of the nature of the one 

true God. Jesus constantly addresses God as his Father, 

and tells us that he is our Father too. It is therefore true 

to his teaching to see in a natural father who is wise, 

gentle, and just the proper paradigm for the one, true 

God. "No one has ever seen God: it is the only Son, who 

is nearest to the Father's heart, who has made him 

known" (John 1, 18).  

 

Piers Paul Read is an acclaimed novelist and non-fiction 

writer. His most recent novel, The Death of a Pope, was 

published earlier this year by Ignatius Press. This article 

originally appeared in the September 1995 issue of crisis 

Magazine. 

 

http://www.amazon.com/Death-Pope-Piers-Paul-Read/dp/1586172956/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253208827&sr=8-1

