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Charity, Civility, and Speaking the Truth 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

9/21/09 

he funeral of the late Sen. Ted Kennedy 

provoked a highly charged debate among 

Catholics about civility. In the midst of this 

discussion, Archbishop Raymond L. Burke, the prefect of 

the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signatura, came 

to Washington, D.C., to be honored by 

InsideCatholic.com at its 14th Annual Partnership 

Dinner at the historic Mayflower Hotel.  

Addressing more than 200 guests, Archbishop Burke 

said, "We must speak the truth in charity," but also, 

"We should have the courage to look truth in the eye 

and call things by their common names." The tension 

between these two admonitions is evident in his own 

heroic defense of the Church's teaching on the sanctity 

of human life and his personal humility. 

Frank Hanna, a Catholic businessman and 

philanthropist from Atlanta, noted this in his 

introduction of the honoree. Before ever meeting 

Archbishop Burke, Hanna said he thought of him as a 

lion, whose roar "would send chills of admiration" down 

his spine. But, when he finally met the man one day in 

Birmingham, he noted: 

I was struck by his simple humility. He greeted me 

with kindness and warmth. And I thought to myself, 

that's how lions are -- no waving about, just quiet 

humble strength. There is a reason C. S. Lewis made 

Aslan, the lion, his hero. 

Indeed, it is hard not to be struck by the gentle 

demeanor of the bishop who caused such a ruckus in 

the 2004 election by saying he would deny communion 

to presidential candidate Sen. John Kerry. Since then, he 

has remained one of the most outspoken American 

bishops on the subject of the defense of life and 

marriage.  

Friday evening in Washington was no different. 

Throughout his 50-minute address, the archbishop 

returned again and again to the scandal of Catholic 

politicians who support abortion or same-sex marriage. 

He did not mince his words: "It is not possible to be a 

practicing Catholic and to conduct oneself in this 

manner."  

"Neither Holy Communion nor funeral rites should 

be administered to such politicians," said Archbishop 

Burke. "To deny these is not a judgment of the soul, 

but a recognition of the scandal and its effects."  

With obvious reference to the Kennedy funeral, he 

argued that when a politician is associated "with 

greatly sinful acts about fundamental questions like 

abortion and marriage, his repentance must also be 

public." He added, "Anyone who grasps the gravity of 

what he has done will understand the need to make it 

public." 

It's not uncharitable to point out the scandal 

caused by these Catholic politicians. "The Church's 

unity is founded on speaking the truth in love. This 

does not destroy unity but helps to repair a breach in 

the life of the Church." 

  

Archbishop Burke rejects all the standard arguments 

made by Catholic politicians and their apologists who 

support abortion and same-sex marriage. For example, 

the defense of the unborn and traditional marriage is 

not strictly a matter of religious faith. "The observance 

of the natural law is not a confessional practice -- it's 

inscribed in every human heart." 

Archbishop Burke describes the latest tactic of pro-

abortion Catholic politicians, who talk about finding 

common ground, as a form of "proportionalist moral 

reasoning." "Common ground is found rather on 'the 

ground of moral goodness,' and not in a compromise 
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of certain moral truths, like the rejection of abortion 

and euthanasia."  

He warned against allowing this kind of false 

reasoning to enter the health-care debate. A Catholic 

cannot accept the attainment of universal health care if 

it includes abortion and other evils "just because it 

achieves some desirable outcomes."  

In this form of reasoning, the archbishop hears an 

echo of the type of "seamless garment" argument that 

conceals a distinction between intrinsically evil acts and 

those that may be evil in some situations; these acts 

"are not all of the same cloth."  

The standing ovation for Archbishop Burke lasted 

several minutes before Raymond Arroyo, the master of 

ceremonies and news director of EWTN, returned to the 

podium. Once again, as Hanna put it in his introduction, 

Archbishop Burke had "stood up for the Church and her 

teachings, in the face of violent world criticism and even 

some within the Church."  

As InsideCatholic.com editor Brian Saint-Paul 

handed Archbishop Burke the award for "Service to the 

Church and our Nation," I commented that, "This lion 

speaks with the voice and face of a lamb, and, thus, is 

an example of how to speak the truth in charity." 

 

Deal W. Hudson is the director of InsideCatholic.com 

and the author of Onward, Christian Soldiers: The 

Growing Political Power of Catholics and Evangelicals 

in the United States (Simon and Schuster). 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
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Health Care and Resentment 
David R. Carlin | Column 

9/21/09

he great national controversy about health care 

is, I submit, about something more than health 

care. 

Man-in-the-street conservatives (as opposed to 

conservative intellectuals) feel -- and feel very correctly 

-- that they are viewed with great disdain and contempt 

by upper-middle-class liberals who, thanks to the 

elections of 2006 and 2008, happen to be running the 

country at the moment. Now, it doesn't hurt you when 

people view you with disdain -- provided they make a 

successful effort to conceal this fact and to treat you 

with courtesy. But today's liberal elites make only the 

very slightest attempt to conceal the disdain they feel 

for their social and cultural inferiors -- i.e., "Main 

Street" conservatives. 

Not surprisingly, then, these conservatives have 

come to resent the liberal elite. As a consequence, 

almost every time such a liberal comes up with an idea, 

the Main-Street conservative opposes it. Liberal elites 

are in favor of President Obama's health-care proposals, 

So Main-Street conservatives oppose it -- as they made 

clear at the famous congressional town hall meetings 

held in August. 

It is not that conservative criticisms of Obama's 

health-care package are invalid; I myself think that a 

number of them are valid. But the passionate dislike felt 

for this package by Main-Street conservatives is not the 

result of dispassionate study. Rather, it is the result of 

resentment -- a resentment that is growing stronger 

every day -- these conservatives feel for liberal elites, 

the authors of this package. "I don't care how good you 

say your package is," says the average conservative. 

"The fact that it's your package is enough for me to 

mistrust it." 

Feelings of patriotism get mixed up in this. Main-

Street conservatives believe that they are more truly 

patriotic, more truly American, than are liberal elites. 

There is some truth to this. These conservatives are 

"hard" patriots; that is, they are flag-wavers who are 

willing to say without embarrassment that America is 

"the greatest country in the world." It is they who 

provide sons and daughters for the U.S. military. By 

contrast, liberal elites are patriotic in a "soft" way; that 

is, they are internationalists or cosmopolitans. While 

they love their country, it is not an unconditional love 

they feel. They are ever mindful of America's many 

historical and present-day deficiencies. They rarely 

encourage their children to enlist in the Army, Navy, 

Marines, or Air Force. 

And so, if you're a Main-Street conservative, not 

only are you irritated that you are being governed by 

people who look down their noses at you; doubling or 

tripling your irritation is the feeling that you are being 

governed by people whom you see as less than 100 

percent American. (This may help explain a curious 

phenomenon: the conservative fringe that doubts that 

President Obama -- liberal elite par excellence -- is a 

natural-born American.) 

There may even be a tinge of racial feeling to some 

of this. If the liberal elite are running the country 

today, this is largely due to the election of Barack 

Obama to the White House in 2008; and Obama's 

election was in great measure the result of a de facto 

alliance between these elite liberals on the one hand 

and, on the other, African-American voters, who 

turned out in big numbers and gave Obama about 95 

percent of their vote. President Obama -- both African-

American and a liberal -- is the perfect symbol of that 

alliance. Some Main-Street conservatives see this and 

feel not a little resentment. 

  

If I'm right here, or even approximately correct, this 

goes a long way toward understanding the immense 

popularity of Sarah Palin among these Main-Street 
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conservatives. She is (or at least gives the impression of 

being) one of their own. Her enthusiastic Americanism, 

her old-time religion, her pro-life-ism, her love of guns 

and hunting, her "aw shucks" manner, her love (when 

she was young) of beauty pageants, her manly husband, 

her soldier son, her handicapped child, even her 

daughter who "got in trouble" by doing something she 

knows she shouldn't have done -- all these make her the 

perfect representative of the Main-Street conservative. 

No wonder they love her. 

And how delicious that this perfect symbol of man-

in-the-street conservatism should be a woman. Decades 

ago, the liberal elite promoted feminism in the 

expectation that women, once empowered, would 

support their agenda. Surprise! Feminism has led, after 

many twists and turns, to Sarah Palin, a woman who 

repudiates the radical feminist/liberal agenda. 

Every time liberal elites and their camp followers 

mock, ridicule, scorn, or denounce Sarah Palin -- 

something they love to do, something they can't get 

enough of -- Main-Street conservatives feel that it is 

they themselves who are being mocked, ridiculed, 

scorned, and denounced. These liberals are in effect 

saying, with no pretense of the courtesy one is 

supposed to show in a pluralistic society: "You under-

educated, fundamentalist, anti-choice, homophobic, 

racist, gun-toting, hate-filled, hypocritical super-patriots 

-- what imbeciles you are! Go stand in the corner until 

you can learn to be modern and respectable human 

beings." 

Who then can be surprised that Main-Street 

conservatives are reflexively opposed to Obama's 

health-care agenda? If the liberal ruling class would 

really like to reform the American health-care system, 

they should try to see themselves as others see them; 

they might begin by making the effort of sympathetic 

imagination needed to put themselves in the shoes of 

Main-Street conservatives. 

 

David R. Carlin, who can be reached at 

drcarlin@hotmail.com, is the author of Can a Catholic 

Be a Democrat? 

mailto:drcarlin@hotmail.com
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1933184191/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1933184191/insidecatcom-20
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On Earth as It Is in Heaven 
Mark P. Shea | Column 

9/22/09 

ur Lord teaches us to pray that God's will be 

done "on earth as it is in Heaven." But I 

sometimes fancy that we (and I know for 

certain that I) have seldom given any thought to what 

that means.  

I think that, in part, it's because we don't quite 

know what to make of Heaven, much less how God's 

will is done there, nor how to use that as a template for 

doing it here. The popular notion of Heaven these days 

is of a sort of pictorial mélange of puffy clouds, pink 

cherubim, and gauzy TV images of a paradise park or 

perpetual comfy chair by the hearth on Christmas Eve. 

Occasionally, in our postmodern culture, our more 

trendy sorts will depict a God-and-angel-free "Heaven" 

of Higher Consciousness in which we achieve something 

called "Enlightenment" and move beyond such petty 

concerns as love and the troubles of mortal flesh. This 

usually involves the screen fading to a blank to signify 

that the hero has ascended to some realm beyond good 

and evil. Bottom line, though: Whether you believe in 

God or merely in Enlightenment, Heaven is the place 

where, as the saying goes, "all our troubles are over." 

The problem is, the New Testament doesn't seem 

to share this simple picture of Heaven. Indeed, the 

puzzle of Scripture is pinning down just what the word 

"Heaven" means.  

Of course, part of the puzzle is that "Heaven" is 

something that, in the Bible as in English, refers to both 

spiritual and physical reality. Partly, "Heaven" or "the 

heavens" refers to the sky. And it partly refers to the 

spiritual realm. In the ancient mind, the two images 

were blended, and simple people (such as modern 

atheists) often imagine that modern believers still 

function at that Bronze Age level of cognition. So, for 

instance, there is the famous story of Khrushchev 

scoffing that cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin had not seen God 

in outer space. And, of course, there are those 

innocents today who bill themselves as New Atheists, 

pointing out to us childish believers that God is not an 

old man sitting on a cloud. 

The reply to this sort of confusion is that New 

Atheists really need to learn how to read books for 

grown-ups -- and to understand both the ancient and 

the modern religious mind a bit better.  

  

What we see, particularly in the Old Testament, has 

been aptly described in the title of a book called Before 

Philosophy. The point of the book is that, in many 

cases, the distinctions that Western man will make 

subsequent to antiquity, and sometimes well after the 

start of the Christian era, do not exist for many 

ancients. There are no hard and fast categories for 

science, art, magic, religion, philosophy, and math in 

remote antiquity, because the universe is typically 

received as a connected whole rather than chopped up 

into academic fields of specialization.  

So, for instance, Pythagoras (whom we moderns 

are taught to regard strictly as a secular 

mathematician) does not see mathematics cut off from 

the spiritual realm but as emblematic of it. After all, 

what are the two places where you encounter things 

that are absolutely real and yet which are not 

composed of either matter or energy, nor do they exist 

in time or space? Spirits and numerical values both 

have this strange quality. You can grasp the reality of 

"two-ness" without having two things in front of you. 

Mathematics runs through everything, holding things 

together in a colossal and elegant dance of equations, 

as though it were the language -- or better still, the 

syntax -- of God's creative speech. So Pythagoras saw 

no particular reason, therefore, to quarantine his 

cogitations about math into the box called "science" 

while keeping his musings about the transmigration of 

souls in a box called "religion." It was all one to him. 
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Similarly, the Babylonian Magi in the New 

Testament who studied the heavens saw no particular 

division between what we would later distinguish as 

astrology, astronomy, science, and religion. It was all 

one, all connected. And much the same idea was 

present in the minds of biblical writers. For instance, in 

Revelation 4 and 5 we meet the "four living creatures" -

- angelic beings John describes as looking like a lion, an 

ox, a man, and an eagle. These images, in turn, refer us 

back to the vision of Ezekiel 1, in which the prophet (in 

exile in Babylon some six centuries before John) sees an 

identical vision. But there's also strong evidence to link 

these four images to the constellations of the zodiac, 

according to biblical scholars like Austin Marsden 

Farrer, Michel Barnouin, and David Chilton. For the 

biblical writers indicate a high degree of familiarity with 

the constellations, with the exception that Scorpio was 

probably known to them as the Eagle. The four 

cherubim mentioned in Revelation 4:6-7 are very likely 

the middle signs in the four quarters of the zodiac: The 

lion is Leo, the ox is Taurus, the man is Aquarius, and 

the eagle corresponds to Scorpio. John lists them in 

counterclockwise order, backward around the zodiac. 

This is not, however, an example of star worship on 

John's part, any more than Matthew's Gospel is a 

tribute to the Babylonian astrology of the Magi. Rather, 

it's just another example of the common biblical 

understanding that the heavens, like all the rest of 

creation, are a sign made by God and pointing to God. 

In the words of Psalm 19:1, "The heavens declare the 

glory of God." To the people of biblical times, the stars' 

groupings are not random, for the simple reason that 

nothing in creation is random. Rather, they thought the 

macrocosm of creation showed the glory of God writ 

large across the heavens just as the microcosm of the 

tabernacle (and, later, the temple) showed it on a 

smaller, more intimate scale. What we are seeing, in 

fact, is a sort of embryonic sacramentalism whereby the 

invisible is made visible through the physical. 

So it should be no surprise to us that John's star 

imagery borrows not from paganism but from Jewish 

Scripture. For in the Old Testament (cf. Num. 2), the 

arrangement of the twelve tribes of Israel around the 

tabernacle probably corresponded to the zodiac and its 

twelve signs. In fact, at least six ancient synagogues (at 

Hammat Tiberias, Beit Alpha, Huseifa, Susiya, Naaran, 

and Sepphoris) are decorated with the zodiac. The hope 

of the twelve tribes of the Chosen People is that Israel is 

the beginning of the new order of things, whose destiny 

and divine authorship is symbolized by the twelve 

constellations. Indeed, the link between the "heavenly 

host" ruled by Yahweh Sabaoth (the "Lord of Hosts") 

and the nation of Israel is very strong; for the heavenly 

host, or army of angelic powers symbolized by the stars, 

is ruled over by the very same God who commands the 

armies of Israel or the "earthly host." The earthly 

tabernacle was understood by Israelites to be a 

miniature of God's heavenly dwelling. Both were 

attended by the armies of the Lord, composed of the 

angels and the people of Israel. 

So, for instance, in Genesis 37:9, Jacob and his 

family are likened to the sun, moon, and twelve stars. 

The book of Judges also reflects the notion that the 

"heavenly host" of God and the earthly host of Israel 

are all members of the army of God. That's why Judges 

5:20 celebrates the defeat of Jabin and his general 

Sisera by singing, "From heaven fought the stars, from 

their courses they fought against Sisera." Once again, 

we see the tendency of the ancient mind to view 

things as connected rather than as separated. Heaven 

(in what we call the "spiritual sense") and the heavens 

(meaning the skies above, whether full of puffy clouds 

or stars) were seen as connected. But it seldom occurs 

to the ancient mind to probe the nature of the 

connection or distinguish the spiritual reality from the 

thing symbolizing it. That minds sees the 

connectedness of things -- and it sees something else: 

warfare -- even in the heavenlies. 

  

Let me give you some biblical passages to give you an 

idea of what I mean: 

For I am sure that neither death, nor life, nor 

angels, nor principalities, nor things present, nor 

things to come, nor powers, nor height, nor depth, 

nor anything else in all creation, will be able to 

http://www.jhom.com/topics/stones/mosaic.html
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separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus our 

Lord (Rom 8:38-39). 

For we are not contending against flesh and blood, 

but against the principalities, against the powers, 

against the world rulers of this present darkness, 

against the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the 

heavenly places (Eph 6:12).  

He is the image of the invisible God, the first-born 

of all creation; for in him all things were created, in 

heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether 

thrones or dominions or principalities or authorities 

-- all things were created through him and for him 

(Col 1:15-16). 

He disarmed the principalities and powers and 

made a public example of them, triumphing over 

them in him (Col 2:15). 

To me, though I am the very least of all the saints, 

this grace was given, to preach to the Gentiles the 

unsearchable riches of Christ, and to make all men 

see what is the plan of the mystery hidden for ages 

in God who created all things; that through the 

church the manifold wisdom of God might now be 

made known to the principalities and powers in the 

heavenly places (Eph 3:8-10). 

What's striking about all this, of course, is that even 

after we have distinguished between Heaven-as-Sky 

and Heaven-as-Spiritual-Reality, Paul does not seem to 

share our modern-day image of Heaven (or perhaps 

more precisely "the heavenlies") as a particularly 

tranquil place. Nor does John, in his turbulent 

Revelation, which seems to summarize the early 

Christian picture of things by declaring flatly "war arose 

in Heaven" (Rev 12:7). In short, the biblical vision of a 

Heaven ruled by the Lord of Hosts suggests that our 

modern picture of puffy clouds and nothing but peace is 

rather inadequate, and that this may contribute 

mightily to our wrong notions of the life of prayer and 

phrases like, "Thy will be done on earth as it is in 

heaven." 

For prayer, of course, is a great struggle, not a 

retreat into Nirvana. What the Tradition has always 

maintained is that the reason for that struggle is 

threefold: the world, the flesh -- and the devil. Different 

strains of modernity have different objections to this 

proposition. Many find it incredible to believe that 

reality might have more than two floors: the visible 

universe and the utterly unconditioned reality of God in 

eternity. So they are startled by Scripture's "primitive" 

vision of a heavenly realm in which there is warfare and 

battle between the Lord of Hosts and the "powers" that 

Paul speaks of.  

Such folk are often also inclined to reject the 

notion of the only really trustworthy conspiracy theory 

in the world: Paul's description of the "principalities 

and powers," the "world rulers of this present 

darkness," and the "spiritual hosts of wickedness in the 

heavenly places." For similar reasons, they don't know 

what to make of notions like the "prince of the power 

of the air" (Eph 2:2) or of Paul's strange remarks about 

being caught up to the "third heaven" (2 Cor 12:2). It 

has not occurred to us (usually) that there can be 

anything besides our physical universe (which is what 

"earth" refers to theologically) and "Heaven" (meaning 

"total union with God in Christ"). 

But, in fact, Scripture gives us every reason to 

think that "Heaven" has another, unsuspected-by-

moderns meaning in the minds of the biblical authors: 

namely, that instead of a simple two-story structure of 

earth below and Heaven above, there is instead a sort 

of skyscraper of created orders and beings that, while 

"supernatural" to us, are still creatures and infinitely 

inferior to God. And not all these created spiritual 

beings are friendly to us or to God, judging from Paul's 

remarks. That, at the very minimum, appears to be a 

pretty constant message from the story of the Fall 

(where Something was here before us to tempt us) to 

the Exodus (where God is making war on the gods of 

Egypt and those gods try to fight back) to the contests 

of the Old Testament (where the prophets likewise 

make war on spiritual beings who aren't precisely non-

existent so much as "not God") to the Gospels (where 

Jesus is in open warfare with spiritual beings who can 

possess and inflict sundry harms) to Paul (who takes it 

for granted that the gods of the pagans are demons). 
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The medieval period, taking this cue from 

Scripture's cryptic remarks, had great fun elaborating an 

angelology (and demonology) that I am not persuaded 

is especially sound. But at the same time, this habit of 

mind preserved something that modernity could really 

stand to recover: namely, the recognition that prayer is 

a battle and that we really are involved with a creation 

that is much, much bigger than we realize: one that 

really does include powers, principalities, and sundry 

spiritual beings, both good and evil, beyond this visible 

creation. Moreover, it reinforces for us a realistic sense 

of our position in the world as creatures who are, by 

nature, lower than angels and yet, by grace, lifted far 

above them. That's the point of Paul's startling remark 

that "through the church the manifold wisdom of God 

might now be made known to the principalities and 

powers in the heavenly places," and Peter's comment 

that even angels long to look into the mysteries that 

God is revealing through the Church.  

This is not to say we are any great shakes, of course. 

Rather it is to say that, as with Hobbits, Eru has chosen 

to work out his purposes through the lowest and most 

undeserving of his creatures so that no creature can 

boast -- even the mighty thrones, dominations, 

principalities, and powers that He has fashioned to 

serve Him.  

The Catechism tells us: 

It would not be inconsistent with the truth to 

understand the words, "Thy will be done on earth 

as it is in Heaven," to mean: "in the Church as in our 

Lord Jesus Christ himself"; or "in the Bride who has 

been betrothed, just as in the Bridegroom who has 

accomplished the will of the Father" (2827). 

In short, Jesus, not some place in the clouds, is Heaven. 

If you want to see how God's will is fulfilled "in Heaven" 

so that you can imitate it here on earth, then don't wait 

around for a vision of angels in realms of glory and try 

to imitate that. Instead, look at Jesus. He is Heaven on 

earth, and we must imitate Him in the battle of prayer 

and obedience. In the Incarnation of Jesus Christ, 

Heaven joins earth to Himself and brings the battle to 

the foe.  He literally does the will of God on earth as it 

is in Heaven, because He is Heaven. 

In so doing, he prepares the way for That Day 

when not just earth but even Heaven will be freed 

from its wars and strife and be joined with the Blessed 

Trinity, not merely in a New Earth, but a New Heaven 

as well (Rev 21:1).  

 

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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Baptism Is Not an Economics Degree 
John Zmirak | Column 

9/23/09

ve often heard people talk about their most 

beloved aspect of our Faith. When asked, "What's 

your favorite thing about being a Catholic?" some 

well-instructed souls will cite the Eucharist, while others 

will speak of their devotion to Our Lady. The pointier 

heads in the room might cite the Church's rich 

storehouse of worldly and heavenly wisdom. In the old 

days, people pointed to the liturgy -- but that was 

before its renovation in the 1970s with shag rugs and 

cheap wood paneling. My mother (if speaking candidly) 

would surely have copped to Bingo. Reading what many 

Catholics have to say on economics and politics lately, it 

seems to me that if these folks answered honestly, 

they'd have to say: "Being Catholic gives me a high-

minded rhetoric of noble-sounding values, a sense of 

moral superiority, and unrestricted license to speak and 

write as a crank."  

I'm reminded of people I used to meet at Latin 

Mass, whose faith was past reproach, but who hadn't 

spent quite enough time on the care and feeding of 

Reason. Some would wave at me yellowed copies of The 

Remnant, citing the latest column proving that 

heliocentrism is a heresy. But I'll never forget the sweet 

old lady who took me aside one Sunday.  

"Do you know what I read?" she whispered. "The 

environmentalist scientists are planning to reduce the 

world population to 700,000 people, and turn the rest of 

the planet into a nature park." 

"Er, really?"  

"And you know how they're going to do it?" 

"Well . . ." 

"They're going to clone dinosaurs and unleash them 

on us," she said, almost giddy with glee. Apparently 

some columnist had read Al Gore's Earth in the Balance, 

rented Jurassic Park, and connected the dots.  

Unsure of the charitable response, I restricted my 

remarks to these: "Well, you know what I heard? For 

the past 30 years, the Freemasons have been faking the 

weather."  

"Really?" 

"Yeah. I don't have time to tell you how they do it, 

but I promise I'll give you all the details next time I see 

you." And I never came back. 

I'd made the woman's day. From then on, 

whenever it seemed to be spitting smog on Lexington 

Avenue, or blazing heat on the asphalt, she knew that 

behind the Masonic façade there really was glorious, 

temperate, Catholic weather -- if only we could see it.  

  

That pretty well describes how too many Catholics 

look at economics and public policy. Whatever the 

facts of the matter, regardless of learned arguments, 

they know without thinking too hard or reading too 

much that the "Catholic" answer (as they dimly 

understand it) must be correct . . . so they need not 

bother slogging through the trouble of doing any 

research. Having read about an issue (perhaps for the 

first time) in some Church document or other, they 

seize upon a relative Good it recommends: 

¶ The Church supports a "living wage." 

¶ . . . and decent conditions for workers. 

¶ . . . and opportunity for the poor. 

¶ . . . and "economic justice." 

¶ . . . and "rights for immigrants." 

¶ . . . and health care. 

I' 

http://www.remnantnewspaper.com/
http://www.remnantnewspaper.com/
http://www.catholicintl.com/products/books/gwwprint.htm
http://vox-nova.com/
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Then they treat this desideratum as an unconditioned 

absolute, as binding as the right to life, more important 

than liberty or property. They don't feel the need to 

master even the basics of the discipline they're 

considering, but rather grab left and right at whatever 

facts will help them build a case. If they're talking about 

economics, they'll cite a Gospel verse here, quote St. 

Francis there, throw in some abuse of "usury," maybe 

even summon some half-remembered Chesterton -- 

then wrap it in a pretty pink bow with a long quotation 

from a bishops' pastoral letter and act as if they've 

made a genuine argument. If you ask about the costs of 

the policies they propose, or the dangers of 

bureaucratic management, they won't respond to 

specifics, but rather start pounding the table and 

accusing you of "dissent" from Catholic teaching . . . as if 

you'd marched right out and joined Planned 

Parenthood or the Klan. Instead, you're simply 

suggesting that maybe, just maybe, the hailstorm 

outside the window isn't being faked by the Masons.  

I've had my disagreements in the past with the 

learned Thomas E. Woods Jr., but as someone who has 

taken the trouble to read seriously in the discipline of 

economics (I wrote a book on the subject in the light of 

Catholic social teaching), I share with him a violent 

frustration at Catholics who grandstand about 

"distributive justice" and offer Rube Goldberg schemes 

for re-engineering our country's economy, without 

knowing or caring how wealth is produced in the first 

place. Our country's relatively recent, hard-won, and 

fragile prosperity they treat as if it had descended in 

pennies from heaven, and the only question now is how 

to divide up the windfall fairly. All property and all 

labor, they take for granted, is owned in common. It 

may suit the State to allow you to hold a "title" to your 

house, or keep some portion of your wages. But 

fundamentally you belong to the U.S. Congress, just as a 

Russian serf and every stick of furniture in his house 

was the property of the tsar. Left-leaning bishops who 

wish to make this point note that Creation was given to 

man in common; they leave out the fact that our labor 

is our own, and that taxes enforced by the threat of 

imprisonment can mount up to a kind of slavery. 

(Medieval serfs paid only 10 percent of their wealth to 

their feudal lords; you and I pay up to 50 percent when 

federal, state, local, Social Security, and sales taxes are 

added up -- which means that half our time is spent 

working with a bayonet at our backs.)  

What's missing from these people's happy, 

totalitarian picture is something fundamental to the 

West, a fruit of Christian culture that it took Vatican II 

(yes, you read me correctly) for the Church to fully 

recognize: the fact of human dignity. In the early 

Church, up through the first writings of St. Augustine, 

the Church asked only for liberty of worship, confident 

that the gospel would sway people on its own. In his 

later years, frustrated by the intransigence of the 

Donatist heretics, Augustine changed his mind and 

asked the now-Christian emperors to "compel them to 

come in." Building on Augustine's later work, many 

popes and countless Christian kings used the coercive 

power of the State to persecute heretics -- arguing that 

the free will of these individuals was outweighed by 

the danger to the souls they might lead to hell. 

Besides, they said in a phrase that became a little bit 

infamous, "Error has no rights." Since no one has a 

right to do what's wrong, how can those with false 

beliefs have a right to hold and practice an inaccurate 

religion? Do they have the right to lie about the 

gospel?  

 At Vatican II, the Council Fathers (under pressure 

from American prelates, as an unsympathetic Michael 

Davies argues) were more concerned about the very 

real persecution of Christians throughout the 

Communist bloc than the duty of (now-deposed) 

Catholic monarchs to uphold orthodoxy. They 

reframed the question as follows: Error may have no 

rights, but the person holding the error does. In 

Dignitatis Humanae, the Council teaches that the 

dignity of the human person forbids religious coercion 

by the State. Pope John Paul II was not, I think, 

misguided when he apologized for the actions of his 

predecessors that violated this precept.  

 Nor does human dignity stop at the church door. 

Throughout the Catechism, the Church insists on the 

rights of the human person to liberty of thought, 

association, and action -- within the limits of justice 

http://www.takimag.com/blogs/article/anarcho_fantasy_the_dream_of_a_world_without_the_state/
http://www.amazon.com/Church-Market-Catholic-Defense-Economics/dp/0739110365/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1253675811&sr=8-1-fkmr1
http://www.amazon.com/Wilhelm-Ropke-Localist-Economist-Thinkers/dp/1882926560/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253675835&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Second-Vatican-Council-Religious-Liberty/dp/0911845267
http://www.amazon.com/Second-Vatican-Council-Religious-Liberty/dp/0911845267
http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-ii_decl_19651207_dignitatis-humanae_en.html
http://www.ewtn.com/library/PAPALDOC/JJP2UNPR.HTM
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and the countervailing rights of one's fellow men. Only 

when our actions violate justice -- not charity, but 

justice -- is it right to use the violent, coercive power of 

the State to curb and restrict them. Indeed, it is only 

justice that can be enforced by the State. Mandatory 

charity is as moot as mandatory faith or hope.  

So in all our discussions of health-care reform and 

other economic issues, let's keep in mind that part of 

loving our neighbor entails not enslaving him at 

gunpoint to suit our vision of the Good -- be it religious 

orthodoxy, economic equality, or anything else. On a 

prudential level, we must take with grim seriousness 

the threat that any health-care plan, even if it for the 

moment excludes abortion and sterilization, will expand 

-- irrevocably -- the power over our lives of a grimly 

secular State. That's power we won't get back, and it 

won't (given our Constitution) be used in the service or 

with the guidance of the Church. "He who is not with 

me is against me" (Mt 12:30). 

 

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=5988&Itemid=48
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=5988&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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A University of Dallas Alumnus Sets His Sights on Congress 

Deal W. Hudson | Column 

9/24/09 

t age 37 and married only a month, Kevin 

Calvey volunteered for deployment in Iraq. 

When he returned to his wife, Toni, in 

Oklahoma City a year later -- 2008 -- he restarted his 

private law practice but was soon alarmed by the "dire 

situation" of our nation. It was then that Calvey decided 

to run for Congress from the 5th Congressional District 

of his hometown. 

Calvey, a 1988 graduate of the University of Dallas, 

is one more unapologetically pro-life Catholic running 

for national office. Last year we profiled Tom Rooney 

(R-FL) and Joseph Cao (R-LA), both of whom went on to 

win seats in Congress.  

Before the general election, however, Calvey faces 

four challengers for the GOP nomination. Of the five 

candidates, Calvey told me over the phone, "I am the 

most conservative and the most pro-life." When I asked 

him whether he was concerned about being hurt 

politically by his outspoken defense of life and marriage, 

his response was quick, "This is why I got started in 

politics in the first place; if it hurts me, so be it."  

A graduate of Georgetown University Law School, 

Calvey's year in Iraq was spent prosecuting terrorists for 

high crimes in Iraqi courts. Bombs were often heard 

exploding nearby as he worked his cases, and he 

received verbal death threats on several occasions by 

members of al-Qaeda.  

His Iraq experience has led Calvey to have very 

definite views about foreign policy: "I was face-to-face 

with over 100 terrorists -- many of them will never quit 

trying to kill us. We must engage them effectively 

before they overcome us and change our way of life." 

As a fiscal conservative, Calvey laments the 

overspending of the last administration but says with 

Obama it has gone "from bad to worse." "The level of 

our national debt is unsustainable and immoral," he 

told me. To illustrate, Calvey used the example of his 

ten-month old daughter, Anastasia, who was born being 

$30,000 in debt by virtue of being a future taxpayer.  

When asked what the key issue will be in the 

upcoming nomination battle, Calvey answered, "The 

voters are wondering who they can actually trust." He 

sees himself in a better position than his opponents to 

fill that need, since he represents no special interests 

and is a reform-minded politician ready to oppose the 

growth of government and its intrusions on individual 

and family freedom.  

For example, Calvey completely rejects a 

government takeover of medical care: "A government 

solution is almost always worse." Instead, he proposes 

a tax break to individuals who purchase their own 

health insurance to provide incentive for controlling 

consumption and creating portability. He also 

advocates the purchase of health insurance across 

state lines, as well as tort reform.  

  

Calvey is no political beginner. His first experience in 

politics was as an intern at National Right to Life in 

Washington, D.C. He was elected to the Oklahoma 

legislature in 1998, the first Republican and Catholic 

ever to represent Del City. He joined the Army National 

Guard in 2003, and after losing in his first run for 

Congress in 2006, decided it was time to go to Iraq. His 

wife rather remarkably agreed that this was the right 

thing for her new husband to do after being married 

only a month. "We talked almost every day on the 

phone, which was harder for her than for me." 

Whoever wins the GOP nomination in the 5th 

Congressional District of Oklahoma will very likely win 

the general election and take his seat in Congress. This 

district, which includes Oklahoma City and a few 

adjacent cities to the east, has been heavily Republican 

A 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2720&Itemid=48
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4934&Itemid=48


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

14 

 

since the 1970s. Kevin Calvey may well be joining the 

new wave of pro-life Catholic members of Congress 

who are setting a very different example from the 

generation symbolized by the late Sen. Ted Kennedy. 

 

 

Deal W. Hudson is the director of InsideCatholic.com 

and the author of Onward, Christian Soldiers: The 

Growing Political Power of Catholics and Evangelicals in 

the United States (Simon and Schuster). 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1416524428/insidecatcom-20
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Another Day in the Life 
Danielle Bean | Column 

9/25/09

n September of every year, my inbox fills up with 

requests from fellow homeschooling moms who all 

want to know one thing: What does your daily 

routine look like? 

We all know the devil is in the details, but I like to 

think that God is in there, too. So today, I will swallow 

my pride and offer you a peek inside my windows 

(please don't mind the mess). Here are the details of 

one recent Wednesday: 

7:15 Wake to sound of husband's alarm. Groan. 

Pray a Morning Offering. In that order. 

7:30 Get dressed, head downstairs, make coffee, 

and start laundry. Spend ten minutes looking for my 

copy of Divine Intimacy. Find it in a storage bin filled 

with wooden blocks (it was a building foundation) and 

sit in living room reading while Dan is in the shower.  

8:00 Make waffles (don't be impressed -- they're 

frozen) and sausage (don't be impressed -- it's 

microwavable) for Dan's breakfast. Just before he heads 

out the door, give him a run-down of the day's 

activities, including an orthodontist appointment and 

soccer practice.  

8:15 Random children make their way down the 

stairs. Charge one big kid with emptying the dishwasher 

and other big kids with getting breakfast for little ones 

as I change Danny's diaper and dress him for the day. 

Say, "No computer until after your schoolwork is done!" 

approximately 37 times. 

8:30 Whisper to oldest daughter that television can 

be used for preschoolers only as a last resort. Then, 

with my phone, coffee, and laptop, steal away upstairs 

to my room and lock the door for a weekly Faith & 

Family editorial meeting. 

10:00 Return downstairs to find 1) husband home 

from work and teaching a math lesson to two oldest 

kids; 2) middle children working at a dining-room table 

buried beneath a mass of school books, crayons, and 

plates of half-eaten waffles; 3) little ones parked in 

front of PBS Kids.  

Call out "Last show!" and clear the table.  

10:15 Teach six-year-old her math lesson ("A dime 

is worth 10 cents. Yes, always. I don't care what your 

brother told you, and next time check with me before 

you trade coins").  

Correct eight-year-old's handwriting ("A lowercase 

'p' goes all the way down to the basement").  

Give ten- and eleven-year-olds their geography 

assignment ("Volcanoes and mountains, islands and 

peninsulas . . . do you know the difference? I'm 

quizzing you in 20 minutes!").  

Assure 13-year-old son that he does too have 

"feelings" about the poem we've read, and he can so 

describe those feelings in words. 300 of them. On 

paper. Right now. 

Read 14-year-old's religion paper, which she has e-

mailed to me. It's pretty good. Stew for just a moment 

about the DRE who has insisted that I drive this 

theology-studying 9th grader to a series of worthless 

religious education classes (don't yell at me -- I used to 

be a DRE. I know exactly what these classes are like) in 

order to be confirmed next year.  

11:00 Pour another cup of coffee and listen to 

eight-year-old read aloud from Frog and Toad Are 

Friends and then six-year-old read aloud from a fairy-

princess library book. Read from a children's Bible 

("God's Promise to Abraham") to the four youngest 

kids. 

11:30 Move laundry from washer to dryer and 

throw in another load. Glance at the clothesline and 
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feel just a little bit guilty for running the dryer on a 

sunny, breezy, fall day. Pick up socks from living room 

floor, hang up towels in the bathroom, break up 

bickering preschoolers, and load the dishwasher with 

sticky plates until the feeling passes. 

11:45 Grow weary of the kids asking, "When's 

lunch?" "Is it lunchtime yet?" and "Are we ever going to 

eat again?" and announce that it is indeed lunchtime. 

Charge second daughter with making macaroni and 

cheese and everyone else with clearing the dining room 

table and picking up the three-dozen matchbox cars 

that "Not Me" has strewn across the living room floor. 

11:46 Offer apple slices, peanut-butter crackers, 

and cups of milk to starving children who cannot 

possibly wait for a pot of water to boil. 

12:45 Assign after-lunch chores: Clearing table, 

filling dishwasher, sweeping dining room, sweeping 

living room, and sweeping stairs. 

1:00 Confiscate a soccer ball and turn a deaf ear to 

all complaints as I help littlest boys put on shoes. Toss 

the ball onto the front lawn and hold the door open for 

them to follow it. The dog goes, too. 

1:15 Older kids continue school work while I answer 

e-mails and check in with work online. Make sure 

everyone is playing nice in cyberspace. They are. 

2:15 Dan arrives home on a break from work and I 

leave to take oldest daughter to an orthodontist 

appointment. Three-year-old Daniel comes along 

because he always asks to come with me and some day 

he won't anymore, and the very thought of that makes 

me want to cry. Two middle boys come along, too . . . 

because there's an Xbox in the waiting room. 

3:45 Arrive home to find 1) Dan heading back to 

work, leaving a science assignment behind for the 

oldest kids; 2) ten-year-old daughter baking chocolate 

chip cookies; 3) a cold and wrinkled load of laundry 

sitting in the dryer. Re-start it for an additional 15 

minutes and chastise myself about the electric bill. 

4:30 Second son has soccer practice. Drop oldest 

daughter off at the library and bring other kids along to 

the practice field where they ride bikes, play tennis, and 

play on the playground. I push the three littlest kids on 

a tire swing, and they squeal with glee. 

  

6:00 Arrive home just before Dan does, in time for 

dinner. Hmmm, dinner . . . this must be why some 

people swear by those crock pot things I'm always 

reading about in Woman's Day.  

Open the fridge, pull out leftover grilled chicken, 

and begin making sandwiches as if that were my plan 

all along. Console myself with the fact that we are not 

wasting food, I am using whole grain bread, and the 

lettuce almost certainly counts as a vegetable serving. 

7:00 After we eat, I assign chores and showers and 

then take a phone call from a friend who is scheduling 

a book group. Wash little boys' faces, hands, and feet 

in the bathroom sink and determine I can get away 

with skipping baths. Get them into pajamas and brush 

their teeth. Remind older kids to brush teeth, remind 

one boy to do his nebulized medications, and another 

to change his underwear ("Mo-om!"). Braid youngest 

daughter's hair while older kids read stories to the 

little guys. 

8:00 Family prayers and bedtime. Bedtime means 

children must go upstairs and keep quiet -- reading, 

writing, or drawing. Lights won't go out for at least 

another hour. 

8:15 Do my weights workout in my room. Give up 

on keeping Daniel out and let him in so he can sit on 

the bed, watch me, and continually ask, "Is dat 

exercising, Mama? Is dat how you 'posed to do it?" 

9:00 Edit magazine articles, edit and schedule web 

stuff, choose topics and write up notes for a podcast, 

and answer e-mails in living room while Dan watches a 

baseball game. We chat, we work, we watch together.  

12:30 Take a shower and head to bed with Dan. 
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12:45 Attempt to pray a Memorare before I fall 

asleep. Don't make it to the end. Know that Mary 

understands. 

 

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

& Family magazine and author of My Cup of Tea: 

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

Mom, Day to Day: Advice and Support for Catholic 

Living (Pauline 2007). Visit her blog at 

www.daniellebean.com or follow her on Twitter. 

 

 

http://faithandfamilylive.com/
http://faithandfamilylive.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848379/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848379/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0819848557/insidecatcom-20
http://www.daniellebean.com/
http://twitter.com/DanielleBean
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Autumn Treats 
Robert R. Reilly | Review 

9/23/09

ue to my recent columns celebrating the 

Haydn and Mendelssohn anniversaries, I have 

fallen woefully behind on months of new 

releases that beg for attention. This is a catch-up effort. 

I begin with music of the soufflé from the Classical 

era. Giovanni Paisiello (1740-1816) wrote eight 

keyboard concertos that brim with felicitous melody. 

Naxos gives us Nos. 1, 3, and 5, with pianist Francesco 

Nicolosi and the Campania Chamber Orchestra, under 

Luigi Piovano (8.5772065). These are light works, but 

what charm! Even a young Mozart would not have been 

ashamed of them. In fact, Paisiello was one of Mozart's 

chief opera rivals. I have known these works for years 

and never fail to get refreshment from them. That is 

what they are for, so go ahead and enjoy them with 

Nicolosi's deft performances. 

More charm comes from the Chandos label's 

"Contemporaries of Mozart" series. Chandos (10504) 

features two symphonies, two ballet suites, and several 

overtures of Georg Joseph Abbé Vogler (1749-1814), a 

man of the cloth and a composer, who served as both 

spiritual counselor and vice-Kapellmeister at the court 

in Mannheim. Though Mozart had unkind things to say 

about him, the evidence here, offered in spirited 

fashion by the London Mozart Players under Matthias 

Bamert, is that he was not "a dreary musical jester," as 

Mozart said. Abbé Vogler seems to have been 

immortalized only by Mozart's jabs and Robert 

Browning's poem Abt Vogler. Chandos helps to set 

things right. These works are more than respectable 

representatives of the Classical era. 

The real ear-opener in regard to Vogler comes from 

the new Oehms Classics CD (OC 922) featuring his 

Requiem in E-flat Major. This hour-long work has some 

claim to Carl Maria von Weber's description of it as 

"divine." Its first movements are gentle and reflective, 

but Vogler cuts loose with the Dies Irae, punching out 

each syllable with force, and then reinforcing it with 

brass declamations and echoes in the Tuba Mirum. The 

vocal lines are very beautiful and the effects are striking 

original. Vogler keeps the entire work thematically 

related. I was captivated by this piece and found it hard 

to believe that Vogler was unsuccessful in getting it 

performed while he was alive. He unsuccessfully 

lobbied to have it played at Haydn's funeral (instead, 

Mozart's Requiem was played). The Neue Hofkapelle 

Munchen and the Orpheus Chor Munchen, under Gerd 

Guglhor, do a marvelous job in reinstating Vogler's 

Requiem to its rightful place. 

A minor luminary from the late Classical period, 

whose star has risen recently thanks to the CPO and 

Naxos labels, is Beethoven student Ferdinand Ries 

(1784-1838). His wonderful symphonies and piano 

concertos are now available on those labels. CPO has 

just added to the wealth with a release (777 353-2) of 

Ries's Concerto for Two Horns, the Violin Concerto, 

and two overtures. The Two Horns Concerto is an 

especial delight, certainly the most delectable example 

of this rare genre that I have heard. It is played 

seraphically by Teunis van der Zwart and Erwin 

Wieringa. The Cologne Academy, under Michael 

Alexander Willens, performs exuberantly and precisely. 

You can feel the fabric of the music in these 

performances. And thanks to the recording, you hear 

every strand.  

I have praised CPO's previous releases of the 

chamber music of Heinrich von Herzogenberg (1841-

1900), and I have nothing but praise for the new 

release containing the Piano Quintet, Op. 17, and 

String Quartet, op. 63, with the Minguet Quartet and 

pianist Oliver Triendl. Some critics like to condescend 

to von Herzogenberg as a slavish clone of Brahms, 

whom von Herzogenberg admittedly fawned over. 

Brahms may be a useful marker in the sense that, if 

you like his music, you most likely will enjoy von 

Hezogenberg's as well. I find him particularly 

D 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B002IVRBAQ/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001U4XZTI/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B002JP9I5C/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B002H4I3W4/insidecatcom-20
http://www.tower.com/heinrich-von-herzogenberg-piano-quintet-op-17-oliver-triendl-cd/wapi/113547551
http://www.tower.com/heinrich-von-herzogenberg-piano-quintet-op-17-oliver-triendl-cd/wapi/113547551
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convincing in his chamber music and enough of his own 

man that he needs no excuses.  

 

One of my favorite chamber music geniuses is Sergey 

Taneyev (1856-1915), who seemed less sure of himself 

in his symphonic works, leaving several of them 

unfinished. I have always wanted to hear his 

monumental opera Oresteia, but alas there is no 

complete recording available. For now, I will settle for 

the new Naxos CD of Taneyev's orchestral works, 

headed by the 20-minute long Overture to Oresteia and 

music from Act III: Entr'acte: The Temple of Apollo at 

Delphi (8.570584). The very dramatic Overture begins 

with double basses digging in as deeply as the deepest 

Russian basses you have ever heard. This is a thrilling, 

fantastic piece that easily explains Tchaikovsky's high 

praise of Taneyev's music and increases my eagerness 

to hear the whole opera. I am not familiar with the 

Novosibirsk Academic Symphony Orchestra, but under 

conductor Thomas Sanderling, they play this music to 

the hilt. No aficionado of Russian music should miss 

this.  

Another new Naxos release (8.570527) will leave 

you with no doubt about Taneyev's ability to write 

beautiful choral music, as it offers his John of Damascus 

Cantata, Op. 1, which draws more on Russia's sacred 

music tradition than it does on opera. It is accompanied 

by the Suite de Concert for violin and orchestra, a very 

engaging and entertaining work. Thomas Sanderling 

does another superb job, this time with the Russian 

Philharmonic Orchestra, the Gnesin Academy Chorus, 

and the very fine soloist, violinist Ilya Kaler. 

I had high praise for the opening salvo, a recording 

of Symphony No. 1, in Naxos's new traversal of Franz 

Schmidt's four symphonies. If anything, the new release 

of Symphony No. 2 is even better (8.570589). The 

Malmo Symphony Orchestra, under Vassily Sinaisky, 

gets inside this sumptuous music and reveals its late 

harvest ripeness in all its glory. I love Schmidt because 

his expression of the overripeness of Viennese culture 

in the early 20th century is rich but not decadent. He 

really is the last efflorescence of that extraordinary time 

before its (audible) decay. Sinaisky and the Malmo 

forces really know what they are about in this music. If 

you have never heard Schmidt before, start here. 

I must give mention, if only briefly, to a wonderful 

Naxos CD of French Flute Chamber Music (8.570444), 

because it contains meltingly lovely works from the 

early 20th century that capture so perfectly that French 

specialty in sensuality and languor -- the kind that 

seems to flit over you like a sweet breeze. The Mirage 

Quintet captures the magic in the works of Marcel 

Tournier, Florent Schmitt, Gabriel Pierné, Jean 

Françaix, and Albert Roussel. 

It would be a crime if I did not call to your 

attention, even this belatedly, the Naxos release 

(8.570435) from more than a year ago of Reinhard 

Schwarz-Schilling's Introduction and Fugue, Sinfonia 

Diatonica, and the Symphony in C. One wonders how 

music this beautiful could have been written in 

Germany before and after World War II -- simply 

because it was the heyday of the avant-garde and the 

apex of Arnold Schoenberg's influence. Part of the 

answer came when I learned that he was a student of 

Walter Braunfels, who composed such gorgeous opera 

and chamber music and who suffered for having 

refused to write the Nazi anthem or to join the Nazi 

party. 

Schwarz-Schilling likewise refused to join the party 

and had to disguise his wife's Jewish ancestry. His 

approach to music was traditional in the sense of the 

credo he expressed in 1938: "For me, music is the 

audible product of spiritual energy organized according 

to unalterable laws. In my opinion the primary mission 

of the creative musician is to strive for pure, living 

music." The result of his conviction and inspiration is 

tonal music of deep integrity, beauty, and contrapuntal 

mastery.  

A critic suggested that some may find the music 

"severe." Well, yes, but only in the sense that Bach and 

Beethoven are severe. That speaks more to the music's 

purity. José Serebrier is the perfect conductor to 

capture this severe beauty, and he does so sublimely 

with the Staatskapelle Weimar. I am very touched and 

http://www.naxosdirect.com/title/8570584/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B002IVRB92/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B002IVRB9C/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B002ED6VE0/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001BLR7D0/insidecatcom-20
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moved by this music. It shows that all was not lost -- 

that the "spiritual energy" was still there, not only 

organized by but expressing "unalterable laws." Please 

buy this disc (I did) so that Naxos or another company 

will be motivated to record Schwarz-Schilling's Missa in 

Terra Pax, the Laetare cantata, the Violin Concerto, and 

the Partita for Orchestra. 

  

I am also way behind in introducing you to Anders 

Eliasson's Concerto for Violin, Piano, and Orchestra and 

his luminous Sinfonia per Archi (strings), on CPO (777 

334-2), wonderfully well performed by the Swedish 

Radio Symphony Orchestra, under Johannes 

Gustavsson. Like many artists of his age (b. 1947), 

Eliasson underwent the trial of the avant-garde when it 

predominated the scene. With Stockholm as "a 

modernist fortress: dodecaphony, serialism, the music 

of chance," Eliasson said that "I suddenly lost all contact 

with the music I had inside myself." His professor 

demanded that he compose a graphically notated score. 

When he obliged with some nonsense, it was acclaimed 

by the professor as "fantastic." Eliasson said, however, 

"Everything was purely pseudo-philosophical 

superstructure, no MUSIC!" So, he concludes, "The 

avant-garde was mostly mischief, a sign of enormous 

uncertainly and lack of familiarity with tradition." 

Eliasson went on to write within the tradition, as is 

evident from this CD, but the music is not especially 

conventional. It contains delicious hints of a Bernard 

Hermann-like mystery mixed in with Samuel Barber's 

lyricism. The Sinfonia is a sometimes aching, 

melancholic mediation that inhabits a dream world. In 

Svenska Dagbladet (February 20, 2006), Carl-Gunnar 

Åhlén accurately said, "Only a master can keep a 

melody going for 40 minutes without lapsing into 

clichés. And his singing declamation for strings, 

supported by the leading note, and an almost 

overwhelming sense of yearning, swept along the 

conductor and the musicians in a flow that could not be 

stopped by the double bar line after measure 824." The 

span of this work requires concentration but offers 

commensurate rewards. I will be seeking out this 

composer's other works. 

Look up in the sky! Is it a bird? A plane? No, it's 

Michael Daugherty (b. 1954) and his Metropolis 

Symphony, an evocation of the myth of Superman, on 

one of two new Naxos releases dedicated to 

Daugherty's music (8.559635). He writes fun, brash, 

American music with a high entertainment quotient. 

Metropolis is a hoot. This is sort of the musical 

equivalent of what Warren Beatty tried to do when he 

made Dick Tracy, only this is more successful for having 

nothing cartoonish about it.  

Daugherty splashes on his music, replete with 

whistles and sirens, with large daubs of primary colors. 

The music stomps with syncopated energy and lively 

rhythms. In its employment of popular idioms, it 

comes close to crossover in places but does not go 

over the line, like some of Mark O'Connor's country 

hoedown, barn-raising music. Daugherty is a composer 

with sense of humor. He pulls off the hijinks with 

aplomb and complete confidence. If he has not written 

any film scores, it is obvious that he should; they 

would be terrific. The accompanying piece, Deus ex 

Machina, is an evocation of trains. I think it is less 

successful and even a bit trite in its second movement, 

"Train of Tears." Only in the funky last movement, 

"Night Stream," does Daugherty seem at his best. The 

Nashville Symphony, under conductor Giancarlo 

Guerrero, gives this music everything it needs, and the 

recording is startlingly good. 

The other CD (8.559372) offers MotorCity Triptych, 

and Fire and Blood for Violin and Orchestra, inspired by 

Diego Rivera's monumental fresco of Detroit. If the 

auto industry had half the energy of Daugherty's 

depiction of it here, the government would not now be 

running it. The piece can be enjoyed simply as a terrific 

violin concerto without any AAA associations. The 

MotorCity Triptych is a fun evocation of Detroit, from 

Motown to cars, to Rosa Parks Boulevard. The only 

puzzle about this rambunctious CD is that it was 

recorded in 2003. Why the wait? Neeme Jarvi, the 

Detroit Symphony Orchestra, and violinist Ida Kavafian 

convey this music's excitement with flair and complete 

conviction, and are provided with spectacular sound. 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001GVA7HI/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001GVA7HI/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B002JIBC80/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B002DHSGW2/insidecatcom-20
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Luckily, there is more to come. I have only scratched the 

surface, and promise many more treats for Halloween. 

 

Robert R. Reilly is the music critic for InsideCatholic.com. 

E-mail him at rrreilly@msn.com. 
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Faith and Failure in Graham Greene 
Edward Short | Review 

9/25/09 
 

Graham Greene: A Life in Letters 

Richard Greene, ed.; W.W. Norton & Company; 446 pages; $35 

n 1981, in a collection of interviews with Marie-

François Allain later published as The Other Man, 

Graham Greene admitted: "My life is marked by a 

succession of failures which left their traces on my 

work. I think they're the warp and weft of it." The moral 

terrain of Greene's novels, which he described as "the 

narrow boundary between loyalty and disloyalty, 

between fidelity and infidelity, the mind's 

contradictions, the paradox one carries within oneself," 

corroborates this admission. Graham Greene: A Life in 

Letters, which has been adroitly edited by Richard 

Greene (no relation), shows how the novelist's personal 

life also confirms Greene's unsparing self-assessment. 

But the letters further illustrate that nothing enabled 

Greene to understand the failure in his life and work 

more clearly than his Catholic faith.  

Greene opened his autobiography, A Sort of Life 

(1971), with a memorable sentence: "If I had known it, 

the whole future must have lain all the time along those 

Berkhamsted streets." This was incisive self-knowledge, 

for the tortures he underwent as the son of the 

headmaster of Berkhamsted School left psychological 

wounds that never healed. He recalled being subjected 

to "a system of mental torture" so traumatic that he 

actually tried to kill himself, most spectacularly by 

playing Russian roulette. This "bad period," as he always 

called it, deepened Greene's sense of the treachery in 

the human heart, and it is this which animates his 

greatest work.  

 Some of Greene's best letters were addressed to 

his mother, to whom he wrote with candor and 

warmth. As he admitted to Allain: "I loved and admired 

my mother precisely because she did not trespass on 

my privacy." Apropos his father, Greene wrote that he 

"never disputed by so much as a word my decision to 

become a Catholic," which was remarkable in an 

Englishman. After his father's death, Greene wrote his 

mother: "This may seem Popish superstition to you, or 

it may please you, that prayers are being said every 

day for Da in a West African church, & that rice is being 

distributed here in his name among people who live on 

rice & find it very hard to get."  

In all his letters of condolence, whether to family 

or friends, Greene reaffirmed his Catholic faith by 

reaffirming that death is only an end to mortal life. 

When a Russian friend's husband committed suicide, 

Greene wrote,  

I don't believe myself that death is everything, or 

rather my faith tells me that death is not the end 

of everything and when my faith wavers I tell 

myself that I am wrong. One can't believe 365 days 

a year . . . . There is a mystery which we won't be 

able to solve as long as we live. Personally even 

when I doubt I go on praying . . . . Why not try at 

night talking to your husband and telling him all 

you think. Who knows whether he mightn't be 

able to hear you and now with a mind unclouded. 

The point is often made, mockingly, that Greene was a 

character in a Graham Greene novel, but here one sees 

that there was a truth to that which was anything but 

risible.  

  

In 1926, Greene fell in love with Vivien Dayrell-

Browning, a recent convert to Catholicism, who 

introduced Greene to the Faith that he would keep, 

waveringly, for the rest of his life. When Greene 

confided in his young bride that "What I long for is a 

quite original marriage," she could scarcely have 

I 
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imagined the dance in which her husband would 

eventually lead her.  

In 1929, Greene published his first novel, The Man 

Within, which sold 13,000 copies, an astounding 

amount for an unknown author's first novel. "And the 

funniest part of the absurd, joyful situation," Greene 

wrote his brother, "is that the book is quite terribly 

second-rate . . . . How is the world fooled?" The world's 

applause brought out the truth-teller in Greene. When 

he received the Hawthornden Prize in 1942 for The 

Power and the Glory, he wrote his mother: "I suppose at 

the bottom of every human mind is the rather degraded 

love of success. One feels ashamed of one's own 

pleasure." His susceptibility to failure did not make him 

unwary of success.  

After his auspicious debut, Greene wrote a total of 

22 novels; 3 books of short stories; a biography of the 

17th-century rake John Wilmot, Second Earl of 

Rochester; 4 plays; and 3 books of travel. His greatest 

novels -- Brighton Rock (1938), The Power and the 

Glory(1940), The Heart of the Matter (1948), and The 

End of the Affair (1951) -- all treat Catholic themes. 

Greene also wrote a series of what he called 

"entertainments," or thrillers, many of which, like The 

Stamboul Train (1932) and The Third Man (1949), were 

brilliantly adapted for film. In everything he wrote, 

moral failure takes center stage. As he remarked in one 

of his essays: "Goodness has only once found a perfect 

incarnation in a human body and never will again, but 

evil can always find a home there. Human nature is not 

black and white but black and grey."  

Before the war, Greene purchased an elegant old 

house on Clapham Common, owned previously by 

Zachary Macaulay, the historian's father. When it was 

bombed during the Blitz, his wife's extensive antique 

collection was demolished, though his own library was 

miraculously spared. He treated the house's loss with 

tell-tale resignation. "Oddly enough," he wrote a friend, 

"it leaves one feeling very carefree." The bombing of 

the house (which would make a pivotal reappearance in 

The End of the Affair) marked the collapse of Greene's 

marriage, though he never divorced his wife.  

After bolting, he wrote Vivien: "You see, my 

restlessness, moods, melancholia, even my outside 

relationships, are symptoms of a disease . . . & the 

disease, which has been going on ever since my 

childhood . . . lies in a character profoundly antagonistic 

to ordinary domestic life. Unfortunately, the disease is 

also one's material. Cure the disease & I doubt whether 

a writer would remain." However fallacious, this was 

reasoning he never abandoned, as his many "outside 

relationships" attested. 

Four mistresses provided Greene with all the 

"material" he could require: Dorothy Glover, an English 

stage designer, who shared his fondness for Victorian 

detective fiction; Catherine Walston, a married 

Catholic from Rye, New York, whose passion for travel, 

drink, sex, and theology matched his own; the Swedish 

actress Anita Björk, whose youth and beauty 

infatuated the aging lothario; and Yvonne Cloetta, a 

married Frenchwoman, who set up part-time 

households with the novelist first in Antibes and Capri 

and then in Vevey. After making Greene his dinner, 

Cloetta would return home and make another for her 

husband. Greene's revolt against married domesticity 

might have begun in passionate defiance but it ended 

in farce.  

Some of Greene's most remarkable letters were 

written to Walston. In one, he tried to coax her into 

leaving her husband, Lord Walston, the British Labour 

politician, by promising, "I would tell the truth to you 

always." This must have sounded strange coming from 

the man who had one of his narrators say: "In human 

relations kindness and lies are worth a thousand 

truths." From Freetown, where Greene set The Heart 

of the Matter, he wrote: "A human relationship like 

ours has been is inextricably physical & mental. I have 

no real belief that the physical side is seriously wrong . 

. . but you will remember that for the last two years 

I've urged you to go to confession & communion 

between our meetings. I can see a great benefit in 

that. Communion might help to reduce the occasions 

happily." How Walston took this counsel is anyone's 

guess, though she cannot have been flattered to hear 

her inamorato declare: "I never knew love was like 
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this, a pain that only stops when I'm with people, 

drinking. Thank God, from tomorrow there are lots of 

engagements." Here, at least, he was being honest.  

In other letters, he could almost be writing dialogue 

for a romance novel. "I drink Swedish akvavit out of the 

little silver beaker you gave me," he wrote Björk after 

their affair, "& always with thoughts of you." It was not 

as if he ever tried to conceal the vapidity of this illicit 

attachment. "A strange girl," he writes one 

correspondent about Björk. "I won't ring up in case a 

stranger is now installed & I don't feel I can write again . 

. . . If you see or write her, you can indicate that she's 

still, unfortunately, in the blood stream & I'm quite 

unable to look for a successor." Here one sees 

something of the dreary promiscuity that would soon 

overtake an entire society. 

  

Greene, like Evelyn Waugh, was one of the world's last 

great travelers, and there is much in these letters that 

captures his zest for place. In Haiti, he attended a 

voodoo ceremony with, of all people, Truman Capote, 

which he described with almost cinematic vividness: 

The man carrying the hen swung it like a censer, & 

then would dash to this & that member of the 

congregation & plaster his face & body with the live 

bird . . . . More interminable prayers & then the 

bird's feet were cracked off like cheese biscuits & 

the attendant put the live bird's head in his mouth 

and bit if off -- the body of course went on flapping 

while he squeezed the blood out of the trunk . . . . 

If certain aspects of Greene's life portended the sexual 

revolution, here we see glimmers of that fascination 

with savagery that now enthralls the pagan West. Even 

Greene, however, wearied of these forays into the heart 

of darkness. To one correspondent, he admitted: "It's 

extraordinary how dull and boring the bizarre can be."  

In A Burnt-Out Case (1961), Greene wrote about the 

erosion of faith in a leper colony. Waugh, to whom 

Greene wrote some of his warmest letters, deplored 

what he saw as the incoherence of the novel. "God 

forbid I should pry into the secrets of your soul," Waugh 

wrote his friend. "It is simply your public performance 

which grieves me." Unnerved by Waugh's criticism, 

Greene confided in Walston: "I feel as though I've come 

to the end of a long rope with A Burnt-Out Case & that 

I'll probably never succeed in getting any further from 

the Church. It's like, when one was younger, taking a 

long walk in the country & at a certain tree or a certain 

gate or the top of one more hill one stopped & thought 

'Now I must start returning home.'"  

Although muddled in many respects, Greene 

understood the true relation between literature and 

the Faith. "There are leaders of the Church who regard 

literature as a means to one end, edification," he 

writes in one letter. "That end may be of the highest 

value, of far higher value than literature, but it belongs 

to a different world. Literature has nothing to do with 

edification . . . . Catholic novelists (I would rather say 

novelists who are Catholics) should take Newman as 

their patron. No one understood their problem better 

or defended them more skillfully from the attacks of 

piety (that morbid growth of religion)." In an exchange 

of public letters about literature and society, Greene 

quoted Newman: 

I say from the nature of the case, if Literature is to 

be made a study of human nature, you cannot 

have a Christian Literature. It is a contradiction in 

terms to attempt a sinless Literature of sinful man. 

You may gather together something very great and 

high, something higher than any Literature ever 

was; and when you have done so, you will find that 

it is not Literature at all. 

He might also have quoted something else Newman 

wrote in the same lecture:  

One literature may be better than another, but 

bad will be the best, when weighed in the balance 

of truth and morality. It cannot be otherwise; 

human nature is in all ages and all countries the 

same . . . . Man's work will savour of man; in his 

elements and powers excellent and admirable, but 

prone to disorder and excess, to error and to sin. 

Such too will be his literature; it will have the 
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beauty and the fierceness, the sweetness and the 

rankness, of the natural man . . . . 

Such an unflinching understanding of man's fallen 

nature would have deeply appealed to Greene, who 

told Allain: "As for the human aspect . . . well, there I've 

failed time and again! Yes, on the human plane there 

have been plenty of failures no doubt about it; I've 

betrayed a great number of things and people in the 

course of my life, which probably explains this 

uncomfortable feeling I have about myself, this sense of 

having been cruel, unjust. It still torments me often 

enough before I go to sleep." This was forthright 

remorse, with which we can all empathize. But what 

can we make of Greene saying this, when asked if he 

received communion? "No . . . I've broken the rules. 

They are rules I respect, so I haven't been to 

communion for nearly thirty years . . . . In my private 

life, my situation is not regular. If I went to communion, 

I would have to confess and make promises. I prefer to 

excommunicate myself."  

This was the paradox that Greene carried within 

himself: He professed the reality of the Faith but chose 

not to practice it. The boundary he inhabited between 

fidelity and infidelity was very narrow indeed. In this 

excellent edition of the letters, Richard Greene maps 

out that boundary with unusual accuracy and verve.  

 

Edward Short is finishing a book about Cardinal 

Newman and his contemporaries that will be published 

by Continuum. 
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Sense and Nonsense: A Conversation with Rev. James V. Schall 
Robert R. Reilly | Classic 

9/19/09
aving taught both ethics and aesthetics many 

times in InsideCatholic.com music critic Robert 

R. Reilly sat down with noted writer, political 

thinker, and Georgetown University professor Rev. 

James V. Schall, S.J., to talk about the life of the mind, 

the future of the West, and lessons learned over a long 

career in education. 

ǅ           ǅ           ǅ 

Robert R. Reilly: What is the most important thing you 

teach? 

James V. Schall: One could approach this question 

several ways: "What is the most important course?" or 

"What is the most important idea?" or "What is the 

most important thing that you want students to come 

away from in your classes having learned?" 

For more than 30 years now, I have been teaching 

the same course every semester, ranging in size from 90 

to 100 students. It is called -- an old-fashioned title, I 

suppose -- Elements of Political Theory. The title I 

inherited from the department. In my mind, it is a 

political philosophy course in the broadest sense of that 

word.  

To do political philosophy right, you have to include 

things beyond it, like metaphysics and revelation, and 

things below it, like practical political life and 

economics. Geography and history come in, as do wars 

and rumors of war. Politics, as Aristotle said, is the 

highest of the practical sciences, but not the highest 

science as such. This means that politics is limited by 

what it is not: Politics does not make man to be man, 

but takes him from nature and guides him to be good, 

as Aristotle also said.  

Still, I suspect the most important thing I assume in 

teaching is that students be themselves docile -- that is, 

as I like to put it, that they be "eminently teachable." I 

like the remark of Allan Bloom in Shakespeare's Politics: 

"A man is most what he is as a result of what he does; a 

man is known, not simply by his existence, but by the 

character of his actions -- liberal or greedy, courageous 

or cowardly, frank or sly, moderate or profligate." To be 

teachable means that a student first realizes in his soul 

that he does not already know too much. Nor is his 

purpose in learning simply about grades. Aristotle's 

notion that there are things worth knowing "for their 

own sakes" strikes me as the most important thing I 

have to teach.  

But it is not enough to say, "Look here, son, you 

need to know about, say, Dante or Cicero." It is alright 

to say this to him, of course, and a teacher should say 

it. Authority means something, gives directions. What 

needs to happen, however, is that a student sees in his 

own soul that something both can be learned and is 

worthy of being known. Indeed, he needs suddenly to 

rouse himself and find delight in something that he 

now knows. There is a delight in knowing unlike any 

other delight, the absence of which, as Aristotle also 

said, is a very dangerous thing, especially for 

politicians. 

  

What is the hardest thing to teach, in the sense of the 

receptivity of the students to it? 

One is tempted to say "the truth." Chesterton's famous 

quip, which I often cite, is pertinent here: "There is no 

such thing as an uninteresting subject, only 

uninterested people." Yves Simon has a very insightful 

section in A General Theory of Authority that he titled 

"Freedom from the Self." In an age of self, and self-

expression, this notion that our very selves can be 

obstacles to our own freedom comes as a shock. 

"Freedom from our very selves?" What can this mean? 

The whole idea of virtue is that we will only see 

ourselves if we choose a proper end and means to 

achieve it. The old monks used to speak of "conquering 

ourselves." They spoke of this inner war of ourselves 

H 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0226060411/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0268010048/insidecatcom-20


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

27 

 

against ourselves as the most difficult and perhaps 

dangerous enterprises of all. It is a Platonic idea, to be 

sure. All disorder of the world originates in disorder of 

soul. If we do not learn this truth, nothing else will 

much matter; we are bound to get it wrong, because we 

choose to see things wrongly.  

Thus, if we do not know we have a soul, if we are 

just a bundle of emotions and drives, we will never be 

sufficiently free of ourselves to see what is not 

ourselves. No freedom is more precious than that of 

seeing clearly, delightedly what is not ourselves. We 

are, as it were, self-insufficient. And that, in a way, is 

the best thing about us. We look to others to know 

what we really are. We are not merely coupling and 

political animals, as Aristotle said, but, as he also said, 

beings who wonder about what it is all about. The 

beginnings of this wonderment are precious moments 

in our lives. It often happens through first loves, or 

through being struck by something we never saw before 

or even heard of. It can even happen in a university 

class. 

  

You have said that the one thing of which you can be 

sure is that all your incoming students at Georgetown 

will be relativists. What is there left to appeal to in 

them? 

Actually, that was a reference to Allan Bloom, who 

applied it to most all incoming students in any 

university. It is what they learned from the culture. 

Student relativists are often secondhand ones, 

however. By that I mean that they have heard this mild 

skepticism from a sharp teacher in high school, or from 

watching an intellectual program on PBS, or from being 

frustrated in their own search for explanations of even 

the simplest of things. I also suspect that it often has 

some relation to divorce in the family.  

What is there left to appeal to? Much, I think. I am 

rather fond of that famous remark of C. S. Lewis, that 

the young atheist can never be too careful of what he 

reads. And this is very true. The really frightening thing 

for many students is the suspicion that there may well 

be cogent arguments for the truth of things. They are 

even more astonished when they begin to suspect that 

the argument for revelational things has much more to 

be said for it than anyone ever told them about. We 

should never forget that 20-year-old students, like 

ourselves once, are indeed only 20 years old. Each 

person has a capacity for the adventure that each soul 

in its very creation stands for: the adventure of seeking 

to know what it is all about.  

 All I really ask a student to bring with him to class is 

himself -- not a computer, not even a pencil. I will read 

with them what I have myself pondered and read over 

and over again for many years. I am still astonished by 

these things. A professor can make no student see 

what is there, but he can call his attention to things 

that are, in their own ways, remarkably insightful and 

profound. Often college students are too young yet -- 

20 is still quite young for intellectual things, as Plato 

never tires of telling us. We are fools if we think that 

great things do not mostly require time and growth. 

Aristotle said that the young are not fit for politics 

because they lack experience. It is not in politics alone 

that this condition is present in them. But the whole 

adventure of being young is that you suspect that you 

have begun something about whose end you have only 

the vaguest notion, even when you are fortunate 

enough to be able to state it in Platonic or revelational 

terms. 

  

You often quote Socrates in saying that the worst 

thing a man can do is to lie in his soul about the good. 

How deeply embedded is that lie in today's culture 

from which these students come? 

Yes, to have a lie in our soul about what is, this is the 

very worst thing that can happen to us. No one could 

put such a lie there but we ourselves. We usually put it 

there because we want to lie to ourselves in order to 

continue doing what does not conform to the proper 

order of our soul. The Socratic phrase is extremely 

evocative, I think. It is again a theme that we touched 

on earlier. The ultimate drama is that, while remaining 

ourselves, we are called out of ourselves, often even 
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through encountering the most pedestrian things, but 

more often through the fine things like friendship.  

What always makes me realize that it is all 

worthwhile is that I almost never meet students who do 

not already in their young lives wonder what friendship 

is about. The greatest treatments of the topic are still in 

Aristotle and the Gospel of John. This is, ultimately, the 

topic, when carefully spelled out, that gets to the very 

heart of the Trinity, if we are willing to pursue it far 

enough. No one can avoid attending to the meaning of 

this experience. 

Two years ago, the Holy Father spoke of the degree 

to which habits and customs in a culture could obscure 

or even eliminate our awareness of the right order of 

the soul. This recalled Aquinas's question about 

whether the natural law could be "blotted out" of the 

human soul. Aquinas thought it could come pretty 

close, though not entirely.  

In speaking of Machiavelli, I always tell the students 

that there is nothing in Machiavelli, that is, no horrid 

deed of man, that is not already in Plato, Aristotle, 

Augustine, and Aquinas. The difference between 

Machiavelli and Aristotle was not that Machiavelli knew 

something that Aristotle did not. Machiavelli has 

obviously gotten many of his most troubling precepts 

from Aristotle, who knew exactly what a tyrant was and 

told us so. The difference between them was, of course, 

that Machiavelli held that it was all right to do what 

Aristotle held that it was not. The difference was choice, 

not knowledge. 

The point I want to make with regard to your last 

question about the culture is that, however much 

customs and habits corrupt, there can always remain a 

spark of light within individual souls. By virtue of chance 

reading, a tragedy -- political or personal, a love, a 

sacrifice; one can be awakened to act contrary to the 

disorder in the culture. We still must at least suspect 

that more souls were actually saved in a concentration 

camp than in a university faculty, a television office, a 

business, or government bureaucracy. The latter worlds 

are not closed off either. However deeply embedded 

the "lie" is in either our soul or our culture, the 

adventure of a return to sanity remains possible. In its 

own way, I suppose, even damnation is an adventure, 

as stories depicting the devil seem always to remind us. 

But hopefully they teach us that there are certain 

adventures on which we do not want to embark. 

  

Can you inoculate students against this influence? 

How? 

I suppose, using your metaphor, I do not want to 

"inoculate" anybody against anything, except perhaps 

the flu. What you mean, of course, is to ask if there's a 

way for the student to become aware of the inbuilt 

presuppositions of the culture that affect him almost 

without his realizing it. Tracey Rowland, in her 

important book Culture and the Thomist Tradition, has 

shown that within a culture itself are already operative 

principles and presuppositions that, if we are not 

specifically aware of them, will serve to direct our 

efforts in the way of the habits within the culture. If 

these habits are disoriented, the person who assumes 

that the culture is morally neutral will find himself 

going along with the presuppositions of the culture to 

his own detriment. 

We forget the enormous attraction of prestige. If it 

is in an important journal, or on a famous television 

program, or the normal presuppositions of a famous 

university, we will assume that this view is on the 

cutting edge. But this is surface. In this area, there is 

no saving of someone who won't be saved. What I try 

to do, rather, is to introduce students to books and 

authors who are articulate, intelligent, and persuasive, 

so that they will begin to see that intelligence is not 

wholly on the side of disorder of soul. Students, I think, 

are really crying for some guidance or hint of what else 

is there. They are astonished to find so much whose 

existence is not even hinted at. But someone has to 

give them a start. It does not take much to arouse a 

suspicion in their minds that they have not heard the 

whole story. An essay of Chesterton or C. S. Lewis is 

often enough to provoke interest.  

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0415305276/insidecatcom-20


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

29 

 

Students also need living examples, though often 

the greatest teachers have long been dead. There are 

few places, however, in which there are not one or two 

teachers who are aware of the problem. Eric Voegelin 

once remarked that we do not have to participate in the 

disorders of our time. I think this is true. We may not 

become famous, but we can hold our own counsel 

about the meaning of things. Thus, the primary way to 

"inoculate" is to let them know that there is some other 

source of persuasive argument and knowledge that is 

not being honestly presented in the university they 

attend. Once they at least suspect this deficiency and 

are exposed and understand a few books or essays that 

make sense, common sense, the student is pretty safe, I 

think. 

  

How discouraged are you at the degraded level of 

public discourse in America today? What is the path to 

recovery? Can it come politically? 

A nation has to live with the choices it makes. The 

country seemingly will not face the fact that it has an 

enemy that is often much shrewder and more 

determined than its own leaders. It is not so much that 

"public discourse" is degraded, but the moral level of 

the society itself, particularly as this level, is encouraged 

or reinforced by law.  

Nations rise and fall. We are no exception. And the 

rise and fall usually have rather much to do with the 

internal moral condition of the souls of the citizens. 

What we choose to make of ourselves is not immune 

from external and political consequences. A political 

recovery is certainly part -- though not the most 

important part -- of the problem. We look on public 

decency and morality as an internal or personal 

problem. It is that, but much more. No fault or sin can 

fail to have external consequences, no matter how 

"private." The distinction of public and private is useful 

and has a real basis in fact.  

The path to recovery cannot bypass this inner-soul 

issue. We forget that we are not made for this world, 

even though we are by nature political animals. No 

public order is anything but transient, even if it has 

lasted several centuries, as has ours. Modern ideology 

has tried to convince us that the main thing that we are 

here for is to form some future utopia down the ages. 

What is new is perhaps the rise of Islam, which more or 

less holds the same thing; namely, that it seeks to 

conquer the whole world for Allah. But this latter is so 

inadequate as both an inner-worldly purpose and a 

description of transcendent destiny that it borders on 

the same goals as later ideology.  

I sometimes think that, above all, we need a 

proper understanding of heaven. Peter Kreeft has a 

good book on this topic. (In fact, Peter Kreeft has a 

good book on just about everything worthwhile.) We 

sometimes cannot or will not understand that the 

most fundamental issues are theological. But they are 

not just any theology. Modern liberalism wants to tell 

us that we dare not confront theological issues 

because it will cause fanaticism and war. One suspects 

that not confronting them will cause even greater 

fanaticism and war. 

  

Do you think America is misrepresented abroad, 

especially in the Muslim world, or do they see us as 

we are, a center of unbelief and corruption? 

It is possible that we are both "misrepresented" and 

that we have considerable "unbelief and corruption." I 

am inclined to think that if we were totally pious and 

virtuous we would be even more misrepresented in 

the Islamic world. It is not our vices that threaten 

Islam, but our truth, insofar as we acknowledge it 

ourselves, which is rather rarely the case. 

We may be more deliberately misrepresented in a 

Europe that is slower to recognize threats to itself than 

we are. Europe is almost blind in its failure to assist 

those who have guaranteed its own relative freedom. 

The current crisis of the world, I think, is more 

fundamentally in Europe than in Islam. Nothing is more 

astonishing than the decline in population in Europe. 

Those who know about Humanae Vitae are not 

particularly surprised at this decline, which opens 

http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/paul_vi/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-vi_enc_25071968_humanae-vitae_en.html
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Europe to what is, in effect, after Tours and Lepanto, a 

delayed Muslim invasion. This time, the invasion is not 

primarily military, which is probably why it is so 

effective.  

We who understand the abidingness of the Fall 

cannot be overly astonished at widespread unbelief and 

corruption. We have read our Thucydides, our St. 

Augustine, and our Burke. The temptation of modern 

Christians, under the name of social justice, is often to 

forget or reject Augustine's "political realism." The 

purpose of our presence in this world is not that one 

generation is sacrificed to another. We are all equally 

close to the Godhead. Modern liberalism was often 

constructed as a way to replace original sin. It thought 

that it could, by its own powers, establish a world 

without blemish. We who are Christian recognize that 

the whole point of salvation through Incarnation was 

that everyone, if he chose in grace, might be saved, no 

matter what sort of a regime or culture he lived in. Yet 

we have to acknowledge, on the basis of modern 

experience, that politics can go a long way in preventing 

a proper understanding of human destiny from even 

being considered. 

  

You are one of the great defenders of the paramount 

status of reason. Is it accurate to say you insist on the 

standard of reason in judging the intelligibility of faith? 

It is not so much that Schall insists on the centrality of 

reason. It is that the faith itself insists on it. We have 

intellects but we are not gods. The Greeks used to say 

that the gods do not philosophize, for they are already 

wise. The purpose of philosophy is that we become 

wise. What does this mean, to be wise? It means that 

we seek to know and affirm "the order of things." This 

latter is the title of a book of mine, The Order of Things.  

Our intellects are intellects but they are not divine 

or angelic intellects. This limitation means that by our 

intellects we seek to know what things are. What we 

mean by faith, by fides quaerens intellectum, is that 

faith's own propositions or structure, as it is revealed to 

us in scripture and tradition, is itself directed to 

intellect, to our intellects as they are active in seeking to 

know things that are. What we have to be careful of is 

the idea that somehow because we have intellects that 

therefore we could figure out the transcendent order all 

by ourselves. If we could do this we would already be 

gods.  

We do not seek to be gods. It is all right that we are 

what we are. But what we are is a noble and exalted 

thing once we realize that God wants us to know Him, 

both through the intelligibility of creation and through 

seeking to know Him "face-to-face," something that 

scripture indicates is in fact our destiny. This seeking 

suggests that the pursuit of intelligence is not just a 

pursuit of knowledge but of someone who knows and 

can be known. 

Yet, from our side, we at least need to have 

grounds provided by reason why any religion or 

revelation might be credible. If such grounds exist, we 

must take a further look at what the content of this 

revelation is. And if we find that somehow, in our 

pursuit of understanding it, we find ourselves learning 

more and more about truth and ourselves, we can 

suspect that there is a relation between this revelation 

and what we can know by our own powers. 

The opposite is the case, as Fides et Ratio 

suggested. Let us suppose, for example, that our own 

philosophic presuppositions in epistemology, for 

instance, did not allow us to affirm that Christ really 

existed as a human being seen and spoken to by other 

human beings. If such a philosophic position were true, 

we could not believe that Christ was as He claimed to 

be, true God and true man. At this juncture, we have a 

choice, either to deny the very suppositions of the 

faith narrative or to question the philosophy that 

prevents us from affirming what is. 

  

By that standard, how do you rate the chances of 

Islam reconciling itself with reason in the way 

Aquinas achieved for Christianity? What happens if it 

does not? 

http://www.amazon.com/Order-Things-James-V-Schall/dp/1586171976/ref=pd_bbs_sr_3?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1195591771&sr=8-3
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Actually, to use your phrase, I rate the chances 

pretty close to zero. Moreover, I consider the project or 

policy of 'secularizing' Islam in the hope of modifying its 

aggressiveness to be also wrong-headed. Indeed, a 

good part of Islam, as I understand it, does not think 

this reconciliation is possible either, if we mean by 

reason, that foundation of philosophic reasoning 

founded by the Greeks and carried on by subsequent 

thinkers. Some of these latter were also Muslim, but 

their views are mostly rejected because they "limit" the 

"power" of Allah. That is, reason denies even to the 

Godhead the possibility of affirming the truth of 

contradictories. Of course, this inability to contradict 

itself is not really a 'limitation' on God, but the very 

basis of the Logos that defines what He is.  

The classic issue of the so-called 'two truths' 

remains pertinent even as an issue in contemporary 

politics. In order to save the presumed truths of the 

Koran, it was proposed that there could be statements 

of reason and statements of the Koran that 

contradicted each other, but still could both be true. 

This view has the effect of dividing the soul of the 

believer into two parts. What happened is that one 

group, the philosophers, went one way and the 

theologians another. Christianity cannot have this 

problem of conceiving a contradiction between faith 

and reason. If such a contradiction is true, then clearly 

Christianity is false, by its own standards. 

  

Is Islam compatible with anything but itself? 

The real issue that interests us is rather 'Is Islam 

compatible with itself?' This issue is our main problem 

with Islam and constitutes the heart of the question of 

the justice of its expansion and the means used to 

accomplish it. The pope's question in his Regensburg 

Lecture was simply, 'Is it reasonable to use violence to 

spread religion?' If the claim is that it is not reasonable, 

then we are all in agreement. If the claim that it is 

reasonable, then we have to find out what 

understanding of what is 'reasonable' could possibly 

arrive at such a conclusion. The answer is that 'reason' 

is really will. That is, that there really is no such thing as 

reason. 

What we find difficult to understand is that there is 

an 'intellectual' justification for the use of violence in 

the expansion of religion (or in the attainment of 

political goals). This justification involves the claim that 

Allah can do anything including making contradictories 

compatible. This 'making' compatible is not, of course, 

intellectually tenable, but it is held to be none the less. 

Thus if Allah is pure will, it is possible for him to will the 

contradictory of what he willed before. He is bound by 

nothing, including his own rules. To claim otherwise in 

this view would be to limit the power of Allah. Hence, 

it is blasphemy to seek to so limit him.  

On first hearing this view, we think it absurd. But if 

we look at the justifications for abortion, they are 

logically of the same philosophical basis. Namely, there 

is no binding principle of reason. Whatever is willed by 

a majority, a court, or a ruler is law. Reason has 

nothing to do with it. There is, as the Pope implied in 

the Regensburg Lecture, a not so strange similarity 

between current Muslim thought and current western 

thought.  

So logically, Islam is compatible with much modern 

western thought, that thought which is based in a 

voluntarist theory of metaphysics, law, and theology. 

This similarity probably explains the painful reluctance 

of western liberalism to come to terms with the 

implications of Islam's claim to rule the world. 

Religious believers, following what they hold to be the 

'logic' of their faith are written off as 'terrorists' and 

'fanatics.' They will never be understood in these 

terms, I suspect. 

  

Former-President Bush referred to the current 

struggle with radical Islam as 'ideological.' Is that a 

correct designation? 

I think not, or if so, in a very restrictive sense. The 

struggle with Islam is theological in nature, not 

ideological. That is, it is not to be understood primarily 

in terms of western philosophy or sociology. Generally, 
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western books seek to reduce 'terrorism' to some 

characteristics intelligible in 'scientific' terms. These 

scientific terms have their own philosophic 

presuppositions. They omit religion or identify it with 

'ideology.' Ideology is the projection onto reality of an 

idea that has its origin in human confabulation that 

seeks to explain reality in terms of some a priori 

intelligence.  

Islam has not in fact changed much since its 

beginning. This inner cohesiveness is its strength, if 

strength it be. If we seek to understand Islam in 

ideological terms, we will never grasp what is going on. 

What is going on? We have the resurgence of a 

relatively ancient faith that now sees or thinks it sees 

the possibility of overcoming a centuries old 

impediment to its expansion. This mandate to world 

conquest, in its view, is willed by Allah. It depends on 

constant expansion eventually to include the whole 

world.  

Such is the opportunity that thinkers and actors like 

Bin Ladin see presented to them in the internal moral 

disorder and lack of will in the West. This same West, 

the so-called 'Crusaders," are seen as the enemy. They 

were the ones that, in some regards miraculously, at 

Tours and Lepanto and Vienna, prevented Islam from 

conquering Europe much earlier. This obstacle is what 

must be reversed. The radical Muslim mind sees this 

revitalized expansion as now possible, with the aid of 

western laws and its need for labor in the light of its 

own radically declining birthrate. 

Thus, I have often thought that identifying the 

problem as with ideological terrorists completely misses 

the boat and prevents western powers from seeing the 

real nature of the attacks being made against them. On 

the other hand, it is in Islam's interest not to provoke 

actual military expansion too much. It can win on the 

demographic front if it is patient. Western thinkers 

conceive 'terrorism' to be a kind of ideological construct 

that can be applied to many societies. Hence, Islam, 

with its theology, is not itself looked upon as the origin 

of the problem. The uniqueness of Islam itself is 

overlooked.  

Islam is, I think, consistent with itself. We cannot or 

will not understand this religion because we think that 

we can analyze Islam in terms of Western thought 

which insists that we analyze Islam after the manner of 

ecumenical or liberal concepts. In this view, 

understanding of Islam is really an understanding of 

western categories, not of Islam itself. This fixation on 

ideology, then, makes it impossible to see the real 

enemy and his intentions, which are not ideological but 

religious. What we refuse to understand is a militant 

religion and the theology behind it. We fail to give it the 

'dignity' it deserves on its own terms. 

  

Is the West equipped to fight this struggle at the level 

at which it is taking place? 

I do not think so. We do not think that ideas matter. As 

I have said elsewhere, all wars, including those in the 

name of religion, begin in the mind, not on the 

battlefield. The failure of Christianity and Judaism, let 

alone the other religions and philosophies, to come to 

terms with the truth claim of Islam and the evidence, if 

any, on which it is based is where the problem lies. I 

have often lamented the fact that the Church has 

never issued an encyclical with the title 'What Is 

Islam?' Islam specifically denies the basic Christian 

doctrines of Incarnation and Trinity. We do not 

begrudge them this denial, for that is their position. 

But the truth status of this denial is not just a question 

of tolerant discussion with whoever will discuss the 

issue. I do not think, ultimately, that the truth claim of 

Islam can be avoided in the name of tolerance or 

ecumenism. This is where the problem lies.  

The liberal notion about the way to deal with Islam 

is to introduce a doubt into the souls of its believers. 

This doubt will lower, it is said, religious fanaticism. 

This approach may work with Christians, but it will not 

work with Islam. We have never faced up to the 

question of why Islam is so impossible to convert or 

deal with. Until this question is faced, discussion of our 

dealings with Islam will always have a superficial tone 

to them. One of the obvious signs of lack of 

"equipment" to "fight" this struggle is that we do not 
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demand a quid pro quo with Islam. Islamic emigrants 

into western societies quickly learn to use our laws to 

form themselves into cohesive groups within our 

societies. These groups do not assimilate; they 

separate. Religious freedom means setting up one's 

own system that was brought with him.  

Thousands and thousands of mosques are built in 

every neutral and western country. No demand is ever 

forcefully made for reciprocity. When American forces 

were fighting in the first Gulf War, they were not 

allowed to have a copy of the bible, even though we 

were fighting the Saudi battle for them. Nothing better 

shows our failure to understand what is at stake than 

these lost opportunities. Since we cannot or will not 

grant religious motivation over time, we fail to see what 

is happening. Otherwise, it is a one way street that 

simultaneously prevents any western presence within 

Muslim lands and permits Muslim presence in our lands 

but in its terms, not ours. Our laws can be used not for a 

Christian but ironically for a Muslim purpose. Muslim 

laws cannot be used to our advantage. We are the only 

ones who do not seem to notice this paradox. 

  

Which of your more than twenty books would you 

recommend as a place to start reading your thought? 

Without any question, the place to begin reading Schall 

is with Another Sort of Learning. This book sets the 

agenda. It is a book that takes the reader out of Schall 

and directs him to the things that count. It asks the 

crucial question: 'What do we do if we suspect that the 

highest things were not, are not, being presented in our 

universities or in our culture?' We do not, I think, 

despair. The later books, On the Unseriousness of 

Human Affairs, the Life of the Mind, Students' Guide to 

Liberal Learning, and the Sum Total of Human 

Happiness follow and deepen the initial inspiration of 

Another Sort of Learning.  

In some sense, I follow the admonition of Aquinas 

when he said that those things we have contemplated 

in our own souls are to be handed over or passed on to 

others, the famous contemplata tradere, to pass on 

what one has pondered. My approach is not one 

through the 'great books.' It is, as it were, the great 

books once removed. I am clearly not hostile to reading 

the great books. But I am aware that they can confuse if 

they are not read with a previous realist philosophy. 

The great books were, in some sense, as Frederick 

Wilhelmsen once pointed out, invented to substitute for 

philosophy as an original discipline. My book lists, found 

in various books, I think, always take the reader back to 

what is.  

I might add, however, that I think that many of the 

best things that I do are in short essay form. I have 

written hundreds of these essays. I have often said 

that Belloc is the greatest essayist in the English 

language. He is, in this sense, a hero of mine. In 

addition he is a prophet of the rise of Islam in our time. 

His short essays, in any case, are gems of travel, 

insight, walking, humor, nostalgia, philosophy, history, 

and faith. So I am particularly fond of my essay books, 

Idylls and Rambles, Schall on Chesterton, Praise of 

'Sons of Bitches,' and the Distinctiveness of Christianity. 

I have had several series of monthly or quarterly 

columns over the years, "Sense and Nonsense," "On 

Letters and Essays," "English Essays," and several 

others that come and go. It is the challenge of the 

mind, as Aquinas taught, to state clearly and succinctly 

what is, to articulate what is true. No form does this 

better than the short essay, I think. 

My political philosophy books are in their own 

ways related to the question of learning and the essay. 

Political philosophy occupies a special place in the 

order of knowledge. It takes us by being itself into the 

realm of theory or contemplation, but it also must 

know history, economics, theology, the various human 

disciplines, and science itself. The political philosophy 

books -- The Politics of Heaven and Hell, Reason, 

Revelation and the Foundations of Political Philosophy, 

At the Limits of Political Philosophy, Jacques Maritain: 

The Philosopher in Society, Roman Catholic Political 

Philosophy, and The Regensburg Lecture -- all circle 

around the same fundamental problem: namely, how 

does reason address intelligence and how does 

http://www.amazon.com/Another-Sort-Learning-James-Schall/dp/089870183X/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253387744&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Unseriousness-Human-Affairs-Believing-Philosophizing/dp/1882926633/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253387787&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Unseriousness-Human-Affairs-Believing-Philosophizing/dp/1882926633/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253387787&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Life-Mind-Joys-Travails-Thinking/dp/193385961X/ref=sr_1_2?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388164&sr=1-2
http://www.amazon.com/Students-Liberal-Learning-Guides-Disciplines/dp/1882926536/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388270&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Students-Liberal-Learning-Guides-Disciplines/dp/1882926536/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388270&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Total-Human-Happiness-James-Schall/dp/1587318105/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388303&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Total-Human-Happiness-James-Schall/dp/1587318105/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388303&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Idylls-Rambles-Lighter-Christian-Essays/dp/0898704561/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388343&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Schall-Chesterton-Timely-Timeless-Paradoxes/dp/0813209633/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388386&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Praise-Sons-Bitches-Worship-Fallen/dp/0854391452/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388417&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Praise-Sons-Bitches-Worship-Fallen/dp/0854391452/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388417&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Distinctiveness-Christianity-James-V-Schall/dp/0898700124/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388444&sr=1-1
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intelligence address reason, and within these questions 

what is the place and limits of the city? 

Finally, it would not be proper to close these 

reflections on Schall books without a specific mention 

of Chesterton. He remains the most remarkable of 

minds. He is common sense, but he is also a 

metaphysician. He is at home everywhere. It is this 

breadth, coupled with humor and logic, that reassures 

us that the philosophers are not really the last word. I 

have read few paragraphs in Chesterton that did not 

lead me from something to everything. He is almost 

uncanny. That is, he knows what is. 

  

You have frequently remarked that Catholicism has 

never been intellectually stronger and culturally 

weaker. Why do you maintain this? 

I am a great admirer of the work of Msgr. Robert 

Sokolowski. His essay on the understanding of the 

Eucharist in his Christian Faith & Human Understanding 

is a remarkable analysis of the human mind doing 

everything it can to prevent itself from understanding 

or admitting the truth of the Eucharist. Our time is 

remarkable in the fact that often the most brilliant 

public leaders are found on the See of Peter. 

Catholicism, as I often say, addresses itself to intellect 

and does not hesitate to do so.  

Yet, as Tracey Rowland, whom I mentioned 

previously, pointed out that for all the perceptiveness 

of Church leaders, they often did not realize the way a 

culture comes to embody principles of disorder or 

immorality that are found in the very laws and practices 

of a culture. In thinking that the mission of the Church 

was to "open itself to modern culture," we found 

ourselves accepting ways of thought and life that were 

incompatible with what the faith understood God and 

human destiny to be about. The general decline of faith 

and practice in Europe and America since Vatican II 

implies something more basic than merely an ordinary 

falling away of Catholics that has been present in many 

eras.  

The intellectual strength of the Church does not 

arise from Catholic universities or seminaries in any 

cohesive or organized fashioned. On the other hand, 

there exist many pockets of intelligence, often 

individuals, sometimes groups, who have managed to 

get it right, both about the meaning of intelligence and 

the reasons why it is so difficult to be accepted in the 

public order. There have been a remarkable number of 

conversions particularly in the light of the disarray of 

the main line protestant Churches, but also from among 

the Evangelicals.  

There are no moral, biblical, scientific, 

psychological, or historical questions regarding the 

faith and its intrinsic intelligibility that do not have 

sensible and adequate analyses and answers. The 

"conflict" of faith and reason is over. There is no 

conflict. What there is, I think, is a personal and 

cultural effort not to see that this compatibility not 

only exists but is the best available explanation of 

things. The sudden spate of 'atheist' apologists strikes 

me as desperate attempts to avoid the obvious. 

But the next decades, I think, will not be 

concerned so much with the intellectual side of the 

western soul as with its own unwillingness to face the 

truth that all the alternatives it has systematically 

concocted do not work. The effort of the present pope 

to rediscover reason and natural law is first addressed 

to the soul of Europe, to remind it that it has not found 

an alternative to the heritage of Greek logos and 

Christian caritas. We gradually realize that our most 

important external problem, rapidly becoming an 

internal one, is Islam, its claim to truth and its 

remarkable closed-ness. But beyond that, as Islam 

itself seems to grasp, is the rest of the world.  

The Christian faith, as Ernest Fortin once pointed 

out, has not really much surpassed the confines of the 

old Roman Empire and the colonies it sent out in the 

early stages of modernity. From now on, the 

intellectual 'strength' of Catholicism, to be what it is, 

will find itself directed precisely to the other cultures, 

the initial approach to which will be through 

philosophy, through the fact that there is but one truth 

to which revelation itself is addressed precisely as a 

http://www.amazon.com/Christian-Faith-Human-Understanding-Eucharist/dp/0813214440/ref=sr_1_6?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1253388751&sr=1-6
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truth that completes truth. There is today a surprising 

dynamism within Catholicism that transcends its 

cultural weakness, itself based in one form or another 

on a denial of the real genius on which the faith is 

addressed to reason. 

All cultures, including our own, need redemption 

for their sins. The real difficulty is not so much in 

knowing what the truth is, but in practicing it. The 

Christian faith does not think that one generation exists 

so that another generation down the line will be 

perfect. In that sense, no generation stands closer to 

God than another. All are judged by what they know 

and freely choose to do. It is interesting how often 

recent popes come back to this theme that the one 

thing God cannot do in pursuing our redemption to 

everlasting life is to take away our freedom.  

The drama of our times can often be stated to mean 

the specific rejection of the way to salvation through 

suffering and repentance that has been put into the 

world with the Incarnation of the Son of God. In Jesus of 

Nazareth, Benedict often came back to this simple but 

graphic point, that Jesus was true man and true God, 

the Son of Man, the Son of God. The reality of this 

presence is the single most important event in our 

race's presence on this earth. In one sense, we have 

done everything we can to prevent this truth from being 

recognized. On the other hand -- and this is the 

intellectual strength of Catholicism -- all arguments 

against the proper understanding of this truth 

themselves prove, in the end, to be inconsistent with 

themselves. This is more than a paradox. It is an event 

in history that remains there for us to understand its 

origins in the inner life of the Godhead. 

 

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

Georgetown University. Robert R. Reilly is the music 

critic for www.InsideCatholic.com. E-mail him at 

rrreilly@msn.com. This interview originally appeared in 

the November 2007 issue of crisis Magazine. 

http://www.insidecatholic.com/
http://www.insidecatholic.com/
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A Village Called Wakefield 

Anthony Esolen | Classic 

9/15/09 
ur family has finally called it quits. We've 

folded our tents and abandoned the strip mall 

and peep show known as American television. 

We still have the machine in the living room, whereon 

we can watch Going My Way, with Bing Crosby as the 

"progressive" Father O'Malley, back when progressive 

meant that he took the street boys to the ballgame and 

then made a choir out of them. He could do that, 

because all the boys' families knew one another and 

knew the priests. And the Irish policeman could bring 

the runaway lass to the church, because he knew, 

though he'd not been to Mass in ten years, that a priest 

rather than a social worker or a jail cell or a shrug was 

what the young lady needed. The culture of that movie 

was Catholic, true enough. More remarkable than that: 

It was a culture. It was a way of life, cherished, 

inculcated in the young. People ate together, snooping 

neighbors patrolled the streets, and when the church 

needed to be rebuilt the parishioners came out to hoist 

the planks. Boys played stickball and dodged traffic; old 

ladies gave presents, even unwanted ones, to the 

pastor; the people sinned, but knew they were sinning; 

they came together to praise God, to marry, to christen 

children, to bury the dead, and to beg for mercy. They 

tilled the fields of the soul. 

Shut your doors upon the tele-god, and you may 

find yourself accused of retreating from "the world" and 

of despairing that our popular culture can be redeemed. 

But show me where there is a popular culture to reject. 

Mass entertainment we do have, aplenty. Mass 

entertainment grinds our land flat, leaving bandstands 

and ball fields and public squares empty while people 

watch in isolation the games they do not play and listen 

to the music they do not sing. Mass entertainment 

dampens the heart; it keeps us content and offhandedly 

contemptuous of our forebears, for it likes to serve us 

new vices because they are new -- or if not new, then 

packaged as new. It is crowd control for prisons. It is 

music at the mall to relieve us of our money. It does not 

arise from the people; it is dosed out to them. It 

cultivates no land, sows no seed. One cannot predict 

what it will be like after a single generation. It is 

culture's solvent. 

In 1215, to celebrate the resolution of a controversy 

regarding Christ's real presence in the Eucharist, Pope 

Innocent III declared a new holiday: Corpus Christi. 

What happened then should astonish us. People across 

Europe greeted the feast not just with joy but with an 

outburst of grateful creativity so powerful it revived 

the drama, a form of art that had lain dormant since 

the days of Terence 1,400 years before. From Portugal 

to Poland, from England to the Alps, arose the 

tradition of staging town-wide dramas to celebrate 

Corpus Christi. Not single plays, put on by a few 

literate people on the holiday itself and attended by 

the town. That would be a bolder work of culture than 

we now know. Yet it was more. 

Imagine that for weeks in advance, all the trade 

guilds and altar societies -- carpenters, tanners, 

wheelwrights, blacksmiths, clerks -- build floats and 

props and fashion costumes and prepare a sweeping 

pageant of plays (57 at York!) to be performed before 

all the people, proceeding from one end of the town to 

the other, from the Thursday of Corpus Christi to the 

eve of Pentecost Sunday. Imagine that these plays 

form a cycle to lead the players and the audience in a 

pilgrimage over the whole terrain of the Christian life, 

from creation and Adam's fall to the last judgment. 

Such an expression of Catholic culture you would 

remember till the day you died. And people did 

remember: Roles were passed down like heirlooms, so 

that as late as Shakespeare's day everybody knew that 

Herod was a roaring bully and that devils are 

fundamentally stupid. But could only the rich towns 

afford it, or cosmopolitan places like London and 

Paris? Not so. A village called Wakefield staged a cycle 

of 32 plays, a tradition its residents maintained for 

more than three centuries. In 1377 the adult 
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population of Wakefield numbered 567. That is what 

ordinary people of faith can do. 

How good were the plays? They are not for people 

who read the New York Times. Their theology is too 

profound for such. They evince a deep belief in 

Providence, an abiding awareness that everything in 

place and time plays its role in God's salvific order. Let 

us look at the most famous of them, the so-called 

Second Shepherds' Play of Wakefield. 

If you've ever seen a children's Christmas pageant 

you have beheld an ember of that old bonfire. At 

Wakefield -- imagine it outdoors, in the spring, on a 

float, with your noisier neighbors on stage, or 

sometimes the men of a traveling minstrelsy, strutting 

and bellowing -- the play begins with a shepherd, alone, 

freezing, and complaining about more than the winter: 

Lord, but this weather is cold, and I am ill wrapped, 

My hands in frost's hold, so long have I napped; 

My legs they fold, my fingers are chapped, 

It is not as of old, for I am lapped in sorrow... 

But we simple shepherds that walk on the moor, 

Are soon by richer hands thrust out of door; 

No wonder as it stands, if we be poor, 

For the tilth of our lands lies as fallow as the floor, 

as you know. 

We are so lamed, 

overtaxed and maimed, 

and cruelly tamed 

by our gentleman foe. 

Why begin a story about the birth of Christ with a 

British shepherd complaining about how British 

gentlemen beat down poor fellows like himself and the 

plowmen? Aren't we 1,300 years too late? Well, no: The 

birth of Christ is an event in time, for all time. The 

people knew that. They knew, too, that Christ is the 

One whose birth Isaiah foretold, the shoot from the 

stump of Jesse, who shall "not judge by what His eyes 

see, or decide by what His ears hear; but with 

righteousness He shall judge the poor, and decide with 

equity for the meek of the earth." That longed-for 

justice is one of the promises heralded by Christmas. 

For man's sin sharpens the bite of the sleet; nor is the 

spring we await simply a change of seasons. 

Now a second shepherd enters, to complain of one 

of the bitterer consequences of original sin: 

But young men a-wooing, on God be your thought, 

Be well warned of wedding, and think ere you're 

taught! 

"Had I known" is a thing too lately you're taught; 

Much bitter mourning has wedding home brought: 

You achieve 

with many a sharp shower 

what you may catch in an hour, 

which shall savor full sour, 

a lifetime to grieve. 

That's honest. I imagine that among those shepherds 

keeping watch over their flocks by night there were 

one or two complaining about their helpmeets, as 

there were probably one or two of their helpmeets at 

home complaining about them. Is such strife fit for a 

Christmas play? The wise dramatist of Wakefield 

thought so. As the rift between rich and poor rends the 

body of Christ, so does the rift between man and wife; 

and maybe nothing is more divisive than that. But the 

play offers hope. We will meet two married couples: 

one, man and wife in sin; the other, those simple 

models for the Christian husband and Christian wife, 

into whose keeping the Father entrusted the infant 

Son. 

The last shepherd to stagger on stage reads in the 

weather the dreadful signs of an apocalyptic sky: 

Christ's cross me speed, and Saint Nicholas! 

Thereof I have need; it is worse than it was. 

Who knows should take heed, and let the world 

pass: 

It is doomed and decreed as brittle as glass, 

and slithers. 

This world fared never so; 

as great marvels grow, 

move us from wealth to woe, 

the whole world withers. 
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The man is in the midst of a winter storm -- it will 

remind him of Noah's flood -- and he thinks, justly so, 

about the end times. The world is dying, cries a 

Christmas shepherd to an audience living 1,300 years 

later. But he knows whereof he speaks. For those in his 

audience, as for us, the end is near; if it is not the day of 

the Lord that comes like a thief in the night, it is that 

day that will dawn for each of us, after which we will 

not see another dawn on this earth. He speaks truly in 

another sense too, one he does not suspect. The former 

things are even now passing away. At the birth of Christ, 

the world he knows has come to an end, and a new 

time has begun. 

We might suppose that pious people in the Middle 

Ages would have portrayed pious shepherds holding 

hands and singing Dies est laetitiae on the hillside. 

Hardly. The Word is made flesh to dwell among sinners. 

That means shepherds, too. The third shepherd asks his 

fellows for a kind of Eucharist, a drink and a little bit to 

eat, and the first shepherd -- who probably doesn't have 

much to eat -- responds, "Christ's curse, you slave, you 

are a sluggish swine!" And maybe he is. Nevertheless, 

the shepherds make it up, and instead of brawling they 

while away the night with a song. It's not perfect 

charity, and they're not singing "Glory to God in the 

Highest," but their song does suggest that glorious 

anthem they and the audience will soon hear. 

The singing attracts a vagabond named Mak. He's a 

clever (and probably Irish) devil walking the night: a 

swaggerer, a boaster, a hypocrite, and a thief, a thief in 

the night, a thief who steals sheep. The shepherds know 

him and are suspicious. One threatens to knock his 

teeth out. But Mak wins their sympathy by complaining 

about hunger and a wife at home who guzzles booze 

and "eats as fast as she can." Apparently these are 

troubles the shepherds know something about, and 

their own suffering instructs them in mercy. Mak sums 

up his woes by wishing that he could pray for the 

repose of his wife's soul -- tomorrow. 

Well, these are good shepherds, but not the Good 

Shepherd. They are middlingly innocent, but not wise, 

so they let Mak huddle at their fire, and they fall asleep. 

When they do, Mak rises to his work: 

It is time now to strike ere the iron grows cold, 

And craftily creep then into the fold. 

He casts a sleeping spell about his friends, then steals a 

nice young ram, presumably one without blemish, and 

takes it home to his wife, Gill, who is as loudmouthed 

and conniving and hungry as he is. 

  

A stolen sheep, a gluttonous husband and wife? Have 

the good people of Wakefield forgotten they were 

staging a Christmas play? But let us continue. Mak and 

Gill know that the shepherds will wake up and come 

looking for the lost ram. So Gill, daughter of Eve, 

conceives a clever plan: 

A fine jest have I spied, since you think of none; 

Here shall we hide him until they are gone, 

In my cradle to abide, but let me be alone, 

And I shall lie beside in childbed, and groan! 

And Mak says: 

I shall warn them that in the night 

Was born a boy for our delight. 

To which Gill replies: 

Now I bless that morning bright 

that ever I was born! 

This is a cunning play and well cast; 

What a woman may say can help at the last. 

The audience should see how all of this fits, scripturally 

and theologically. Mak and Gill don't know it, even the 

shepherds don't know yet, but the Lamb of God will be 

born this night, born for our joy, to be sacrificed for 

our sins. He is the Lamb without spot who will prepare 

and even be the wedding feast to which He will invite 

His people, themselves His Church and bride; and He 

Himself will be not the hireling, but the Good 

Shepherd, the One who finds us, the lost sheep, and 

who will drive the wolf from the fold. And what a 

woman may say can help at the last -- if the woman is 

Mary, saying, "Ecce ancilla Dei." 
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Mak now tiptoes back to the shepherds and lies down, 

pretending to sleep, as if he'd never moved. When they 

wake, two of the shepherds cry that they have dreamed 

about Mak: one, that Mak has stolen a sheep; the other, 

that Mak was dressed as a wolf. The third shepherd, 

careless of anachronism, wakes up crying about Judas. 

All three dreams reveal the truth, but to deflect 

attention from himself Mak starts up with a nightmare 

of his own. Nor does he know how prophetic his lie is: 

A dream sent from heaven 

struck fear in my soul. 

I dreamt Gill in her smock cried out full sad, 

Gave birth at the first cockcrow to a young lad, 

To add to our flock; then be I never glad. 

Ah, my head! 

These moans of hunger pains, 

the devil knock out their brains! 

Woe to him whose brood complains 

of too little bread. 

Mak runs home, where he and his wife -- no doubt she 

is played in drag by a boozy miller -- swaddle the ram in 

the crib, while the shepherds look about and discover 

that one of their rams is missing. One fellow thinks Mak 

must have done it; another thinks Mak's innocent; but 

they all decide to pound on his door anyway, and when 

Mak opens, he begs them to be quiet on account of his 

poor, sick wife and his hungry family: 

If ye knew her harsh lot, your hearts would be sore.  

Your behavior's a blot, here to rant and to roar:  

Gill's plight ye have forgot. But I say no more. 

Then Gill: 

Ah, my middle! 

I pray to God so mild, 

if ever I you beguiled, 

that I should eat this child 

that lies in the cradle. 

No Eucharist, that. The shepherds have a look, then give 

up. They are not such bad sorts, and after they ask 

about the baby they take their leave, apologizing to 

Mak for their mistake. We see in them the beginning of 

charity; they are taking the specks out of their own 

eyes, and that enables them to take the log out of their 

brother's eye. For they are even now being redeemed, 

though they know it not: Their very fellowship and their 

love, not their cunning, not their suspicion, thwart 

Mak's plan. No sooner have the shepherds left the 

house than it occurs to them that they haven't given the 

little boy a present! 

So they go back in. One shepherd is about to offer 

sixpence, and boxed-in Mak is desperate for some 

excuse to decline the generosity and hustle the men out 

of the house: 

Third shepherd: Mak, by your leave, thy son never  

bar from sixpence.  

Mak: Nay, go away, he sleeps.  

Shepherd: I think he peeps.  

Mak: When he wakes he weeps; I pray you go 

hence.  

Shepherd: Give me leave him to kiss, and once lift 

him out. What the devil is this? He has a long 

snout! 

It doesn't take the shepherds too long now to conclude 

that that is a sheep in there -- this, despite Gill's saying 

that he's really a pretty little boy if you look close, and 

Mak's saying that the lad's nose was broken in 

delivery. What the shepherds do to punish this 

trespass shows that ours is a comic world, a world not 

of grimness but of merriment and mercy. Mak entreats 

them, and they relent; instead of beating him up, they 

tackle him and toss him in a canvas -- a bumptious 

image of purgative penance. Once Mak has been 

knocked around enough, not permanently hurt, they 

make for their hills. In exhaustion they fall asleep, and 

are again awakened, not by a nightmare, but by a 

song: 

Rise, shepherds, attend! For now is he born 

Who shall fetch from the fiend what from Adam 

was torn. 

That warlock to end, this night is he born. 

God is made your friend; now at this morn 
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leave your flocks. 

To Bethlehem go see 

where he lies so free, 

a child in crib poorly, between ass and ox. 

The "warlock" is Mak -- or Satan -- or all the sufferings 

that sinful man must endure because he has listened to 

Satan's glamorous charms. All the evil that the 

shepherds have done or suffered has been conquered 

by the birth of a little boy who lies in a poor crib. As the 

shepherds set forth they proclaim the prophecies 

concerning the Messiah: that He would appear not to 

the rich, the powerful, the elite -- or not to them first -- 

but to "so poor as we are," even perhaps to people as 

poor as the poorest of Wakefield. This they hear 

confirmed by the testimony of the very heralds of God. 

The shepherds enter the stable at last. They see the 

true family, the true Lamb. Their response is humble 

and human. They give of themselves, little things from 

the life they know. No dissertations on theology; we 

have enough of those. No plans for reforming 

Jerusalem; we have enough of those. Their quaint and 

popular gifts -- popular, for they come from the people -

- foreshadow the grand gifts of the three kings: a bob of 

cherries, a little bird, and a tennis ball. 

How small, how whimsical! Yet the bob of cherries, 

red and green in the heart of winter, suggests the 

miracle of Christ's resurrection, as do the holly and the 

ivy in the jaunty carol; the little bird suggests the dove, 

the Holy Spirit, and thus the deity of Jesus; and the ball 

for that royal game called tennis suggests this round 

globe, or the globe of the scepter the King shall wield. 

Cherries, bird, and ball; myrrh, frankincense, and gold; 

Christ who will die and rise again; Christ the power of 

God and the wisdom of God; Christ the King, yesterday, 

today, and tomorrow. 

The shepherds give Mary a hearty greeting and leave, 

singing for joy. And this play, so lowly -- as lowly as 

Scripture -- but so unexpectedly profound -- for its 

source, in letter and spirit, is Scripture -- was, again, one 

play of 32 put on by the parishioners of Wakefield, 

every Corpus Christi, for three centuries. 

Those people fostered a culture that would give rise to 

the most splendid flowering in the history of literature. 

For when movable type made books more common 

than ever, and when the crumbling of the Roman 

empire in the East flooded the West with Greek learning 

and Greek thought, the soil of poor backwater England 

was ready to yield a hundredfold. It was in England that 

the Corpus Christi plays enjoyed their greatest 

popularity and longest-kept tradition (they were finally 

suppressed during the reign of Elizabeth); so England 

had in place a vibrant popular drama, full of extravagant 

stage action -- a sheep in a cradle, a con-artist tossed 

in a blanket, angels descending from heaven -- and 

steeped in the timeless truths of the Christian Faith. 

When that popular drama merged with the new 

learning, England saw plays whose greatness has never 

been matched. Some of them were written by a fellow 

named Shakespeare. 

Critics have shown that Shakespeare was indebted 

to the popular drama of the old Catholic culture: 

There's a strong family resemblance between Mak and 

Falstaff. But his true indebtedness lay deeper than the 

rough-and-tumble stage business, or the burly and 

blustery man of vice. For Shakespeare learned the 

paradox of the message of Christ: that God has chosen 

the weak things of this world to vanquish the 

powerful, the things that are nought to bring to nought 

the things that are. It is not a message that has 

penetrated the New York Times. Listen to it in a scene 

near the end of King Lear. The proud king has been 

betrayed by the two elder daughters to whom he gave 

his kingdom, has been cruelly humbled, and is old and 

not sure of his wits. The youngest daughter, Cordelia, 

whom Lear had banished in a fit of vanity, has returned 

with an army to assist her father, whom his few loyal 

men find wandering the fields, bedraggled, ill, half-

mad. They bring the old man, unconscious, to her tent; 

he is treated by a kindly physician, and amid gentle 

strains of music, he wakes: 

Lear: Where have I been? Where am I? Fair 

daylight? 

I am mightily abused. I should ev'n die with pity, 

To see another thus. I know not what to say. 
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I will not swear these are my hands: let's see; 

I feel this pin prick. Would I were assured 

Of my condition.  

 

Cordelia: O look upon me, sir, 

And hold your hand in benediction o'er me. 

You must not kneel.  

 

Lear: Pray, do not mock me; 

I am a very foolish fond old man, 

Fourscore and upward, not an hour more or less; 

And, to deal plainly, 

I fear I am not in my perfect mind. 

Methinks I should know you and know this man, 

Yet I am doubtful; for I am mainly ignorant 

What this place is, and all the skill I have 

Remembers not these garments, nor I know not 

Where I did lodge last night. Do not laugh at me, 

For, as I am a man, I think this lady 

To be my child Cordelia. 

 

Cordelia: And so I am, I am. 

 

Lear: Be your tears wet? Yes, faith. I pray, weep not. 

If you have poison for me, I will drink it. 

I know you do not love me; for your sisters 

Have, as I do remember, done me wrong. 

You have some cause, they have not.  

 

Cordelia: No cause, no cause. 

The language is a thousand times more sophisticated 

than that of the shepherds' play, but the vision is the 

same: the darkness of man's heart, redeemed by what 

the world does not consider -- a loyal young girl, a baby 

in Bethlehem. Has popular art been subsumed into high 

art? Not exactly. When Shakespeare wrote and directed 

and performed in King Lear, that was the popular art, 

the art not of university elites but of the people. And as 

far as Shakespeare's art soars over that of the nameless 

weavers and turners of Wakefield, so far, if I can judge 

by our mass entertainment, soars theirs above ours. 

The art of the people -- songs, games, stonework, 

poetry -- is the culture's soul. How can a Catholic who 

blesses himself with holy water and prays before a 

statue of Jesus forget that? If man is redeemed and 

blessed by the incarnate Christ, so must man's art be 

redeemed; and I think it is with art as it is with souls, 

that the last shall be first. 

Some Catholics may consider a truly Catholic 

culture, like that of Wakefield, to be beneath them. No 

doubt it is. But God chose the weak of this world to 

confound the strong. Then let us not wait for the 

approval of governors and their courts. The public 

squares are empty. Let us fill them, and celebrate. 

 

Anthony Esolen is a professor of English at Providence 

College and a senior editor for Touchstone magazine. 

His latest book is The Politically Incorrect Guide to 

Western Civilization (Regnery). This article originally 

appeared in the March 2005 issue of crisis Magazine. 

http://www.touchstonemag.com/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596980591/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596980591/insidecatcom-20


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

42 

 

Women's Authority in the Church 
Monica Migliorino Miller | Classic 

9/24/09 

he feminist challenge to the Catholic faith is 

based upon a deep misunderstanding. Feminists 

accuse Catholicism of being thoroughly 

patriarchal. They claim that women have been 

oppressed since the Church's inception by a male power 

structure. In the Catholic Church, they charge, men and 

men alone are the rulers in a hierarchically-based 

system of pope, bishops, priests, and deacons.   

This feminist ecclesiological perspective employs 

three false premises.   

It is commonly believed, even among those who are 

not feminist, that power and authority is something 

intrinsically tied solely to formal public office.  

In order for women to have religious power and 

authority they somehow must be identified with 

divinity. It seems that men have more status because 

God is called "Father" and not "Mother."  

It is believed, again even among those who are not 

feminist, that authentic authority is a legal-juridical 

category. Here authority is confused with power -- 

essentially the power to set policies and order other 

people around.  

Authority in the Catholic Church cannot be 

confused with raw juridical power. If ecclesial authority 

is the power to set policies and rule over others then it 

is true that women, generally, have had little of this 

power. But authority is not simply power. Authority, if it 

is authentic, is first based in the power to give life. The 

word "authority" comes from the Latin auctor which 

means the author, originator, source, maker of, or 

creator of something. Authority is essentially life-giving, 

thus, God possesses authority par excellence. Not only 

is authority the power to give life, but it is also the 

moral right of the life-giver to see that his created work 

is brought to its fulfillment.  

The covenant between Christ and his Church, the 

means of this fulfillment, is intrinsically maritally 

ordered. This may sound strange to some, but Christ is 

not effecting salvation alone. It must be said that 

salvation in the world is effected by Christ in union with 

his Church. The foundation of feminine authority rests 

upon this principle. Christ is a bridegroom, and exists 

with his bride, the Church, according to the pattern of 

a one in flesh unity (Eph. 5:32). The sexual 

differentiation of authority is explicitly denoted by this 

marital covenant.  

Though men and women are both necessary to 

bestow life, they do not give life in the same way. A 

most urgent theological task, given the feminist attack 

on the faith, is to articulate the nature of feminine 

authority in the Church, that is, the way that Catholic 

women give life. While their authority is not that of an 

ordained priest, it is nonetheless an authority equally 

constitutive of salvation in Christ.  

  

The 1976 Vatican document Inter insigniores 

reiterated for several reasons that women cannot be 

ordained to the priesthood. First, there is the 

argument from tradition, namely, that Christ's action 

in not calling women to be apostles is permanently 

indicative of the attitude of Christ toward ordaining 

women. The Church, if she is to remain true to her 

Lord, is not free to deviate from the norm Christ 

established. Second, the document points to the 

practice of the apostles and the early Church in not 

ordaining women. The next argument has to do with 

the person of Christ himself and the significance of 

masculine sexual symbolism in creating a "natural 

resemblance" between Christ and the eucharistic 

minister. As the document says, "Christ was and 

remains a man." Indeed, the male sex of Christ "cannot 

be disassociated from the economy of salvation."  

T 
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Most often overlooked is the argument in Inter 

insigniores that in the Old Testament the covenant of 

salvation took the "privileged form of a nuptial 

mystery." Many commentators, especially those in 

favor of women priests, tend to ignore this teaching of 

the document. Instead they focus on the argument 

from tradition and complain that it is not sufficiently 

compelling. However, the nuptial dimension of the 

covenant of salvation is not only enormously important 

in establishing why women cannot be priests, but it 

provides the basis of an authentic feminine ecclesial 

authority.  

In an article published by Theological Studies (Fall 

1994), Dennis Michael Ferrara stated that the primary 

argument of Inter insigniores was the argument from 

tradition: that the "teaching against the ordination of 

women is the constant and universal tradition of the 

Church." He thinks the Magisterium has offered little 

theological support for this position in a "factual 

tradition." This, of course, can be refuted. However, 

Ferrara makes a very important statement at the end of 

his article that the Church's rationale for excluding 

women from the priesthood "will have to address the 

central theological issue: the alleged link between the 

sexual difference and the nature of the priesthood."  

The primary life-giving act of Christ, the incarnate 

Lord, by which his authority is most definitively 

expressed is that he gave himself up on the Cross. 

Indeed as the letter to the Ephesians states, "He gave 

himself up for her" (5:25). He gave himself up for the 

Church "to make her holy, purifying her in the bath of 

water by the power of the word to present to himself a 

glorious church, holy and immaculate, without stain or 

wrinkle or anything of that sort" (5: 26). Christ and the 

Church exist in a head-body relation. Christ is not head 

simply because of raw power, because he dominates, or 

suppresses, or restricts what he is related to. The word 

"head" in Greek (kephale) can be understood as 

"overlord" but it also means arché in the sense of being 

the source or beginning of something. There are 

numerous passages in scripture that speak of Christ as 

the source or vivifying principle of the Church.  

Christ is head of the Church, because he is the 

source of her life. This is the essence of Christ's 

authoritative headship. The head of the Church exists 

covenantally in union with the body. A differentiation 

and unity exists between head and body. The prime 

symbols of this reality are sexual. Indeed the sacrifice of 

Christ is the sacrifice of a masculine person. His sacrifice 

is his unique gift as such. The gift cannot exist apart 

from the concrete historical person who offers it. He 

offers it to another, different from himself. This is a 

covenantally-structured giving and receiving which can 

only be effectively communicated by symbols that 

honor its meaning, namely, the nuptial symbols of man 

and woman.  

The nuptial structure of redemption wrought by 

Christ determines what authority is within the Catholic 

Church. Authority, because it is life-giving, is 

fundamentally service. Rooted in the marital structure 

of the New Covenant, authority entails responsibility 

for the faith. It is important to understand the nature 

of this responsibility. As we stated, male and female 

sexuality, from the very beginning, are the symbols of 

the covenant. The covenant is dependent upon these 

symbols and would have no concrete expression 

without them. From the very beginning of creation, 

man and woman are imbued with salvific meaning -- 

they are sacramental signs. Responsibility for the faith 

is differentiated according to the sexual symbols of the 

covenant. The responsibility of ordained men, for 

instance, exists over and against the feminine Church 

whose femininity is expressed in the very lives of 

Christian women.  

To the extent that this differentiated responsibility 

becomes blurred, Christianity itself, as rooted in the 

meaning of sexuality, ceases to be effectively 

communicated to the world. To undo the meaning of 

sexual symbols is to undo the Christian faith. This is 

why it is doctrinally and theologically wrong to refer to 

God as a female. The covenant itself exists according 

to differentiation. God as the creator of nature cannot 

be confused with his creation and neither can creation 

be confused with God. Yet God and the world exist in a 

covenantal relation. Sexual symbols reveal this truth. 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

44 

 

God is male toward his creation which in turn is 

feminine in relation to him. Male and female sexuality 

speak a truth about this transcendent relation. It is not 

an arbitrary choice of words or simply a matter of 

historical conditioning from a patriarchal culture that 

God is referred to with masculine pronouns and called 

"Father." Masculine symbols speak a truth about the 

way God gives life. Similarly, nature, or creation, is truly 

feminine. It is within the feminine essence of nature 

and the Church that female authority exists. Liturgically 

and sacramentally women speak the full voice of 

creation to God.  

  

The feminization of God strikes a blow at the 

covenantal structure of the Judeo-Christian tradition 

and takes from women their authentic role. Feminists 

believe it is necessary to turn God into a woman seeking 

thereby to imbue women with power that they would 

not otherwise have. This mistake is based on a non-

Christian understanding of reality and authority. 

Feminists do not understand, or at least do not accept, 

that authority is shared in a covenantal fashion. Their 

monistic view of reality collapses all existence into the 

singular, isolated entity, where everything must be the 

same, because everything must be made to seem equal. 

This feminist equalization means that all that exists, and 

in particular women, must be on the side of divinity in 

order to be real. If women are considered only on the 

side of nature they are left disempowered as if their 

own creative actions are insignificant.  

St. Paul provides the formula for understanding this 

covenantal authority with the words: "In the Lord, 

woman is not independent of man nor man 

independent of woman. In the same way that woman 

was made from man, so man is born of woman; and all 

is from God" (I Cor. 11: 11-12). This statement is a key 

to understanding male and female authority. It is 

important to note that the passage indicates the 

dependency of men upon women for life. The passage 

accounts for the differentiation -- simply between men 

and women -- but between male and female authority.  

Men are the images of the first Adam -- who is the 

source of the woman. The first Adam is a prophecy of 

Christ who, in fulfillment of the first Adam, is the source 

and head of the Church. Women are not heads in this 

way. They do not stand sacramentally in the place of 

Christ, the New Adam, as males do, yet they are a true 

source of life! They are a true source of life that 

completes the true meaning of male authority, since 

male authority exists only within, and never apart from, 

the unity of the one flesh.  

Christ is the initiating source of the Church as 

bridegroom to bride. The Church is the body of Christ, 

fulfilling him (Eph. 2:23) and completing him, and thus 

she is his covenantal partner in redemption. Male and 

female authority is a matter of being entrusted with a 

responsibility for redemption according to the marital 

order of this covenant. The sacramental priesthood 

represents Christ as source of the Church. But this 

male authority does not exhaust the essence of 

ecclesial authority. Christ is a man, but he is only fully 

male through the womanly essence of the Church. 

Women, and not men, are the effective expression of 

the Church's feminine authority in the world.  

Feminine responsibility for the faith cannot be 

taken over by a man if the covenantal truth about 

Christ and the Church is to be made real in the world. 

This is the truth spoken in the world and to the world 

in eucharistic worship. Only men can be priests if the 

truth about Christ's sacrificial headship is to be 

authentically spoken. However, in eucharistic worship 

it is the woman, as the center of everything good 

about creation, who provides the necessary 

sacramental response by which the one flesh unity of 

Christ and the Church is historically made present. If 

the symbols of human sexuality by which the Church 

worships are altered, the religion itself collapses 

because its covenantal truth is not effectively 

communicated.  

  

Authority is about giving life and it is differentiated 

between men and women. Some may still ask in 

exasperation, "Well, who do women get to boss 
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around?" Posing the question this way is still to 

understand authority as the power to control, above 

and outside of a free covenantal order.  

The prime example of feminine authority is Mary, 

the Mother of God. Her life-giving "yes" began a new 

creation and by it, she is rendered Queen of Heaven, 

Queen of Saints, Queen of Apostles. Feminine authority 

also can be seen residing in one like St. Monica, who 

exercised authority in calling her son, St. Augustine, to 

truth and holiness. It is found in early Church martyrs 

like Ss. Perpetua and Agatha who are actually the 

protagonists in a contest of wills against their 

oppressors.  

It is seen in the life of St. Margaret Clitherow, who, 

exemplifying the ecclesia magistra, preached the 

Catholic faith to her husband and defied civil authority 

by hiding priests in her own home. It is found in the life 

of St. Teresa of Avila, who, as a sign of the teaching and 

nourishing Church, reformed a corrupted religious 

order. It is found in St. Catherine of Siena, who, as a 

true voice of the mater ecclesia, called an exiled pope to 

courage and guided his return to Rome. Feminine 

ecclesial authority is seen in the lives of Dorothy Day, 

Joan Andrews Bell, and Mother Teresa of Calcutta. It is 

seen in the countless lives of Christian women who 

speak and live their feminine responsibility for the faith 

and who thus call all people, including husbands, 

priests, and bishops, to live a deeper life in Christ.  

There is a lot of work that still needs to be done on 

the subject of feminine authority. But at least we can 

begin by realizing that it is a reality in the Church that 

cannot be confused with the authority of the Catholic 

priesthood or male ecclesial authority in general. To do 

so is to kill any notion of an authentic feminine 

contribution to salvation. The feminists think authority 

is essentially quantitative power. However, even male 

authority is not this. As we see, Christ, the Lord, 

revealed the fullness of his authority in dying on the 

Cross. 
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