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Will New Jersey Elect a Pro-Life Catholic Governor? 
Deal W. Hudson | Column 

4/27/09 

s of a few days ago, a pro-life Catholic held the 

lead in the New Jersey governor's race. Chris 

Christie has been steadily polling ahead of the 

current Democratic governor, Jon Corzine, and the 

other Republican candidate for the nomination.  

Christie's eleven point lead over Corzine, and 25 

point lead over his closest GOP challenger, is 

remarkable in the post-Obama political climate when 

pro-life candidates, like Christie, are supposed to be 

passé.  

The 47-year old Christie, viewed as a moderate 

candidate, has been married for 23 years to his wife, 

Mary Pat; they have four children, two boys and two 

girls, ages 5 to 15. In New Jersey 42 percent of voters 

are Catholic, but the Republicans haven't nominated a 

Catholic for governor since 1973.  

Whether New Jersey Catholics will rally around a 

candidate like Christie remains to be seen. The last 

Catholic governor of New Jersey was James E. 

McGreevey who received a majority of the Catholic vote 

in spite of policy positions that were mostly antithetical 

to the Church. McGreevey beat a candidate, Brent 

Schundler, who was pro-life and socially conservative, 

but Protestant in a largely Catholic state. When a New 

Jersey columnist asked McGreevey to comment on the 

fact that his politics were out of line with most Irish 

Catholic voters, "McGreevey laughed the question off." 

You might assume from the reputation and recent 

history of New Jersey politics that there must be 

something questionable about Christie's pro-life 

position that explains his present popularity. His GOP 

opponent, Steve Lonergan, in fact, has tried to label him 

"pro-choice," but Congressman Chris Smith (R-NJ) has 

given Christie his "seal of approval," which for 

movement pro-lifers will be the end of the argument. 

Christie was nominated in 2001 by George W. Bush 

as the U.S. attorney general for the District of New 

Jersey and took office in January 2002. During his six 

years in office he gained the reputation as something of 

a corruption-buster, having won convictions or guilty 

pleas from 130 public officials, both Republican and 

Democrat. Christie did not lose a single case. 

One example of his successful prosecution was 

that of Sharpe James, the former mayor of Newark. 

James was found guilty of conspiring to sell nine city 

properties to his mistress, Tamika Riley, who resold 

them for hundreds of thousands in profit. 

After the verdict, Gov. Corzine, a political ally of 

James, commented, "It's unfortunate for the citizens of 

Newark;" adding, "I find it sad that any of the good 

work produced by Mayor James will get lost or 

overshadowed by his conviction." 

Corzine is vulnerable, in part, because he is viewed 

as someone who has been associated with various 

scandals -- others and his own -- during the entirety of 

his tenure as governor. Another vulnerability stems 

from his position on life issues. Corzine made 

headlines a few months ago when New Jersey filed a 

lawsuit to force Catholic hospitals to perform 

abortions. New Jersey Catholics voted, it should be 

noted, for McCain over Obama, 55 percent to 45 

percent.  

As one of his leading supporters told me, "Christie 

is not a fire-breather, but a center-right guy who has 

the vision and guts to beat Corzine and the Democrats 

this November." The election of Chris Christie would 

put a sudden end to all the talk about the need for 

Republicans to distance themselves from their pro-life 

constituencies.  

 

A 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christopher_J._Christie
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christopher_J._Christie
http://www.christiefornj.com/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_McGreevey
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_McGreevey
http://blog.nj.com/njv_paul_mulshine/2009/02/christie_could_be_new_jerseys.html
http://www.politickernj.com/wallye/27531/pro-life-republican-christie-has-chris-smith-seal-approval
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christopher_J._Christie
http://www.nj.com/news/index.ssf/2008/04/newark_ex_mayor_sharpe_james_convicted.html
http://news.aol.com/elections-blog/2007/05/24/another-corzine-scandal/
http://www.redcounty.com/bergen/2009/02/corzine-trying-to-force-cathol
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/25384267
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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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The Mind of Father Jenkins 
David R. Carlin | Column 

4/27/09

 am not personally acquainted with the Rev. John 

Jenkins, C.S.C., the current president at the 

University of Notre Dame (where I was a graduate 

student in philosophy nearly a half-century ago). Not 

possessing an intimate knowledge of the workings of his 

mind, I can only speculate as to what he was thinking 

when he invited President Barack Obama to give the 

2009 commencement address at his school. 

But if I don't know Father Jenkins as an individual, I 

know him as a type -- or rather, as two types: He is a 

post-Second Vatican Council priest (post-VC), and he is 

one of the leaders -- along with bishops and the heads 

of other important Catholic colleges and universities -- 

of the Catholic Church in the United States. 

Let's begin with Type No. 1, post-VC priests. One of 

the marks of the typical post-VC priest is that he has 

always been determined not to make the mistakes 

made by pre-Vatican II (pre-VC) priests. The simplest 

way to accomplish this is for the post-VC priest to do 

the opposite of what the pre-VC priest would have 

done. If the old-school priest would sermonize often 

about human sinfulness and rarely about Divine Love, 

the new-school priest would do the reverse. If the old-

school priest was preoccupied with the evil of sexual 

sin, the new-school priest would give the impression 

that he didn't really mind sexual sin at all; he had more 

serious things to think about, such as the equal rights of 

women in the Church. 

One of the great failings of pre-VC priests and 

bishops was their sympathy with right-wing regimes in 

Europe. "Communism is the great enemy of the Church, 

and right-wing regimes are anti-Communist; therefore 

we churchmen should endorse, or at least not oppose, 

right-wing regimes" -- that was the logic found all too 

often in the minds of pre-VC priests and bishops. In 

Germany, official Catholic opposition to the Hitler 

regime ranged from very mild to nonexistent. (The 

emphatic denunciation of the regime by Pope Pius XI in 

his letter "Mit Brennender Sorge" did not create much 

of an echo in Germany.) In Spain, and indeed 

throughout the Catholic world, the leaders of the 

Church regarded General Franco as a great Christian 

hero -- if not a new St. Louis then at least a new 

Charlemagne. (There were some honorable exceptions 

to this generalized applause for Franco: Jacques 

Maritain in France and Commonweal magazine in the 

United States, among others.) The attitude of Catholic 

leadership was close to being this: "No enemies to the 

right." 

 

Now, the easiest way of avoiding this "no enemies to 

the right" mentality is to adopt a "no enemies to the 

left" mentality. I suspect that Father Jenkins, along 

with many other post-VC priests and bishops, has done 

something very much like this. President Obama is a 

man of the left. That is to say, he favors national health 

care; he's against poverty, racism, sexism, 

homophobia, and global warming; he disapproves of 

American "arrogance" in world affairs; he thinks the 

United States should rely more on diplomacy and less 

on military force; he wants to see more electric autos 

on the road; he wants us all to reduce our carbon 

footprint; he wants to put more money into public 

schools, etc. According to a typical post-VC priest, any 

politician who favors all these excellent things must be 

fundamentally okay. And if he happens to support 

public policies that facilitate the killing of more than a 

million unborn human beings per year, well, nobody's 

perfect. Despite being a Protestant, President Obama 

has a "good Catholic" grade of at least an A-minus. 

Shall we keep him out of Notre Dame because he 

happens not to have an A-plus. 

 

But Father Jenkins is not simply a post-VC priest. He is 

also, as the head of America's most famous Catholic 

university, Type No. 2: one of the leaders of the 
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Catholic Church in the United States. In general, the 

leaders of the Church have never understood the 

historical significance of the abortion-rights movement 

(and this can be said of the gay-marriage movement as 

well). What the abortion-rights movement wants is not 

simply the right to kill millions of unborn babies; what it 

also wants is the utter destruction of Christianity.  

This is not the first time somebody has wanted 

Christianity to be wiped off the earth. Diocletian wanted 

this. So did Voltaire and his French Revolution disciples. 

So did Lenin and Stalin. So did Hitler. With the exception 

of Voltaire, who wanted to ruin it with ridicule and 

indignation, everybody on the list wished to ruin 

Christianity by the use of force. Today, in the 

"advanced" countries of the world, the way you destroy 

Christianity is by bringing about a massive rejection of 

the sexual and pro-life elements of its ethic. You 

persuade people that sexual license is fine, that same-

sex marriage is fine, and -- above all -- that abortion is 

fine.  

Most of our Catholic leaders don't realize this. They 

think that abortion is simply about abortion and that 

homosexuality is simply about homosexuality. They 

don't realize that in our current historical situation, 

abortion, homosexuality, etc., are also about the 

destruction of Christianity. And so they don't fight back; 

at least, they don't fight back hard enough. And 

sometimes they give a helping hand to the enemy -- 

witness Father Jenkins and Notre Dame. 

 

David R. Carlin is the author of The Decline and Fall of 

the Catholic Church in America. He can be reached at 

drcarlin@hotmail.com. 

http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=277
http://www.sophiainstitute.com/productdetails.cfm?PC=277
mailto:drcarlin@hotmail.com
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What Would Jack Bauer Do? 
Mark P. Shea | Column 

4/28/09

uppose I asked, "Are there any circumstances 

when it would be okay for the president to order 

an interrogator to crush a nine-year-old boy's 

testicles?" What would you answer? 

If you are a normal person and not John Yoo, the 

man who, from 2001 to 2003 was employed as the 

Justice Department's legal advisor to President Bush 

and who was among the authors of the memos 

advocating the legality of torture, you'd say, "Hell no!" 

 (Yoo's answer to this question was: "I think it 

depends on why the president thinks he needs to do 

that.") 

 The gulf between those two answers is the reason 

we are (still) having this long national conversation 

about torture. As everyone except a few diehard people 

commonly described by psychiatrists as "in denial" now 

knows, the Bush Administration decided to start 

torturing people as an official part of its policy. What I 

want to briefly survey is how, once that decision to 

torture was made, the campaign to justify it via the 

media had to follow -- and how so many Catholics 

became and remain willing apologists for this, to the 

grave endangerment of their souls and the public good. 

 The pattern for the agitprop campaign was set 

pretty early, kicking into high gear with the shocking 

photos that came from Abu Ghraib and continuing to 

the present hour. It consisted of the weird combination 

of "We're not torturing, and besides, they deserve it 

and it works, so it's good."  

 To accomplish the first lie (Deny that we torture at 

all), torture advocates made use of the first line of 

defense for all liars: euphemism. Call it "enhanced 

interrogation." Remember that the scare quote is your 

best friend, as are the words "so-called" and "alleged." 

Deploy flippancy by calling it "frat hazing." Flippant 

laughter is, as Screwtape notes, the finest armor plating 

against God that hell has ever devised. 

 Beyond these ploys by torture defenders, there 

were other strategies. Perhaps the most important one 

was the Ticking Time Bomb fantasy.  

 Here's how the game is played: Demand, 

"Wouldn't you torture a Bad Guy to save your little girl, 

who is even now riding the bus to the zoo, which will 

be ground zero for the nuclear holocaust that will wipe 

out New York in one hour?" This perennial, invoked 

thousands of times by torture defenders, is inevitably 

accompanied by the claim, "I'm just trying to get 

people to think clearly about the kind of war we're in." 

 However, what never enters all these clear heads 

is that the Ticking Time Bomb scenario is a rank piece 

of emotional manipulation which never actually 

happens in real life, and is solely seen in episodes of 24 

and Bruce Willis movies. Neither 9/11, nor any other 

act of terror we have endured was anything like a 

Ticking Time Bomb scenario. Torturing a thousand 

people would not have stopped it. Good police work 

and an INS that was not asleep at the switch might 

have. 

 Eventually, this began to dawn on people. Some 

began to realize that the panic-driven 

consequentialism of the Ticking Time Bomb fantasy is 

also used to justify abortion on demand ("What if 

Thelma and Louise both had tubal pregnancies after an 

incestuous rape by their fathers? Wouldn't you say 

that abortion was justified then?") Indeed, some of the 

most clear-headed realized that tubal pregnancies 

after an incestuous rape are actually more statistically 

probable than a Ticking Time Bomb scenario, yet (quite 

properly) no "faithful conservative Catholic" uses this 

to support an abortion license since they know that 

S 

http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article11488.htm
http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article11488.htm
http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article11488.htm
http://www.nytimes.com/ref/international/24MEMO-GUIDE.html
http://www.nytimes.com/ref/international/24MEMO-GUIDE.html
http://mediamatters.org/items/200405050003
http://www.disputations.blogspot.com/2009_04_01_archive.html#7258128987643106001
http://www.disputations.blogspot.com/2009_04_01_archive.html#7258128987643106001
http://www.disputations.blogspot.com/2009_04_01_archive.html#7258128987643106001
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hard cases, let alone completely imaginary ones, make 

bad law.  

But, most of all, it began to dawn on people that 

you don't torture people because you know that they 

know where the bomb is. You torture them because you 

don't know that there is any bomb; you don't know if 

they know anything; and you don't even know if they 

are guilty of anything at all (as for instance, 80 percent 

of the victims at Abu Ghraib were never even charged 

with anything). You torture them because you have 

made a fundamental moral blunder by confusing proud 

brutality with realism and courage. All you really know 

is that the Church tells us that torture is intrinsically 

immoral and gravely evil. 

  

So the evidence piled up that, while the supposed 

"realists" who supported torture were spinning fantasy 

scenarios, back in the real world we were torturing 

people in other places besides Abu Ghraib and that the 

torture was a systemic policy decision of the Bush 

Administration and not the work of the patsies that the 

people who ordered the torture were denouncing as a 

"few bad apples."  

So the torture defenders turned to the sorites 

paradox as a new defense. Only, instead of asking, 

"Precisely how many seeds does it take to make a heap 

of seeds?" they asked "Precisely where does a 

legitimate coercive technique 'cross the line' into 

torture?" Since there is no one-size-fits-all reply to that 

question which provides us with an infallible heuristic 

for measuring exactly what torture is in a way satisfying 

to every human being on planet earth, much less to 

people dedicated to excusing American torture policies, 

the torture defenders used it with great effect to laugh 

off the mounting evidence that we were, in fact, 

torturing prisoners with such things as waterboarding, 

freezing, stress positions, and various other torments 

we borrowed from the Gestapo and the Soviets. 

As this game unfolded, definition after definition of 

torture could be proposed by torture opponents who 

were suckered into this fruitless and sterile bit of 

sophistry and the torture defender had only to reject 

definition after definition (while proposing none of his 

own) and the torture could go on as long as the Bush 

Administration liked. It was like the guy who gets caught 

feeling up the secretary and then tells his angry wife 

"Lots of people work late at the office!" and "Does 

putting my hand on her leg have to mean something? I 

patted my friend Joe on the leg the other day. Does that 

mean I'm gay?" The torture defenders in the media and 

the blogosphere sought, by every means possible, to 

conceal the obvious pattern of torture and abuse of 

prisoners with semantic fog. And it worked for a time. 

It still works for those who can't even admit that 

waterboarding somebody 183 times is torture. 

However, as time went on, even the Dictionary 

Game started to get a bit stale, what with those 

corpses that kept turning up, not to mention the 

hypothermia cases, the horror stories coming from the 

International Red Cross about waterboarding and 

various other torments for which we used to execute 

Japanese and Nazis. So various feints, lies, and excuses 

were unveiled to make "we don't torture" continue to 

fly.  

Then there was the popular mockery directed at 

the torture critic: "So you're saying we should give the 

terrorists a kiss and a glass of warm milk and tuck 

them in at night!" Those who recited this along with 

the cry "9/11 Changed Everything" forgot that this is 

not the first war we've ever fought and that we do 

have a long experience of treating prisoners humanely 

without coddling them. It turns out that history did not 

begin with Generation Narcissus and that we were 

able to fight Nazis and Communists without adopting 

their tactics as policy. They also forgot that we hanged 

people for doing what the Bush Administration 

authorized. 

There was also the "Hey! It's not like we're 

beheading people like they are" dodge. This, combined 

with the "What's the big deal about torture while 

abortion is happening?" sleight of hand both partake 

of the same erroneous reasoning: namely, that 

Catholic moral reasoning begins with the teaching of 

Christ, not with "Be a bit less cruel and evil than 
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Saddam or Planned Parenthood." That wasn't much 

different from the "We've only done this to a few 

people" evasion, which (in addition to being a lie) works 

as well as telling God "Hey! I only murdered one person! 

It's not like I'm a mass murderer!"  

And then there was the "We can kill people in 

wartime, so why can't we torture them too?" 

maneuver. The key to making this argument succeed 

ignores the obvious point that once an enemy becomes 

a prisoner, you can't torture him for the same reason 

you can't shoot him once he lays down his gun: because 

he possesses certain rights as a human being in the 

image of God. For the same reason, the "human rights 

are only for legally recognized human beings" ploy (so 

beloved by the champions of Roe v. Wade) was a non-

starter for torture defenders who tried to claim that 

enemy combatants, possessing no standing in Geneva 

Conventions, also possess no human rights. It turns out 

that human rights derive from God, not from pieces of 

paper or Caesar -- as the pro-life movement eloquently 

points out when the human being under consideration 

happens to be unborn. 

But, the torture defenders said, the unborn are 

innocent! The people we torture subject to enhanced 

interrogation are guilty. This was, however, to overlook 

a number of things. First, as was already noted, you 

don't torture people because you know they are guilty. 

You often torture them to find out if they are guilty. 

Sometimes, they aren't -- at which point the pressure to 

find them guilty of something anyway becomes very 

acute since you will otherwise be guilty of torturing an 

innocent man. This does not tend to create honest 

government. Second, what the torture defenders 

actually mean, without realizing it, is that they favor 

torture as a form of punishment, not for gathering 

information. (The Pandora's Box this opens will become 

clearer in next week's column.)  

  

Meanwhile, to return to our discussion, there came a 

day -- especially with the release of the torture memos -

- when the torture defenders had to finally admit that, 

yes, Bush lied and, yes, we torture. Thus began the 

second phase of the agitprop campaign: Torture 

supporters have begun to heavily emphasize, "Torture 

really works. So it's good!" 

The problem for the Catholic torture defender is 

this: While there is room for a definitional debate on 

"What is torture?" there is absolutely no room for 

debate on the question of whether we should torture, 

since the Church has answered it definitively. Gaudium 

et Spes (no. 27) condemns torture categorically:  

Furthermore . . . whatever violates the integrity of 

the human person, such as . . . torments inflicted 

on body or mind, attempts to coerce the will itself . 

. . all these things and others of their like are 

infamies indeed. They poison human society, but 

they do more harm to those who practice them 

than those who suffer from the injury. Moreover, 

they are supreme dishonor to the Creator.  

And if that is not clear enough, Pope John Paul II 

quoted that same passage in Veritatis Splendor 80, 

calling torture (of any kind) one of "a number of 

examples of . . . intrinsically evil" acts. 

If you are confused about what "intrinsically evil" 

means, go back to my first question about crushing the 

testicles of a nine-year-old boy. That "No way!" you 

responded with? That's what "intrinsically evil" means. 

There's no excuse for it. It's totally off the table. Can't 

do it. This is rooted in the ancient Catholic teaching 

that good ends cannot justify evil means, especially 

intrinsic and gravely evil means. 

But, alas, the human ability to rationalize evil is 

awesome. 

 

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.villagevoice.com/2007-02-13/news/is-this-america/
http://www.villagevoice.com/2007-02-13/news/is-this-america/
http://www.catholicexchange.com/
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Anybody Need a Used Laetare Medal? 
John Zmirak | Column 

4/29/09

s years go, 2009 so far hasn't been one for the 

ages. Our economic crisis continues to worsen 

(my 401ks have tanked so badly I'm thinking of 

putting what's left of my retirement money into Chinese 

armament futures), while our government's response 

consists of borrowing money to fund bankruptcy as 

usual. In Iowa, gay marriage is being stuffed down 

citizens' throats by judicial elites -- while across New 

England, voters are embracing it voluntarily. American 

guns are flooding south to Mexican drug cartels, fueling 

the near-civil war in that country -- and offering our 

politicians new excuses to disarm U.S. citizens. In the 

midst of massive unemployment and crushing deficits, 

the president is pushing amnesty for illegal aliens. 

Swine flu is killing hundreds in Mexico, and spreading 

through the world (it hit the high school of my best 

friend's son in Queens; he just left the hospital). Dirty 

Old Man of the Senate Arlen Specter just joined the 

Democrats, giving the Party of Death a filibuster-proof 

majority. Now that we live in a one-party state, we 

might as well go the whole hog and acclaim Obama 

President-for-Life. We can buy him one of those 

leopard-skin caps and blame all our problems on British 

colonialism. 

Reunion with the Lefebvrites may have been 

scotched by a single bishop's crackpot theories, while 

the Legionaries of Christ continue the slow bleed of 

credibility and cash. The head of the German bishops 

conference is propounding a heretical theory of 

salvation. Mel Gibson is getting divorced. Newt Gingrich 

just entered the Church. (I know about "Here comes 

everybody," but really, folks. Why couldn't he wait until 

his deathbed, like Oscar Wilde?) 

Amidst such Chinese water-torture temptations to 

despair, I'm ready to grasp at straws. In fact, I've 

reached the point where I start making lists of awful 

things that actually haven't happened -- by way of 

keeping up my spirits. Indeed, like every beautiful spring 

day unspoiled by plagues of frogs, each one is an 

opportunity to practice the virtue of gratitude. So this 

week, I'd like to thank God and His Providence that:  

¶ Bubonic plague isn't spreading down from 

Canada. 

¶ The U.S. dollar is more stable than the 

Zimbabwean dollar. 

¶ Polygamy is still illegal in Utah. 

¶ Pro-abortion warmonger Joe Lieberman didn't 

join the Republicans. 

¶ Barack Obama didn't enter the Church, 

bringing his toxic politics in with him. 

¶ The head of the Filipino bishops' conference 

didn't add a fourth Person to the Trinity. 

¶ Mary Ann Glendon didn't accept Notre Dame's 

Laetare Medal on the same rostrum that 

President Obama would be receiving an 

honorary degree. 

In fact, this last item is more than just a straw. It's good 

pretext for a party, one which I wish I could throw over 

in Rome -- and invite Ambassador Glendon's gifted and 

gorgeous daughter, Elizabeth Lev. Miss Lev works 

there as a journalist and teacher, and conducted me 

and the students of Thomas More College on a tour of 

the Sistine Chapel that would have done Pope Sixtus 

proud. I didn't get to meet Ambassador Glendon, 

although I'd see her sometimes at the lovely, battered 

Borromini Church of San Giovanni di Fiorentini, at the 

Sunday afternoon English Mass said by the forthright 

Rev. Thomas Williams, L.C. I didn't want to bug her, but 

having read Glendon for years in places like First 

Things, I was a trifle starstruck. And now, having read 

the ambassador's principled, eloquent letter to Rev. 

John Jenkins of Notre Dame, I'm ready to replace the 

A 

http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/apr/09042107.html
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6mTVFjx9lPY
http://www.elizabethlev.com/
http://www.thomasmorecollege.edu/
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bumper sticker on my car -- covering "Arm the Unborn 

to Guard the Border" with "Mary Ann Glendon for 

President." 

If you haven't seen Glendon's letter, stop reading 

this drivel immediately and click over to it, if only to see 

some proof in black and white that some American 

Catholics who operate in elite circles (she teaches at 

Harvard) aren't willing to trade their souls for a mess of 

Irish-American steelcut oatmeal. Glendon explains in 

her letter that she was disturbed by the school's 

decision to award an honorary doctorate to a president 

who flouted the Church's teaching on an essential moral 

matter -- and even gently pointed out to the poor soul 

fronting for Notre Dame's board of trustees that the 

U.S. bishops have explicitly forbidden the awarding of 

such degrees to men with views like Mr. Obama's. Now, 

Glendon is too much the lady to make this explicit, but 

one could read between the lines: If you can't even hold 

to the standard agreed-upon by a commission of U.S. 

bishops, you're probably in trouble.  

  

Notre Dame's craven hunger for secular esteem is 

hardly unique in American Catholic history. Think how 

giddy with joy we were when the skirt-chasing son of a 

bootlegging Nazi appeaser won the election in 1960 on 

the votes of dead Chicagoans. From the grubby, 

roughnecked immigrant families of eight or nine Vinnies 

and Patricks who'd filled the ethnic parishes and pickle 

factories, we'd finally made our way into the 

"mainstream," to join the lapsing members of the old 

American elite -- whose Protestant faith and natural 

virtues were even then dribbling down their pants leg 

like John Cheever's spilled seventh martini. We've 

arrived. There goes the neighborhood.  

Now Glendon's principled decision leaves Notre 

Dame in a pickle. They've got this Laetare Medal to 

hand out, and nobody to accept it. The award is nothing 

to sneeze at; in the past it has gone to some pretty 

shining stars: the last great Catholic novelist we know 

of, Walker Percy. Jazz genius and latecoming composer 

of classical Catholic liturgical music Dave Brubeck. Clare 

Booth Luce. I'd quibble with some of the choices in 

other years, although they have never been disgraceful. 

Irish tenor John McCormack, actor Martin Sheen (who 

dropped the surname "Estevez" in honor of Archbishop 

Fulton Sheen). I can even choke down Daniel Patrick 

Moynihan, Joseph Cardinal Bernadin, and Dorothy Day. 

(Here comes everybody . . .) 

But who will take the prize this year -- the sweaty, 

used medal boxed up for Ambassador Glendon, on 

which she had to write in her gracious hand "Delivery 

Refused"? Its sheen will surely be Martined by the fact 

that whoever gets it is clearly the runner-up. What's 

more, accepting what Glendon refused can only be 

seen as an endorsement of Notre Dame's decision to 

honor the president, in defiance of the bishops and the 

Fifth Commandment. That is, if the person who 

accepts is reputable and respected . . . 

Now I wouldn't want that to happen. I can't think 

offhand of a decent Catholic who'd accept the award 

this year, on the same stage as Obama. So instead, let 

me suggest a faintly dodgy, vaguely ridiculous 

character who's still recognizably Catholic, but who 

makes no pretense of serving as an example to anyone 

for anything. 

Yeah, I'm willing to take it.  

It would mean flying to Indiana, and probably force 

me to miss my own school's commencement (instead 

of Obama, we're honoring Francis Cardinal Arinze), but 

given the resume value of a Laetare, it's probably 

worth burning a free Southwest ticket -- as long as 

they put me up in a decent hotel. I could drop by the 

office of pioneering neo-Classical architect Duncan 

Stroik, and visit one of the state's proliferating Lincoln 

museums. I'd get to meet the president, and all -- the 

man whose finger rests on the world's largest nuclear 

button. That's pretty cool.  

I think, with my only accomplishments being two 

volumes in a series of "Bad Catholic's" guides and a 

third still underway, that my presence wouldn't send a 

scandalous message. In fact, as I stood there in my 

second-hand suit accepting a second-hand medal, 

perhaps the college choir could belt out "Second Hand 

http://www.firstthings.com/blog/2009/04/27/declining-notre-dame-a-letter-from-mary-ann-glendon/
http://www.badcatholics.com/
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Rose" instead of "Pomp and Circumstance." I'd palm the 

medal, make a few remarks that treated the president 

with the respect he is rightly due. ("Americans, do you 

want Change?" I'd say. "Start with your underwear.") 

Then I'd pocket the prize and head straight for the 

airport. Then TSA employees would find the thing in my 

pants and spend an hour doing a strip search. But at 

least I wouldn't end up in Guantanamo. Some things 

really have Changed.  

 

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://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0824524357/insidecatcom-20
http://www.thomasmorecollege.edu/
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Woman of Letters 

Rev. John Jay Hughes | Column 

4/29/09

ne of the wonders of human life is the birth, 

perhaps once a century, of a child with talents 

so far beyond the ordinary that he or she must 

be called a prodigy. Today the Church celebrates a 

spiritual child prodigy: Catherine of Siena. She was born 

on March 25, 1347 as one of twin girls -- the 23rd and 

24th child, respectively, of their mother Lapa, married 

to a prosperous wool dyer named Iacopo di Benincasa.  

In 1353, when Catherine was six years old, she had 

a vision of Jesus sitting on a throne, clad in papal 

vestments, high above the church of St. Dominic near 

her home. With Him were the apostles Peter, Paul, and 

John. The Lord smiled at her and blessed her. For 

Catherine, it was the beginning of a lifelong love story. 

The year following she made a vow of perpetual 

virginity: She wanted to belong to Christ alone.  

Girls often married in their early teens in 

Catherine's day. In 1359, when Catherine was twelve, 

her mother told Catherine to dress in finer clothes and 

take better care of her hair. At the urging of her older 

sister, Bonaventura, Catherine agreed. Three years 

later, that same sister died in childbirth -- an event that, 

in her grief, Catherine considered a punishment for 

having given in to Bonaventura, thus putting her love 

for her sister before her promise of virginity to God. To 

show that she was still true to her vow, Catherine cut 

her hair. Her mother was furious. As a punishment, she 

gave Catherine all the housework and barred her from 

the small room in the family's house where she used to 

pray. Catherine realized that she did not need the room; 

she had a secret cell within where Jesus was always 

waiting. Accepting the housework, she told her family 

that she was willing to be their servant for life. But she 

would never marry: She had already taken Jesus as her 

spouse.  

In 1363, 16-year-old Catherine joined a group of 

widows called the sisters of Penance of St. Dominic. 

They wore the black and white Dominican habit, in 

which Catherine is normally depicted. She was never a 

nun, however. For the next three or four years, 

Catherine lived a life of prayer in her family home, 

accompanied by penitential practices so severe that 

they undermined her health. During this time she 

seldom spoke to anyone but her confessor, and left her 

room only to attend Mass at the nearby church of St. 

Dominic.  

Toward the end of this period, Catherine began to 

pray that God would grant her an increase of faith, "in 

such fullness," she said later, "that never for the future 

would any hostile power be able to unsettle or uproot 

it." The response she sensed within her was a word of 

God in the prophet Hosea: "I will espouse you to me in 

faith" (2:22). In 1367, when Catherine was about 20, 

she had a mystical experience of Christ placing a ring 

on her finger while speaking these words. He also 

commanded her to leave her life of solitude and 

engage in active service of others. Years later 

Catherine would record the Lord's words: "Remember 

that I have laid down two commandments of love: love 

of me and love of your neighbor. On two feet you must 

walk my way; on two wings you must fly to heaven."  

  

Obedient to the Lord's command, Catherine began to 

take part in family and city life. She nursed the sick. 

She helped convert notorious sinners and worked to 

restore peace between feuding individuals and 

families. People began to seek her advice. Catherine, 

who had had no formal schooling and who learned to 

write only in her 20s, responded by dictating letters of 

counsel and advice. More than 380 of these letters 

survive, addressed to people of all sorts, high and low 

alike. They bear vivid witness to a woman of great 

courage and spiritual power.  

The letters are remarkably bold, commanding even 

popes and princes to do what Catherine is convinced is 
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God's will. "In the name of Jesus Christ crucified and of 

sweet Mary," is a typical opening. "Dearest So-and-so in 

Christ the sweet Jesus," the letter would continue, "I, 

Catherine, servant and slave of the servants of Jesus 

Christ, write to you in his precious blood desiring . . ."; 

and then follows the particular counsel or command 

which is the subject of the letter.  

Especially noteworthy are Catherine's letters to the 

two popes with whom she corresponded. From 1309 

until 1376, the popes resided in Avignon in the south of 

France (and all were Frenchmen). The last of them, 

Gregory XI, elected on December 30, 1370, often 

declared his conviction that the proper seat of the 

papacy was at Rome. First by letters and then during a 

three-month personal visit to Avignon in June of 1376, 

Catherine urged him to act on this conviction. She 

writes:  

You are well aware, most holy father, that as you 

took holy Church as your bride, you undertook to 

work on her behalf, expecting the contrary winds of 

many sufferings and troubles to oppose your fight 

on her behalf. Face such dangerous winds in a 

manly way with fortitude, patience, and long-lasting 

perseverance, never turning back for fear: 

persevere and rejoice in storms and battles. Let 

your heart rejoice, then, because in the many 

adversities that have happened and are still 

happening God's work is being well done, nor was it 

ever done in any other way. And so we see that 

persecution of the Church, or the tribulations a 

virtuous soul has to endure, end in peace, attained 

through patience and long perseverance. 

What Gregory made of this unsolicited advice, history 

does not record. He finally left Avignon for Rome in 

September 1376, arriving there only in January 1377.  

Gregory XI died on March 27, 1378. Twelve days 

later, with mobs rioting out of fear that the election of 

another French pope would mean the papacy's return 

to Avignon, the cardinals elected with all but one vote a 

non-cardinal, Bartolomeo Prignano, archbishop of Bari 

on the heel of the Italian boot. He took the name Urban 

VI. Over the next four months, however, the new pope's 

violent temper and uncontrollable tirades alienated his 

electors, causing many to speculate that his unexpected 

elevation had upset the balance of his mind.  

At the beginning of August, the cardinals declared 

their election the previous April null, "as having been 

made not freely, but under fear" of mob violence, and 

invited Urban to resign the papacy. When he declined 

to do so, the cardinals proceeded to elect another pope, 

Clement VII. His coronation on October 31, 1378, 

inaugurated the Great Western Schism, a period of 39 

years during which the Church had two claimants to 

the papal throne, and at one point three. Leading 

members of the Church, including canonized saints, 

disagreed about who the real pope was.  

At the end of November 1378, Catherine went to 

Rome at the urgent request of Urban VI, who wanted 

her support in his struggle to unify the Church. She 

would remain there until her death 15 months later, 

writing letters to people entreating them to support 

Urban, and praying day and night for the Church's 

unity. Though Catherine never wavered in her support 

for Urban, she counseled him to control his hot 

temper. "Mitigate, for the sake of Christ crucified," she 

wrote him, "the sudden impulses of your nature. By 

holy virtue you shall control nature. Since God has 

given you a naturally big heart, I beg you, and want 

you, to try your best and make it supernaturally great; 

I mean that, through zeal and desire for virtue and 

reformation of holy Church, you may acquire a manly 

heart grounded on humility." 

Catherine also wrote to ordinary people. A letter 

to a mother emphasizes one of Catherine's frequent 

themes: that children, possessions, and everything we 

have is given to us on loan: 

And were you to see that God is calling [your 

children], do not oppose his sweet will. . . . Do not 

pretend to choose their stations in life according to 

your own views -- to do so would mean that your 

love for them is separate from God's love -- but be 

pleased with whatever situation God calls them to. 
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Catherine's advice is much needed today, when a major 

obstacle to young people sensing a call to priesthood or 

the religious life is parental opposition.   

  

Tempting as it is to continue quoting Catherine's 

letters, we must look also at her other writings. First is 

the Dialogue, an exchange of questions and answers 

between Catherine and God, dictated between 1377 

and 1378. "Do you know who you are and who I am?" 

God asks. "If you know these two things you have 

beatitude in your grasp. You are the one who is not and 

I am he who is." At another point Catherine speaks: 

"You, eternal Trinity, are a profound sea, so that the 

more I enter it the more I find, and the more I find the 

more I seek for you. You do not satiate, because the 

soul that feeds at its good pleasure in your depth does 

not feel satiated: it always remains hungry for you, 

thirsty for you." 

"The material you are made of is love," God tells 

Catherine, "because I created you out of love, and 

therefore you cannot live without love." The worst sin, 

God tells Catherine, is despair, which gives more weight 

to our faults than to God's mercy. "This is the sin that is 

never forgiven, my mercy having been spurned in its 

being refused . . . . I was more displeased by Judas's 

despair, and it weighed more heavily on my Son, than 

by his betrayal."  

There are also Catherine's prayers, 26 in all: 

transcriptions of words she uttered in ecstasy, mostly 

toward the end of her life, from December 1378 to early 

1380. On the feast of Mary's annunciation, Catherine 

prays:  

Mary, were you troubled with fear by the words of 

the angel? It does not seem . . . that fear did trouble 

you, even though you showed some wonder and 

trouble. . . . In your prudent questioning [of the 

angel] you show your profound humility and, as has 

been said, you were not afraid; you just wondered 

at God's infinite bounty and charity in comparison 

to the lowliness and littleness of your virtue. 

At the end of January 1380, Catherine suffered severe 

pain in her chest, and for two days was unable to speak. 

In February she was able to walk daily, with great 

difficulty, to St. Peter's, where she spent the day 

praying and fasting. These visits ended when she had a 

vision of the Church, as a ship, pressing down on her 

shoulders until she was no longer able to stand. She 

spent her final days paralyzed from the waist down, 

dying at noon on April 29, 1380. She was just 33 years 

old, according to the traditional dating, the age at 

which Jesus was crucified. Her last spoken words were 

those of the Lord she had so tirelessly served: "Father, 

into your hands I commend my spirit."  

Catherine's sanctity was acknowledged at once, but 

the Church's continuing turmoil delayed her 

canonization until 1461. She has long been recognized, 

with St. Francis of Assisi, as patron of Italy. On October 

4, 1970, Pope Paul VI awarded her the title of doctor, 

or official teacher, of the Church, the second woman 

(after St. Teresa of Avila) to be so honored.  

 

Rev. John Jay Hughes is a priest of the Saint Louis 

archdiocese and the author, most recently, of the 

memoir No Ordinary Fool and of Columns of Light: 30 

Remarkable Saints, available both in print and as a 

recorded book from Now You Know Media. 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1606041827/insidecatcom-20
http://search.store.yahoo.net/cgi-bin/nsearch?catalog=yhst-23951345135210&.autodone2=http://store.yahoo.com/yhst-23951345135210/nsearch.html&query=Columns%20of%20light
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Christian Zionism, Evangelicals, and Israel 

Deal W. Hudson | Column 

4/30/09

ev. Stephen Sizer probably knows more about 

Christian Zionism than anyone in the world. At 

least, it seemed that way as we sat in the coffee 

shop at a Border's bookstore in Chevy Chase, Maryland. 

Reverend Sizer has been an Anglican priest for 30 years, 

serving a parish in the UK with the quaint name of 

Christ Church Virginia Water.  

Two of Reverend Sizer's books, Christian Zionism 

(2004) and Zion's Christian Soldiers (2007) are 

considered indispensible for understanding the 

steadfast support of U.S. Evangelicals for Israel. On the 

last leg of a speaking tour, Reverend Sizer was gracious 

enough to speak with me about the reasons why 

Evangelicals have become such a strong political lobby 

for Israel.  

Reverend Sizer started the story with the "Six-Day 

War" of 1967, when Israel took occupation of East 

Jerusalem, the Sinai Peninsula, the West Bank, the 

Golan Heights, and the Gaza strip. "Many leading 

Evangelicals, such as L. Nelson Bell, the father-in-law of 

Billy Graham, welcomed that war as a fulfillment of 

Biblical prophecy," he said. In Christianity Today, Bell 

wrote, "That for the first time in more than 2,000 years 

Jerusalem is now completely in the hands of the Jews, 

gives the student of the Bible a thrill and a renewed 

faith in the accuracy and validity of the Bible." 

Israeli politicians, Reverend Sizer went on, seeing 

the opportunity for strengthening U.S. support, started 

courting leading Evangelicals like Jerry Falwell, Pat 

Boone, Anita Bryant, and Pat Robertson. Out of 

gratitude for his public support, the Israeli government 

gave Falwell the gift of a Lear jet for his personal travel. 

And with the election of the Evangelical Jimmy Carter in 

1976 and Ronald Reagan in 1980, the strong pro-Israel 

stand found its way into the White House. 

The 1967 war was followed in 1970 by Billy 

Graham's feature-length film His Land and the 

publication of Hal Lindsey's The Late Great Planet Earth, 

the best-known apologia of Christian Zionism. The 

following year, Dr. Carl F. H. Henry organized the 

Jerusalem Conference of Biblical Prophecy, attended by 

1,500 delegates from 52 nations. Welcomed by Prime 

Minister Ben Gurion, many of the speakers proclaimed 

that Israeli control over Jerusalem was an irrefutable 

sign that God's final "dispensation" had begun. For 

Reverend Sizer, the theology of "dispensationalism" 

among Evangelicals is what best explains the rise in 

Evangelical support for Israel since the 1967 war. 

(Dispensationalist theology is taught in the notes of 

the highly influential Scofield Reference Bible, first 

published in 1909.) 

Dispensationalism comes in various forms, but the 

common thread is a division of biblical history into 

discreet "dispensations," culminating in a final 

dispensation through which God will deal directly with 

the Jews when Israel has been reestablished. The 

Church, in other words, is distinguished from Israel, 

which is responding to a distinctive set of God's 

promises. Reverend Sizer summarized it this way: "God 

has a separate plan for the Jews -- there are two 

covenants, two people, and two faiths."  

Since Christ will not come to earth to establish His 

kingdom, and the Jews cannot be saved, Israel must be 

allowed to settle on the land given to the Jews by God. 

According to Reverend Sizer, this is the reason 

Evangelicals not only support the settlements on the 

West Bank but also help to finance them. Reverend 

Sizer thinks part of the reason President Carter lost the 

support of Evangelicals was because he began to 

vacillate on the settlements. 

  

Reverend Sizer went on to explain that there were, of 

course, historical forces at work in forging the 

relationship between the United States and Israel. 

R 

http://www.amazon.com/Christian-Zionism-Armageddon-Stephen-Sizer/dp/0830853685/ref=sr_1_2?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240595052&sr=1-2
http://www.amazon.com/Zions-Christian-Soldiers-Israel-Church/dp/0830853693/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240595052&sr=1-1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Six-Day_War
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Six-Day_War
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/L._Nelson_Bell
http://www.religion-online.org/showarticle.asp?title=216
http://www.nyu.edu/fas/projects/vcb/ChristianMedia/essays/essay_mcalister.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hal_Lindsey
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carl_F._H._Henry
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scofield_Reference_Bible
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dispensationalism
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Until 1980, the world was split into two factions, 

communism and democracy, and "Israel was seen as 

the bastion of democracy in the Middle East, as our 

friend. As communism declined, Islam became the 

enemy, and the U.S. once again needed Israel on its 

side."  

Reverend Sizer disagrees with the dispensationalist 

view of Biblical history, as you discover in Zion's 

Christian Soldiers, but he is not interested in waging a 

theological war with America's Evangelical community. 

A gentle man with a ready smile, he wants to meet with 

Evangelical leaders, so that "we can all be made more 

aware of our working assumptions." When I got 

together with him, Reverend Sizer had just spoken with 

a group of several hundred Evangelicals in South 

Carolina. "It was a delightful meeting, no one got 

exercised -- it was a constructive conversation."  

Most Catholics live in a world well apart from 

discussions of dispensationalism, the Second Coming, 

and the role of Israel in the final days. But, as I learned 

from Reverend Sizer, these are not merely in-house 

theological concerns belonging to our Evangelical 

brethren; they are assumptions that have had -- and will 

have -- a powerful influence on U.S. foreign policy in the 

Middle East, and especially in negotiations between 

Israel and Palestine.  

A two-state solution means, from the 

dispensationalist viewpoint, that Israel would be denied 

its existence on all the land bestowed by God. That's 

why Pat Robertson protested so strongly against Ariel 

Sharon's removal of the settlements from the Gaza 

strip, and later said Sharon's subsequent coma and 

death were the result of God's wrath. Robertson's 

outburst was unseemly and disturbed the Israelis, but 

it was evidence of the deeply held convictions in the 

Evangelical community that Israel must never give up 

any of the land gained in the 1967 war. 

 

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/Zions-Christian-Soldiers-Israel-Church/dp/0830853693/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240595052&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Zions-Christian-Soldiers-Israel-Church/dp/0830853693/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240595052&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Zions-Christian-Soldiers-Israel-Church/dp/0830853693/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240595052&sr=1-1
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/10802750/
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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Church and State 
David Warren | Column 

4/30/09

hanks to the irruption of Christianity within the 

history of this planet, the question of Church and 

State will not go away. It might have done, had 

Charles Martel failed to stop the Umayyad conquest of 

Europe at the Battle of Tours; for there is no equivalent 

distinction between "Mosque and State" in Islam. Or, 

had the old pagan Roman Empire succeeded in wiping 

out the earlier Christians; for their emperor was divine, 

and that was an end to the question. The Church-State 

question might never have arisen had the missionaries 

sent by India's Buddhist emperor, Ashoka, converted all 

the peoples to the west; for Islam is hardly alone in 

neglecting to list the things that are, and are not, 

Caesar's. 

Nor, I should add, nervously, should we expect the 

question to disappear if the "Enlightenment" project 

finally succeeds, and Christianity is suppressed along 

with all other religion by the agencies of a universal 

Nanny State. For while such a State will always be 

nominally atheist -- the one common feature of 

Revolutionary France, Nazi Germany, Communist 

Russia, Maoist China, and Pol Pot's Cambodia -- it must 

nevertheless claim the mandate of history. And as the 

hundred million starved and butchered victims of strict 

secularism discovered, a parody of the claim to divine 

authority knocks the hat off any bishop, sultan, or 

bonze. 

Yet Christianity has survived all this, and we daresay 

it will survive more of it. Christianity alone has posed 

and continues to pose this question: of where divine 

authority yields, voluntarily, to "civil society" and makes 

space for those who do not share the Faith. 

More than that -- for Christianity alone has 

postulated this civil space, and persistently recreated it 

where and whenever it has lapsed into extinction. 

Christians alone have, even within overwhelmingly 

Christian societies, created the institutions through 

which representatives of Church and State may 

negotiate the common good. 

To do this, not only once but again and again, 

Christian thinkers (whether Catholic or not) have had to 

plumb deeply into the nature of "natural law." How is 

the world constructed that, even without Scripture and 

Tradition, there remains a perceptible natural order of 

things, such that reasonable men may still descry right 

and wrong, the better and the worse? How, even 

without the pure gifts of Faith, Hope, and Charity, do 

we still find our way lighted by the cardinal virtues of 

Prudence, Justice, Temperance, and Courage? 

Especially today, when the tyrannical edicts of 

"political correctness" must be met and managed in 

the public square, it is incumbent upon us to know the 

history and understand the principles animating this 

explicitly Christian distinction between Church and 

State. For it created the very possibility of Western 

Civilization; and without it, our future must be very 

dark. 

We must grasp that, where "Church" is 

extinguished, the State necessarily assumes a quasi-

divine authority and wins a monopoly on virtue as well 

as force. And we must grasp that it is a direct line from 

this monopoly to the death camps. 

To this end -- the end of grasping that is at the 

heart of politics -- I can unambiguously recommend a 

kind of textbook, The Contested Public Square: The 

Crisis of Christianity and Politics, by a Calvinist friend, 

Greg Foster (recently published by InterVarsity Press). 

The book actually benefits from not having been 

written by a Catholic, for Foster does a wonderful job 

of showing the common provenance of ideas that tend 

to be felt-marked "Catholic" today. Far from being 

exclusively Roman, they have been the common coin 

T 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/083082880X/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/083082880X/insidecatcom-20
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of Calvinists, Lutherans, Lockeans -- and of the Fathers 

of the American Constitution. 

I call it a textbook, because it presents itself in just 

that way, right down to illuminative sidebars offering a 

"dummy's guide" to key philosophical and historical 

events, from "Politics in the Old Testament" to "John 

Stuart Mill." Foster is concerned to show that at each 

juncture in the labyrinth of history, there were reasons 

for taking the path selected, and thus a thread exists to 

follow the long journey back. 

And, like a good textbook, The Contested Public 

Square does not go out on limbs; it climbs the trunk of 

its subject and stays balanced. Hence it has been puffed 

even by such solidly Catholic reviewers as Rev. James 

Schall, S.J., and Michael Novak. 

Alas, it would be pulling hen's teeth to make today's 

ardently Obamaniac post-Christians even look at the 

book, for they don't believe in history any more than 

they trust in God. Which is all the more reason we must 

learn and remember the history: for we'll need it to 

clean up the mess, when the latest secular moondance 

is over. 

 

David Warren is a Canadian journalist who writes 

mostly on international affairs. His Web site is 

www.davidwarrenonline.com. 

http://www.davidwarrenonline.com/
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All a-Twitter 
Danielle Bean | Column 

5/1/09

elebrities do it. Bloggers do it. Politicians do it. 

And everyday Catholics do it, too.  

It's Twitter, of course. 

Do you tweet? Do you twitter? Do you spend time 

with tweeple in the twitterverse? Do you have any idea 

what I am talking about?  

As a writer and a blogger, I started avoiding the 

social networking phenomenon known as Twitter over a 

year ago. 

"It's silliness!" I told anyone who bothered to ask. "I 

have enough obstacles to coherent thought in my life as 

it is. Why on earth should I try to express myself in only 

140 characters at a time?" 

But then the inevitable happened. I read yet 

another glowing review that predicted the powerful 

ways in which Twitter would influence the future of 

publishing, and I decided it was time to pull my head 

from the sand. 

I took a deep breath and I twittered. I tweeted. I 

wrote out thoughts, shared links, asked questions, and 

offered tiny pieces of my day, 140 characters at a time.  

And, as happens with Twitter, I connected. With 

Catholics, with moms, with dads, with priests, with 

nuns, and with people all over the political spectrum.  

More than 1,400 updates later, what I have come to 

appreciate most about micro-blogging, as Twitter is 

sometimes appropriately called, is that it is a simple and 

yet powerful means of communication.  

When you share a thought, question, or link on 

Twitter, your 140 characters have the potential to land 

on computer screens in front of thousands of people. 

Within seconds, readers can respond to you, ask 

questions of their own, and re-share your information 

within their own networks. Does God not want us to 

use this kind of power to defend the unborn, to offer a 

Catholic perspective on the world, and to encourage 

one another in Catholic living?  

It's easy to find people who will criticize this new 

form of media. It turns our brains to mush, some say. It 

annihilates our attention spans. It fosters narcissism 

and vacuous conversation.  

But none of these has been my experience.  

When critics cite studies about distracted youth 

and wonder aloud if anyone will ever read a good old-

fashioned book again, someone invariably stands up 

for Twitter by pointing out that people are 

misunderstanding it.  

"Though the home page of Twitter asks, 'What are 

you doing?'" they explain, "That's not how I use 

Twitter. I would never fill up the Twitterverse with 

tweets about where I am and what I am doing." 

To these Twitter defenders, though, I must say: I 

like links and I appreciate breaking news, but . . . um . . 

. I'm here for the details.  

I do want to know what you had for breakfast. And 

I have been looking for a nutritious waffle recipe that 

freezes well, so please tweet the recipe, too.  

I do want to know that your baby was up all night 

with a stomach virus, and now you are staring blankly 

at a computer screen nursing a cup of coffee. I've had 

nights like that, too. 

I do want to know that you just returned from 

chaperoning a trip to the zoo with your son's preschool 

and are wondering if your family is really going to have 

the nerve to expect you to cook dinner tonight. Or that 

your kids are rooting for Kris Allen to win it all on 

American Idol. Or that you are counting the minutes 

until your husband gets home from work so that you 

C 

http://twitter.com/


 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

20 

 

can escape to your bedroom with a magazine. Or that 

you are wondering what to buy your niece for her First 

Communion next weekend. 

They say the devil is in the details, but I think God 

lives there, too. Small glimpses of others' lives show us 

real bits of Catholic living, family life, and the human 

experience. 

One of the very first columns I ever wrote years ago 

was about a wretched evening when I burned dinner, 

the kids were fighting, and the dog vomited oranges on 

the living room carpet. 

Who wants to hear about dog vomit? It turns out 

lots of people do. I was surprised when I received notes 

from moms all over who wanted only to say, "Thank 

you!" and "Me too!" 

Knowing others' details shows us what we have in 

common, reassures us when we are feeling alone, and 

reminds us that others are right here with us fighting 

the good fight, even when all seems lost. 

A friend of mine, a fellow mother of many who lives 

across town from me, once told me, "I don't need to see 

or talk to you every day to feel encouraged by you. 

When my life feels hard, I like just knowing that you are 

there, at your house, doing what I am doing."  

"Just knowing you are there" is the kind of 

encouragement I hope to offer through my own words 

and the kind I seek in what others share. In person. On 

paper. On computer screens. And anywhere else the 

future takes us. 

 

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://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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Spring Symphonies  
Robert R. Reilly | Review 

5/1/09 

 am drowning in a flood of delightful new releases 

that will enrich your spring listening. However, this 

month I will concentrate on several outstanding 

20th-century symphonic cycles.  

First, a complete set of Rued Langgaard's 16 

symphonies on the Dacapo label in wonderful sound, 

with gripping performances by the Danish National 

Symphony Orchestra, under conductor Thomas 

Dausgaard. When CPO completes a project like 

recording all of a composer's symphonies, it most 

laudably puts them in a handsome box and offers them 

at a big discount. Therefore, these seven state-of-the-

art CDs can be found new on Amazon for less than $70, 

far below what they first cost together as individual 

releases.  

Langgaard (1893-1952) was a highly original figure 

who, despite (or perhaps because of) his eccentricity, 

wrote some startlingly visionary music. He is hard to 

place: I think of him as Denmark's answer to the great 

British visionary eccentric, Havergal Brian. During his 

lifetime, Langgaard was largely ignored by the Danish 

music world, so he simply went his own wild way. What 

we have here is far more than a curiosity; Langgaard's 

music is passionate, stirring, and highly colorful. It can 

be mystifying and hair-raising at the same time, 

wandering among styles and through centuries. The 

subtitles to some of the works will give an idea of their 

expressive content: Mountain Pastorals (No. 1); 

Awakening of Spring (No. 2); Fall (No. 4); The Heaven-

Rending (No. 6); Yon Hall of Thunder (No. 10); Belief in 

Wonders (No. 13); and The Sea Storm (No. 15).  

In his early days, Langgaard seemed to follow 

Richard Wagner and Richard Strauss. They later drop 

into the background, and the influence of Carl Nielsen's 

music comes to the foreground. Occasionally, 

Langgaard reverts to a reactionary style that sounds like 

a hearkening back to Karl Goldmark. The massive forces 

Langgaard assembles and so effectively deploys will also 

call to mind Mahler. Anyone who aims this high 

sometimes fails, and there are patches of banality and 

bombast, but they are few. Langgaard's music is 

fascinating -- I guarantee you will not be bored. In fact, 

some of this music is unforgettable. Thanks to Dacapo, 

Langgaard's day has come. This is a very special 

release. 

I have nothing but high praise for CPO for 

employing the box strategy and now offering all nine 

symphonies of Egon Wellesz (1885-1974) together on 

four CDs for a reduced price (CPO 777 183-2). The 

Vienna Radio Symphony Orchestra, under Gottfried 

Rabl, gives this sometimes magnificent, sometimes 

difficult music full measure. Wellesz was a student of 

Schoenberg, so I expected nothing but thorny, angst-

ridden music from him. However, it seems that he 

remained -- at least through the first half of his 

symphonic oeuvre -- true to his Viennese roots every 

bit as much as did Mahler before him. I am bowled 

over by the First Symphony, written when Wellesz was 

already 60 years old. It's fascinating that he did not 

undertake the symphonic form until that late age and 

that, when he did, he wrote an essentially Mahlerian 

work in 1945, when the rest of the world had turned 

against such music. The first movement contains some 

magnificent fugato writing; the third is as beautiful as 

anything written in Mahler's lineage, without what 

Franz Schmidt called Mahler's "cheap novel" effects.  

By the time of Wellesz's Fifth Symphony (1955-56), 

the 20th century -- or, more especially, Schoenberg -- 

had caught up with him, and tonal relationships begin 

to disappear into the dodecaphony of his teacher. 

From then on, the music becomes tough, fractured, 

and fragmentary. However, Wellesz, even in this 

transformation, remains intriguing. Overall, I would say 

that Wellesz, unlike Mahler, was not a first-class 

melodist. He was, however, a master contrapuntalist, 

enabling him to take an even undistinguished theme 

I 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001MUJSF0/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001MUJSF0/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001KS96VA/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001KS96VA/insidecatcom-20
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and build it into a major edifice. That is a kind of 

greatness; it is certainly genius. Anyone interested in 

20th-century music in both the First and Second 

Viennese schools, and the bridge or break between 

them, should listen to this release.  

  

Another 20th-century symphonic cycle has reached 

completion in the Dutton label's traversal of Richard 

Arnell's six symphonies. (Alas, not in a box, and quite 

expensive individually.) I have gone from reluctant 

listener to avid fan of Arnell's music. While I found his 

massive Third Symphony a lot to digest, I finally grasped 

its ambitious idiom and have gone on to devour the 

other Dutton recordings with the Royal Scottish 

National Orchestra, under Martin Yates. Arnell's time 

has finally come -- and none too late, as he is still alive 

at 92. Now I can only wonder how works of this 

magnificence and of such noble striving could have 

been overlooked for so long, particularly in Great 

Britain, where they are given to doting on even their 

third-rate composers. Arnell is decidedly first-rate. 

On Dutton CDLX 7217, Arnell's First Symphony 

presages all that is to come in an already accomplished 

way. His last symphony, which accompanies it, is more 

coiled, compressed and explosive, like a late Havergal 

Brian work, though less jagged and angular. On Dutton 

CDLX 7184, the Second Symphony is paired with a huge 

and hugely enjoyable Piano Concerto.  

In Symphonies Nos. 3 (see review here), 4, and 5 (4 

& 5 on Dutton CDLX 7194), Arnell seems to be working 

with variations of the same basic themes -- some of the 

same underlying thematic material that keeps 

resurfacing at climactic moments. It is music of 

enormous tumult. There is always an underlying 

excitement and the sense of reaching for and finally 

achieving something magisterial. There are moments of 

almost Bruckernian magnificence.  

The beginnings of both Nos. 4 and 5 are 

tremendously exciting. No. 5's first movement has in it a 

reaching for the ecstatic that is reminiscent of Edmund 

Rubbra's great symphonic works. Only after great 

striving does it reach a state of exultation. The andante 

in No. 5 sounds as if it is out of one of the brilliant 

orchestral interludes from Benjamin Britten's opera, 

Peter Grimes. Arnell's facility with orchestral colors 

reminds me of both Britten and Arnell's American 

friend, the great film composer Bernard Herrmann. In 

fact, there are moments of cinematic extravagance in 

Arnell's music that make me want to hear his film 

scores. One also detects the influences of Prokofiev, 

Shostakovich, and a hint of Martinu. Aside from 

Rubbra and Britten, the other major British influence 

on Arnell is clearly William Walton, traces of whose 

great First Symphony can be heard.  

The earnestness of Arnell's symphonies may leave 

the impression that he is without humor. His ballets, 

The Great Detective and The Angels (on Dutton CDLX 

7208), prove otherwise. They are delectable, 

somewhat puckish works that show how easily lovely 

melodies flowed from Arnell when that is what he 

wanted. It is here that one hears the light touch from 

some of Prokofiev's ballet music.  

These three cycles of relatively unknown 

symphonies prove the 20th century to have been far 

more musically interesting and rich than many may 

have thought. If works like these are only just now 

surfacing, what still may lie beneath? 

 

Robert R. Reilly is the music critic for 

InsideCatholic.com. E-mail him at rrreilly@msn.com. 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B000ECWY9O/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001J6E04Q/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B000NA2PJQ/insidecatcom-20
http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=5151&Itemid=48
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B000TWI7TA/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001CYZ92W/insidecatcom-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B001CYZ92W/insidecatcom-20
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Animal Protection or Animal Rights? A Conversation with Brian 

Saint-Paul  

Peter and Helen Evans | Classic 

4/25/09 
hristians have the obligation to be stewards 

over all of creation, including the beasts. 

Unfortunately, those who are currently 

promoting the "rights" of animals are, intentionally or 

otherwise, undermining their own -- and our -- human 

dignity. To put the problem in a nutshell, "The more we 

treat animals like humans, the easier it will be to treat 

humans as animals." 

In our conversation with InsideCatholic.com editor 

Brian Saint-Paul, we explore the real differences 

between humans and animals and why it is so 

important to maintain clarity on this essential 

distinction. 

[This interview is excerpted from the new book, Get 

Serious: The Church's Stand on Contemporary Culture, 

and appears with the permission of the authors. You 

can read more about the book here.] 

ǅ           ǅ           ǅ 

Helen: We're going to start out with the basics. What is 

the difference, according to the Church, between 

humans and animals? 

Brian: The difference between humans and animals is 

fairly easy to boil down, but it has several component 

parts. Fundamentally, the major difference is that 

humans are made in the image and likeness of God, as it 

says in Genesis. Now, we don't mean this literally. We 

don't believe God looks like a human being; we don't 

anthropomorphize God. But we are made in his image 

insofar as we have control over the rest of creation. God 

has ultimate sovereign control over the earth and his 

creation. So in that way, it's an analogy: We are like God 

in that we have control, or as we say, dominion, over 

the rest of the earth. That's the Christian difference. 

Helen: What does dominion really mean? 

Brian: Let me first tell you what dominion does not 

mean. Dominion does not mean complete, wholesale 

control wherein we can do whatever we want, raping 

and pillaging God's creation. Obviously, this not what 

dominion means. Nor does it mean, on the other hand, 

that we are divinely appointed park rangers who "just 

work here" and whose job is to preserve the earth as it 

has always been. Dominion is in the middle, and it has 

elements of both. With our divinely granted dominion, 

we have use of the resources of the earth, for our 

good, when necessary and reasonable. We are not 

allowed to exploit it; we're not allowed to steal, not 

just from other people, in taking the resources, but 

from future generations. 

The truly Christian position finds a place in the 

middle. Earth is a resource given by God to us for our 

support, for our use, for our survival, for our 

propagation. It is not given to us as a blank check that 

we can sign and dispense with any way we like. So 

dominion is somewhat like American civil law -- we 

have rights, but we also have responsibilities that 

come with it. Any understanding of dominion has to 

include both points. 

Peter: It sounds as though you're saying there is a 

question of degree between exploitation, which we 

take as being a bad thing, and the kind of inert or 

neutral caretaker function of the park ranger. We have 

to make the decisions as to what constitutes 

exploitation versus what constitutes the "everything is 

better than I am" attitude. It's a matter of 

descrimination. 

Brian: It is a matter of descrimination. That's the case 

with a lot of the questions in this area. And of course, 

this is perfectly intuitive to most people. 

Peter: It's "written on our hearts." 

C 
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Brian: That's where it comes from, yes. We see 

instinctively that there is an immense difference 

between shooting an animal that we need to eat and 

just shooting it as we're walking down the street, simply 

because it's in our way and we don't want to deviate 

from our path. There is a tremendous moral difference 

between the two things, but it's a distinction of degree, 

as opposed to a distinction of kind. I think we'll see this 

come up again and again with questions about animal 

protection. To some extent, that's what makes the 

question difficult, because there is no easy answer. It's a 

matter of applying principles. 

Peter: As soon as you get into matters of degree, you 

run the risk of sliding into relativism and losing the big 

picture, the "transcendent signified," as it were. 

Helen: So if it's a matter of degree, there is nothing in 

Christian doctrine that says we may not kill an animal. 

Brian: I don't know of any. Part of the right God gives to 

us is to use animals when necessary. Not to exploit 

them, but to use them for clothing -- which isn't as 

common these days -- and most often for food. 

Peter: For sport? 

Brian: That's a more difficult one. 

Peter: Sure. Are the horses having fun at the Kentucky 

derby? 

Brian: Put more starkly: Are the elephants or deer 

having fun when they're shot by hunters? I'm talking 

about trophy hunting. That's where it gets more 

difficult. The Catholic moral teaching about treatment 

of animals is centered strictly around principle, which 

comes from the Magisterium. And in our own personal, 

prudential judgment, we apply those principles to 

specific instances. The problem in this area is that the 

principles are completely accurate, but they are also 

ambiguous and open to differing interpretations. 

Peter: Could you explain the "Magisterium" to people 

who are unfamiliar with it? 

Brian: The Magisterium is the teaching office of the 

Catholic Church. It is the final arbiter for Catholics on 

questions of doctrine, morality, and practice. In certain 

specific instances, that Magisterium can speak, 

communicate, or teach infallibly -- in other words, 

without error. Those are fairly rare instances, and when 

it happens, we know because they are clear about it. 

Every Catholic has a faith obligation to listen to the 

Magisterium. 

Let me give you an example: It is a Catholic principle 

that we must take care of the poor. That is the teaching. 

But how do you live out that principle? Do you triple the 

minimum wage? That would provide an immediate 

boost in salaries, but then you've destroyed the 

economy and created skyrocketing unemployment. Or 

do you help businesses expand so they can hire more 

people? That's how a Catholic can be faithful, but yet 

disagree with other Catholics or even, in non-doctrinal 

matters, with Rome. 

Peter: It sounds like the Magisterium is the 

accumulated judgment of the Catholic Church through 

the ages. 

Brian: That's a good way to put it. They make these 

determinations by first looking at Scripture -- the main 

source for theology -- but also consulting what we call 

the Tradition of the Church. That includes the writing, 

the belief, the practice, the art, and architecture of the 

Church over these two thousand years. It's a teaching 

office, yes, but it's more an interpretive office. It looks 

at all these various sources and interprets them. 

Helen: You say you first look to the Scriptures, then all 

these other sources. So, if someone says, "There's 

nothing about that in the Bible," does that necessarily 

mean that it isn't Christian? 

Brian: No. We're not adherents to sola scriptura (by 

Scripture alone), which was a Reformation principle 

which said all things necessary for salvation are 

contained explicitly in Scripture. A Catholic would 

reject that as unscriptural and unhistorical. 

Helen: So when someone starts cherry-picking quotes 

from the Bible, whether it's about animal rights or any 

other subject, and claims "I win" unless we can show 
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them other quotes from the Bible to refute them, 

they're being too narrow, aren't they? 

Brian: Right. That's not a valid form of argumentation. 

First of all, we have to look at the interpretation of 

those passages, whether those passages have been 

read in context. Who was the author? Who was the 

audience? Are they using idioms in the original 

languages that don't translate well to our own? The 

Church tried to read and interpret Scripture in line with 

how Christians have interpreted it for two thousand 

years. We keep a consistent line of teaching and 

thought that goes back to the apostles. That's how we 

maintain our doctrinal integrity and our fidelity to the 

early Church. 

Helen: In that light, we seldom hear "dominion over the 

earth and animals" anymore. Is that because there's a 

new directive from the Magisterium or because of 

political correctness. 

Brian: I don't think it's political correctness. I believe 

there are two reasons: First, there's a growing 

sensitivity about the way we're caring for the earth, and 

that's a good things. Second, the meaning of the term 

"dominion" has changed over the years, and these days 

it tends to imply some kind of brutal or despotic control 

over nature. Whereas in the past people understood 

that man's dominion over the earth was very similar to 

God's dominion over man and his creation. We know 

God loves the animals. The first Genesis account of 

creation has seven days. On the sixth day God created 

land animals and humans -- on the same day. But on the 

previous day, God created the fish and the birds -- the 

animals of the sea and the sky. So right from the earliest 

account, we see a hierarchy of being. 

I like fishing -- I really enjoy it. But I have a real, 

deeply rooted aversion to hunting. I just couldn't hunt a 

land animal. I think it's that hierarchy that I sense. 

Peter: So you see a rationalization for that in the 

sequence of creation? 

Brian: Yes, though I wouldn't say "rationalization." I'd 

probably say "explanation." 

Peter: "Rationalization" is another word that has gone 

the way of "dominion." 

Brian: Exactly. The term means, "in line with reason." 

But these days, it is taken to mean "to excuse." 

Peter: Was Plato wrong when he described humans as 

"featherless bipeds"? 

Brian: We're certainly not featherless bipeds. The 

Church follows the order of creation, the hierarchy of 

being, not slavishly, but it's there. Day five: the fish of 

the sea, the birds of the sky. Day six: the land animals 

and then, finally, the humans. There a nice order 

there. Now, the humans represent a difference in kind, 

not a difference of degree. This is an error that the 

animal rights movement makes consistently; they 

claim that any difference between us and the beasts is 

simply a matter of degree. 

Peter: That's the key to the dispute. They're basing 

their claims on the idea that "we're all just animals." 

Brian: Of course we are animate beings, but we are 

not beasts -- that's the key distinction. Generally, non-

religious animal rights activists hold the position that 

we're just extremely intelligent, hairless monkeys. We 

evolved to that state through random mutation and 

natural selection with no recourse to divine guidance; 

we "just happened" to turn out this way. Of course, 

the Christian rejects this entirely because we are the 

only creatures made "in the image and likeness" of 

God. There is a notion, very popular among secularists, 

that the only thing that separates animals from 

humans is that we're aware of our own mortality. 

Helen: Now we're getting into the idea of a soul. 

Brian: Yes, that's part of how he created us. You might 

say that, when we breathed into us, that was the 

coronation moment when we became different from 

the animals. It was our ensoulment. He did not do that 

with the animals. He blessed them on the fifth day 

with their own special blessing, but he did not breathe 

into them the way he did with us. 
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Helen: Earlier, you said you don't like hunting, but does 

that also mean you don't like eating meat? 

Brian: I want to talk about that. I do eat meat, and 

there's nothing wrong with eating meat. 

Helen: You don't find that hypocritical? 

Brian: No, though I fully grant the apparent 

contradiction, and I sometimes struggle with it myself 

because I'm a huge animal lover. But I'm also a huge 

meat eater, and I don't particularly like vegetables. 

When facing this question, many Christians make this 

error: They believe the issue is whether or not we may 

eat meat. But they already know they can eat meat; 

there are so many examples in the Bible: the Paschal 

lamb, the seafood on the shore. This was not a 

vegetarian culture. So the faithful Christian says, "There, 

case closed. Done." 

The problem is that's not the end of the debate; 

that's the beginning of the debate. We've established 

that we may eat meat, but how? May we slaughter any 

animal? May we torture any animal? May we starve any 

animal to death? What does it mean to treat an animal 

humanely? How should we care for an animal during its 

lifetime so we don't take from it the happiness that God 

wants for the animals? He blessed them, so we know 

they have some measure of happiness. Should we steal 

that because we want meat at the moment for our 

convenience? So as Christians we can eat meat and 

seafood; we can use animals for other things, including 

experimentation, which is a very important thing as 

well. The question is how do we do it? I think this is 

particularly pressing right now because we're heading 

to a factory farming system, which I think by any 

Christian standard is a horror. I'm talking about caged 

animals that never see light, sun, or grass, and are fed 

by tubes and never touched. They never experience 

love of any kind, and then they are slaughtered in a 

terrible way. This is a moral outrage. 

In line with our rights, dominion also gives us 

responsibilities. A primary responsibility is that when we 

use these living beings that God has created with their 

own unique animal dignity, we have to show them 

respect and mercy. As God shows mercy to us, we have 

to show mercy to others. There is a magnificent book on 

this subject by Matthew Scully entitled, Dominion: The 

Power of Man, the Suffering of Animals, and the Call to 

Mercy. It's a brilliant sustained argument, and he wrote 

it from a conservative viewpoint. 

The power of his approach is that he comes at 

things in reverse. He argues that we have a moral 

obligation to care for animals, to protect animals, 

specifically because they do not have rights. They are 

completely and utterly at our mercy. So, as beings that 

have rights and have dignity and experience mercy 

from a merciful God, we have the absolute moral 

obligation to show them mercy in kind. To not do that 

is to act less than human; it attacks our own dignity, 

because we were made as merciful creatures. With 

dominion, we have that responsibility as a reflection of 

God's responsibility to us. That turns the argument on 

its head. It rejects the secular animal rights movement 

but, in rejecting that, makes a much more powerful 

argument. A conservative argument for animal 

protection is a very powerful thing indeed. Scully's 

book was even endorsed by the vice president of the 

Humane Society. 

Helen: Here we're in the problem of degree again. You 

talked about farming where animals are caged and 

untouched and fed by tubes, but we've seen the other 

side of the coin where in England it's mandated to give 

farm pigs stuffed toys to keep them company and, 

supposedly, happy. 

Brian: I don't know if that would help the animals or if 

it would just frighten them. But the point is that the 

conversation over "What is the appropriate degree of 

protection?" is just beginning. We're starting the 

conversation; it really hasn't happened yet. Most 

Christians now are in unknowing violation of the moral 

obligation to care for animals because we buy meat 

that is produced by the factory farms. But what's the 

alternative? I don't know. Sure, we can go organic or 

free range, but those methods need a good deal more 

space than factory farms. Can we go that route and 

http://www.amazon.com/Dominion-Power-Suffering-Animals-Mercy/dp/0312319738/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240625517&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Dominion-Power-Suffering-Animals-Mercy/dp/0312319738/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240625517&sr=1-1
http://www.amazon.com/Dominion-Power-Suffering-Animals-Mercy/dp/0312319738/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240625517&sr=1-1
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still feed people? So this is still a conversation that 

needs to happen in the Christian community. 

Helen: We can talk about this from a purely moral point 

of view, but some are starting to change our idea of 

what human beings are. Along this line, people are 

beginning to talk about pets as companions of humans. 

Brian: That's another problem. In this area, because it is 

so emotional, people tend to veer into one camp or the 

other. Now the movement to animalize humans or 

humanize animals is very dangerous. 

Helen: Why dangerous? 

Brian: Because once you start treating animals like 

humans, it becomes that much easier to treat humans 

like animals. We've seen it in the euthanasia 

movement; we've seen it in artificial insemination. 

Artificial insemination didn't arise out of nowhere. It 

came from veterinary medicine. Animal medicine is 

often the canary in the coal mine for human medicine. 

This isn't entirely negative, of course. Because 

veterinary medicine can be more progressive and 

because a number of techniques from animal medicine 

have been adopted by humans with great success and 

great benefit for all, we tend to look at those successes 

and think we can take just about anything we do to an 

animal, and do it to a human. So we get artificial 

insemination, we get euthanasia, we get sterilization, 

we get cloning and all the varying kinds of cell research. 

It's also come into the public discussion in terms of 

animal experimentation. We experiment on animals, so 

why not experiment on humans? Why not use the 

prison population? These are bad guys; let's put them 

to some use. 

Peter: China is already doing that. 

Brian: They are and have been for quite some time, and 

they weren't the first. If we blur these lines, then 

whatever we do to an animal we can do to a human. 

That's why it's so important to make the distinction. I 

think it's vital that we create a wall of defense around 

our understanding of what it means to be human. We 

have to really know what that means so we can 

recognize these distortions and counterfeit ideas when 

they come to us. And they do. 

Helen: Tell us more about that wall of defense. 

Brian: I'll go back to Catholic moral teaching. Humans 

are made in the image and likeness of God. We're like 

walking, imperfect, flawed analogies of God. We're 

mini-moral agents. If a person understands that humans 

are unique because we're made in the image and 

likeness of God as opposed to all the rest of creation, I 

think that's enough. Everything else will flow out of 

that understanding. 

Peter: Is there an argument from principle, apart from 

Christian teaching? Saying that man is the only moral 

agent I think comes close to that, because that's 

something people can verify from their own personal 

experience. Certainly dogs and cats and other pets 

seem to make moral decisions, but I don't think it 

would be difficult to convince people that we humans 

are the ones who are actually making moral decisions, 

rather than just following our desires and appetites. 

Brian: I think people have an instinctive understanding 

of that, but maybe not to the degree that they could 

communicate it as you did. 

Peter: Let's take an example: A chimp was brought into 

Austria years ago as part of a shipment of animals to a 

vivisection laboratory. Somehow, some group found 

out and "rescued" it via some customs regulations and 

put it in an animal care facility of sorts. Now that 

facility is bankrupt, and the chimp is headed back to 

the laboratory again. Some groups say the only way to 

rescue it now is to grant it some kind of personhood so 

that he can receive money or donations and a legal 

defense. 

Brian: Okay, let's say we grant this chimp 'human' 

rights, so it has the right to life, liberty, et cetera. One 

day it's out pursuing happiness, let's say, and bites a 

woman on the ankle. Would we bring him up on 

charges of assault? The animal rights groups would 

say, "Don't be ridiculous. It's an animal." So there's an 
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obvious contradiction here. Would we have some sort 

of special designation for the personhood of animals? 

Helen: We might laugh about these things, but we know 

of an example from at least six years ago in California 

wine country. We attended a town hall meeting to 

discuss the use of insecticides on the vineyards. During 

the meeting, one woman got up and "channeled" the 

glassy-wing sharpshooter wasp that was infecting the 

vines. Don't laugh; it was taken very seriously. Even 

though many of us were skeptical, some people actually 

thought the bug had a "right to be heard." 

Peter: You might say that the conversation is 

happening, but it's starting at the lunatic fringe and 

working its way in. 

Helen: So if animals have rights, they must also have 

responsibilities. We might take the chimp that attacked 

someone and put him down, but we certainly wouldn't 

put him on trial. 

Brian: Right. I'm not saying that animals acting from 

instinct wouldn't be punished or that we wouldn't put 

them down if they attacked humans. But we're not 

really trying to "punish" them in the strict sense. We're 

acting for public safety. For instance, whatever we do to 

them, we don't think it's going to teach other chimps 

not to misbehave. We can't really "threaten" them with 

the death penalty or imprisonment, and there is 

nothing reformative in our actions. It's a very different 

situation than what we have with human misbehavior. 

Peter: Some people would like to wipe away every 

teaching that's based on religion by waving the 

Darwinian wand and saying that whatever happened 

two thousand years ago is just superstition and vastly 

inferior to what we're discovering now about evolution, 

the Big Bang, and scientific progress in general. There 

are others who accept that there is a Creator but that 

creation could look to us humans as though it were 

evolving. Does the Church have anything to say about 

the appearance of evolution? 

Brian: Yes, and this has been in the news lately. The 

Church is clear on this. There is an error that is repeated 

by evolutionists and also by many Christians and 

creationists as well. What they do is mistakenly assume 

that evolution only refers to atheistic Darwinian 

evolution, which is natural selection weeding through 

random mutations. In truth, the general concept of 

evolution simply states that more complex life forms 

developed or evolved out of earlier, simpler forms. So 

you can certainly have a Christian form of evolution if 

you believe God's creation is sequential. This is not 

inconsistent even with the seven-day Genesis account -- 

each day, something new emerges. 

Helen: However, you did say "day." Would that be 

considered a 24-hour day? 

Brian: No, not literally. A Catholic might understand 

this in a number of ways. Each day could imply an age. 

Or, by the way it's structured, the account could simply 

be an example of Jewish literary parallelism. There's 

certainly evidence for that. If you notice, the first three 

days are parallel to the next three days. Then the 

seventh day, when God rests, is unique and set apart 

from the others. And seven is a symbol of completion 

or perfection. So by looking at what the writer did, it 

might indicate to us that the writer intended us to 

understand this allegorically, not literally. That doesn't 

mean, however, that there's no truth in it. 

Helen: If the Church says do not judge, how do you 

judge when someone is doing something right or 

wrong with animals? 

Brian: The point here is that you cannot judge a 

person's soul -- whether or not someone is "in sin." We 

cannot make ultimate moral judgments about people, 

but we can make moral judgments about their actions. 

There is nothing wrong with that. We must know the 

difference between right actions and sins or crimes. 

But we can't judge the person himself, because we 

don't know what's going on interiorly. 

Peter: And that is not because we aren't all trained in 

psychology, but because it's categorically out of our 

hands. Basically, you're drawing the classic distinction 

between the sin and the sinner. 
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Helen: Would you say wrong is wrong at all times -- it's 

not just a cultural thing or a thing made up by the 

times? 

Brian: If it's a universal truth, it will always be true. It's 

woven into the fabric of Creation. 

Helen: Do you have a favorite misconception you'd like 

to set straight as regards animal protection? 

Brian: Yes, I do. It is the notion that animal protection is 

an invention of the secular world and that somehow 

Christianity is opposed to it. They say, "Thank goodness 

we have these children of the Enlightenment who have 

risen in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries to save 

all our furry friends from this criminal Church." That's 

ridiculous. 

The Church was the original producer of animal 

activists -- just look at Saint Francis of Assisi. St. Basil of 

Caesarea wrote a beautiful prayer at the end of the 

fourth century, asking God to hear the cries of the 

suffering animals around the world. He says we've 

abused them and continue to abuse them, and things 

are getting worse. This is historic Christian teaching. If it 

seems different now, that's simply the result of the 

excesses of secular activists who have forced us into a 

defensive posture. When these activists blur the 

distinction between animals and humans, the only thing 

the Church can do is react against that error. We 

acknowledge they have a noble aim in protecting 

animals, but they are going about it the wrong way. 

They don't see that they are creating a much bigger 

problem than the one they're trying to solve. 

They are mortgaging the future of humanity for 

the future of animals. 

 

Peter and Helen Evans are co-authors of the new book, 

Get Serious: The Church's Stand on Contemporary 

Culture, which they discussed here. This interview is 

reprinted with their permission. 

http://www.amazon.com/Get-Serious-Ever-Said-Christianity/dp/1606963015/ref=sr_1_4?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240625412&sr=8-4
http://www.amazon.com/Get-Serious-Ever-Said-Christianity/dp/1606963015/ref=sr_1_4?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1240625412&sr=8-4
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The Myth of Catholic Art: An Unmanifesto  
Maureen Mullarkey | Classic 

4/28/09 
s there a uniquely Catholic approach to art? What is 

legitimate Catholic art? How can a Catholic make a 

significant difference in the artistic community? How 

should Catholics approach secular art? What might be 

included in a manifesto for Catholic artists? The 

questions, sent to me by Crisis a few months back, are 

direct and compelling. They are also tricky to address 

because the assumptions behind them are complex and 

hidden. 

It would be better to shift attention from straitened 

definitions of Catholic art toward something more 

generous to the arts themselves and more useful to 

Catholics in the public square. But where to start with 

questions that lead in different directions? 

A quick internet search of "Catholic Art" turns up a 

welter of offerings. True Catholic art -- guaranteed 100 

percent traditional -- is easy to find. Online galleries 

offer "spiritual collectibles," curative images ("The 

soulful image helps us heal.") and St. Jude Specials 

("Buy-one-get-one-free on all St. Jude art products."). 

You are invited to "live your Catholic faith" with 

vendors' T-shirts, prints, online frame shops and no 

sales tax. At one Catholic superstore, you can add to 

your cart a sterling silver Della Fonte -- not to be 

confused, mind you, with Della Robbia -- Madonna and 

Child. 

Taken together, the mix of popular devotion, kitsch 

and commercialism seems a persuasive argument for 

iconoclasm. But Catholics are not iconoclasts. Far from 

it. So, to paraphrase Orwell on word use, we need to be 

careful what we do with images because of what 

images can do to us. Art's expressive power is not 

necessarily benign; bad art has its own deleterious 

effect, working its way on religious sensibilities like 

corrosive salts on a fresco. Images resonate apart from 

their subject matter. 

It would be handy to have a sequel to Thomas Day's 

Why Catholics Can't Sing: The Culture of Catholicism and 

the Triumph of Bad Taste. Call it Unholy Pictures: The 

Triumph of Religious Kitsch. The enthusiasm American 

Catholics withhold from music, they lavish on images, 

not necessarily of a high order. Not everyone can hold a 

pitch, but anyone can hang an inexpensive imitation of 

a Juan Gutierrez' Assumption with the Virgin borne aloft 

by choirs of putti. 

While mimicking Renaissance and post-

Renaissance painting, such things are far removed 

from Renaissance achievement and are, by contrast, a 

kind of sentimentalized antiart. They do violence to 

their prototypes and distort their subjects. Thomas 

Merton phrased things nicely: "If there were no other 

proof of the infinite patience of God with men, a very 

good one could be found in His tolerance of the 

pictures that are painted of him." 

And of His mother, too. 

 

Buying Into the Myth 

Catholics tend to embrace uncritically imitations of the 

premodern, especially when it comes to religious 

items. Whatever comes closest to Renaissance realism 

or the Baroque figuration of the late 16th and 17 

centuries is considered more spiritual, more authentic 

than anything that reveals 20th century authorship. 

Too frequently, this means the kind of art rampant on 

cards in funeral parlors, the visual equivalent of sob 

songs. Insensibility to issues of quality in art -- or 

disinterest, if you prefer -- is partly a by-product of the 

same sociological factors that Day outlines in his book. 

But today's Catholics have moved well beyond the 

immigrant experience of earlier generations. They 

have become a significant presence at the highest 

levels of income and education. 

So there must be something else afoot. And there 

is: Pius X's condemnation of modernism as the 

"synthesis of all heresies" has reverberated in 
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unsuspected ways. The shadow of heresy-by-

association blankets the fragmentation and disjunctions 

of modern art ( much of its disillusion a reaction to the 

horrors of war). Since modern art challenged the 

authority of preceding art, it was disdained as an 

expression of the same heretical impulse. 

This over-simplification is far less interesting than 

the reality. The entire history of Western art has been a 

succession of challenges to previous art as well as a 

story of intricate branching and wandering, with many 

false starts along the way. People of faith, skeptical 

toward unnuanced Darwinian hypotheses about the 

origin of man, accept without question mainstream 

Darwinian views of art history. Following the received 

wisdom, they lend themselves to the myth of the 

supposedly organic structure of art history, positing an 

unbroken line of progress from classical times to the 

Renaissance. (Some stretch it to the 1880's and the 

beginnings of Impressionism, but no later.) After that, in 

the modern era, the presumed ladder of ascendancy 

collapses. Believers jump ship to take up the unsmiling 

game of modernist-spotting. 

The volume and scope of art dismissed by this 

attitude is staggering. Étienne Gilson, Catholic 

philosopher, historian and contemporary of Jacques 

Maritain, sought to restore balance to the issue. In his 

1955 Mellon Lectures, later published under the title 

Painting and Reality, he argued that modern abstract 

art, far from being a falling away (from representation), 

had restored art to its essential dignity. He insisted that, 

in the wake of the Middle Ages, Western art had 

become devoted to a kind of literalism -- call it 

empiricism -- that limited art to imitating the visual 

world. According to Gilson, modern art rediscovered the 

idea of art as a means of creating forms for interpreting 

the world, not merely copying what greets our senses. 

With characteristic brio, Gilson held that humanity 

continues God's work of creation through the arts. The 

imitatio Dei, then is not a matter of copying. It is a 

matter, first, of comprehending; and, then, of seeking 

forms to render that comprehension. Gilson would have 

had no trouble recognizing the abstract substrate of 

Byzantine art without insisting that its forms were 

immutable or inherently sacred. 

Even to consider art in the realm of heresy is to 

adopt a secularist fallacy: that of seeing art as a vehicle 

of transcendence. This last point concerns us most 

because it capitulates unwittingly to the very secularism 

that Crisis readers reject. Moses did not come down 

from Sinai with a code of aesthetics; Jesus, craftsman 

that he was, kept silent on whether or not Solomon's 

architects were men of taste. 

Art is an instrument thoroughly of this world; it is 

not revelation and has no theology. It is poorly suited 

to the spiritual burdens laid upon it. Artists themselves 

are not up to the task of defining or divining the 

Kingdom. In his small gem of a book The Responsibility 

of the Artist, Maritain defines the artist as "a man 

using Art." He is bound, like any other artisan, to the 

perfection of the work of his hands: 

Art by itself tends to the good of the work, not to 

the good of man. The first responsibility of the 

artist is toward his work. 

Believing this -- as I do -- the term "Catholic artist" 

seems precious and self-conscious. It risks becoming 

one more assault against humility, a quality already 

close to running on empty in the arts. It would be an 

act of mercy to scrap the category "Catholic art" 

altogether. There is no longer any such entity; there is 

only art made by Catholics. This might or might not 

make use of religious imagery; it might or might not be 

successful or praiseworthy. Faith is not the origin of 

talent and cannot stand bail for it. Neither is piety an 

index of good taste or guarantor of good 

craftsmanship. There is only good art and bad art; 

Catholicism is no determiner of either. 

 

Changing Perspectives 

Religious feeling and artistic power cannot be 

conjoined by fiat. Some of the finest religious images 

of the 20th century have been made by artists across 

the spectrum of belief and unbelief. One of the few 

Catholics among them was Graham Sutherland whose 



 

in
si

d
e
ca

th
o
lic

.c
o
m

 

32 

 

renowned tapestry for Coventry Cathedral, Christ the 

Redeemer Enthroned in Glory (1946), melds Byzantine 

frontality and format with modernist handling. 

Sutherland was both a convert and thorough-going 

modernist painter. 

Stanley Spencer, Sutherland's contemporary, 

sought the religious dimensions of ordinary life in a 

series of stylized modern paintings that placed the 

Crucifixion and Resurrection in his own quite-Protestant 

village of Cookham-on-Thames between the two world 

wars. Early modernism abounds with haunting religious 

imagery, much of it by painters making use of a still-

extant vocabulary of shared biblical motifs for their own 

purposes. Max Beckmann comes straight to mind. His 

Deposition (1917) and Christ and the Woman Taken in 

Adultery (1917) are apparitions of stunning clarity and 

perception on the eve of World War I. And no one who 

has ever looked upon Lovis Corinth's Red Christ (1922) 

could be surprised by Mel Gibson's depiction of a 

Roman scourging. 

To be sure, it is a bit late for Catholics to begin 

championing the formal principles of high modernism. 

That was yesterday's war. Besides, modernist tenets, 

established in a triumphalist mode, have passed from 

being novel and threatening to being an accepted mode 

already weakened and on its way toward demolition. So 

no, I am not at all advocating latter-day acceptance of 

the dogmatism of modernist dictates in the arts. But 

unless Catholics recognize 20th century achievements in 

the arts -- and they are considerable -- we hamper our 

ability to engage in conversation with our own so-called 

post-modern moment. 

Gregory Wolfe, editor of Image Journal and writing 

in First Things several years ago, had this to say: 

That the aesthetic language of Modernism in turn 

became exhausted is not a count against it. Such is 

the nature of aesthetic change. Postmodernism has 

its own opportunities and dead ends. 

We have to be careful not to emphasis the dead ends -- 

the challenges -- at the expense of the opportunities. 

The virtue of hope demands it. Moreover, the capacity 

to distinguish among challenges is a component of 

effectiveness in the public square. 

Historical perspective is helpful. It surprises 

Western Christians to learn that the Orthodox deem all 

of what we consider sacred art -- from Giotto's fresco 

cycle in the Arena Chapel to Bernini's marble Madonna 

and Child in the Vatican -- to be, in reality, wholly 

secular. Michel Quenot, in his well-known study of the 

art and theology of the icon, summarizes the Orthodox 

position: 

The sacred art of both East and West expressed 

the same realities up to the eleventh and twelfth 

centuries, with an identical impetus that sought to 

reveal 'things invisible.' It was that marvelous 

period of Romanesque art which unveiled a world 

beyond the laws of gravity, and even showed us 

how stone could be spiritualized. 

Then came the evocative, more individualistic 

pictorialism of Cimabue, Giotto and Duccio. Departing 

from the artistic traditions of the Eastern Church, 

these three prompted a turn away from hieratic 

Byzantine depiction and pointed toward the realism of 

the Renaissance. In the Orthodox view, the 

desacralization of Western sacred art begins with the 

very ducento art that we revere. With the drama and 

humanity of Cimabue's crucifix -- the heightened 

emotion of its Christus patiens -- for Santa Croce in 

Florence, sacred art begins its descent into "religious 

art" which, in the Orthodox tradition, is no more than 

secular art making use of religious subject matter. 

Wide attention has been given recently to the $45 

million purchase of Duccio's masterpiece, the 

Stroganoff Madonna, by the Metropolitan Museum of 

Art. For all the press coverage lavished on the 

purchase -- named after its last owner, Count Gregorii 

Stroganoff -- comment has centered more on its 

aesthetic value than its cultural significance. 

This tiny panel, no bigger than a sheet of 

stationery, marks a discreet but substantial move away 

from reigning standards of the time for sacred art. The 

iconic gives way to the human in the slight swelling of 
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Mary's breast and the gaze of mother and son toward 

each other, not outward toward the viewer. Most 

significantly, they appear behind a trompe l'oeil 

parapet, an unprecedented spatial device indicating 

real, not sacral, space. The panel suggests a human 

narrative in human time, a spiritual kingdom depicted in 

terms of a temporal one. Such shift in sacred imagery 

was a scandal to the Eastern churches and played its 

role in the division of Eastern Christianity from the 

West. Yet the icon tradition itself developed out of 

secular traditions: the pagan icon genre and Roman 

portraiture. 

At this very moment, particle physicists are 

pondering the existence of perhaps as many as eleven 

dimensions. Too astonishing to grasp! Is it feasible, 

then, to insist that a two-dimensional iconographic 

surface is "more accessible to mystery" (Michael 

Quenot's phrase) or that, turning West, Gothic forms 

come closer to the sublime than modern ones? Mystery 

is everywhere, our origin and our destiny. We inhabit 

mystery, breathe, embody and return to it. Denying our 

capacity to express a sense of wonder and reverence 

with the means of our own time seems a sin against the 

Spirit Who murmurs to every age. 

We moderns marvel at the carved tympanums, 

columns, capitals and crypts of Romanesque sculpture. 

We delight in the highly stylized depictions of natural or 

mythological forms that decorate the abbey church of 

Saint-Denis or the cathedral at Rheims. Yet St. Bernard 

of Clairvaux dismissed the "ridiculous monstrosities" of 

his era with the indignation of a modern critic in the 

bowels of Chelsea or any other art district. He begins 

with an attack against the immoderate size of churches 

and moves on to decorative style: 

What is the point of this deformed beauty, this 

elegant deformity? ....You can see a head with many 

bodies, or a body with many heads. Here we espy an 

animal with a serpent's tail, there a fish with an animal's 

head. There we have a beast that is a horse in front and 

a she-goat behind.... In the name of God! If we are not 

ashamed at its foolishness, why at least are we not 

angry at the expense? 

What St. Bernard disdained, most of us would weep 

to have for ourselves. Art keeps moving, not necessarily 

forward but in multiple directions at once, constantly 

absorbing or discarding influences. Beholders are called 

to keep up with the dance in order to address the 

contemporary artistic experience as it affects not 

merely the eye but the memory and the spirit as well. 

 

A Form for Our Time 

So then, what is sacred art? Inseparable from liturgical 

function, sacred art is simply that which stimulates 

worship and accompanies prayer. For us Westerners, 

function determines sacrality, not style. Decorum, 

certainly, demands that style be appropriate to the 

subject. But decisions about appropriateness entail a 

certain generosity toward the point in history which is 

ours. Charity, then, becomes the motive for acquiring 

the necessary sophistication to make fitting 

judgments. Anything less is ingratitude for the gift of 

this moment. 

One of the best recorded instances of Catholic 

rejection of modern approaches to a sacred subject 

occurred in 1950. Germaine Richier sculpted a crucifix 

for the altar at Notre-Dame-de-tout-grace, Assy, at the 

invitation of Marie-Alain Couturier, Dominican monk, 

artist and founder of the periodical L'Arte Sacré. The 

corpus was a scream of pain, torn and faceless like a 

bomb victim. It was a harrowing but vital image to 

terminally ill French patients in the wake of World War 

II. 

The crucifix created outrage world-wide among 

Catholics who neglected to consider that the Body of 

Christ continues to be rent in modern ways. Removed 

for a time, it was eventually restored at the request of 

the patients at the hospice served by the chapel. One 

of them wrote: "Here is a crucifix I can pray to." What 

matters is not whether Richier's crucifix satisfied a 

traditional canon of forms but whether it succeeded in 

arousing in the dying a sense of the profundity of the 

Crucifixion, moving them to prayer. It was never quite 

clear how much intense rejection of the work was 
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triggered by the image itself or by public knowledge of 

Richier's atheism. 

So now, where have we come to along this string of 

anecdotes and reflections? What is the point they are 

sidling toward? Only this: We look to the past with love 

and the view graces us in the present. But theological 

hope prompts us to look toward the future, which calls 

us from what we are now to what we will become. 

We do not need Catholic artists to recreate the 

Gothic or bring us souvenirs from the classical 

rediscoveries of the Renaissance. The Christian mystery 

was not exhausted by Gothic piety, however much we 

are endeared to the art that expressed it. Neither is it 

summed up in our formal inheritance from the 

Renaissance. The reliquary prestige of art from past 

centuries must not obscure the dignity of man's creative 

initiative at whatever point in history he finds himself. 

The essence of classicism lies not in its forms but in its 

reticence, its respect for the humane potential of 

balance and restraint. 

We need artists who, without affectation or 

reliance on anachronism, can keep us mindful of that. 

And we need audiences open to the reminder. 

 

Maureen Mullarkey is a painter and art critic for the 

New York Sun. This article originally appeared in the 

April 2005 issue of Crisis Magazine. 

 


