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How to Read This Book
This is a GPS, a guide for Christians in public discourse. You do not need to

read a guide from cover to cover, even though that would be very useful! But to

use a guide well, you have to know where to find what you need when you need
it. For this purpose we suggest that you familiarize yourself with the table of
contents and begin to read the chapters which could be helpful for you.

The readers of this book are busy people. We know how diffult it is to take a

break from accomplishing the never-ending and ever-growing items on our ‚to

do‘ lists. But sometimes it is exactly this break that is necessary for feeding our
brains, for inspiring us with that idea we were searching for, and for helping us
to focus with renewed energy. And here is the good news. To read one of our

chapters will take you, on the average, not more than half a concentrated hour.
Do take some of these half-hours. They will serve you well.

A great professor once said that there is nothing more valuable than a book

with markings and underlinings. Over the course of the years, when turning

back to books we had read long ago, we discovered the immense value of his

advice. In a world characterized by an immeasurable flow of information one is
not easily able to remember a thought or a passage that one once found useful.
Read this book with a marker – and contrary to what your parents have taught
you: scribble all over it!

We are proud that this publication was written by great thinkers of various

Christian communities addressing themselves to Christian leaders and intellec-

tuals of all denominations. Christians of different denominations need to coop-

erate and give answers in a unified way, instead of looking at their differences,
when facing such fierce opposition in public discourse in the West today.

In this book you find more than twenty distinguished authors from ten differ-

ent countries. Naturally, their perceptions of the situation as well as their proposed solutions vary as do their backgrounds. Some ideas will excite you, oth-

ers will make you angry. Some thoughts might convince you at a second glance.
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This is good, because it will create fruitful thought and discussion. The opinions
expressed by the authors do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the editors,

the contributing authors or of those who collaborated in the publication of this
book.

Have a good read, and a good reflection. If you wish, share your conclusions

with us. And who knows, the meaning of the term GPS, the Global Positioning
System, might turn for you into Go Preach the Savior.

Martin and Gudrun Kugler, Editors
Vienna, November 2010
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Foreword
by Metropolitan Hilarion Alfeev of Volokolamsk
This book is a collection of publications on discrimination against Christians

in Europe. This problem is deliberately hushed up in the ‘free continent’. For

many this affirmation may seem strange, untrue, exaggerated and even artificial. However, the book cites numerous concrete facts pointing to discrimina-

tion against Christians, violations of their rights to freedom of expression and
conscience and ultimately to the free expression of their faith.

It is sad that these developments are taking place in today’s Europe to the big

words of some politicians about their absolute respect for human rights and

dignity. Paying lip service to the primacy of human rights, they actually trample
on them by invariably adopting essentially anti-Christian legislation.

A few years ago, France adopted a law forbidding people to wear religious at-

tributes in public places. At that time, it applied only to schools and public institutions. There is no guarantee that tomorrow this category of public places will
include hospitals, army barracks, railway stations and public transportation.

In November 2009, the European Court of Human Rights complied with the

claim made by Ms. S. Lautsi against the Italian State, insisting that the pres-

ence of Christian crucifixes in schoolrooms violated parents’ rights to give secular education to their children. In the European Parliament, there have been
repeated calls to declare illegal the tradition of the Roman Catholic Church to
allow only male priesthood. Readers will find in this book many more exam-

ples of this kind and find out details and consequences of the discrimination to

which Christians are subjected in their countries without having committed any
crimes.

Responsibility for persecuting Christians today is to be borne not only by

politicians. Many mass media today allow themselves to resort to inadmissible

rhetoric with regard to notions held sacred by Christians. Filmmakers produce
back to table of contents
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sacrilegious films; some pop-singers openly mock at the Holy Cross in an at-

tempt to provoke believers into responses going beyond legal boundaries. Journalists seek to persuade their listeners, viewers and readers that Christians are
aggressive and wicked. At the same time, there is no voice of the discordant

choir of ‘human rights activists’ who make daily statements about the infringement on human rights in various parts of the world. Doesn’t it look like they

protect the rights of a certain category of persons in which Christians are not

included? Or is the insulting of believers’ religious feelings no longer a violation
of human rights? It is especially deplorable that international Christian orga-

nizations keep silent, too, about the discimination against Christians in Europe

while they could indeed use the means at their disposal to rebuff these attacks.
It is impressed on people that religions are the causes of divisions and enmi-

ty between nations, that faith encourages the inferiority complex, that it suppresses personal freedom and will. It is noteworthy that the criticism of re-

ligion has failed to work out anything new since the time of Nietzsche, while

becoming apparently incapable of any dialogue, intolerant and more aggressive.
It is quite clear that we have found ourselves face to face with a powerful and

well-planned program of ousting Christianity and religion as such from the life
of not only European but also every society. As the most secularised continent,
Europe occupies the first place in this list. It would be quite logical to suppose
that attacks against Christianity will only increase.

Believers who lived in the Soviet Union know from their experience the tac-

tics and strategy of antireligious propaganda with all its stereotypes and clichés
used in the hope to have ordinary people to come over to its side. Therefore,

looking at the rhetoric and vocabulary of today’s ‘fighters against religious obscurantism’, we do not find anything new. On the contrary, we see in them agitators and propagandists of the Soviet time revived to life. Today’s aggressive
atheism is fully coupled with the propaganda of amorality and sexual laxity –
which can eventually lead the European civilization to crash.

European Christians, regardless of our confessional affiliation, must join their
back to table of contents
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efforts to prevent the precedents of discrimination against the Christian faith

from becoming regular and natural. With the help of the mass media it is possible to impress on society that the Church and Christianity are not obsolete rel-

icts of the distant past, nor a regressive and aggressive force opposing all that is
new, creative and alive. We have at our disposal legal means for defending our
rights. We only need determination, cohesion and coordination of our actions.

I hope that this book we throw light on little-known aspects of European re-

ality and give cause to a serious examination of the situation in this area, in

which, as we can see, the affairs are not as problem-free as statements made

from Brussels and Strasbourg suggest. I also hope that the book will contribute
to the longed-for establishment of justice towards Christians in Europe and the
world. In the meantime, the most important task is to consolidate our effort, to
overcome divisions and to seek a new understanding of our Christian identity

which unites us across confessional boundaries. Only we ourselves can defend
ourselves.

back to table of contents
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What’s Wrong With the West?
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No Successor for Don Camillo
On the Marginalization of Christians in Europe

By Gudrun Kugler, Director of the Observatory on Intolerance and Discrimination Against Christians

Skimming through a newspaper on a day like any
other one
While I was waiting at the dentist’s office recently I had quite an eye-opener:

For once I had no time constraints and I read a newspaper1 from cover to cover.
On the front page I read of the police raiding the Belgian bishops’ confer-

ence on the suspicion of their having covered up abuse cases. The bishops’ cell
phones were confiscated, the archbishop interrogated for ten hours, and two
coffins of former bishops were dug out in an effort to find secret papers (re-

member Dan Brown?) – bishops treated like criminals with extreme measures
which is reminiscent of long-passed regimes.

Page four mentioned the plans of the Spanish government to remove all reli-

gious symbols from public places, including crosses in schools, as well as plans
to abolish the Catholic liturgy at state celebrations, where it has always been
traditionally present.

On page seven I was told that American lawyers are trying to prevent a coun-

ty court from summoning the pope to questioning under oath on charges of
criminal cover-up.

Page ten portrayed an attempt of the Green party of the parliament of the

German state Baden-Württemberg to introduce mandatory education presenting homosexuality as an equal alternative for school age students and to en-

force similar training for teachers – without an opt out for concerned (Christian) parents or teachers.

As I read through the culture section, I was surprised that I did not find an
back to table of contents
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exhibition of art defacing the Bible or displaying Jesus in some indecent position. At least not on that day.

I almost laughed at the irony of what I read in the religion section; the new

leader of the Catholic Church in Poland said in his inauguration remarks that he
had a feeling that Europe had separated itself from its Christian roots.
That day it was not the dentist who scared me.

Bad weather for Christians
On April 10th 2010 in the morning, Poland’s President Lech Kaczynski to-

gether with many of Poland’s officials died in a plane crash. In the evening I at-

tended a party of young trendy professionals. “He deserved nothing else…” I hear

being explained, “he was a way too Catholic president!” Satisfaction about the

terrible death of a nation’s president, no sense of pity or compassion – because
of his faith.

At another occasion I talk to an adjunct university professor waiting for his

promotion. “There are three applicants, I am objectively the most qualified one.
But I was told by a friendly colleague that they are trying to find a reason not
to appoint me. They don’t want a practicing Catholic in that position.” I have

been told many similar stories. Including women preventing the only woman

applicant receiving a promotion because of her religious views. Naturally, those
discriminated against do not want to be quoted or mentioned by name. But I

am quite convinced that most of my readers will know someone with a similar
story.

Harvard Researcher Edward Green, researcher on HIV/AIDS, wrote on March

27th, 2009, in the Washington Post about the professional risks for non-Chris-

tians taking Christian standpoints, “We liberals who work in the fields of global

HIV/AIDS and family planning take terrible professional risks if we side with the
pope on a divisive topic such as this. The condom has become a symbol of freedom
and – along with contraception – female emancipation, so those who question
back to table of contents
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condom orthodoxy are accused of being against these causes,” Green faced heavy
attacks. His contract was not renewed, and his project was terminated. On other grounds, says Administrative Director at Harvard University’s AIDS Prevention Research Project. Right.

Describing the problem
International governmental institutions have on many occasions mentioned

the growing threat to religious freedom for Christians. In 2004 the United Nations Economic and Social Council stated “Christianity is also under pressure

from a form of secularism, particularly in Europe. In part feelings of suspicion towards Christianity and limitations on its expression stem from the difficulty encountered, in particular in Europe, in managing the increasing presence of Muslims in the region. Thus the tendency to favour similar restrictions on all forms of
religion results in the denial of the visible expression of any religion. It also seems
that there is a fear of allowing religion to play a role in public life. This is apparently explained by a “rationalist” aversion towards religion, which is seen as representing the irrational, as well as by a tradition of secularism that denies religions the possibility, if not the right, to play a role in public life…”2
On March 4th 2009 the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

hosted a meeting in Vienna on Intolerance and Discrimination against Chris-

tians, which gathered about 100 experts and state representatives. “What came

out clearly from this meeting is that intolerance and discrimination against Christians is manifested in various forms across the OSCE area,” said Ambassador

Janez Lenarcic, Director of the host organization: the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights. In his press release he summarized how the
phenomenon was portrayed: “Meeting participants discussed several aspects of
intolerance and discrimination against and among Christians, including violent

attacks against persons, property and places of worship, as well as restrictions to
the right to freedom of religion or belief. Participants also highlighted inaccurate
back to table of contents
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portrayals of Christian identity and values in the media and political discourse,
leading to misunderstandings and prejudice.”
What Christians in Europe face today is a denial of equal rights and what we

might call social marginalization. The term intolerance refers to the social di-

mension, the term discrimination, to the legal.

Such intolerant and discriminatory behavior results from: opposition to in-

dividual traits of the Christian faith or to moral positions that are intrinsically

part of the Christian faith, or from a negative categorical bias against Christians

or against Christianity as a whole. It leads to attacks on the social level (such as
negative stereotyping and exclusion, or maltreatment in the private realm), on

the legal level (for example through a discriminatory law or a biased court verdict) and on the political level (for example through exclusion from the public
sphere; a political resolution; etc.).

Black books of intolerance against Christians
Mario Mauro, Italian member of the European Parliament and OSCE repre-

sentative on freedom of religion recently published a book called War against

Christians in 2010.

In France Michel de Jaeghere wrote a book entitled Enquete sur la christiano-

phobie explaining his perception of the phenomenon in detail in 2006.

The topic is on the table in the United Kingdom: The Christian Institute pub-

lished a report called Marginalizing Christians, which catalogues numerous cas-

es of Christians being sidelined by public bodies, popular media, employers and
of being faced with barriers to public funding in 2009. The United Kingdom

House of Commons held an enquete on discrimination against Christians in the
beginning of 2009. House member Mr. Jackson of Peterborough called for a debate on “systematic and institutional discrimination towards Christians” asking:
“Does fairness and equality only apply to people who are non-Christians in this
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country?” The BBC aired a one-hour documentary entitled Are Christians being
persecuted? on Easter Sunday 2010. In September 2010, the Spectator ran the
cover story Don’t even think it – Thought Crime Special.

In January 2009 a poll showed that more than four out of five UK churchgo-

ers (84 per cent) think that religious freedoms, of speech and action, are at risk
in the UK. A similar proportion (82 per cent) feels it is becoming more difficult
to live as a Christian in an increasingly secular country (Pollwatch January 09
(Cpanel Special), ComRes, January 2009).

No violent persecution – but marginalization
A senior United Nations Official, the Special Rapporteur on contemporary

forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia, and related intolerance, said
in June 2007: “Christianophobia has always existed, alongside anti-Semitism and
Islamophobia. But its current growth is, paradoxically, not being noted in inter-

national discussions. Spectacular cases of hostility to Christians are currently occurring outside Europe in India, Nigeria and other countries, but has reached its
deepest ideological expression in the West. Here in Europe there is suspicion towards religious practices, as well as a rise in intolerance expressed by the slow

marginalization of citizens who confess any faith. The challenge to the whole continent is to find a balance between defending secular principles and upholding religious freedom.”
Joseph Ratzinger wrote, before he became Benedict XVI: “Naturally, it is not

an anti-Christian persecution, it would be nonsense to call it this. But there are
probably some areas of life – and not a few of them – in which it takes cour-

age to admit to being a Christian. Above all, there is a growing danger of conformed forms of Christianity, which are received by society in a friendly manner
as more ‘humane’ and which are juxtaposed with the alleged fundamentalism of
those who are not willing to be streamlined in such a way. The danger of a dictatorship of opinion is growing and those who do not share the common view are
back to table of contents
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cast aside. So, as a result, also good people dare not admit that they oppose. Any
future anti-Christian dictatorship would probably be much more subtle than what
we previously knew. It will seemingly be religion-friendly, but only until its behavior and thought patterns will not be questioned.”3 We do not use the word persecution when speaking about Europe on purpose. Intolerance and discrimination

are not a kind of persecution the way it is commonly understood. But if we care
about Christianity in Europe, or if we care about a free society and democracy
as a whole, the phenomenon needs to be addressed.

An incident at EU Fundamental Rights Agency
In April 2010 I was elected a member of the Advisory Panel of the Funda-

mental Rights Platform of the Fundamental Rights Agency of the European

Union. This advisory body consists of nine elected NGO representatives. “What

do you need an observatory on intolerance against Christians in Europe for?”
I was asked with incredulous looks when we first met.

In a meeting on May 7, 2010 we were told, “we have a problem with a ho-

mophobic NGO in the Advisory Panel.” Massimo Toschi, the FRA representative in
charge, spoke it out directly: “Ok, let’s say it, it’s about Gudrun.” Me? I almost fell

off my chair. Later, I learn that on the website of the Observatory on Intolerance
Against Christians there is a link to a website which had a couple of months

before published an article on reasons against adoption rights for homosexual

couples. Ten members of the European Parliament led a Dutch radical had written a complaint against my presence in the Advisory Panel. And so the Funda-

mental Rights Agency – in a meeting with the director, as I am told – considered
whether I would have had to be removed from the panel. I was lucky; Massimo
informed me that the leadership of FRA had concluded not to remove me –

as long as I did not use hate speech expressing this (to say the least, strange)
opinion of mine.

So, I am still a member of the advisory panel. Evidently, the problem in this
back to table of contents
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case was not my standpoint but rather that of a small group of intolerant so-

cial engineers. I asked a colleague at the Advisory Panel: Why is there so much

fuss about me and that gay adoption issue? He admits: this is “because you hold

Christian positions, and your presence disturbs everyone.” Now you see, dear colleagues: this is why an observatory on intolerance against Christians in Europe
is needed!

Five objections
At the OSCE meeting of March 4th 2009, a member of the secularist soci-

ety purported that the phenomenon was a merely intra-Christian problem, i.e.
Christians of one denomination discriminating against Christians of another.

He faced strong opposition, and rightly so. To a large extent, Christian denominations have learned to co-exist. They even work together, and differences

are being discussed in mutual respect. And even if there are disputes amongst
Christians, what we face all together are radical secularism and political correctness gone overboard, both of which limit fundamental freedoms.

On other occasions I have been told that what Christians encounter today is

not intolerance or discrimination, but a process of losing historical privileges:
“equality therapy”, so to say.

Historical privileges – far from discriminating against other religious com-

munities – are not necessarily bad, considering that they are, after all, his-

torical and that no community exists void of a past with its own historically

evolved identity and traditions. Full neutrality is impossible since even an empty white wall is a statement, especially if it is a consequence of the removal of

the crucifix. One religious community holding privileges for historical reasons
does not mean that others are being discriminated against – as long as their
enshrined rights are protected.

The withdrawal of privileges from Christianity constitutes an unnatural break

with history and identity, and it is an expression of hostility. This hostility does
back to table of contents
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not stop at the removal of privileges. It causes marginalization and social exclu-

sion, and it leads to the denial of rights of Christians. Equal rights for Christians
are at stake.

Others have argued that Christianity could not be discriminated against in

Europe because it still holds a majority. Some people conclude from the premise that minorities deserve protection that it is not possible to discriminate

against a majority. Wrong! South African blacks were not a minority when they
suffered from apartheid. Rocco Buttiglione was not accepted as an EU commis-

sioner due to his adherence to Christianity, the majority faith. Imagine one person at a microphone insulting a silent crowd. Imagine a small group of CEOs

not hiring members of a majority religion because they do not like that religion.
This is possible! It is true that intolerance and discrimination more often affects
minorities. But this is not necessary to the definition of the terms. More essen-

tial than numbers is power: who sets the tone, who is listened to, and who creates the agenda. Every day Europe’s majority faith is being treated disrespectfully; its faithful are receiving strange looks; and its free exercise faces unjust

limitations. And yet another thought: As Christianity in Europe goes through a

transition today, one might speak of a majority only with regard to baptism certificates. But those are not the people who experience intolerance and discrimination.

Again, on other grounds, I have been told not to be so sensitive about these

“minor issues” in Europe when Christians in other regions are confronted with
blatant persecution even to the point of martyrdom. Reports suggest that 200

million Christians worldwide are being persecuted and that 80% of all religious
persecution is directed against Christians. Certainly the plight of Christians in
these regions is dreadful and I support every effort to relieve their suffering.
But it was John Paul II who asked back in 1983 not to overlook “besides

common forms of persecution ... more sophisticated punishments, such as

social discrimination or subtle restrictions of freedom, possibly leading to a
back to table of contents
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kind of civil death.”

Assuredly, for Christians to “turn the other cheek” is an expression of per-

sonal spirituality. Yet with regard to public policy the Christian motto is to take

action to help one’s neighbor, not to turn the cheek – or the head – when another is being unjustly treated or persecuted. A Christian must not look away from
an injustice done to another Christian so that he may gain practice in turning

the other cheek. A Christian will always work towards a more free and just society – including for Christians.

Thought Crime Special. Examples of discrimination
against Christians
Freedom of expression is essential for democracy. It is the skeleton of any de-

bate. Hate speech legislation is a legal climax of political correctness and stands

in direct competition to freedom of expression. In several European countries, a
word of disapproval or criticism against a group protected by law contains the
risk of a fine or even a prison sentence.

We have seen plenty of Christians in legal trouble for Judeo-Christian moral-

ity and for discussing issues related to Islam. The most prominent example is
that of Ake Green, a pastor belonging to the Pentecostal movement, who was

charged with committing a hate crime for preaching a sermon on homosexuali-

ty in Borghold, Sweden, and who was sentenced to one month in prison. He was
acquitted after much international attention – but the law is still in force.

Christian Vanneste, a French member of parliament, was condemned on the

24th of January 2006 by the tribunal of Lille for incitement to hatred in rea-

son of the sexual orientation of the persons aimed at. He was sanctioned to pay

more than 10 000 fine and damages for having said publicly, “Homosexuality is
a menace for the survival of humanity.”

In the United Kingdom in 2010, we learned about several evangelical street
back to table of contents
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preachers, such as Dale McAlpine and Shawn Holes, who were arrested and
held for a couple of hours in a prison cell after having answered to a direct
question that homosexuality is a sin.

This is the gradual introduction of the penalization of speech – in other

words: thought control and dictatorship of opinion.

Voltaire is quoted for this beautiful sentence: “I disapprove of what you say,

but I will defend to the death your right to say it.” Should speech be restricted?
Yes, when public incitement instigates violence. No, when an opinion offends,

when it insults, when it expresses disrespect. Do not get me wrong. I am not in
favor of offending, insulting and disrespecting people. I think everyone should
be a gentleman. But I am worried when penal law punishes those who don’t
want to be.

We must also look at equality- or anti-discrimination legislation, which goes

way beyond equality before the law irrespective of religion, race, gender, etc.

This legislation seeks to codify and regulate political correctness in the actions
of individual citizens; for example, which clients an entrepreneur serves, to

whom a room in a bed & breakfast is given, which staff a religious community
hires; or maybe even which membership criteria an association may apply.
Catholic adoption agencies in the United Kingdom are some of the most

prominent victims of equality and anti-discrimination legislation. In 2007, an-

ti-discrimination legislation made it illegal for adoption agencies to turn down
same-sex couples as possible adoptive and foster parents, without the possi-

bility of opt-out for Catholic adoption agencies. After 120 years of outstanding
work, they were forced to cut their religious affiliation – or close down.

Along the same lines we find rights of parents violated when it comes to sex

education in schools.

In short, anti-discrimination creates a kind of side-effect discrimination or col-

lateral damage, namely Christians, who may not live or act according to their
faith.

Conscientious objection is also being objected to, as in this recent example:
back to table of contents

16 / 330

Ms. McCafferty of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe was the
drafter of a resolution on Women’s access to lawful medical care [and] the problem of unregulated use of conscientious objection. She was strongly support-

ed by the European Parliament Platform for Secularism in Politics. This draft
resolution aimed at forcing health care institutions to provide every medical

treatment lawful in a given country: for example abortion, euthanasia, in vitro

– fertilization and pre-implantation diagnostics. This would have forced Christian hospitals to close down! Ms. McCafferty proposed to create a public reg-

istry of individual objectors – a blacklist! – and to require him or her to “pro-

vide information to patients about all treatment options available (regardless of
whether such information may induce the patient to pursue treatment to which

the healthcare provider objects)”; to “refer patients to another healthcare provider in that case” and to “ensure that patients receive appropriate treatment from

the healthcare provider to whom they have been referred”. In case of abortion or

assisted suicide, a faithful Christian could have met none of these requirements.
Luckily – but by a very small margin only – this discriminatory report was voted down on October 7th, 2010.

No Successor for Don Camillo. Examples of intolerance against and marginalization of Christians
I was recently quite surprised by a German friend starting a new business

selling Christmas cards. Christmas cards? “Yes – they are hard to find, those
with religious motives!” It is true that in England, only 5% of all Christmas

cards would be qualified as such. I do not need to cite the countless examples

of removed crosses from the public square, removed inscriptions and plaques,
prohibited Christians symbols worn by students, nurses or flight attendants.
The reader will have heard about those cases himself.

Michel De Jaeghere observes in his Enquete sur la Christianophobie4 how

Christianity has slowly faded out of arts and media. In film and fiction, he
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writes, the people portrayed never go to Church. There are all kinds of characters representing minorities – the immigrant, the homosexual, and the black

person – but there is never a clever, faithful Christian! Don Camillo n’a pas eu de
successeur. To stay with De Jaeghere, Christianity has practically disappeared
from novels and contemporary theater. Just one strange place is left for it:

commercials. But it is never the Catholic intellectual, the devout pastor, or the

Christian artist who is presented – no, it is the well-living monk brewing beer or
producing cheese.

Christianity on TV today is not a fact or a characteristic – it is a target. Preju-

dices are reinforced; negative stereotyping is state of the art.

Speaking of art: Hurt feelings in exhibitions of modern art are nothing rare.

To hit at what is sacred to Christians is not considered inappropriate.

Walter Brandmüller5 analyses how the great persecutions of Christians in Eu-

ropean history all had begun: The persecution in post-revolution France was

set in place by numerous subtle anti-Christian academic presentations in the

encyclopedic bestsellers inspired by Voltaire written between 1751 and 1780.

The German Kulturkampf from 1871 to 1878 was preceded by literary-publicist
aggression carried out by Feuerbach, Büchner, Vogt and Moleschott, which then
culminated in a resolution of the German conference of journalists on July 31st

of 1869: “It is the duty of honor of every thinking person to use all legal means to
close monasteries, depatronize Jesuits and leave the concordat…” Just a few days

later, the first monastery was attacked and desolated; 1800 priests imprisoned
or banished thereafter.

In 1937 the German national socialists distributed a leaflet at the occasion of

the traditional Corpus Christi procession where states: “Whoever participates
in the procession is against the Reich and consciously with the abusers of chil-

dren, who defile innocent German boys and girls in the confessional, in the sacristy … and next to the altar. Germans, if there is any feeling in you, turn away with
disgust…” and elsewhere: “What has the son of a German mother to do with the

pope and clerics?” I do not need to recount to the reader the severity and extent
back to table of contents

18 / 330

of persecution under the Nazi regime.

In December 2009, students disrupted a lecture of protestant philosopher

Prof. Edith Düsing at Cologne University by making noise, kissing and show-

ing banners. The reason: Düsing had supported a manifesto in May 2009 that

protested the cancellation of an academic lecture at a psychology congress on

grounds of the speakers’ research on the possibilities of change for those with
unwanted same-sex attractions.

In January 2008 the Pope’s visit to University La Sapienzia was cancelled due to
protests on grounds of the allegation that the Pope was not supportive of scientific discovery. That many more students met with the Pope afterwards to show
their support is beautiful – but it does not do away with the intolerance that
preceded it.

The current campaigns against religious symbols (including Christmas sym-

bols) are no secret. They culminate in court rulings to remove the crucifix from

public places - the most prominent of which was a case called Lautsi in 2009 in
the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg.

What one is often less aware of is the high number of church and graveyard

desecrations taking place, especially in France and Germany. A church building
or a cemetery is being vandalized every other day in France, reports Le Figaro

on September 22, 2010. Such crimes are often attributed to mischievous spirits
of youths. We better hope that that is right.

Exiting a dead end road: Endlessly Energetic Laymen
There is something in the air, some common hatred against Christianity,

clothed in wise words and polite smiles, difficult to detect, something raging

and invisible which those who observe notice but cannot yet name. What is it?
Some kind of allergy? Does the mere presence of Christianity make people un-

comfortable? Is it a constant reminder of something one does not want to hear
of? What makes expressions of Christianity so unbearable that they must be
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hunted down, as a last resort by the force of law?

And why is it that the largest grass-roots organization in Europe – if the read-

er is so generous as to grant me using this term for Christianity – is so little

heard in the public? Which association has an office and full time staff in every
one-horse town and yet receives little else but criticism?

But this book is about solutions. Alasdair MacIntyre said that Saint Benedict

did not want to save Europe but live Christianity in a radical form together with
his friends: and in doing so, he inadvertently saved Europe. John Courtney Murray wrote,” The Holy Spirit does not descend into the City of Man in the form of a

dove. He comes only in the endlessly energetic spirit of justice and love that dwells
in the man of the City, the layman.”

What are these “energetic laymen” now to do?

The first step is to be even better Christians. Remember Mother Theresa’s,

“The only things that have to change are you and I.” On a personal level this

means to be faithful in the many little things that come our way every day, to
yearn for spreading the gospel, yes, to go and tell it on the mountains.

Christians often speak on societal issues in public without mentioning the

faith, in order to offer an argument to everyone interested, not just to believers. This is very considerate… however: in doing so, are we not withholding
the real thing which ordinary people in front of their TV sets would need to

hear? Don’t get me wrong: I am wholly intrigued by the Christian natural law
tradition and ability of explaining almost everything by reason alone. And I

fervently disagree with the Austrian pastor who expressed his similar dismay
by saying: “I can’t believe you are using right reason in public debate instead

of the bible!” But maybe Christians should talk more about their faith to the

viewers and into their searching hearts than trying to make the interviewing
journalist agree. Just a thought.

In my village of origin a large cross is attached to the outside of the local parish church. On it are inscribed all of the years in which a major outreach of
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evangelization has been organized there, beginning in 1865. The list ends in
1961, with one outlier in 1987.

The second step is to be aware of the fact that intolerance and discrimination

against Christians is a problem. This is why we run an Observatory that monitors the situation and collects reliable data, as well as interesting quotations
and documents. Our research is then offered to all interested people, to politicians, to the media, human rights organizations, governments and international governmental institutions.

The third step for Christians is to be more fully committed to their faith. A

German research institute recently concluded that the most noticeable thing

about Christians is that they are unnoticeable.6 It is the responsibility of every
single Christian to change that.

Christians need to shape the public debate. There is a lot to give! No impor-

tant issue should go uncommented. The main call for Christians is to be more

authentic and less afraid, to be well informed and to speak up with intelligible

and reasonable arguments. For a Christian to engage in the public debate is an
act of charity!

Politicians inspired by Christianity should not leave their faith like a hat in

the wardrobe in front of the halls of power. They have reason to be less tim-

id. They should be very keen to work for the protection of human dignity and
against legal restrictions that either directly or indirectly effect Christians, in

the awareness that in the context of broad reaching legislation that limits fundamental freedoms, spotty and provisional exemptions for Christians do not
suffice for the preservation of and shaping of a free and just society.

Those who work in the fields of media and arts must try to work towards a

more positive portrayal of Christians and to combat the prejudices created by
negative stereotyping.
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Those who work academically and on the intellectual level should try to

bring Christian principles out of their current lonely ghetto and into the mainstreamed debate.

Christian parents must make the passing on of the faith to their children a

priority. This includes a careful and considerate choice of schools. Those who

work in the field of education need to revisit their profound responsibility and
renew their commitment to their faith.

Church leaders should allow themselves to clearly articulate the Christian

point of view and to address the foundational concepts and frameworks needed
for all people to seek happiness.

The time of watching the developments of society from your living room sofa
is over.

So, is this the grand master plan? Probably not. But as Christians we know

this: We are only responsible for that which we are able to do. Yes, our goal

is to do our part in shaping the world so that it becomes a place in which all
can flourish. But if we are not able to make changes on the large scale, our

second goal is to be of assistance to those individuals, be they only a few, who
are listening and who are beginning to reconsider and ponder what Christianity tells them. Yet even if it does not happen, and even if no one listens, it
still will have been worthwhile to have voiced the truth, to have spoken up
for the weakest, and to have proclaimed the Christian faith.
1
2
3
4
5
6

German – language newspaper Die Tagespost, June 29th, 2010.
UN-Economic and Social Council, Report submitted by Mr. Doudou Diène, Special
Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia
and related intolerance, December 13, 2004
Joseph Ratzinger, Salt of the Earth, Stuttgart 1996, p. 164.
Enquete sur la Christianophobie, Michel De Jaeghere, Renaissance Catholique,
2006.
Nicht Idealzustand, aber Normalfall. Wie entstehen Christenverfolgungen, Die Tagespost, 6. Juli 2010.
Renate Köcher, Allensbacher Institut für Demoskopie: “Das Auffälligste an den
Christen ist ihre Unauffälligkeit.”
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Understanding the Secular Crisis
of Christianity
By Michael Prüller, journalist in Austria
In the medieval, since Catholicism was then the sole religion recognized in
Christendom, unbelief necessarily made its advances under the language and
the guise of faith; whereas in the present, when universal toleration prevails,
and it is open to assail revealed truth, unbelief in consequence throws off the
mask, and takes up a position over against us in citadels of its own, and confronts us in the broad light and with a direct assault. And I have no hesitation
in saying, that I prefer to live in an age when the fight is in the day, not in the
twilight; and think it a gain to be speared by a foe, rather than to be stabbed
by a friend.



John Henry Cardinal Newman,
“The Idea of a University”, 1852

INTRODUCTION
A Little Bit of Persecution
There has to be a little bit of persecution of Christians.

A “fallen world” can never be on completely good terms with Christianity. If

there is no hostility towards the Faith and the Church then there must be something wrong. Either they haven’t proclaimed the faith enough, or they have accommodated themselves too much to the world around, or they have caused

too much fear in potential persecutors. It would be a sign of alarm if the Church
were not persecuted at all.

This is not a call for Christians to put up with everything, but rather to see

things from the right perspective. The cross will be foolishness for some and an
offence for others up until the end of time, and neither the one nor the other is
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exactly the best prerequisite for the beginning of a wonderful friendship.

Attacks against the faith are disturbing because they have the potential for

destroying souls; but they are the norm, and they will not carry away the vic-

tory. We in the secular West, in the midst of our relatively harmless situations,
shouldn’t let ourselves give in to too much to indignation and grumbling. The

cross turns weakness into strength, defeat into victory, suffering into salvation

and humiliation into exaltation. Christians can be reviled with heads held high.
Other religions don’t have it so good.

Thus hostility is the norm. And when it grows stronger, perhaps it is a sign of

normalization, that the Church instills less fear now than it used to, or that it at

least exerts less pressure than it used to. Resentments, which have always been
there, are now coming into the light of day, which is where they belong. And so

it is an apparent paradox that critique of Christianity becomes louder and more

persistent at a time when political and social power of the Christian churches is
diminishing.

Obligatory Resistance
The return to normality is no reason for a fatalistic retreat into the catacombs

in order to suffer there in secret. On the contrary: for various reasons Chris-

tians’ resistance against Christianophobia is not only allowed, but obligatory.
To begin with, each citizen has a right to practice his religion without hin-

drance. That is his valid right, in the truest sense of the word. This is why this
should also be insisted upon, even in the name of those who hold to different

religions or to no religion at all. It is in the best interest of everyone’s freedom.

Beyond that, Christianophobia often occurs where the Church steps in as ad-

vocate for human dignity, for instance in the case of abortion or bioethics. In

these cases resistance is a direct mandate to love of neighbor. One simply cannot abandon the vulnerable and alone, leaving them in the lurch.

And of course, coming closer to home: if the key mission of the Church is

to proclaim the good news, then it has to take care that the circumstances for

proclamation are favorable. These circumstances suffer, when what the Church
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says or wants to say is threatened with punishment, is distorted by the media,
or responded to with contempt by civil society.

The struggle for a Church that is free, and for an unhindered confession of

faith in the public square is in itself an act of proclamation, and not a bad one

at that. For within the struggle itself is the attempt to demonstrate that Christian thinking, Christian teaching and Christian practices do not contradict the

person’s right to life in freedom and to the pursuit of happiness, and stating it

thusly can helpt to tear down a key barrier, which separates the people of today
from being able to accept the gospel.

No Right to be Listened to

The Christian voice is no longer the default option, but now only one among

many. And whether it will be heard and respected depends upon whether it is
a fascinating message conveyed by credible and authentic people; a message

that has not been simply routinely accepted as a matter of custom, but rather

one that bubbles forth straight from the source, from a personal relationship to
Christ. A message that empowers and liberates.

Christian proclamation cannot give up its higher demands of repentance and

obedience without giving up its very self. In his critique of the entertainment
culture, the Jewish philosopher Neil Postman observed, “Christianity is a de-

manding and serious religion. When it is delivered as easy and amusing, it is

another kind of religion altogether.” But it will have to make a convincing case
to each and every person, for there exists no obligation to listen to us Christians.

Competition revitalizes. For this reason it is good for the various Christian

churches that their sheltered workshops, which came about as a result of their
positions of monopoly in the older European societies, have fallen apart. But
competition means not only that Christian proclamation now has to grapple

with many competitors in the areas of faith and worldview, for the much more

difficult chapter is the competition between Christian teaching and the very different way in which people actually live. It is easy to believe the teaching that
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abortion is a seriously wrong, as long as there is no one close to you who has

had an abortion. A society that does not concern itself with Christian norms in

practice has, due to its conflicting loyalties, completely different challenges than
a society where “Christian living” is the basis model.

The Loss of Power as Opportunity

In order to be heard and not persecuted, we Christians have to provide dou-

ble evidence: first of all, that that which we offer society is really an offer and

not just a thinly disguised demand for submission, and second of all, that that

which we have to say is not only relevant for people of the 21st century, but that

it is even decisive for their happiness. Wrestling to provide this evidence actu-

ally benefits us as Christians. The exertion will teach us to discover the deeper
promises of our faith. We shouldn’t miss the opportunity.

Christianity has an incredibly attractive message to proclaim: a message of

freedom, of security and love, and of human salvation. Why is this message often met, not only with skepticism (“too good to be true”), but also perceived

by many as an imposition? The following observations have arisen out of the

work of a secular media journalist, who, through a weekly column on the “Culture Clash”, often exchanges opinions with believers and nonbelievers of all

types. These underlying experiences are in context of an Austrian on the European Continent and the Catholic Church. I hope they also may be of some help
to those outside of this context.

PERCEPTION Nr. 1:
Christianity as ‘Virtue-Tyrant’, Church as Invasive Institution
Just before the Pope’s visit to England in September 2010 the journalist Lau-

rie Penny announced in her blog on the socialist website “New Statesman” the

intention to participate in counter-demonstrations, and most particularly those
that were directed not only against the Pope himself, but against “religion itself.” Her explanation, „I think Britain quite possibly, more than any other
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country in the world, is sick of religion as a form of social control. And that’s a
good thing.“

This form of general suspicion against religion as a self-named authority of

social control is not so difficult to understand if you consider the history of European civilization and the churches. John Lloyd, a columnist for the “Financial
Times” summarized it this way, in this instance to Catholics: „Pope Benedict

leads a Church now beset by the various revenges secular society is taking on
an organization, that once assumed the right to dominate cultures, define sin
and protect its priests from legal process.” (30. 8. 2010)

After so many centuries of massive influence in people’s lives, many

people perceive the Church as an invasive institution which, with no legitimation, desires to regulate the private lives of persons who don’t even believe in
God (at least not in the Christian God) and who do not belong to the Church.

For them the Church is a foreign power – foreign not because it’s not at home in
the cultures of Europe, but rather because only a small percentage of the peo-

ple are at home in the Church. And they have the impression that the Church is
in denial of this changed situation. They have the feeling that the distance they
are choosing is not being respected by the Christian Churches.

This drama is also interesting for the reason that in reality there is almost no-

where where the Church still functions as an instance of social control. Even in
small country towns there will no longer be social exclusion if one oversleeps
on Sundays and misses Mass, can do without baptizing the kids, lives togeth-

er without being married, eats steak on Fridays, could give a hoot for missions,
and is not embarrassed to happen to bump into a neighbor in the sex shop. He
will more likely experience social exclusion if he does not do these things.

Alienation and that bad C-Word

Yet rebellion against the Church, which has not been a dominant force for a

long time, is ever-present. One typical example of this was the uproar caused by
one sentence from Benedict XVI to the effect that the distribution of condoms
alone would not alleviate the Aids-epidemic, but, on the contrary, would likeback to table of contents
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ly make it even worse. Many people, upon hearing this, seem to have absorbed

the following subtitle: The Pope wants to prohibit my condoms! And, how dare
some head of the Church meddle into my private affairs; I’m not even a Christian, let alone a Catholic, and in the name of a God I do not even recognize?

When the Church irritates people these days, it’s usually about the topic of

sex. The Christian understanding of chastity is, for a fact, frightening to many

people. The pill, abortion and the related high degree of disintegration from the
norm of, “no sex outside of marriage” have taken the fear out of sex. For the individual this is not at all about finally being able to let it all hang out and from
this time hence loosing oneself in orgies or never-ending partner sharing. But

after the cramped legacy of the 19th century, the delight of experiencing physi-

cal desire without unwanted consequences, also for couples living in monoga-

mous relationships, has been experienced as exhilarating, especially by women,
for whom the role of servant of her husband has changed.

Nevertheless, what appears to many as happiness is, as it must seem to them,

disapproved of and begrudged by Christians. The warning that a free use of sexuality can have unwanted consequences after all, such as pressure to perform,

alienation, loneliness, loss of self-respect, depression and disenchantment with
the world, is indeed a concern. But, the very thing people enjoy (often only in
their fantasy) is supposed to be bad? The worry is, that if Christians have the
last word, the fear of sex will return. It is infuriating. How gladly Christians

would like to open man’s perspective to paradise, to free him from the con-

fined broom closet of gratification of temporal needs, but humankind doesn’t

perceive it like that, as if the others would want to pull him out of that magical

place that makes his life without transcendence at least temporarily supernatural.

The Last Super-Nanny
Christians are at least partly at fault for causing this difficulty in understand-

ing, particularly in the area sexuality, but not only there. On the other hand it

is especially difficult for the Church in our day to rid itself of the impression of
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being a “would-be-super-nanny” because it is the last of the traditional moral
authorities and is, for that reason, even more conspicuous, and irritating.

In the 19th century, parents, the town mayor, the parish priest, the teacher at

school, doctors, newspaper publishers, university professors, ruling landowners and athletic trainers all spoke the same message into people’s conscienc-

es. These days only the parish priest is left, and only then if he too hasn’t long
since set sail. And being the only one left at his post can make him seem a bit
strange. He becomes vulnerable. It isn’t even the declared atheists or the old-

time agnostics, but your completely normal, average person, far removed from
the Church, who accepts less and less, what the Church is trying to teach. This

has various individual causes. For one thing basic knowledge, and therefore basic understanding, is dwindling. In quiz shows like “Who Wants to be a Millionaire?” candidates regularly miss simple questions like, “Which of the following

is not one of the Evangelists: Mark, Luke, John or Alfred?” Journalists report superficially or in a biased manner. Some critics rebel against the last Father-Organization in an otherwise fatherless society. Some have had bad experiences
with clergymen.

But, one thing they all have in common is that they increasingly realize that

they are actually the broad majority and not the good churchgoers, and that

therefore the Church should actually do what they say, and not the other way
around. People in democracies are like that. In a world of service providers,

where the customer is king, where even state bureaucracies are being made to
more closely resemble these kinds of service providers, the Church will be re-

jected the more it smells of authority, of issuance of orders and demands for allegiance.

After I once wrote in a column that, for Christians, the relationship to God is

a love affair and that it should be respected as such, a valued colleague objected, “What is a homosexual person supposed to think when his love affair isn’t

respected by the Church? At such moments one becomes conscious of how crucial a basic and benevolent understanding in matters of faith and church is for
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recognizing the true concerns that stand behind an apparently restrictive moral
teaching. And most people do not have this basic attitude of goodwill towards
the Church and its official representatives.

PERCEPTION NR. 2
Faith as an Obstruction to Progress, The Churches as Violent
Criminals
In 2008 Terry Eagleton, the most distinguished literary critic of Great Brit-

ain, was chosen to give the yearly Dwight H. Terry Lecture at Yale University on
the relationship between science, philosophy and religion. He chose the top-

ic, “Faith and Fundamentalism: Is belief in Richard Dawkins necessary for sal-

vation?” Richard Dawkins („The God Delusion“) is doubtless the most militant

atheist of our day, not only in the English-speaking world, and is, together with
Christopher Hitchens, one of the intellectual leaders of the new atheists. Both

belong to the proponents of the attempt to have the Pope arrested on the occasion of his state visit to Great Britain.

The title of Eagleton’s lecture hit the bull’s-eye for showing the religious char-

acter of the atheistic movement. In actual fact an attitude has evolved which
defines itself not so much by unbelief in the existence of the hereafter, as by

the belief in the non-existence of the hereafter. And this faith is by all means so
dogmatic that it competes with Christianity.

The Complete Repression of Religion
This has less to do with particular teachings or political programs of individ-

ual representatives of Christianity, but rather with the repression of religion altogether from the public square. Whereas we were dealing in the first segment
primarily with the opponents of Christian dominance in the culture and about
powerful churches, the goal of the militant atheists is the complete repression
of anything religious.

The attempt to replace the Christian mark on society with a Humanistic one
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will need to aim for various landmarks. Symptomatic of this is the verdict of

the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg in the case regarding crucifixes in the classroom(Lautsi vs. Italy, November 2009). Seven judges occupied
themselves with the complaint of a mother living in Italy, an active member of

the “Unione atei e agnostici razionalisti“, who “considered the school’s practice
of displaying a crucifix in each of the classrooms contrary to the principle of

secularism in accordance with which she wished to bring up her children.” The
judges decided unanimously that the cross “may be emotionally disturbing for

pupils of other religions or those who profess no religion”, even though this assumption was not backed up by any experts or studies. The cross must therefore be removed.

The seven judges voted unanimously that the state is required to safeguard

pluralism in questions of confession by creating neutrality. The interesting

thing is that the only way to create neutrality is the removal of symbols on one

side, and the creation of an empty wall on the other. A better way of solving the
problem of neutrality would be to allow each student to bring a symbol of his

or her religion or secular humanism into the classroom and hang them on the

wall. How can the empty wall be neutral when it is the symbol of the atheists?
Wherever there is proof that a particular symbol is “bad” or that it is the

symbol of a “bad religion”, in those cases it would be certainly justifiable to

seek their removal. The assertion that the presence of any symbol of any reli-

gion would be a substantial infringement on freedom is a statement about the

fundamental harmfulness of religion. A similar argumentation can be observed
in France, where, because of opposition to Islamic accessories such as head-

scarves or veils in public schools, all religious symbols have been forbidden, not
only those which are judged to be offensive or signs of an aggressive religiosity.

Who will Pave the Way to Burning at the Stake?

In the cross-verdict (at the time of this writing it is not yet legally binding)

atheism won a partial victory. The political manifestation of its assertion that

even the glimpse of any signs of religion is an injury for non-religion. Accordback to table of contents

31 / 330

ing to this viewpoint, the difference between religions amount to simple nuances at the most. For this reason, all religions have to be banished from the public square, not only those of individual aggressive fundamentalist sects. Their

replacement is the public non-religion. While the average citizen by all means

appreciates the churches as bearers of tradition and as admonishers to benevolence, but at times as spoilers of their fun in matters of their private life, yet in
this case it is just the opposite: religion may be tolerated in private, if it must
be. But as bearers of tradition in the public sphere it will not be tolerated.

Of course the majority of atheists and agnostics have a more relaxed attitude.

But among militant atheists there is a high potential for agitation against Christians, and visa versa. For instance, Richard Dawkins protested sharply against

the Pope, when, during his visit to Great Britain, he drew a connection between
the crimes of the Nazis and Stalinists and their „extremist atheism.“ It belongs

to the fixed deposit of Christian apologetics, that every civilization that considers itself to be godless is threatened to slip into barbarism, for it no longer has
anything that endows humankind with inalienable dignity. It is not surprising

that Dawkins, who sees his position of godlessness as being morally vastly superior, feels offended by a Pope who leads an institution that stands for reli-

gious wars and burning at the stake, and accuses the survivors of these very

same institutions that they will lead society down the wrong path, ending in

wars and burning at the stake. Typical for these disputes is also the question of

who may take responsibility for the positive developments, whether rule of law
and human rights developed despite Christianity, or whether they are Christian
achievements, the roots of which should not be cut off.

PERCEPTION NR. 3
Christians as Politically Unreliable, Faith in the Hereafter is Otherworldly
„I thought of a rather cruel trick I once played on a wasp. He was sucking jam
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on my plate, and I cut him in half. He paid no attention, merely went on with

his meal, while a tiny stream of jam trickled out of his severed esophagus. Only
when he tried to fly away did he grasp the dreadful thing that had happened to
him. It is the same with modern man. The thing that has been cut away is his

soul, and there was a period – twenty years, perhaps – during which he did not
notice it.”

This paragraph written by George Orwell in the year 1940 is often used in

sermons as an illustration of our dismal present-day circumstances that are in

need of a re-discovering of the soul. Orwell himself continues: „It was absolutely necessary that the soul should be cut away. Religious belief, in the form in

which we had known it, had to be abandoned. By the nineteenth century it was
already in essence a lie, a semi-conscious device for keeping the rich rich and

the poor poor.” But Orwell sees a problem in the “loss of the soul”, which he repeatedly refers to, “Western civilization was founded partly on the belief in individual immortality. The western conception of good and evil is very difficult

to separate from it. There is little doubt that the modern cult of power worship
is bound up with the modern man’s feeling that life here and now is the only

life there is. If death ends everything, it becomes much harder to believe that
you can be in the right even if you are defeated. Statesmen, nations, theories,

causes are judged almost inevitably by the test of material success. Supposing

that one can separate the two phenomena, I would say that the decay of the belief in personal immortality has been as important as the rise of machine civilization.”

The Dividing Concept of Human Dignity
Orwell is certainly right. Whether one believes in eternal life or not has seri-

ous consequences on the question of what a good life is. Such being the case, it

is natural that political competition arises between those who believe and those
who do believe in the afterlife. If you could reduce this to one word (which the
two groups understand differently, and which consequentially leads them to

differing interpretations of what is good or bad, right or wrong, permitted or
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forbidden) it would most likely be human dignity. Both sides have their concept
of human dignity, but they are not exactly the same.

It is not easy, however, to portray these different concepts of human digni-

ty without disturbing or even offending some people. Without thinking about

it, what often comes to mind when representatives of Christianity claim a particularly noble concept of human dignity, is the apparent ease with which her-

etics were tortured, witches burned and those of other religions humiliated. In
a pinch it is enough to mention the century long discrimination of illegitimate

children, the popularity of slavery in various periods of Christianity, or the current rejection of same-sex relationships and the so-called criminalization of
women who have abortions.

It is understandable that modern man has a hard time recognizing Christian-

ity’s respect for human dignity. And yet this is so. If Christianity attacks abortion then it is because of the special dignity of the human person, which is in-

alienable, even when the human person is very small and not fully developed.
It is exactly in the weakest and smallest that the magnificence and majesty of
human life can be seen, which keenly identifies the specific Christian respect

of human dignity. The killing of precisely such little developing persons – God’s
image and God’s children – appears to be such a crime, that society’s shouldershrugging acceptance of it acutely endangers humanity’s self-respect. On the
other hand, according to the “world’s” concept of human dignity, it would be

a degradation of man to put him on the same plane as a “cluster of cells”, even

when this cluster carries within itself all of the characteristics of being human.

Evidence for the underlying conflicting views on the question of human digni-

ty, also in regards to other “hot topics” in the current battle of cultures, is easy

to show: for instance refraining from the practice of homosexuality (a subtle in-

jury to one’s own dignity – where the other side sees in the disvaluing of homosexual sex an injury to dignity), refraining from embryonic stem cell research

(Christians make petty objections regarding the misuse of embryos – whereas

the other side places the dignity of the sick person on a higher plane), the rejecback to table of contents
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tion of artificial insemination (the mechanization of the act of reproduction – or
respecting the special dignity of persons who desire to have children), artificial
contraception (degradation of one’s own sexuality – or the end of the degradation of sexuality) up to the issue of euthanasia (“dying with dignity”), where

dignity is interpreted as the high priority for life – or dignity is interpreted as
the end of suffering and helplessness.

The Other Perspective of “The Good Life”
In order to give the Christian voice weight, it would be good to become more

conscious of where the great differences in understanding come from – namely from differing belief systems, and not from lack of good will. If people don’t

share the Christian view of the majesty of life or the beauty of chaste sexuality,

and therefore live their lives differently than what the catechism suggests, then
not because they have made a decision for a life of vice and irresponsible plea-

sure. For the most part they just as earnestly seek the age-old ideal of “the good
life”, the “life of happiness.” But they are seeking this good life in accordance

with the guidelines of a merely earthly life, and therefore see things from a different perspective. As a rule, this is not a matter of the depravity of stubborn

souls or a naked drive for power, but rather simply a different understanding of
what reality is, and what conclusions flow from that understanding which give
stability and orientation. The depravity of the stubborn soul is unfortunately

not a quality that clearly distinguishes non-Christians from Christians. And the

love of power and the powerful is precisely what many people accuse traditional churches of in history.

However problems also develop in regards to the debate about fixed govern-

ment regulations. The Christian side is often not able to clearly articulate that it
is not trying to dress religions commandments in worldly power. For the most

part it wants to make sure that insights that it holds to be essential for the happiness of all people are preserved – because they have validity for all people,
irrespective of the condition of their faith. It is a bit like the witticism of the

atomic physicist Niels Bohr, who, when asked by an interviewer why he had a
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horseshoe hanging up, since, after all, he as scientist certainly cannot be superstitious. Bohr answered, “I was assured that it works even if you don’t believe
in it.”

If Christians in a secular state demand that their moral teaching be recog-

nized in the legal framework, it is because they have a positive effect, even if

you do not believe them. For example, if one takes a stand against the recogni-

tion of same-sex marriages, then it is because one expects disadvantages for all.
Not for the reason that since Christians are not allowed to have same-sex mar-

riages – therefore no one else should be allowed to either. If those things Christianity teaches about the human person are right (and that is the assumption

of at least some Christians), then their neglect will have a negative effect upon
people. For this reason a Christian has not only the right, but also the duty to

represent positions in the secular state that go over and beyond freedom of religion.

Aggravation and Authenticity
Because the Church in earlier times was responsible for both faith as it is

lived out, and for middle-class morals (the last being derived from the first), it
is today often only possible for a specialist or an active layperson to recognize
which Church statements, which demands and which suggestions are made to
Christians of the various denominations, in order to show them how to live a

good and godly life – and which, on the other hand, have general validity and
are expressed as requirements for legislation, intended for the entire society.

When a bishop reminds us about fasting on Friday, then perhaps he is speak-

ing to the consciences of the faithful – or is he demanding that all restaurants
should only be allowed to serve fish on Fridays? Or perhaps he even wants a
law to be passed that punishes those who eat steak instead of lentil stew?

Why a Man of the Church expresses a particular standpoint in public, and

what consequences it should have, is often unclear to the listeners – even when
the media doesn’t make things more unintelligible by over simplification. Yet

these days such a clarification would be even more important than it used to
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be. Because of the decline in a basic belief in the hereafter, the willingness to

take seriously the contributions made in regards to legislation, or to even ac-

cept them, is dropping. For, someone who believes that after he dies there will
be nothing, may in reality be asking himself why he should listen when the

Church speaks. Unless, of course, it would have to do with giving up things that
promise him the best possibilities for shaping the few years of life he has.

That is why it is not surprising that there is a distinct impatience with those

(and the temptation to deny them political legitimacy is great), who do have

other priorities, because they have a perspective of salvation and the paradise

of heaven. And they even want to make his perspective the basis for legislation
on public morals? The aggravation is complete when those who want to make

Christian standards applicable for all, don’t even seem to believe the standards

of the hereafter themselves. In order to be stomached, Christianity has to be authentic.

PERCEPTION NR. 3
Religion as Obstacle to Human Rights, Church as Perpetrator of
Discrimination
So, in our day it is not easy to defend the validity of the demand for Chris-

tian standards as a basis for legislation in the name of the entire human race.

This culminates especially in those areas where Christianity comes into conflict
with an increasingly developed counter-proposal to Christian moral teaching.

Let us go back to George Orwell, and to his desperate attempts to find a substitute for the lost moral guideline of Christianity. „Reared for thousands of years
on the notion that the individual survives, man has got to make a considerable
psychological effort to get used to the notion that the individual perishes. He
is not likely to salvage civilization unless he can evolve a system of good and

evil which is independent of heaven and hell.” In the meantime such a system

has developed. It is the principle of non-discrimination. Everything that causes
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more sameness is good; everything that causes differences (namely in value) is
bad.

Next to the conservative postwar dogmas like economic growth, the preser-

vation of middle-class law-and-order and the resistance against communism,

there was one singularly sweeping and dynamic idea: the elimination of the remaining hierarchies in Western Society, beginning with the restoration of the

Jews after the Holocaust, to the emancipation of African American in the USA,

the equality of women, up to the equal treatment of homosexuals. In the mean-

time the attitude behind this has become absolutized into a freestanding ethos,
which does without recourse to the taboo of “claim to universal truth.” It is

easy to absorb, has a high moral appeal, is universal and knows only two commandments: Thou shallt eliminate discrimination wherever you find it. And:
Thou shall not discriminate, except those who discriminate.

A New System of Good and Evil

Of course this is not a religious or even transcendent system. But it is superb-

ly well suited as a guideline for good and evil. It offers a unified, binding and

mandatory instruction book, particularly where there is a high level of pluralism, for instance in international organizations like the UNO or the Council of
Europe and the supranational entities such as the EU bureaucracies in Brus-

sels. With all the diversity, a unified, binding and mandatory instruction book

for sameness. In an atmosphere that is deliberately free of religion and ideolo-

gy, similar to that of a university, it gives people free reign to set up a canon, by
which they can indulge themselves in the age-old passion for commandments

and prohibitions. Certainly we Christians are accustom to the fascination of this
particular passion.

There is not enough room here to describe the fascinating dynamics of non-

discrimination, which has opened up new dimensions of civil and criminal law
in the European Union. Some examples are: restrictions of freedom of con-

tract that would have been unthinkable ten years ago (whoever wants to sell

his car may not choose a male buyer over a female), or the broad ranging cases
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of ‘thought crimes’, in which one is penalized for making statements that could
possibly discriminate someone. The key area where Christian churches have

been coming into conflict with anti-discrimination legislation is where it is applied to sexual orientation (although the Catholic Church could have problems
regarding discrimination of women in the work place, after all, the Council of

Europe did call its members in 2010 to place even sexist comments under pen-

alty of law). Christians have been taken to court for saying that homosexual behavior is sinful. There are cases where Christians have been forced to break off
their training as psychotherapists because they did not want to acknowledge

homosexuality as an equivalent variant. Professors have been threatened that
they would be prohibited from giving lectures if they speak of Catholic teach-

ings. Christian schools are loosing the right not to accept teachers whose life-

style contradicts school principles. In Great Britain Catholic adoption agencies
had to close, because the law forced them to place children with homosexual
couples.

Altogether there have only been a few cases, and usually the proceedings end

without conviction. Yet the cases are beginning to multiply, the threshold for introducing court procedures is sinking and the tendency is that rules are being

tightened, not loosened. The Catholic Church, for instance, the longstanding defender of human rights, is slowly becoming an outcast in these circles. First of

all, the Church did not go along with the endorsement of “reproductive rights”

as a liberation of women. And the second step is its refusal to accept the state’s
recognition of same sex relationships as a breakthrough for the elimination

of discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation. This contributes, in no
small way, to the ostracism of the Vatican.

The ice is broken. If these examples catch on there is no limit to the possibili-

ties, because any value judgment can be construed as discrimination. To speak
unfavorably of divorce would be discrimination based on family status. To be

opposed to euthanasia is discrimination against those with incurable diseases...

This may seem a bit exaggerated, but in context of the battle which Western civback to table of contents
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ilization is fighting against imported extremist Islamic culture, equal treatment

is no utopia, as it will lead to an increasing skepticism in regards to all religious
viewpoints outside the mainstream of society, for this is what antidiscrimination demands: equal treatment.

CONCLUSION
The Kingdom, the Power, and the Glory
“The foundations of Empires are often occasions of woe; their dismember-

ment, always”, says Evelyn Waugh (“A Tourist in Africa”, 1960). This is also true
of the decline of European Christianity (the United States was not so severely

hit, for even though they are a religious nation, government functions on a secular basis). The shrinking of the Christian community, the increasingly empty
churches, the marginalization of the political influence of church representa-

tives, the turning of religious holidays into profane feasts of consumption, the

loss of common transcendental points of reference, the elimination of religion

from the public sphere – all of these are deeply transforming the European culture. And these new trends are not always particularly attractive.

In this situation, however there is no point in making an appeal to prevent

Christian Europe from declining. The decline has already taken place. Christians
no longer make up the larger part of society (with several exceptions, the biggest one being the United States), and Christianity is no longer the dominant
cultural force on the continent.

I would like to demonstrate the decreasing demographic relevance of Chris-

tianity with the help of some statistics from my own country, Austria. In Austria, 75% of the people are still members of the Roman Catholic Church (al-

though all must pay a mandatory membership fee, unless one has formally left
the Church). But are we still a Christian country, a country in which Catholics
set the tone? Here the statistics, gathered by a renowned statistical institute
(IMAS) for the period 1981 to 2007:
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According to these statistics, in 1981 the majority of Catholics in the coun-

try were still churchgoers (49% stated they go “regularly” or “occasionally”).

Today, they represent only 32% of the population. 62% pray “seldom if ever”,

and this is only logical since only 47% believe in God. 36 % believe in life after

death, and only 19% believe “that there is a heaven, to which one can go”. Even
among the members of the Catholic Church, two thirds deny that Jesus rose

again from the dead. All the same, 40% found the term “Christian” to be posi-

tive or likeable. In January 2010. After the sex abuse scandal the question was
asked again. The rating had sunk to 24%.

„I have no fear at all“

The situation is similar in most European countries (not in the USA). By now

religious indifference has grown to a solid majority. And it is in democracies

where the majority is indifferent to religion. Today it is no longer a matter of

Christians setting their house in order; it is rather a question of how we can impact a society when we are only guests.

The actual goal, which could be endangered by Christianophobia, is to be able

to communicate to all people what Christianity really says to them, and to be

able to help people in their earthly existence. We should not worry too much
about the Faith and about the Church. Already in 1879 the blessed Cardinal

Henry Newman said regarding the decline of Christianity in societies, “I lament
it deeply, because I foresee that it may be the ruin of many souls; but I have no

fear at all that it really can do aught of serious harm to the Word of God, to Holy
Church, to our Almighty King, the Lion of the tribe of Judah, Faithful and True,

or to His Vicar on earth. Christianity has been too often in what seemed deadly
peril, that we should fear for it any new trial now.”

If we Christians think we have some thing to say that is not only relevant, but

vital, then we first have to acknowledge the growing distance between modern
man and believing Christian in the areas of what is important in life, our hope,
our knowledge or lack of knowledge, our loyalties and experiences. There are

too many people who don’t know much more about Christianity than what they
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learned from their baptized but indifferent parents, their uninspired religion

teachers, or occasionally positively from an inspired clergyman at the celebra-

tion of a marriage or a funeral. In the worst cases, their contacts with Christian-

ity were parents who preached the Gospel but who lived egoism, and catechists,
who talked to the students in the afternoon about the love of Christ and then in
the evening called them into to their rooms.

So many people have experienced lukewarmness and hypocrisy from Chris-

tianity, along with hidden lies and half-heartedness, but not the holiness and

the mystery. They experienced the accusing finger pointed at them, but not the
blessing hand. The commandments, but not the inner peace that comes from

keeping them. The law, but not the love. How are they supposed to not only understand but also accept, what we are trying so urgently to tell them and what
we ourselves are so convinced of? Charles de Foucault wrote during his missionary trip to northern Africa in the 19th century, that he was not there “to

convert the Tuareg people at once, but to try to understand them”. We must go
very slowly and gently, get to know them and make friends with them.”

The Short and Long Path to Modern Man

In order to represent Christian positions in modern day Public Square, we

need a deep understanding of this public square and whom it is made up of. I

attempt here to show the attitudes and positions with which Christians will be
confronted:

1. The Annoyed. We most often deal with people who are annoyed by the

way in which the Church presents itself, the apparent anachronisms and ab-

solutes of Christianity, which gives it the scent of arrogance. This is especially

the case when these things get in the way of people’s attempts to give form to
their own lives here on earth. This usually becomes most concrete in questions of sexual morals, but it is not limited to this area alone. Whoever has

managed to overcome his preoccupation with the absurdity of his existence

by his passion for collecting butterflies may not react with thankfulness when
someone explains to him that he shouldn’t hang his heart on earthly things
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such as butterflies. Or on SUVs, New Year’s Day fireworks, his career or on
love of money.

What people usually value most about Christianity are the feelings of security,
the sense of community and the culture of Christianity. But as soon as Chris-

tianity promotes things that could mean sacrifice, the meaning of which they
cannot see, because, in the final analysis it is in the hereafter, it makes their
hair stand up on end. The current French president Nicolas Sarcoxie made

the following point during an interview about the Church in 2004: “I am in

essence similar to most other French and stand on both sides – tradition reassures me, rigidity disturbs me”.

It could be that in reality it is not Christianity that is the troublemaker here,
but, if we Christians are right, it is ultimately a person’s conscience, which
unavoidably makes itself noticeable when we are living according to the

wrong maxims. But whoever doesn’t believe in such a conscience, or thinks

the way to tell if something is bad is if it causes discomfort, for him it stands

to reason that the feelings of discomfort don’t come from within himself, but
that they come from the outside, from those who try to give him a bad conscience.

It would be an exaggeration, to qualify the aversion these people have as
Christianophobia, and even more so to qualify it as persecution of Chris-

tians, even when it shows itself in concrete acts, for instance in the case when

someone is reluctant to hire a committed Christian. And if these people show
no particular interest in Christian positions in their own country or in the future of Christians in the world, such as the persecutions of Christians in Iraq
or India, is it not because they are hostile to Christianity but because they

have a lack of positive identification and do not feel any more solidarity to-

wards Christianity than they would to the Druze or the followers of the Mithras cult.

Christianity can take the long path or the short path towards people of this

type. Taking the short path would mean to give up those positions, at least in
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public, which are unsettling to others, to offer the traditions, but no longer

the rigidity. That would be, however, at the cost of authenticity, which neither
be of help to Christians nor to modern man. Taking the long path means taking a good look at the methods of public relations on the one hand, (what is

it that is simply not being correctly communicated?) and the hands-on apos-

tolic work on the other. How can I make the attractiveness of my faith visible,
beyond all that which may seem strange or irritating for outsiders?

2. The Hostile Ones. Besides the many people who find the Church good

inprinciple, but concretely only in the fields where its function is not reli-

gious (taking care of the elderly, outreach to the poor, developmental aid, organ concerts), they are also the small, militant groups, who see the Church

not only as killjoy, but also see religions altogether as suspicious. For, according to their understanding, the Church is the unavoidable consequence of re-

ligiosity. And the unavoidable consequence of the Church is zeal, intolerance,
compulsion, violence and oppression.

We hear from them that a man of honor and intellect cannot possibly asso-

ciate himself with Christianity, an organization of criminals. And they do not
make exceptions for those witnesses to the faith who are otherwise well accepted by the world. For example Christopher Hitchens, whom we have al-

ready referred to, was cause for a commotion in 1992 when he called Moth-

er Theresa the “Ghoul of Calcutta.” The more dogmatic Christianity presents
itself, and the more it insists on the validity of the revelations, the greater

the enmity and the higher the doses of cruel and bitter criticism. That is why
the Pope and individual Evangelical leaders are the main targets of aggres-

sion. That is why the more a religion presents itself as being “reasonable” the
morre likely it is to enjoy a ceasefire, whereby the word “reasonable” in this
case does not mean having an inner sense of logic, but rather being “smart”
enough to refrain from basing any rules of life, morals or political positions
on transcendent principles.

A Church that wishes to secure for itself a last degree of relevancy will natuback to table of contents
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rally renounce transcendental principles, even in regards to its social teachings. If it wants to keep God out of its understanding of humanity, or keep

its understanding of the human person out of its teachings altogether, then

it would have nothing more to offer. The short path is thus not the authentic
one. But is there a long path?

A real understanding between militant atheists and committed Christians

would be almost impossible to reach. But perhaps is there a modus vivendi, a
way to agree to disagree. Christians make it clear, that they do not intend to

rob people who reject their faith of their freedom, that they have no intention
of trying to submit non-believers to a religious regime. And the militant atheists must rethink their militancy. Especially because they are representatives

of a worldview, which has no transcendent revelation, they are committed to
intellectual progress, which grows by means of dialogue and an inquisitive

openness; which is why they should also cultivate contact with Christianity.

The big challenge lies in the question of determining which areas of Western
Christian tradition should continue to exist, and which ones are not compat-

ible with the requirement of modern society to remain neutral. This does not
only have to do with crucifixes, but with the freedom of curriculum in reli-

gious schools, with the presence of Christian representatives in public radio,

with public holidays, with public financing, or as it is the case in England the
guarantee of seats in parliamentary assembly for the bishops. Some things

are perhaps a burden for Christianity itself and some things are perhaps dangerous for the apostolate. A Christian façade can mask how much a society

has actually already distanced itself from Christianity. However some of this

is also an expression of the Christian view of man or the very mainstay of his
dignity, and this is nonnegotiable, not for the sake of the Church, but rather
for the sake of the people and their right to a good life.

3. The Political Opponents. Of course neither those who are distant

from the faith a homogeneous group, nor are the militant atheists, and not

even the Christians themselves. That is why there are so many facets inside
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and outside of the accounts we have so far portrayed, and in reality there is
also no unequivocal Christian position that has not also been contradicted

by other Christians. The opposition to abortion seems to be one concern that

Christians in broad circles in the United States have in common. According to

the opinion poll we have quoted above, in Austria approximately half of Catholics are not in agreement with the Catholic position, which opposes abor-

tion (and 23 percent don’t really know what they think), Denominations are

divided on the question of homosexual marriage, even in the USA. In matters
of bioethics, many protestant churches take a position that differs from that

of Catholics or Orthodox churches. And I have even heard some Christian philosophers give their support for assisted suicide.

It is not even easy to clearly discern what the Christian political positions

are, with the exception of those held by almost everyone, Christians and nonChristians alike. The political debate on positions that not even all Christians

have in common is clearly not Christianophobia, and is legitimate. One should
not be so hasty as to see all political debate as a lethal attack with the intent
of wrestling down all opponents by any means necessary. In developed de-

mocracies, the right to life for Christian politics abides (as long as the playing
field is not constricted by the dynamics of antidiscrimination).

The short path would be the withdrawal of Christians from politics or assimilation to the point of becoming unrecognizable. On the long path – provided

that one wants to really achieve something and not merely show his colours

– one can’t get around really getting to know the others, respecting them and
taking them seriously. Especially we Christians should try hard to see the

good will, which is where the enthusiasm of most of our opponents is coming from.

This is true even for the red-letter topics such as abortion. We could make it
easy for ourselves by referring to the modern “culture of death”, and see ad-

vocates of abortion as people who, out of pure egotism, declare little children
to be free game. Or we can see them as people who are genuinely moved by
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the desperation of pregnant women, and who see a real danger that a cynical
male-dominated society is lurking in order to once again submit women to

their dominion. As long as we deny the genuine concerns, the needs, the ex-

istential loneliness of those who do not, or cannot hope for the beyond, those
who have had bad experiences and wounds and who wish inside to do good,
we will not be able to understand them, nor they us. In this way we will neither make progress in the topics of our concern, nor in the general call and
mandate to spread our faith.

Christianity’s PR Problem

So, in our day Christianity is competing in the public square with many other

more or less opposing and or hostile groups. And it has to get used to no lon-

ger being the ‘good guy’ (at least in Europe), who was, in contrast to socialism

and communism, the pillar of the post-war order. For want of recognizable ‘bad
guys’, Christians get to slip into the roll of scapegoat.

Many of the tensions, the misunderstandings and the demonizations can be

partly defused on the part of Christians if they take the reproaches seriously

and give fair and honest answers. A religion that is continuingly associated with
burning witches, crusade massacres, paedophilia, complicity with dictators of

the 20th century, and with a pope who forces African fathers to raise more children than they can afford while he grants pardon to paedophile priests – this
kind of religion has a real PR problem, which it tries to solve by silence, or at
least by keeping a noble distance.

Whereas in the USA a highly active Christian grass roots foundation is of

course making use of all of the modern methods of communication in order

to get its message out to the people, the situation in Europe is completely dif-

ferent. Here the Christians tend to delegate public appearances to the bishops,
among whom the tendency seems to have caught on (no matter what confession) towards giving a friendly compromising smile, which does not seem to
impress the opponents.
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Irreconcilable Antagonism
Even the best public relations work can only help avoid avoidable differenc-

es. But not even good PR can bring to a standstill the key generator for areas of
dispute, and that generator is the differing view of man, a differing anthropol-

ogy, which flows from faith or from the lack of it. The differences in how man is
understood may sometimes seem small and irrelevant, but they are not. They

are the cause of every single point on which Christians in the West are met with
resistance.

The discrepancy does not come from the fact that the others do not have a

concept of human dignity, but rather because their concept, from the point of

view of Christian understanding, is imperfect. It is missing the essential components of being a child of God and being made in God’s image. That is why, in a

society based upon values like freedom, human dignity, and equality before the
law and rule of law, suddenly discrepancies between Christians and non-Chris-

tians merge into the exasperated question, whether the other side even fits into
this framework.

We Christians have to acknowledge, without having any illusions, the exis-

tence of ultimately irreconcilable antagonisms. This will help us to avoid the

two basic temptations that this situation has lurking for us: grumbling about
the wickedness of the world, and thinking of our adversaries as degenerate

subjects. Most of them have not come together to plan an anti-Christian con-

spiracy, but simply for the most part, don’t see any common ground and don’t
know what to do with us.

Inevitably the world has, lurking for us out there, antagonists and those who

simply cannot or will not understand, because faith is a grace that not all people call upon. The power of the Christian churches used to partially cover this

up. Looking at it in this way, it is not the antagonism that is new, but rather the
open confrontation, and from the position (for Christians) of being weak. But
grumbling? Indignation? Did the Mother of God rise up in indignation when

the high priest and the Roman authorities withheld respect for her son? In the
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movie “The Passion of the Christ”, one sees Maria in the midst of the jeering

crowd who was mocking Jesus on his way to the cross; and she resists, not the
people, but Satan who is on the other side of the street, who sneers in premature triumph. This seems to me to be a good picture of a Christian attitude.

Apostolate has Priority over Politics

If our society is going to become more Christian, then only if it is made up of

more Christians. And that is by all means no utopia. But one would have to give
missions a higher priority than agitation, the apostolate higher priority than
politics.

And that is a very comforting prospect. If we carelessly go through life do-

ing what we have to do anyway, walking through life as witnesses of faith, then
at some point the burden of being a Christian in the public square will be-

come lighter all by itself. Getting to know our opponents and their arguments

is therefore only the fourth most important task. The third most important one
is to get to know our own arguments and motives. The second most important
is for us to assert ourselves with all of our strength in the political debate and

to show backbone: perfect in our craft, exhausting all respectable possibilities,
trained and educated, and above all persevering and optimistic. But the most
important task is to be good Christians, and in that way unobtrusively prove

that “Christianity” is not just a caption for a particular, culturally defined political camp, but rather for a saving revelation, that gives life substance and meaning and at the same time makes it easier.

The Experience of Wondrous Discovery
Freedom of expression and freedom of assembly, crucifixes in the classroom

and state subventions, none of these were crucial for the growth of Early Christianity and the spreading of it throughout the Roman culture. It was also not

ecclesial mediations on the general depravity of morals, nor was it the evening
discussions in the Catacomb of Priscilla on the question of ontological assur-

ance of salvation in times of upheaval. It was not religious propaganda and the
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quality of coffee hours after mass that convinced people. Rather it was personal
example, the charisma radiating from a Christian life. The depth of faith and the
perseverance in faith, that God is able.

John Paul II, already bent from sickness and age, told youth in Kazakhstan in

2001, “Religion itself, without the experience of wondrous discovery of the Son
of God and communion with him who became our brother, becomes a mere set

of principles which are increasingly difficult to understand, and rules which are
increasingly hard to accept.”
Herein lies the key.

Society will not become more Christian if we attempt to hammer rules and

principles into it. It also won’t help to want to water down the rules and prin-

ciples. They will still remain unattractive if there is no “experience of wondrous
discovery.” Our first duty must be to seek these wondrous discoveries and then
to open them up to others. From there on curiosity about rules and principles
grows. The tools for the experience of wondrous discovery are timeless (one

could also say un-modern): prayer and witness, humility and sacrifice. Doing

good instead of demanding it. In one word: holiness (some of our older read-

ers will be familiar with this term, for the others I recommend looking it up in

Wikipedia). That sounds a bit less exciting than a call to a crusade against modern day paganism. But we don’t have any other choice. In friendship with God,
in marvelling, in rejoicing and in love lies the future of Christianity. Today as it
was 2000 years ago. And as it will be in 2000 years.
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Christianity – Alien Presence or
Foundation of the West?
by Dr. Christoph Cardinal Schönborn, Cardinal Archbishop of Vienna
In the last two decades the European Union, with its 27 member states, has

grown to be a global power which is able to keep pace with the great world

powers. At the same time, trends questioning the Christian foundation of Eu-

rope, and aggressively opposing it, are becoming stronger in several countries
and in the European political arena in general.

If you are to follow my thoughts about Christianity and the West, I will have

to call on that openness to the world for which your American tradition is so

well known. I will concentrate my comments on Europe, as anything that hap-

pens on this continent will impact the United States sooner or later and is thus

relevant to carefully observe. My thoughts are more precisely formulated in this
question: “is Christianity an alien presence or the foundation of the Europe?”
My answer will be that it is both!

On the one hand, Christianity is one of Europe’s roots and, to a considerable

degree, Europe’s future in the world depends on it remaining conscious of that
fact. Knowledge of this is decreasing – and alarmingly so.

On the other hand, Christianity is for many a foreign element in a world de-

termined by reason, Enlightenment and democratic principles. My thesis is that
this Europe, and in the Western world as a whole, will not survive without the

foreignness Christianity brings. In other words: Europe can only play its role in

the concert of world cultures when it retains Christianity, this foreign body, as a
part of its identity.

However, isn’t Europe already on the way towards taking its leave of the con-

cert of world cultures? Demographically, for instance. And does this not also

have something to do with the fact that Europe has become the least religious
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continent in the world? Here I would like to quote two Jewish perspectives on
the subject.

Jonathan Sacks, the British Chief Rabbi, believes that a culture of “consumer-

ism and its instant gratification” of material desires is responsible for the falling
birth-rate in Europe. “Europe is dying” Sacks said, according to media reports

of a speech held at the beginning of November in London (during the 2009 Annual Theos Lecture given in London last November), because its population is

too selfish to raise enough children. “We are undergoing the moral equivalent of
climate change, and no one is talking about it.”

The highest representative of Judaism in Great Britain described Europe as

the most secular region of the world. At the same time it is the only continent
experiencing population decline. The Chief Rabbi sees a clear correlation be-

tween religious practice and the high regard given to family life. “Wherever you

turn today, anywhere in the world, and whether you look at the Jewish or Christian or Muslim communities, you will find the more religious the community,
the larger, on average, are its families”

To be a parent involves “a great sacrifice” of money, attention, time and emo-

tional energy, Sacks said and asked “Where today, in European cultures … will
you find space for the concept of sacrifice for the sake of generations not yet

born?” The Chief Rabbi compares the development of Europe to the decline of
Ancient Greece with its “sceptics and cynics”.

Sacks goes on to say that religious belief is fundamental to the cohesion of

society: “God is back” he asserts, “and Europe on the whole still doesn’t get it.”

That, he says, is its “biggest single collective cultural and intellectual blind spot”.
12.11.09 (KAP-ID)

A second Jewish observation is provided by Prof Joseph Weiler, Professor of

European Law at New York University who is himself an Orthodox Jew. In a sensational book 1 he questioned why it is that Europeans are so afraid to acknowledge the evidence that Europe has Christian roots. He spoke of a European

“Christophobia”. He also sees a correlation between this loss of memory and the
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demographic development of Europe.

A third spotlight: In October 2007, the Presidents of the European Roman

Catholic Bishops’ Conferences met for their yearly plenary meeting in Fatima,

the Marian place of pilgrimage in Portugal. The theme was on the family in Europe. One of us came straight to the point with what seemed to him, and to

many of us, to be a dramatic situation. Could there come a time in the near fu-

ture when the greater part of European society says to Christians: You are a foreign body amongst us? Your values are not ours. European values are not the
same as Christian values. You do not belong to us!

And if that were so? If this came to be? Would that be so surprising? Didn’t

Judaism feel this sense of foreignness in relation to the ancient kingdoms of

the Orient and later on to Christianity? Isn’t this foreignness also found at the

core of Christianity? “Do not be conformed to this world” (Rom 12.2) the Apostle Paul admonishes the church in Rome. At the Last Supper Jesus said “If the
world hates you, be aware that it hated me before it hated you” (John 15.18).

“Beloved, I urge you as aliens and exiles to abstain from the desires of the flesh
that wage war against the soul.” (1 Peter 2.11) said the Apostle Peter.

They feel like foreigners in this world, despised and rejected. But they ac-

cept this foreignness: “Our citizenship is in heaven” (Phil 3.20) says Paul. At the
same time they long for the city that is to come (cf Heb 13.14), the heavenly Jerusalem (cf Rev 21.10).

These “foreigners” are anything but a sect that cuts itself off from the world.

They want to give shape to the world and change relationships by changing

people. They call this conversion “metanoia” and for “foreigners” they are very
committed to building a more humane society.

How does that look now? Is it this strange mixture of hope in the life-to-come

and commitment to the here and now that has given Europe its specific char-

acter? Or does Europe begin to find its identity only when it has liberated itself
from the paradox of Christianity and from being dependent on the churches.
How does this relate to Europe’s Christian roots? The attempt to acknowlback to table of contents
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edge the Christian tradition as an important element of European identity in

the preamble to the European Union’s constitution failed. The arguments that
were given during the discussion about the now-famous preamble were: Eu-

rope has become multi-religious and this must be reflected in its constitution.

And: This democratic culture founded on reason and Enlightenment had to be

won in a bitter struggle against Christianity. Both arguments are well founded.

However, I believe the conclusions drawn from them to be false. This is because
their view of the role of Christianity in Europe’s history is too one-sided, seen

through the lens of certain prejudices and these arguments do not take account
of developments within Christianity itself.

The framework within which we can debate our topic is somewhat limited.

How should we approach this in the short space of 45 minutes? It seems to me
that to do justice to the topic we need to roughly outline the most important

historical stages of Christianity and Europe. I am aware that this is an almost
impossible task. Any serious historian would advise against it. Even so, I will

try, because if we do not take time to reflect on our history our deliberations
concerning the present are groundless and without foundation.

So let me attempt to say something about the development of Christianity

and Europe by giving examples from the major historical epochs. I will limit

myself to the three great periods of Antiquity, the Middle Ages and Modernity.
Even so it can only be an outline, an example of the most formative events.

1. Christianity – A Foreign Body in Antiquity?
“Christianity emerged in a world which is kept at peace, and at the same

time, kept in chains during the Pax Romana. In the first centuries of its expansion, it encounters a universal political religion: the cult of the Emperor”2. Ro-

man culture had no problem with the integration of foreign religions and these
religions had no trouble integrating into the cult of the Emperor.

With one exception: Judaism and, in its wake, Christianity. Soldiers returnback to table of contents
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ing from their campaigns brought new cults with them, slaves and freedmen

belonged to others. All found their place in the Roman pantheon. Only the Jews
and the Christians refused to become one religion among others in the pagan
pantheon.

As a result of this they were severely criticised for being hostile to society.

Their claim to be the vera religio was seen as arrogant. Both religions were ac-

cused of fostering an “odium humani generis”, a hatred of the rest of humanity.
There is a paradox in claiming to be the vera religio and at the same time

claiming to represent the vera philosophia comprehensible to all rational peo-

ple. An example of this is the Roman philosopher Justin (who wrote and spoke
Greek). In his fascinating dialogue with the Rabbi Tryphon (from around 150)
he describes his path to Christian belief. After trying out a good many of the
fashionable philosophical schools competing at that time, he was not satis-

fied with any of them. While walking by the sea, he meets an old man who proclaims another philosophy, the centre of which is Christ. This philosophy captivated him. In it he recognised the true philosophy he had been looking for.

Christianity – the true philosophy. Right from the start it is claimed that in the

particular revelation through the prophets and Jesus Christ the truth has been

revealed, universally valid and accessible through reason (or at least not in contradiction to reason).

The opposition is strong. It will manifest itself politically in great persecu-

tions. Again, martyrdom is seen to confirm that Christianity is the vera religio,

the vera philosophia worth dying for. “Sanguis martyrum semen christianorum”
says Tertullian (the blood of the martyrs is the seed for – new – Christians).

Given the fact of these great persecutions and hostility expressed in writings,

the rapid spread of Christianity throughout the known world and its develop-

ment into the state religion of the Roman Empire is a miracle. If the word “miracle” is too strong, then at least one must speak of it as being a development
that is difficult to explain.

And so we come to the question: How did Christianity, this foreign body, beback to table of contents
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come the root of Europe? This change is often illustrated by means of a scene
from the life of the Apostle Paul. It is found in the 16th chapter of the Acts of

the Apostles. During his second missionary journey Paul finds himself in Troas
in Asia Minor. “During the night Paul had a vision: there stood a man of Macedonia pleading with him and saying, ‘Come over to Macedonia and help us.’

When he had seen the vision,” wrote Luke, who was accompanying Paul “we immediately tried to cross over to Macedonia, being convinced that God had called
us to proclaim the good news to them.”(Acts 16.9-10)

And so it was that the Gospel first came to Europe via Philippi, Thessalonica,

Athens, Corinth and finally to Rome where Paul, like Peter, died for his faith.

What was it that came to Europe? A foreign import? An aid? Something that

allowed Europe to become what it is? Or something from which Europe had to

emancipate itself after a long process of Enlightenment, something it must continue to do today in order to free itself from foreign authorities?

Now that this “emancipation” is about to become a reality, concerned voic-

es are raised that warn of the consequences of a de-Christianization of Eu-

rope. Upon closer examination we can find many examples of the fruits of these
Christian roots.

I will mention three elements specifically:

1 Man is created in the image of God. That is what the bible speaks of in

its opening chapters. The meaning of this can never be underestimated and,
hopefully, it deserves to be seen as a “European” value today and in the future. The notion that man is created in the image of God is the basis of hu-

man dignity, the guarantee that it is unconditional and universal. It is a necessary precondition for the impossibility of this dignity ever being taken away:
neither by wrongdoing nor disability, neither by religious not by or cultural,

ethnic or gender differences. Man is always “in God’s image, according to His
likeness” and this can never be taken away.

I do not need to explain to you how much this view, indebted to this Judeoback to table of contents
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Christian biblical inheritance, is under threat today. It was already a strange
concept at the birth of Christianity. In the culture of the Roman Empire, Je-

sus’ teaching and practice of seeing the poor, the sick and suffering, as well
as sinners, as especially beloved by God and worthy of his compassion was

seen to be a shocking foreign element, not to mention this new understand-

ing of the dignity of all mankind. Jacob Burckhardt describes this contrast in

his book “The History of Greek Culture”: A deformed person is not just a mis-

fortune for the family, as it is today, but it is a horror, which requires appeasement of the gods, for the entire city, for the nation. These people were not to
be raised… According to Plato even sickly people were not to live and were

in any case not to leave behind any offspring.”3 Not to mention “other means

of limiting the population such as abortion, the annulment of slave marriages

which in itself led to the slaughter of a great number of children, the killing of
children of the poor…”4 – Enough of the horrors of the ancient world, which

provide such a distressing parallel to today’s practices of eugenics, euthanasia and abortion.

This was the one thing that Christianity could offer in opposition to the all-

powerful mainstream of the pagan world: an alternative practice. In an early
Christian document, the so-called “Letter to Diognetus”, this Christian “alternative society” is illustrated beautifully:

“For Christians are not distinguished from the rest of men either by coun-

try or by language or by customs. For they dwell not somewhere in cities of
their own, neither do they use some different language, nor do they lead an
extraordinary kind of life.

But while they dwell in cities of Greeks and barbarians as the lot of each is

cast, and follow the native customs in dress and food and the other arrangements of life, yet the constitution of their own citizenship, which they set
forth, is marvellous, and confessedly contradicts expectation.

They dwell in their own countries, but only as sojourners; they bear their

share in all things as citizens, and they endure all hardships as strangers. Evback to table of contents
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ery foreign country is a fatherland to them, and every fatherland is foreign.

They marry like all other men and they beget children; but they do not cast

away their offspring. They have their meals in common, but not their wives.”5
In brief, the Christians do not belong to a sect which hides itself away, but

they offer an alternative which commends itself through its authenticity. At

the European Bishop’s Synod in 2000 Cardinal Walter Kasper said: “In the future, Christians will be recognised by what they don’t do” (In parentheses I

would like to make the point that Islam according to my understanding, re-

jects the idea of man’s creation in the image of God. But the consequences of
this would need to be addressed separately.)

2 It is essential to name another legacy: The idea that there is one Creator

and we are created in His image is at one with the belief in the unity of the

human race. Humanity is truly one family. All people are, without exception,

members of one human family. The reaction of the Roman philosopher Celsus
(who also wrote in Greek) illustrates just how extraordinary this concept was
in the ancient world. In his polemic against Christianity, he is said to have

considered the suggestion that mankind is one to be “the language of rebel-

lion”. Greeks and Barbarians on one level? The mere idea was outrageous to

him. It would have been unthinkable for him to agree with Paul’s statement:
“(you) have clothed yourselves with the new self, which is being renewed in
knowledge according to the image of its creator. In that renewal there is no
longer Greek and Jew, circumcised and uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian,

slave and free; but Christ is all and in all” (Col 3.10f). Max Horkheimer con-

sidered this belief in the unity of all mankind to be one of the most important
contributions made by the Judeo-Christian tradition.

Will it again become a foreign body in Europe? The horrific history of racial
ideology in the 19th and 20th centuries would suggest so. Has it been completely overcome? New xenophobic movements give us cause for concern,

however understandable the fear arising out of excessive immigration may be.
Pope Pius XII, who is often criticized because of his controversial stance durback to table of contents
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ing the Second World War, made a clear statement against this racial ideology
in his less well known Encyclical of October 1939, principally referring to the
argument that the human race is one.

“A marvellous vision, which makes us see the human race in the unity of one

common origin in God …(Eph 4. 6); in the unity of nature which in every man
is equally composed of material body and spiritual, immortal soul; in the unity of the immediate end and mission in the world; in the unity of dwelling

place, the earth, of whose resources all men can by natural right avail themselves, to sustain and develop life; in the unity of the supernatural end, God

Himself, to Whom all should tend; in the unity of means to secure that end …
in the unity of its ransom, effected for all by Christ.”6

“This ‘law of human solidarity and love’ (Pius XII) assures us, that for all the
rich diversity of persons, cultures and peoples, all men are indeed brothers

and sisters.” (KKK 361). Is this “law of human solidarity and love” that Christianity implanted in Europe as an ideal and mission really to become a foreign body yet again?

3 Because man is made in the image of God, he possesses the gift that

makes him most like God, namely, the gift of freedom. In comparison to the
pagan gods who, like humans, were subject to the rule of fate, the Biblical
idea of man brought freedom. If a man is to respond with love, a god who

wants man to love him “with his whole heart” cannot want to force him to do
so. This is the most profound root of religious freedom.

The most powerful “invention” of the religion of the Bible is freedom: the

ability God gives to man to decide for himself. Only a person who answers

of his own free will can truly love God. Love banishes coercion. “Man cannot
believe unless he wishes to” (Credere non potest nisi volens), says Augus-

tine7. Despite the violations of this very teaching throughout Christian histo-

ry, it still remains the basic principle for the rights of freedom that have made
Europe great. Paradoxically, this view of freedom has been repeatedly ques-

tioned since the Renaissance. Deterministic modes of thought, the contesting
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of freedom through certain trends in brain research, and also certain currents
in philosophy and psychology that questioning man’s real freedom, are an

astonishing reminder of the fatalistic views held by those powers that ruled
Europe when Christianity arrived in the first century. Will we lose this freedom if we lose its Christian roots?

At this point, I suspect there will be massive protests: Didn’t modern man

have to win his freedom through a long and laborious struggle against Chris-

tianity? Isn’t what was once the strength of Europe’s Christian roots, not rather a dogmatic and moral barrier to freedom?

We must turn to this question in the second and third part of this text when
we look at the Middle Ages and Modernity.

2. The Middle Ages – Europe’s “dark” age?
So far I have taken three elements to illustrate what new things were brought

to Europe by Christianity: the idea that man is made in the image of God, the

idea that the human family is one and the idea that we have been given the gift
of freedom. I could also name many others such as our understanding of time

as being linear and not cyclical, that is the birth of history; an understanding of

work as illustrated by the dictum ora et labora summing up the Rule of St Benedict, not in terms of slavish compulsion but as man’s fulfilment and his participation in the work of the creator8.

But the problem is not with what we perceive of as the ideal of apostolic and

early Christianity but “Christendom” in the form it assumed after the conversion of Constantine, above all with its establishment as the state religion by

Emperor Theodosius in the year 380. It is precisely this Christianity which is

the problem, with its enormous might and power, its cathedrals and monasteries and convents as well as its crusades and persecutions of heretics. In short:
these are the “dark” middle ages from which we were saved by the brightness
of the Enlightenment (and before that, by the Reformation). This image of a
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dark Christianity has a firm place in the canon of “justifiable prejudices” and
comes up again and again when in present-day discussions it is claimed that

“the Church” wants to take Europe back “into the darkness of the Middle Ages”,
with the Pope and the Catholic Church naturally being given top “ranking” on
the Richter scale of reaction and general regressiveness.

But enough of the irony, let’s come to the point. There has always been a

great fascination with early, pre-Constantine Christianity. All, or let us say more
carefully, many of the numerous renewal or reformation movements known in

Europe have taken their bearings from this time when the Christian faith found
its way into the hearts of the people without weapons, and without the protection and laws of the Emperor and state. We will return to this in our conclusions (you must still wait patiently for this).

Now, however, we will look at the 1000 years of “Christianity” between the

conversion of Constantine and the beginning of the modern era. But a word

in advance: After what has arguably been the darkest of all centuries in human
history – the poet Ossip Mandelstam, a Russian Jew who was one of the mil-

lions of victims of the Soviet terror, called the 20th century the “century of the
wolves” – those who continue to call the Middle Ages “dark” need to be told:
“Study History”.

In a certain way this new era of the “Middles Ages” begins with the Emper-

or’s conversion to Christianity. Was it not justifiable for the persecuted Chris-

tians to have dreamt of this event? What would happen if the Emperor one day
became a Christian? The freedom of the Church would be secure. They would
be protected from persecution and they could develop freely. The dream was

quickly over. What position would a Christian Emperor have? Does he rule over
the church? The Apostle’s words before the council in Jerusalem holds true for
a Christian Emperor as well: “We must obey God rather than any human au-

thority” (Acts 5.29). Ambrose of Milan opposes the newly converted Emperor
with words which could be said to represent the charter of “The Freedom of

the Western Church” (which is the title of a book by Hugo Rahner, 1943, writback to table of contents
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ten during the terror of National Socialism): “The emperor is in the church, he
is not above the church. A good Emperor seeks to encourage the church not

to fight against it. As humbly as we say this, we hold to it and are unshaken,

even when we are threatened by the stake, the sword and exile. We servants of
Christ have forgotten how to fear9.”

With this the debate is started. This debate will shape the life of the west-

ern world for over 1000 years, unlike the eastern half of Europe – however

more about this shortly: The process in which the imperium and sacerdotium,
worked with one another and fought against one another, culminating in the
dispute over the respective roles of the Pope and the Emperor.

Two Popes stand symbolically and effectively for the development that made

the Christian West possible, but also led it into its deepest crisis. Pope Grego-

ry the Great (590-604) was greatly affected by the fall of the Rome as he was a
member of the upper aristocracy. He saw that the Rome of the East could only

be expected to press its claims to dominate the Western Roman Empire but not
to help it. That is why the Church itself began to take over the role of guardian

and governor in the Western Roman Empire. Pope Gregory went as far as using
symbolic language in an attempt to claim power for the Bishop of the Roman

Church as Pontifex Maximus and to claim Rome as the caput mundi of a Christian Western Roman Empire. Although he only succeeded symbolically, it gave
the Romans a new self-confidence and the Church a new purpose.

Two hundred years later his successor Leo III made a momentous decision.

He asked the Franks for help and crowned the Frankish king Charlemagne Roman Emperor in 800 AD. The Byzantine Emperor felt this to be a serious be-

trayal of the unity of Christianity and the Empire. To this day the two “lungs” of

Christianity, the eastern and the western, suffer from this mutual estrangement

which continued to deepen until the final split in 1054. For Western Europe the
Emperor’s coronation was a crucial step in the development of its own “Western Christianity”.

The consequences of this decision are well known: On the one hand, with
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the development of the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation a high cul-

ture defined by Christianity emerged over the course of the centuries, the Latin Middle Ages. On the other hand, an equally lengthy conflict developed over

who was to be the head of the empire: The Emperor, who was supposed to rule
by divine commission or the Pope as Pontifex Maximus, Christ’s representative,
who crowned the Emperor in the first place?

We know how the conflict ended: with the victory of the Sacerdotiums over

the Imperium. However it was a pyrrhic victory. The belief that the Pope alone
could manage to rule over all nations in Europe proved to be an illusion. The

European kings and princes battled vigorously to create independent nations

and obtain supremacy. They proved to be stronger. After many wars the medi-

eval church state became a Sacerdotium with no importance/influence among

the European powers. The only power the Pope held was in his role as spiritu-

al, moral representative of a universal religion. The struggle over the sovereignty of the Empire, and then the “Church State” in competition with the worldly

powers, weakened the Pope’s spiritual importance more than it strengthened it.
The result of this was a deep-seated on-going crisis beginning in the Middle

Ages and continuing into the Reformation, leading to the division of the western church, the religious wars, and finally culminating in Enlightenment and
secularisation.

A lesson can be learned from this history. It is a mistake to believe that one

religion, one denomination, can be strengthened by uniting itself with state

and political power. Certainly religion needs the protection of the state (just as

the state also needs the strength of religion) however it doesn’t do religion any

good if it were to be identical, so to speak, to state structures and political institutions. The distinction is necessary and it is good for both of them. That is the
lesson of the long history of Christianity. It has always flourished best when it
has not striven to do the same thing as the state but has demonstrated the inspirational, formative power of authentic belief.

Therefore, in this rapid overview of the Middle Ages it cannot be only about
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the conflict sacerdotium – imperium but above all it must be about those sources of strength of Christian life which made the West what it is. Before all else
we must mention the religious orders and monasteries. One cannot overesti-

mate their impact. Without the Irish monks there would have been no Chris-

tian mission. Knowledge of antiquity, pre-Christian as well as Christian, would
have been lost. Monasteries were centres of science and learning. They fought
for the purity of the faith. They cultivated the land, developed agriculture and

the arts and crafts. They recorded and preserved history and they built communication networks throughout Europe.

Of course, there were periods of weakness and decadence. However, new

waves of renewal emerged with unbelievable vitality. I can only name a few

here. The first of which is the Cluniac Reform. Exactly 1,100 years ago, in the
year 910, reform of the monasteries began in Cluny in France. Two hundred

years later there were 1,200 monasteries spread across Europe living accord-

ing to principles of this reform. There was a great energy in the social, economic, artistic and, of course, the spiritual realms. Pope Benedict XVI has said that
through Cluny “a spiritual Europe began to emerge in the various regions of
France, Italy, Spain, Germany and Hungary”.

As Cluny began to show signs of decline, the next great wave of renewal fol-

lowed with Bernhard of Clairvaux in the 12th century. In a very short time the

Cistercians set up a close network of inter-communicating monasteries. As cit-

ies started to blossom in the 13th century yet another dynamic religious movement appeared: Francis and the Poverty Movement.

Has enough consideration been given to the freedom made possible by these

renewal movements and how much Europe has been influenced by this? From

its inception, Christianity allowed one to “step outside the temporal socio-political order”. The idea that “man must listen to God more than man” brought an

element of personal freedom to those wishing to oppose the pressures of soci-

ety. One of the most impressive examples is that of the young Francesco Bernadone in Assisi in 1207 when he decided to forsake his father and the temporal
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authorities in order to listen to God alone. He gave his clothes back to his father
so that he could walk naked with the naked Christ. Throughout the centuries,

this freedom to follow a radical Christian life has set free great creative energy.
Here we find one of the sources of Europe’s inner vitality - even in secular Eu-

rope, this radical way of following Christ continues to exert an effect. To be clear
about my conclusions: I am convinced that in this lies one of the greatest po-

tentials for hope in Europe. Just as the great renewal movements in Christianity
blossomed in the Middle Ages and were energised, so too it has been in recent
history and it continues to be so the present day. The Church (I am referring

here to the Catholic Church but it is also true in other Christian churches) often
has an undreamt of capacity for renewal. Why should we not have the kind of
surprises ahead of us that the Poverello of Assisi triggered off 800 years ago?

3. Modernity: the Other View of Europe
Those who do not see Europe’s roots in our early Christian heritage and its

development in the Middle Ages, as I do, must undoubtedly find these roots

with the Reformers and the Enlightenment, that is, in opposition to the Catholic
Church. Modern Europe is, above all, a “child” of the Enlightenment which often
articulated and fought for the implementation of its values and perspectives in

opposition to the Church and against Christendom as a whole. Again and again
the objection is made that the European view of human rights does not have

its roots in Christianity but in a determined resistance to it, and in particular to
the Catholic Church.

One thing is certain: the religious split of the 16th century shook western

European society profoundly. We can hardly imagine the traumas that people
went through on account of the division between the “new” and “old” beliefs.

The resulting religious wars have been called the “hermeneutic civil wars” because the warring factions used different interpretations of the same Bible to
legitimise their actions.
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One of the most horrific outcomes of the religious wars was the “territoriali-

sation” of the religious confessions: Cuius regio eius religio. One’s place of residence came to determine one’s religious denomination. Even today European
politics suffers from the consequences of this principle: religious denomina-

tions functioning as the source of national identity whether in countries with

an Orthodox majority or in the tragic conflict in Northern Ireland. In my opinion the catastrophic concept of “ethnic cleansing” as found in the Balkans is

a consequence of this destructive principle. The expulsion of the German and
Hungarian-speaking population of Czechoslovakia was a blatant example of

this. The Balkan wars that took place in the 1990’s is another instance. Given
that the Habsburg “empire of many peoples” was an alternative and entirely

contrasting model, it is no wonder that it was destroyed, though it actually an-

ticipated today’s goal of integration as hardly any other European phenomenon
has ever done.

The religious wars had a second outcome: people had had enough of theolog-

ical conflicts. They looked for a basis upon which to build a state free from the-

ology and denomination. Thinkers such as Hobbes or Spinoza believed that this

basis was to be found in mathematical- scientific thought. There are no heretics
in physics or mathematics. Here was the basis on which law, ethics and meta-

physics could be agreed upon, independent of a faith perspective. The incredible success of mathematical-scientific thought appears to prove that religion

is reactionary and the scientific world view is progressive. Worse still, the re-

ligious wars appear to confirm that religions set people against each other and
that Enlightenment sets them free.

If we try to dig deeper, the question of religion leads on to the question of

the very question of God. It is finally addressed when we look at the crisis in

Europe since the Reformation. The philosopher Odo Marquard speaks of “putting God before the tribunal”: God himself is indicted. The old question of rec-

onciling God’s goodness with the presence of evil comes up again and in strong
terms: Unde malum? Where does evil come from? The scientific world cannot
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answer this question. Their attempted answer was a belief in progress. At a single blow all evil would be eliminated, sickness would be overcome by medicine,
injustices by economic advancements. Religion was replaced by belief in progress.

However, there are two problems. Firstly, future advances will not help me to-

day. I will already be dead and the injustice and suffering that has already happened will not be taken away. Secondly, there is justifiable doubt about unlim-

ited progress, because it doesn’t exist. The expectations of salvation fostered by
Marxism and other forms of belief in progress were not fulfilled. They could
not be fulfilled because we are only guests on this earth. Our pilgrimage on

earth is limited by time and resource. The question is sobering: Was that really
everything?

In conclusion: Christianity – Root and Foreign Body
Christianity’s place in Europe is paradoxical. It appears to be marginalised to

a large extent. The churches are still there, albeit amongst the “also rans”. But
they have hardly any weight or influence. Nevertheless, I do not see them as
“obsolete” in a Europe with ample spiritual resources.

In many respects it is like being back again at the beginning of Christian-

ity. In a world that is religiously and culturally pluralistic, in a largely “pagan”

world in which the Christian way of life practiced over centuries has been forgotten, where astrology, abortion, superstition and anxiety are dominant. Al-

though Christians are a substantial majority in Europe, practising Christians are
in the minority.

I see the situation of Christianity in Europe to be rather exciting and full of

opportunity. It is in many respects a foreign body – yet it still evokes a feeling of
home in many. Europe has a constantly increasing number of people who after
living a fully secular lifestyle find their way to a conscious faith. They often describe the journey as a homecoming.
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Herein lies the distinctive and unmistakeable strength of Christianity: it con-

fers a dual-citizenship, at once earthly and heavenly. It invites one to a loyal

participation in society, taking on responsibility for the civitas terrena with-

out wanting to overthrow it in order to create some utopian society. This quiet
engagement with the temporal is founded on the fact of a parallel citizenship
in the civitas Dei. This claim to be not only a citizen of the earthly civitas has

aroused hatred of the church by totalitarian thinkers and dictators. The Christian is free with respect to the state because he is never only a citizen of the

state. Never before has this “Christian freedom” been more clearly expressed

than when the “confessing Christians”, in the freedom of their faith, defied the
totalitarian grasp of the state. Dietrich Bonhoeffer is a shining example of this
freedom and likewise the simple Upper Austrian farmer Franz Jägerstätter, to
name but two.

This ferment of freedom is what Christianity has to offer Europe, as a free-

dom from the demands of the mainstream, from political correctness, or simply
from the pressure of the latest fashions.

This freedom has a deeper source, an inexhaustible resource. We spoke at the

beginning about the amazing phenomenon of the rapid spread of Christianity in
its infancy. Among the many reasons for this, I see one in particular: this expan-

sion has to do with the One who gave the church a clear mission and this promise, “And remember, I am with you always, to the end of time.”(Matt 28.20). This
saying of Jesus Christ is Christianity’s most powerful resource and it continues
to be so in the most surprising ways. This explains the inexhaustible power of

regeneration in Christianity. So often declared as dead, it again and again experiences its resurrection in the power of the One who rose again.

A foreign body in Europe and also a root: that is the exciting position of

Christianity in secular Europe. Europe is often critical of Christianity and that is

good. Europe may need the healthy restlessness of the Gospel’s prophetic voice,
but Christianity also needs the voice of Europe asking critical questions in re-

turn. This does Christianity good. It wakes it up and challenges it. It questions
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Christianity’s credibility. And why? Because I believe, deep down Europe longs
for an authentic Christianity. In our hearts we Europeans, whether secular or
religious, know that the root that will sustain Europe in the future is this: a

credible Christianity that is true to its roots, however strange and foreign such
a Christianity may at times appear to us.

(This text is adapted from a lecture held at the Catholic University of America on February 3, 2010 and translated by Lucille Curran.)
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Joseph H.H. Weiler, Ein christliches Europa. Erkundungsgänge, Regensburg 2004,
pg 71ff.
Hans Maier, Welt ohne Christentum – was wäre anders? Herder/Spectrum 1999,
pg. 108.
Kröner-Ausgabe Vol III,7.
Quoted from Hans Maier, op.cit., pg 15.
The Letter to Diognetus. B.B. Lightfoot, Furman University (c) 1990
Pius XII. Enc. „Summi Pointificatus“ KKK 360
Augustine, Tract.in Io.Ev.26,2
cf Hans Maier,op.cit
Sermo contra Auxentium 36; PL16, 1018 B: Hugo Rahner, op.cit., p 10
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What’s Wrong with the West?
By Robert P. George, McCormick Professor of Jurisprudence at Princeton
University, and William L. Saunders, Americans United for Life, lawyer, and
columnist		

Introduction
The West has faced many challenges in the past, many turning points, from

the Asiatic invasions of the Dark Ages to the dark ages of Adolph Hitler and Jo-

sef Stalin. And it faces one now – the eclipse of its historical Christian identity.
In the past, when armies of aggression threatened our society, those threats

were met with nerve and with steel. We pray God that steel will never be nec-

essary again, but certainly it will require nerves of steel – steely determination
– to meet what may be the greatest threat Christianity has faced in its history.

The threat is this: at just the moment when many Christians have lost self-confidence, ideologically doctrinaire secularists have launched a determined at-

tack on all public vestiges of Christianity. They have chosen their moment well,
but their attack need not succeed. If Christians will regain the confidence that

comes from their Creed, they can arrest the assault being waged in the cause of
secularist ideology. Courage was required to in the past; it is required again.

Christians are well-equipped for this battle. Christianity enables man to use

twin tools in engaging the world and its problems – reason and faith. Other

than the specially revealed truths of faith, all truths are accessible to unaided
reason, and, thus, to all people of good will. When Christian citizens contend
over issues of importance in the public square, they should be confident that

they bring not a narrow sectarianism but an understanding based upon principles of reason – natural justice, natural law – in the interest of the common
good.
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The Problem
To begin, we note that “the West” is not synonomous with Christianity. There

have been great civilizations of the East in which Christriantiy played a vibrant
part, remnants of which survive today in places like Syria, India and Ethio-

pia. However, as writers such as Hilaire Belloc noted, Christianity achieved a

synthesis with culture in the West, particularly in Europe, that is probably unmatched elsewhere. In fact, it may be said that Christianity, properly understood, is the synthesis of the intellectual and moral traditions of the Greeks

with the moral and spiritual traditions of the Hebrews. Given birth during the

Roman Empire, Christianity stamped its imprint as that Empire grew, matured,
disintegrated and fell. The eastern part of that Empire was eventually submerged under Islam, and Christianity concentrated in western Europe.
As Pope Benedict XVI said at Regensburg in September 2006:

“The inner rapprochement between Biblical faith and Greek philosophical in-

quiry was an event of decisive importance [for] world history… Given this convergence, it is not surprising that Christianity…finally took its historically decisive character in Europe. We can also express this the other way around: the

convergence, with the subsequent addition of the Roman heritage, created Europe and remains the foundation of what can rightly be called Europe.”

Western Europe, of course, sent its sons and daughters to America, many of

whom were Protestants. There they established a society built upon the ethical
monotheistic belief that “all men are created equal . . . endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights.”

Now societies on both sides of the Atlan-

tic are under assault from an aggressive form of secularist ideology and seem to
be teetering. Let us look at a few examples.

On November 3, 2009, the European Court of Human Rights an-

nounced its decision in Lautsi v. Italy, 30814/06 Eur. Ct. H.R. The Court held

that the crucifix – the symbol of the suffering Christ – could not be displayed in

public school classrooms in Italy without subjecting the state to monetary damages for parents who complain. The decision provoked an uproar across the
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political spectrum in Italy, and has been appealed to the Grand Chamber. Many

commentators noted that even Italian atheists supported the display of the crucifix, and concluded it had become “merely” a cultural symbol.

There is much to be remarked concerning this case, and though we will say

more about it below, we do not have space to plumb its depths. However, we
would note a few things about it. First, the “institution” by which Christian

symbols are being banished is a court. The role of the courts as agents serv-

ing a secularist elite that condemns Judaeo-Christian ethical principles will be

addressed below. Further, on this general issue, note that there is a divide be-

tween popular and elite opinion on this matter. While we will say more on this
too , we note that the theoretical basis of democracy is popular rule – that, af-

ter all, is the point of counting votes. Further, the case in support of permitting
cultural expressions of religious belief is strengthened when the votes of a majority in the present are combined with “the votes of the dead” (ie, those who,
as G.K. Chesterton reminded us, created the very institutions and practices in
the past that are under attack in the present). However, we pause to spend a
moment on the suggestion that the widespread Italian protest to the Court’s
ruling was unimportant because “merely” cultural.

Christianity is by its nature culture-shaping; remove its symbols and the cul-

ture will lose its shape. While those Christians who are lapsed or relaxed in the
practice of their faith may not realize it, those who oppose Chrisitanity are not
content with the fact that many Christians are unconcerned whether Christi-

anity has a role in public. Rather, these secularists seek what the great Ameri-

can Christian leader, Fr Richard John Neuhaus, called the “naked public square.”
That is, they seek to “cleanse” (from their perspective) the public square of all
references to Christianity, Judaism, or revealed religion of any type. An exam-

ple from the United States is the effort to remove displays of the Ten Commandments from public spaces. The irony that this is pursuant to jurisprudence

from a Supreme Court that itself sits in a chamber where the Ten Commandments is part of a ceiling frieze is lost on many.

back to table of contents

72 / 330

A similar example from Europe concerns the text of the new Lisbon Treaty. It

fails to mention Christianity, speaking instead vaguely of “inspiration from the

cultural, religious and humanist inheritance of Europe”. Granting the important
contributions made, for example, by Greek philosophy and by Enlightenment

ideas to the development of the full understanding of the concept of the human
person, it is simply an historical fact that it is in Judaism and Christianity that

the “indivisible, universal values of human dignity, freedom, equality and solidarity” (EU Charter) find their root. Judaism and Christianity teach that each

and every human being, regardless of how weak, or poor, or despised, is made

in the very image and likeness of the divine Creator and Ruler of the univserse.
Hence, it was understood that all human beings are robed in immeasureable
dignity.

And, in the specifically Christian witness, it is God’s own example of

selfless sacrifice that has inspired believers in turn to sacrifice for others- the

greatest humanitarian enterprises of Western history, from the hospital to the

hospice to the orphanage to the Missionaries of Charity, spring from this “imitation of Christ”. To ignore that fact is to embrace cultural amnesia.

Christians in the West often believe neutral principles such as “the rule of

law” will guarantee their just rights. However, given the vehemence of ideological secularism, that belief is naïve. Note, for example, a recent case decided by
the United States Supreme Court.

In Christian Legal Society v. Martinez, 130 S.Ct. 2971, on June 28, the last day

of its 2010 term, the Supreme Court ruled that the U.S. constitutional guarantee
of freedom for an organization to choose its officers and members, and which
applies to every other group on a college campus, does not apply to evangelical Christians. Why? Because the evangelical Christian group did not permit

persons who, in violation of biblical moral teaching, choose to engage in homosexual conduct to become officers and members. That, stripped of the Court’s

rhetoric, is the meaning of the decision. (A fuller discussion of this case by one

of us can be found at www.thecatholicthing.com) This can be easily understood
when one realizes the Court refused to apply legal precedent from the tumultuback to table of contents
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ous 1960’s which protected radical leftist student organizations (highly unpop-

ular at the time) to the evangelical Christian group (highly unpopular now). The
neutral legal principles that should have applied equally to each group did not.
The right to freedom of association, highly prized in all articulations of human

rights, simply falls by the wayside in a contemporary courtroom if that right is
asserted against the preferences of those who enjoy hegemony in universities
and the dominant intellectual culture today.

And no group is more highly dis-

favored on campus than evangelical Christians. Why is that?

Evangelical Christians will not bend to the zeitgeist. They assert their under-

standing of Christianity in the face of a largely consumerist, materialist culture.

Their understanding of what Christianity requires of them is not limited to faith
(dogma, doctrine), but extends to morals. (This is, of course, the same for faithful Catholics. See, eg, Lumen Gentium 25.) And morals are the one thing on

which the dominant culture cannot yield, organized as it is around a commitment to individual freedom to pursue sexual adventure as one wishes.
Reference to another recent American case should make this clear.

That case is Perry v. Schwarzenegger, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 78816. Decided

August 6, 2010 and now on appeal to a higher court, the decision overturned a

ballot initiative, popularly referred to as “Prop 8”. Under the law of the state of

California, voters may amend the state constitution (which was, of course, originally adopted by the people, that is, the citizens) by ballot initiative. With Prop
8, the citizens of a very liberal state did just that – they defined “marriage” for
purposes of state law as “between one man and one woman.”

This common sense view, supported by natural reason and reflected in hu-

man rights documents, and supported by social science research, was declared
by the federal court to be utterly lacking in reason. The court declared that

“gays” were harmed by these views, which it branded “religious”. (“The evi-

dence shows conclusively that moral and religious views form the only basis for
a belief that same-sex couples are different from opposite-sex couples.”) In other words, for this court, and it is quite representative of the opinion of Western
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elites on all matters sexual, any opposing view is “religious,” and hence “irrational.” Thus, such a view can be dismissed as unworthy of legal respect.

Let us be clear: the drive to legitimate practices deemed, not just by Chris-

tians, as deviant throughout human history has led to a cultural confrontation

with organized, traditional (observant) Christianity. Institutionally, it is Christianity that is by far the most significant opponent to this “liberationist” agen-

da. And that agenda’s fiercest proponents will use any tactic, including the subversion of “the rule of law” and “democracy” itself, to advance their agenda and
to defeat their opponents. This last aspect cannot be overemphasized – they

mean to break Christianity if they can, for it has a spiritaual and moral world-

view that they cannot accept or even tolerate. In other words, from the point of
view of the most aggressive of the contemporary secularists, this is “the moral

equivalent of war.” And one thing that is wrong with the West is that while traditional Christians are dominant in terms of numbers of persons, they are quiescent, lulled to sleep by a luxurious materialism (available only to emperors

and kings in the past) and by beguiling rhetoric about “human rights” and “fair-

ness”, in the service of causes (secularism and materialism) that, in the end, will
undermine those very concepts.

The Causes
Neither desires nor preferences are rights. To have a “right” means to have a

claim upon another that the other is obligated to grant. No one, however, is obligated to grant the desires of another simply because the other desires it.

This basic misunderstanding of rights and desires lies behind many of the

conflicts over “rights” in our societies today. However, the distinction was wellunderstood in the West until quite recently, as we can see from an examination
of the West’s fundamental human rights documents, adopted in the middle of
the last century.

For instance, while it is sometimes claimed that marriage cannot be “limited”

to “opposite sex” couples, and that to do so is “discriminatory” and violates “baback to table of contents
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sic human rights,” a look at the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (here-

after, the “Universal Declaration” or the “Declaration”), the lodestar of human
rights in the West, reveals the opposite is true.

Article 16 deals with “the right to marry.” That right is guaranteed to “men

and women of full age.” And no limitation on this right may be based on “race,

nationality, or religion.” But that clearly means that the right can be limited on
other bases. Thus, note that on one of the most contentious issues of modern

politics – same sex marriage – there is little within human rights standards on
which to base such a purported “right.”

Similarly, “homosexual rights” are sometimes claimed to be so important

that the state can require religious organizations to honor them in their teaching. This has recently been asserted by the Spanish government and is, to

some degree, reflected in the Toledo Guiding Principles on Teaching about Religion in Public Schools. It must be noted that this claim is at variance with hu-

man rights standards. Unlike, for example, homosexual rights or abortion, reli-

gious freedom is an enumerated right within the basic human rights documents.
See, eg, Article 18 of the Universal Declaration. Further, it is such an important
right that it is one of the very few which cannot be limited even during war-

time. See Article 4-2 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
(hereafter, the “Covenant”). Finally, the logic of Article 18 of both the Declara-

tion and the Covenant indicate it could only possibly be limited if it is in conflict
with another enumerated right, which neither abortion nor homosexual conduct is. (For instance, under Section 3 of Article 18 of the Covenant, “funda-

mental rights” logically must be ones mentioned in the Covenant, i.e., since they
are fundamental, they would by necessity be mentioned in a document setting
forth fundamental rights.) Thus, there is little ground to contend that religion

or religious teaching must conform itself to the dictates of new conceptions of
“human rights.” (Note that Lautsi, discussed above, misunderstands a similar

provision in the European Convention on Human Rights. Lautsi proposes that
since freedom to manifest one’s religion is subject to “such limitations as are
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prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society in the interests of
public safety, for the protection of public order, health or morals, or the pro-

tection of the rights and freedoms of others” (Convention, article 9-2), religion
must yield to “democratic values” which it defines as “pluralism,” and essen-

tially, as “secularism”. However, 9-2, which differs from article 18-3 of the Covenant basically by the addition of the words “in a democratic society,” cannot

mean that. If it did, the exception would destroy the rule; that is, religious freedom would not be “fundamental” at all, but would be subject to whatever laws
were passed in a democracy.)

Importantly, the same principle is operative when it comes to education. Par-

ents have a right to direct the religious and moral education of their children

“in conformity with their own convictions.” See Article 18 of the Covenant. (In
Lautsi, the court held that the rights of minority parents and children meant

that the crucifix could not be displayed, relying on a similar provision to article
18. However, this is clearly a misreading of that requirement. The important

thing is that there be no coercion. {See 18-2 of the Covenant: “no one shall be

subject to coercion…” Also compare Dignitatis Humanae below.} So long as minority children are able to attend other schools, at state expense, that comport

with their parents’ beliefs, or the state undertakes other measures to eliminate

coercion, there is nothing wrong with the state having crucifixes in classrooms.
In other words, a secularist solution is not required..1)

The examples could be multiplied, but the basic point is clear. Human rights

standards protect, inter alia, marriage, education and religious freedom are

generally in accordance with traditional understandings. The burden is squarely upon those who wish to assert other, conflicting rights to justify them. They
may not do so by simply claiming them to be “human rights.”

As Aristotle taught us, the law itself is a teacher. Laws do not determine be-

havior, but they play a crucial role in shaping it. Thus, in order to advance purported rights such as abortion and same sex marriage, proponents need to

change the law. However, here they run into a problem – as we have seen in the
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United States regarding marriage, most people oppose such things. Thus, while
they can certainly sometimes advance such things by democratic means, pro-

ponents have increasingly resorted to unelected and electorally unaccountable

judges to do their bidding. Ignoring the Biblical parable of the perils of pouring
new wine into old wineskins, they allege “new” or “evolving” understandings of
established rights (such as equality and fair process). In case after case (some
noted above), we have seen this in the United States. The most infamous ex-

ample is Roe v. Wade (1973) under which the Supreme Court invented a right to
abortion under a “privacy right” nowhere mentioned in our Constitution.

Europe seems poised to suffer a similar fate. While the European Convention

on Human Rights is designed to leave social issues to the member states of the
Council of Europe under the “margin of appreciation,” the European Court of

Human Rights seems to be edging into expanding rights to abortion and same
sex relationships [under Tysiac v Poland (2007) and Schalk & Kopf v. Austria

(2010) respectively2] despite the lack of any language on these subjects in the

Convention. (Furthermore, ABC v Ireland, challenging Ireland’s pro-life constitution, is currently pending before that Court.)

Whatever the specifics, the point is this: fundamental institutions of democ-

racy – courts – are being harnessed in an effort to advance social policies many,
if not most, citizens oppose. Fundamental aspects of democracy, such as “the
rule of law” (ie, an impartial judiciary; equality before the law of all citizens),
are at risk.

Tactically, these proponents need an enemy, and the common, convenient en-

emy is “religion” (as we saw above, for example with the Prop 8 case). The reason is that they see “Christian morality” as the problem. As noted, they are

mistaken to see it as exclusively “Christian,” for it is the common heritage of

mankind, accessible to reason. Still they are determined to root out “god” from
modern life. (In America, secularists have gone so far as to “air-brush” histori-

cal events to remove references to “under God.” See, for example, the American
Constitution Society’s misrepresentation of President Abraham Lincoln’s faback to table of contents

78 / 330

mous address at the Gettysburg battlefield during the American Civil War, as recounted by one of us at www.firstthings.com )

In a sense this is all a continuation of the long struggle of Christianity with

modernity, a struggle carried on by every pope since Leo XIII in Rerum Novar-

um. It has never been a struggle against modernity as such, though it must be
admitted that sometimes the Church’s actions and pronouncements have giv-

en this impression. Rather, it has been a struggle against inaccurate, harmful

ideas, ideas that are false about the human person and harmful to the common
good. One of the most insidious is the confusion about the meaning of “con-

science.” Once understood as the responsibility of the individual before God,

it became the individual’s right to do as he wished, subject to no authority be-

yond his own preferences. As we saw above, this is sadly mistaken and has no
relation to true “human rights”. The Church clarified the matter in Gaudium et
spes 43, where it pointed out that one had an obligation to inform one’s conscience before exercising it.

Gaudium et spes was of course one of the documents of the Church’s most

comprehensive engagement with modernity, Vatican Ecumenical Council II,

which sifted through modernity’s ideas and trends, affirmed what was true, opposed what was false. That Council gave us, inter alia, the great declaration on
religious freedom, Dignitatis Humanae.

Dignitatis Humanae was a ringing call against coercion in religion. At the

same time, and less remarked upon, it was an insistence upon the freedom of

the Church to evangelize. Though often interpreted to the contrary, it was resolutely against indifferentism in religion; rather, it called upon men to seek

the truth. It also insisted upon the right to manifest one’s religious beliefs. In

this, it opposed those individuals and institutions who demand that religion be
privatized. But in insisting upon the right to manifest belief, it was in line with
the foundational human rights documents – see, e.g., article 18 of the Declara-

tion: “Everyone has the right…, in public and in private, to manifest his religion”.
Thus, we see that Catholic teaching is firmly aligned with human rights docback to table of contents
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trine. Why? Because both are true. Thus, Catholics in the West should be inspired to more firmly grasp the sure teaching of the Church, confident that it
does not contradict reason; rather it reinforces it.

Yet, one cause of the West’s problems is that many ordinary Catholics do

not understand this. They have failed to read the documents of Vatican II, and
many others have failed to heed them. One thing is certain: through its Declaration on the Laity and otherwise, Vatican II demanded an end to clericalism.

In doing so it reaffirmed the vocation of the laity, and made a clear, proper sep-

aration between the lay and clerical roles. Absorbing this has not been easy for
laity or clergy. The laity must take up their tools and work “in the world”. But
they do so inspired by the teaching of the Church, and the exhortations of her

priests and bishops. The role of the clergy is to announce what the Magisterium proclaims firmly and often, while leaving it to the laity to discern, through
prudence, how best to implement those principles in ordinary political life.

Catholics should be aware the Magisterium has not been reticent; it has pro-

vided clear guidance on the moral principles. To use again the example of marriage, the Church has made it clear that nothing other than a lifelong covenant

between a man and a woman can licitly be recognized as “marriage.” John Paul
II, Letter to Families (1994). Further, non-marital relationships of whatever

type “must not be placed on the same level as marriage duly contracted.” The
Holy See, Charter of the Rights of the Family, Article 1-c (Oct. 22, 1983). Fur-

ther, Catholics may not ignore important public issues such as the protection to
be accorded marriage. For example, “families should be the first to take steps

to see that the laws and institutions of the State not only do not offend, but support and positively defend the rights and duties of the family. Along these lines,
families should grow in awareness of being ‘protagonists’ of what is known as

‘family politics’ and assume responsibility for transforming society.” John Paul
II, Familiaris Consortio (1981).
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The Solution
One of the authors of this chapter was a principal co-author of a recent mani-

festo, the Manhattan Declaration, which seeks to arrest and reverse the harm-

ful trends we have been discussing. Released in New York City (Manhattan) in
the fall of 2009, the Declaration states that the Christian signers – Evangelical

Protestant and Eastern Orthodox Christians, as well as Catholics – pledge, in all
civility and with a sincere willingness to respect the rights of others, to insist

upon their rights, as citizens of the commonwealth and for the common good,

to defend the defenseless unborn, to protect marriage, and to fight for religious
freedom.

Some may judge it imprudent to have done released the Manhattan Declara-

tion, perhaps inviting retaliation or risking misunderstanding. We, however,

judge it to be prudent. Prudence as defined by the Catechism (#1806) is “the

virtue that disposes practical reason to discern our true good in every circumstance and to choose the right means of achieving it…” In our judgment, the
cause of militant secularism, whether from ignorance or malice, is so far ad-

vanced that Christians must take a stand now or risk losing all. Christians in
other lands – Romania, England, and Australia – have issued similar declarations.

Christians must take the measure of the situation. Truths about the human

person and about human community are roundly denied, and counterfeits are

being forced upon noncompliant Christian communities by an increasingly ac-

tivist judiciary. These troubles transcend national boundaries. They afflict the
West.

A law of scientific biology might, by analogy, be applied – an organism either

grows, or it ceases growing and withers away. Much of Christianity has lost

its confidence, and is in danger of withering. Sadly this comes when its basic
understandings are solidly echoed in human rights documents and in demo-

cratic political theory. In other words, Christians have nothing to be reticent

about – they have valuable insights to share with the wider community. They
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also should have the confidence born of the teaching of the Holy Spirit through

the Magisterium of the Church. Equipped with faith and reason, they should be
fully prepared to enter the public square.

The West has lost its way because its heart has weakened. That heart is

Christianity. And much Christianity is now in confusion. The sound of its trumpet is uncertain. What is wrong with the West is that it needs a dose of the
faith of our fathers, and the courage of its convictions.

1 	We understand that some see Lautsi as stating an important principle that might
benefit Christians in other contexts, a principle of neutrality and respect for minority rights. However, as discussed in this essay, we believe it is folly to imagine that
contemporary courts will evenhandedly apply such a principle to protect Christians.
Parents do have an important right to ensure that their children be educated in accordance with their own religious and moral convictions, but that does not require
a school system “cleansed” of religion or religious symbols.
2 	While the Court held that there was no right to same-sex marriage under Article
12 of the European Convention on Human Rights, it noted that if, unlike the case in
Austria, a signatory state did not provide for some “means of legal recognition for
same-sex couples” there was likely a violation of Article 8, requiring “respect for
one’s private and family life.”
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Building a Berlin Wall Around
Christianity
The Attempt to Quarantine Religion and How to Resist it
By David Quinn, Irish journalist and commentator, Iona Institute

The highlight of Pope Benedict XVI’s successful visit to Britain last Septem-

ber, was his address to the country’s political and civil leaders in historic Westminster Hall. The Pope used the opportunity to draw attention to the growing

and deliberate marginalisation of religion from public life in the West. He said:
“I cannot but voice my concern at the increasing marginalization of religion,

particularly of Christianity, that is taking place in some quarters, even in na-

tions which place a great emphasis on tolerance. There are those who would

advocate that the voice of religion be silenced, or at least relegated to the purely private sphere. There are those who argue that the public celebration of festivals such as Christmas should be discouraged, in the questionable belief that

it might somehow offend those of other religions or none.” He continued: “And

there are those who argue – paradoxically with the intention of eliminating discrimination – that Christians in public roles should be required at times to act

against their conscience. These are worrying signs of a failure to appreciate not
only the rights of believers to freedom of conscience and freedom of religion,
but also the legitimate role of religion in the public square.”

We don’t need to look far to find examples of what the Pope was describing

in his speech, of the ways in which certain conceptions of ‘human rights’ are

now pitted against Christianity, of how Christianity, and religion more generally,
is seen, in the words of the Pope in his Westminster address, “as a problem to

be solved”. One example was a resolution passed by the European Parliament in
2001 shortly after the September 11 attacks on the United States. It was called
‘Women and Fundamentalism’. This wide-ranging document deplored “the inback to table of contents
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terference of the Churches and religious communities in the public and politi-

cal life of the state, in particular when such interference is designed to restrict

human rights and fundamental freedoms.” Immediately we see a particular idea
of human rights being pitted against the Churches and “religious communi-

ties” with those Churches and religious communities being warned, in effect, ‘to
know your place’. What rights and freedoms did the resolution have in mind?

The resolution instances the “sexual and reproductive sphere”, or the tendency of religion to “incite and encourage discrimination.” In NGO-speak, as we
know, “sexual and reproductive rights” always includes a legal right to abor-

tion. Therefore this resolution was instructing Churches and religious communities that they should not do anything to restrict access to abortion and that

any such attempt amounted to “interference…in the public and political life of
the State.”

Of course, from the point of view of Christians, opposition to abortion isn’t

interference in the “public and political life of the State”, but rather rises from a

concern for justice in society. Christians do not regard the State and society as
being one and the same and Christians will always defend their right to com-

ment on anything that affects society and the common good, including when actions of the State are regarded as unjust or harmful to the common good. The
attitude that the Churches have no right to “interfere” in the “public and po-

litical life of the State” is now widespread and exists even in former Catholic

strongholds such as Ireland where a law was recently passed legalising mar-

riage-like civil partnerships for same-sex couples. The Catholic bishops offered
only tepid opposition to the law, but when they issued a statement shortly be-

fore it was passed, Minister John Gormley, a Green member of the current Coalition Government, expressed his “shock” at the statement. He accused the bishops of “interference” and of “intruding” on “matters of State”. He advised the
hierarchy to “stick to the spiritual needs of their flock”.

Another Government Minister, Dermot Ahern – once considered a conserva-

tive – said that politicians should not let religion “cloud” their judgement, and
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that he leaves his religious values outside his office when legislating. We can

see a pattern here. It is not simply that the law of the land is allowed to bear no
trace of Christian or religious influence, it goes even further. Churches and religious communities, and by extension all those who belong to them, have no

right to even try and influence the laws of the lands in which they live, and that
any attempt to do so is illegitimate and somehow undemocratic.

Few other groups in society have to operate under similar handicaps. For ex-

ample, socialists are permitted to do their utmost to prevent the law from bearing the stamp of ‘Anglo-American’ market values. Feminists are allowed to campaign for more equality between men and women (as they define equality)

even to the point of devising policies that make it very difficult for women to

stay at home to look after their children. Greens can pass laws that seek to regulate our behaviour in the minutest details of our lives in order to preserve the
environment. None of these groups are accused of “interference…in the public

and political life of the State” even though some find their policies to be deeply
controversial.

However, those who hold to religious values are being treated differently.

They are told that they can hold their particular values in private but that those
values can have no bearing on public life. This attitude of radical and aggres-

sive secularism is reaching out from the political sphere into the public square
in general and down to the level of the individual religious believer. Thus, not
only can religious values have no bearing on the law of the land, but symbols

of those values cannot be seen in public spaces, especially spaces controlled by
the State. Nor, in some instances, can private individuals wear the symbols of
their religion to the work-place or express their values in the work-place.

A particularly extreme example of this campaign to create a naked public

square was the decision by the European Court of Human Rights last year to order Italy to remove crucifixes from the walls of classrooms in State schools. In

Britain, individual Christians are now regularly targeted by anti-discrimination
and hate crime legislation resulting in numerous cases of direct persecution
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of individual religious believers. In early 2010, for example, Christian street

preacher Dale Mcalpine was arrested under Section 5 of the Public Order Act

after he described homosexual conduct as a “sin” during a private conversation
with two Police Community Support Officers. The Crown Prosecution Service

decided to drop the charges after reviewing the evidence, but the mere fact that
a private remarks to two officers of the State should have resulted in an arrest
at all, is chilling to say the least.

Similarly, Christian grandmother, Pauline Howe, was investigated by police

for ‘homophobic hatred’ after objecting to a gay pride parade in her home town
of Norwich.

Ms Howe had written to the local authorities saying that the open acceptance

of homosexuality has always been associated with civilisational decline and

therefore gay pride parades should not be supported. Another example involved
Ben and Sharon Vogelenzang who run a guest house in England. This couple,

both of them Christian, made the mistake of debating the subject of Islam with

a Muslim guest. The guest reported the couple for harassment and they, like Mr
Mcalpine, were prosecuted under Section 5 of the Public Order Act. Again like

Mr Mcalpine they were declared innocent but only after suffering severe loss of
business due to the adverse publicity they received. In their case the legal process and its attendant consequences were punishment enough.

In other words, we can take little comfort from the fact that they were found

innocent in view of the hardship they have suffered as a result of being pros-

ecuted in the first place. This cannot but have a salutary effect on other people.
The examples continue to mount. A nurse was suspended from work for offer-

ing to pray for a patient. An airport employee was told not to wear a crucifix to
work. A secretary at a school was disciplined because she emailed friends ask-

ing them to pray for her young daughter who she felt was being victimised over
her Christian beliefs at the school in which she works. Catholic adoption agen-

cies in Britain have all been shut down because the British Government now requires adoption agencies to place children with same-sex couples. These and
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other examples can be found in a recent publication called ‘A New Inquisition:
Religious Persecution in Britain Today’, from the think tank, Civitas.

Canada is another country where a strong and growing culture of intoler-

ance and discrimination against Christians can be found. These attacks against
Christians are conducted mainly under the auspices of so-called ‘human rights
commissions’. A dramatic example involved the journalist Mark Steyn and Maclean’s, the magazine which carried his allegedly Islamophobic article. The article predicted a coming clash between an increasingly aggressive Islamic mi-

nority in Europe and the shrinking remnants of European post-Christian social
values. The Canadian Islamic Congress complained to the Human Rights Com-

mission that the article was “exposing Canadian Muslims to hatred and Islamophobia”. Steyn and his publisher fought a long, hard and high-profile battle

against the commission and they eventually won. Although they won their case,

it was another example of the process being the punishment. The plantiff has to
pay no costs even if they lose their case. The defendant, even if he or so wins,
faces huge costs and considerable public opprobrium. To fight these commissions you have to be extremely determined and have money behind you.

Another case involved Pastor Stephen Boissoin who wrote a letter to his lo-

cal paper in Alberta in 2002. In his letter he called into question new gay-rights
curricula permeating the province’s educational system, in light of the “physi-

cal, psychological and moral dangers” of homosexuality. He was complained to
the Alberta Human Rights Commission on grounds of inciting hatred or con-

tempt by a local gay activist and was fined and silenced by the Commission in
2008. In December 2009 he won an appeal against the ruling. Justice Earl C

Wilson ruled that the language used by Boissoin “does not go so far as to fall

within the prohibited status of “hate” or “contempt”. This was obviously good

news for Pastor Boisson. But as the Canadian Constitution Foundation, a freespeech advocacy group rightly pointed out, the law used against Boisson re-

mains on the statute books. The same organisation observed: “In spite of the
court ruling, Albertans need to continue to exercise extreme caution when
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speaking about public policy issues, lest they offend someone who then files a

human rights complaint. No citizen is safe from being subjected to a taxpayerfunded prosecution for having spoken or written something that a fellow citizen finds offensive.”

This is the point, the apparatus remains in place and it is loaded in favour of

the person making the complaint. In Canada this apparatus is particularly well
developed, but it is being developed in other countries as well and the Euro-

pean Union may yet pass an Equal Treatment Directive with the sort of anti-ha-

rassment provisions used in places like Canada and Britain against citizens who
foolishly believe they still have a right to express their opinion without fear of
the law.

One or two other examples will suffice before moving on. In Ireland recent-

ly a Catholic doctor who treats infertile couples was brought before the Fitness
to Practice Committee of the Irish Medical Council on a professional miscon-

duct charge. What was that charge? In accordance with his Catholic beliefs he

offers his treatment only to married couples. A cohabiting couple who had approached him for treatment claimed they had been discriminated against be-

cause he would not accept them as patients. In the end, the doctor was acquitted, but only on a technicality. However, he remains vulnerable to legal action

under the Equal Status Act which forbids ‘discrimination’ on the basis of marital status.

In Sweden, a particularly notorious case occurred in 2005 when Pastor Aake

Green faced imprisonment for preaching against homosexuality in admittedly
very strong language comparing it with bestiality, among other things. Green,

63, was the first clergyman convicted under Sweden’s tough hate crimes laws.
But in the end he, too, was acquitted, and for a country like Sweden with its

strongly collectivist mentality, the ruling of the court was surprisingly liberal in
the proper meaning of that word.

In acquitting him the court said: “The purpose of making agitation against

gays punishable is not to prevent arguments or discussions about homosexualback to table of contents
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ity, not in churches or in other parts of society.” We can draw some measure of

comfort from the fact that in several of the cases listed above, the accused person was eventually acquitted but we can take no comfort at all from the fact

that it is becoming easier and easier to target Christians and other religious believers for what amount to thought crimes.

This gives rise to a wider question, what now constitutes what are, in ef-

fect, ‘thought crimes’ and why are Christians being accused of such crimes with
growing regularity? The answer this question lies in who gets to claim vic-

tim status in our societies, and who doesn’t. This desire to confer victim sta-

tus on some groups and not on others arises from political correctness which
in reality is cultural Marxism. Cultural Marxism aims at achieving the high-

est possible measure of social equality between the different groups in society.

Groups classed as victims need to be given more power and status, and groups
deemed to be oppressors must be stripped of some of their power and status.

Thus women must be given more power and status, and men less. Minority ethnic groups must be given more power and status and larger or more powerful
ethnic groups less. Minority religions (and Islam is classified as such in West-

ern societies) must be given more power and status and better established religions like Christianity must have much of their power and status taken from
them.

It also wants every type of family to have equal status, and every variation of

human sexuality. And so on. To this end, it seeks to banish language from public
and even private conversation and discourse that appears to treat some groups
as inferior to others. Obviously pejorative terms for the different ethnic groups
will be deemed unacceptable. It will seek to pass laws that will prevent peo-

ple from treating anyone differently on the basis of their race, sex, sexual ori-

entation, marital status etc. Much of this is perfectly laudable of course, and no
Christian will have any difficulty with it.

But the first reservation that has to be raised is one of degree. For example,

how far is the State willing to go to prevent people saying things now deemed
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unacceptable by a cultural elite, and is it only extreme language that is deemed
unacceptable, or is it any language deemed subjectively offensive by a given

member of a designated minority group? There is even a problem here with

the word ‘extreme’ because what is extreme to one person might strike another
person as relatively mild and innocuous. The free speech implications of this

should be immediately obvious and several examples have already been provided above of how the left seeks to restrict free speech using ‘human rights commissions’ and so on.

And of course, the protective blanket that the cultural left seeks to throw over

certain minority groups doesn’t extend only to language and law, it also extends
to symbols. Should minority groups be exposed to the symbols, and therefore

the values, of larger, stronger, more powerful groups? The answer they give to

this question is emphatically ‘no’, if those symbols are held to demean minority
groups or to somehow make them feel like second class citizens. Hence the de-

mand that the public square be made ‘naked’, or neutral between one set of values, one set of beliefs and another.

This goes a long way towards explaining the European Court of Human

Rights crucifix decision and similar campaigns to rename Christmas holidays

and Christmas trees, and against displaying cribs in public places. Again, we are
confronted with a question of degree. There is a big difference between sym-

bols that are directly intended to make a particular group feel threatened and
symbols that might represent a particular belief but are not directed against
anyone.

An example of the first type of symbol might be the swastika. When it is

daubed on Jewish headstones, as has happened, it is directly intended as an act
of aggression. No-one could reasonably say, however, that displaying a crucifix
in a State classroom is an act of aggression. Nonetheless, the public display of

religious symbols does make certain people uncomfortable, so let’s address the
issue.

First of all, on whom does the burden of proof rest in this argument? Does it
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rest on those who want religious symbols removed, or on those who want them
to stay? Arguably it rests on those who want them removed because if some-

thing is a very-long standing and accepted practice, then it is up to the critics

to demonstrate that something in the culture has changed sufficiently to justify
the removal of the symbol.

What has changed could, of course, be the shift in a society from being a ho-

mogeneous one to a pluralist, multi-ethnic one. In Ireland we have occasional arguments about the practice of our national broadcaster, RTE, of ringing

the Angelus bells at midday and 6pm each day. This practice dates back to the
1950s when Ireland was an overwhelmingly Catholic and Christian country.

Critics of the practice point out that Ireland is now far more multi-ethnic than

it was and that playing the Angelus twice a day, every day, is offensive to minority groups. However, what is interesting is that this argument is rarely made by
those religious and ethnic minorities. Rather it is made by secularists who re-

ject all religion, just as with the crucifix case in Italy it was a secularist parent
who took her case against Italy to the European Court of Human Rights.

On the contrary, when there was one of those occasional campaigns against

the Angelus a few years ago, the practice was defended by the Church of Ireland
Archbishop of Dublin, as well as by representatives of the Jewish community.
More recently, senior members of the Irish Muslim community said they had
no objection to the Angelus. In fact, minority religious communities are gen-

erally appreciative of the Angelus because they take it as a sign that the State

broadcaster acknowledges the place of religion per se in Irish life. In any event,

the images that accompany the ringing of the bells on TV have been stripped of
explicitly Catholic imagery in order to make the practice more acceptable to a
wider range of people.

But there is the broader question of whether a given society, even one that is

becoming increasingly multi-cultural, is allowed to recognise its historical and
cultural roots and whether it is allowed to have a substantive content that not
all of its members may be able to identify with? It must be remembered again
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that there is a world of difference between societies that merely acknowledge

their roots through, for example, the public display of certain symbols, and societies that seek to crush or legally marginalise those with different beliefs.

The Jewish academic, Joseph Weiler, gave evidence against the crucifix de-

cision at an ECtHR appeal in July. In his submission, Professor Weiler, who is

from the New York University School of Law, said that the “message of toler-

ance towards the other should not be translated into a message of intolerance

towards one’s own identity”. He added that Europe’s growing multiculturalism
meant that “the democratic cohesion of society is dependent on the ability to

uphold national symbols around which all society can coalesce”. Professor Weiler, who has previously condemned European ‘Christophobia’, said that it would

be strange if a State’s tolerance meant that it “had to abandon national symbols,

and strip from its cultural identity, any symbol which also had a religious significance, even in circumstances where the majority of its population, which may
be secular, accept such because of its historical significance”. He also insisted

that tolerance toward one view should not lead to intolerance against others.
He explained that part of what makes Europe so rich and unique is its ability

to have on the one hand respect for religious freedom of all, and on the other, a
cultivation of its diverse identities.

By way of illustrating his point, we can point out that in Western societies,

Muslims are permitted to worship and to freely practice their religious beliefs

(certain aspects of Sharia law excepted)and the public display of crucifixes and
other Christian symbols in no way impinges on this. Logically speaking, the argument in favour of a ‘naked public square’ should be extended beyond reli-

gious symbols. If the capacity of something to give offence is reason enough to
remove it from a public place, then where do we stop?

The streets of our cities display statues of famous people who have made

their mark on our histories. But very few of these people would win univer-

sal approval today. On Dublin’s main street – O’Connell Street – there is at one

end a statue of temperance campaigner, Fr Theobald Mathew, and at the other
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a statue of trade union activist, Jim Larkin. The only way to ensure no-one at all
could be offended by either of these statues would be to remove them both. (In
fact, the overwhelming majority of people object to neither).

Indeed, if we continue to push the argument, what could happen to symbols

of the nation-state, or even of the EU? In any given country there will be people
who do not identity with that country’s national symbols, and may even find
them threatening. There are many people who do not like the EU and there-

fore do not like its symbols. In fact, to teach the children of migrants the histo-

ry of their new country is by definition somewhat exclusionary in that it fails to
teach them their own history. (This, of course, is exactly why the history sylla-

bus in some countries has been increasingly stripped of its specifically national
character).

The overarching point I am attempting to make is that once a society at-

tempts to define itself as something, anything, it is impossible for it to appeal to
everyone. The only alternative to this is to drain your society of any identity at
all. The only kind of society that will offend no-one is one that doesn’t believe
in anything, including itself. But the irony is that not even this will avoid con-

troversy because many people will continue to insist that their societies must

stand for something and that they must not deny important and valuable parts
of their own cultural heritages.

Perhaps an alternative is to deny only the religious part of our heritage. How-

ever, if we are asked to do this, then the agenda of those making such a demand
become extremely plain because why else would they single out religion from

all the other things that might give offence? It is not only religion that has proven itself to be at times a divisive force. Nationalism, and nation-states generally,
have also been extremely divisive, and the ‘cure’ for nationalism, the EU, is also
divisive to many people, a threat to their national and cultural identities.

So in the end, as Joseph Weiler says, the answer to living peacefully together

is not the creation of a naked public square that may end up singling out reli-

gious believers and reducing them to a type of second class citizenship. Instead
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the answer is to acknowledge your cultural heritage, including the religious

part of that heritage, but to do so in a way that does not impinge on the freedom of others. For example, Muslims who live in Western countries should

be free to practice their religion within very broad limits, to partake in public

life as Muslims, but it is unreasonable to expect their new homes to deny their
Christian heritage in order to accommodate them.

The same applies to secularists. They should no more expect Europe to deny

its Christian roots, than Christian should expect Europe to deny the legacy of
the secular Enlightenment. Between World War II and today, that had been

more or less the arrangement in most Western European countries, but this
agreement is now under threat from those who wish to make our societies
deny who and what they are.

Let’s turn now to a second objection to the agenda of the cultural left, namely

its attempt to make it socially unacceptable, and even unlawful, to draw distinctions between different groups even when such distinctions are warranted by

the evidence. This tendency is particularly dramatic in the area of family policy.
Traditionally, Western societies, and indeed almost all cultures throughout all

of history, have given special status to marriage. Today, this is increasingly seen
as a form of discrimination and those who continue to defend the special sta-

tus of marriage are denounced as bigots. The left (and some on the right) can

see no reason to favour marriage over other family forms and therefore they assume that the desire to favour traditional marriage is motivated only by preju-

dice. For example, the aforementioned John Gormley, leader of the Green party
in Ireland, described belief in traditional marriage as “an old and discredited
prejudice”.

Obviously, the traditional definition of marriage as being between a man and

a woman is under huge pressure from gay rights activists and their many and
powerful allies. But the special status of marriage was already under threat,

or was already dismantled, by those who say marriage should not be favoured

over lone parent families, cohabiting couples, step-families, and even those who
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form non-sexual, but nonetheless caring and dependent relationships.

Defenders of traditional marriage often find it extremely difficult to respond

to the accusations of bigotry directed against them and many people are intimidated out of the debate altogether by the accusation. But the accusation is ac-

tually rather easy to counter because in the final analysis it is a smear that ig-

nores the very good reasons in favour of giving marriage special status. Those

reasons have to do with a proper understanding of the principle of equal treatment. This principle says that similar situations should be treated in simi-

lar ways, and very few people would disagree with this. Therefore it would be

wrong to favour a man for a job over a similarly qualified woman simply on the

basis that he is a man and she is a woman. This would be unjust discrimination.
On the other hand, it is entirely rational to treat different situations in differ-

ent ways. For example, no-one will employ an 80 year old as a pilot, or allow an
80 year old to adopt a child, other than in absolutely exceptional circumstances. This is discrimination on the basis of age, but it is justified discrimination
and therefore is hardly considered discrimination at all. The reason societies

have traditionally given special status to the marriage of a man and a woman is

the belief that children should be raised by their own mother and father. Giving
special status to marriage has been our way of encouraging this. Basically, un-

til very recent times we encouraged men and women to publicly commit their
lives to one another before they had children.

Did this belief have a rational basis, or was it always based on prejudice? It

becomes ever clearer that it has a very solid, rational basis because research

has confirmed that the undermining of the special status of marriage has been
very bad for children and has deprived millions of them of their mothers and

fathers. This research has confirmed what we have always known, namely that

traditional marriage is a uniquely pro-child social institution and therefore it is
not discrimination to give it unique treatment. In fact, it is very bad social policy not to give it special status.

Christians are regularly condemned for being dogmatic and for not being
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willing to face reality in their attitudes to social policy. But in respect of the

family it is their critics who are being dogmatic. Such is the left’s commitment
to ‘equality’ that they cannot face up to the evidence that the family based on
the marriage of a man and a woman usually produces the best outcomes for

children. Their prior commitment to equality forces them to deny the evidence,
to deny reality and to champion so-called ‘family diversity’ which relegates
marriage to being just one form of the family among others and to imagine

there is nothing to be concerned about as more and more children are raised
without the benefit of a married mother and father .

The same kind of attitude extends to policy on women and work. Even

though many social surveys have shown that only around 20 percent of wom-

en want to pursue a full-time career right through their working lives (another
20 percent want to stay at home full-time with their children, and the remaining 60 percent want something in between), many Governments, plus the EU,

aim all of their policy at the 20 percent of women who want full-time careers.
Again, the evidence is denied that different women want different things be-

cause left-wing policy-makers believe that equality between men and women
can only be achieved when men and women work an equal number of hours

per week in the same jobs. Most Christians still hold to a traditional view of the
family and therefore the growing belief that such a view is simply “an old and
discredited prejudice” is extremely threatening to them.

As mentioned, this belief has already forced Catholic adoption agencies in

the UK and elsewhere to close down. Christians are harassed by police for stat-

ing the traditional Christian view on homosexuality, and Britain’s Deputy Prime
Minister, Nick Clegg, in the run-up to the British General Election, said that

faith-based schools should be forced to teach that homosexual and heterosexual

conduct are equally morally licit. Those who believe that children ideally should
be raised by their own mother and father are increasingly shouted down.

As also mentioned, all of this is part of a more general belief that tradition-

al forms of religion are discriminatory and anti-equality in and of themselves
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and in essence are forms of prejudice. Therefore, the public square must be

cleansed of religion, and the public expression of certain religious beliefs suppressed.

In fact, the attitude of secularists in Europe today towards religion is increas-

ingly similar to that of late-phase East European communism. Early-phase communism sought to destroy religion completely in the name of equality and

reason, but by the 1960s a new accommodation had been reached. This new
accommodation, seen in countries like East Germany under Erich Honecker,

no longer sought to exterminate religion directly. Freedom of worship was al-

lowed, but religion was marginalized and allowed no say over public life. Christians could not rise to politically influential positions.

The secular/left still sees traditional forms of religion as an affront to equal-

ity and rationality and they are still seeking to impose what we might call ‘Erich
Honecker secularism’ upon society. They want to remove all religious symbols
from public places. They want an end to State-funding of faith-based schools.

They deny certain positions to Christians (think of the Rocco Buttiglione case).
Children must be taught sexual morality in a manner contrary to the wishes of
their Christian parents (think of Spain’s compulsory civics course).

Organisations with an ethos deemed contrary to the principle of equal treat-

ment must be shut down or forced to change in their ethos. This amounts to a
breach of Church/State separation in that the autonomy of religious organizations is directly attacked by the State. The conscience rights of individual religious believers are circumscribed. Civil registrars can be sacked, or even imprisoned, unless they officiate at same-sex civil partnership ceremonies or

marriages. Pharmacists must dispense the ‘Morning-After-Pill’. Doctors must be
willing to perform abortions in the name of ‘reproductive rights’. What we are

witnessing is the rise, or rather the rise again, of a new form of moral absolutism based on the absolute prioritization of the value of equality over all other
values.

Whenever there is a clash between equality and some other right, such as
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freedom of belief, freedom of expression, freedom of association, freedom of

religion and conscience, those rights must give way, and no reasonable accommodation can be permitted because there can be no reasonable accommodation with ‘prejudice’ and ‘bigotry’. To fight back, we must point out that this

new moral absolute is anti-freedom and anti-rationality. We must fight for freedom of expression, freedom of association, freedom of conscience and religion,

and all the other freedoms threatened when equality is not held in balance with
other rights, when no reasonable accommodation is allowed.

We must assert a true separation of Church and State that respects the auton-

omy both of the Church and of the State, and not just that of the State. We must

defend the rationality of our beliefs, for example, our belief in the special status
of marriage, and point out the irrationality of those beliefs that deny clear evidence in the name of a false ‘equality’. We must reject as the name-calling that
it is all attempts to smear as bigots those who do not conform to a relativistic

view of reality as it pertains to the family and other social issues. We must defend the Christian roots of our societies because our societies do, in fact, have
Christian roots and our societies – in the main- have benefited from having
those roots.

At the root of aggressive secularism is the view that religion is something

that needs to be quarantined because it is menacing to society. The task before

us is to resist this attempt to quarantine religion and to assert the rightful place
of religious believers in the public square. Above all, we must fight for a truly
liberal understanding of the proper place of religion in public life and expose
what is, at bottom, a totalitarian urge to expunge it from society.
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Torquemada’s Conspiracy.
The Lunar Eclipse that Hit Rocco Buttiglione

By Luca Volontè, Italian politician, president of the “Novae Terrae” Foundation, president of the European People’s Party Group at the Council
of Europe.
Maria Zambrano,“Europe is not dead, Europe cannot entirely die; it agonizes,
because Europe is perhaps the only thing that can come back to life”.
R. Guardini, “Man’s honour depends on his readiness to actually commit himself to something in which his roots reside: his country and the community in
which he lives”
It is not necessary to go very far back in time, in order to be able to admire

the ruins of modern Europe. It is sufficient to look at the events of recent years.

In his speech held in Regensburg in 2006, the Pope quoted, in a merely incidental way, a conversation between Emperor Emmanuel II and a Persian emissary,
which took place in 1381. On the basis of this historical fact, the Pope took the

opportunity to remind the world that a religion that wants to impose itself with

the blood of violence cannot be reconciled with God’s nature. This observation
sparked a jumble of threats, insults and attacks on Christians living in Muslim

countries. Thus, an invitation to make use of both reason and faith was instrumentalised by the “integralists” to ask for an official apology from the Vatican.
It is a historical fact that after the clarifications made by the Pope in this re-

gard with his next Angelus, on September 17, 2006 an Italian nun was killed in
Mogadishu, precisely by those extremists who were burning the pictures of the
Pope. The EU remained silent, not only with regard to the defence of the Holy

Father but also towards its own history, fearful and spineless at its highest lev-

els. Even some European laicist voices, winking at the radical Islam, asked the
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Holy Father for an apology, which showed a dramatic connection between The

Guardian, Eugenio Scalfari and radical and violent Islam, between absolute relativism and violent totalitarianism, a connection between absolute freedom and
the one and only religion. It’s no coincidence that during his visit to Bavaria,

Pope Benedict XVI called for use of reason, and it’s for this reason that laicism

reacted by forming an alliance with Islam. This fundamental weakness, this collapse of reason, this being so disaccustomed to thinking with one’s whole being, this following of the intermittency and immediacy of one’s own pleasure

and desires, undermined the possibility of having an EU position on the mat-

ter. Already John Paul II was not loved. Today Pope Benedict is even less loved

by the European institutions. I am referring to the institutions, because, on the

contrary, Europeans have always loved the Pope, a Pope who is more and more

understood by many wise secular intellectuals on our Continent. It is worth remembering two of them, two secular and obstinately atheist intellectuals: Fal-

laci and Habermas. The European institutions did not defend the Pope because
they don’t want to defend reason anymore, out of laziness or for convenient

suicide. Yes, we are indeed facing the danger of a “European euthanasia”, the

death of a culture that, thanks to Christianity, was able for centuries to recon-

cile faith and reason, past and future, responsibility and duty. Christian identity
was European identity. Today this is lost. This euthanasia is also caused by institutions, and by those who fear with terror to witness the failure of their at-

tempt to build a purely economic, purely relativist, purely bureaucratic Europe.
This, as G. Weigel’s ‘The Cube and the Cathedral’ highlights, brings Europe near
to suicide. Europe, as a continent of people, will not be able to exist without its

Judeo-Christian roots. It will simply die and we are condemned to live in a time
in which we can already see the tumour of death in metastasis. The indolence,
the absence that also surfaced in the case of the attacks against the Pope, just
confirms from a historical point of view the European institutions’ incapabil-

ity and unwillingness to react. The germs of self-destruction are paradoxically
stimulated precisely by that melting pot of anti-Christian and laicist cultures
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that is under the illusion of being able to live the next decades in freedom. An
Islamic friend once told me: ‘Once we will be the majority in your continent,
we will subject you democratically’. I believe him. What is most absurd, one

can get to this conclusion through reason, without any need for additional evi-

dence. The dramatic thing is that this rootless Europe is not even able to react
in the face of this promise of submission and slavery; on the contrary, it keeps
accelerating it, deluding itself that laicism, total hedonism and human rights

can persist under the rule of the European Grand Visir. Euthanasia thus turns

into suicide, into the revenge of Robespierre’s heirs towards the European people, towards Europe itself. Killing the Church, in accordance with the apodic-

tic scream of the French revolution, or exterminating and dissolving the Catholic Church, in the Masonic perspective: these are the acts to which they intend

the sacrificing even one’s own blood, in a sort of total sacrifice devoted to one’s

own violent irrationality. A final slaughter of the entire continent, aimed at wip-

ing out the hated Church, the hated Christ, the hated invitation to keep faith

and reason together. It is the deletion of history from the memory of Europe-

an citizens, of the history of what the continent was before ’89, burdened with
the communist totalitarianisms, of what it had been in the previous centuries,

of what it could still achieve. It is the deletion of the responsibility of which, according to Guardini, Europe is the bearer. It is the deletion of that memory and
historical consciousness without which, according to Zambrano, there is no

chance for a stable equilibrium. As the great Frega y Gasse said, Europe is ei-

ther in stable equilibrium or it is not. Since today’s divided Europe is not in sta-

ble equilibrium, the only choice is to take note of it if we intend to again reach a
stable equilibrium, conscious of history and of the need to rediscover and rein-

vigorate those roots that so many would like to cut off. Most of the intellectuals

and spineless gendarmes of today’s Europe are neglecting an historical and still

valid element: Christianity has survived for two thousand years amidst terrible

persecutions and was reinvigorated by the catacombs. Catholics know from experience that from the blood of martyrs always blossoms the faith in Christ.
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During the months that immediately preceded the appeal of Regensburg,

some events – devastating in their ultimate, profound meaning – took place. In
its search for a common European position on the conflict between the Hez-

bollah and Israel, European diplomacy proved once again the inconsistency of
its foreign policy, which should be representative of its Member States, with a
sort of submission to the Arabic cultural superiority. A few months earlier we

had experienced an identical sort of confusion with regard to the international aggression suffered by freedom of the press and of expression in Denmark.

The infamous ‘cartoons case’ – or the ‘T-shirts case’, in its Italian version – saw
a great part of the Muslim extremism assaulting embassies and European representations, as if a ‘holy war’ was unfolding. In this case as well, the Europe-

an reaction was ineffective and spineless. The mission of Solana, the Commis-

sion dithering in its protests, was useless. Every Member States on its own. In
France, the director of a newspaper that had re-published the cartoons was

even fired. All this happened not because of a renewed sense of respect for religious symbols, but because of fear of repercussions and attacks. On that oc-

casion, even in a number of secular circles, there was the feeling of a (not only

psychological) subjection of Europe towards Islam, as well as of a total cultural

and identity bewilderment that pervaded our continent. Every day we witness

the spreading of this strange illness that seems to have contaminated the whole

of Europe, as every state is permeated by it to a greater or lesser extent. The

outburst of protests in the French Banlieues was suppressed but not solved in

its root causes; the legalisation of the Paedophile Party in the Netherlands was

condemned but not banned by the European institutions; the surge of laws that

favour euthanasia and the corresponding increase of cases of paedophilia pre-

cisely in these nations… These are just disquieting signs that certainly derive

from many factors and for many reasons, but which share a single root cause:

this community neo-barbarism has been favoured by the abolition of Christian
roots from the collective memory. I call it neo-barbarism because this is pre-

cisely what we are witnessing. The loss of our roots, or rather their legal deleback to table of contents
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tion by the Convention, favoured the expansion of these barbaric hordes, with

their agnostic and laicist subcultures. Every day we witness a terrifying regres-

sion of the European civilisation, from the energetic impotence to the ineffectiveness of our human rights diplomacy. Everything is reduced to a “thing” to

be traded and from which to make profits, be it steel or the human embryo. In
these last few years, arrests, slaughters, dismissals, attacks to religious free-

dom and to the freedom of the press in the world have increased and still no

world or European organisation seems to have noticed. As if human rights were
part of a baggage to be shamelessly forgotten – and this applies both to the current generation of EU ‘big bosses’, as well as to the general position of the EU.
Eyes are closed to the pressure exerted by Russia on the democratic Ukraine.

No mention is made of the fact that for years European funds have financed

the masters of Islamic terrorism of Hamas. Europe abandons Israel out of fear
of revolts inside its single states. We were all happy to take part in the Olym-

pic games of Beijing, while pretending not to remember that the ones held in

Moscow were boycotted for far less severe reasons. Today, in the Union, nobody

remembers the events of ‘89 and how Europeans were living beyond the iron

curtain under the communist and pseudo-scientific totalitarianism. This is not

taught in schools, it is not shown in television programs, while the books of the
dissidents of the time are not published anymore. Today, Havel, Sakharov and

Solzhenitsyn are forgotten, together with their sufferings and the terrible systems, which kept them in chains. Gnocchi and Palmaro are right, in their funny
and witty book “against the stress and strain of modern laicism”: Europe’s for-

getfulness of what communism has been with its secular and pseudo-scientific

totalitarianism, has contributed to a drop of the number of antibodies, which
was then reduced to zero by the operation ‘Christian Roots Abolition’.

Despite all this, there are still important signs of recovery. The battle for Eu-

rope and for the rebirth of a culture of solidarity, of rights and freedoms is

not completely lost. On the contrary, what most annoys and troubles the Eu-

ropean suicidal beast is the persistence, if not even the multiplication of witback to table of contents
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nesses to the possibility of being Europeans on the basis of our Christian roots.
The extermination and abolition of the Christian element from the continent

of Benedict, Cyril and Methodius is simply not taking place. This is perceived
as a scorching defeat by the designers of the New Man, of the happy but ter-

ribly lonely Man, who is at the mercy of the new power of bureaucracy and of
experimental science. It is actually sufficient to recall the barely disguised anger of the comments to the election of Pope Benedict XVI, the news coverage

of the first days of the Cologne 2005 World Youth Day, some people’s trivialisa-

tion of Pope Benedict’s appeal to praying for peace or the enthusiastic and narrow-minded comments on the first papal encyclical letter, Deus Caritas Est. The
hundreds of thousands of young people who multiply in Taizè, or the millions
of believers who start their stay in Rome with a visit to John Paul II’s tomb,

thus become unexplainable and are kept out of the major European newspa-

pers. I just quoted a few small examples. Anything that can irritate because of
being unforeseen, and anything that poses or even opposes itself to the rul-

ing mentality, is obscured by the society of image and information. This is per-

haps the reason for such an incessant raging against the Christian roots, a rag-

ing which is re-emerging bit by bit in powerful exclusive clubs and surfacing on
the pages of many Italian and European newspapers. “Ecrasez l’infame!” Vol-

taire’s scream resounds with the same violence, possibly with even more tenacity. Who could have foreseen and who could still foresee that to this day, at the
beginning of the third millennium, there could be people and nations that still

oppose and hinder the looming defeat of the human element? Dan Brown’s Da

Vinci Code, the controversy sparked by the movie “The Passion”, the multiplication of ‘rave parties’ all over Europe and the persistence of the brilliant teach-

ing John Paul II communicated to the world of millions of young people, along

with the multiplication of vocations for cloistered life. These are all unbearable
signs of contradiction for the ‘New power’. Thus, the complete shock and nasti-

ness that followed the referendum held in Italy on 12 June 2005 on medically

assisted reproduction was not surprising. All of the major Italian and European
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newspapers, all of the more or less well-known pressure groups, a great ma-

jority of political parties and a majority of European representatives worked to

defeat the law which defends the origins of the embryo’s life. The scorching defeat (75% abstained, 20% in favour of the repeal, 5% against any modification

to the law) provoked an uncontrollable reaction on the part of many analysts,

a reaction that had the Catholic Church as its only target. Part of the scientific

community and some of the medical and experimental multinationals reacted
in a vindictive way, until the victory of the European compromise concerning

research on embryos occurred on 24 July 2006. Human life is certainly one of

the fronts along which the conflict is taking place. The second front is undoubtedly the one regarding the education of young Europeans towards responsi-

bility and freedom. It is sufficient to take as an example the programs of MTV

and of some Italian TV channels devoted to the younger audience, or teenagers’
magazines, to see which limited cultural models are being submitted for imita-

tion by our youth: sex, success and irresponsibility. The third and last front line
that is recently being attacked in Europe, in imitation of some American States
and of some of the Union’s Member States, is precisely the family. In this re-

gard, however, some past measures, promoted by the German Chancellor Ange-

la Merkel on the civic usefulness of the Christian teaching in schools and for the
family, emerge as a stark contradiction as well as a touchstone. As Pope Bene-

dict restated in a long interview with some German newspapers and TV chan-

nels on the August 5, 2005 Christianity and Catholicism are not a heap of pro-

hibitions, but a positive option. It is very important to provide these concepts
with a renewed visibility, as the awareness about them has almost vanished.

We have heard a lot about what is not permitted, now we have to say: “but we

are proposing a positive idea, a man and a woman are made one for the other… it
is not a Catholic invention that a man and a woman are made one for the other,
so that mankind may continue to exist. In the final analysis every culture knows
that”. This awareness has vanished, as was highlighted by the words used by

the European deputies during Rocco Buttiglione’s hearing as a designated Comback to table of contents
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missioner in 2004. But how did we get to this reduced awareness? How did we
get to the European circles’ suicidal wickedness towards their own history and

people? Some reflections will introduce us to the conspiracy against the ‘[designated] commissioner Buttiglione’.

The great philosopher Vladimir Solovyov, in his First Lecture “On Divine Hu-

manity”, describes an increasingly current scenario: “Instead of being all in all,

[religion] is hidden in a very small and remote corner of our inner world. It is just
one of a multitude of different interests that divide our attention… Contemporary
religion is a pitiful thing. Strictly speaking, religion does not exist as the dominant
principle, as the centre of spiritual attraction. Instead, our so-called religiosity
is a personal mood, a personal taste. Some people have this taste, others do not,
just as some people like music and others do not… This lack of principle, this discord, is an undoubted and obvious fact… The whole of contemporary civilization
is characterized by this striving to organize humanity outside of the absolute religious sphere, to establish itself and make itself comfortable in the realm of temporal, finite interests… The essential character of Western civilization became clearly defined as extra-religious with the French Revolution, which attempted to build
an edifice of universal culture and to organize humanity upon purely secular, external principles… The great Revolution proclaimed liberty, equality and fraternity. It proclaimed them, but it did not actualize them. These three words remained
empty words” (Vladimir S. Solovyov, Lecture One, in Lectures on Divine Humanity, Lindisfarne Press, 1995, pages 1-2).

The signs of Europe’s moral crisis persisted during the following decades, as

is well described in a long and recently foolishly neglected essay by De Lubac.

His “The Drama of Atheist Humanism” of 1943-45, well describes the origins of

this forgetfulness, of the attempt to wipe out God from European life, as well as
describing its consequences for human life and for the daily human existence.
Thus, from Feuerbach to Nietzche to Kierkegaard, from Comte to Dostoevskij, the essay describes the unstoppable anti-Christian drift that runs through

the West. This disowning of the Christian origins has as a consequence the esback to table of contents
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trangement from God, a ‘‘humanism” that is “…antitheism, or, more precisely, anti-Christianism” (Henri De Lubac. The Drama of Atheist Humanism, San Francisco, Ignatius Press, 1995, page 12). Even in the founding ideas of the most

popular philosophers of the 19th century, the common idea of rejecting God

has the same consequence of domination and destruction of the human person.
We could quote a long list of tyrants and thinkers, from the Marx-Engels pair to

their criminal accomplices Lenin and Stalin, from Mao to Ho Chi Min, etc. The

positivist inspiration and “…this logic are very forcibly thrusting mankind away

from God, and at the same time urging it along the lines of a double bondage, social and spiritual” (page 13). Moreover, “It is not true, as is sometimes said, that

man cannot organize the world without God. What is true is that, without God, he
can ultimately only organizing it against man. Exclusive humanism is inhuman
humanism” (page 14).

As a matter of fact, faith in the Christian God, with its ever present and de-

manding transcendence, does not draw Man to quietness. It rather stirs us in-

cessantly, constantly breaking the laziness of our minds, continually pushing us
beyond, crying ‘farther!’ The Christian God undoubtedly leads to better harmony, love, peace and solidarity. However, this happens at the cost of break-offs,

endless fights, and of belonging to the Other. “I have come to bring the sword!”

In this regard, it is very appropriate to remember the words of another great

from the beginning of the past century, G.K. Chesterton, with his many works. It
is sufficient to think of the majesty of his “Orthodoxy” (1908): “We all agree still
that there is a collapse of the intellect as unmistakable as a falling house”. Was

this discomforting for the great guiding light of reason and of British irony? Not
at all! On the contrary, since the beginning of the 20th century, the world is in a
turmoil, confused, obscured, even though still full of old Christian virtues that

seem to have gone mad; they “…have gone mad because they have been isolated
from each other and are wandering alone. Thus some scientists care for truth;

and their truth is pitiless. Thus some humanitarians only care for pity; and their

pity… is often untruthful” (page 39). This statement can still apply, for instance,
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to Italy, where in recent times we have seen doctors and scientists offering

‘abortion-by-pill’, cannabis against pain and euthanasia at the end of life as the
solutions to all evils. Chesterton’s statement even applies to representatives of
charitable organisations who, driven by their compassion (as well as by their

own interest) stated that the Taliban’s’ regime was more respectful of human

rights than the newly born democracies. Indeed, “The whole modern world is at

war with reason; and the tower already reels” and “The peril is that the human

intellect is free to destroy itself” and of destroying the existence of the next generation (G.K. Chesterton, Orthodoxy, BiblioLife LLC, 2009, page 42). The earth,
which according to some ‘enlightened’ people would become better without

God, in actual fact, would cease to be chaotic only to become a prison, a prison

for reason and for Man himself. “Know yourself, Man!” This cry of the Church is
stated at the beginning of a work by De Lubac and is also the title of the introduction to the encyclical letter of John Paul II “Fides et Ratio” issued in 1998.

The latter text was written for the purpose of shaking the world out of its loss

of reason and out of its loss of the relationship between reason and faith. Some
passages of the encyclical letter (see numbers 45, 46, 47, 48) define very well

the crisis of the relationship between faith and reason in relation to the possi-

ble dangers of nihilism. The ill-advised separation from religion, the separation
of that which is Christian from daily life has become, to follow De Lubac’s analysis, a method of social organisation. For some thinkers - whose germs have

produced millions of deaths in European history – the expulsion of the Christian God from history is the condition for freeing human kind from its own

chains, an dream-like approach that brought millions of humans into chains

and led to the abolition of the human element. In 1945, from her Caribic exile,

Maria Zambrano, the extraordinary philosopher and lyrical disciple of Ortega y
Gasset, outlined a clear analysis of the self-destructive origin of Europe. Her
perspective was certainly influenced by the dramatic events of the Second

World War. However, her short and intense essay on Europe’s agony can also
provide us with interesting elements to better understand how a European
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Commissioner could be rejected just for having declared the dignity of his faith
in the context of the Kantian distinction between morality and law. Something

else must be burning under the ashes for us to have arrived at such a point for
the events of 2004 to occur. In fact, already in 1945, Zambrano started from a

consideration that had been present in European culture for years (presumably
ever since the consciousness of the human catastrophe produced by the First

World War, and of European decadence, was acquired). In Zambrano’s view, the
evil caused by Europe arose and derived precisely from the historical, trium-

phant reality of the continent; the terrible resentment of Europe towards itself

derives from an apostasy. This generates a resentful creature, which instead of
clinging to the principles that could save it, attacks them restlessly and mercilessly. Moreover, possibly as a consequence of the loss of identity, a sort of

weakening has corroded and made its face unrecognisable. According to Zam-

brano, the European Man has lost the roots of his heroic idealism and, while the
European genius seemed to consist in its ability to detach itself from reality.

Now, this quality is so lacking that he mistakes the first appearance for reality,
acting without either integrity or truthfulness (Maria Zambrano. L’agonia

dell’Europa. Marsilio, 1999, page 32). As we said, this analysis has existed for a
long time in European culture. In fact, as Zambrano underlines, since quite

some time everything had changed and life seemed to have turned into an im-

mense betrayal, which lead the author to ask herself what invisible enemy had

clasped its body around the one of Europe (page 37). The most obstinate germs
do not come from the outside, but settle down in the depths of the organism,
corrupting it from its core. Thus, an enemy who takes great care to infect the

roots can even be welcomed as a saviour, when he does reveal himself. So what

has Europe been? Just by looking at the persisting signs of its greatness, laboriousness and authoritativeness, we have a hint of its past grandiosity. As Zam-

brano underlines, for many centuries until today, Europe had not squandered

anything in a significant way, and the principle of its preservation had been in
its incessant changing (page 44). However, applying a correct analysis, Zamback to table of contents
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brano identifies a turning point when the germ of self-destruction settled its

way down. The half of the 18th century, with its anger and resentment towards
the past, was like a ‘pickaxe’ that destroys everything and ‘plunges it into the

air’. The tragedy of Europe is in the violence that finally exploded, as Zambrano
says with reference to the two world wars. This is a statement that can be also

applied to the equally inconceivable violence against the very principles of secularity and survival, as well as against human rights, temporarily deleted and

abolished in the Buttiglione case. How true it is that one of human miseries is

that of siding with the one who commits evil when the strength or the courage
of denouncing him is lacking. Things are let go ‘the way they have to go’, because of the indolence of those who could reverse the course of the events.

Zambrano traces back the origin of violence in the very adoration of the Semitic
God, creator and merciful. The European Man turns his look and desire exclusively to the creation, with an uncontrollable urge to ‘make’ himself and to

‘make’ a world all by himself. With the escalation of the possibilities of science

and technology, this desire becomes a feverish and violent sequence of actions.
A ‘paradise’ on earth conceived so as to ‘take revenge’ on the God who chased

him out of Paradise. From nothing, Man can only regenerate himself into noth-

ing. He can rid himself of the memory of being made in the ‘image and likeness
of God’ and then finally “become like God”, which is Satan’s scream. However,

the human being has no rest, and culture is the instrument through which Man
desires to be re-conceived, like with the Greek culture and Augustine, who was
capable of regenerating the Greek thought in the light of the truth of the Christian message. Thomas Aquinas used the same method, not only with regard to

Aristotle but also with regard to Arab philosophers. Thus, there is hope that European Man – who is a son of Augustine, will follow in his footsteps. “Thou

sweetness happy and assured! Thus thou mayest gather me up out of those fragments in which I was torn to pieces, while I turned away from thee, O Unity, and
lost myself among “the many”” (St. Augustine, Confessions). The cultural situa-

tion of 1945 is thus similar to the one of the ancient Roman Empire when a
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Man made soul-less by instinct, pleasure and power, perceived his existence as
a nightmare. The distance from his own origin caused the European Man to

have closed, dull and confused bowels and to becoming soul-less (page 89). The
European striving has always been towards the horizon, free to wish that the

Kingdom of God might come. The City of God is the paradigm of European cul-

ture. Thus, the gravest European illness is in the attempt to eliminate the hiatus

of the two persons inside the human heart: the concrete man and the ever-rising ‘new man’. Totalitarianism’s purpose is in the annihilation of the distance

between the ‘good I want and the evil I commit’, in the abolition of the human

element as a way to eliminate pain, and in the deletion of the tension deriving

from living for an ideal. We are in the dark night of humanity, in Picasso’s 1911

Harlequin, in which the mask has no need to be human. From these expressions

of artistic culture we can understand why humanity remained hidden in the

face of the appeals to responsibility, hidden behind a mask, as Zambrano says,
or inside its egoistic, nihilist and solitary hole, as it appears today.

Years after, in 1962, Romano Guardini, one of the greatest figures of Europe-

an culture in the 20th century (who for this reason is virtually forgotten by Italian academics) held a speech in Brussels while receiving the Erasmus Prize on
the idea of Europe. At the beginning of his intervention he reminded, as a sort
of caption for Man’s life, that Man’s honour depends on his readiness to actu-

ally commit himself to something – in which his roots reside: his country and
the community in which he lives. The commitment to Europe is to be lived in

this way. Are then things really the way atheism sees them, i.e. that Man has potential omnipotence and that he can fulfil himself through his necessary evolution, insofar as he can exert power (page 20)? The Italo-German philosopher

warns against power and especially against the ever growing power over na-

ture and consequently over Man. In his words, there is already a premonition of
Man’s intervening into his own most intimate part: genetics. The influence that
power exerts on Man’s desires, thoughts, wishes, defining the limits, penetrating the unconscious of the other and commanding his actions from there, beback to table of contents
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comes stronger and stronger (page 23). On this basis, Guardini defines Europe’s
mission as being the criticism of power. It is not a backward-looking task, but
a task that also offers broad possibilities and requires responsible guidance.

The challenge in regards to this domination over the hoped-for unlimited pos-

sibilities the modern era entrusts to Man, is to subdue this power and limit the
domination over the other man. Power over Man can be exerted in two ways:

domination or service. The first one consists in the power over the other, in the
submission of the weakest to the homicidal tyranny over the mute embryo and

the silent comatose person. The other way of exercising power is entirely in the
service of responsibility towards the other and the life of the other (man, people, culture etc.). The first one consists in a lust for majesty, the second one in

an exercise of humility. The latter task is the one that awaits a Europe that still

does not exists. It is a task made of might and humility. As Guardini reminds us,

the Greeks failed in their historical task of creating a multi-ethnic and multi-

cultural state, and they were replaced by the Romans, who somehow, through
the abolition of freedom, created some kind of unity. Guardini underlines that

this danger can lead Europe to ‘miss its hour’, which would mean that unity is
realised not as a step towards a free existence, but as a step into shared slav-

ery. On more than one occasion, the author focuses on Europe by relating it to
Jesus Christ, reminding that the ancient world did not merely fade away but

was rather taken over by the Christian Middle Ages. According to Guardini, the
European image of Man is determined in the most profound way by Christianity and rests on the saving influence of Christ, who freed Man from nature’s

spell and gave him independence from nature. Even the enormous risk of modern science and technology has become possible only thanks to the foundation
of the individual independence Christ gave to Man (page 43). Christ brings a

greater freedom, both of committing evil and of doing good; the complete de-

tachment from Christianity and Christ would therefore lead to Europe’s death.

The recent history of Nazi Germany should make us reflect on the myth of the
Ego’s superpower, on ‘everything for the state’, on the biologisation of the enback to table of contents
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tire existence as a 20th century issue, but also on the contemporary eradication
of anything that could hinder (i.e., by values, virtues, religious attitudes, spirit-

ual judgements, personal responsibilities, consciousness about the value of the
person etc.) the ‘new humanity’ created by power. All these civic and religious
virtues of the people have been considered not only as an obstacle but even as
hostility towards life, as Judeo-Christian depravities, as a diversion from the

sacred forces of nature. Without Christ, there shall be no limit to human power, to the power of one human being over the other human being, to the leadership of the Fuhrer, to the Central Committee, to the Comrade President… If

we had asked the man of the Middle Ages what Europe was for him he would

have replied: the space for human existence, sic et simpliciter, the old orbis ter-

rarum reborn in the Spirit of Jesus Christ and structured in the great unities

of the Empire and of the Church (page 56). Still to this day, according to Guar-

dini, Europe is able to determine thought, the nature of judgements, the way of

perceiving and of living. However, no form of life is eternal. Moreover, we know
all too well how much Europe has raged against itself. The world wars and the

Nazi and communist totalitarianisms proved what Europe is capable of doing,

if it only follows the direction of anti-human power, abandoning the one of responsibility towards nature and life. However, what is still missing, as Guardi-

ni already said in 1946, is Europe’s examination of its own conscience, focused
on what happened and on what it intends to become. We have to note with regret the fact that to this day the acquisition of this self-consciousness hasn’t

taken place. On the contrary, in spite of the appeals of John Paul II on the occasion of the activities of the Convention, the Christian roots were deemed “not

pertinent”. How vivid and full of responsibility towards the present is thus this

same statement repeated by the Italo-German philosopher, who was sure of the
fact that either Europe will become Christian or it will cease to exist. Christ is

the Arché the beginning of its existence. It was Christ who freed the heart of the
European Man, who drew him away from slavery and from the univocal power

of one man over the other. This is the only guarantee that the risk entailed by
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creativity will not lead exclusively to complete catastrophe. Without the cen-

trality, the free potential and responsible creativity that derives from the figure

of Christ, Europe is destined to relinquish its role and meaning for the world,
abandoning itself to suicide. These prophetic reflections are in complete harmony with those of Zambrano and De Lubac. If we reflect on these sentences

and on our current times, we have to take note of the progressive non-influence
of Europe in the world and even in Mediterranean politics.

The rejection of Buttiglione was an alarm bell, the last alarm bell for the Eu-

ropean public opinion, which showed to all European citizens the drift, the ar-

rogance and the intolerant consequences – even with respect to human rights,

juridical civilisation and secularity (separation between Caesar and God) – produced by the European Man’s temptation to power. The abolition of the memory of Christ also causes a constant distrust and surliness between Member

States. This was evident, for instance, in past episodes like the laborious adop-

tion of the 2006 Community budget. With the rejection of Buttiglione, we have
seen for the first time (at least publicly) rights being turn upside down at the
sound of Voltaire’s “Ecrasez l’infame!” – as dazzling as in the Reign of Terror,

and put into practice by means of only apparently more refined instruments. A

man who defends the law, the procedures, the separation of his moral convictions from the duty to apply the law, a candidate who shields himself behind

the rationalism of Kant, is deemed unfit for a European institutional position.

A sort of heterogenesis of purposes, a public and paradoxical falsification that
complements the irony that had led the ‘conventionists’ to quote a Greek philosopher in the Preamble, but not Christianity. This is the confirmation that

precisely the concept of secularity that is incarnated by the tyrannical neo-lai-

cism that surrounds us – the product of an evolution that contradicts the inten-

tions of the European founding fathers Adenauer, Schuman and De Gasperi – is

intolerant. This sort of intolerance cannot admit that a human being may also

live the religious dimension of his/her existence, judging facts on the basis of it.

All this gives rise to the prohibition and ostracism for the application of his funback to table of contents

114 / 330

damental right to have an opinion, a religious belief etc. However, the questions

as well as the reactions that characterised the hearings, the appalling inconsistency of the behaviour held by the other Commissioners and by the Chairman

of the LIBE Committee during the meetings with Buttiglione and Frattini, open

up further, alarming scenarios. Just hatred towards the Catholic religion? Intol-

erance towards any person who is convinced of doing his/her own duty? Fear

towards those who could somehow rely on already consolidated European relations in the (then) Europe with 25 Member States? Terror and irritation for
the replies and the audacity shown by Buttiglione himself at the explosion of

the controversy? Gay lobbies? Resentments deriving from Italian internal politics? Revenge on the continuous appeals of John Paul II in favour of the Chris-

tian roots? Masonic pressure? There are many reasons for this, but among the
pieces of the puzzle, the anti-Christian spite is certainly present and essential.
Moreover, why did Prime Minister Berlusconi, at a certain moment, replace

Buttiglione with Frattini? Reasons of opportunism? Lack of solidity? The chance
to better exploit the ‘credits’ acquired towards the Commission? Lack of courage? On this point, many dilemmas will remain unsolved, but the presumable

reasons for the conspiracy can also appear very clear.

At this point, after referring to this historical landmark, we need to brief-

ly go back in time and focus on the life of the European institutions, referring
to some historic passages, so as to better understand an additional, disquieting profile of the conspiracy. On the May 9, 1950, Robert Schuman’s declara-

tion started the process of integration of Western Europe’s states. Under the inspiration of this declaration, in 1951, the European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC) was established, with six founding members: Belgium, West Germany,

Luxembourg, France, Italy and the Netherlands. The goal was that creating the
basis for a lasting European peace mainly through the solidarity between Europeans. This solidarity was to surface in concrete realisations, starting with
the economic unification and the establishment of common institutions (the

so-called functionalist theory). After the establishment of the ECSC and behind
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the momentum it produced, the governments of the founding States immediately tried to steer Europe towards forms of political unification and in 1953

the Treaty for the establishment of a European Defence Community (EDC) was
signed, while work started on the drafting of a Treaty establishing a Europe-

an Political Community (EPC), as a sort of European Constitution. This attempt

aborted immediately, as only five States ratified the EDC Treaty and on May 31,
1954 the French national assembly rejected the Treaty, sinking in the process
the possibility of a constitutional treaty. Thus, in the course of few years, the

same six countries, after the failure of the attempt at political unification, decided to change their approach, orienting the process towards the so-called eco-

nomical functionalism, so as to take the next step of integrating other sectors of
their economies. In 1957, with the signature of the Treaty of Rome, the Euro-

pean Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) and the European Economic Community (EEC) were established, with the goal of removing the existing com-

mercial barriers between them and of building a ‘common market’. In 1967, the
institutions of the three European Communities were merged. From that mo-

ment on, there have been only a Commission, a Council of Ministers and a European Parliament. In the long evolution of this extraordinary process, one of the

most significant steps was certainly the signature in Maastricht of the Treaty on

the European Union (7 February 1992). Maastricht’s European Union was still
founded on a frail architecture. The three communities persisted, with their
legal personalities, and constituted the first of the three so-called pillars on

which the Union was founded. The project’s founding principles are identified

in freedom, democracy, respect of human rights and of fundamental freedoms,

and of the rule of law, which are common to the Member States (Article 6 of the
Treaty on the European Union). The ambitious goals of Maastricht and the important changes to the treaty establishing the European Community, which go

far beyond the deletion of the adjective ‘economic’, are expressed in the new social rights, in the perspective of European citizenship, in the introduction of the
basis for a single currency and for expansion. From this moment on, the new
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‘constituent’ phase begins and the opening of a more thorough chapter devoted
to a Europe of values becomes unavoidable. However, precisely the post-Maastricht period highlights the difficulties and the contradictions of the European
unification process in the context of globalisation. The system does not falter

with the subsequent steps of Amsterdam and Nice, but proceeds with difficulty

and through difficult compromises, which lead to solutions like enhanced coop-

eration, with different speeds of integration (Schengen and the single curren-

cy). There is a clear crisis of identity and of consensus and the need to escape

from ambiguity by means of a clear institutional system. The crisis of the international order and of its traditional, typically interstate institutions, in search

of ethical principles and values for regulating new technologies; the Interna-

tional trade system in the global market; new (and sometimes even dramatic)

challenges, like international terrorism. The identification of a clear dimension
of shared values in the recognition of human rights, between universality and
cultural pluralism, is the real challenge for Europe and for the entire world in

search of a new foundation for the fundamental rights of the person. It is in this
scenario that Europe not only does not manage to take a step to the next level,

but is also disoriented even when it has to defend its own roots, as proved by

the omission of the reference to the Christian roots in the Preamble of the Constitution1. This option was confirmed with the Preamble to the Treaty on European Union as modified by the Treaty of Lisbon, whose recent entry into force
was the next step in the process of European integration.

As for the Charter of Fundamental Rights, which became legally binding with

the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, it is a text that tries to identify a

“minimum common denominator”. A recognition that doesn’t always seem to

be coherent with the values consolidated in the constitutional traditions of the
Member States and defined in the European Convention for the Protection of

Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms of 1950, which are already a component and common patrimony of the Community.

The present reflection intends to give a small contribution to the debate on
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the future of Europe by means of analysing a case that, in my view, highlights
the need to focus the reflection on Europe’s future on the theme of values. In

my view, Europe’s future will also depend on its ability to re-discover and re-

interpret at the European level those principles and values which the constitu-

tional traditions of the different European people were able to build and develop, protecting both diversity and the common traditions.

1	The Preamble generically stated “DRAWING INSPIRATION from the cultural, religious and humanist inheritance of Europe, from which have developed the universal
values of the inviolable and inalienable rights of the human person, freedom, democracy, equality and the rule of law”.
	On the theme of Europe and its Christian roots, I refer to: Giovanni Reale, radici culturali e spirituali dell’Europa, Raffaele Cortiana Editore 2004; Joseph Ratzinger, Svolta per l’Europa ?, Edizioni Paoline, 1992; Franco Cardini, Le radici cristiane
dell’Europa, Edizioni Il Cerchio, 1997; J.H.H. Weiler, Un’Europa cristiana, BUR, 2003;
AA.VV., Le radici cristiane dell’Europa, Edizioni Fondazione Cassamarca, 2004;
AA.VV., Cristianesimo e cultura in Europa, Edizioni CSEO – Il Nuovo Areopago, 1991;
Christopher Dawson, Il Cristianesimo e la formazione della civiltà occidentale, BUR,
1997; Romano Guardini, Europa, compito e destino, Morcelliana, 2004; Maria Zambrano, L’agonia dell’Europa, Marsilio, 1999; Giorgio Recchia, L’opportunità di un
riferimento espresso nel preambolo della Costituzione U.E. al patrimonio religioso dell’Europa, Rivista Nomos, 2003. For the pathway towards the European Constitution, I refer to the complete works edited with the contribution of the Cariplo
Foundation: AA.VV. Costituzionalizzare l’Europa ieri e oggi, Ricerca Istituto Sturzo;
Una Costituzione senza Stato, Ricerca Fondazione Lelio e Lisli Basso; La difficile Costituzione europea, Ricerca Istituto Sturzo; Dall’Europa a qundici alla Grande Europa. La sfida istituzionale, Ricerca Fondazione Istituto Gramsci; Modelli giuridici ed
economici per la Costituzione europea, Ricerca Fondazione Nova ResPublica; Profili
della Costituzione economica europea, Ricerca Centro Ricerche in Analisi Economica; Cittadinanza e identità costituzionale europea, Ricerca Centro Ricerche in Analisi
Economica; Società editrice Il Mulino, 2001.
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Thinking Europe in a New Way
By Flavio Felice, professor of economic doctrines and policies at the
Pontifical Lateran University and president of the Tocqueville-Acton Center
of Studies
The reader will allow me to devote a few lines of this book to some consider-

ations that directly concern events which, during these last years, have affected
the life of Europeans and which have an inevitable impact on those arguments
and disputes that are generally regarded – be it right or wrong – as “conservatives” or “neoconservatives”.1

In an article published on 16 June 2005 in the “The Wall Street Journal Eu-

rope” the then Minister for Community Policies, Giorgio La Malfa, tackled the

complex theme of development on the Old Continent. The Minister underlined,

with good reason, that the re-launch of the European Community project inevi-

tably requires the continent’s means of production to be competitive in relation
to the challenges that world economies are confronted with. In this regard, the

Minister expressed his hope for a re-launch of the Community’s competitive-

ness through a revival of liberal policies in the countries of the EU, beginning in
Italy.

At this point in time, in a period of profound economic crisis, the general con-

sideration comes to mind that it is all too easy to simply talk about a re-launch
of liberal and free market policies! Competitiveness and free market presup-

pose, first of all, risk and competition. Quality and competitiveness are the result of structural and contextual elements that, if properly oriented, can generate the growth of the productive system. These structural and contextual
components have cultural, political and economic aspects.

From a cultural point of view, the degree of adaptation of our educational

system should be taken into special account: in other words, to take into ac-

count the way in which schools, universities, research centers and think-tanks

relate to business enterprises, which are the entities of productivity par excelback to table of contents
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lence. Whether our educational system is oriented towards excellence is of ultimate relevance. Secondly, the option of abandoning the legal value of educational qualifications cannot be further postponed, as only in this way the

market – and not a ministerial commission made up of capable bureaucrats –

will assess the quality of a school. Which parent, at this point, would enroll his/
her own child in a completely discredited institute? And why should such a discredited institute be “officially recognized” by the state? Thirdly, it is necessary
to keep supporting a lifelong learning process fit to a model of development

that considers human capital as the main factor of production. Finally, the edu-

cational offer needs to be pluralistic, with the consequent end to the substantial
monopoly of “State” schools. In the immediate aftermath of the Second World

War, Luigi Sturzo, while writing about Italian schools in an exchange of letters

with the Italian pedagogue Maria Montessori, stated that “until in Italy schools
are not free, Italians will not be free either”. Fifty years later no significant

headway has been made, and ‘free schools’ are only free to die. It is possible

that the so-called ‘buono scuola’ could be a liberal proposal capable of meeting
the needs of both families and schools, without conflicting with the constitutional provisions.

From a political point of view, the first step should be the resolute pursuit of

a reform aimed at liberalizing professions, so as to abolish the castes that hamper both the fluid circulation of knowledge and the necessary handover to future succeeding generations through anachronistic corporate barriers (which

are sources of inefficiencies and of intolerable abuses). In addition to the abol-

ishment of castes, a considerable fiscal reduction – even in the sense of a revolution – seems to be increasingly necessary. However, given the reality of the

situation in our country, these measures can only go hand in hand with a sub-

stantial reduction of governmental waste and privileges, as well as with the increased streamlining of the administrative machinery, “starving the beast”, to

quote Ronald Reagan. Moreover, a competitive and quality-based system of production requires a streamlined and clearly defined normative system that is
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highly capable of stimulating and rewarding innovations, as these are the only
true conditions for gaining competitive strengh.

As the renowned economist Israel Kirzner has spoken of, from a strictly eco-

nomic point of view, the entrepreneur must have, “entrepreneurial readiness”,

the ability to detect the opportunity for making a profit in a particular deal, and
to detect this an instant before the competitor. The entrepreneur must also

prove to have organizational skills, the ability and willingness to take reason-

able risks, as well as a passion for his/her work. Moreover, in order for the system to be efficient, the entrepreneur must have an easy access to both tangible

and intangible capital. Finally, an inescapable condition for the expansion of an
economic system into ever new competitive spaces, is the complete removal of
the barriers between goods. In this perspective, customs, or in any case pro-

tectionist policies in the areas of banking, industry or energy, aimed at defend-

ing the so-called strategic sectors (there is always something strategic to be defended), constitute an intolerable tax on consumption, a hindrance to economic
development and an unfair disadvantage for emerging countries. “When goods
do not cross borders, soldiers will”, stated Frederic Bastiat.

Therefore, the proponents of a liberal agenda such as this need to know that

such political and economic options are the fruit of cultural roots that reflect an
anthropological understanding, to which a religious worldview is not foreign.

This consideration gives rise to this fundamental question: which cultural roots
dominate the European scene today? A friend of mine, George Weigel, political
scientist at the Ethics and Public Policy Center in Washington D.C., seeks to an-

swer this question in his well-known book: The Cathedral and the Cube. Europe,
America and Politics without God2. Drawing parallels to architecture in the city

of Paris, he asks himself which culture can better represent, defend and pro-

mote human rights and the moral foundations of democracy: “the rational, an-

gular, geometric” one of a certain modern art or the one of “asymmetries”, represented by Notre-Dame and by the huge Gothic Cathedrals of France?

According to Weigel, in order to answer this provocative and disquieting
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question one cannot avoid taking into account a series of more or less recent
events, which invite us to a careful reflection:

1. The European Commission published the results of a survey it had com-

missioned, from which it emerges that the majority of Europeans would consider Israel and the United States as the biggest threat to world peace.

2. After the dramatic Al Qaeda train bombings in Madrid on March 11th, 2004,

Spain, through regular elections, overturns every foreseeable electoral out-

come and entrusts the government to the Socialist candidate Prime Minister
Zapatero. His first action in foreign policy was to withdraw the Spanish contingent from Iraq, while on the internal front he began an anti-religious pol-

icy that would culminate in the recognition of homosexual marriage and the
ability for such couples to apply for adoption.

3. A Minister of the Italian Republic – Rocco Buttiglione – is designated by his
Government as European Commissioner, but is rejected at his hearing, ba-

sically because the candidate’s upholding of his Catholic faith is deemed incompatible with the exercise of a commissioner’s functions. Questioned on
his personal views concerning homosexuality, the designated commission-

er replied that, while respecting the Kantian distinction between “morality”

and “law” and taking into account that a personal opinion should not be subject to investigation in an institutional assembly, his moral position as Catholic could not avoid defining homosexuality as a “moral disorder” and ulti-

mately as a “sin”. The Minister restated, however, that the opinion expressed
would not affect in any way his actions as a European high official. The verdict: Rejected!3

4. Finally, Weigel considers the refusal by the majority of European countries

to insert an explicit reference to the Christian roots in the European Constitution’s Preamble.

Perhaps an invisible thread runs through all these events, explaining them

and exposing the Old Continent as a political reality that is weary, decadent and
disillusioned with respect to its future (otherwise, how is it possible to explain
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the grave demographic crisis? A country without children is a country in which
its citizens have stopped thinking about the future). The Old Continent is a political and cultural reality that looks on with irritation and conceited superfici-

ality at the attempts made beyond the Atlantic of analyzing and understanding
the dramatic Middle East situation. Will a people who forget about their own

history, who deliberately renounce its most precious concepts, ever be capable

of promoting and defending values like democracy and freedom? Will it ever be
capable of defending itself?

Since, in my view, these are the core questions, then first of all we have to try

and understand the meaning of Europe, the way Europe should be and the way

in which the destiny of this province of the world intertwines with its dramatic

and fantastic history. What is Europe? And, to quote the words of Fernard Braudel, what is Europe’s unitary destiny? As Dario Antiseri noted, many intellectu-

als have repeatedly underlined the fact that Europe has not had, and in fact still
does not have to this day, one philosophy, one faith, one morality only and this

could entail an inescapable weakness of the West. An opinion of this sort could
even be acceptable if not for the fact that Europe is its own history. In actual

fact, as the Italian philosopher observes, its history is not the history of a sin-

gle idea from which a single tradition derived; on the contrary, it is the history

of a tradition which allowed several ideas to emerge, even the most threatening
ones for the very survival of the West.

It is ultimately the history (made of peaks and abysses) of the part of the

world that gave birth to the highest number of ideas (some of them good, some
of them bad), ideas that met each other, ideas that clashed against each other.

Could this be the distinguishing feature of European history and, consequently,
also its destiny? As Popper would say: critical reason, pluralism and tolerance.
If we stated that our civilization is superior to others, we would do so only to

underline that it has proved its ability to correct itself (which is not a negligible
superiority!).

However, we have to conclude that if elements like critical reason, pluralism,
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respect for diversity and tolerance characterize the European identity – as the
foundation for Europe and the whole West – and allowed Europe to rise from

the abyss of ‘Lagers’ and ‘Gulags’, we should ask ourselves what we Europeans

would be without Christianity. Christianity is an ideal that has historically been

capable (although also through errors and horrors) of building up a continuous
pressure against the coercive force of the power of the state. As Antiseri underlines, the elegant and concise statement of Jesus: “Give to Caesar what belongs
to Caesar, and give to God what belongs to God” (leaving aside a coherent ex-

egetic analysis, which however falls outside the scope of the present reflection)
constitutes the decisive turning point that favored the democratization process
and is the cornerstone of modern democracies. With this statement, once and

for all and in an overwhelming way, the principle was introduced in history according to which “Káisar” is not “Kyrios.” This is the definitive de-sacralization

of political power, its submission to the inviolable realm of conscience and the
respect for the transcendent dignity of the human person. Thus, as Antiseri

concludes, to state that “Káisar” is not “Kyrios” means first and foremost to hold
in check the political power and its omnivorous pretenses, and to acknowledge
the political consequences of this religious principle. This constitutes the foun-

dation of the principle of horizontal subsidiarity, which exalts the realization of
the paradigm of self-government, in other words, the project of civil society.

Christians like Alcide de Gasperi, Robert Schumann and Konrad Adenauer,

who experienced the paradoxical nightmare of bloodthirsty laicist nationalism
at the heart of Christian Europe, thought of Europe as a place in which those

borders, rather than representing a cause for clashes, could become, through

the free movement of persons, goods and services, a vehicle of civilization and

of growth of the Christian consciousness. Heads of state, ministers and commissioners from all over Europe have authoritatively underlined the need for an

economic re-launch of Europe based on competitiveness and on the principles

of the free market. However, some of us should also start to seriously question
ourselves regarding the cultural motifs and religious roots that constitute the
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foundation of these principles, as well as consider the subject of a sorely needed economic virtuousness. This is necessary, unless we intend to reduce these

principles to mere instruments at the disposal of political entities, trade unions
and enterprises for obtaining advantageous positions, perhaps even awarded
by decree.

In this perspective, we would like to refer to the good book of J.H.H. Weiler,

Professor of Political Philosophy at the New York University and Director of the
“Jean Monnet” Centre for European and International studies, entitled A Christian Europe, An Exploratory Essay4. Weiler claims that if a constitutional docu-

ment which, according to the intentions of its authors, should found a new political, economic and cultural entity like Europe, ignores its Christian roots,

then, from a strictly constitutional point of view, it could only be “illegitimate”.

This is so for the basic reason that constitutions serve three purposes. First and
foremost, to organize the state’s functions, defining the responsibilities and the
limits of the legislative, executive and judiciary powers; secondly, to determine

the ways in which the citizens relate to the State, identifying the most appropriate articulation of its various territorial dimensions; finally, to construct a re-

pository in which the values, the symbols and the principles of a given society

are enshrined. Therefore, a European Constitution that omits the explicit refer-

ence to the Christian roots would not fulfill the last, fundamental function. Furthermore, not even Europe’s Founding Fathers would have adhered to such a

mandate received from their citizens. Against the laicist model of the agnostic

French State or of the Orwellian imposition of the “Secular State” in the name of
pluralism, Weiler proposes the solution adopted by the Founding Fathers of the
Polish Republic, who in 1989 wrote:

»Having regard for the existence and future of our homeland, which recov-

ered the possibility of a sovereign and democratic determination of its fate in
1989, we, the Polish Nation – all citizens of the Republic, both those who believe in God as the source of truth, justice, good and beauty, as well as those
not sharing such faith but respecting those universal values as arising from
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other sources, equal in rights and obligations towards the common good –

Poland, beholden to our ancestors for their labors, their struggle for independence achieved at great sacrifice, for our culture rooted in the Christian heritage of the Nation and in universal human values…«5

Thus, a Christian Europe has nothing to do with a confessional Europe. It

identifies itself with a political and cultural entity that respects each person,

believers and non-believers. Europe is an entity which, while acknowledging

the nobleness and richness of the humanistic and enlightenment tradition, definitively rids itself of an incomprehensible and self-destructive anti-Christian
sentiment, recognizing precisely Christianity’s essential role in the process of
democratic civilization, thanks to which the enlightenment itself was able to
flourish.

The well-known regret of John Paul II for the lack of reference to the Judeo-

Christian roots in the Preamble of the European Constitution should there-

fore be interpreted as something more meaningful than the mere resentment

of an authoritative, old “conservative”, of whom, at least with words, most people spoke with respect. In actual fact, it was a resounding denunciation of the

shortsightedness and ignorance that plagues most of the civil servants and politicians who sit on the golden chairs of Euroland’s bureaucratic institutions. It
was like a tombstone placed on a certain sugary Europe-ist rhetoric that has

been raging in recent years. It was the firm voice of a free thought, with all of

its residual strength and its lucid brightness, which, in the name of reason and
history, endeavored to breach a fortress that had become Christophobic. This
European fortress has never before been so indifferent to the real problems

that grip the existence of European citizens and so distant from the ideals of

those Christian-oriented founding fathers who, in the aftermath of the Second
World War, had the courage to envision Europe in a new way.
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1	In this regard, I would refer to my trilogy devoted to American neoconservatism:
Prospettiva “Neocon”. Capitalismo, democrazia, valori in un mondo unipolare, Rubbettino, Soveria Mannelli 2005; Neocon e teocon. La religione nella vita pubblica statunitense, Rubbettino, Soveria Mannelli 2006; Welfare society. Dal paternalismo di stato
alla sussidiarietà orizzontale, Rubbettino, Soveria Mannelli 2007.
2	George Weigel, La cattedrale e il cubo. Europa, America e politica senza Dio, it. ed.
edited by F. Felice, Rubbettino Editore, Soveria Mannelli 2006.
3	In this regard, I would like to recall the words of Cardinal Murray, who, while distinguishing the American political philosophy from the European, jacobinic one, writes: «A statesman as such cannot be a believer, and his actions as a statesman are
immune from any imperative higher judge other than the peoples’ will, in which
resides the ultimate and total sovereignity […]. This way of thinking is completely alien to the authentic American tradition»; J.C. Murray, SJ, We Hold These Truths,
Sheed and Word, New Jork 1960, page 29.
4 J.H.H. Weiler, Un’Europa cristiana. Saggio esplorativo, Bur Saggi, Milan 2003.
5 Ibid., page 194.
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Understanding Rights Talk
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Human Rights or Natural Law?
By Jakob Cornides, European Commission official
International and EU politics are increasingly pervaded by a discourse on ‘hu-

man rights’, which aims to streamline policy decisions and subordinate them to
what are described as ‘our fundamental values’: liberty, equality, solidarity. To

take care of these values, a huge amount of domestic and international legisla-

tion is adopted, and huge new bureaucracies are set up. And if all this were not
sufficient, a wide array of non-governmental organisations and free-lance ‘hu-

man rights activists’ also make use of human rights language to promote their

political agendas, which can range from the liberation of dissident politicians in
dictatorial rogue states to the protection of ethnic minorities and from the improved care for handicapped or socially excluded people to the promotion of

health, housing or education policies. Everybody, it seems, agrees that human
rights should receive (better) protection. And our politicians, academics, and
civil society organisations spare no effort to make it happen.

Is this not something we should be pleased about? Should we not be happy

that, through new legislation and/or novel interpretation of existing texts, we
seem to acquire new rights every year?

There is something in this recent inflation of human rights language that we

should be concerned about. While the concept of human rights is expanded,

it is also diluted: as a consequence, it changes its meaning. Human rights lan-

guage is today at the disposition of everyone wishing to promote his own political agenda, and some of these agendas seem to have only very little to do with

what we came to understand under that term during the cold war at the time of
heroic dissenters such as Sakharov, Solzhenizyn, Vaclav Havel, or, more recent-

ly, Aung San Suu Kyi. Of the political projects embellished with abundant use of
human rights vocabulary, some are highly controversial, while others are even
in open contradiction to the perennial moral insights of our society. For examback to table of contents
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ple, it appears that attempts to (inter alia) define access to abortion on demand
or the legalization of homosexuality, euthanasia, the destruction of human be-

ings for research purposes figure at the very top of the political agendas of multinational institutions such as the UN, the Council of Europe, or the European
Parliament, as well as of the governments of some (mostly European) coun-

tries: what once was called a ‘crime’ is now turned into a ‘right’, or even a ‘fundamental right’.

In view of the newly acquired fluidity of the concept, it is clear that one can-

not any more give unreserved support to all political agendas that sail under

the flag of ‘promoting human rights’. Instead, we have to re-examine the meaning of the term and identify the variations it has undergone.

The term ‘human rights’ first appears in the déclaration des droits de l’homme

et du citoyen, adopted by the French National Assembly on 26 August 1789.

Similar texts adopted before or thereafter (such as the American Bill of Rights,

or the Austrian Staatsgrundgesetz) contain catalogues of specific rights, but do
not call them ‘human rights’. The term ‘human rights’ reappears in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948), and it is only from that time onwards
that it is of current use.

It belongs to the narrative of modern history that ‘human rights’ are a fruit

and an accomplishment of the ‘enlightenment era’ or of the French Revolu-

tion. Certain authors, however, try to ‘baptize’ human rights, enlightenment and
revolution, claiming that the ethical and philosophical foundations for these

achievements had in fact been laid by Christianity. In that sense, it would be the
Christian spiritual heritage that unfolds itself in contemporary ‘human rights’.
But can such theories hold true if, as one cannot fail to notice, the contempo-

rary human rights discourse stands at times in radical contradiction to the perennial moral teaching of the Church, for example on the sanctity of life or on
the family?

It therefore seems necessary to take a closer look at this claim that human

rights were derived from Christian teaching.
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In the first place, it should be noted that the intellectual upheaval of the ‘en-

lightenment era’ and the French Revolution cannot be seen as an attempt of

loyal Christians to reform the Church from within (in the way St. Francis and

St. Dominic had in their time worked for a reform of the Church); instead, they
were driven by a strong resentment against the Church, its role in society, and
its doctrine. Of course, every opposition is defined by what it is opposing: in

that way, it is true that neither ‘enlightenment’ nor revolution would have been
possible without Christianity, like Communism would not have been possible
without Capitalism. But that does not change the fact that enlightenment did
not want to oppose Christian teaching, rather than unfolding it. Indeed, the

adoption of the déclaration des droits de l’homme et du citoyen was, in a certain
sense, an act of emancipation from the Divine Law: the makers of the declara-

tion wanted to demonstrate that neither the authority of a king, nor the Chris-

tian belief, was needed to make good and reasonable laws. But their legal think-

ing was still so strongly influenced by the tradition in which they had been educated that they invoked Natural Law (and not the arbitrary will of democratically elected legislators) as the source of all law. And the substantial rights in-

cluded in the Declaration were also to a wide extent based on that tradition (it

is only in our days that, all of a sudden, we are confronted with novel interpretations of ‘human rights’ that seem to radically contradict Natural Law).

As a second point, it would be utterly mistaken to believe that everybody was

completely deprived of any rights prior to the French Revolution. Surely, there
was no equality (the nobility and clergy, and to a lesser extent the emerging

bourgeoisie, enjoyed important privileges); yet it was undisputed that every human person enjoyed rights by virtue of being a human person. It was for this
reason that Christianity was able to overcome the practice of slavery (which
had been common in antiquity), and that when this abuse re-appeared with

force in the context of the colonisation of the Americas, Pope Paul III, in his en-

cyclical Sublimus Dei, vigorously objected to it, writing that “the Indians, and all

other people who may later be discovered by Christians, are by no means to be

back to table of contents

131 / 330

deprived of their liberty or the possession of their property, even though they be
outside the faith of Jesus Christ; and that they may and should, freely and legitimately, enjoy their liberty and the possession of their property; nor should they be
in any way enslaved”.
One can conclude from these lines that, for the Pope, liberty and the posses-

sion of properties were natural rights, to which every human person was en-

titled irrespective of his/her belief or social status. These rights were not conferred to anyone by the gracious decision of a legislator, but they were innate
and had to do with the nature of the human beings so endowed. The Pope’s

reasoning was not based on any Human Rights Charter, but on what is called
Natural Law.

Natural Law is by no means an invention of Christianity. Right from the be-

ginning of legal reasoning up to our days, it was generally considered that the

fundamental principles of morality and law were derived from nature and discernible through human reason: est quidam vera lex recta ratio naturae con-

gruens, diffusa in omnes, constans, sempiterna, quae vocet ad officium iubendo,

vetando a fraude deterreat ; quae tamen neque probos frustra iubet aut vetat nec
improbos iubendo aut vetando movet. Huic legi nec obrogari fas est neque derogari ex hac aliquid licet neque tota abrogari potest, nec vero aut per senatum aut
per populum solvi hac lege possumus… nec erit alia lex Romae, alia Athenis, alia
nunc, alia posthac, sed et omnes gentes et omni tempore una lex et sempiterna et
immutabilis continebit…
These words, which have survived as an isolated fragment from Cicero’s trea-

tise De Re Publica, can be considered the classical definition of Natural Law. The

true law, it says, is discerned by human reason, and it is consistent with na-

ture (i.e., with the reality outside the lawyer’s mind). It is known to all, immu-

table, eternal; it calls everyone to do his duty and to refrain from evil, yet while
it will never fail to determine the actions of honest people, it is of no appeal to

the dishonest. This law cannot, without dire consequences, be abrogated or replaced, nor can any parliamentary or popular vote absolve us from respecting
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it. This law is not different, Cicero says, in Rome from what it is in Athens, nor

is it different now from what it will be in later times, but it will apply to all people at whichever time in whichever place.

We may now ask: how can the true law be eternal and immutable if, as we all

know, laws differ from country to country and are changed every now and then?
The answer is that positive legislation (i.e. the laws that are printed in the

statute books) may differ from country to country, and may change over time.

But Natural Law does not change. The purpose of positive legislation is there-

fore to implement Natural Law and to adapt it for the specific needs of a given
society at a given time. Certainly, positive law is often necessary in a modern

society, given that many aspects of life need to be regulated in a very detailed
manner in order to ensure the smooth functioning of economic exchanges as

well as of social and political institutions. Besides this, even in the absence of

positive legislation, there can be customary law, which at times can be equally

efficient: in the UK, for example, there is neither a Civil Code nor a written constitution. But a (positive or customary) law that stands in contradiction to Natural Law is no law at all; rather, it is injustice disguised as a statute.

For ‘human rights’, a similar status is usually claimed: they are called a ‘pre-

positive law’, which means that they exist irrespective of a legislator’s will

and that all positive law must comply to them. Yet there seems to be a certain

circularity in that claim: when we speak of ‘human rights’, we mean those rights
that are enshrined in one of the internationally recognised human rights documents (such as the UHDR, the European Convention on Human Rights, or the

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, to name just a few), which
themselves are, in fact, positive legislation that, in order to acquire legitimacy,
must be in conformity with Natural Law. These conventions may, according to

the will of the legislators that have drafted and adopted them, enjoy precedence
over other written law – but they are of lower rank than the Natural Law they
must comply with. As written law, they cannot, at the same time, be ‘pre-positive’ law.
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Certain ‘human rights activists’ however, when speaking of the ‘human rights’

that, according to them, should be protected, do not have in mind those gener-

ally recognised rights that are already enshrined in international conventions.

What they are saying that the ‘rights’ they are talking about should receive for-

mal recognition as high-ranking ‘human rights’. In other words, they claim that
these ‘rights’ are something like Natural Law (even if they do not call it by that

name). Some of these claims are certainly justifiable: for example, when people
militate for a world-wide prohibition of landmines or for a convention against
child labour. Other such claims are preposterous: e.g. the attempt of certain

radical feminist groups to assert that ‘access to abortion’ should be, or already

is, recognised as a ‘human right’. Whether preposterous or not: what underpins
these assertions is the claim that women have some kind of ‘natural’ right to

kill their own offspring during (the first months of) pregnancy. The interpretation of Natural Law on which those claims are based are thus skewed – but at

the same time they imply that something like a Natural Law must exist. In that

way, even persons who oppose or deny the most basic precepts of Natural Law
are forced to recognise the existence of the Natural Law they are opposing: in
fact, the debate is not on the existence, but of the content, of Natural Law.

How can we then discern what corresponds to Natural Law and what does
not?

One criterion is that the rule in question should have been generally consid-

ered as such at different places and at different times: securus iudicat orbis ter-

rarum. (For example, the possibility to own private property has been recognised as a right at all times and everywhere, except under socialist regimes:

a clear sign that socialism is adverse to Natural Law. By contrast, it seems difficult to argue that capital punishment is as such in contradiction to Natural

Law, given that it has been applied at all times and nearly everywhere. (But of
course, Natural Law does not impose any obligation to use the death penalty
against certain offenders.)

Another criterion is that the rule must be reasonable and just. (This is what
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prevents slavery, even if it has existed in many cultures and for a long time,

from being a part of Natural Law: it is neither reasonable nor just that one man
could ‘own’ another man, since reason holds that both have the same innate
dignity.)

Finally, it should be noted that not all precepts of Natural Law are equally

easy to detect: scholars distinguish primary directives of Natural Law, which

are based on immediate moral insights everybody must share (e.g. the insight

that it is wrong to kill another person), from secondary directives that can easily derived by any reasonable person from the first category (e.g. that it is al-

lowed to kill another person in an act of legitimate and proportionate self-defence against an assault) and tertiary directives. These latter directives con-

cern cases in which the ‘right’ solution, far from being self-evident, can only

be found through study and careful reflection (e.g. the case where three shipwrecked persons find a life-boat that will carry only two of them).

We see from these examples that Natural Law is based on very simple and

self-evident principles, but that, the more one wants to penetrate into its re-

motest ramifications, the more it gets complicated: everybody knows by intu-

ition the rough whereabouts of the frontier between the licit and the illicit, but
it is a task for learned specialists to determine the exact borderline (which is
why we need lawyers and judges). Yet if a legislator draws a new borderline

that is far away from any reasonable intuition, then the law is arbitrary and in
contradiction to Natural Law.

From all this, we see that there are some important differences between clas-

sical Natural Law and contemporary ‘human rights’. Natural Law is a single and
organic law, whereas ‘human rights’ are multiple and anorganic. Natural Law

gives an answer to whatever legal issue may arise at whatever time in whatev-

er place: it will always be the one and only Natural Law. Human Rights by contrast, come as a parcel of different ‘rights’ (i.e., a right to life, a right to self-determination, a right to health, ....) and these rights may, at times, be at conflict

with each other. And the more ‘rights’ are handed out by benign legislators, the
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more frequently such conflicts will occur. Currently, for example, the benign legislators make great efforts to provide, through the adoption of a cross-cutting

‘Antidiscrimination Directive’, a new ‘right to equality’ to the citizens of the EU;

unfortunately, however, this new right is likely to undermine another important
right of the same EU citizens: that of self-determination.

‘Human rights’ therefore are an attempt of codifying the basic precepts of

Natural Law, but they are not themselves Natural Law. They are positive law.

And indeed, the very process of codification means that they represent, in the
best of cases, a reductionist and simplifying derivate of Natural Law. In the

worst of cases, they lend themselves to interpretations that are opposed to Natural Law; this is, for example the case when certain politicians or NGOs try to
establish a ‘right to abortion’ or ‘same-sex marriage’ as ‘human rights’, or to
‘find’ such rights in existing human rights conventions.

The distortion of ‘human rights’ is, in actual fact, the result of a (purpose-

fully?) distorted anthropology, i.e., a revolt against nature, which certain activists believe can be overcome by the adoption of new laws. This is seen in the
context of abortion, where – contrary to all rational and scientific insight – it

is denied that the foetus is a human being. It also becomes visible where LGBT
rights activists proclaim the ‘equality’ of homosexual with heterosexual rela-

tions: yet sexuality serves the purpose of procreation, just as the eye serves the
purpose of seeing and the ear the purpose of hearing. The pretended ‘equality’
of homosexual with heterosexual relations means that that sex is turned into

some kind of purposeless game, of which procreation is an (often undesirable)
side effect. Once this view is accepted, it follows that not only homosexual re-

lationships, but all other kinds of social relationships must be treated on a par.

The family is no more a natural given, but an artifice created by lawyers: this is
why the ‘Yogyakarta Principles’, a paper that purports to strengthen the recog-

nition of the human rights of persons with ‘diverse sexual orientations’ call for
the equal treatment of “all families, including those not defined by descent and
marriage”. In short: where Natural Law is not respected, everything becomes
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completely arbitrary: sic volo, sic iubeo, stat pro ratione voluntas.

Many people believe that true freedom and self-determination consist in free-

ing themselves from all restraints imposed by nature, i.e., by Natural Law: man
aspires to be his own creator. People should therefore be free to determine

their own identity, including their ‘gender identity’ (again a novel concept heralded in by the ‘Yogyakarta Principles, quoted above). This concept of self-in-

vention means that everybody is bound only by the moral principles he invents
and accepts for himself. Quite obviously, if such self-determination were prac-

tised on an individual scale, no human society could continue existing for long.
But it is precisely this illusory concept of self-determination that nowadays, in

the democratically constituted societies of Western Europe, underpins the con-

cept of law-making: laws are solely based on the will of the people, as (supposedly) it is expressed by their elected representatives, and not on what is dis-

missed as ‘pre-established reality’. The rejection of all pre-established realities

means that in our laws the natural meaning of concepts like ‘family’, ‘marriage’,
‘man’, ‘life’, etc. is systematically discarded and replaced by what the legislator

arbitrarily chooses to define by these terms. This mercurial approach ultimately
puts law-makers and judges into a position that allows them to turn everything
into anything.

By restraining the liberty of law-makers, Natural Law, where it is respected,

therefore protects the liberty of everyone: the rules to which we all must abide
are determined by reality, not by the whims of some politicos. Nec vero aut per
senatum aut per populum solvi hac lege possumus.

(We thank Fundacja Pro Humana Vita in Krakow for their permission to print
this article).
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Freedom of Religion in the Juris
prudence of the Court of Stras
bourg: Collective and Institutional
Profiles
By Fr. Jean Pierre Schouppe, Professor of Canon Law at the University of the
Holy Cross in Rome  
While many studies about the jurisprudence of the European Court of Human

Rights (ECtHR) in the application of the Convention of 1950 (ECHR) have been
already published, the effective legal protection of freedom of religion came

about rather late: the first judgment that declared a violation of this field was
given in 19931, even if the various organisms in Strasbourg traditionally held

freedom of religion as one of the foundations of democracy. Before this, the exCommission (the organ then in charge of admission of appeals) showed itself
less than willing to accept appeals in the area of freedom of religion, prefer-

ring to treat these things under another article of the ECHR. Another symptom
of the reticence manifested by the Commission in admitting appeals regarding
this field is that, until 1977, it excluded religious groups from the ability to introduce the individual appeal already established for groups (actual article 34

ECHR). The admission of the appeal from the Church of Scientology represent-

ed a Copernican revolution on the procedural level2. Following this, the expression “appelant Church” was coined, translating a notion more procedural than
substantial. Another point must be clarified: groups, since they do not have a
personal conscience, are not able to appeal to liberty of conscience3. On the

other hand, it has been admitted that all the aspects of individual freedom of

religion would be weakened if Article 9 did not protect the organization of the
religious group4. The group is able to act in the name of its members (but in

reality, it is also enabled to carry out duties that exceed the position of the indiback to table of contents
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vidual). After the Kokkinakis sentence, the decisions on article 9 multiplied and
the proportion of appeals regarding the collective and institutional aspects of
freedom of religion notably increased.

Therefore, it is useful to systematically present the jurisprudence of Stras-

bourg as it relates to this ever more central theme, emphasizing the parts

linked to the freedom of religious groups. Above all, we will focus on the emergence of the contents of freedom of religion, both the collective and institutional, which are not synonymous terms. In this way, the structure of this article

will be laid out: after a presentation of the concept of freedom of religion compared to the other liberties (of thought and conscience) protected by article 9
of ECHR (1), we will attempt to elucidate some aspects of the concept of reli-

gion (2). Then, we will examine freedom of religion properly speaking by the

light of article 9 (3). The rights of religious groups are often of the most inno-

vative and poignant in European jurisprudence; at the same time, they are also

the most problematic from the point of view of the States. Therefore, we will finally dwell on the collective and institutional aspects of said freedom (4)5.

1. The distinction between freedom of religion and
freedom of thought and of conscience.
Article 9 ECHR speaks of three distinct freedoms: the freedom of thought, of

conscience, and of religion. Although the authors do not fully agree on the comprehension and articulation of these three rights (some emphasize freedom of
conscience, while others maintain that freedom of religion is the most impor-

tant), statistics clearly show that the most numerous legal decisions based on

article 9 deal with freedom of religion6. With the goal of obtaining a clearer vi-

sion of the respective spheres of freedom, it seems necessary to concentrate

freedom of thought in the ideological realm, and base freedom of conscience
on moral aspects, taking into consideration that many ethical questions de-

pend above all on practical reason and that only some ethical questions posback to table of contents
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sess a necessarily religious dimension. Other than the differences of religious

convictions, or lack thereof, this imposition could contribute to the search for a
progressive universal ethics. However, it seems most correct to avoid conceiving freedom of conscience as the genus and the other to freedoms as its spe-

cies (or the one as a sub-species of the other). In fact, freedom of conscience

stems from freedom of religion and freedom of thought: with the help of these

religious and/or ideological criteria, every person is capable of judging the morality of behavior and must be free to act according to his own conscience and

is never obliged to act against it7. A more accurate distinction of the respective
spheres of freedom of thought and of conscience seems favorable to better un-

derstand the nature of freedom of religion and, consequently, to increase the effectiveness of the specific legal care.

Even if these conceptual clarifications are not helped by the formulation of

article 9, §1, which indistinctly treats of freedom of religion and of conviction,

the usefulness of a specific treatment of freedom of religion remains. An objection could come from the general acceptance of a negative dimension of free-

dom of religion, which recognizes the contrary right of the atheist, the agnostic,

the free-thinker, or the mere indifferent person. In reality, the negative freedom
is limited to assure freedom to not believe and have a religion, without pretending to determine the very concept of religion (the non-religious groups or ideological groups belong rather in the sphere of freedom of thought.)

2. The notion of religion and religious group
Granted the convenience of making freedom of religion depend on the vari-

ous religions properly speaking, the problem of defining comes up. With a no-

table wisdom and prudence, the jurisprudence of the ex-Commission, followed
by the Court, faced with the danger of forging a definition that is too strict,

which would have the risk of unjustly excluding some religion from this cat-

egory, and the inevitable juridical consequences that would have followed, abback to table of contents
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stained from defining religion. For analogous reasons (but treating, this time,
with a pejorative notion), not even the term “sect,” which neither the Conven-

tion nor the Commission have used, has been the object of a juridical definition.
This situation of indetermination seems to be the price to pay to protect the

freedom of all the religions, including the new movements which do not receive
the same social acceptance as the “great” religions. The noted scarcity of de-

cisions in religious field up until the end of the last century has contributed to
the actual situation of conceptual vagueness, with the inconvenience of allowing some groups to wrongly take advantage of this protection.

Knowing the relevance of religions in democratic society, the European legal

system has adopted an attitude of openness with regards to the systems of worships which exist in the diverse European States, reserving a particular protec-

tion to these religions, without, however, renouncing the possibilities of control.
On one hand, without falling into judgments about the diverse manner of relations between the State and churches (churches of the State, institutionalized

coordination or lack thereof, recognized religions, laity more or less open…) –

the evaluation of these systems of worships from the rest would not come into
their competence – , the diverse systems which exist in the heart of the Euro-

pean Council, with some nuances, has been received. On the other hand, a posi-

tion of openness and impartiality towards the diverse religions is adopted. Nev-

ertheless, although a consensus on the question does not exist, the opportunity to clarify the concept of religion has been underlined in the doctrinal field.

Some authors have called attention to the fact that an excessive extension of the
religious phenomenon would bring with it the risk of diminishing the comprehension of religion, and, in the long run, could have the effect of reshaping the
standards of protection given to religious groups.

All this raises the question, rather complex, of what determines the criteria

to identify a religion. Is it possible to elaborate an operative definition for the
judges? Taking into consideration the extreme variety of the manifestations

of the religious phenomenon, the diverse definitions proposed, often given in
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a sociological view, are too general and, in the end, not very practical. In fact,
as it is shown8, some religions do not have a founder or magisterium (Hindu-

ism), some are lacking in a God and of priests (Buddhism) and an ancient reli-

gion, like that of the Roman empire, did not possess stable beliefs, inasmuch as

it was primarily set on official rites. In front of such diversity, it was important

not to undervalue the risk – even for European judges – to agree on a definition
excessively inspired by the confessions which are more familiar to them (above
all the diverse branches of Christianity, but also Judaism and Islam) to the detriment of other beliefs less known, more marginal or recent.

In order to get out of the vicious circle of the choice between a formal defi-

nition or an always-problematic absence of definition, Greenawalt suggests an

intermediary solution: elaborate an analogical concept based on some key cri-

teria of the religious phenomenon which come from some religious universally
recognized as such. These criteria would be interpreted in a flexible way, and

none of them would be an essential element of a religion. In return, a spiritual

movement would only have to present sufficient similarities with some of these
criteria of religiosity to be qualified as a religion9. Even though this solution is

not without risks, it does seem sufficiently flexible to reach a consensus to proceed in the necessary discernment of religions without damaging the rights of
lesser-known religious groups. Especially at the European level, Christianity,
Judaism and Islam seem to constitute a logical reference point to understand

the religious phenomenon and to propose a correct juridical definition of religion.

3. Freedom of religion enunciated by article 9, ECHR
As to what freedom of religion is, article 9 § 1 ECHR (taking inspiration from

article 18 of the Universal Declaration and from article 18 of International Pact
relating to civil and political rights10) distinguishes the intimate forum and

the external manifestations, guaranteeing absolute protection to this personal
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“sanctuary,” which reflects in a particular way the eminent human dignity. The

absolute character of this care is made possible by the fact that the spiritual act
that takes place in the internal sphere does not, in itself, present any danger

neither for the public order nor for the freedom of others. If it were not for the
eventuality of modern invasive technologies, one could hypothesize that the internal forum would be absolutely inviolable.

While being essential, the interior dimension of freedom of religion must nec-

essarily be completed by the possibility of exterior manifestations. For this reason, the same § 1 also guarantees the free exercise of the aforementioned manifestations, as an individual or as a group, in private or in public. As foreseen,

the environment of these manifestations, being open to interference, are where
the legal activity in this field are concentrated. Concretely, the same paragraph

makes explicit reference to four diverse modalities of objectification of religious
convictions: the religious worship (in relation to the transcendent), the reli-

gious rites (also dietary), the teaching (of the message or of dogma), and also
the religious practices (with determined behaviors)11.

§ 2 of article 9 takes into consideration determined motives by which the le-

gal authority could adopt restrictive measures on the manifestations of reli-

gious freedom, but excludes interventions of a forced nature based purely on
discretion. Therefore, in the presence of interference of the state, the Court

must verify the existence of determinate conditions: 1) the provision of the law;
2) the legitimate scope: it is strictly limited to public security, protection of order, health or public morale, or the safeguarding of the rights and freedom of

others; 3) the necessity of interference in a democratic society. This necessity

of interference is evaluated in concreto and measured according to the criteria
of proportionality compared to the end desired. While conceding to the State

a margin of evaluation, at times very extensive, the Court jealously reserves for
itself the right to a strict control of the decision of the State, in order to assure
religious pluralism.
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4. The collective and institutional dimensions of
freedom of religion
Although the freedom to manifest their religion in community is mentioned

in article 9 § 1, the right of religion of groups is not explicitly enunciated.

Therefore, the progress of the legal protection in this field seems to necessitate
a clarification of the concept of the collective dimension of religion: it is important to introduce another distinction between collective sphere and institutional (or communal) sphere. Experience advises, however, to not force these differences to the point of understanding these categories as stagnant compart-

ments: it regularly happens that a right is only prevalently institutional, collective, or individual.

For this reason, two usual distinctions can be useful: 1) the division of indi-

vidual and collective rights; 2) the distinction between the right and its exercise.

These elements allow the following conclusion: whenever diverse religious people come together to exercise a proper right, one is dealing with an individual

right collectively exercised. For example, in the case of a procession, the participants exercise conjunctly their individual right to worship. Other fundamen-

tal rights, on the other hand, are “collective” not only because of their exercise,

but also under the profile of their ownership. Those rights that have as owners
the group, instead of each of the faithful, are qualified as institutional rights (or

communal). As an example serves the free nomination of pastors.

The ground is now ready to propose a synthetic presentation of the principle

institutional aspects of freedom of religion as understood by the legal system of
Strasbourg:

a) The moral (civil) personality – a first pillar of the freedom of religious

groups is the right to obtain a juridical personality, which usually constitutes
a previous condition for the exercise of numerous other rights12. Even if it
is not expressly adopted by jurisprudence, the adage “agere sequitur esse”

can serve as a point of reference to organize the diverse jurisprudential solu-

tions: before being able to act with full juridical capacity, the group must exist
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as a subject in the juridical system. Otherwise, in at least some rules of the
state, without the recognition as a moral person, the religious group would
find it impossible to be owners of its own goods, would not be able to pos-

sess a place of worship, nor bring about juridical acts or businesses. It is not
surprising that said absence of juridical subjectivity would have negative re-

percussions on the effective freedom of worship, since it would lead to interference in the field of freedom of meeting or of opening a place of worship.

Without moral personality, the group would not be able even to defend itself
in front of the tribunals in trying to enjoy juridical protection, when, for ex-

ample, it finds itself as the object of treatment that it considers discriminat-

ing. History, and, unfortunately, even now, is rich with examples and vicissitudes of this type.

On the other hand, it is important to consider and respect the variety of the

systems of worships – which also represents a guarantee of freedom, already
legally protected in the European Union by article 17 TFUE – without los-

ing sight of that fact that, in some cases, the absence of juridical personal-

ity can be compensated in some way with a recognized system of worships
or through the concession of juridical personality, if not to the group itself,

to determined entities subject to their jurisdiction, or, at least, following the

same goals and recognizing its moral authority. This could happen by means

of juridical figures that reflect the specificity of the religious groups that have
recourse to common rights. However, the question risks becoming more

problematic with the hypothesis of a system of obligatory registration (as opposed to optional registration) or of previous administrative authorizations,
which do not respect the minimal criteria of religious freedom and of non-

discrimination, above all in those States which do not have an effective democratic tradition13.

b) The principle of institutional autonomy. – this second pillar of the freedom
of religious groups deals with the action of the group and entails both its or-

ganizational autonomy in general and also more specific aspects such as norback to table of contents
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mative and juridical autonomy. The observation of the religious phenom-

enon reveals an extreme variety of institutional differences among the communities. The idea underneath autonomy is the following: being at the ser-

vice of its own members, the religious group must be able to offer them the

various functions and services which correspond to its own identity; the free
choice of a community by the adherents presupposes the duty of the group

to conserve the religious traditions that are its own. This prospective, that is,
the institutional fidelity to the traditions “chosen” by the members, justifies

that a religious community can impose on both its ministers and members a
doctrinal and ritual unity, while still maintaining the ability to leave (other-

wise the group would risk erasing individual rights.) For the same reason, a

church can make its members respect its own rules, even by means of an au-

tonomous juridical process, and, if it be the case, with the power of sanctions,
including the right of repeal. However, a repeal of a minister would be ille-

gitimate if it came from the State, which, except for in some limited cases in

the context of a “religion of the State,14” cannot interfere in the organizational
sphere of the religious group.

In the hypothesis of an “intra-religious” conflict, the State would not be able

to interfere by imposing one current to the detriment of the other, since such
an intervention would be incompatible with its duty of neutrality and impar-

tiality in religious field. Besides, as the judges have signaled, this would have
the unacceptable consequence of eliminating not only the tensions between
two currents, but also pluralism itself.15

Among the principle aspects of the religious freedom of groups, it is im-

portant to point out not only the freedom of collective manifestation but also
the free transmission of doctrine. In this view, free instruction is required in
schools, universities, seminaries, etc. This right (strictly connected to that of

education which is primarily the duty of the parents and which presupposes,
among other things, the free choice of school, public or private16) – for mere

political motives and though being a “teaching” – is the object of different artiback to table of contents
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cle: article 1 of Protocol 1. This does not take away the fact that, on the conceptual level, free instruction can be considered as an integral part of the freedom

of institutional religion. On the other hand, in the hypothesis of public schools,
any form of indoctrination of the students is prohibited.

5. The connected freedoms
Diverse aspects of the freedom of institutional religion are protected by oth-

er provisions of the ECHR or of its additional Protocols: other than the freedom
of instruction already mentioned, there is also the freedom of expression (art.

10) and of meeting or association (art. 11), the rights of property (art. 1 Protocol 1), and of due process (art. 6) as well as to effective recourse in a national

petition (art. 13). Finally, a space must be reserved for religious discrimination
of other groups (art. 14). An appeal could carry with it a violation against ar-

ticle 9 and one or more provisions. At times, the Court will limit itself to examine another freedom in an isolated session, producing a phenomenon of “delo-

calization” of freedom, especially favoring freedom of expression. However, ar-

ticle 9 tends to be used rather than article 11 whenever the organization of the

community comes into play17. In the case of conflicting allegations between the

parties in an appeal, the skill of the judge would consist in finding an equal balance of the freedoms, seeking to harmonize the respective claims and resolving
the controversy applying the criteria of proportionality.

In the case of blasphemy, or of a religious defamation, besides the wounding

of the religious sentiments of each of the faithful, the reputation of the group itself and even the honorability of its message can be damaged, with all the consequences that follow. In these cases, the European judges should try to avoid

an offense against the religions and to their representatives, symbols and teachings, and should evaluate the intensity of the prejudice received, while keep-

ing in mind freedom of expression and tolerance which is inherent in a demo-

cratic society. Therefore, the members of every religion should be tolerant and
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should also be willing to suffer, to a certain extent, the diffusion of contrary
opinions, and even expressions hostile to their faith.18

6. Considering the agreements and concordats
In order to not run the risk of making European jurisprudence an absolute

value, one cannot lose sight of the necessary parameters of international rights
and also the capacity of each religious group to make agreements with the

State. As is known, in the case of the Catholic Church, the agreements with the
State can be qualified as concordats, that is, true international treaties: a reality that has been taken into account on multiple occasions by European juris-

prudence19. This particularity is owed to the international subjectivity that the

Holy See has possessed from the beginning of diplomatic relations. The circumstance that no other religion can approach the same juridical capacity should
not be understood as a discriminatory privilege. From a formal point of view,

adopting the vocabulary of the Court, this phenomenon should be qualified as
a “objective and rational” difference, without which there would be a form of

discrimination: that of not treating differently people who are in different situations20. Also, the multiplication of agreements (not concordats) between the

State and other religions – at times following in is understanding the same format of a concordat – assures an equal treatment as regards the contents of

rights, and helps to avoid a substantial discrimination which often would not be
justifiable according to the actual standards.
***

This synthetic presentation of the jurisprudence of Strasbourg discloses a

progressive emergence of institutional freedom of religion after a multiplica-

tion of resources in the field of religious freedom predominantly individual. On
the technical side, one is waiting for the European judges to expressly recognize

“institutional freedom” as a specific category emerging from collective free-

dom. Also, this jurisprudence, which comes from the contingency of the events
which are brought under its jurisdiction and attributed to its tendency of “deback to table of contents
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cisional minimalism,” could benefit from a double improvement. On one hand,

one could wish for a progressive bettering of its structure (for example, as was
proposed, structuring the diverse aspects of the freedom of groups on the axis
of the two essential freedoms: the moral personality and the institutional au-

tonomy.) On the other hand, as regards the contents, the protection of religious
groups can still be completed by the individuation of the diverse aspects which

the judges have not yet had the occasion to highlight. These steps ahead should
be accompanied by the attentive consideration of the established relations between the member States and the churches, as has been underlined in article

17 TFUE. Finally, a full juridical maturity presupposes the capacity of overcoming the initial mental schemes, developed in the context of international law

oriented towards the safeguarding of minority groups21. Therefore, a chal-

lenge for the judges of Strasbourg (and even probably also for those of Luxembourg) consists in effectively guaranteeing to every religious group, not neces-

sarily the minority, the neutral and impartial treatment that is due to it according to justice, taking into consideration that, behind every violation, whatever

the social importance of the religious community, “the wounding of human dignity is one and the same”22.
1
2
3
4
5

 okkinakis v. Greece, EctHR § 48 (1993) sustains, as a manifestation of freedom of
K
religion, the possibility of non-abusive formalities of poselytism.
X
 . and the Church of Scientology v. Sweden, ECtHR (1977). It is commonly admitted
that, because of their lucrative goals, the commercial societies should be excluded
from appealing to the senses of art. 34 ECHR.
See Kontakt-Information Therapie Hagen v. Austria , EctHR (1998).
See Supreme Court, Hasan and Chaush v. Bulgaria, ECtHR § 62 (2000).
Taking into consideration the limited space of this study, we will concentrate on the
central nucleus of freedom of religion of groups and we will limit ourselves to indicate the principle decisions of Strasbourg in a simplified form (they are all available on HUDOC), omitting also that which refers to the respective notes and observations put into effect by the doctrine. For a deeper analysis, see J.-P. Schouppe,
“La dimension collective et institutionnelle de la liberté religieuse à la lumière de
quelques arrêts récents de la Cour européenne des droits de l’homme”, in Revue
trimestrielle des droits de l’homme, (63/2005), pp. 611-633.
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 or an introduction to the jurisprudence of Strasbourg regarding article 9 ECHR,
F
see C. Evans, Freedom of Religion. Under the European Convention on Human Rights,
New York, Oxford University press, 2001 ; J.-F. Renucci, Article 9 of the European
Convention on Human Rights – Freedom of thought, conscience and religion, Strasbourg, Council of Europe Publishing, 2005; R. Uitz, Europeans and their rights Freedom of religion, Strasbourg, Council of Europe Publishing, 2007; J. MartínezTorrón, « The Permissible Scope of Legal Limitations on the Freedom of Religion
or Belief : The European Convention on Human Rights », in Global Jurist Advances,
3/2, vol. 3, n° 2, (2003) article 3; M. Parisi, “Linee evolutive dell’interpretazione
giurisprudenziale dell’art. 9 della Convenzione di Roma. Sviluppi e prospettive per
il diritto di libertà religiosa nello spazio giuridico europeo”, in N. Fiorita – D. Loprieno (a cura di), La libertà di manifestazione del pensiero e la libertà religiosa
nelle società multicultruali, Firenze, Firenze University Press, 2009, pp. 247-259;
N. Blum, Die Gedanken-, Gewissens- und Religionsfreiheit nach art. 9 der Europaïschen Mensenrecht konvention, Berlin, 1990; H.T. Conring, Korporative Religionsfreiheit in Europa: eine rechtsvergleichende Betrachtung: zugleich ein Beitrag zu Art.
9 EMRK, Dissertation-Universitat Marburg, Frankfurt an Main: Lang, 1998 ; B. Vermeulen, De vrijheid van geweten, een fundamenteel rechtsprobleem, Arnhem, 1989;
G. González, « La Convention européenne des droits de l’homme : développement
jurisprudentiel d’une conception européenne de la liberté de religion », in Traité de
droit français des religions, F. Messner et alii (dir.), Litec-Jurisclasseur, Paris, 2003,
pp. 321-346 ; J.-A . Frowein, « Article 9 § 1 », in L.-E. Pettiti – E. Decaux – P.-H. Imbert (dir.), La Convention européenne des droits de l’homme. Commentaire article
par article, 2e éd., Paris, Economica, 1999, pp. 353-360 ; C. Andrieu, « La liberté
religieuse dans la Jurisprudence de la Cour européenne des droits de l’home », in
AA.VV, Justice et religion, Paris, L’Harmattan, 2002, pp. 323-340 ; J.-F. Flauss (dir.),
La protection internationale de la liberté religieuse, Coll. Institut René Cassin de
Strasbourg, Bruxelles, Bruylant, 2002.
7 See J. Hervada, Los eclesiásticistas ante un espectador, 2° ed., Pamplona, Navarra
Gráficas Ediciones, 2002, pp. 110-135.
8 See J.-P. Willaime, Sociologie des religions, 3e ed.mise à jour, Paris, P.U.F., 2004, p.
114.
9 K
 . Greenawalt, « Five Questions About Religion Judges are Afraid to Ask » in N.L.
Rosenblum (ed.), Obligations of Citizenship and Demands of Faith – Religions Accommodation in Pluralist Democracies, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 2000,
pp. 215-224. Questa soluzione è stata approvata, tra gli altri, da C. Evans, Freedom
of Religion..., o. c., pp. 63-64 e J. Ringelheim, Diversité culturelle et droits de l’homme, Bruxelles, Bruylant, 2006, pp. 73-74.
10 In the field of international right, see R. Garay, « L’exercice collectif de la liberté
de conscience religieuse en droit international », Revue trimestrielle des droits de
l’homme, (67/2006), pp. 597-614.
11 As regards this, a decision has introduced the so-called Arrowsmith test (cf. Pat Arrowsmith v. United Kingdom, 1978). Without being easily applied in all cases, it distinguishes between behaviors (only) motivated religiously and the specific religious
practices: not all the actions motivated by a conviction are practices in the sense of
article 9 and not all the convictions fall under the conventional protection.
12 The aspects of freedom of religion enunciated in this paragraph are principally
based on the following setences: Canea Catholic Church v. Greece , ECtHR (1997),
Cha’are Shalom ve Tsedek v. France (2000) ECtHR [GC], Hasan and Chaush v Bul6
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garia [GC] ECtHR (2000) and Metropolitan Church of Bessarabia v. Moldova, ECtHR
(2001).
See Manoussakis v. Greece (1996); Vergos v. Greece ECtHR (2004) ; The Moscow
Branch of the Salvation Army v. Russia (2006); Biserica Adevarat Ortodoxa din Moldova. v. Moldova, ECtHR (2007); Sviato-Mykhailivska Parafiya v. Ukraine , EctHR
(2007); Church of Scientology Moscow v. Russia ECtHR (2007), etc.
In that case, it would not be indifferent to know if it only dealt with the exercise of
religious functions or of administrative and judicial functions with civil effects (see
Serif v. Greece , §§ 51-52, 1999). This is evidence that the system of churches of the
State is still far from a full assimilation of the dualistic principle – of Christian origin – that recognizes two separate powers and spheres: religious and of the state.
See Serif previously cited, § 53; Metropolitan Church of Bessarabia,, § 116 ; Agga v..
Greece, § 60 (2002).
See Kjeldsen, Busk Madsen and Pedersen v. Denmark (1976); Folgero v. Norway
(2007).
See Hasan and Chaush v. Bulgaria previously cited, § 65.
See Otto Preminger Institut v. Autria, §§ 47-48 (1994).
See, among others, the decision Baptist Church ‘El Salvador’ and Ortega Moratilla v.
Spain, Eur.Comm´n H.R. decision (1992), relating to a specific fiscal statute.
A notion introduced into European jurisprudence by the sentence of the Supreme
Court, Thlimmenos v. Greece, §§ 38 and 44 (2000).
As R. Goy has justly observed, the beneficiaries of the protection of the ex-Commission are inversly proportional to their social relevance in the State (cf. R. Goy, La
garantie européenne de la liberté de religion. L’article 9 de la Convention de Rome”,
in Revue du droit public et de la science politique [1-1991], pp. 5-59).
As regards this, remember the words pronounced by an authoritative voice at
another European assembly: “Credo (...) opportuno ricordare che i commitments
dell”OSCE tutelano le religioni minoritarie così come quelle maggioritarie ed anche queste ultime subiscono violazioni della libertà religiosa. Bisogna quindi evitare improprie graduatorie, come se le violazioni contro le confessioni minoritarie
fossero più o meno gravi di quelle contro le religioni maggioritarie: la lesione della
dignità umana è la medesima.” (O. Fumagalli Carulli, “Speech alla Organizzazione per la Sicurezza e la Cooperazione in Europa”, 9 luglio 2009, in Ius Ecclesiæ 21
(2009), pp. 713-724 (con nota di M. Ferrero).
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Marriage and the Family, Rights of
Parents and Children
Reflections on the International Bill of Human Rights and
the Convention of the Rights of the Child
by Jane Adolphe, professor at Ave Maria School of Law, Florida

Introduction
Important international human rights documents recognize the right to mar-

ry and found a family as well as the rights and duties of parents and children.

In 1948, the United Nations General Assembly adopted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR),1 the foundational text for the modern human

rights movement. It was followed by two Covenants in 1966: the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR),2 and the International Cov-

enant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR).3 These documents became known collectively as the International Bill of Human Rights. While the

UDHR differs from the two Covenants because it was originally intended to be a
statement of good intentions and not a document intended to create legal obligations between State Parties, it remains the linchpin for understanding documents such as the 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC).4

This paper offers some brief reflections on the written texts of the Interna-

tional Bill of Human Rights and the CRC. It provides an interpretation in light
of certain truths about humanity and society. It argues that these documents,

when considered as an integral whole, reveal an interconnectedness of the nature and meaning of the human person, his or her human dignity, as well as

the rights of the family, parents and children. In terms of an outline, the paper

is divided into five parts. Part I discusses the human person and his or her dignity. Part II studies the special protection given the family, based on marriage.
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Part III explores the rights and duties of parents. Part IV considers the rights

and duties of the child as they relate to the family and parents. Part V responds
to certain objections to the interpretation provided herein; given the brevity of
this paper, it does not seek to raise and address every possible argument.

1. The Human Person and His or Her Dignity
The UDHR recognizes “the inherent dignity…equal and inalienable rights of

all members of the human family.”5 This preamble paragraph is echoed in the

ICCPR6and the ICESCR,7 and a different preamble paragraph clearly asserts that

“rights derive from the inherent dignity of the human person.”8 The UDHR also

recognizes that rights are co-relative with duties; a principle that is strongly reaffirmed in the ICCPR and ICESCR (e.g. the individual has duties “to other indi-

viduals and the community”).9 In brief, the three documents do not grant rights

but merely acknowledge rights; recognize that rights are co-relative with duties; and ground rights and duties in inherent human dignity.

An important question raised is what is meant by the phrase “rights derive

from the inherent dignity of the human person,” found in the two Covenants?

The answer to this query is partly found in art. 1 of the UDHR: “All human be-

ings are born free and equal in dignity in rights. They are endowed with reason
and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood.”

One might argue that each human being, by the mere fact of being human, is a

person, that is, by nature “free… endowed with reason and conscience” and relational.10 Following this line of reasoning, each human being or human person,

in relation with self and others, is personally responsible to seek the truth, and
respond to the interior call to do good. Arguably, the term inherent dignity re-

fers to the “unique excellence of personhood,” the innate value of the person,
as “‘someone’ and not merely ‘something’…an absoluteness not found in oth-

er beings.”11 This gives rise to “specific moral requirements,”12 that is, “certain
things ought not to be done” to any human person (e.g. slavery, torture) and
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“certain things ought to be done” for every human person (e.g. recognition as a
person before the law).13 This last point, in turn, implies that a human person

also acquires dignity when he or she acts in accordance with right reason, that

is, in doing those things he or she ought to do and refraining from other things
he or she ought not to do (e.g. Tom acted wrongly when he raped Cathy).

Before turning to the next section of this paper, a word should be said about

the term “born” in art. 1 of the UDHR: “All human beings are born free and equal

in dignity and rights.” Since human persons are “not [physically] born into equal
circumstances,” the term “born” arguably refers to a “moral birth” – a “deeper

moral quality,” which no human person, political or social body could possibly
grant.14 This understanding is consistent with the overall text, which includes

references to “inherent” and “inalienable” in the preamble.

2. Protection of the Family, based on Marriage
Consideration of the human being as a person with inherent dignity called to

take on another dignity is deeply united with the value and dignity of the fami-

ly. Art. 16 of the UDHR recognizes that the family is “the natural and fundamental group unit of society, entitled to protection by society and the State.” This

statement implies that the “natural” family predates the State and is a subject

of rights and duties before the State. It is the natural environment where chil-

dren (new citizens) come to life, and in the first instance, are taught to give to
the other what is his or her due in justice (to respect authentic rights), but go
beyond this, in charity, to give to the other what is theirs (“to act towards one

another in a spirit of brotherhood”).15 The pertinent principles are unraveled in

art. 16 of the UDHR in logical sequence, and similar wording is found in the ICCPR16 and the ICESCR:17

(1) Men and women of full age, without any limitation due to race, nationality

or religion, have the right to marry and to found a family. They are entitled to
equal rights as to marriage, during marriage and at its dissolution.
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(2) Marriage shall be entered into only with the free and full consent of the
intending spouses.

(3) The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to protection by society and the State.18

Art. 16 affirms that the human person, male and female, are equal in digni-

ty but complementary in their sexual dimensions. Marriage is brought about

through the free and full consent of a man and a woman, of lawful age, traditionally manifested in public because of the unique human and social signifi-

cance that transcends the couple. Marriage, then, is not founded upon having

sexual intercourse, or living together, or upon mere instinct and sentiment, but

rather on something more profoundly related to what it means to be human – a
free act of intelligence and will, of a man and of a woman.

Upon deeper reflection about the nature and meaning of the family, based on

marriage, one might reasonably argue that the object of the spouses consent is

the mutual and reciprocal exchange of each other as persons in their respective
masculinity and femininity. This consent, in turn, creates a bond in justice, by

which the spouses have a duty to love, a love that is conjugal precisely because
it is the result of a commitment by a man as man and a woman as woman. In

other words, a man and a woman bind themselves together with the “I do,” but

they totally give themselves to each other when they unite with the openness to
produce a “new you and me” – a new being that is not just “yours or mine,” but

“ours.” In this way, one might argue that the child comes to life from love of par-

ents (conjugal love), develops through a loving education, all for love of the other (brotherly love).

It follows that the intimate union of marriage is for the good of the spouses

(mutual giving of the two persons, male and female), the good of children (procreation plus education), and the good of society (bringing forth responsible

and educated citizens). These ends, in turn, are related to the enduring partner-

ship of the spouses because the object of man’s and woman’s consent is the donation of their masculine and feminine being, namely the gift of self, which imback to table of contents
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plies a permanent donation. Otherwise, the person would be on loan, a rather

dehumanizing reality. Another reason for the lasting bond is grounded in inte-

gral human procreation, that is, procreation plus education of a child. The three
goods are also tied to fidelity between the spouses because the same total gift

of self cannot be made to more than one person at the same time. Moreover, exclusivity permits love to flourish, the mark of a healthy husband-wife relationship, which in turn, is linked to the well-being of children and their relationships with others in society.

Despite difficulties, limitations and deviations stemming from human weak-

ness, the International Bill of Human Rights realistically reflects the truth that
a man and a woman have a profound inclination in their being to be joined in
marriage, a reality that fully transcends historical and cultural differences. In

brief, what is specifically human is not reduced to the completely autonomous
will of the person; a position that rejects a connection between human nature
and human rights in viewing the natural as mere datum to be technologically
manipulated.

3. Parental Rights and Duties
As discussed above, consideration of the natural family is deeply united with

the rights and duties of parents. Indeed, following a discussion of the right

to marry and found a family, art. 26 of the UDHR states: “Parents have a pri-

or right to choose the kind of education that should be given to their children.”
The reference to “prior right” acknowledges the subsidiary role of the State;

since parents give life to the child, they have the primary and inalienable duty
and right to educate their child, and in conformity with their moral and reli-

gious convictions. Those who are called to collaborate with parents (e.g. teachers, school administrators, State authorities) do so in a delegated manner, and

therefore in close collaboration with parents.

According to the two Covenants, parents have the right to choose schools or
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even home schooling, in order to educate their child, in keeping with their moral and religious convictions.19 This implies the right to ensure that their child is

not compelled to attend classes (e.g. sex education courses) which are not in agreement with their own moral and religious convictions; and the right to ensure that a
compulsory system of education is not imposed by the State from which all moral

and religious formation is excluded. In the end, recognition of the “Parents prior
right” to choose their child’s education reaffirms the principle of integral hu-

man procreation, which is in essence, an exercise of responsible procreation of

fatherhood and motherhood, where one accepts to love, nurture, educate, guide
and accompany the child throughout his or her entire developmental process.

4. Child’s Rights and Duties
Parental rights are necessarily united with the rights of children. In specific

regard to the rights of the child, all that which has been previously discussed as
regards inherent and acquired human dignity pertains to all children, born and

unborn. Although rights of the unborn spark much debate in international fora,
pregnancy is recognized as a special relationship between a mother and child.

For example, States are prohibited from carrying out the death penalty on pregnant women.20 By necessary implication, the reason for this prohibition is “precisely because she is carrying in her womb an innocent human being;”21 there

is not just one life at stake, but two. Moreover, the UDHR recognizes that “[m]

otherhood and childhood are entitled to special care and assistance,”22 and the

ICESCR acknowledges that “[s]pecial protection should be accorded to mothers
during a reasonable period before and after childbirth.”23 Furthermore the ICESCR recognizes that all children have the right to enjoyment of the highest at-

tainable standard of physical and mental health, and State Parties are to work
especially hard to “reduce stillbirth-rate and infant mortality” as well as promote “healthy development of the child.”24

The CRC, which binds 193 States, affirms the right to life of the child “before
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as well as after birth,” who is, in turn, defined as “every human being below

the age of eighteen.”25 Like the International Bill of Human Rights, State par-

ties are required to respect and ensure the child’s rights without discrimina-

tion of any kind including “sex” and “birth.”26 The “inherent right to life” is pro-

tected as well as the child’s “survival and development” to the maximum extent
possible27 and States are obliged to provide the “highest attainable standard of

health…pre-natal and post-natal.”28

That children’s rights are intimately related to the family and their parents

is obvious from key provisions, and a plethora of references to the family and/
or parents in 18 of 54 articles. For example, the CRC acknowledges that “the

child, for the full and harmonious development of his or her personality, should
grow up in a family environment, in an atmosphere of happiness, love and

understanding.”29 As previously discussed, the natural family is singled out for

special protection in the International Bill of Human Rights, and arguably incorporated into preamble para. 3 of the CRC through reference to the UDHR.

However, preamble para. 3 of the CRC must be reconciled with slightly different
wording in preamble para. 5 of the CRC: “the family, …the fundamental group

of society and the natural environment for…children.” In this regard, one might

contend that it is simply a matter of emphasis: family form is being emphasized
in UDHR while family form plus family environment is being emphasized in the
CRC. In other words, society and the State must protect the natural family per

se and also provide particular assistance in times of difficulty, distress and tragic circumstances (e.g. widows, widowers, separated and divorced spouses, orphans of living and dead parents).

In addition, the CRC, in formulating the “the best interests of the child” prin-

ciple, obliges States to take “into account the rights and duties of his or her

parents.”30 Moreover, arts. 18 through 20 acknowledge the fundamental role of
parents and endorse the principle of subsidiarity, which guides the role of the
State vis-a-vis the family and parents. For example, both parents have “com-

mon responsibilities” and the “primary responsibility” for the “upbringing and
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development of the child,”31 and State Parties are to render “appropriate assis-

tance to parents.”32 Therefore, protection of children’s rights cannot become fully effective unless the family and its rights are fully promoted, protected and respected “so that it can fully assume its responsibilities within the community.”33
Indeed, parents, in the first instance, have the duty to protect their child from
all forms of abuse, neglect and violence.

The CRC acknowledges that a child’s development and education begins

in the home in preamble paras. 5 through 7 and that an adequate standard

of living is required for the “child’s physical, mental, spiritual, moral and so-

cial development.”34 Outside the home, education is to be integral, inclusive of

the whole range of authentic human values including “respect for the child’s

parents.”35 In addition, State Parties are to recognize parental rights and duties
to provide direction and guidance to their child, especially with respect to the
responsible exercise of the rights to freedom of thought, conscience and religion.36

5. Some Objections and Responses
A “moral relativist” challenge to this perspective of marriage as well as the

rights and duties of parents and children might deny a universal human nature

and/or foundational principles of right and wrong. 37 Whereas a “selective mor-

al relativist” position might admit that every human person has a right to be

free from torture, genocide and racial discrimination but deny any foundational
principles about one’s sex or sexual relations.38 An “amoral or neutral position”

might argue that at the heart of human rights is the non-discrimination princi-

ple, in other words, States are obliged to show equal concern and respect for all
possible sexual preferences.39

In response, to deny a common human nature and/or right and wrong is

to reject human reasoning since it “moves from the known to the not yet

known.”40 Furthermore, the International Bill of Human Rights is arguably
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founded on the essential characteristics of a universal human nature, which reaffirms the difference between human persons and other living creatures. It

presupposes “foundational principles of right and wrong,” that which is right

for every man, and at some level known to every man and that which is wrong

for every man, and at some level known to every man.41 These basic principles,

and others, are objective, accessible to right reason and may be taken “either
by themselves or together with their more obvious corollaries.”42 Corollaries

to foundational principles may have remote implications “recognized by only

those few who have the requisite experience, acuteness and discrimination.”43
Other truths might be “obvious in themselves” but not “obvious to us” (e.g. the

self-destructiveness of cocaine addiction is obvious in itself, but may not be obvious to the cocaine addict).44 Indeed, one might well argue that “as clarity of

judgment aids probity of life, so probity of life aids clarity of judgment.” 45 For

believers, divine revelation is available to assist in illuminating the truths about
the inherent dignity of the human person, and his or her rights.46

In response to the “selective moralist position,” it is enough to note that res-

ervations on one’s sex and sexual relations are rather capacious ambiguities

which mushroom into doubts about a whole range of issues bringing into question the very foundation of human rights (e.g. the nature and meaning of the

human person, human dignity, human sexuality, marriage, family, parenthood,

childhood and the role of the State).47 This position then melts into the first ob-

jection.

In response to the neutrality position, one need only ask whether there is

a way to have equal concern and respect for the torturer and the torture vic-

tim.48 Either the torturer torments the person because this is right or good, or

the person is not tortured by the torturer because this is right or good. States
condemn the acts of the torturer, and protect the other’s right not to be tor-

tured because the acts of the two individuals do not “deserve equal respect and
concern.”49 A similar dilemma is evident in discussions pertaining to the un-

born child’s right to life versus the mother’s right to abortion. Frequently, the
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issue is framed as whether the unborn child is even a human being (and/or human person) and so the argument goes, because both views on the point de-

serve equal respect and concern, the mother should be free to abort.50 In the
end, the so-called neutrality position does not award equal concern and re-

spect to both views on whether the unborn child is a human being, but rather

“covertly supposes the truth of one of them [the “fetus” in the mother’s womb
is not a human being and/or a human person] but spares itself the trouble of
demonstration.”51

Conclusion
Where does this leave us? Right back to the beginning of this paper where we

discussed the essential characteristics of a universal human nature, the inherent dignity of all persons, and how these notions relate to the family based on
marriage as well as the rights of parents, and children. The International Bill

of Human Rights together with the CRC, when interpreted in light of a common
sense understanding of humanity, and society, provide an important counter-

weight to the demands of those, who would advance certain ideologies to dis-

lodge human rights from their foundation, namely the inherent dignity of every
human person, male and female, born and unborn.
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Fiat aequalitas et pereat mundus?
“How “Anti-Discrimination” is Undermining the Legal Order”
By Jakob Cornides, European Commission official

1.
Those who are keeping abreast of the intellectual fashions of our time will

notice the increasingly prominent role that reference to “human rights” is play-

ing in the justification and drafting of proposed new legislation. He will also notice that within the politics of human rights a certain edifice of issues is pushing itself to the fore: “equal treatment”, or conversely expressed, the “fight
against all forms of discrimination.”

In recent years many European countries have passed laws for the purpose

of enforcing “Equal Treatment” in various areas of public and private life. And
clearly, this is no longer simply a matter of applying the principles of “equal-

ity before the law” by treating all citizens equally regardless of state in life, sex,
religion or ethnicity. Instead, it has been turned into a matter of encroachment
into the private autonomy of each citizen: an obligation to provide equal treatment is now, we are told, to be applied between all and everyone. A business-

man may no longer freely decide whom he will hire, a homeowner may no lon-

ger decide to whom he will rent his house, an operator of a restaurant or nightclub may no longer decide whom he will admit. Due to laws which forbid dis-

crimination, laden with fines, and/or warranting claims for ‘compensation for
loss suffered’, each citizen is now faced with the threat of having to defend in

court those decisions which, up until now, he has been able to make according
to his own preferences and needs.

From the Catholic perspective, it is certainly legitimate to consider how the

“politics of anti-discrimination” will affect the life of the Church and its believback to table of contents
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ers. For example, according to the Catholic faith, women are excluded from ordination (and so undoubtedly, in this respect, are not treated equally to men).
Whoever does not want to accept this teaching could regard this as discrimination and consequently endeavour to legally force the admission of women

to the priesthood in court. Likewise, militant homosexuals could apply equal

treatment requirements as a starting point for attempting to force the Church,
which, as is generally known, does not consider homosexual practice an alter-

native form of sexual activity but rather as sin, into the recognition of same-sex
“marriages” by means of legal action. In addition, the Church requires from its
employees to respect the precepts of its moral teaching in their private lives,
and considers, for example, a lifestyle that is openly contradictory to these

teachings as grounds for dismissal from service. Up until now secular legisla-

tors have respected the Church’s right (and that of other organisations which

pursue ideological aims) to place special demands for loyalty upon its employees. But are these regulations compatible with broadly understood laws that
forbid discrimination?

Will the Church soon be forced to ordain women or to offer the sacrament of

marriage to homosexuals? Will the Church continue to be allowed to proclaim

her teachings, for instance in questions of sexual morality, and will her faithful
be able to follow her teachings without having to fear legal prosecution? Will

Catholic schools soon be forced to hire teachers who adhere to other faiths, or
even teachers who exhibit a hostile attitude towards the faith?

The proponents of comprehensive anti-discrimination policies point out that

relevant legislation could be mitigated through “provisions for legal exceptions”,
which would give leeway to religious communities within their particular

spheres of activity. But the Church’s doctrine that, inter alia, prevents her from
admitting women to the priesthood or offering the sacrament of marriage to

homosexuals, is for some contemporaries – including such who are otherwise

indifferent to questions of religion – a provocation. The underlying anthropol-

ogy stands in open contradiction to the anthropology which holds sway in modback to table of contents
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ern society (and which consequently expresses itself in anti-discrimination policies): that women and men are different from one another and that homosexual and heterosexual relations are not the same.

Thus we are ultimately dealing with a conflict of diametrically opposed an-

thropologies. If the Church were to avoid this conflict by allowing itself to be

content with various provisions for legal exceptions, it would therewith be ac-

cepting an erroneous anthropology to be erected as a general dogma, which the
world at large must obey. The proclamation of and adherence to the Church’s
teachings, then viewed from this new dogma, would be tolerated only with-

in narrowly drawn confines. We have seen multiple times in recent years how

provisions for legal exceptions are rapidly called into question as “unjustifiable
privileges” by certain circles that apparently view the so-called fight against
discrimination primarily as an opportunity to attack the Church and its be-

lievers. These attacks range from the pressure placed upon Christian adoption
agencies to place children with homosexual couples, to the punishment of a

Bishop who refused to hire a homosexual man for a position as pastoral youth
worker, to the verdict of the European Court of Human Rights prohibiting a

Catholic university from withdrawing the professorship of a university teacher
who publicly attacked the Christian faith. Similarly, there are attempts by various “human rights experts” to stigmatize as “human rights offenders” those

medical practitioners who, in line with the law of their countries, refuse to partake in abortions. Not he who takes the life of the unborn is thus suspected of

violating human rights, but he who, for reasons of conscience, refuses to do so.
It is precisely this last example that shows how the anti-discrimination rheto-

rics of contemporary politicians and judges is disposed towards being twisted
into an instrument against human rights.

It would therefore be a much too limited (narrow) perspective for the Church

to examine the continuously growing anti-discrimination discourse solely under the prism of its own specific ecclesial interests. Even if, from a short term
view, it might seem clever to ensure her own sheep’s feet being kept dry
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through the use of provisional exceptions and conscience clauses, it is rather

unlikely that the interests of the Church will thus be preserved in the long term,
if, outside an area of specifically defined protections, a new system of values

that contradicts fundamental principles of natural law is allowed to lay claim to
unlimited validity.

In the final analysis this is not a matter of protection of Church interests, but

rather a question of more fundamental significance, namely whether a general

equal treatment stipulation, encroaching into the rights of self determination of

all citizens in yet unknown manner and measure, must be expected to drastically change the underlying principles of our understanding of ‘justice’. An erroneous concept of justice would leave no area of law unaffected. Its impact would
be similar to a programming error that causes an entire computer program to

crash, or similar to a calculating error in a mathematical operation that causes
the entire calculation to be flawed.

2.
In this brief examination we would like to use as a point of departure the tra-

ditional concept of the term “justice”, which runs like a scarlet thread through
the history of law, and which can be traced back to the beginnings of human

thinking in recorded history. We find the most concise expression for the concept of the term “justice” in the Codex Iustinianus:

Iustitia est constans et perpetua voluntas ius suum cuique tribuens.
Justice is the constant and perpetual will to render to every man his due.

If we were to subject this formula to a more comprehensive interpretation,

we might observe that justice is primarily a virtue attributed to the individual,
which, once it is generally accepted as such within a given society, becomes a

virtue inherent to the State as a whole. We might also note that, since justice is
the expression of a ‘constant and perpetual will’, its essence cannot be subject
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to substantial changes, but must of necessity remain consistent over the span

of time and space. Within the given context, however, the most important point
is this one: that the phrase “suum cuique” (to each his own) is not to be understood as a general obligation to provide equal treatment to all and everything.
In fact, equal treatment is a requirement of justice only where, due to sepecif-

ic circumstances in the concrete case, a person can show to be entitled to such
equal treatment.

The fact that the formula “suum cuique” (to each his own) is found with iden-

tical formulation in two highly prominent places in the Codex (namely directly

at the beginning of the Digestae1 and also at the beginning of the Institutiones2)
shows that this is the very cornerstone of the legal code. In other words, it is

the foundation upon which all else is built. The Codex Iustiniani is the codification of the valid existing laws and legal principles of the time, but the formula

given here is substantially older. It originates from the Roman jurist Ulpian, but

appears nearly identically in the writings of Cicero, from where it can be traced
back to classical Greek philosophy – for example, to the Nikomachean Ethics

of Aristotle. Already there we find the argument that, although equality consti-

tutes the fundamental principle of justice, it necessarily can only apply between
equals. That which is unequal would need to be treated unequally:

“… if they are not equal, they will not have what is equal, but this is the origin

of quarrels and complaints-when either equals have and are awarded unequal

shares, or unequals equal shares. Further, this is plain from the fact that awards

should be ‘according to merit’; for all men agree that what is just in distribution
must be according to merit in some sense… the just, then, is a species of the
proportionate”3

Of course this does not imply that justice has nothing to do with ‘equality’ or

‘equal treatment.’ On the contrary, equality plays a central role in Aristotle’s reflections on justice. But both are not necessarily always the same. At the least,
the following aspects should be noted:
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First of all, the question whether equal treatment is due is always dependent

upon the ‘tertium comparationis’ (a third aspect of the comparison in ques-

tion), which serves as criterion for determining the equality or inequality of

the two objects of comparison. Since no two cases are ever exactly alike, it will
indeed always be possible to discover differences which one can draw upon
to justify unequal treatment. The converse is also true: whoever looks long

enough will always be able to find like elements upon which he may build a

claim for equal treatment. Claims for equal treatment are therefore only appli-

cable where the tertium comparationis is adequately chosen. By drawing inap-

propriate comparisons one can claim equal treatment for just about anything if
one wants to. The result is not justice but rather arbitrariness.

Secondly, therefore, the use of appropriate distinguishing criteria will often

lead to a situation where justice requires unequal, and not equal, treatment. For
example, there can be no doubt that it is fair to pay a diligent and competent
employee more than you would pay a negligent and incompetent employee,

even though both work the same length of time. It is fair that a brand new automobile should cost more than a used automobile that is several years old, even
though both cars may be the same type and model with the same equipment
and extras. It is fair that a small-time pocket thief be less severely punished
than a robbery murderer, even though both have broken the law out of the

same motive (namely to usurp property). Accordingly, it is perfectly legitimate

for the state to grant specific tax and legal benefits to married couples who, by

founding families, perform an important service in contribution to the continu-

ation of society, while it does not grant the same benefits to citizens who do not
provide the same contribution to the common good. In short, the principle of

suum cuique does not forbid such differentiations, but indeed demands them.

Thirdly, a distinction is traditionally made between distributive and commu-

tative justice. This reflects that justice places other demands upon the deal-

ings of the state than it does upon the legal transactions of citizens with one

another. That is to say that, even though the state is unquestionably bound by
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the principle suum cuique, it is also required to treat all citizens equally. For ex-

ample, while citizens pay different taxes dependent upon their respective financial capabilities, they have (in view of their citizenship) the same right to vote.

In contrast, regarding the exchange of services and payments between free citizens, it is generally considered that participants in the marketplace must be al-

lowed to decide for themselves, whether or not they want to conclude any given
contract: this is called “private autonomy”. Commutative justice does demand

that services and payments be of equivalent value, yet this appraisal must be, as
far as possible, left up to the individual parties so that the general freedom of
action of citizens not be undermined.

‘Suum cuique’, is thus also to be understood as a liberal principle. It means

that each person must be allowed to freely decide upon the use of his own

property. This is a prerequisite for personal freedom. A rigid anti-discrimina-

tion legislation that places each and every legal transaction under constraints

of justification would rob citizens of the freedom to use their own property as

they see fit. Instead of granting each his due, this would lead to depriving each

of his due. The control over citizens’ property would then be in the hands of judicial and administrative authorities, or other “thought controllers”. Such legis-

lation would constitute not only a perversion of justice, but also a threat to civil
liberties and personal responsibility.

3.
Virtuous and just action is action that is adapted to reality. Yet the common

basic principle of all anti-discrimination politics is that they rest upon pre-

fabricated victim-/perpetrator stereotypes, which often do not at all conform

to reality. For instance, it does happen that men are disadvantaged in relation
to women, or that immigrants tyrannize local residents, and it even happens

that homosexuals publicly incite hatred against the Church. Such cases have no

place in the universe of anti-discrimination because they stand in contradiction
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to the pre-ordained roles of “victims” and “perpetrators”.

Concerning the instruments of anti-discrimination politics, this is their pri-

mary common denominator: for the purpose of “correcting destiny”, they interfere with the life of citizens in a patronizing manner that extirpates their freedoms and responsibilities to speak and act. And, there is a marked disparity

if not outright self-contradiction in the measures taken, which betrays the ar-

bitrariness of the political objectives. For, while the classical formula of ‘suum
cuique’ is understood to the effect that equal is to be treated equally and un-

equal is to be treated unequally according to appropriate and proper criteria,
the instruments of antidiscrimination politics achieve the exact opposite:

a) The Unequal Treatment of Equal. In order to overcome alleged discrimination, legislators adopt openly discriminatory measures. Examples of this are
gender quotas, or legal provisions according to which women are preferred

over men in consideration of several candidates with equal qualifications for
job vacancies. Indeed, the noble objective of anti-discrimination is thus in-

verted into its exact opposite: instead of eradicating it, such measures institutionalise discrimination, – and the bemused public learns that certain types
of discrimination – which are termed “positive discrimination” – are good,

and not bad. What is concealed here is that a discrimination that is “positive”
for one group by necessity must be “negative” for another.

b) The Equal Treatment of Unequal. Overtly unequal circumstances are treated as equal with the intent that differences will be evened out or, if that is

not possible, at least eliminated from the consciousness of the general public.

One example of this is educational policies that work towards the elimination
of a differentiated school-system: talented and less talented children should
attend the same classes so that all are put on a par. In this way existing dif-

ferences in intelligence and talent in individual children may perhaps not be

completely evened out, but at least the gifted children will be prevented from
advancing too quickly. Another goal for which some are striving is the equal
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treatment of homo – and heterosexual relationships. But the fact that they are
different, and not equal, is self-evident. The apparent purpose of “equal treatment” is to erase the difference from the moral consciousness of society.

Yet another very recent example is found in the conclusion pronounced by an
Advocate General of the European Court of Justice, who finds it an unacceptable discrimination if women to have to pay higher premiums than men for
retirement insurance. In economic terms, this is explained by the statistical

evidence that women have a higher life expectancy and concurrently spend a
smaller proportion of their lifetime in employed work than men. Yet accord-

ing to the Advocate General such unequal treatment is not justifiable because
the differing insurance risks for men and women “can only be shown statistically, at best, to have any connection with gender.” This leaves an important

question open: on what, if not upon statistical probabilities, should insurance
companies base the assessment of risks?

A similar approach to “equality” is apparently being promoted by the Equal
Treatment Commission of the Federal Chancellery of the Republic of Aus-

tria, which recently has expressed the view that it constitutes discrimination
when a hairdresser asks for a higher price for haircuts for women than for
men...

This leads us to the most striking and radical example of a policy that strives
to eliminate natural differences by means of equal treatment – in this case

the difference between man and woman: “Gender-Mainstreaming”, which in a
short period of time has penetrated all areas of public life.

Initially, the apparent aim was to procure more freedom to shape individual

ways of life by breaking out from all too rigidly established gender roles (for
example, the man as “provider”, the woman as mother and housewife). But,

in the meantime this issue has escalated into absurdity. Without further ado
it is being denied that traditional role models have anything to do with the

natural predispositions inherent in the sexes; instead, it is pretended that differences between the sexes are only social constructs superimposed over the
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actual wishes and needs of the individual, which hinder its development. As

a consequence, “gender mainstreaming” strives to systematically fight all role
models and eliminate them from the public consciousness. The employment

of women is being promoted by means of social benefits (for example, statefinanced Kindergartens), whereas such benefits are deliberately withheld

from women who raise their children themselves. Immense efforts are be-

ing undertaken to recruit girls for technical vocations and boys for household
and nursing or caretaking staff, or to ‘reshape public consciousness’ by the

exclusive use of inclusive or, ‘gender-neutral’ language. The climax of absur-

dity in this development is reached when the terms “father” and “mother” are
eliminated from legal vocabulary by parliamentary decree.

Quite obviously, this no longer has to do with creating more freedom. Rather
it has to do with the realisation of a new ideology, the quintessence of which
is that the human person has no other identity than the one that it defines

for itself: The sex (gender) of a person, which from now on is termed ‘sexual
identity’, is chosen by itself and can therefore also be re-defined at any time.
In other words: a man who thinks he is a woman may use the ladies’ toilet.

Or, a woman who decides she wants to be a man is allowed to enter a Catholic seminary to become a priest. But with what right can one, in context of

such mutability and temporariness, speak of identity. Isn’t identity something
that remains constant?

In the final analysis therefore, this has to do with taking from people, wheth-

er they want it or not, their fixed identity as man or as woman, and replacing
it with a temporary identity. Does this really correspond to the wishes and

aspirations people actually have, or is this not rather an imposition they are

forced to undergo? Is the campaign against “traditional role models” not actually a campaign against a substantial proportion of society, probably the overwhelming majority – people who identify themselves with these roles and
who have no need whatsoever for “liberation” from their identities?
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c) Inappropriate Criteria:

Anti-discrimination policies force the state and its citizens to make decisions
supported by inappropriate criteria. If, for example, the decisive factor in the

awarding of a political office or professorship is no longer the personal qualifications of a candidate, but rather his or her skin colour, sex etc., then fore-

seeably the result of such recruitment policies will be a decrease, rather than
an increase, in quality. This is certainly of no concern for those who have attained office or high positions (which would have been otherwise unattainable) by means of such mechanisms – but it does seriously harm the public

interest. An obligation to appoint other than the most competent candidates

as members of the board can put at risk the very existence of a company; the
recruitment of second rate university teachers will, first and foremost, harm

the interest of students, but indirectly also that of their future employers and,
ultimately, the entire national economy.

Another example of the use of inadequate criteria for misguided compari-

sons is the attempt to place homosexual relationships on equal standing with
marriage. In order to justify such claims, both marriage and homosexual re-

lationships are reduced to the one thing wherein they possibly can be said to
have some likeness: to the “love” between two people. Nota bene: it remains
unclear whether those using the word “love” in this context understand it to
be more than mutual physical attraction or whether, as in some circles, they

use it as a mere synonym for sexual intercourse. In any case, what they fail to

see is that the institution of marriage does not exist to reward “love” between
two persons, however this term is understood, with social benefits. Instead,

it has the purpose of offering a stable social environment for the procreation
and rearing of children. Accordingly, the idea of “marriage” for homosexuals
is an absurd distortion, erasing the natural concept of marriage from public
consciousness and replacing it with an artefact. The economic consequenc-

es will soon become apparent: to the degree that society begins to subsidise
the homosexual lifestyle by means of allocation of social resources, this will
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have to be financed by the rest of society, includeing those who, through their
“genuine” marriages and families make an important contribution for safe-

guarding the future of society. This is not only unjust, but also indeed harmful
to the common good.

Already from these few examples it clearly results that anti-discrimination

policies, well-intentioned as they may be, will not lead to more justice. Instead,
they turn the classical understanding of justice upside down.

4.
Another characteristic of anti-discrimination legislation is the creation of

group rights. This results from the fact that discrimination is not defined as
“unequal treatment on inappropriate grounds”, but rather as unequal treat-

ment based on certain criteria that are rather arbitrarily selected by the legisla-

tor and referred to as “suspect grounds”: race, sex (gender), age, religion, ethnic
origin, the presence of a physical or mental handicap, or ‘sexual orientation’. A
person is discriminated against if it is treated unequally on the basis of one of
these grounds. If, by contrast, someone is discriminated against for other reasons than these, he receives no protection: by definition he is no victim.

The term ‘suspect grounds’ already shows what we are dealing with: a gen-

eral suspicion, which, as we must observe, is becoming more and more institu-

tionalized. The worldview at the bottom of the ‘fight against discrimination’ di-

vides humankind sweepingly into oppressed and oppressor groups, into victims
and perpetrators. Women, homosexuals, single parents, migrants, etc., are pre-

ordained as ‘victims’; men, heterosexuals, married couples in intact marriages,
local inhabitants, etc., are potential ‘perpetrators’, who are put under perma-

nent suspicion and obliged to justify themselves before the tribunal of political

correctness for each of their actions, be they within the area of private autono-

my. This can be seen as a new form of class struggle: the battle of the proletari-

at against the capitalist may belong to the past, but in its place emerges the batback to table of contents
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tle of women against men, or of homosexuals against heterosexuals and a moral code that is termed as ‘hetero-normative’. It is not surprising that this field

of operation has been discovered to be particularly attractive by those political

parties that draw their orientation from Marxism. It provides a vocabulary with
corresponding conceptual formulas such as ‘justice’, ‘equality’, ‘non-discrimi-

nation’ which all have positive connotations in public opinion, and which allow
the neo-Marxists to attack, from what they pretend to be a moral high ground,

on the very two institutions which they view as the source of all ills: economic
freedom and the family.

Now naturally there is no question that the principle ‘suum cuique’ justifies –

and even at times requires – that for particular groups precautions need to be

taken to ensure that their specific needs are met. Children and youth need kindergartens and schools, handicapped persons need special social provisions; it
is important to provide for ethnic minorities the possibility to foster their particular language and culture. In this way each can be given that which is his

due. This has however nothing to do with ‘equal treatment’ or a ‘fight against

discrimination’, but rather with answering specific needs through appropriate
problem solving.

The politics of anti-discrimination, however, goes in the opposite direction.

Rather than finding real solutions for real problems, it specialises in mere clientele politics. The recurring pattern of argument is to label as “unjust privileges”
the benefits enjoyed by other groups in society in view of their special needs

and to demand their expansion, irrespective of the fact that the group for which
such “equal treatment” is claimed does not have the same needs. Behind the facade of ‘equal treatment’ one usually finds a diehard group self-interest.

Nowhere is this aberration more evident than where legal norms, which have

been created with married couples in view, are being applied to homosexual

relationships. These legal norms are not a “reward” for the mutual “love” of a

married couple, but they correspond to the contribution to the common good
that is typically provided by married couples, and only by them: the procreback to table of contents
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ation and rearing of offspring. It is precisely the fulfilment of this task which

places manifold limitations upon married couples: often one spouse is not em-

ployed outside the home, or has only a part-time job, in order to care for household and children. This is of direct benefit to the common good: without chil-

dren there is no future for our society. The love and care that parents provide

for their children cannot be substituted by the state. Where parents are absent,
there is a resulting rise in costs to society in the forms of youth delinquency,

lower educational achievement, etc. It is thus neither a moral devaluation of homosexuality nor a discrimination of homosexual partnerships to observe that
they typically do not make a similar contribution to the common good, given

that such partnerships are generally not entered into with the intent of beget-

ting and raising children. Regardless of one’s moral evaluation of homosexuality: there is no necessity for a homosexual person to give up his occupation in

order to manage the household for his ‘partner’. And even where a homosexual
couple exceptionally does organize their living together in this way, it is legiti-

mate to ask why the general public should subsidize this particular lifestyle. It

is evident that tax benefits for married couples, common health insurance cov-

erage, entitlement to a widow’s pension for the surviving spouse of a sole wage
earner of a family, etc., are appropriate for the traditional concept of marriage

– for a homosexual couple, on the other hand, this is not the case. “Equal Treatment” is therefore in reality an undue privileging of homosexual couples, for

which the general public must pay with higher taxes and social security payments.

5.
The pinnacle of absurdity is achieved where anti-discrimination politics is

transposed to the meta-level. According to what is recently being put forth, the
fact that not all causes of discrimination are treated equally in the legal system

must in itself be viewed as discrimination. For this reason, it is argued, the disback to table of contents
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crimination of persons with different ‘sexual orientations’ must be addressed

through the same legal instruments and the same legal sanctions that are used
against the discrimination of women, handicapped persons, or persons of different skin colour. Again we see that with the rhetorics of anti-discrimination
politics anything can be turned into everything.

Once again, this meta-level of the politics of antidiscrimination is a mere

smoke-screen used to cover up the promotion of the particular agenda of cer-

tain pressure groups. As soon as the discrimination of one such pressure group
has been established in social consciousness, the obvious next step is to draw

benefit from the achievements of other groups of pre-ordained “victims”. This is
all the more worthwhile when one’s own clientele has a less-favoured standing
and is faced with less sympathy than the group upon which it would like to adhere itself.

A manifest example of this, which one can call a ‘strategy of political freerid-

ing’, is the European Commission’s proposal for a new anti-discrimination directive, published in 2008. The Commission originally had announced its in-

tention to propose a directive that was intended for the specific protection of

handicapped persons. Intensive lobbying of homosexual activists led to the last
minute revision of the proposal: as of now it is directed against discrimination

on the basis of “race, ethnic origin, age, sexual orientation, religion or belief and
disability”. In other words, the Homosexual Lobby has hijacked the interests of
the disabled. Ever since, the negotiations on the new directive have been moving forward rather sluggishly.

6.
The extravagant expansion of “anti-discrimination” policies inevitably gener-

ates an uncontrolled expansion of new laws and institutions. It precipitates a

flood of vaguely defined legal concepts that, in order to cover a wide range of

possible circumstances, allow for an extremely wide margin of interpretation.
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This leads to legal uncertainty and a loss of freedom of action for every citizen.
Conversely, the wide scope and uncertain meaning of these laws entails im-

mense growth in power for public authorities and courts, which henceforth will
be allowed to intrude into areas which have up until now not been within the

range of their access. Entrepreneurs will have to justify before the authorities
and courts their choice of whom they decide to hire or fire. Homeowners will
have to explain why they have given a lease to party A and not to party B. A

general obligation to equal treatment could even, in the long or short term, lead
to the situation wherein a person’s every legally relevant act could be contested
because of breach of ‘equal treatment”. It would be sufficient for a member of

a ‘victim caste’ (or the institution which has been commissioned by law for the
defence of the rights of these ‘victims’) to disagree with a particular decision.

Possibly, given the stereotype that the ‘victims’ are ‘poor’, they will not even be

asked to bear the expenses for their litigation, which in turn could contribute to
inciting even more frivolous court proceedings.

7.
The “fight against discrimination” is more than a transient political fashion.

It is a symptom of crisis of a society with no sustainable values, in which a sentimental and morally excessive attitude of self-pity as ‘victim of unjust circumstances’ has become a successful strategy for asserting the most questionable

forms of group self-interest at the expense of the common good. Having aban-

doned the traditional concept of justice, legislators and politicians seem to have
lost orientation. Whereas the traditional concept of justice was based upon the

principle of giving each his due, the politics of anti-discrimination has given up
the use of objective and appropriate criteria as a basis for legislation; instead,

they place a premium on the ‘victim role’, which is carefully rehearsed by indi-

vidual interest groups. This enables these groups to masquerade, with the help
of arbitrarily applied distinguishing criteria, any fanciful desideratum as a leback to table of contents

178 / 330

gitimate claim. We are thus witnessing major shift of axis, resulting in the overturning of the concept of justice that, up to the present, has formed the basis of
the European legal system.

The consequences of these changes will soon be felt, even to the most remote

areas of the legal system. For ‘anti-discrimination’ is an all-encompassing prin-

ciple: if homosexual relationships are put on a par with marriage, then so must

dogs be placed on equal standing with horses, stock corporations with partnership companies, churches with associations, bicycles with motorcycles and apples with pears. Whoever wants will always find some points of a comparison

that can be used to claim equal treatment. Similarly, it is always possible to find
points of difference. As far as we can observe from examples of policies regarding women or the equal placement of homosexual relationships with marriage,

we see that the fundamental problem with the politics of equal treatment is not
that comparisons are made or that categories are drawn. Rather it is that the

use of appropriate criteria is being marginalized, and that arbitrariness holds
sway in its stead.

It can hardly be expected that a ‘more just’ society will emerge from all this.

On the contrary, we have to fear that the “fight against discrimination” could

evolve into a new totalitarianism, in which all power lies in the hands of those

persons and institutions which have usurped control over the definitions of the
term “discrimination” and who, thereby, will be empowered to a new form of

arbitrary rule. With a flood of new laws citizens’ freedoms are more and more

constricted and subject to the control executed by specialized equal treatment
officers, equal treatment commissions, fundamental rights agencies and oth-

er bureaucratic structures. This is comparable to the communist experiment,

which promised a classless society, but which indeed created a slaveholder society. The slaveholders were the bureaucrats and ideologues who exercised

control over the means of production that were confiscated from their former

owners. While allegedly this control was exercised in the name of public interest, it was in reality driven by the self-interest of the new ruling caste.
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The fight against discrimination, well intentioned though it may be, is today

on the verge of turning totalitarian.


1
2
3

Dig. 1, 1
Inst. 1, 1
Aristotle, Nikomachean Ethics, Book 5
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Problems of Frivolity in the
European Court of Human Rights
By Javier Borrego Borrego, former judge on behalf of Spain before the
European Court of Human Rights

1. An Action and a Comment
1.1. An Action
Upon hearing the Lautsi vs. Italy Court Judgment of November 3, 2009, unan-

imously approved by the Second Section of the European Court of Human

Rights, I immediately called a friend from the Court, conveying to him my puz-

zlement over a judgment that would order a crucifix to be taken down from a
public place. His response was, “The same thing will happen with this judgment as with others – a week or two of noise and then the entire world will

have forgotten about it. Get used to it, Javier – in a couple of years there won’t
be any more crucifixes in Europe”. Disregarding respect for the politically correct, I wrote a long article in the press concerning the aforementioned judgment, which I sent to the Court.

The lukewarm, politically correct proponents said it was impossible the Court

would agree to reexamine the case after a unanimous judgment of the Section.
But many people worked hard, and with a well-written claim, Italy petitioned
for re-review by the Grand Chamber, which the Court accepted.

On June 30, 2010, the day arrived for the hearing before the Grand Chamber.

There had never been an issue that had awakened such public interest: The

Grand Chamber for the Hearing couldn’t hold everyone, and a larger room had
to be prepared. For the first time in the history of Strasbourg, twenty of the

forty-seven Member States of the Council of Europe, representing a major part
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of the entire European population, had manifested their concurrence with Italy

on this case. And besides the two parties involved, another person to intervene
on behalf of some of the States supporting Italy was a well-known professor

from New York – a Jewish man who spoke wearing a yarmulke on his head. It

should be added that in the hearing before the Grand Chamber, not a single organization acted in support of the applicant.

1.2 A Comment

As I write, it is still unknown how the Grand Chamber of the European Court

will rule on the crucifixion case. From my experience, I predict a Grand Chamber ruling that will repeal the Second Section judgment. But in this case, in

my opinion the most important result has been that the Lautsi ruling has created a reaction – a wonderful reaction – that has united many people and has

echoed in even the furthest corners of the world. This impressively resounding reaction has surprised people who did not expect it, being accustomed to

our submissive acceptance of everything, with a few politically correct protests
thrown in.

As in Hans Christian Anderson’s fairy tale, this time we have been like the

child who, far from being cowered by the majesty of the King, fearlessly shout-

ed the truth: “The King has no clothes!” And if we have reacted to the crucifix-

ion case in this way because of the gravity of the representation of the European Court of Human Rights, we can also do so in many other cases.

2. Problems of Frivolity in the European Court of Human
Rights. Explanation of the Title.
2.1. The European Court of Human Rights.
The Court was created by the European Convention on Human Rights in

Rome on November 4, 1950. In 1949, the horror and barbarity of the Second
World War had inspired the formation of the Council of Europe “to safeguard

and promote the ideals and principles constituting its common heritage”. And
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in that spirit, the following year a group of Europeans, to whom we should always be grateful, were able to approve the European Convention on Human

Rights out of “a common conception and a common respect” of such rights, in or-

der to institute a Court “to ensure respect for the commitments undertaken by
the High Contracting Parties of this Convention” (First Article).

Given its innovative origin, until 1998, the Convention had instituted a com-

plex system for the protection of human rights whereby an individual subject to
the jurisdiction of a Member State could file a complaint before an international body. The judicial system was made up of three different governing bodies:

a Commission, serving as a filtering body, and two decision-making bodies: the
Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe, a political body that took on

meta-judicial functions, and the Court. Neither the Commission nor the Court

were permanent bodies. As a result of Protocol 11, the system changed in 1998
and is now made up of a single body, the Court, which is permanent. The Court

has one judge for every Contracting Party Member belonging to the Convention,
elected by the Parliamentary Assembly from a short list of candidates proposed
by the Member State.

It is interesting to note where these 47 judges come from: 9 are lawyers, 11

come from the judicial arena, and 27 are professors, almost all of them teachers
of Constitutional Law. That is, more than half of the Court is made up of pro-

fessors – persons normally lacking experience in the courts. This fact, from my
experience in the Court, is patently evident in the deliberations and in the outcome of certain judicial decisions. Of course there are professors in the Court
who are magnificent judges, but generally, professors-turned-judges are pre-

disposed toward abstraction and solutions that at times clash head-on with the
real world.

The European Court of Human Rights is an extremely important institution.

But as the Court itself says, “The action of the courts as guarantors of justice,

whose mission is fundamental in a State of Law, must of necessity have the pubback to table of contents
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lic’s confidence”. The courts have that trust when, in the fulfillment of its duties,
they apply the abstract standard to the concrete case. But if frivolity enters

into the Court, and instead of applying a standard, the Court creates it; the public loses confidence in the courts, even in a European Court. This is not an ex-

clusively personal reflection. In its Muñoz Diaz Judgment on December 8, 2009,
the European Court observed that the Convention had been violated since the
State had failed to recognize the legal validity of a marriage contracted under
gypsy rites. Judge Myjer drafted a dissenting opinion: “The jurisdiction of the

Court does not include creating rights that have not been established in the Convention, no matter how useful – even desirable – they are.” And he concludes: “If
the Court interprets the Convention in this way, it will lose all credibility as jurisdiction for the Contracting Member States”.

2.2. Frivolity
Frivolity is levity, insubstantiality, the opposite of wisdom and prudence – in

short, the opposite of the characteristics any court of law should have.

Here is an anecdote I think is illustrative: In Strasbourg on a cold morning

in March 2006, following a light knock, the door of my chambers opened and a

colleague approached my table. As I arose, my colleague, a judge in the European Court of Human Rights, stared at a paper I had hanging on the wall. “What
is that?” he asked. I explained to him that it was an ultrasound scan of my

grandson, my daughter’s first son, at four months’ gestation. I pointed out the

head of the nasciturus and jokingly told him that its shape resembled that of his
grandfather.

My colleague suddenly grew very serious and told me in a grave tone of

voice, “You can’t hang that up. You’re a judge of the European Court of Human
Rights, and by exhibiting an ultrasound like that you’re demonstrating you’re

against abortion.” The next day, on the wall of my chambers, three ultrasounds
my daughter had sent hung on my wall below a big sign reading “My grandson,
Javi, 4 months old”.
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Frivolity is manifested, among other things and primarily in relation to the

European Convention, through the method of review and decision that I call the
“peripheral method”. All big cities have highways or freeways (beltways) that

allow drivers to circumvent traffic congestion by not having to enter the urban

area of the city. The peripheral method consists in using Article 8, The Right to
Private Life frivolously, as if it were a beltway to be travelled along (reviewed)

in order to decide cases, thus avoiding the difficulty involved in wading into the
heart of the matter and reviewing in depth the real rights that are being affected in the lawsuit.

2.3. Problems

Facts and circumstances that make it difficult to reach a solution are prob-

lems. And when facing problems, the action that must be followed is to first

identify them and then react to them. Lautsi was – I hope and wish – a problem that was faced in order to reach the objective of the Convention. Having

correctly identified the problem, the wonderful reaction to it will produce its

resolution. And the same thing must occur in cases discussed hereafter, which I
have reduced to the examination of two Articles of the Convention, which to me
are fundamental to the Convention itself: the right to life and the right to marriage.

3. The Right to Life
Article 2 of the Convention establishes that: “The right to life of all individu-

als is protected under law”. This right has such importance that while Article 15

admits the possibility of rescinding some of the obligations foreseen in the Convention in case of war or other public danger, Section 2 expressly states: “The

foregoing provision does not authorize any rescission of Article 2, except in the
case of deaths resulting from legitimate acts of war…”

With respect to this extremely essential human right, some of the recent beback to table of contents
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haviors of the European Court have not been prudent – rather, they have been
frivolous, and from a double perspective: when life begins and when it ends.

3.1. Abortion

3.1.1. VO Case, Court Judgment on July 8, 2004: In consequence of a tragic
action in a French hospital, a woman of Vietnamese origin, six months pregnant, received an unintended, involuntary abortion due to the fact that she

was mistakenly subjected to a medical procedure intended for another Viet-

namese patient with a similar name, who had gone to the hospital to have an
intrauterine device removed. The European Court treated the legal nature of
the embryo, involuntarily aborted in this case, with prudence: “To date, the

Court has not decided the question of the beginning of the right of everyone to
life, within the meaning of Article 2, or whether the unborn child is entitled to

that right” (para. 75). And it acknowledges the need for a balance “in relation

to the legal, medical, philosophical, ethical and religious dimensions of the definition of a human being”.

3.1.2. Two years later, the Court again reviewed an abortion case, “D. vs.

Ireland”, in the June 27, 2006 decision of inadmissibility for failing to have exhausted domestic remedies. In this case, the Irish woman was eight months

pregnant when she learned that one of the twins she was carrying had ceased
developing and the other presented chromosomal abnormalities that were

fatal in nature. The pregnant woman traveled to Britain for an abortion be-

cause Ireland would only permit abortion if there had existed a serious risk
to the mother’s life.

In its judgment, the Court persisted in treating the abortion prudently, stat-

ing that the question “involves carrying out a complex and difficult to balance
rights to life placed on the same footing, and requires a delicate analysis of

the values and customs of each country. In addition, it is precisely the interac-

tion between equal rights to life enjoyed by the mother and the unborn child…”
(para. 90).
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Abortion continued being a difficult issue for Strasbourg, one which was ap-

proached with extreme prudence and deep awareness of the sensitivity of the
question on the right to life of the nasciturus. And what is the solution for

obtaining a ruling in favor of abortion? Avoiding Article 2 and case law on
the subject, and circling around the Right to Private Life, Article 8.

3.1.3. Tysiac vs. Poland Judgment – March 20, 2007: A Polish citizen suf-

fering from deteriorating myopia after the cesarean birth of her two children
became pregnant a third time. Concerned for her visual health, she decided
to consult medical specialists regarding her situation. (According to Polish

law, abortion is authorized if a specialist of the disease in question certifies

that the pregnancy poses a grave risk to the mother’s health.) Before the de-

livery, five specialists (three ophthalmologists, a gynecologist and an endocrinologist) gave their opinion that no such risk existed. Following the delivery,

the same three ophthalmologists and three medical school specialists (another ophthalmologist, a gynecologist and a specialist in medical law) concluded
that “pregnancy and childbirth had no effect on the deterioration of the vision
of the applicant”. In contrast to the unanimous opinion of the medical spe-

cialists, a general doctor – acting as gynecologist, ophthalmologist and psychiatrist as well – pronounced he was in favor of an abortion.

The case was not tried as a right to life case, and it was indisputable in any

case since the child was born in the year 2000. Instead of Article 2, the Court
decided to try the case under Article 8 concerning Mrs. Tysiac’s Right to Private Life. And in the judgment (which I was strongly dissented to, with the

lone opposing opinion) the same Section Four of the Court that eight months
earlier had shown themselves to be wisely prudent in the D. vs. Ireland case,
ruled that due to the fact that the abortion of Mrs. Tysiac had not been au-

thorized, Polish authorities had violated the right to private life of the appli-

cant. In order to arrive at this conclusion, the six judges stated that the fears

of the applicant concerning her health were not irrational and were sufficient
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grounds. Regarding the unanimous opinion of the medical specialists, the

judgment stated that the legislation on abortion in Poland had produced a

“chilling effect” on the doctors. (Para. 116). I recall how I concluded my dissenting opinion: “All human beings are born and equal in dignity and rights.

Today the Court has decided that a human being was born as a result of a violation of the European Convention of Human Rights. According to this rea-

soning, there is a Polish child, currently six years old; whose right to be born
contradicts the Convention. I would never have thought that the Convention
would go so far, and I find it frightening.”

Besides my dissenting opinion, another judge drafted an opinion of the rul-

ing, where he stated that, “In this case, the Court was neither concerned with
any abstract right to abortion, nor, equally to, with any fundamental human

right to abortion lying low somewhere in the penumbral fringes of the Con-

vention”. It is an opinion with good intentions, but the recent Spanish law of
March 3, 2010, which approaches abortion as a right, justifies the necessity

of this standard by citing as an argument the authority of the Court Judgment
of the European Court on the Tysiac case. The reality is that the “angelisms”

– the politically correct “good-guy” positions – which we Catholics often hold
out of fear of criticism from certain self-named, so-called progressives, have
always resulted in being harmful to the values and principles we believe in.
I do not regret my opinion in the Tysiac case. Because I never forget the

poem by Maiakovski: “The first night, / they come and pick a flower / from

our garden, / and we don’t say anything. / The second night / they no longer
approach quietly, / they step on the flowers, / kill our dog, / and we don’t say
anything. / Until one day / the most fragile of them/ enters our house alone, /
he steals the moon from us, / and knowing our fear, / tears the voice from our
throats. / And because we didn’t say anything, / now we are unable to say anything”.
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3.1.4. The pro-abortion groups returned to Strasbourg, presenting three is-

sues regarding abortion – cases A, B and C vs. Ireland: A: A single woman,

unemployed and poor, became pregnant “unintentionally, believing that her

partner was infertile”. She had four children and an alcoholic background. B:
Another woman also “unintentionally became pregnant”. She aborted in the

United Kingdom, suffering because since she could not have it done in Ire-

land, the process she had to undergo was “unnecessarily expensive, complicat-

ed and traumatic”. C: A woman, ill from cancer, under chemotherapy, also “unintentionally became pregnant”. She aborted in the United Kingdom, in a state
of “emotional distress and fear for her health”.

And where is the focus of these three issues? Exclusively on Article 9, the
right of the three applicants to Private Life.

The case was subject to a hearing before the Grand Chamber on December 9,
2009, and the ruling on this issue is still unknown.

3.2 Assisted Suicide
3.2.1. Towards the end of 2001 a complaint against the United Kingdom

came before the European Court. Mrs. Pretty, 43 years of age, was affected by
a progressive neurodegenerative disease that immobilized her from the neck
down, leaving her intellect and ability to make decisions intact. She wanted

to end her life but – given her physical condition – needed her husband’s col-

laboration to do so. The United Kingdom authorities would not authorize the
assisted suicide.

The case was reviewed under the Right to Life, Article 2 of the Convention,

and on April 29, 2002, a unanimous judgment was handed down. The Court
stated: “Article 2 cannot, without a distortion of language, be interpreted as

conferring the diametrically opposite right, namely a right to self-determina-

tion in the sense of conferring on an individual the entitlement to choose death

back to table of contents

189 / 330

rather than life.” (para. 39). And it clearly expresses in para. 40: “The Court

considers that it is not possible to infer from Article 2 of the Convention a right
to die, either with the help of a third party or with the assistance of a public

authority”. And para. 55 of the ruling states: “Article 2 of the Convention in no

way provided the individual a right to require the State to allow or facilitate his
death.”

But….how was the Pretty Judgment circumvented? With the frivolous, pe-

ripheral method: resorting to Article 8, Right to Private Life, used as the “peripheral” human right, which will allow the Court to review assisted suicide
without having to go into the right to life that was so clearly interpreted in
the Pretty case.

3.2.2. A German citizen attempted to convince the health authorities of his

country to provide him with medication so that his wife, almost entirely paralyzed after an accident, could commit suicide. When the petition was denied
because medicines should serve to sustain or prolong life rather than end it,
Mr. Koch’s wife went to Switzerland, where she committed suicide with the
assistance of the Dignitas Association. The case has been presented before

the Court as a violation of his deceased wife’s right to private family life since

she was unable to exercise her right to die in dignity, and also because the applicant had been obligated to travel to Switzerland for the assisted suicide of

his wife. In September 2009, the Court handed down a judgment to the Ger-

man authorities concerning the suit, reviewed on the basis of Article 8 of the

Convention without ever formulating any questions regarding Article 2 of the
Convention.

3.2.3. Another case of assisted suicide was also tried by way of the periph-

eral method of reviewing human rights: Mr. Hass, a Swiss citizen, seriously

affected by bipolar disorder, requested assistance from the Dignitas Association, but without a doctor’s prescription, pharmacies refused to provide him
with the 15 grams of natrium pentobarbital that Dignitas would use. This
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complaint was reported to Swiss authorities in October, 2008 by asking one

question of the parties: “Does the impossibility had by the applicant to obtain

a doctor’s prescription to receive natrium pentobarbital to put an end to his life
constitute a violation of his right of respect for his private life pursuant to Article 8 of the Convention?” Nothing, absolutely nothing, about the right to life of
Article 2 of the Convention.

How can it be that, on the subject of assisted suicide, in just a few years the

European Court has gone from the clarity and forcefulness of the Pretty case
to the lightness – and to me, frivolity – it showed in these two lawsuits that
have been handed down? I think now is the time to consider the conse-

quences resulting from the frivolous use of Article 8 as a peripheral human
right, and to react accordingly.

3.3. Marriage
Article 12 of the Convention, the Right to Contract Marriage, establishes:

“From the age of puberty, a man and a woman have the right to marry and form
a family according to the national laws governing the exercise of this right.”

3.3.1. With respect to the last paragraph of this article, “according to the

national laws governing the exercise of this right”, recently, on December 8,

2009, the European Court declared that Spain had violated the Convention by
not granting a pension to a widowed gypsy woman who had contracted marriage exclusively under gypsy rites (Article 14, Non-Discrimination in conjunction with Article 1 of Protocol 1, Right to Property)

In September 2009, the case of Serife Yigit vs. Turkey was brought before the
Grand Chamber wherein the Court considered Turkish authorities’ refusal to

recognize a widow’s social rights stemming from the death of her companion
because they had contracted marriage solely under a religious ceremony officiated by an imam, and not under a civil ceremony as required by Turkish
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law. On January 20, 2009 the Second Section, reviewing the case exclusively under Article 8, Right to Private and Family Life (again, the “peripheral”

method) the Court ruled in a four to three judgment that here had been no

violation of said Article 8. Based on the aforementioned precedent, the Court
could amend the work done by Kemal Atartuk in Turkey.

3.3.2. With regard to same-sex unions, it is helpful to remember some recent
Court judgments:

a. Grand Chamber Judgment, E.B. vs. France, January 22, 2008.
By a margin of ten votes to seven, the Court ruled that France had violated

Article 14 of the Convention in conjunction with Article 8 for not having authorized a child adoption by a woman living in a same-sex union. The reasoning of the Court majority is very intriguing: in her situation, the case

should not be reviewed under the angle of right to adopt a child. (If it had
been done as such, the article to be reviewed would have been Article 12.)

The relevant point of the case was the alleged discrimination suffered by the
applicant due to the fact of her homosexuality since she was not authorized
to adopt.

b. Burdem and Burden vs. the United Kingdom, Grand Chamber
Judgment on April 29, 2008.
Due to having lived together on the same property for many years, two sis-

ters of advanced age sued to receive the same fiscal treatment as is granted

same-sex unions under the Civil Partnership Act of 2004. Under such act, the
inheritance tax to be paid by the sister who would survive the deceased sis-

ter would not obligate her to sell the house in order to be able to pay the high
cost of such taxes. The Court rejected the complaint on the grounds that a

Civil Partnership is equivalent to marriage and did not include other types of
unions or co-habitational relationships. This ruling was decided by fifteen
votes to two. In his dissenting opinion, Judge Zupancic concluded by sayback to table of contents
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ing: “If the state nevertheless does decide to extend the tax exemption to one
extra-marital group, it should employ at least a minimum of reasonableness

while deciding not to apply the benefit to other groups of people in relation-

ship of similar or close proximity. I believe making consanguinity an impediment, is simply arbitrary”.

c. Schalk and Kopf vs. Austria Judgment, June 24, 2010
This very recent judgment concerning a complaint filed by two Austrian men
due to the fact that they were unable to contract marriage in their coun-

try should be presented here. At first the case was examined from the viewpoint of Article 12, which concludes that Austria does not violate the Con-

vention for not authorizing same-sex marriage. But after citing Article 9 of
the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union in paragraph 61,

(“The right to marry and to found a family shall be guaranteed in accordance
with the national laws governing the exercise of these rights”), the Judgment

states: “Regard being had to Article 9 of the charter, therefore, the Court would

no longer consider that the right to marry in Article 12 must in all circumstances be limited to marriage between two persons of the opposite sex. Consequently, it cannot be said that Article 12 is inapplicable to the applicants’ complaint”.
The door is left open to interpret the wording of Article 12 in favor of samesex marriage.

But the case was also examined under Article 8 in conjunction with Article

14. Here, the Court stated that a same-sex couple, besides having the right to
private life, must also be considered as holding the right to family life (para.
95). Respecting the margin of appreciation by four votes against three, the
Court held that there was no violation of the two combined articles. In the
dissenting opinion, the minority argued that violation had not been prov-

en since Austrian authorities had offered a convincing explanation as to why

they had not extended to same-sex unions, the same rights and benefits associated with marriage.
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4. Conclusions
a. Times have changed. Persons attacking Christian values no longer do so
directly because they know that in a profound, frontal ideological struggle,
they will not win.

b. Today, attacks on Christianity are not outright, rather they are carried out

via the frivolity of “circling around” in order to avoid entering into the heart
of Christian values. By circumventing values and superficially attacking the

outer shell of an issue using the peripheral method, they achieve success with
the media, who broadcasts it as a defeat of Christian values. This is what is
occurring in the handling of certain lawsuits in the European Court of Hu-

man Rights with relation to right to life and to marriage. These complaints

are discredited by applying the use of the right to private life as a peripheral
right, as a frivolous application of the Convention.

c. Frivolity is also present in other European governing bodies. So, instead

of the Commission on Legal Questions and Human Rights of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe studying the subject of the consci-

entious objection of health professionals to participating in abortions – the

same as conscientious objection in military service was analyzed in 1967 and
1977 – now the Social, Health and Family Commission has written a report

entitled “Women’s Access to Lawful Medical Care: The Problem of Unregulated Use of Conscientious Objection” (Doc. 11757 Reference 3516, January 26,

2009). Under the pretense of helping women, this report sanctifies abortion
and euthanasia as rights, and negates conscientious objection to them. But

fortunately there was a fabulous and valiant reaction in Strasbourg, and this
report was rejected.

d. In the gospel, Jesus said that “the children of darkness are more astute

than the children of light”. Whenever those who want to destroy the values of
Christianity persist in their project but, in step with the frivolity that reigns
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in society today, they resort to circumventional methods of attack, we should:
1. Be aware of the frivolity of the new “circling” methods of attack.

2. React to such methods, loudly and clearly, by stating to the opposition that

“The King is naked”. We must look for and discover their trap and attempt to
be as audacious and astute as they are, without fear or hang-ups.
3. Be pro-active: Truth sets free. Take courage!
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Exiting a Dead End Road
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Dealing With Political Correctness
By Marguerite A. Peeters, Director of the Brussels-based Institute for
Intercultural Dialogue
The expression “politically correct” (PC) has, since the 1990s, generally been

used among conservatives to playfully denigrate undiscerning conformism to

the Zeitgeist, out of a mundane fear to displease or offend. Political correctness
is perceived as a sign of weakness and lack of character and has pejorative undertones. By contrast, political incorrectness would indicate creativity, moral

courage and rectitude. The expression “pensée unique” in French describes the
same phenomenon, though restricted to the domain of “thought”, while “political correctness” applies more broadly to language, attitudes, policies, lifestyles
as well as to thought.

Alignment of western majorities with the 1960s ethos
Beyond its ironic or satirical character, political correctness points to a real-

ity that must yet be seriously addressed: the phenomenon of the massive alignment of westerners, of both “left” and “right”, including many Christians, with
the worldview of the minority postmodern, post-Judeo-Christian intelligen-

tsia that has successfully led the western cultural revolution. This progressive

alignment, since the 1960s, ended up in the 1990s in an alleged new consensus
that is in practice treated as globally normative. One could therefore argue that
in the couple of last decades, political correctness as a western phenomenon

turned into the global phenomenon of a new normative ethic. This shift reveals
a move towards greater formality and ethical “authoritativeness” of the revo-

lutionary process and raises the question of what the next step in this process
might be.

In the 1980s it started becoming apparent that the new ethic had won the
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day in the West: both culture and politics were already siding with its set of values and priorities. Among the core PC values let us name inclusion (of minorities), free choice, equal opportunity, women’s rights, environmentalism, “compassion”, solidarity, accountability and transparency, bottom-up participation,
non-discrimination, minority rights, tolerance, “neutrality”, “global” values.

Chief among these values are those of freedom (“to choose”) on the one hand,

and equality on the other (of groups of people who are considered to be tradi-

tionally “discriminated against” such as women, children, blacks, handicapped,

indigenous, and minorities such as lesbians, gay, bisexual and transgender people…).

The new ethos deconstructs what is universally human
By contradistinction, concepts such as authority, truth, charity, sin, religious

liberty, good and evil, tradition, the family, virginity, complementarity, eternity,
law of nature, creation, motherhood, fatherhood, the spouse…, started getting

a negative connotation. In fact these words are by now purely and simply ab-

sent from the western political and cultural discourse. Their usage and the predominance they should have in any contract of society have become “politically
incorrect”, “against the current”. The new enforced orthodoxy associates many

of them to fundamentalism, radicalism, obscurantism, intolerance, discrimination – or to stereotypes to deconstruct.

Indeed what the new ethic sidelines is eloquent of what it seeks to decon-

struct: openness to transcendence, targeting especially the Judeo-Christian tra-

dition. The new ethic is secularist: exclusively immanent. It reinterprets universal human values and contemporary human aspirations according to secularist

parameters. It absolutizes freedom and equality in particular, dissociating them
from their natural connection to the law written in all human hearts. Freedom
tends in fact to become a process of “liberation” from that law and turns into
the right to do what one chooses, even if it is against what one’s conscience
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would recognize as true and good. Equality becomes a process of deconstruc-

tion of differences inscribed in reality. It has become a principle that is in prac-

tice primarily applied to minorities who make an abusive interpretation of freedom and claim “equal” rights as those who conform to reality and truth. Radi-

calization of freedom and equality did not happen overnight. It has been a long
historical process dating back to the French revolution.

The values of the postmodern ethic react against the abuses of modernity,

such as machismo, authoritarianism, colonialism, hard-heartedness, exclusion,
environmental neglect, inequality, but they are marred by a radical agenda.

They imposed themselves without encountering resistance and quietly became
culturally and politically mainstream.

The new ethic substitutes perennial values
Words that have become “politically incorrect” are substituted by PC notions:

the spouse by partners, the family by the family under all its forms, representa-

tion by participation, sovereignty by global governance, complementarity of the
sexes by gender equality, creation by “Mother Earth” or the Earth, for instance.
In other words, the new ethic is dynamic and seeks to occupy the space legiti-

mately belonging in society to the search for what is universally real, true and
good and open to divine revelation.

This substitution is due to the actual incompatibility of the two ethical sys-

tems. The new ethic considers any reference to the family (the traditional family made up of a husband, wife and children) as offensive for homosexual cou-

ples or reconstituted families. Drafting socioeconomic and educational policies
that would be good for the traditional family would be against the interests of
LGBT couples. Publicly addressing the post-abortion syndrome or the abor-

tive character of contraception would abuse women’s alleged “right to choose”.
Calling the practice of homosexuality a sin in the name of religious liberty and
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the freedom of speech violates people’s right to choose their sexual orienta-

tion. Evoking the socioeconomic cost of divorce goes against the logic of human

rights. Defending parental rights to educate their children contradicts children’s
rights to their “own opinions”.

From western political correctness to a global ethic
The cold war ended when the western cultural revolution had reached a crit-

ical maturity point. The globalization of the postmodern ethic then started.

The conference process of the United Nations that took place between 1990

and 1996 was instrumental in this globalization. The purpose of the UN was

to build a “new global consensus” on the norms, values and priorities of inter-

national cooperation for the 21st century. The UN wanted to provide an ethical

framework to economic globalization which was gaining unprecedented momentum at the end of the 1980s.

A series of “new paradigms”, expressed by means of a new global language

were then adopted and integrated into the alleged “consensus”. Let us give a

few examples1: good governance, sustainable development, consensus-building,
quality of life, reproductive health, peer education, gender equality, reproduc-

tive and sexual rights, ownership, internalization, right to choose, universal access to choice, informed choice, children’s rights, women’s empowerment, par-

ticipatory democracy, civil society organizations, non-state actors, partnerships,

principle of non-discrimination, realization of one’s potential, capacity-building,
zero growth, celebration of cultural diversity, sexual diversity, “retreat”, well-being for all, deconstruction, bodily integrity, best practices, values clarification,

global problems, inclusion, public-private partnerships, culturally sensitive ap-

proaches2… Ever since their adoption at the UN conferences, global governance

has treated these new paradigms as global norms – the norms of the new ethic,
of what people must think and act upon, of what is PC.
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What we can call the phenomenon of the new global language – a global PC

language - is a historical fact. Its “construction” by the western postmodern intelligentsia which conducted the West from modernity to postmodernity dates
back to the 1960s and took place over the three decades preceding the fall of

the Berlin wall. These western or westernized “experts”, stemming from a postJudeo-Christian secular or even secularist background, had from the onset an
internationalist or globalist outlook. Since the 1960s they have forged opera-

tional partnerships with the specialized bodies of international organizations.

They found themselves at the rudder of global governance in 1990. This is how
one can explain the easiness with which their paradigms imposed themselves
at the time the new global consensus was being built. Western governments

were coming out of the cold war and were still reasoning according to the old

mindset; they lacked a vision for the new era that was then beginning. By contrast, the ideologues did have a vision and grabbed their opportunity, filling

the leadership vacuum left by governments3. They transformed western politi-

cal correctness into “political correctness” at the global level. The global norms
in turn reinforced the compelling character of the new ethic in the West itself.
They have, in a way, substituted the notion of “political correctness”, which in
fact already tends to be on the wane.

A horizontal phenomenon
The horizontal imposition of the new PC language took place at thunder light

speed – in a few years only, roughly between the end of the conference process
in 1996 and the year 2000. Henceforth, this language is no longer that of a mi-

nority of experts: it is already that of our children and teenagers, of their school

manuals, of teachers and professors at all levels of education, everywhere in the
world. The new language is being used in the healthcare centers of the remotest Congolese, Peruvian and Indian villages, on the publicity panels of metro-

politan cities, in the annual reports or conduct codes of multinational corporaback to table of contents
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tions, in the media, movies, radio programs, the policies of NGOs…

The new language no longer is that of the western “left” from which it draws

its origin: it already belongs, since the end of the 1990s, to the political plat-

forms of all parties, not only in the West, but in the rest of the world as well.

It is no longer the preserve of the UN: local authorities, all governments and

their ministries, regional organizations such as the European Union or the Af-

rican Union “own” it. It is no longer reserved to the political domain: it already
penetrated cultures.

It no longer is exclusive to the secular realm: it is already present in the hom-

ilies of imams and pastors and in the teachings of rabbis, thereby contribut-

ing to secularize them from within. We know it: it no longer is external to the

Church. It is undeniable, however, that the new language comes from elsewhere:
not from the Church, not from divine revelation.

It can therefore be affirmed that the global spread of the new language has

been a smashing success: horizontally, the cultural revolution is indeed already
accomplished.

A vertical phenomenon
The vertical imposition of the new language is a more complex phenomenon.

It implies that the institutions and individuals who already use the language

consciously internalize and own the ethic it is supposed to express and commit
themselves to implement it. It is only when that ownership process is launched

that cultures transform themselves sustainably (if not irreversibly) from within.
In the West, the new ethic already imbibes the fabric of societies, because the

majority of those who exercise their influence in society and politics adhere to it.
The ownership process is not self-evident. The content of the new ethic is

ambivalent. When it displays its radicalism, it may provoke resistance and opback to table of contents
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position on the part of cultures and religions.

Ambivalent, the new global language is however seducing. It hijacks the uni-

versal aspirations of humanity, especially in favor of the promotion of women
and the enhancement of their living conditions (“gender equality”, “women’s

rights”, “autonomy”…), the self-determination of peoples (“ownership”), a greater respect for the environment than under modernity (“sustainable develop-

ment”), an equal North-South treatment (“partnerships”), a greater respect for

non-western cultures (“culturally sensitive approaches”), a greater political participation (“participatory democracy”)… The new ethic seems to respond to

these aspirations. However, a subtle but vital line separates it from cultures and
traditions, as well as from the social doctrine of the Church.

Driven by a powerful dynamic, the new language tends to draw those who

use it in the logic of its ethic, which imperceptibly leads them to progressively

abandon their own values. The passive use of the new language, out of cultural

conformism or under the pressure of political or cultural constraints that would
appear inexorable, also commits. It makes one enter a framework whose objectives are defined by others. Once entered the framework, one is led where one
would not want to go.

The process of cultural transformation takes time. Vertically, the global cul-

tural revolution is still on-going.

Stakes of the new language: a few examples
The new language expresses a postmodern ethic succeeding, as the word sug-

gests, that which has governed western modernity for centuries. We live in a

world of coexistence of the old and the new, of modernity and postmodernity.

The latter destabilizes and deconstructs (two key-verbs of its vocabulary) modernity as well as the Judeo-Christian tradition. But the greatest majority, ev-

erywhere in the world, does not discern the stakes of the current coexistence of
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government and governance, national democratization and global governance,

representation and participation, education and sensitization, universal values
and global ethic, for instance.

A laborious discernment work remains to be done for each individual new

paradigm. Each one of them present specific challenges: serious dangers (often
not perceived) and also perhaps opportunities for Christians. The main danger
of the new ethic, common to all paradigms, is to trap believers in a purely immanent perspective – a perspective closed to transcendence and therefore intolerant and radical.

Let us give a few examples.

1. “Sensitization” or “awareness-raising” are common practices today. Have

we reflected on the differences between education and sensitization? Public

opinion today is educated by awareness-raising campaigns led by the media,
for instance, about environmental issues or AIDS prevention. Public opinion

tends to passively absorb the views of the “experts” of global governance and

to align itself on the position of “those who know” and claim to have the technical skills to determine the course policies must take. True education en-

courages each individual to use his or her liberty, reason and conscience in

order to seek what is true and good and to commit oneself according to the
criteria of love and truth. Current awareness-raising campaigns bypass this

personal discernment process: they oblige people to identify themselves with
the Diktat of the experts. They incapacitate individual reason and conscience
– a subtle form of dictatorship.

2. Non-discrimination is an absolute principle of the new ethic: absolute, be-

cause mandatory and in theory applicable to all – but in practice, mainly and
as a matter of priority to minorities such as LGBTs or feminist lobbies. The

absolutization of non-discrimination stifles the Christian message, which is to
love each person, including our enemies – not “not to discriminate”.
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3. Sustainable development is not only a political concept but a new eth-

ic positioning itself above religions which, through their insistence on the

“there beyond”, would influence too many men and women not to preoccupy
themselves with the “here below” and with the degradation of our “MotherEarth”. Instead of being open to transcendence, it withdraws in, and absolu-

tizes immanence. By allowing ourselves to be seduced by the ethic of sustainability, do we not run the risk of forgetting that we are not made to “sustain
ourselves” (a pessimistic, survival perspective) but for eternal life? Besides,

sustainable development raises many other issues, among which the priority
it gives to “gender equality” and “reproductive health”.

4. Isn’t the concept of quality of life for all seducing? To determine, however,

that such a standard of living has quality and that such other standard does

not have any quality amounts to posit oneself as arbiter of the conditions according to which life is worth living – hence the abortion of sick or handi-

capped children, the euthanasia of persons at the end of their life, the scorn
for old and weak people.

5. “Reproductive health”, the paradigm adopted at the 1994 Cairo confer-

ence on population, entails, inter alia, universal access to the whole range of

contraceptive methods, access to “safe” abortion and to sterilization, provided it is voluntary, in vitro fertilization, “sexual freedom” (multiple partners,
absence of commitment). Let us underline that by “universal”, the UN and

its partners mean “for all”, whatever one’s marital status, state of physical or
mental health, “sexual orientation” and, for young people, “without parental
knowledge and consent”.

6. Gender equality is inclusive of reproductive health. Transversal priority of

international cooperation, gender equality aggressively imposed itself globally in spite of the fact that it rests on the principle that the maternal, nupback to table of contents
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tial and educational vocation of the woman, male and female anthropological
complementarity, heterosexuality and even the male and female body are social constructs - stereotypes to deconstruct by way of culture, education and

laws so as to “free” the woman from all forms of “discrimination”, make her in
everything “equal” to man, promote her “empowerment” and her autonomy

and allow each individual to enjoy his or her right to choose one’s social function and “sexual orientation”.

What can we do?
Political correctness is a consequence of the passivity the “majority”, whose

non-involvement in directing cultural change at a time when it was historically

needed (between the 1960s and the 1990s) left a political vacuum quickly filled
by ideological minorities ready to grab power. In fact, the latter’s success in so

doing is historically unprecedented: have they not managed, de facto, to impose

their worldview globally - through international organizations, the new language and its ethic?

The passivity of the majority may be a more challenging obstacle to overcome

than the power-grab of ideological minorities. Such minorities would not wield

so much power, were majorities alert and proactive. But, one wonders, is it still
possible to engage in politics and get involved now that we are facing a “sys-

tem” that appears one-sided, secularist and is often intolerant? What is the way
out of this situation? There is no ready-made answer to the question, no easy

fix to the crisis. The issues we are confronted with are complex. Following are a
few steps that appear indispensable to take on the way of discernment, back to
the exercise of our responsibility.

1. Overcome ignorance. Like French aristocrats at the time of the revolution,

who were discussing the state of affairs while drinking tea in their castles

until they were sentenced to the guillotine, the majority of Christians in the
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West have watched the cultural revolution from a distance. Their ignorance of
the history, content, strategies and operational mechanisms of the revolution
is abyssal. This ignorance must be overcome if they are to identify the rootcauses of the West’s state of decadence.

2. Discern. Not everything is black and white in the new ethic. In its radi-

cal aspects, the revolution hijacked the changes that had to happen and that
people aspired to, such as greater responsibility towards the environment,

greater respect for the equal dignity of women, a more genuine participation

of the grass-roots in political decision-making, and, more importantly, the aspiration to love, to a society where love would reintroduced, to a society that
would no longer be governed by the “power-reason coalition” as it had been
in the modern age. This discernment is critical if one is to elaborate an appropriate response to the challenges of the new global culture. A reaction-

ary approach, that would throw away the baby with the bath water, would be
wrong and counterproductive.

3. Disentangle Christians from the new ethic. Many Christians, misinterpret-

ing the invitation of Vatican II to dialogue, allowed themselves to be seduced
by the values of the revolution and governed by the logic of a purely secular

ethic. They conform to the PC ethos, using the new global language, mistaking
the new paradigms for the social doctrine of the Church. Knowingly or not,

they work against themselves when they fail to discern. There is work to do
from within the Church.

4. Identify the cracks in the system. Social engineers built the Babel Tower

on sand. There are already cracks in the edifice. The flagrant contradictions

of the current enforced orthodoxy appear ever more clearly when looked at
against the light of reality and truth. How long will people be able to keep

their eyes closed to the reality of the bitter anthropological, cultural, political
and economic consequences of the revolution – to silence, for instance, the

suffering of the post-abortion syndrome, the social cost of divorce, the drastic
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socioeconomic consequences of Europe’s demographic winter?

5. Be not afraid. Even if marred by its inner contradictions, incoherent and

therefore unsustainable, the cultural revolution, political correctness, the new
ethic do have a hard, intransigent character. They have teeth. To go against

the tide, to take the narrow path, to stand for what is true and good, to love,
courage is needed.

(This article draws from previous publications by the author. Please consult
our website www.dialoguedynamics.com for more analytical information
about the topics addressed in this paper.)

1
2
3

I n fact, there exist hundreds of expressions belonging to the new language. See our
website www.dialoguedynamics.com.
We note that the Holy Father, in his social encyclical Caritas in Veritate, does not
use the new, UN language. He speaks for instance of integral human development in
the stead of sustainable development.
The vision of a minority of western postmodern and secular experts became the
object of an alleged “global consensus”. If democracy is government by the people
for the people, the new consensus is not the product of a democratic process, but
rather of what used to be called in 18th century France “enlightened despotism”:
government by those who are “enlightened” by the “light” of a secular reason. Such
a form of government entails many dangers. It is geared towards gnosis, transforms
the majority of citizens into zombies that are manipulated by “those who have the
knowledge”.
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Towards a Better Understanding of
Freedom of Speech
By Mats Tunehag, Swedish journalist, lecturer and blogger

1. TRENDS AND PITFALLS
Should the press be prohibited from publishing cartoons that may be offen-

sive to Muslims? Should shop keepers refrain from saying “Merry Christmas”?
Is it hate speech to express that practiced homosexuality is a sin according to

the Bible? Is there a shift from freedom of expression towards a freedom from
hearing or seeing things we don’t like? If so, democracy is in danger.

In October 2007 an advertisement in the Stockholm underground caused a

national debate. The advertisement, sponsored by the Swedish Evangelical Al-

liance, promoted keeping the legal definition of marriage as being between one
man and one woman. The ad simply said: “mum, dad, kids”. Prominent politi-

cians called for a ban of such messages. They argued that the ad could be per-

ceived as offensive to people who are single, divorced or gay. Some even labeled
it “hate speech”.

The Mohammed cartoons published in the newspaper Jyllandsposten in Den-

mark clearly show that freedom of speech is an issue with global ramifications.
Throughout the world Muslims started riots, imams issued fatwas, and there

were boycotts and international diplomatic hard talk. There were demands, ex-

plicit and implicit, that freedom of speech / press should be restricted.

Pastor Daniel Scot had to flee Pakistan because he was accused of blasphem-

ing Islam, but ended up being charged with offending Muslims and Islam in

democratic “Christian” Australia. There he made a comparative analysis of Islam and Christianity in a seminar in a church. For this Pastor Scot faced fines
and jail time for refusing to publicly recant his religious stance. His case was
back to table of contents

209 / 330

processed in the Australian court systems for over five years. Eventually, in late
June 2007, the Muslim Council in Victoria, Australia agreed to drop the charges

against Pastor Scot. Three Australian states have laws which, in the name of tolerance, do not tolerate criticism –even perceived criticism - of Islam.

There are an increasing number of cases related to freedom of speech, cases

which are being discussed in media and / or tried in courts of law. There are

also legislative changes with more countries introducing or changing so called
hate speech laws – further restricting the right to free speech.

In a globalised world, where laws are increasingly internationalized, we need

to better understand various trends and pitfalls which may impact us all.

2. THE IMPORTANCE OF FREEDOM OF SPEECH
Freedom of speech is foundational and essential for other freedoms and

rights. Without it we have neither freedom of the press, nor any rights to open
political debate, nor freedom to manifest religious beliefs, nor freedom of ex-

pression in art and music, et cetera.

While advocating freedom of speech, one must recognize the need for limi-

tations. Absolute general freedom is anarchy; absolute freedom of speech can
have undesirable consequences. Freedoms and rights need to be defined and

operate within a particular framework, which is related to both ethical and legal systems.

There are some common legal limitations to freedom of speech. You cannot

instigate imminent violence nor convey state or military secrets and plead that
you are exercising freedom of speech. There are also some limitations related
to libel and slander against individuals.

The right and freedom to express one’s views and opinions in writing,

speech, and art inevitably means that others may differ or even take offense.

But that is the nature of freedom of speech. One cannot guarantee that no-one
will ever be offended by a message, political, religious, or otherwise. One may
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say that Mohammed is the last prophet, another may disagree. Some will assert
that Jesus is God and others may find that stupid or even offensive. Some may

argue for homosexual marriages and others for limited abortion rights. But all

these things are foundational for a functional democracy, which is based on individuals’ right to express and convey various and differing opinions.

Freedom of speech puts the emphasis on the speaker and what is said; the

right to say basically anything, even things that are not true (for instance, that
the earth is flat).

A worrying trend is the shift toward the hearer and to what is being heard or

how things are perceived, including the possibility that an individual or group

may feel hurt or offended by what has been expressed. This is a move from the
objective (what was expressed) to the subjective (how was it received, perceived). This is contrary to fundamental Rule of Law principles.

One can see this tendency in both media and in legislation in many parts of

the world, often relating to Muslims and those engaging in homosexual conduct.

3. CASES OF CONCERN
Glasgow, 2006: A Member of the Scottish Parliament asked Strathclyde Police

to investigate remarks made by the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Glasgow. The
Archbishop had defended the institution of marriage and criticized civil partnerships in a church service.

In November 2003 the Bishop of Chester, the Rt. Rev. Dr. Peter Forster, was

investigated by Cheshire Constabulary after he told his local newspaper that

some homosexuals re-orientated to heterosexuality with the help of therapy.

In 2002, Dutch politician Pim Fortuyn was assassinated for his views on Is-

lam and Muslim immigration.

In 2004, Dutch film maker Theo van Gogh was stabbed to death for producing

a movie that criticized Islam.

In 2006, former Dutch lawmaker Ayaan Hirsi Ali was forced to flee the coun-

try after criticizing the mistreatment of women in Islamic societies.
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In Italy, the journalist and author Oriana Fallaci was taken to court for writ-

ing that Islam “brings hate instead of love and slavery instead of freedom.”

In France, novelist Michel Houellebecq was taken to court for calling Islam

“the stupidest religion.” He was acquitted in October 2002.

In Nottingham (Britain), the Greenwood Primary School cancelled a Christ-

mas nativity play because it interfered with the Muslim festival of Eid al-Adha.
In Scarborough, the Yorkshire Coast College removed the words Christmas

and Easter from their calendar so as not to offend Muslims.

In Glasgow, a Christian radio show host was fired after a debate between a

Muslim and a Christian on whether Jesus is “the way, the truth and the life.”

In East London, the Tower Hamlets town council renamed a staff Christmas

party a “festive meal” so as not to offend Muslims.

In the spring of 2010 a middle-aged preacher in Wokington, Cumbria in Eng-

land was recently arrested for having “caused distress” among listeners. He had
stated that according to the Bible drunkenness and homosexuality are wrong.

In 2010 both Swedish and American television did not dare to broadcast an

episode of South Park where there are references to Islam, arguing that it was
dangerous - one might be threatened or killed.

Also in 2010 a group in Miami, Florida had ads on buses promoting religious

freedom and offering to help those who wish to leave Islam. The bus company
quickly took them down because they did not want to “violate Islam”.

Christian hotel owners in Liverpool were arrested and prosecuted for ex-

pressing an opinion about Islam in a conversation about religion. Although they
eventually were acquitted, the case was an economic disaster for the couple
who were forced to sell the hotel.

55% of the Muslims in Denmark think criticizing religion should be forbidden

and 64% support curtailing freedom of speech.
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4. DANGEROUS SHIFTS
The above examples indicate dangerous shifts when it comes to freedom of
speech. Put briefly:

from freedom of speech to freedom from hearing
from speaker to hearer

from “instigating violence” to “I was offended or hurt”
from objective to subjective criterias / laws

The emphasis is now on the hearer, not the speaker. It is a move from the ob-

jective (what was expressed) to the subjective (how was it received, perceived).
A common limitation of freedom of speech used to be instigating violence and
threats, now certain groups mustn’t feel hurt or offended.

It needs to be stated again: Free speech is absolutely essential since other

democratic freedoms hinge upon free speech (such as religious freedom, freedom of press, free political debate). Restrictions on free speech are attacks on
the very foundation of democracy.

The losers will in the end be everyone, including Muslims and people engag-

ing in homosexual practice. It is of no virtue to intentionally offend others, but
we must distinguish between etiquette and law, what are good manners and
what is accommodated by free speech.

Another example of a worrying and dangerous shift: The Islamic Conference,

consisting of 57 Muslim countries, proposed a resolution that was passed by

the UN Human Rights Council in March 2007 in Geneva relating to the Mohammed cartoons.

The resolution talks about vilification and defamation, but is quite different

from libel and slander legislation in Rule of Law societies. There are several

major flaws in the resolution. Firstly, it refers primarily to Islam and Muslims.

Secondly, it makes freedom of speech content based. Thirdly, it is a major par-

adigm shift from individual freedoms and rights to protection of a group and
their supposed “right” to not be offended. Fourthly, it presupposes that truth
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about religious issues can and should be established in courts of law. (cf. Inquisition)

“This resolution poses a dire threat to the rights of individuals – both Mus-

lims and non-Muslims alike - to discover and live out their religious beliefs
without fear of prosecution. It is imperative that the international commu-

nity rise up to oppose the UN’s endorsement of anti-blasphemy laws, and expose these resolutions for what they really are: legal justifications for under-

mining the freedoms of religion and expression, and institutionalized intoler-

ance against religious minorities.” (Tina Ramirez, Congressional Fellow for Rep.
Trent Franks, USA)

5. FOUR TRENDS
The above examples and shifts point towards four trends. They are all very

serious threats to freedom of expression – a cornerstone of democracy and human rights.

First, the so-called hate speech laws. They violate a fundamental rule of law:

laws must be objective and predictable. Freedom of speech laws should be

about what is said, not how it is perceived. These laws go from the objective to
the subjective, from the predictable to the unpredictable.

Secondly, we see increasing harassment by police, employers and surround-

ing communities. In October 2009 a grandmother in the UK, Pauline Howe, was
investigated by police for ‘homophobic hatred’ after objecting to a ‘gay pride’
parade in her home town of Norwich.

In 2005 pensioners Joe and Helen Roberts, also in the UK, were interrogated

by police because they had expressed opposition to their local council spending
public money on ‘gay rights’ projects.

The Church has for 2000 years taught that sex outside the marriage of one

man and one woman is a sin. But in the summer of 2010 Intereconomia, a media group in Spain, was targeted with a fine of 100 000 Euros for its broadcast
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of television ads that promote the traditional family. It was deemed as hateful
against homosexuals. (See also case # 2 in appendix)

Thirdly, the increasing number of threats. We have already mentioned threats

against Ayaan Hirsi and the death threats and assassination attempts of the
Danish cartoonists.

In May 2010 the Swedish artist Lars Vilks was attacked at the University of

Uppsala in Sweden when he gave a lecture on freedom of expression, which included showing some pictures of Mohammed. He was physically attacked by
Muslims chanting “Allahu akbar”.

Freedom of expression is designed to protect views and expressions that can

provoke and shock. Freedom of speech also includes the right to question Lars

Vilks and what he does. He has the legal right to do what he does and the state
must uphold his right to freedom of expression. But in a civilized society and

daily human interactions we would strive for good manners and to avoid intentionally causing anger. It feels a bit childish and immature to have as a primary
goal to provoke and offend. But it is the smaller problem.

The attack on and threats against Vilks is just one of a growing number of ex-

amples of similar incidents which are threatening and harming democracy. That
is the major problem.

Fourth, increasing self-censorship. Freedom of speech must be used – other-

wise it dies. But more and more news desks, politicians and ordinary citizens

are censoring themselves. This has reduced freedom of speech even though no
laws may have been changed. The Swedish and American television networks
that censored themselves regarding South Park and Islam are case in point.

6. ONE COMPLICATION
The term ‘Human Rights’ is used by many. But it doesn’t necessarily follow

that the users of the term mean the same thing. This is important to note as

we discuss freedom of speech and religion. There are two major global entities
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with their respective declarations on human rights: The United Nations (UN)
and the Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC).

United Nations was founded after the 2nd World War. The UN declaration on

human rights is based on Judeo-Christian ethics and was established in 1948.

OIC was founded in 1969, has 57 member states and represents every fifth person on the globe. Its members produce the bulk of the world’s oil and gas. OIC
has developed and adopted its own declaration on human rights, partly in op-

position the UN version, stating that Islamic human rights are different. These

Muslim countries have signed up to the UN declaration but pay little attention

to it in practice, and adhere rather to the Islamic version, called the Cairo Declaration.

The Cairo Declaration states that all 57 Muslim countries should abide by the

declaration. But it further clarifies that the declaration applies to the “ummah”,
i.e. all Muslims all over the world, even in non-Muslim countries. This is note-

worthy and remarkable. It is the norm of international treaties and conventions
that nations sign up and commit themselves to abide by them. But the Cairo

Declaration indirectly nullifies national borders and laws by asserting that the
Sharia based interpretation of human rights applies to all Muslims regardless

of citizenship and country of residence. That means that Islamic laws (and the
Cairo Declaration) supersede national laws, in every case and in every place.

The declaration states again and again - in the preamble, in various articles

and in the conclusion – that everything is subject to Sharia and should be interpreted in light of the Koran and Islamic law. Thus it may mention freedom and
rights, but they are restricted according to the Koran and Islamic law.

Article 10 in the Cairo Declaration deals with religious freedom and asserts

that there mustn’t be any compulsion in religion – but of course subject to Sha-

ria. It is a well known fact that those who leave Islam are at risk and quite a few
are punished, even by death. Article 18 in the UN Declaration deals with reli-

gious freedom and has three main components: The right to have, express and

change your faith. But in countries where Islam has a major influence there are
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definite limitations regarding expressing your beliefs and changing your reli-

gion; the latter especially for Muslims. In general Christians are allowed to convert to Islam, but it is illegal and dangerous for a Muslim to leave Islam.

This is what the Cairo Declaration says about freedom of speech: “Every-

one shall have the right to express his opinion freely in such manner as would
not be contrary to the principles of the Shariah. Everyone shall have the right

to advocate what is right, and propagate what is good, and warn against what

is wrong and evil according to the norms of Islamic Shariah.” Thus freedom of
speech is interpreted and limited by Sharia.

Many surveys measuring various freedoms shows – again and again – that

citizens in Muslim countries suffer oppression. They lack basic human rights

and freedoms when it comes to politics, media, religion, gender equality, and

so forth. One may speak of human rights, but Islamic versions of the same lead
to the opposite, as a result of the supremacy of Sharia law in Muslim faith and

practice globally. This also includes freedom of speech and religion. Not every-

thing called a human right is necessarily a true human right; same term - different content.

7. THREE NECESSITIES
For freedom of religion, freedom of assembly and freedom of expression to

work there must be at least three things in place. First there must just laws and
good law enforcement. Secondly, the State and authorities must have the intention and the power to ensure that these rights and freedoms can be exercised.
But thirdly, it also requires that there is an acceptance of these freedoms and

rights among ordinary people, by different groups in society, otherwise these
rights and freedoms may be undermined.

This includes allowing people to believe and express things you don’t like as

well as accepting their right to assemble. (A Supreme Court ruling in the USA
on June 28, 2010 opposes these rights. See case # 1 in appendix)
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Alberth Mohler writes about the “hate speech” concept in the article The Cul-

ture of Offendedness?. He rightly points out that you cannot have a free and

democratic society and at the same time have guarantees that no-one should
ever be offended by other people’s expressed opinions.

“The very idea of civil society assumes the very real possibility that individu-

als may at any time be offended by another member of the community. Civiliza-

tion thrives when individuals and groups seek to minimize unnecessary offendedness, while recognizing that some degree of real or perceived offendedness

is the cost the society must pay for the right to enjoy the free exchange of ideas
and the freedom to speak one’s mind.”

On Valentine’s Day in 1989, the Iranian Ayatollah Khomeini issued a death

sentence against Salman Rushdie, accusing him of blasphemy against Islam in
his book “The Satanic Verses”. Khomeini called on Muslims worldwide to exe-

cute the death sentence. Rushdie had to go underground. Thus he knows better
than most the importance of freedom of speech and the threats against it. Mr.
Rushdie’s observations are critical:

“The idea that any kind of free society can be constructed in which people

will never be offended or insulted is absurd. So too is the notion that people

should have the right to call on the law to defend them against being offended
or insulted. A fundamental decision needs to be made: do we want to live in a
free society or not?

Democracy is not a tea party where people sit around making polite conver-

sation. In democracies people get extremely upset with each other. They argue

vehemently against each other’s positions. People have the fundamental right to
take an argument to the point where somebody is offended by what they say. It
is no trick to support the free speech of somebody you agree with or to whose
opinion you are indifferent. The defense of free speech begins at the point

where people say something you can’t stand. If you can’t defend their right to
say it, then you don’t believe in free speech.”

A state needs good laws protecting freedom of speech. Media and law enback to table of contents
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forcement must not harass those who express unpopular views. But it is equal-

ly important that each and every one of us, as individual and in groups, learn to
accept others’ rights to express views we don’t like. We need to create a society
where even detested opinions can be heard. A democratic society must not accept any demands of freedom from hearing.

8. CONCLUDING REMARKS
Freedom of speech is about making room for opinions which may make us

uncomfortable. It is for the politically incorrect, for minority views, for the odd,
and also for the ordinary. This is the basis for political debate and activity.

You cannot have freedom and still have guarantees that no one should feel of-

fended or hurt. However, it is guaranteed that if freedom of expression is curtailed then democracy is endangered.

Freedom of Speech is also important as we fight against dictatorships. As Mr.

Sam Ericson, president and founder of Advocates International, notes: “There
is no greater threat to any dictator – political, social, or theocratic – than the

freedom of expression. Speaking truth to power is always a threat to those who

want a monopoly in the marketplace of ideas. Access to truth has brought down
dictators throughout history.”

Democracy, human rights and freedom are not destinations you arrive at. We

mustn’t take freedom of speech for granted – it can be lost.

“Freedom is never more than one generation away from extinction. We didn’t

pass it to our children in the bloodstream. It must be fought for, protected, and
handed on for them to do the same, or one day we will spend our sunset years
telling our children and our children’s children what it was once like in the
United States where men were free.” (President Ronald Reagan)

The attacks on freedom of speech in Europe and beyond are worrying. We

need to fight against hate speech laws, harassments, threats and self censor-

ship. We need to stand up for everyone’s right to express opinions in print,
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words and images.

There are no winners – only losers – if our societies continue down the road

of “freedom from hearing”.

Freedom of speech is the very hub of the wheel of democracy and human

rights. Don’t tamper with it.

Appendix
(From my blog: www.varldenidag.se/blogg_matstunehag)

Case 1

Let freedom ring - but not in the USA?

The freedoms of expression, association and religion took a real blow on June
28, 2010 in a Supreme Court ruling in the United States. This is a significant
case in itself. But is also yet another example of the slippery slope on which
many Western democracies are on regarding these fundamental freedoms.
Advocates International, a global network of Christian lawyers in over 100

countries, filed a brief in this case. The Founder & CEO, Sam Ericsson, writes
about the case and its implications in the USA and beyond. Excerpts:

“In 2004, a group of seven Christian law students at the University of California/Hastings Law School campus wanted to affiliate with the national Christian Legal Society, CLS, network of lawyers and students. The CLS Statement

of Faith for leaders and members states that Scripture is “the inspired Word

of God.” One tenet is the belief that sexual activity should not occur outside of
marriage between a man and a woman.

Thus, CLS excludes from leadership and membership anyone who does not
live up to this standard including adulterers, fornicators, pedophiles and

those who engage in homosexual conduct. Hastings rejected the CLS Law Stu-

dent group application for a “Registered Student Organization” (RSO) because
the national CLS Statement of Faith allegedly violated Hastings’ Nondiscrimination Policy by excluding students based on religious belief and sexual oriback to table of contents
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entation. CLS sued alleging violation of its First Amendment rights to freedom of speech, association and religion.

At the deposition of the Law School dean in 2005, she testified that Hast-

ings has had a long-standing policy requiring all RSOs to “accept-all-comers,”
meaning that none of the 60 student groups could exclude any student for
any reason from being a leader or member.

But this “all comers” policy had never been heard of in the history of the

school until the dean made the revelation at her deposition. Under the “all

comers” policy, Jewish student groups could not exclude non-Jews, including
anti-Semites. Likewise, Muslims must accept non-Muslims. CLS discovered

that several RSO groups had not complied with the “all comers” policy. For

example, the Hispanic “La Raza” group required members to be Hispanic. CLS
is the only group denied recognition since Hastings’ founding in 1878!

The District Court ruled that the “all comers” policy was reasonable! The

Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the lower court in an opinion that was

two sentences long! In her majority opinion, Supreme Court Justice Ginsburg
focused her attention approvingly on the “all comers” policy. She noted that

the CLS group could still meet but would not have access to benefits such as
the school communication network to let all 2,000 Hastings students know

when and where the CLS held its meetings. But there is still hope. The Court
sent the case back down to determine whether there had been other viola-

tions of the “all comers” policy that had been overlooked by the school and
whether CLS was treated unfairly.

In a brilliant 37-page dissent by Justice Alito, joined by Chief Justice Roberts,
Justices Scalia and Thomas, he took the majority apart point-by-point. Ac-

cording to Alito, the majority’s decision means that ‘no freedom for expres-

sion that offends prevailing standards of political correctness [is allowed] in
our country’s institutions of higher learning.’ He concludes, ‘I do not think it
is an exaggeration to say that today’s decision is a serious setback for freedom of expression in this country … I can only hope that this decision will
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turn out to be an aberration.’

Justice was driven back and truth stumbled on June 28th.”
Case 2

Religion professor fired for teaching religion

Yet another example of political correctness going overboard and how the

flawed hate speech concept is undermining freedom of speech: A university

professor in Illinois, USA was fired when he simply taught Catholic beliefs in
a class about Catholic beliefs. It was deemed hate speech. Here’s the story:

For nine years Kenneth Howell has been an adjunct lecturer at the University
of Illinois in its Department of Religion. One of the courses he has taught for
the school is “Introduction to Catholicism.”

As part of this course, Howell discusses natural law theory and its applica-

tion to social issues. In preparation for an exam, Howell emailed his students

a lengthy discussion of the theories of utilitarianism and natural law and how
they would apply in judging the morality of homosexual acts.

Here’s a small portion of that e-mail: “Natural Moral Law says that Morality
must be a response to REALITY. In other words, sexual acts are only appropriate for people who are complementary, not the same.”

Professor Howell is not breaking news here. He’s simply explaining the theo-

ry of natural law and how it is used in Roman Catholic teaching regarding homosexual acts. It’s what he’s paid to do.

Or was paid to do. The University of Illinois Department of Religion has de-

cided it will no longer use his services. Why? A student complained that Howell was engaging in “hate speech.”
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Towards a Correct Understanding
of Freedom and Tolerance
By Rocco Buttiglione, professor, philosopher, and Italian Christian Democrat
politician
What is freedom? At a first sight the word freedom seems to indicate a space

void of any external intromission. The etym dom, that we meet in other words
like king-dom or the latin domus means a space determined by a border. The
word free characterizes the absence of an intromission. We can also find the

etym dom in the latin word dominus, the lord. The space in which all external

intromissions are excluded is the space where the dominus, the lord, exercises
his will.

The phenomenon of freedom seems then to imply on the one hand the ab-

sence of coercion, the absence of a foreign will. On the other hand we define

freedom in relation to an interior will. An animal is free when it can roam without the restraint of a chain according to the interior impulse of his instincts

that exercise in it the function of the will. Shall we say of a human being that

he or she is free in the same sense? In the case of man the issue is a bit more

complicated. We are inhabited by many impulses and drives and instincts. We

possess as personal beings, nevertheless, a specific capacity that is called will in
the proper sense of the word. It is a sense different from that we use when we

say that a dog is free. A dog is free when it is not enchained. We all know, how-

ever, that we can control a dog also without a chain. We can train the dog making use of its instinctual drives so that it responds to our will even better than

if it were at the chain. We can manipulate a dog. Is a manipulated dog still free?
Here we usually do not make a distinction between a free dog and an unfree

dog. We rather make a distinction between a domesticated dog and a wild or feral dog. We think it corresponds to the nature of a dog to be domesticated and
therefore a domesticated dog is, in one sense, more free than a dog without a
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master. A dog needs a master who takes care of it because it cannot take care

of itself. If we think about a wolf instead of a dog our conclusions could be dif-

ferent. We wouldn’t describe a wolf as an animal that can be domesticated. We

rather speak of a tamed wolf, which seems to indicate that it corresponds more
to the nature of a wolf to be savage than tamed. We have here introduced the

concept of nature. The way in which a being can be free strictly depends on its

nature. A dog is free under conditions that would make a wolf unfree. This concept of nature is not strictly biological. Biological drives and presuppositions

are here very important, however there are other factors that are equally rel-

evant. Biologically a wolf and a dog belong to the same species but they are different because of a different historical development.

Shall we consider human freedom in the same way in which we consider the

freedom of animals? In one sense yes, in another no. For man as well as for all
animals to be free means to be able to act according to nature. We cannot say
what is human freedom without considering human nature. Human nature is

different. Not only from the nature of any other animal species but from the nature of all other animal species considered together. The difference is so great
that in one sense only of man we can properly say that he/she is free. Let us
see why.

Like all other animals, man has in himself instinctual drives that incline him

towards action. We feel hunger and then look for food. We are afraid and run

away from the source of our fear. We are angry and attack those who make us
angry. We feel sexual desire and try to copulate with the subject of the oppo-

site sex that arouses our desire. But is this an accurate description of the properly human form of behavior? No, it is not. Other animals behave in that way.

Humans do not. At least humans do not always act like this. Whilst we all feel
the instinctual drives of other animals we are also subject to another law, the

law of conscience. We ask ourselves questions like: is it good, just, proper, correct, to act in this way, to follow the pressure of our instinctual drives? Some-

times the answer is yes, and sometimes the answer is no. Humans have a morback to table of contents

224 / 330

al conscience. They are really free when they obey to the inner voice of moral

conscience and are not subject to the absolute preponderance of their instincts.
Human nature encompasses a quest of the moral good that is foreign to mere

animal nature (even if some forms of behavior of higher animals might bear a
certain similarity to the humans).

The first one to discover and describe this typical form of humanity was So-

crates. He describes the world of values and, in particular, within this world, the
value of the good.

Let us make one example, let us consider the sexual instinct. Max Scheler

has described how the animal drive is directed towards the sexual organs of

the other. The animal concentrates on its own urge and wants to discharge it.

With humans it is different. Humans consider the form of the body of the other
and are attracted not just by the sexual organs but by the beauty of the form.

There is a moment of unselfish purely esthetical admiration in typically human
sexual attraction. Scheler continues to describe the phenomenon of eye con-

tact. Through the eye one lover is introduced into the personal intimacy of the
other and appreciates the other not just as a body but as a person. That is not
enough. Human love has not only a distinct esthetic but also an ethic dimen-

sion. I do not only consider my pleasure but also the pleasure of the loved one.

I wish to receive pleasure but also to give pleasure. Moreover, I am interested in
the true good of the other. I take a responsibility for this true good and subor-

dinate my personal satisfaction to this responsibility. Is it good for her to have
a sexual relationship with me? Would her personhood flourish or be impover-

ished in this relationship? This question cannot be answered without considering not only the couple of the two lovers but the general environment in which
they are set. Would, for example, this act disrupt her (his) relationship to other persons, spouse, children etc…? All these considerations enter into a prop-

erly human love relationship, giving it an esthetical and ethical dimension that

is missing in the purely animal drive. We want, of course, satisfy our drives, but
in a way that is compatible with our human dignity and enhances it. We see a
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world of values and know that our lives would be qualitatively different if we
remain faithful to this world of values. We know also that we have to subdue
our drives to the world of values. In the center of the world of values stands
the value of truth. There can be no world of values without truth: Try to ask

the question: does she love me truly? If her love is not true it is not love at all.

A false love is no love. No value is valuable if it is not true. The world of values
(the properly human world) is animated by the search for truth. This world of

values is not given to us all at once. It manifests itself step by step and we have
to follow its unfolding investigating at the same time the sense of our human

experience. Truth and good and beauty are the ordering principles of the world
of values and they determine what the proper conditions for the satisfaction of
our instinctual drives are. St. Augustine calls the faculty to order the world according to the principles of truth, good, beauty and wisdom. We could call it
also reason. A human life is a life led according to reason.

Now a paradox arises. Whilst for all (other) animals to be free means to act

according to instinct for man to be free means to be able to act according to

reason. The instinctual side of man must be convinced to obey to reason. Animal freedom can be defined against external pressure. If I am left to my in-

stincts I am free. For man it is more complicated. Human freedom is defined in

opposition to two different kinds of pressure: external pressure but also the in-

ternal pressure of the instinctual drives trying to avoid the control and disavow
the primacy of reason. Human freedom, therefore, demands the self control of

the person, who can do what he or she sees to control his or her own passions.

Immanuel Kant stresses the social relevance of his specific human freedom in

his concept of the transcendental I. The transcendental I is the subjectivity in

which man acts without the conditioning of passions only guided by the idea of
the good (actually for Kant it is rather the idea of duty, but now we cannot deal
with the difference between these two ideas). This subjectivity is easily direct-

ed towards the common good. Man cannot see anything as good if it is only his
own individual selfish good opposed to the good of others. The so called Kanback to table of contents
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tian imperative always tries to preserve the social character of the good. The

experience of the value of the person, and in particular the experience of the

value of the other person, induces me to recognize that I cannot define my individual good in opposition to the good of the other. Hence the rule: consider al-

ways the person, in yourself and in others, always also as an end and never only
as a means. A society in which this rule is not acknowledged cannot be a truly
human society.

If we consider the complexity of human freedom we are forced to see that

there are two ways in which we speak of human freedom. We could call the

first the lesser freedom and the second the greater freedom. Luther differenti-

ates in his theological language between the freedom of the flesh and Christian
freedom.

In one sense we can speak of the freedom of man in the same way in which

we speak of the freedom of animals, meaning the absence of external interferences. If we are slaves of our passions, however, this freedom will not be real

human freedom. If we are manipulated by others through the offer of different

kinds of pleasure so that we renounce to the use of reason and behave as if we

did not possess an autonomous capacity for the knowledge and the recognition
of good and evil, then we are not free. Aristotle goes as far as to say that for

such men it is better to be slaves of other human beings than of their own passions, since they are unable to be free. The specific human freedom arises out

of the human capacity to recognize values and to know truth. We could also see
that in human beings freedom is ordered to love. When we recognize the value

of another person and choose to belong to this person in love than we make the
proper use of our freedom and become truly free.

A man who never makes the experience of love leaves this world as void as

he was when he first entered into it. His freedom becomes slavery.

A necessary consequence of the nature of human freedom seems to be that

our freedom needs to be educated. We are born free, but at the same time we

must become free through the control of our passions and the search for truth.
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In a certain cultural tradition the control of passions is equated with the destruction and humiliation of those passions. The will is opposed to passions

and has to subdue them. I think it is more proper to see the relation between

intellect, passion and will rather in terms of education. The instinctive side of

man is not bad; the body is not an enemy of the soul. The instinctual drives are
not bad. In principle they are aimed at evolving the good of the person. They

come nearer to this good through the world of emotions. However, we cannot

trust them completely. They have a certain leaning towards the individual self
satisfaction and the oblivion of other values at stake in the action. In the mo-

ment of passion some values are seen by the soul with absolute evidence and
force. In one sense, those values are really there. But the forcefulness of the

passion can make us blind to other values that are equally at stake. Passion is
like a lens that makes some things more evident but changes the proportions

of reality. We must educate our passions by widening their scope according to

the real order of reality. This order includes not only the objective hierarchy of

values (some values stand higher than others) but also the subjective order according to which they are given to me. All children have an absolute value that
I must recognize but my children are entrusted to my care in a way that is absolutely unique. The task of the education is that of making use of the force of
passion in the service of the objective good. This demands, of course, also a

certain measure of self restraint. Without self restraint there is no self possession and without self possession there is no freedom. Freedom is not only the
fact of not being subject to the will of another but also the capacity of making

one’s own passions obey to one’s will oriented by the knowledge of truth. Here
lies the paradox of human freedom. On the one hand freedom demands the absence of external coercion. On the other hand it requires the capacity to lead

one’s own actions according to objective truth. Objective truth cannot be im-

posed upon the will, it demands according to its inner nature to be recognized

and accepted and loved. Without objective truth, however, man cannot be free.

Education is such a fascinating task, at the same time necessary and impossible,
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because it has to do with freedom and love. It has to do also with credibility.

The child enters into the path of virtue (meaning by virtue the habit of searching for truth and acting according to truth) because he or she loves and trusts
his or her parents and listens to them when they tell him or her what is good
and what is bad and consign to him or her the life experience they have gone

trough. The word tradition derives from the Latin word tradere and means to

consign to the next generation the values that the ancestors have experienced

as true. Tradition is not something fixed and unchangeable. The next generation
accepts the spiritual heritage of the forefathers as a general hypothesis to be

tested in their lives. Through this trial, what is really valuable and of permanent
importance is distinguished from what is only linked only to the specific contingencies of the life of the other generations. A true tradition is continually tested, and challenged and renewed. Goethe tells us that “what you have received

from your ancestors you must rediscover yourself, in order to possess it truly”.
The critic is not opposite to tradition but is a part of its living body.

Now it seems that this process has been interrupted in our civilization. After

the war the generation that had made the war found it difficult, in Germany and
in Italy, to tell their children what they had gone trough. Sometimes the hor-

ror was unspeakable. The generation of the fathers of those who are about sixty today, had earnestly believed in the religion of nationalism and that religion
had failed, leading millions of men to war to sacrifice their lives and destroy

the lives of others in a massacre without example in history. This has created

a spiritual vacuum in which only material values survived. Our fathers worked
hard for us and to rebuild Europe but the question on why this was worth the
while remained largely unanswered. With the student revolt of ’68 this break

between the generations became apparent: the older generation could not consign the values they cherished, because they could not explain the reasons underlying those values and could not make sense of their own life experience.

And the new generation rejected them without having any idea what could be
substituted for them. The living process of tradition was interrupted.
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As I said, only vital values survived this devaluation of all values (Max Scheler

speaks of the “Entwertung aller Werte” but we have lived this experience in a

form that was much more radical). T. S. Eliot explains, that when all values are
dead what is left is only “usury, lust and power”.

Under these circumstances it is easy to lose memory of the greater freedom

and to reduce freedom to the lesser freedom. We do not feel bound to search
for truth and we do not want to live the experience of belonging to a person
(or to a community, a nation, a church or a great ideal) in an act of self giv-

ing love. We rather want to be left alone and to be able to follow the impulse
of the moment. We are concentrated on ourselves and, at the same time, we

are completely exposed to the manipulation of our sentiments and ideas (if we
still have any) through the media. We do not seek our inner truth and we are

prone to assume the imitation of the protagonists of the star system as core of

our life experience. As a result, we do not really love our life and we are not really interested in entering into ourselves or to our true happiness. The movie
Avatar is an impressive representation of this condition of mind. We live an-

other life that is not our real life and we play the role of the heroes of a legendary saga whilst we become emotionally starved, oppressed and depressed because of the absence of love and meaning in our real life. We have gone so far
that it becomes difficult to remember or to understand the true meaning of

the word freedom for many people. The indispensable effort of self control has
been banned under the name “repression” and the result is the instability and

precariousness of “frittered lives and squalid deaths” (T: S. Eliot) in a world in
which “the word of God is unspoken”.

I think that what I have endeavored to explain is what Benedict XVI means

when he speaks of the “anthropological question”. If we lose the perception of

the true meaning of freedom then we lose at the same time the “anthropologi-

cal difference”, that is the element that constitutes the difference between man

and all other animals, the greater freedom based upon the search for truth and
the encounter for truth. Immediately linked to the “anthropological question”
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is another issue that frequently returns in the speeches of the Pope. It is the

“emergency of education”. The only answer to the anthropological question is

an education leading to a full and uncompromising experience of true humanity. The chain of tradition may be restored only through men and women who

incorporate in themselves the world of values in such a way that they coincide
with their own lives. Only in this way values may become convincing and gen-

erate a true force for change. In one sense this means that we need saints. Also
on other occasions, in other epochal crisis’s, the continuity of our tradition has

been challenged and has been restored through the witness and the teaching of
martyrs and saints. God never abandons his Church deprived of the witness of

martyrs and saints, but not always do people (and first of all the clergy) recognize the witnesses among them.

The idea of tolerance is directly connected to the idea of freedom. Man must

seek truth in order to be a man but must be free from external coercion in order to be able to search for truth. The lesser freedom is an unavoidable pre-

supposition for the greater freedom. If I am compelled to act according to free-

dom, because of the pressure brought to bear on me by an external power, then
I am not a free subject but a slave. A world in which people obey the objective
truth because of fear and not because of intelligence and love, would not re-

semble paradise but rather hell. I am bound to act, moreover, according to the

truth I have freely recognized. This means that I must obey my conscience, even
in case that it be wrong. What is typical of our age is not the fact that we hold

as true a lot of false presuppositions. This happens more or less in all historical
epochs. What characterizes our current crisis is rather the fact that many of us

use their lesser freedom in order to disengage from the moral duty of searching
for truth. We think that there is no truth and it is not worth the while to search
for something that does not exist. We cannot, of course, coerce the lesser free-

dom of others in order to compel them to be free according to the greater free-

dom. The only way open for a recovery of our civilization is the way of witness.
This means that we must tolerate error in order not to destroy freedom. Tolerback to table of contents
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ance is the simple recognition of the fact that I cannot think truth in the place

of another. I can help another to discover truth trough argumentation, example
and witness but I cannot recognize truth in her or his stead.

In an age, however, in which the idea of truth seems to have been abolished,

some may argue that this is not enough. We are required not to be judgmental,

that is not to pass any judgment since the distinction of good and evil seems to
have been obliterated and has lost its firm foundation in the nature of things.

This leads to a kind of tolerance that is different from the one I have explained

on the basis of the nature of truth. One is not satisfied with the fact that I recognize his right to error. He does not recognize the right of someone else to think
and say that he is wrong. Any judgment based on the presumption of the exis-

tence of an objective truth must be excluded from the public square and those
who uphold such judgments are labeled as enemies of democracy.

It is apparent that this pretension is self defeating. If there is no objective

truth I have the right to my private truth but since there is only one world in

which we all live I have also the right to impose this truth on others, if I have a
chance to do it and if the balance of power is in my favor. The very expression

“right” is misplaced in this context. The lion does not have a “right” to kill a ga-

zelle. It just does it. A world without truth is a world where the words right and
wrong have become devoid of meaning. It never occurs, however, that a sup-

porter of moral relativism really thinks his or her intellectual stands coherently
up to the last consequences, since this is really untenable in real life.

In current cultural and philosophical discussion the aggressive side of moral

relativism is usually set aside to concentrate on the pretension that the non relativist has an inner drive towards the repression of the freedom of those who

do not stand in agreement with him/her. We have already explained why this is
not the case. The respect for the freedom of the other is a consequence of the

reverence for the dignity of the person. I do not need to doubt my convictions
to recognize your right to hold a dissenting opinion. It is enough to know that
God wants you to come to truth through a free act of your conscience. If I do
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not have the right to compel, to coerce, to threaten the dissenters, I neverthe-

less have the right to argue with them and to try to convince them. In the new
mood of moral relativism this is not allowed and is considered as an intoler-

able offence. I am ready to accept, for example, that nobody has a right to compel gay people to change their sexual preferences or to mistreat them for this

reason but I am also convinced that I have a right to think that homosexuality is
intrinsically wrong and to argue this conviction in the public debate.

We therefore have two visions of tolerance. One concerns a tolerance without

truth. We have already seen how contradictory this concept is. In one possible
formulation this may exclude tolerance, in another it implies a prohibition to

discuss the behavior of others. A new categorical imperative substitutes the old
Kantian ones: the norm of thy action be to collude with the pretension of the

other of being not what she or he is but what he fancies to be. There is a bridge
between the two possible versions of the principle of tolerance in a society

without truth. This bridge is the principle of self preservation and the desire to
avoid conflicts that might expose this self preservation to danger. The imperative of the new science of morals is changed thus: collude with the pretension

of those who hold enough power to impose their view of things and their inter-

ests. The opinion of a grown up who pretends the unborn baby is just a piece of
flesh colludes with the position of the child who pretends (although he cannot

articulate this thought) to be a human being. If there is no objective truth then
force takes the place of truth and those who are more powerful also possess a
larger share of truth.

If we connect the idea of tolerance with the idea of truth we have a com-

pletely different outcome. Truth exists although I do not possess it and can see
it only “as in a mirror”. I have the duty to tell the truth I have seen in order to
help others to live in the truth. I must always be open to the possibility that

others have seen sides and aspects of truth that I have not seen and must be

ready to incorporate them in my vision of truth. I must never forget that truth

is one but that there are many avenues leading to truth and, in one sense, each
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human being has her or his personal alley of truth. I must respect the con-

science in good faith of the other even in case that she/he errs. And I must

always remember that I can judge only facts but not persons and their con-

science. I can say; this action is good and this action is bad. I can never say: this
man is (absolutely) good or this man is (absolutely) bad. Action has an exteri-

or side that I can judge but also an interior side in the conscience of the person

that only God can judge. But I have a right and a duty to pass a judgment on actions. If we deprive the human being of this right we perform an amputation of
the moral dimension of his life. We dehumanize her or him.

Let us stress once again that the right and duty to pass judgments does not

imply an attitude of superiority in relation to the (other) sinners. We are not

perfect. We know that we are poor and fallible human beings and that we are
not better than those whose actions we affirm to be bad. We may easily be

equally wrong or even worse on other issues. And we never know if, in a given
situation, under the same pressure of circumstances, we would have done any
better than the subject whose actions we censure. Nevertheless we know that
his actions were wrong, that something has been done that should not have

been done and we have a duty to say it in order to help the other to better him-

self and to better the human quality of our life together. This is also an essential
aspect of freedom. This cannot be confused with hate speech. Hate speech of-

fends, demands the exercise of physical violence against the offender, wants to

ban her/him from our society. In our case it is quite the opposite. If I am wrong
my best friend is not the one who lets me sink in my error (for example taking
drugs, destroying his family, offending my friends, etc.). He should be the one

who tells me the truth even at the risk of exposing himself to my outrage and
my reprisals. This also belongs to the essence of freedom (freedom to tell the
truth) and tolerance (we must tolerate the freedom of the other of telling the
truth or at least what in conscience she or he thinks to be true).

We have gone a long way towards the complete destruction of the true mean-

ing of freedom and tolerance. We do not want to emancipate ourselves from
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our instinctual drives and we have proclaimed the superiority of pleasure over
conscience. In this way we have lost the idea of happiness, that is the properly human way of taking pleasure not against the other human being or disre-

garding her/his dignity but together with her/him in a true community of love.
We do not want to accept the self discipline and the virtues that we need in order to develop our potentiality for the greater freedom. The greater freedom

is what St. Thomas Aquinas would have called a “bonum arduum” (something

very valuable that demands a high price to be won). The reward of the efforts

needed to acquire the greater freedom is the possibility to live a great love. As a
consequence of our cowardice we, the people of this generation, live only small
loves that are not enough to fill our lives, which therefore remain void and

tasteless. We say we are tolerant only because we have no passionate interest

in the lives of others and only want to be left alone. And we are left alone until
our world peters out “not with a bang but with a whimper”.

Can we still have hope? Of course we can. The heart of man naturally longs

for love, and for truth and for freedom and this thirst will never be quenched.

There will always be martyrs and saints and through their witness the history

of freedom can be renewed. We do not know how long the night will be but we
do know that it will come to pass.
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Upholding Universal Truths in a
Pluralistic Society
By Ombretta Fumagalli Carulli, Italian politician and professor of Canon law

1. Demarcation of the Enquiry
The relationship between the universal truths professed by religious faiths

and the pluralism of Western societies is a broad and complex theme. It in-

volves various aspects, some of which it will not be possible to analyze here in

detail. It also entails significant problems like the confrontation with the sup-

posed neutrality of the State, the legitimization of religious and cultural plural-

ism, the conflict between an assertive relativism and the non-negotiability of

some of the principles professed by religions.

What I would like to underline is that a genuinely pluralistic society, as such,

should ensure the coexistence between the various religious faiths, as well as a

healthy relationship between them and civil liberties. This entails the need to

grant equal spaces of freedom to all religious confessions and to guarantee reli-

gious freedom to all citizens. Both the documents of the international commu-

nity and the teaching of the Catholic Church after the turning point of Dignitatis
Humanae are headed in this direction.

However, both the concrete reality and a distorted interpretation of the con-

cept of religious freedom trigger conflicts between civil liberties and religious
truths about which there is still a lack of full awareness. My contribution will
focus on some of the aspects of this theme.

2. Violations of Religious Freedom, Old but Still Present
Violations
In spite of the fact that the right to religious freedom has been repeatedly
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proclaimed in numerous international documents and that it is guaranteed by

the constitutions of most of the states, this right is subject to widespread violations.

Unfortunately, no religious confession or part of the planet is immune from

discriminations, acts of intolerance and violations of religious freedom committed in various, old and new, forms.

As for the former, I will only make a brief mention, as there is nothing to be

added after having bitterly acknowledged them. I will say more about the latter,
which give rise to new challenges not only at the political level but also for jurisprudence.

In every part of the world, even in the West, Christian communities are vic-

tims of episodes of religiously motivated violence concerning things (especially
places of worship and cemeteries), but also persons.

Unfortunately, such violations of religious freedom also take place in the most

radical way. People are not only denied the possibility of having and profess-

ing their own religion but, much more drastically, the possibility of living it. As

in the times of ancient Rome and even to this day, the blood of martyrs of faith
soaks every year part of our planet.

Moreover, in many countries Christian communities are victims of persecu-

tions of various kinds by public (especially police) authorities: illegal police

custodies and arrests, as well as arbitrary searches and confiscation of property
carried out in odium fidei. Even evangelization is prevented, through the denial

of entry visas for religious personnel and missionaries.

It is necessary to note that such phenomena are mainly reported where the

establishment of the rule of law is more recent and precarious, as religious

freedom constitutes the litmus test to verify the respect for all the other rights

it encompasses (like, for example, freedom of thought, of expression, of association and of assembly).
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3. New Forms of Violation of Religious Freedom
However, Christians are nowadays not immune from risks and violations of

their religious freedom, even in Western societies, where this happens in a sub-

tler and more silent – and therefore more dangerous – way. Thus, in a paradoxical and totally new way, Christian communities are targeted by intolerance and
discrimination where they constitute the majority confession.

3.1 The Exclusion of Religion from the Public Sphere
As a matter of fact, the idea that a multicultural society necessarily requires

a relativistic approach to the different options that are being expressed, is gaining more and more popularity and support in the Western world: every option

must be considered as equally valid, whereas the profession of absolute truths
and non-negotiable principles is seen as a sign of intolerance and the expression of an unwelcoming approach to the “other”.

Consequently, there is a tendency to claim that a democratic and pluralis-

tic society can be such only insofar as religious beliefs and religiously-inspired

moral viewpoints are relegated to the private sphere of human existence, so as
not to give rise to clashes.

Therefore, despite the “return of God” in our societies, we are witnessing a

qualitative secularization: religion does not disappear but there is the intention
to marginalize it, through the imposition of a privatization of the sacred that
aims at depriving it of any public role.

In a similar context the false idea is spreading that religions – instead of be-

ing an element of progress and well being for our societies – represent a nega-

tive element to be eliminated. However, this assertion is in contrast to the principles clearly stated in international documents that religion is a true juridical
good, worthy of protection.

For instance, Article 18 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political

Rights imposes on states a positive obligation to adopt laws or other measures
aimed at making the already recognized right to religious freedom effective.

Therefore, the favor religionis constitutes the justification for the positive acback to table of contents

238 / 330

tions aimed at guaranteeing this freedom.

Thus, while freedom of religion and belief also constitutes a guarantee and

protects non-believers, it is not possible to accept an anti-religious atheism that

preaches the need to eliminate religion from the public and private life of citi-

zens, as it would irreconcilably contradict religious freedom (which implies the

protection of the religious phenomenon as such).

3.2 Religious Symbols

Already some years ago, under the threat of judicial action, the symbol of the

city of Los Angeles was altered, as it contained, inter alia, the image of a cross.

Recently the European Court of Human Rights stated (with a decision that has
been appealed by the Italian Government) that the presence of the crucifix in
Italian classrooms constitutes a violation of religious freedom. At the same

time, the Supreme Court of the United States, after a long and controversial ju-

dicial battle, declared the presence of a cross on the public soil of the Mojave

Desert War Memorial legitimate.

However, it is necessary to observe that a similar activism in eliminating reli-

gious symbols from public places is directed exclusively against Christian symbols, whereas those of other religious confessions remain immune from this

iconoclastic fury. In such cases the exclusion of religion from the public sphere
is also linked with the eradication of Christian roots from our cultures.

As a matter of fact, Christian symbols do not express the identification of the

state with a specific religious confession. They rather highlight the value of reli-

gious culture tout court, taking into account the fact that the principles of Christianity belong to the historical heritage of our nations.

It is moreover necessary to defend the principle according to which a state,

taking into account its roots in historical and cultural development as well as

its presence in the population, can award to a certain religious confession a sta-

tus or a special treatment, where this does not limit the religious freedom of
the other confessions.

The principle of substantive equality actually provides that, while it is unjust
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to treat identical situations differently, it is equally unjust to impose an identical treatment on different situations.

The desire to exclude religion from the public sphere is also expressed

through legislations that prohibit the wearing of religious clothes in public.

When such restrictions are grounded on reasons of public security and pub-

lic order (for instance, when it is necessary to identify persons, especially dur-

ing public demonstrations) or of public safety and health (e.g.: the obligation

to wear a protective helmet prevents the possibility of wearing a Sikh turban),
they can be considered as legitimate.

However, in all other cases, a similar prohibition constitutes a violation of re-

ligious freedom if we consider that – as the UN Human Rights Committee stated
in 2004 (in the case Raihon Hudoyberganova v. Uzbekistan) – «the freedom to

manifest one’s religion encompasses the right to wear clothes or attire in public
which is in conformity with the individual’s faith or religion».

Even when the prohibition concerns civil servants – and in particular teach-

ers – there does not seem to be a reason for necessarily having the freedom of
religion and of expression (as well as of teaching, if the case concerns a teacher) of those who want to wear clothes that are in conformity with their reli-

gious beliefs succumb to the feelings of a citizen who could feel perturbed and

uncomfortable because of such clothing. In actual fact, it neither encroaches in

any way on the other person’s religious freedom, nor does it prejudice the neu-

trality of the public authority, considering that the latter depends on the con-

crete contents of the activity carried out by the civil servant, certainly not from
his/her clothes.

A general prohibition of the wearing of religious clothes in public, like the

one various European countries intend to introduce, is also definitely unacceptable. The ultimate purpose of removing religion in its every expression from

the public sphere is obvious. To quote the words of the Special Rapporteur on
freedom of religion or belief at the UN Human Rights Council, «it is indeed re-

grettable that societies with high levels of income and education have openly ex-
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pressed their aversion to see religious symbols in public» (Statement of 11 March
2010).

The supposed protection of the dignity of women is not a valid argument ei-

ther: who can guarantee that, while today the Islamic veil is considered as an

attack on the dignity of women, the same will not apply tomorrow even to the

veil worn by Catholic nuns?

As already stated above, such legislations are based on the idea that a plural-

istic and tolerant society must exclude any public expression of religious belief.
However, in this way, the violation of religious freedom is twofold: there is not

only a restriction of the citizens’ freedom to wear clothes that are in conformity
with their religious beliefs but also a failure on the part of the state in its duty
of neutrality, embracing the thesis supported by anti-religious atheism.

3.3 Religions in the Public Debate

To ensure the well-being and the progress of our societies, instead of remov-

ing religion from the public sphere, Western countries should rather «favourably consider the interest of religious communities to participate in public dia-

logue, including through the mass media», in accordance with the commitment
they made with the concluding Document of the Vienna Meeting of the then

Conference (now Organization) for Security and Cooperation in Europe (198689).

With the burst of ethical questions into the public debate (I refer especially to

those concerning the beginning and the end of life or sexual behaviour) the role
of religions in it has been perceived in a critical and negative way. In particular,
the Catholic Church, instead of being regarded as the bearer of values that en-

rich the pluralistic democratic debate, is accused of interfering with the secular
order.

The flimsiness of such a position clearly emerges from Gaudium et Spes (num-

ber 76) where, after having recalled the traditional principle according to which

«The Church and the political community in their own fields are autonomous and
independent from each other», the Church claims a «true freedom to preach the
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faith, to teach her social doctrine, to exercise her role freely among men, and also
to pass moral judgment in those matters which regard public order when the fundamental rights of a person or the salvation of souls require it».
Therefore, we should welcome the interventions of representatives of reli-

gious confessions who, on the basis of their religiously-inspired moral view-

points, express an opinion on daily events and, in particular, on the legislative

and administrative decisions taken by countries, as well as on the behaviour of
citizens.

With regard to this last aspect, it is necessary to underline that laws against

homophobia can conflict with religious freedom insofar as, instead of just pun-

ishing violence or incitement to violence against homosexuals, they (very differ-

ently) provide for criminal sanctions for those representatives of religious confessions who make reference to their doctrine on the matter of homosexuality,
defining this act of preaching as homophobic.

We are not referring to an abstract hypothesis: such cases often happen in

those countries that have introduced similar legislations, as proved by a recent
example. In 2010, in Wokington (UK), a Christian preacher was arrested for

having publicly distributed leaflets and pronounced speeches in which he stated that homosexuality is a sin.

3.4 The Dialogue With and Between Religious Confessions
The recognition of the public role of religious confessions also entails the es-

tablishment of a dialogue between them and public authorities.

In this sense, Article 17, paragraph 3 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the

European Union assumes particular importance, stating that «recognising their
identity and their specific contribution, the Union shall maintain an open, trans-

parent and regular dialogue» with churches and religious associations or communities, as well as with philosophical and non-confessional organisations.

This provision has two important consequences. First of all, the European

Union recognises the unique features of religious confessions as opposed to

other actors present in our societies, and it does not assimilate them as mere
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NGOs – as it had done in the past (for instance during the activities of the Euro-

pean Convention’s Praesidium) – while also taking into account the historical,
cultural and numerical importance of each one of them.

Secondly, the fact that a dialogue is foreseen between the European Union

and religious confessions, not restricted to issues pertaining to religious free-

dom but also open to any matter of common interest, acknowledges the right of

religious confessions to have a dialogue with the institutions with regard to any

measure that has been adopted or that is to be adopted, as well as of expressing their opinion on the matter.

On the other hand, regarding inter-religious dialogue, there is a risk in the

various initiatives of national governments and international organisations (for

instance, the Alliance of Civilizations proposed by the United Nations Secretary
General) that aim at facilitating it. The risk is that of neo-jurisdictionalism.

The initiatives promoted by the political community are certainly laudable.

However, if we want to avoid promoting a new creeping form of jurisdictional-

ism, it is necessary to be fully aware of the fact that neither states nor the international community have the competence to dictate the times and modalities of

inter-religious dialogue, which are a matter for religions. In particular, it would
be unacceptable to see the teaching of some religious confessions (for example
on the subject of homosexual unions or on women as religious ministers) be

considered as an obstacle to such a dialogue and as needing to be modified so

as to favour dialogue between religions.

The identification of the right balance is essential. In fact, even though it is

not a task of the state (or, in general, of the political community at its different
levels) to promote inter-religious dialogue (which is an expression of the au-

tonomy of religious confessions), it is nevertheless possible to express that it is

up to the political community to ensure the “right” atmosphere for the development of such a dialogue.

In this sense, it is useful to quote one of the Recommendations of the Civil So-
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ing on Freedom of Religion or Belief (Vienna, 9-10 July 2009), in which this bal-

ance is expressed very well: «Participating States are encouraged to actively create an atmosphere in the public space within which freedom of religion or belief

can best flourish and in which religious and belief communities can engage in full
and fruitful dialogue. This space should be open to all, and the public media can
play an important role in the creation of this space».

3.5 Institutional Religious Freedom
The (more and more successful) attempt to apply anti-discrimination laws to

religious confessions, with particular reference to equality between men and

women and to discrimination on grounds of sexual orientation, constitutes an

undue interference of the state in the libertas Ecclesiae.

In this regard, it is necessary to preliminarily observe that one of the projec-

tions of religious freedom is indisputably the right of religious confessions to

«select, appoint and replace their personnel in accordance with their respective

requirements and standards», defined with such words by paragraph 16.4 of the
already quoted concluding Document adopted at the Vienna Meeting of CSCE
and also foreseen by Article 6 of the UN Declaration on the Elimination of All

Forms of Intolerance and of Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief of 25 November 1981.

In other words, from the relevant international documents it can be inferred

that in this regard religious confessions have to be exempted from the applica-

tion of anti-discrimination laws, so that they can ensure that the personnel they
hire and employ expresses itself and behaves, not only at the work place, in
conformity with the religious and moral orientation of the confession itself.
The controversy that accompanied the adoption of the Equality Act in the

United Kingdom shows how imminent the danger is that similar legislations

may maintain, in the name of non-discrimination, that the Catholic Church has
to ordain female, homosexual or transsexual priests.

The recent decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in the case of Christian Legal

Society v. Martinez is equally dangerous for institutional religious freedom. The
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Court stated that a university can refuse to recognise an association of university students (thereby depriving it of the funds as well as of the other benefits

awarded to every other association) in case its statutes exclude those students

who do not adhere to the religious and moral principles which inspire the association (the Christian faith and the abstention from pre-marriage sexual intercourse or from homosexual intercourse).

The protection of institutional religious freedom not only requires the ab-

stention of the state from intervening in the personal choices made by religious
confessions, but it also entails the need to prevent their discrimination on the

basis of the criteria used for such choices.

Should a law ever impose female priesthood or the so-called homosexual

marriage on the Catholic Church, it would certainly represent a grave vulnus

for religious freedom. However, it would be equally grave if a law excluded the

Catholic Church (or some of her articulations) from the benefits awarded to the
other religious confessions for being considered as a discriminatory organisation.

3.6 Objection of Conscience
Especially in pluralistic societies like ours, in which legislations cannot re-

flect the religious and moral convictions of every citizen, guaranteeing the right
to conscientious objection is crucial to protect religious freedom. On the oth-

er hand, the conflict between civil duties and the obligations dictated by one’s

conscience has been a matter of concern for Christians from earliest days, when
they refused to burn an incense grain in front of the statue of the Divus Caesar,
as a sign of opposition to the pagan divinisation of power.

Already the CSCE Final act of Helsinki (1975), in Principle VII of the Deca-

logue, provides that every individual has the right to «profess and practice… reli-

gion or belief acting in accordance with the dictates of his own conscience», while
at an interpretational level the UN Human Rights Committee’s General Comment

no. 22 of 30 July 1993 (concerning Article 18 of the International pact on civ-

il and political rights) considers objection of conscience as a projection of reliback to table of contents
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gious freedom.

An explicit recognition of the close link between objection of conscience and

religious freedom is now contained in Article 10 of the Charter of Fundamental
Rights of the European Union, devoted to «Freedom of thought, conscience and
religion». Its second paragraph provides that «the right to conscientious objec-

tion is recognised, in accordance with the national laws governing the exercise of
this right».

Conscientious objection, as it concerns compulsory military service (where

it is still foreseen), is recognised by democracies as well as by numerous international documents, but the protection of religious freedom calls for the same

approach to be applied to every other ethically relevant matter: abortion, so-

called homosexual marriages or civil unions, adoption of children by homosexual couples, research on human embryos and so forth.

With specific reference to abortion, it is necessary to note that the modern

techniques through which it is carried out (RU486, morning-after pill) entail

the necessity to guarantee the right to objection of conscience to pharmacists,
as well as to doctors and nurses.

Some claim that these persons are aware, when choosing their profession,

that this also entails the need to carry out abortive interventions and that

therefore they would not be able to invoke the right to objection of conscience.
The discriminatory nature of such a thesis is obvious. Equally unacceptable is

the idea, supported by some others, according to which the objector can be pe-

nalised because of his/her choice (for example, by preventing an objecting doctor from becoming director of the gynaecological department).

The exercise of this faculty also cannot be subordinated to practices that, ei-

ther directly or indirectly, lead to the establishment of blacklists of objectors,

exposing them to discriminations or harassment, considering that Articles 17

and 18.2 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) pre-

vent the possibility of forcing a person to reveal his/her thoughts or his/her adhesion to a religion or belief.
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In recent years, various cases have also been reported of refusals of persons

to engage in contracts with homosexual couples on the basis of conflicts of conscience which, in the name of anti-discrimination laws, were not always recognised as legitimate: the Knights of Columbus were condemned to pay damages

for not having granted the use of one of their halls to a homosexual couple who
wanted to celebrate its marriage there, a photographer was sanctioned for having refused to provide a photographic service at a homosexual marriage, a couple who ran a bed&breakfast denied a room to a homosexual couple. It should

be noted that all these cases concern services that effectively involve a materi-

al cooperation to evil, justifying the exercise of an objection of conscience that

does not conflict with anti-discrimination laws. The case in which the owner of
a bar refuses to serve a customer because of the customer’s sexual orientation
would of course be different.

3.7 The Right of Parents to Educate their Children
The freedom of parents to ensure that the religious and moral education of

their children is in conformity with their own convictions is also brought into

question in Western societies, despite being so important to deserve to be guar-

anteed (probably the only one among many freedoms) both by the Internation-

al Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (Article 18.4) and by the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (Article 13.3).

The theme is not so much that of public funding of private schools (which,

curiously, only in Italy is seen as conflicting with the secular nature of the

state, considering that even the extremely secular France is generous in sup-

porting non-state schools, even those which have a clear tendency), but rather
that of the imposition by public schools of a certain religious and moral view-

points of the world and of society.

The content of the sexual education taught in schools is often antithetical

with the teaching of the Catholic Church. The parents of the students, even of

very young age, are not informed beforehand about such contents, and in this

way they are not able to exercise their right not to avail themselves of the parback to table of contents
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ticular teaching or to request an alternative one.

However, what is most worrying is the intention – which is gaining more and

more support at the European level – to replace a (by definition optional) confessional religious teaching with a compulsory public teaching concerning the

religious phenomenon, destined to offer, in the name of multiculturalism, a relativistic viewpoint of confessions, as it can only grant them an equal truthfulness

(OSCE’s Toledo Guiding Principles are emblematic of this tendency).

In this way, the violation of religious freedom is twofold: on the one hand,

parents are stripped of the possibility of imparting to their children a religious

teaching that is in conformity with their convictions, on the other hand the

State is lacking in neutrality, as it teaches the non-exclusivity of the redeeming
nature of religious confessions.

4. Conclusive Observations
As we have seen, pluralistic societies are showing a trend towards the rejec-

tion of universal truths in the name of relativism, seen as the only way to en-

sure pluralism. Similarly, there is the intention of making religious freedom suc-

cumb to other, new civil liberties.

However, as the Italian Constitutional Court stated in an important decision

(number 203/89), the supreme principle of the secular nature of the state

certainly does not entail the state’s indifference or, worse, dislike for religions.

On the contrary, it entails that the state is called upon to guarantee the protection of freedom of religion, in the context of a confessional and cultural pluralism.

Religious freedom is, in fact, not just one among the other fundamental

rights; it is the most prominent among them, being a synthesis of the oth-

er freedoms. Using an effective image, on the occasion of the 69th Conference
of the Inter-Parliamentary Union (made up of parliamentary representatives

elected by all the people of the world), John Paul II stated that religious freeback to table of contents
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dom «is only one of the facets of the whole prism of human freedom», but if it is
obscured, the entire prism cannot shine.

Thus, to exclude religion from our societies would mean to violate the most

important among human freedoms, damaging the authentic pluralism of our so-

cieties.
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Looking at the Media from a
Christian Perspective
by Francesc Grané Terradas, professor of Communication Science at
University Ramon Llull, Spain
The responsibility for the education of our children carries with it the ques-

tion of their relationship with the media. The need to propose Christian itinerary to them as a methodology of humanization leads to questions about the in-

fluence of technology. Can we trust the media? A reflection on our relationship
with the media cannot be removed from the global concept of family members’
use of time. Values serve as a fundamental indicator of the use of the time we

have available: what we consider essential is expressed through the daily choices we make concerning how our time will be used.

1. The media, a new technological otherness.
Far from considering the media as an instrument, it should be considered as

a new form of “Otherness”, an “Other”-Technology. Today a child can live a life
of non-relationship or minimum relationship with his parents, and these gaps

are filled by technology. The world of mass media communication and technology not only offers new forms of social experience, but also a global network

of meaning that penetrates deep into the psychic structure itself1. Parents can
decide they do not have time to be with their children, or – one and the same

– decide their professional aspirations are more important than teaching their
children. Today, it is technology that replaces the absence of parents. The

Western world, with its technological circuits and interconnected networks, restructures our otherness experience. And the distinguishing criterion is often
only the immediate gratification of every child.
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This mass media otherness is part of the technological furnishings with which

families decide to build their homes. It is certainly the family who decides how
many terminals there will be in the home, or at what age cell phones will be

purchased for children. Experience tells us that children are being exposed to
technology at an ever-younger age: nowadays, children six or seven years old
are going to school with mobile phones.

In these processes, there is a deterministic vision. The majority of parents

confess I can’t do anything, “the context is out of our hands”. It is a recurring is-

sue: parents are unable to go against media trends, against the context. It is

general technological determinism that revokes parents’ role as educators/re-

sponsible adults. This decision is looked upon as a non-electable reality, a fac-

tus that obtrudes from the exterior and also from the children’s will, becoming
all-powerful for the parents. It is a characteristic element of current mass media society: the social imposition of a behavior model where parents and educators are powerless, swept along by a media-oriented environment. A scant
number of families – in particular families living in the Christian tradition –

maintain a public discourse on the limitations of technology: it is not part of

universal thinking to consider that this incorporation will have important con-

sequences that are not always positive. But one cannot understand the weight
that technology carries in many European homes without understanding the
fact that many parents have abandoned the socialization of their children2.

2. The creation of a mass media environment
When studying the consequences and influence of the media, researchers of-

ten speak of the effects of mass communications, thus separating cause from
effect. This is evident in the majority of theoretical models (Lasswell, Shan-

non, Schramm, Jakobson, etc.). Cause is understood as the message (structure

and content) and effect is understood as the cognitive, emotional and pragmatic
consequence the message induces in the receivers. This focus results in a simback to table of contents
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plistic, mechanistic vision of the relations between subjects and the media. Human and social behavior is complex and is therefore explained on the basis of

multiple variables in a continual flow of information3 more than a series of in-

dividualized messages that define daily experience4. The main effect of the media is that it has evolved into an environment, framework and context that are
essential to human existence. An environment where any question concern-

ing its significance is largely ignored based on the consumer intake of feelings
of excitement and the utilization of aspects such as competition, humor and

irony. This flow creates the framework of possibility and the conditioning for
questioning the sense and significance of reality. The media begin modeling

the conduct and mentality of the masses through the creation of a technological
ecology in which persons grow. Understanding that Christianity is a response
to the questioning of human existence, by ignoring it or discrediting Christi-

anity the mass media removes the possibility of considering it as a response.
It would be absurd to turn to an institution that is ridiculed and trivialized.

Christianity ceases to exist due to a lack of credibility. In particular, it is the determination of those things that never appear.

3. The construction of our understanding of the world
Within this otherness where the family abandons its capacity to mediate

the child with respect to the world, the communications media become agents
where the subject acquires his comprehension of the world, of what is funda-

mental and what it is not5. The simple process of selection causes certain oc-

currences and questions to stand out as more important and significant than
others. The media shows us what is important and what is trivial by what it

takes note of and what it ignores, through what it amplifies and what it silences
or omits. “What has been omitted can hardly mold the strategic level of determination of the policy on reality.”6

It is a question of defining a new framework of institutions and values, givback to table of contents
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en that as Barthes said, “What is made note of, by definition becomes notable7.
This is the historic mission of certain companies, scriptwriters and journal-

ists who have approached equipment and editing as if they were a battle that
is delivered from their computer to the editor of the texts. Lakoff8 has summarized it in the idea of the changing of frames, or cognitive framework. In

these frames, and even though Lakoff observes a vision of many Christian sec-

tors in the vision of the protective father - comprehension - the truth is that in

the mass media panorama, this vision does not fit and has been reduced to the
vision of the authoritarian father. As Hall said, however, what is most impor-

tant are the contents that are being sanctioned, which are being permitted, and
those that are being excluded from forming the mental framework from which
spectators are allowed to be fed intellectually and emotionally.9 Mass media

space is the arena of political combat, which represents a struggle of values.

What do we ask of the media regarding the education of children? Is there

some added element from the Christian perspective? If the media indeed says
that its function is not to educate, what we should demand is that at least they
do not “dis-educate”. In the first place, we ask that they be instruments of humanization, not the contrary. Instruments of personal growth, of creation of

autonomy, of balance. The Christian population has a minimum common de-

nominator of humanization (embodiment) in the creation of responsible, civil,

committed citizens. Therefore, it is primarily important that they not damage
the innate qualities of children: their interest in discovering the world, in asking questions in order to know – in order to find the answer to the why – the
capacity for contemplation, silence, the logic of narration, the question, the
doubt and finally, the time to think.
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4. The destruction of all credibility of Christianity as a
point of reference for the answers to questions on the
human condition.
There is an aspect of the media that unites believers and non-believers in a

unique search for humanization. But with Christianity, answers to fundamental

questions have an invaluable source of construction in a personal and collective
sense. What happens when the only source of information about the world is
produced through the media? With respect to Christianity, what is the intention of the major portion of the mass communications society?

4.1. The reduction of symbolic and infantile language.
Far from considering that symbolic systems or significant practices should

be actively read and interpreted and reinterpreted after every existential situation itself, the media has reduced religious discourse to an infantile discussion
appropriate for minds that decide not to make use of their reason, and there-

fore to place themselves in a situation of pre-modernity. Today, Christianity is
portrayed as something that goes against the values of today’s society – openness, spontaneity, modernity. In the mass media environment, it seems “evi-

dent” that Christianity is a vehicle that goes against progress; its history is re-

duced to a confabulation of power plays, of domination. Christianity results in

being perceived as a manipulative construction reduced to sect characteristics,

its only point of reference being the Inquisition. Roland Barthes spoke of myth
as something “falsely obvious”10. And it is a false myth that Christianity is an

obstacle for the growth and maturity of people11, a falsified obviousness. What

is needed is to begin de-constructing the mass media’s construction of Christianity.

We see some examples of mass media treatment of Christianity and the core

elements of Christianity and the Church in the most viewer-popular television
programs in Catalonia and Spain.

back to table of contents

254 / 330

4.2. A list of unexcused absences.
We have talked about the processes of selection, of that which never appears

in the media. If there is one fundamental fact in the relationship of Christianity to the media, especially in Catalonia and Spain, it is that, since the last few

decades, the reality of Christianity seldom appears in the media – the reality of
a population in which 78% feel themselves to be Catholic and who act in very

diverse spheres. But not in the sphere of the news, much less in the sphere of
dramas through actors for which the reality of faith and mature growth with-

out infantilisms or pathological attitudes is reflected as an everyday option in

life. Believers who are sensible, reasonable, honorable, democratic and globally
committed have been eliminated from Spanish dramatic production. Certainly

American film more habitually portrays Christian belief as an everyday, mature,
normal and non-stigmatized fact.

Collective believers habitually have the doors closed when the time comes

to show their daily activities, also the motivations behind their acts as well as
their subjective experience – an exception being made when someone shows
oneself to be critical of the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Activities that, for their

numerical relevance, could and should be reflected in every type of programs

(magazines, news, educational programs) are condemned to silence. An example of this could be the Biblical Culture Contest, which has been held in Cata-

lonia for the last 25 years, in which almost 60,000 Catalonian children partici-

pate, despite there never having been the smallest mention made in children’s
or young people’s programs. It seems unimaginable that such an initiative

could come out on the Club Super 3 program, a club with 400 members, while
all types of other activities do appear: from the perspective of the mass me-

dia, such a program would be out of place. Or consider the youthful encounters
in Aplec de l’Esperit [“With Spirit”] held by Pentecostals, with more than 5,000

youths participating. Every year the subject of the beginning of Ramadan is

discussed, but ever since the initiation of public communications media in Catalonia, the subject of Lent is never brought up. The believing world is presented
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as an ideological option, one that can be exploited against.

4.3. An ideological program: from the building that represents
the Christian culture.
A small fragment of the introduction of the program La Columna [The Col-

umn] of TV3 Public Television of Catalonia, on December 7, 2000, offers a summary of the values that sustain Catalonia’s mass media programming in the

twenty-first century. It is about a new evangelization, proclaiming the “good
news” of the end of the referential framework upon which Christianity had

been based for centuries. As if the God is dead of Nietzsche would find in the

mass cultural industries, the persons who must bring out the day-to-day con-

sequences of Catalonian and Spanish societies. In the program La Columna, the

Church is habitually presented as the frame of reference, as the opposition –the
solid building, the frames of Lakoff – that has generated values and which must
now be dismantled. Through this humoristic game, a new scheme is drawn up

that identifies humor and fun with naughtiness and irony, Christianity with the
past – a dictatorship with values of intolerance. “Humor” is the format for the
propagation of the new faith. In the summary, Julia Otero, the program pre-

senter (with The Devil Woman as background music) lambasts the alleged fall of
Pinochet, identifying it as a paradigm of everything Christian, or the sex change
operation of an Anglican priest, among others. This took place on December 7,
the day Otero chose to question the celebration of the Festival of the Immaculate Conception.

– Julia Otero: “Why did you put this song on for me?”12.

– Program Disc Jockey: “Because I’ve been told that when you’re bad you do
it much better!”

– Julia Otero: “There are some images that are self-explanatory and that serve
to explain other things. Like these, for example (a picture is shown of the

demolition of two towers in London). You know what they say in Spanish:
The tallest towers have fallen”.

– “That serves to explain other things, such as the fall of Augusto Pinochet.
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Yesterday he went to mass; he’ll need help from heaven to be able to face

the charges Judge Guzman Tapia has opened due to the disappearance of 19
people (…)”.

– “A story that began in London, like this one. (Pictures are shown of a chaplain when he was a man and pictures of the same chaplain after a sex

change operation). This is Peter Stone, the first Anglican chaplain who, after receiving a sex-change operation, has returned to his parish as a wom-

an, now converted into Carole, her new name. A hundred people welcomed
her, and they applauded her as she returned. The Anglican bishop of Bris-

tol thought she was a good chaplain as a man, and therefore she could con-

tinue being a good chaplain as a woman. Can you imagine a Catholic bishop
doing that?”

– “We also don’t know if the Vatican will ask for heavenly help with the ini-

tiative of Franco Ferrero, who has decided to create a cemetery of fictitious
characters (pictures of a cemetery are shown) where figures such as Ma-

dame Turvel, Dorian Gray or the android from Blade Runner will be found.
It’s just that there are fictitious figures that are much more real to us than
many real people, who seem more unbelievable.”

The distortion of Christianity goes to absurd extremes, such as the case of the

distortion of original plays where Christianity was an inalterable component of

society. In the audiovisual adaptation of the children’s novel, The Zoo d’en Pitus,
coproduced by Television de Cataluña, one of the main characters, a priest, is
simply eliminated as a priest and substituted by another character.

The ridicule of figures representing Christianity has been a constant in public

and private television of Spain. Television de Cataluña has offered some of the

exponents for the utilization of religious fact as a habitual, unquestionable fact,
as if it were a baggage that is connected to certain ideological and cultural tra-

dition of the country. In distinct genres and formats, Christianity has been presented as raw material for irony, parody and ridicule. A paradigmatic moment

can be seen in the Plat Bruts13 series. In one of the chapters, through his grandback to table of contents

257 / 330

mother, the main character, David, has just discovered the figure of Jesus Christ

and he begins to see many similarities between himself and Jesus Christ. Meanwhile, he falls in love with a friend, but since he identifies deeply with Jesus, he

perceives this girl as a temptation from the devil. In order to avoid temptation,
he confronts the girl in order to “vanquish the devil”. The figure of Jesus is totally ridiculed.

4.4. Use of the figure of Pope Benedict XVI in the comedy program Polonia.14
The media uses fundamental symbols of Christianity and its central figures

as fodder for their narratives. They have done so with the program named,

La Familia Sagrada [The Sacred Family], the name of a drama series on family

entanglements of all types during the 2009-2010 season, using a basic refer-

ence to Christians to give it a new meaning, to degrade it. Christianity becomes
raw material, free for anyone to use. If anyone complains, “he’s a fundamental-

ist”. The use of the figure of Benedict XVI in a Catalonian and Spanish program

known for social and political satire violates the definition of the program itself.
Under the pretext of humor, Polonia has made proposals not borne from inge-

nuity, such as that of “bringing back to life” General Franco, the dictator, besides
identifying him with a democratic force, the Partido Popular. Also the utiliza-

tion of Pope Benedict XVI – something that expresses the ideological will un-

derlying the ideology of some audiovisual creators and journalists: to use pub-

lic communications mediums to jeer at all those opinions that are not politically
correct or found within the normal framework of the program. Polonia echoes

the day-to-day life of the country, but regarding the Pope, it often seizes on subjects that have nothing to do with the daily reality. In other cases, the subjects

are those that are habitually the butt of criticism of the Church: sexual matters.
In April 2008, following Benedict XVI’s trip to the United States, the Polonia

program made a comment in its satirical news, in which the program presenter
said:

“The Pope has gone to the United States to give new meaning to the biblical
back to table of contents

258 / 330

verse that says, “Let the children come unto me”.

The former president of the Government of Catalonia made an objection to

the program director, Toni Soler, over the use of the Pope as a figure of ridicule. (10/11/2008).

Soler: Okay, but José Montilla isn’t the imbecile that we present, either.

Pujol: But aren’t you making political criticism? Well, Montilla, Mas and Carod are okay to criticize, but the Pope…I don’t know why he should come out,
and with such an absolute ridicule. I warn you that in Europe the leftists
don’t ridicule the current Pope, okay?

Soler: My program in no way attempts to appoint itself as “judge and jury”

of the main public personalities in office, about who does it better or worse,

rather to make a “transversal” parody by searching for the “most grotesque”
part of each one and exaggerating it to the utmost, without making any distinction of political or ideological colors.

Pujol: The Pope is not the one who deserves the parody, rather it is simply is
not touched on.

Soler: Don’t ask yourself why we put the Pope in the program; ask yourself

why the Pope interferes in politics. Maybe then you will understand why the
Pope is a personality that belongs on “Polonia”.

Pujol: And why don’t you put Muslims in your program?

Soler: An imam was in the program once already. But we don’t do it every

week because the presence of the Catholic Church and Islam in Catalonia is
evidently not the same; it would be disproportionate. I’m willing to under-

stand that the personality is especially histrionic and perhaps it shouldn’t be
so much.

Pujol: Yours is a serious program, except in this. You wouldn’t dare mess
with Laporta15, but you would mess with the Pope.
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4.5. Converting the minority to the majority.
More recently, in June 2010, the program Entre Línies [Between the Lines],

an informative reporting program of Television de Cataluña, dedicated a program to apostasy, having the title, Goodbye to God. On the program, an off-

screen voice explained the reasons for apostasy: “The controversial position of

the Catholic Church regarding socially sensitive questions and lately, the controversy surrounding the cases of pederasty causes people to leave the church, an

overwhelmingly logical option, as they say, of criticizing this principle and of asking the church to bring itself up to date on sacraments such as baptism.” Four
persons explained the motives for having left the Church. Sonia Turon explained:
“It seems like it doesn’t do any good, but at least it is the exercise of our right as
persons. I have never been part of the Church, and I do not give consent for them
to say or do things on my behalf, above all about homosexuality, about women,
about the functioning of society – that goes against some moral principles that I
believe I have to do, which are mine.” – echoing a collective apostasy campaign

made in 2008, which, according to the promoters, caused 1,000 people to leave
the Church.

Appearing on the program was a member of the Plural Church, who ques-

tioned the manner of the Church proceeding with the baptism of children16. A

priest stated: “If we were to have practiced a more humble, simple appearance in
public, people would not come to ask to leave the church.” Finally, after having

left as an Archbishop, Jordi Torello stated: “I feel very satisfied…to be able to say

“against the enemy” – The enemy, that thing that for so many years I have had inside of me; you notice all the saints I had inside have left now…and now the de-

mons remain inside me, which is the most important… I find myself in good company. Demons, and not these people who don’t do anything for anybody.”
From a Christian perspective, the reflection is many-folded. In the first place,

one wonders for what reason the minority is so maximally represented – the

report spoke of only 80 apostasies so far in the year 2010 – and so much of the
real Christian base has been hidden by the media for decades now. In the secback to table of contents
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ond place, one wonders about the lack of understanding of Christian believ-

ers by the Spanish journalistic and audiovisual world, where Christianity is reduced to an ideological element, forgetting the subjective dimension of faith

that creates an experience that has been intimately lived by millions of persons.

Even the cultural industries appear to not understand that the Catholic world in
particular functions the opposite of political institutions or business firms: people often live their faith at the margin of hierarchical positioning. In the third

place, there is a need, as Benedict XVI expressed, in a non-confrontational tone
– yes, of humbleness, which does not imply a lack of firmness – for a public ecclesiastical position. In the fourth place, and as educators, it has been difficult
for Christian families to defend certain styles of behavior regarding the public

position of the Church. And in the last place, regarding the homosexual factor

as a political element – in this sense, the position of the Church does not differ

from that of Lionel Juspin. This factor appears today as fundamental, becoming
the main source of political differentiation that has caused the European left to
frame a new agenda of values.

5. A Non-Problem

Christianity must embody the cultural frame where it is inserted. And the

culture of today is that of mass communication. We have pointed out some of
the problematic aspects of the media-influenced construction of Christianity.

Certainly in the last few years in Catalonia, all that has been said about the discrimination against Christianity in the mass media sphere has been character-

ized as reactionary. Attacking and ridiculing Christianity is free for the taking,

and besides, it offers first-rate narrative material. It is also true that for sectors
of the Church, this is not an important question and all criticism of the hierar-

chy is welcome, without recognizing that the discredit, like the concealment of

Christianity, has devastating effects. They are sectors who oppose the incarnation of culture and commitment to thought, who deny fundamental aspects of

Christianity, who have passed to Illustration17. Christianity cannot be reduced

to social promotion, thus belittling the role of the construction of identity and
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thought. The role of Christianity is to “be with the poor”18, as if the children
and young people of Europe were impoverished of meaning, of sense.

The real world must be the reference. The Church and Catholics may have

committed many errors, but the way in which it is represented daily, and the

absence to which it is condemned in thousands of relevant issues, is disproportionate and unfair. Certainly, since almost three decades ago, there is a will to

corral Christianity, denying a great part of the positive aspects that it has developed and is developing. The mass media environment has made Christianity

a social anomaly. Even though television stations retransmit religious communications and the Church has informative programs, this does not affect mass

media treatment of Christianity. What is lacking is professional work from the

communications sphere, which engenders a positive construction of Christiani-

ty. By analyzing discourse, we can reveal these practices of construction of new
meanings, so often generated through opposition to the stories inherited from
religious traditions, especially Christian tradition, which have become carica-

tures, ridiculed stories that have been reduced to a symbolic language using in-

fantilisms, reduced to a mere political institution or a reality which simply does

not exist. We must use methods of analysis to contribute in any way possible to
making people aware of the power of language, and develop critical capacities

that allow us to move beyond reductionisms, to question the false obviousness
of daily reality and common sense.
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and again sketched out, spelled out and negotiated: it is in reality the “site” of the struggle and
“the issue under litigation” thereof. HALL, Op. cit., p. 341.
BARTHES, ROLAND: Mythology. Paris, Éditions du Seuil: 1972.
Saint Augustine said that “nobody believes in anything if they did not first believe that it was believable.”
Text originally in Catalonian.
A comedy produced by Televisión de Cataluña, in which 73 episodes were transmitted between
1992 and 2002, which achieved a 35% average audience share with 900,000 viewers, one of the
TV 3 series with the highest viewership.
POLÒNIA is a television program featuring political satire, transmitted by the independent Catalonian chain called TV 3, presented by Toni Soler. It is a production of Televisión de Cateluña in
collaboration with Veranda TV and Cancuca. It is transmitted every Thursday during prime time,
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The choice of “experts” is always fundamental, as well as the superficial treatment of the subjects.
A reflection on the pedagogy of sacraments, as well as baptism, is complex and cannot be resolved
with the single opinion of someone who was chosen basically due to his proximity to the generic
criticism of the hierarchy.
Some of these elements have been clearly detailed by Paul Valadier.
An example of this discourse can be found at http://vozdesdeldesierto.blogspot.
com/2009_09_01_archive.html. “Regarding mass media Christianity, the Christianity of best sellers, of the mega temples, of ostentatious evangelical spectacles; regarding the Christianity of professionals and Christian heroes, of the preachers of prosperity, of the apostles, prophets, bishops
and pastors, of mass media messianism. What is the role of the church, the depository of mystery and the revelation of Jesus Christ? To be spectacular? To demonstrate that, on a professional
and technical level, it is overwhelmingly capable of producing products of salvation as reflected in
compact discs, DVDs, concerts and salvation merchandise such as slogans, bumper stickers, bestsellers, fish symbols, etc.? What is its task – to reflect the consumerism found in the world today? In the final analysis, what must the world be shown? Should we demonstrate we can be just
as professional as they are? What a flagrant lie! No, ladies and gentlemen, we are not wrong –
the role of the church is not to demonstrate anything other than that there is life and hope in the
name of the one who is everything and who is in everyone. The role of the church is outside of
the church. Reading the attached news clipping, it is unbelievable that in Latin America there are
still people who are starving to death.”

back to table of contents

264 / 330

Theism – Antitheism – Atheism
in Europe:
Their Philosophical Analysis Towards Disagreeing to Agree
By Kizito Chinedu Nweke, Nigerian Catholic priest studying at
Heiligenkreuz, Austria

1.1. PREAMBLE
It is, in the least, an infuriating and demanding task for any discerning mind

to get engaged with the topsy-turvy that characterises the contemporary phase
of Christianity in Europe and the world at large, vis-à-vis the religious and so-

cio-political stances. Going through the daily occurrences, the increasing antagonism and aversion against Christianity, the colourful depiction of her frailties

and the consequent evident retreats of Christians into the cocoon of skepticism
and indifference, one is left desperate for answers on whys and hows about

the status quo. Less understandable is the fact that Western Europe would at a

time in history be described as ‘christianophobic’. With a long Christian culture
depicted from the very social formalities like greetings and sculptures at ev-

ery cranny in the cities, to the political norms and demands, Europe should in

the least be proud of Christianity, a religion quite inextricable to its glories and
status. If it were all about negligence of what one has been accustomed to for

more than a thousand years, then it could be less challenging. But Christianity
is being buried - and on its very moist grave are other religiosities enhanced.

The mere conception of intolerance as a Christian predicament is in itself a torture of the mind, and to cap it up with the recalcitrant, or even antagonism of

Christians to the blossoms of other religion and religious movements begs the
question whether something has not fundamentally gone wrong. How ironical

it is, that Christians in Western Europe complain of marginalisation and intolerback to table of contents
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ance. When Christians in Africa, middle-east countries, Asia, complain of mar-

ginalisation then it is almost taking for granted. But that Christianity in Europe

requests to be, at least tolerated underlines the seriousness of the matter. I will

not so much as to dwell on the cases of intolerance but rather I will analyse the
causes of such decadence and opt for possible ways out. Let us therefore look

at the developments of theism, antitheism and atheism in contemporary times.

1.2. DEFINING TERMINOLOGIES
Theism, the belief in God, has become more complicated with the possibilities

this milieu offers. Man has not ceased to be ‘ens religios’. Even in this time that

disbelief in God seems to be the moving wagon, man remains a religious being.

This is indubitable when one regards the uncountable arts of spiritualism, new
age ideologies, Esoteric, Tantarism, Yoga, etc. all flourishing in Europe now just
to quench the thirst of spiritual hollowness and replace what used to be the

source of consolation; the Church. It becomes then difficult to situate the beliefs
in various sorts of spiritualism that are rampant in Europe under theism, just
as it is difficult to call it blatant atheism.

Atheism, the belief that there is no God, is becoming the belief of the youths.

Since the unbridged hollow of parental-children teachings and the transmission

of irreligious radicalism became socially acceptable, atheism became not just an
option but a current that is passionately propagated and defended. To this sce-

nario is the challenge of believing in God among unbelievers. A great number of
people flow along with others in their unbelief because it is the status quo, the
current in motion. Very little give thoughts towards holding on to something

that could estrange them from the pleasures and conventions of families and
friends.

Antitheism, the ideology of being against God, appears to be the most subtle

of the three on a closer look. As a matter of fact, most assumptions of atheism

are principally antitheistic. Europe is constantly sliding into a phase of godly inback to table of contents
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dependence. People do not understand why they should go to the Church and

listen to the priest, pray to God whom they have not seen or heard, thank God

when they provide for themselves what the use and need, etc. So God is actually
hampering their capabilities towards self-realisation. More is that sad historical
events are piled up, analysed and judged with a contemporary and anti-theistic

perspective, and promoted as the disadvantages of God and the belief in him. So
man finally gets into hatred towards God and adjusts to living without him. The
current ideology invoke is to strip God of every dignity by denouncing the moral standards and teachings attributed to him and try living a moral and good
life with God and religion not in play.

I do not intend to give a chronology of something as clear as the anti-chris-

tian tendencies of the time around the world because it would be like writing
down a phone book. My work would be to analyse the situation of Christian-

ity in Europe, the intricacies of contemporary atheism and to propose ways of
passing on the faith in this era.

2.1. PAINS OF BEING A CHRISTIAN
Cases of marginalisation and victimisation of Christians abound to the knowl-

edge of everyone. There are open attacks against Christianity in the media, even
against Christ himself as we see for example in the July 2010 Portuguese edi-

tion of Playboys magazine where Jesus Christ was sacrilegiously portrayed. Cases of intolerance of the Christian faith are no longer news. Speaking of one’s

Christian faith has become abhorrent and lynching or victimising Christians and
their ministers do not do much about it. Some schools have abolished Christian
religious studies to the children and where it is still being tolerated, teachers

are instructed against what to teach and what not to teach. Recently the news
of two Christians Rashid Emmanuel and Sajid Emmanuel shot while on their

way to the prison in Pakistan hit the air. They have been charged for blasphemy
against Islam but were about to be acquitted of the charges. But in this world,
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when by eventuality a Christian slips away from the hammer of the judge, he

still has to live on watching over his shoulders. So for two reasons one cannot
exhaust the ocean of anti-Christian events painting this epoch. One reason is

that these events keep occurring with tremendous consistency. Secondly, almost
everybody is aware of it. Anyone who has access to televisions, radios, Newspapers, Internet, etc. cannot deny the wave of anti-Christian campaign, espe-

cially in Europe. People are equally aware of the fates of Christians in countries
where they are in the minority. How they are always battered, maimed, beaten, killed and their churches burnt. But, they live with it. There is clearly not

much willingness of Christians to speak up for this course even in their ‘Christian countries’, not to talk of extending help and support to the fellow Chris-

tians in other places. We have become victims of a wave that would remain unparalleled in the annals of Christianity. Somehow, this wave has succeeded in

exerting its influence in the socio-political terrain of Europe and as a result presenting and constraining the innocent growing minds, not to unbiased and fair

materials of thought and decision as they sometimes claim, but to heavily aversive antagonistic foundations against Christianity. When the first thing a mind

learns about Christianity is that it is a cult of paedophiles, notwithstanding the
infinitesimal percentage (.2 percent to 1.7 percent) of the catholic priests who
are or were truly guilty of this, and of course the unwillingness to recognise

any effort of the Catholic Church on stopping this unchristian act (Even though
the Church has more deterrent measures against this than any organisation

in the world in history. In the revision of the 2001 apostolic letter ‘Sacramen-

torum Sanctitatis Tutela’, the pope added sexual abuse to the ‘Gravioribus Delictis’ equating the sexual abuses of minors and handicapped to grave crimes

against the sacraments.), then there is no fair society for Christianity. When the
modern evils are been attached to Christianity (ranging from Hitler as being a
Christian to the pope supporting abuses on children) with a vibrant denial of
any positivity from the Church, notwithstanding that the minds that brought

Europe to the heights it is now were products of the catholic schools and worst
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men in modern times like Hitler and Stalin were acclaimed self-professed atheists, then there is no fair ground for Christianity. What then is the possibility

that a person exposed to this milieu would ever get a chance of deciding to be
a Christian? What is the ratio of being a theist to being an anti-theist or athe-

ist? How can the ordinary man believe when he is always bombarded with an-

tagonism about his faith? Ask the children in schools what they learn in church

history. The only things they are aware of are the half-backed knowledge about

the inquisition and the crusades. Indubitable is the predominance of prejudiced
teachings of these to them. How would this child hold on to his or her faith and
withstand the pressures of the surrounding? This is like the Igbo aphorism of

the tiny bird ‘nwa nza’ who after having fed well challenged his ‘chi’ to a duel…
this is an aphorism of my culture, encouraging to be appreciative.

2.2. THE PAINS OF SILENCE
In such a situation, one picks up his pen to write but becomes paralysed by

the confronting enormity of the situation. Its hydra-headed nature leaves a viv-

id analysis of it a painful and depressing job to be done. But still, one is urged

by this epochal transition from believing in God to believing in No-God. When

the likes of Dawkins and Hitchens, in order to procure the limelight as atheistic

and anti-theistic fundamentalists, work tirelessly towards convincing the world
that there is no God with the only reason that there is no scientific experimental prove to it, then why should one sit down without pointing out that the belief that everything that is, that every reality is subject to scientific verification

is fallacious. Science itself cannot prove that its methods hold the limitations to
truth. Since when has it become a fact that the absence of evidence is the evi-

dence of absence? Worse still, to proclaim Christianity as a lie because there is
no scientific proof that Jesus Christ is the Lord and to assert oneself as hold-

ing the truth without scientifically proving that Jesus Christ is not the Lord, is

a non-philosophical fallacy; a belief as dangerous as its propagators. This howback to table of contents
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ever, is the pivot of contemporary atheism. The historical human failings of

some people who identified themselves with Christianity are being positioned

as proofs against the existence of God or the Church as something positive (disregarding the innumerable holy men and women honoured by the Church as

models because of their perseverance for peace and kindness). First of all, there
is no scientifically provable connection between the existence or non-existence
of God and the mishaps of men. So to assume that all Christians should be per-

fect and society should be perfect if there were God or if the Church were good,

is a case of theological belief and such assumptions presuppose that God cannot
be a mere object of the scientific and natural cause and effect law, rather something beyond that. Secondly, to determine the reality or goodness of God and

the Church through some historical records is as much scientific as concluding

that flying is bad because a lot of people have died from plane crashes. This, unfortunately, is what convinces the supposed modern, exposed and sophisticated
minds of today and sedates the believers into a torturing indifference.

There is however a more frightening development with regard to the reac-

tions of Christians in this slippery situations. It could be observed that a ten-

dency towards succumbing and accepting what one was not guilty of or was not
sure of its detailed capacity, in order to douche the excited accuser or even to

extricate oneself from the repercussions of opposing the winning side, has be-

come rampant in the last years and months. The unconstructive apologies and
denigration of one’s and the Church’s dignity appears to be an easy way out of

the pandemonium. Apologies and repentance are virtuous. They are fundamental Christian teachings. But in the face of flamboyant accusations and expecta-

tions of degradation by the accusers, ‘mea culpa’ becomes a weapon to bastardise the Church. Innumerable faithful suffer discouragements about their faiths

and loose trust in their ministers whose flock they are. They feel more the impact of a perforated priesthood, because many of them have lived to experi-

ence ministers who were ‘alto Christus’ for them. In his interview on the 21st of
March, the former emigration minister of Malta, Alexander Cachia Zammit comback to table of contents
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mented on these rampant apologies with regard to the Church even when one
has no cause for that. “Everyone’s apologising these days,”i he said.

Very damaging is the concept of Jesuology propagated by supposed Christian

theologians. This theory, which polishes Arianism by separating the historical

Jesus from the resurrected Messiah, to the detriment of the later, has only created a diffused Christianity in the minds of people. This has practically led to

the remorseless anti-theistic or at least, agnostic views in Christianity. “The result of neglecting to embrace the broader and deeper theology of the need for

the sacrifice of Christ can easily leave us with ‘a Jesuology that has no room for

Jesus as the incarnate Son of the Father,...”ii The aims against Jesus Christ as the
logos, the God-man, do not serve anything other than the attention the propagators of this ideology idolise.

The rhetoric question keeps echoing: Why? When? How? How did it get to

this abyss where being a Christian is like a canker-worm in the system of the

society? How did it turn into this circus where Christianity has become a plague
that should be confronted before it infects society?

2.3. THE PAINS OF THE STAGED BATTLE
I, for one, have always been of the opinion that the silence of the Christians

has not been a logical and fruitful resolution in the face of the anti-Christianity
of this era. However, somehow the differences between Christian worldviews

and other worldviews have been staged into a Colosseum of gladiator battles

where only one is expected to come out alive. As a result, the contrasts in teachings and findings continue to widen and discourage a reconcilable possibility.

One sees the destruction of the other, as the singular opportunity of surviving
and leading. The relationship between science and religion/theology continues to deepen. The unhealthy atmosphere between theism and atheism con-

tinues to get gloomy. The Christian ideologies and the socio-politico tenets of

these times never seem to agree any longer, so much so that the Christian feels
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estranged in his society. Believers and non-believers are always on each other’s
neck. The question is: Is this a necessary development? Is it inevitable? Must a

non-believer attack a believer over a moral issue and must a believer fight back
in order to sustain his belief? Are there no issues that both a believer and a

non-believer would find fundamentally appreciable? What happened to the developments of science aided by the Church? Copernicus was a cleric who lifted

astronomy with his heliocentricism. Mendel was a priest, indispensable in modern bio-chemistry because of his genetics. Lemaitre’s big bang theory has ushered science into new perspectives of the universe. One can argue that these

particular individuals should have credits for these, not the Church. The point is
that, the Church and the belief in God should not be addressed as a hindrance

to the positive and curious advancement and enhancement of positive science.
As a matter of fact, she piloted the scientific spheres when the basic break-

throughs were made. To promote that “the Church’s conception of righteous-

ness is socially undesirable in various ways-first and foremost in its deprecia-

tion of intelligence and science,”iii is to deny the obvious compatibility that can
exist between science and religion, faith and reason. How then do we suppose

a disharmonious relationship between Christianity and other worldviews? How
did this turn into a battle and who staged it?

3.1. THE CRUX OF THE PAINS
The Vatican Council I secured an unbroken and clever position against the ex-

tremes of rationalism and fundamentalism. Its severity procured an identified

system of Catholicism which suggested an unwavering future to the world and

was the very bane of the transitional extremists. The conspicuous effects of ‘Dei
Filius’ and ‘Pastor Aeternus’ with their subtle approach to the divinity of the

Church and the dignity of her presbytery through upholding her visible sign of

unity (the Pope) were crystal clear. The council created no room for mediocrity.
The result was a tensed feeling towards a rigid Church in the fast secularising
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western world.

After the Vatican council II however, multifarious interpretations and ap-

proaches to the objectives of the council became the case. The aim of the council to reach the people of God in a friendly and less tensed way became im-

mediately almost defeated. The mass media became the propagators and in-

terpreters of the council to the people. “There were journalists in this process
who were more than journalists and who consciously saw themselves as not

just reporting what was going on but also attempting to affect what was going

on.”iv “But it was also an attempt to shape the public impression of the council

in a particular way, and in that sense I don’t think that it was balanced and perhaps not even in some ways a fully honest account.”v Instead of reaching out

for the documents by oneself, people became accustomed to the interpretations
of journalists and media stars through televisions, radios, newspapers, etc.

“And if they were reading the New Yorker they got it from Xavier Rynne, and if
they were reading Time magazine they got it from Robert Blair Kaiser. It was

he, (Xavier Rynne) above all, who established in the public’s mind the idea that
this was a titanic battle between ‘liberals’ and ‘conservatives.’”vi By the time

the documents and formal explanations to them were released, people have already started practising what they understood from the media and were pre-

sented to as the outcomes of the council. A practical verification of this would

be to ask anyone you know who talks about what the council has or has not allowed which single document of the council he or she has read. Only a signifi-

cant few have taken time to study the documents themselves. Most of what they
know about it is on a hear-say basis. The undermining of the ministerial priest-

hood and emphasising the general priesthood of everybody, the emphasis of the
Church as a community to the detriment of her leading and directing respon-

sibilities, the endorsement of pluralism and relativity of truth to the demise of
the Church’s moral and teaching authority, the devaluation of the sacraments

of the Church and the assumptions of personal ways to reaching and communicating with God; all these became the aftermath of well-packaged and dissemiback to table of contents
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nated information about the council. “That was a very simplistic way of viewing
the council. The subtle theological issues that were discussed there, and which

we’ve discussed in the course of these lectures, could not be adequately fit into
this simplistic conflict of liberals and conservatives.”vii

Then the efforts of explanation and correction arose, which were a bit too

late to the minds of the sixties, which were already predisposed of a secularised
church as soon as the Vatican council II was called. “So not only did there per-

sist a good deal of confusion as to what the council was all about, but there was
even a completely skewed, even false notion of what it was all about.”viii Within this tension of interpretations and corrections and reinterpretations, arose

what has now turned into a battle between the Church and other worldviews.
“Unfortunately the average American Catholic, and this includes most priests

and most nuns, learned what the Council was all about more from Time magazine and The New Yorker than from any other source.”ix Systematically staged

by the media powers and beneficiaries, the only system reaping from the debris
of this clash, each side has gone in too deep against the other.

Atheism, anti-theism, new age ideologies, spiritualism, esoteric, etc; all form

one big bug bent on tearing down the Church and promoting anything but the
Church. When one reads about discussions or debates between theism and

atheism or church believers and anti-believers, one quivers at the confronting zeal to terminate the Church. I do not so much shudder at that than the

way I moan in helplessness when I read the commentaries and views of people towards such debates in the Internet. Prudently one can only assert a ra-

tio of 2:20 on the opinions and supports of commentaries against the Church.

This hatred leads to the sincere question of which way out of this. If on the long
run, one discovers that what the Church teaches, maybe on moral issues, are
in themselves right and it would be ontologically wrong to expect some oth-

er thing from an institution that denotes holiness and calls herself the Church,
why then is there an intolerance against this and her teachings. I know a lot

of people who has little or nothing against what the Church teaches, but every
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problem with the Church. It would have been better when such necessary standards and teachings come from other areas but the Church. When one realises
that it is a systematically pruned aversion, then the question of which way out
becomes most relevant.

4.1. THE WILL AS A WAY OUT
I have always had the temptation of resigning all hopes on God’s miracle to

remedy the situations of Christianity and the Church in Europe. But then I rea-

lise that there is no better miracle of God than I. We are God’s miracles and we

are called in time to be the miracles of the time. Just as we cannot deny that the
decision of when we exist was made for us, so we cannot deny that a purpose
was attached to our existence by the one who made this decision for us. The
question becomes whether I want to recognise myself as a purposeful being
that is responsible for his decisions.

It was Hitchens who argued that, if there was a God and he wanted him to

worship him, why did he give him the brain or intellect to think otherwise. First
of all, this is a philosophic-theological question begging for philosophic-theo-

logical answers. The non-existence of an existent belongs essentially to its existence. It is an ontological necessity. The thought of God’s existence intrinsical-

ly implies the possible thoughts of his non-existence. There is no possibility of

thinking of the existence of something which excludes the possibilities of think-

ing the non-existence of the same thing. So if God could be conceived as exist-

ing, he could equally be conceived as not existing. The same endowment which
permits man to conceive him could equally be used to conceive of his non-ex-

istence. It is a necessity which could not have been limited to God by man. One
possibility cannot exist without the other.

In this ontological possibilities of man to think whatever he wants its the rel-

evance of his thoughts to his decisions. Does it not logically follow that the decision of man, to believe or not to believe in God, could be a result of his conback to table of contents
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structive thoughts and the conviction from these thoughts for or against God’s
existence? Yes! That is considered a thoughtful decision. It is then left for the

person to assess the objects and information of his thoughts. Epistemology has
explained that thoughts are preceded by knowledge, in order to attain a new

knowledge. Every single thought of man is based on an ‘aposteriori’ intelligence
or knowledge. That means that what we think is based on the information or

observation we have of the thing. Even the defenders of ‘apriori’ do agree that

man is born ‘tabularasa’, but can always have a pure thought sieved out of what

he already knew. So, when our decisions are drawn from our thoughts, we have
to realise that our thoughts are drawn from the information we have. God has

given information of himself through natural light of reason (naturale rationa-

lis lumine) in the scientific natural world and through revelation (revelatio). So
the ultimate question becomes whether I have used this information of God to

think about him or not. Whether I have discarded one and used only the other

or maybe closed myself up towards these pieces of information and have made

decisions on thoughts based on wrong information or no information at all. The
consideration of this analysis concludes then that a lot of weight about believ-

ing or not believing leans on the will. So, it is not principally the question of the

brain or intellect as Hitchens would suggest, rather the will to have a thoughtful
decision of something with the right information of the thing.

4.2. DISAGREEING TO AGREE: A WAY OUT
The tragic developments in the relationship between the Church and soci-

ety in Europe have always been propelled by the concept of do-or-die affair. Religious fundamentalism fights to retain and regain its ground in Europe while

atheistic fundamentalism fights to stampede its enemies; the Church and religion. The consequences of this battle become the total aversion towards one
another and the loss of positive concatenation from both sides. Christiani-

ty grows with science and has assisted the growth of science. Science widens
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man’s realisation of himself and provides Christianity with the challenges of

discoveries and demystification. Both can work with each other to the betterment of man. Christianity can be very relevant in cases of pure science and in
cases beyond the scope and analysis of science. Science equally provides the

natural answers to man’s immediate quests, relieving religion the burden of improvisation in cases outside its expertise. Where could we have been if not for

science? How could we have been if not for religion? In areas where both basically disagree, it should not lead to warfare, but a conscious regard to the others’ opinions and why they have such opinions.

But this battle diffuses the possibilities of concatenation between Christianity

and society. Clearly and importantly, the Christian has the biblical obligation to
his belief and conscience to promote and propagate Christianity (Matt 28:20).

The Christian is called to be a propagator of the good news through words and

deeds. He should speak up for Christ and the Church in cases of castigation and
not choose silence. But the Christian should not allow himself to be enshrined

or instigated into this do-or-die battle as the only way of keeping his faith. The
scientist should also not allow himself enticed into a duel with the Church and
religion in order to make a progress or achieve importance in the world. It is

totally inconsequential. The result of disagreeing should not be to triumph and
to laugh at the other but to agree towards achieving a complete human being,

physically aware of his natural formations and possibilities and spiritually conscious of his incapabilities to know beyond his realm. If the idea of not seeing
anything positive in the other persists, what would remain of both would be
pseudo and incomplete.

Debates and arguments abound nowadays between theism and atheism, re-

ligion and science, Christian precepts and opposing worldviews. Akin to every
other phenomenon, the outcomes of these debates become conclusive to the

decision of whether there is God or not. In our days we debated over the importance of men against women, over philosophy against theology, over natural life against scientific life, etc. To debate and dialogue these issues open
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one’s horizons in the spheres. But it is obvious that the eloquence, argumentative power of the debaters, help them win the debate, not change the real-

ity of the issues. To win the debate that natural life is better than scientific life,
or that men are more important than women does not make it the reality that
men are more important than women or that natural life is better than scien-

tific life. In the same way, to win arguments and discussions that God does not

exist does not necessarily imply that in reality he does not exist. Unfortunately
this is always the decisive phenomenon for a lot of people. They tend to forget

that a lot of things play roles in argument; the people arguing and their dispositions at the time, the effects of mistakes, and especially the level and method of
information relevant to the issue. Christianity has also another level of knowledge provided not through the natural light of reason. It has revealed truths,

metaphysical knowledge which may neither be scientifically convincing nor argumentatively plausible to an unbeliever. But do these determine whether the
realities known through revelation are true or not? No! They just may not be
proven only through science and empirical arguments.

If one expects to be convinced of why God would save a baby and let the oth-

er thousand die, or where he was in times of horrendous evil being done to innocent people, then one should expect theological answers leaning on will and
responsibilities, notion of miracles, nature of God, etc. These theological ap-

proaches are matters of belief, even when they could be rationally explained.

But the existence of God does not logically lean on the explanation or non-explanation of something that happened. It is a fallacious leap over syllogism to
argue that because God did not do this or did this, he does or does not exist.

One can start arguing about the nature of God’s goodness, but not whether he
is or not. The logical approach is that our ways are not his ways, our thoughts
are not his thoughts (Isaiah 55:8-9).

In the same way, Christian apologetics are called to be careful when they are

being lured into arguments on God and Christianity. Conscious that science is

on a steady development, it will not be wise to lean on a not-yet-provided sciback to table of contents
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entific proof to argue against atheism or anti-theism. Some Christian apologet-

ics tend towards concluding their argument against science, atheism or antitheism when their speculations lack proof. A believer confronted an atheist in a

debate that they cannot say how we all got here. The atheist answered that they
are working on it. Then the theist responded. “Well! When you get it we can

talk and maybe I would listen.” The danger to this is that, there could be a proof
to their speculations which has not yet been found and because science keeps
improving, it could stumble on such scientific proof. The result is that if any-

one built his faith on this lack of proof, which should not be the case, it would
crumble like a house of cards when a proof against it appears. Secondly, there

would not be a willing consideration of the other opinion towards a better understanding and explanation of one’s faith.

A better approach to this is to understand that faith is not what exists in the

absence of reason. Faith is not what would start existing when reason and science have exhausted all their capacities. Reasoning starts with faith. Scientif-

ic postulations are beliefs in something which serve as the starting point. So is
not necessarily the opposite of reason. It propels reasoning and could equally
be illuminated by reason.

5.1. CONCLUSION
I still have not experienced a debate on the goodness of the Church that has

not prominently based its opposing arguments on the inquisitions, crusades,

etc. I have also patiently been waiting for days when people would grow rath-

er familiar and fed-up with these biased retrospections, but anti-theists do not

grow tired of them. Many arguments against these have always been captioned
as remorseless and most culpable against the Church.

5.1.1.   Judging History

Historians have made it clear that the much we can do to past events are de-

scribing them, analysing their causes and presenting the consequences as good
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or bad. Almost everybody agrees that the holocaust, for example, was evil. But

can we accurately perceive history? Do we have power or control over the past?
Reasons against this are: time, context, social psychology of the time, perceptions of reality, etc. The impossibility of trans-location to the past in order to

rightly perceive the time and its concepts, its stage of realities and contextual

understandings, make it practically impossible to fairly grasp the time. Men are
beings of their epochs and so is the pilgrim church. The Church attends to the

needs of the time and as a result can make certain decisions on issues which in
the next generations she would not make. In most cases where the Church has
made decisions that time has devalued, they were at the time of the decision
most valued. When the Church apologises for the mistakes of the past, she is

equally accepting that we all are victims of time. We can at most, consider what
was done in history, thoughts and deeds, as evil or good, but cannot go back.
Unfortunately, being aware of the mistakes of the past has not yet extricated
many from thoughts and deeds which history would shudder at.

5.1.2. The “evil church”

Steering clear of unnecessary exonerations, justifications or claims of inno-

cence on issues relating misdeeds of church members, I still consider it wise to
address the astounding negativity being attached to the whole Church by con-

temporary anti-theists. It is always been presented as though any nation or or-

ganisation in history could equate itself with the Church with regard to the immensity of goods she has and keeps doing for the world for a whole length of

2000 years. The statistics of UNAIDS records 26% of the assistance to AIDS patients are from the Church. Not withstanding the innumerable groups and or-

ganisations that do not report to the UNAIDS and therefore are not included in
the statistics. This is just on the AIDS predicament in the world. So when we

begin to tow the line of atheist fundamentalism in seeing nothing good about

the Church, we should ask ourselves whether we are being fair. And indeed we
do not need to be Catholics to recognise this. Hitchens once referred to the ac-

cusations of some priests as responsible for the war in Rwanda as a proof that
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the Church is bad. It is always the same accusations. Without any effort to find
out whether ‘the Church’ there supported the war or made any effort with-

in their capacity to rescue victims. In March 1996, Pope John Paul II told the

Rwandan people, “The Church... cannot be held responsible for the guilt of its

members that have acted against the evangelic law; they will be called to ren-

der account of their own actions. All Church members that have sinned during

the genocide must have the courage to assume the consequences of their deeds
they have done against God and fellow men.”x Was it of any interest to Hitchens to refer to bishops, hundreds of priests, sisters and Church workers who
were also massacred because they tried to hide and protect the lives of oth-

ers as their faith demands of them? No! The interest of the anti-theists remains
the very few priests accused of aiding the war as if these few were the Church
or rather, as if the Church requested them to do that. These facts however do
not justify that priests or anybody for that matter participated in the geno-

cide. But the attachment of this deed to the Church, like every other historical

event of this sort, as if the Church had called some priests together and taught
them to do what they did, is a biased myopic approach to the situation. Just as

there are wars going on now in Africa and Asia, have we done anything except
to sigh in front of our TVs while watching the horror? Our accusing power, vibrating passion for acclaimed moral goodness and influential intelligence are

all serving other purposes than debating and arguing while the wars have not
and should be stopped. In the next 20 years when it might have been over, we
shall all stand in front of the public with suits and neckties, pointing accusing

fingers on others, using the evils we tolerated to benefit whatever ideology and
propaganda we are representing. Individual deeds which are contrary to the

teachings of the gospel of Christ should not be tagged the deeds of the Church

because of those who committed them. If they were responsible for what they
were accused of, could they not have done the same, if not more, if they were
not priests?

Until we begin to realise that humans can do things incompatible to what
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they profess, until we begin to see the Catholic Church everywhere we see

Catholics, until we begin to identify the teachings of Christ and the Church as

the issue and not the unchristian deeds of a few, we will always comply and be
skewed to the negativity that deters us into anti-Christianity.
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Living Within the Truth:
Christian Mission in the New Order
of the World
1

By Charles J. Chaput, Archbishop of Denver
Tertullian once famously said that the blood of martyrs is the seed of the

Church. History has proven that to be true. And Slovakia is the perfect place

for us to revisit his words today. Here, and throughout central and eastern Europe, Catholics suffered through 50 years of Nazi and Soviet murder regimes.

So they know the real cost of Christian witness from bitter experience – and

also, unfortunately, the cost of cowardice, collaboration and self-delusion in the
face of evil.

I want to begin by suggesting that many Catholics in the United States and

Western Europe today simply don’t understand those costs. Nor do they seem
to care. As a result, many are indifferent to the process in our countries that

social scientists like to call “secularization” – but which, in practice, involves repudiating the Christian roots and soul of our civilization.

American Catholics have no experience of the systematic repression so famil-

iar to your Churches. It’s true that anti-Catholic prejudice has always played a

role in American life. This bigotry came first from my country’s dominant Protestant culture, and now from its “post-Christian” leadership classes. But this is

quite different from deliberate persecution. In general, Catholics have thrived
in the United States. The reason is simple. America has always had a broad-

ly Christian and religion-friendly moral foundation, and our public institutions
were established as non-sectarian, not anti-religious.

At the heart of the American experience is an instinctive “biblical realism.”

From our Protestant inheritance we have always – at least until now – understood that sin is real, and men and women can be corrupted by power and
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prosperity.   Americans have often been tempted to see our nation as uniquely
destined, or specially anointed by God. But in the habits of daily life, we have

always known that the “city of God” is something very distinct from the “city of
man.” And we are wary of confusing the two.

Alexis de Tocqueville, in his Democracy in America, wrote: “Despotism can do

without faith, but liberty cannot…” Therefore, “What is to be done with a people
that is its own master, if it is not obedient to God?”2

America’s founders were a diverse group of practicing Christians and Enlight-

enment deists. But nearly all were friendly to religious faith. They believed a
free people cannot remain free without religious faith and the virtues that it

fosters. They sought to keep Church and state separate and autonomous. But
their motives were very different from the revolutionary agenda in Europe.

The American founders did not confuse the state with civil society. They had

no desire for a radically secularized public life. They had no intent to lock religion away from public affairs. On the contrary, they wanted to guarantee citizens the freedom to live their faith publicly and vigorously, and to bring their
religious convictions to bear on the building of a just society.

Obviously, we need to remember that other big differences do exist between

the American and European experiences. Europe has suffered some of the

worst wars and violent regimes in human history. The United States has not

seen a war on its soil in 150 years. Americans have no experience of bombedout cities or social collapse, and little experience of poverty, ideological poli-

tics or hunger. As a result, the past has left many Europeans with a worldliness

and a pessimism that seem very different from the optimism that marks American society. But these and other differences don’t change the fact that our paths
into the future are now converging. Today, in an era of global interconnection,
the challenges that confront Catholics in America are much the same as in Europe: We face an aggressively secular political vision and a consumerist eco-

nomic model that result – in practice, if not in explicit intent – in a new kind of
state-encouraged atheism.

back to table of contents

284 / 330

To put it another way: The Enlightenment-derived worldview that gave rise

to the great murder ideologies of the last century remains very much alive. Its

language is softer, its intentions seem kinder, and its face is friendlier. But its

underlying impulse hasn’t changed – i.e., the dream of building a society apart
from God; a world where men and women might live wholly sufficient unto
themselves, satisfying their needs and desires through their own ingenuity.

This vision presumes a frankly “post-Christian” world ruled by rationality,

technology and good social engineering. Religion has a place in this worldview,

but only as an individual lifestyle accessory. People are free to worship and believe whatever they want, so long as they keep their beliefs to themselves and
do not presume to intrude their religious idiosyncrasies on the workings of
government, the economy, or culture.

Now, at first hearing, this might sound like a reasonable way to organize a

modern society that includes a wide range of ethnic, religious and cultural traditions, different philosophies of life and approaches to living.
But we’re immediately struck by two unpleasant details.

First, “freedom of worship” is not at all the same thing as “freedom of reli-

gion.” Religious freedom includes the right to preach, teach, assemble, organize,
and to engage society and its issues publicly, both as individuals and joined together as communities of faith. This is the classic understanding of a citizen’s

right to the “free exercise” of his or her religion in the First Amendment to the
U.S. Constitution. It’s also clearly implied in Article 18 of the Universal Decla-

ration of Human Rights. In contrast, freedom of worship is a much smaller and

more restrictive idea.

Second, how does the rhetoric of enlightened, secular tolerance square with

the actual experience of faithful Catholics in Europe and North America in recent years?

In the United States, a nation that is still 80 percent Christian with a high de-

gree of religious practice, government agencies now increasingly seek to dictate how Church ministries should operate, and to force them into practices
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that would destroy their Catholic identity. Efforts have been made to discourage or criminalize the expression of certain Catholic beliefs as “hate speech.”

Our courts and legislatures now routinely take actions that undermine mar-

riage and family life, and seek to scrub our public life of Christian symbolism
and signs of influence.

In Europe, we see similar trends, although marked by a more open contempt

for Christianity. Church leaders have been reviled in the media and even in the
courts for simply expressing Catholic teaching. Some years ago, as many of

you may recall, one of the leading Catholic politicians of our generation, Rocco

Buttiglione, was denied a leadership post in the European Union because of his
Catholic beliefs.

Earlier this summer we witnessed the kind of vindictive thuggery not seen

on this continent since the days of Nazi and Soviet police methods: the Arch-

bishop’s palace in Brussels raided by agents; bishops detained and interrogated
for nine hours without due process; their private computers, cell phones, and

files seized. Even the graves of the Church’s dead were violated in the raid. For

most Americans, this sort of calculated, public humiliation of religious lead-

ers would be an outrage and an abuse of state power. And this is not because

of the virtues or the sins of any specific religious leaders involved, since we all

have a duty to obey just laws. Rather, it’s an outrage because the civil authori-

ty, by its harshness, shows contempt for the beliefs and the believers whom the
leaders represent.

My point is this: These are not the actions of governments that see the Catho-

lic Church as a valued partner in their plans for the 21st century. Quite the opposite. These events suggest an emerging, systematic discrimination against
the Church that now seems inevitable.

Today’s secularizers have learned from the past. They are more adroit in

their bigotry; more elegant in their public relations; more intelligent in their

work to exclude the Church and individual believers from influencing the mor-

al life of society. Over the next several decades, Christianity will become a faith
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that can speak in the public square less and less freely. A society where faith is
prevented from vigorous public expression is a society that has fashioned the
state into an idol. And when the state becomes an idol, men and women become the sacrificial offering.

Cardinal Henri de Lubac once wrote that “It is not true … that man can-

not organize the world without God. What is true, is that without God, [man]
can ultimately only organize it against man. Exclusive humanism is inhuman
humanism.”3

The West is now steadily moving in the direction of that new “inhuman hu-

manism.” And if the Church is to respond faithfully, we need to draw upon the
lessons that your Churches learned under totalitarianism.

A Catholicism of resistance must be based on trust in Christ’s words: “The

truth will make you free.”4 This trust gave you insight into the nature of totali-

tarian regimes. It helped you articulate new ways of discipleship. Rereading

the words of the Czech leader Václav Havel to prepare for this talk, I was struck
by the profound Christian humanism of his idea of “living within the truth.”5
Catholics today need to see their discipleship and mission as precisely that:
“living within the truth.”

Living within the truth means living according to Jesus Christ and God’s Word

in Sacred Scripture. It means proclaiming the truth of the Christian Gospel, not

only by our words but by our example. It means living every day and every moment from the unshakeable conviction that God lives, and that his love is the

motive force of human history and the engine of every authentic human life. It

means believing that the truths of the Creed are worth suffering and dying for.

Living within the truth also means telling the truth and calling things by their

right names. And that means exposing the lies by which some men try to force
others to live.

Two of the biggest lies in the world today are these: first, that Christianity

was of relatively minor importance in the development of the West; and second,
that Western values and institutions can be sustained without a grounding in
back to table of contents

287 / 330

Christian moral principles.

Before I talk about these two falsehoods, we should pause a moment to think

about the meaning of history.

History is not simply about learning facts. History is a form of memory, and

memory is a foundation stone of self-identity. Facts are useless without a context of meaning. The unique genius and meaning of Western civilization can-

not be understood without the 20 centuries of Christian context in which they

developed.   A people who do not know their history, do not know themselves.
They are a people doomed to repeat the mistakes of their past because they

cannot see what the present – which always flowers out of the past – requires
of them.

People who forget who they are can be much more easily manipulated. This

was dramatized famously in Orwell’s image of the “memory hole” in his nov-

el 1984. Today, the history of the Church and the legacy of Western Christian-

ity are being pushed down the memory hole. This is the first lie that we need to
face.

Downplaying the West’s Christian past is sometimes done with the best in-

tentions, from a desire to promote peaceful co-existence in a pluralistic society.
But more frequently it’s done to marginalize Christians and to neutralize the
Church’s public witness.

The Church needs to name and fight this lie. To be a European or an Ameri-

can is to be heir to a profound Christian synthesis of Greek philosophy and art,
Roman law, and biblical truth. This synthesis gave rise to the Christian humanism that undergirds all of Western civilization.

On this point, we might remember the German Lutheran scholar and pastor,

Dietrich Bonhoeffer. He wrote these words in the months leading up to his ar-

rest by the Gestapo in 1943: “The unity of the West is not an idea but a historical reality, of which the sole foundation is Christ.”6

Our societies in the West are Christian by birth, and their survival depends

on the endurance of Christian values. Our core principles and political instituback to table of contents
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tions are based, in large measure, on the morality of the Gospel and the Christian vision of man and government. We are talking here not only about Chris-

tian theology or religious ideas. We are talking about the moorings of our soci-

eties – representative government and the separation of powers; freedom of religion and conscience; and most importantly, the dignity of the human person.

This truth about the essential unity of the West has a corollary, as Bonhoeffer

also observed: Take away Christ and you remove the only reliable foundation
for our values, institutions and way of life.

That means we cannot dispense with our history out of some superficial con-

cern over offending our non-Christian neighbors. Notwithstanding the chatter

of the “new atheists,” there is no risk that Christianity will ever be forced upon

people anywhere in the West. The only “confessional states” in the world today

are those ruled by Islamist or atheist dictatorships – regimes that have rejected
the Christian West’s belief in individual rights and the balance of powers.

I would argue that the defense of Western ideals is the only protection that

we and our neighbors have against a descent into new forms of repression –

whether it might be at the hands of extremist Islam or secularist technocrats.
But indifference to our Christian past contributes to indifference about de-

fending our values and institutions in the present. And this brings me to the

second big lie by which we live today – the lie that there is no unchanging truth.
Relativism is now the civil religion and public philosophy of the West. Again,

the arguments made for this viewpoint can seem persuasive. Given the plural-

ism of the modern world, it might seem to make sense that society should want
to affirm that no one individual or group has a monopoly on truth; that what
one person considers to be good and desirable another may not; and that all
cultures and religions should be respected as equally valid.

In practice, however, we see that without a belief in fixed moral principles

and transcendent truths, our political institutions and language become instruments in the service of a new barbarism. In the name of tolerance we come to
tolerate the cruelest intolerance; respect for other cultures comes to dictate
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disparagement of our own; the teaching of “live and let live” justifies the strong
living at the expense of the weak.

This diagnosis helps us understand one of the foundational injustices in the

West today – the crime of abortion.

I realize that the abortion license is a matter of current law in almost every

nation in the West. In some cases, this license reflects the will of the majority

and is enforced through legal and democratic means. And I’m aware that many
people, even in the Church, find it strange that we Catholics in America still
make the sanctity of unborn life so central to our public witness.

Let me tell you why I believe abortion is the crucial issue of our age.

First, because abortion, too, is about living within the truth. The right to life

is the foundation of every other human right. If that right is not inviolate, then
no right can be guaranteed.

Or to put it more bluntly: Homicide is homicide, no matter how small the vic-

tim.

Here’s another truth that many persons in the Church have not yet fully reck-

oned: The defense of newborn and preborn life has been a central element of
Catholic identity since the Apostolic Age.

I’ll say that again: From the earliest days of the Church, to be Catholic has

meant refusing in any way to participate in the crime of abortion – either by

seeking an abortion, performing one, or making this crime possible through actions or inactions in the political or judicial realm. More than that, being Catholic has meant crying out against all that offends the sanctity and dignity of life
as it has been revealed by Jesus Christ.

The evidence can be found in the earliest documents of Church history. In our

day – when the sanctity of life is threatened not only by abortion, infanticide
and euthanasia, but also by embryonic research and eugenic temptations to

eliminate the weak, the disabled and the infirm elderly – this aspect of Catholic
identity becomes even more vital to our discipleship.

My point in mentioning abortion is this: Its widespread acceptance in the
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West shows us that without a grounding in God or a higher truth, our demo-

cratic institutions can very easily become weapons against our own human dignity.

Our most cherished values cannot be defended by reason alone, or simply for

their own sake. They have no self-sustaining or “internal” justification.

There is no inherently logical or utilitarian reason why society should respect

the rights of the human person. There is even less reason for recognizing the
rights of those whose lives impose burdens on others, as is the case with the
child in the womb, the terminally ill, or the physically or mentally disabled.

If human rights do not come from God, then they devolve to the arbitrary

conventions of men and women. The state exists to defend the rights of man
and to promote his flourishing. The state can never be the source of those

rights. When the state arrogates to itself that power, even a democracy can become totalitarian.

What is legalized abortion but a form of intimate violence that clothes itself

in democracy? The will to power of the strong is given the force of law to kill
the weak.

That is where we are heading in the West today. And we’ve been there before.

Slovaks and many other central and eastern Europeans have lived through it.

I suggested earlier that the Church’s religious liberty is under assault today in

ways not seen since the Nazi and Communist eras. I believe we are now in the
position to better understand why.

Writing in the 1960s, Richard Weaver, an American scholar and social philos-

opher, said: “I am absolutely convinced that relativism must eventually lead to a
regime of force.” 7

He was right. There is a kind of “inner logic” that leads relativism to repres-

sion.

This explains the paradox of how Western societies can preach tolerance and

diversity while aggressively undermining and penalizing Catholic life. The dogma of tolerance cannot tolerate the Church’s belief that some ideas and behavback to table of contents
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iors should not be tolerated because they dehumanize us. The dogma that all
truths are relative cannot allow the thought that some truths might not be.

The Catholic beliefs that most deeply irritate the orthodoxies of the West are

those concerning abortion, sexuality and the marriage of man and woman. This
is no accident. These Christian beliefs express the truth about human fertility,
meaning and destiny.

These truths are subversive in a world that would have us believe that God

is not necessary and that human life has no inherent nature or purpose. Thus
the Church must be punished because, despite all the sins and weaknesses of

her people, she is still the bride of Jesus Christ; still a source of beauty, meaning
and hope that refuses to die – and still the most compelling and dangerous heretic of the world’s new order.

Let me sum up what I’ve been saying.

My first point is this: Ideas have consequences. And bad ideas have bad con-

sequences. Today we are living in a world that is under the sway of some very

destructive ideas, the worst being that men and women can live as if God does

not matter and as if the Son of God never walked this earth. As a result of these
bad ideas, the Church’s freedom to exercise her mission is under attack. We
need to understand why that is, and we need to do something about it.

My second point is simply this: We can no longer afford to treat the debate

over secularization – which really means cauterizing Christianity out of our cultural memory – as if it’s a problem for Church professionals. The emergence of

a “new Europe” and a “next America” rooted in something other than the real

facts of our Christian-shaped history will have damaging consequences for every serious believer.

We need not and should not abandon the hard work of honest dialogue. Far

from it. The Church always needs to seek friendships, areas of agreement, and

ways to make positive, reasoned arguments in the public square. But it’s foolish
to expect gratitude or even respect from our governing and cultural leadership
classes today. Naïve imprudence is not an evangelical virtue.
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The temptation in every age of the Church is to try to get along with Cae-

sar. And it’s very true: Scripture tells us to respect and pray for our leaders. We
need to have a healthy love for the countries we call home. But we can never

render unto Caesar what belongs to God. We need to obey God first; the obliga-

tions of political authority always come second. We cannot collaborate with evil

without gradually becoming evil ourselves. This is one of the most vividly harsh
lessons of the 20th century. And it’s a lesson that I hope we have learned.

That brings me to my third and final point today: We live in a time when

the Church is called to be a believing community of resistance. We need to call
things by their true names. We need to fight the evils we see. And most im-

portantly, we must not delude ourselves into thinking that by going along with
the voices of secularism and de-Christianization we can somehow mitigate or

change things. Only the Truth can set men free. We need to be apostles of Jesus
Christ and the Truth he incarnates.

So what does this mean for us as individual disciples? Let me offer a few sug-

gestions by way of a conclusion.

My first suggestion comes again from the great witness against the paganism

of the Third Reich, Dietrich Bonhoeffer: “The renewal of the Western world lies
solely in the divine renewal of the Church, which leads her to the fellowship of
the risen and living Jesus Christ.”8

The world urgently needs a re-awakening of the Church in our actions and in

our public and private witness. The world needs each of us to come to a deep-

er experience of our Risen Lord in the company of our fellow believers. The renewal of the West depends overwhelmingly on our faithfulness to Jesus Christ
and his Church.

We need to really believe what we say we believe. Then we need to prove

it by the witness of our lives. We need to be so convinced of the truths of the

Creed that we are on fire to live by these truths, to love by these truths, and to
defend these truths, even to the point of our own discomfort and suffering.

We are ambassadors of the living God to a world that is on the verge of forback to table of contents
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getting him. Our work is to make God real; to be the face of his love; to propose
once more to the men and women of our day, the dialogue of salvation.

The lesson of the 20th century is that there is no cheap grace. This God

whom we believe in, this God who loved the world so much that he sent his

only Son to suffer and die for it, demands that we live the same bold, sacrificial
pattern of life shown to us by Jesus Christ.

The form of the Church, and the form of every Christian life, is the form of the

cross. Our lives must become a liturgy, a self-offering that embodies the love of
God and the renewal of the world.

The great Slovak martyrs of the past knew this. And they kept this truth alive

when the bitter weight of hatred and totalitarianism pressed upon your people.
I’m thinking especially right now of Slovak heroic bishops, Blessed Vasil Hopko
and Pavel Gojdic, and the heroic sister, Blessed Zdenka Schelingová.

We need to keep this beautiful mandate of Sister Zdenka close to our hearts:
“My sacrifice, my holy Mass, begins in daily life. From the altar of the Lord I

go to the altar of my work. I must be able to continue the sacrifice of the altar
in every situation. … It is Christ whom we must proclaim through our lives, to
him we offer the sacrifice of our own will.”9

Let us preach Jesus Christ with all the energy of our lives. And let us sup-

port each other – whatever the cost – so that when we make our accounting to
the Lord, we will be numbered among the faithful and courageous, and not the

cowardly or the evasive, or those who compromised until there was nothing left
of their convictions; or those who were silent when they should have spoken
the right word at the right time.  

The Vocation of Christians in Public Life10
I write as a Catholic Christian and an American citizen – in that order. Both of

these identities are important. They don’t need to conflict. They are not, how-

ever, the same thing. And they do not have the same weight. I love my country.
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I revere the genius of its founding documents and its public institutions. But no
nation, not even the one I love, has a right to my allegiance, or my silence, in

matters that belong to God or that undermine the dignity of the human persons
He created.

Catholics and Protestants have different memories of American history. The

historian Paul Johnson once wrote that America was “born Protestant”11. That’s

clearly true. Whatever America is today or may become tomorrow, its origin

was deeply shaped by a Protestant Christian spirit, and the fruit of that spirit

has been, on the balance, a great blessing for humanity. But it’s also true that,
while Catholics have always thrived in the United States, they lived through

two centuries of discrimination, religious bigotry and occasional violence. Protestants of course will remember things quite differently. They will remember

Catholic persecution of dissenters in Europe, the entanglements of the Roman

Church and state power, and papal suspicion of democracy and religious liberty.
We can’t erase those memories. And we cannot – nor should we try to – pa-

per over the issues that still divide us as believers in terms of doctrine, authority and our understandings of the Church. Ecumenism based on good manners
instead of truth is empty. It’s also a form of lying. If we share a love of Jesus

Christ and a familial bond in baptism and God’s Word, then on a fundamen-

tal level, we’re brothers and sisters. Members of a family owe each other more
than surface courtesies. We owe each other the kind of fraternal respect that

“speak[s] the truth in love” (Eph 4:15). We also urgently owe each other soli-

darity and support in dealing with a culture that increasingly derides religious
faith in general, and the Christian faith in particular. And that brings me to the
heart of what I want to share with you.

Our theme is the vocation of Christians in public life. That’s a pretty broad

canvas. Broad enough that I wrote a book about it. But here I want to focus in
a special way on the role of Christians in our country’s civic and political life.

The key to our discussion will be that word “vocation.” It comes from the Latin
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word vocare,” which means, “to call.” Christians believe that God calls each of us

individually, and all of us as a believing community, to know, love and serve him
in our daily lives.

But there’s more. He also asks us to make disciples of all nations. That means

we have a duty to preach Jesus Christ. We have a mandate to share his Gospel of
truth, mercy, justice and love. These are mission words; action words. They’re

not optional. And they have practical consequences for the way we think, speak,
make choices and live our lives, not just at home but in the public square. Real
Christian faith is always personal, but it’s never private. And we need to think
about that simple fact in light of an anniversary.

Fifty years ago this fall, in September 1960, Sen. John F. Kennedy, the Demo-

cratic candidate for president, spoke to the Greater Houston Ministerial Association. He had one purpose. He needed to convince 300 uneasy Protestant ministers, and the country at large, that a Catholic like himself could serve loyally

as our nation’s chief executive. Kennedy convinced the country, if not the ministers, and went on to be elected. And his speech left a lasting mark on American politics. It was sincere, compelling, articulate – and wrong. Not wrong

about the patriotism of Catholics, but wrong about American history and very

wrong about the role of religious faith in our nation’s life. And he wasn’t merely “wrong.” His Houston remarks profoundly undermined the place not just of

Catholics, but of all religious believers, in America’s public life and political conversation. Today, half a century later, we’re paying for the damage.

Now those are strong statements. So I’ll try to explain them by doing three

things. First, I want to look at the problems in what Kennedy actually said. Second, I want to reflect on what a proper Christian approach to politics and pub-

lic service might look like. And last, I want to examine where Kennedy’s speech
has led us – in other words, the realities we face today, and what Christians
need to do about those realities.
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John Kennedy was a great speaker. Ted Sorensen, who helped craft the Hous-

ton speech, was a gifted writer. As a result, it’s easy to speed-read Kennedy’s

Houston remarks as a passionate appeal for tolerance. But the text has at least
two big flaws12. The first is political and historical. The second is religious.

Early in his remarks, Kennedy said: “I believe in an America where the sepa-

ration of Church and state is absolute.” Given the distrust historically shown to
Catholics in this country, his words were shrewdly chosen. The trouble is, the
Constitution doesn’t say that. The Founders and Framers didn’t believe that.

And the history of the United States contradicts that. Unlike revolutionary leaders in Europe, the American Founders looked quite favorably on religion. Many
were believers themselves. In fact, one of the main reasons for writing the

First Amendment’s Establishment Clause – the clause that bars any federallyendorsed Church – was that several of the Constitution’s Framers wanted to

protect the publicly funded Protestant Churches they already had in their own

states. John Adams actually preferred a “mild and equitable establishment of religion” and helped draft that into the 1780 Massachusetts Constitution13.

America’s Founders encouraged mutual support between religion and gov-

ernment. Their reasons were practical. In their view, a republic like the United
States needs a virtuous people to survive. Religious faith, rightly lived, forms

virtuous people. Thus, the modern, drastic sense of the “separation of Church
and state” had little force in American consciousness until Justice Hugo Black

excavated it from a private letter President Thomas Jefferson wrote in 1802 to

the Danbury Baptist Association.14 Justice Black then used Jefferson’s phrase in
the Supreme Court’s Everson v. Board of Education decision in 1947.

The date of that Court decision is important, because America’s Catholic bish-

ops wrote a wonderful pastoral letter one year later – in 1948 – called “The

Christian in Action”. It’s worth reading. In that letter, the bishops did two things.
They strongly endorsed American democracy and religious freedom. They also
strongly challenged Justice Black’s logic in Everson.
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The bishops wrote that “it would be an utter distortion of American history

and law” to force the nation’s public institutions into an “indifference to reli-

gion and the exclusion of cooperation between religion and government.” They
rejected Justice Black’s harsh new sense of the separation of Church and state

as a “shibboleth of doctrinaire secularism”15. And the bishops argued their case

from the facts of American history.

The value of remembering that pastoral statement tonight is this: Kennedy

referenced the 1948 bishops’ letter in his Houston comments. He wanted to

prove the deep Catholic support for American democracy. And rightly so. But he
neglected to mention that the same bishops, in the same letter, repudiated the
new and radical kind of separation doctrine he was preaching.

The Houston remarks also created a religious problem. To his credit, Ken-

nedy said that if his duties as President should “ever require me to violate my
conscience or violate the national interest, I would resign the office.” He also

warned that he would not “disavow my views or my church in order to win this

election.” But in its effect, the Houston speech did exactly that. It began the project of walling religion away from the process of governance in a new and ag-

gressive way. It also divided a person’s private beliefs from his or her public duties. And it set “the national interest” over and against “outside religious pressures or dictates.”

For his audience of Protestant ministers, Kennedy’s stress on personal con-

science may have sounded familiar and reassuring. But what Kennedy actually did, according to Jesuit scholar Mark Massa, was something quite alien and
new. He “‘secularize[d] the American presidency in order to win it.” In other

words, “[P]recisely because Kennedy was not an adherent of that mainstream
Protestant religiosity that had created and buttressed the ‘plausibility struc-

tures’ of [American] political culture at least since Lincoln, he had to ‘privatize’

presidential religious belief – including and especially his own – in order to win
that office”16.
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In Massa’s view, the kind of secularity pushed by the Houston speech “rep-

resented a near total privatization of religious belief – so much a privatization

that religious observers from both sides of the Catholic/Protestant fence commented on its remarkable atheistic implications for public life and discourse.”
And the irony – again as told by Massa – is that some of the same people who

worried publicly about Kennedy’s Catholic faith got a result very different from
the one they expected. In effect, “the raising of the [Catholic] issue itself went a
considerable way toward ‘secularizing’ the American public square by privatiz-

ing personal belief. The very effort to ‘safeguard’ the [essentially Protestant] religious aura of the presidency... contributed in significant ways to its secularization.”

Fifty years after Kennedy’s Houston speech, we have more Catholics in na-

tional public office than ever before. But I wonder if we’ve ever had fewer of

them who can coherently explain how their faith informs their work, or who
even feel obligated to try. The life of our country is no more “Catholic” or

“Christian” than it was 100 years ago. In fact it’s arguably less so. And at least
one of the reasons for it is this: Too many Catholics confuse their personal

opinions with a real Christian conscience. Too many live their faith as if it were
a private idiosyncrasy – the kind that they’ll never allow to become a public

nuisance. And too many just don’t really believe. Maybe it’s different in Protestant circles. But I hope you’ll forgive me if I say, “I doubt it.”

John Kennedy didn’t create the trends in American life that I’ve described.

But at least for Catholics, his Houston speech clearly fed them. Which brings me
to the second point of my talk: What would a proper Christian approach to politics look like? John Courtney Murray, the Jesuit scholar who spoke so forcefully
about the dignity of American democracy and religious freedom, once wrote:

“The Holy Spirit does not descend into the City of Man in the form of a dove. He

comes only in the endlessly energetic spirit of justice and love that dwells in the
man of the City, the layman”17.
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Here’s what that means. Christianity is not mainly – or even significantly –-

about politics. It’s about living and sharing the love of God. And Christian po-

litical engagement, when it happens, is never mainly the task of the clergy. That
work belongs to lay believers who live most intensely in the world. Christian

faith is not a set of ethics or doctrines. It’s not a group of theories about social
and economic justice. All these things have their place. All of them can be important. But a Christian life begins in a relationship with Jesus Christ; and it

bears fruit in the justice, mercy and love we show to others because of that relationship.

Jesus said, “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all

your soul, and with all your mind. This is the great and first commandment.

And a second is like it. You shall love your neighbor as yourself. On these two

commandments depend all the law and the prophets” (Mt 22:37-40). That’s the
test of our faith, and without a passion for Jesus Christ in our hearts that re-

shapes our lives, Christianity is just a word game and a legend. Relationships

have consequences. A married man will commit himself to certain actions and

behaviors, no matter what the cost, out of the love he bears for his wife. Our relationship with God is the same. We need to live and prove our love by our actions, not just in our personal and family lives, but also in the public square.

Therefore Christians individually and the Church as a believing community en-

gage the political order as an obligation of the Word of God. Human law teaches
and forms as well as regulates; and human politics is the exercise of power –

which means both have moral implications that the Christian cannot ignore and
still remain faithful to his vocation as a light to the world (Mt 5:14-16).

Robert Dodaro, the Augustinian priest and scholar, wrote a wonderful book

a few years ago called Christ and the Just Society in the Thought of Augustine. In
his book and elsewhere, Dodaro makes four key points about Augustine’s view
of Christianity and politics 18.

First, Augustine never really offers a political theory, and there’s a reason. He
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doesn’t believe human beings can know or create perfect justice in this world.
Our judgment is always flawed by our sinfulness. Therefore, the right starting
point for any Christian politics is humility, modesty and a very sober realism.
Second, no political order, no matter how seemingly good, can ever consti-

tute a just society. Errors in moral judgment can’t be avoided. These errors also
grow exponentially in their complexity as they move from lower to higher levels of society and governance. Therefore the Christian needs to be loyal to her
nation and obedient to its legitimate rulers. But she also needs to cultivate a
critical vigilance about both.

Third, despite these concerns, Christians still have a duty to take part in pub-

lic life according to their God-given abilities, even when their faith brings them

into conflict with public authority. We can’t simply ignore or withdraw from civic affairs. The reason is simple. The classic civic virtues named by Cicero – prudence, justice, fortitude and temperance – can be renewed and elevated, to the

benefit of all citizens, by the Christian virtues of faith, hope and charity. Therefore, political engagement is a worthy Christian task, and public office is an
honorable Christian vocation.

Fourth, in governing as best they can, while conforming their lives and their

judgment to the content of the Gospel, Christian leaders in public life can ac-

complish real good, and they can make a difference. Their success will always
be limited and mixed. It will never be ideal. But with the help of God they can
improve the moral quality of society, which makes the effort invaluable.

What Augustine believes about Christian leaders, we can reasonably extend

to the vocation of all Christian citizens. The skills of the Christian citizen are finally very simple: a zeal for Jesus Christ and his Church; a conscience formed

in humility and rooted in Scripture and the believing community; the prudence
to see which issues in public life are vital and foundational to human dignity,

and which ones are not; and the courage to work for what’s right. We don’t culback to table of contents
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tivate these skills alone. We develop them together as Christians, in prayer, on

our knees, in the presence of Jesus Christ – and also in our discussions with one
another.

Now before ending, I want to turn briefly to the third point I mentioned ear-

lier: the realities we face today, and what Christians need to do about them. As
I was preparing these thoughts, I listed all the urgent issues that demand our
attention as believers: abortion; immigration; our obligations to the poor, the
elderly and the disabled; questions of war and peace; our national confusion

about sexual identity and human nature, and the attacks on marriage and family life that flow from this confusion; the growing disconnection of our science

and technology from real moral reflection; the erosion of freedom of conscience
in our national health-care debates; the content and quality of the schools that
form our children.

The list is long. I believe abortion is the foundational human rights issue of

our lifetime. We need to do everything we can to support women in their preg-

nancies and to end the legal killing of unborn children. We may want to remember that the Romans had a visceral hatred for Carthage not because Carthage

was a commercial rival, or because its people had a different language and customs. The Romans hated Carthage above all because its people sacrificed their

infants to Ba’al. For the Romans, who themselves were a hard people, that was
a unique kind of wickedness and barbarism. As a nation, we might profitably

ask ourselves whom and what we’ve really been worshipping in our 40 million
“legal” abortions since 1973.

All of these issues that I’ve listed above divide our country and our Church-

es in a way Augustine would have found quite understandable. The City of God
and the City of Man overlap in this world. Only God knows who finally belongs

to which. But in the meantime, in seeking to live the Gospel we claim to believe,
we find friends and brothers in unforeseen places, unlikely places; and when
that happens, even a foreign place can seem like one’s home.
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The vocation of Christians in American public life does not have a Baptist or

Catholic or Greek Orthodox or any other brand-specific label. John 14:6 – “I am
the way, the truth and the life; no one comes to the Father but by me” – which
is so key to the identity of Houston Baptist University, burns just as hot in the

heart of every Catholic who truly understands his faith. Our job is to love God,
preach Jesus Christ, serve and defend God’s people, and sanctify the world as
his agents. To do that work, we need to be one. Not “one” in pious words or

good intentions, but really one, perfectly one, in mind and heart and action, as

Christ intended. This is what Jesus meant when he said: “I do not pray for these
only, but also those who believe in me through their word, that they may all be

one; even as thou, Father, art in me and I in thee, that they also may be in us, so
that the world may believe that thou hast sent me” (Jn 17:20-21).

We live in a country that was once – despite its sins and flaws – deeply

shaped by Christian faith. It can be so again. But we will do that together, or
we won’t do it at all. We need to remember the words of St. Hilary from so

long ago: Unum sunt, qui invicem sunt, “they are one, who are wholly for each

other”19. May God grant us the grace to love each other, support each other and

live wholly for each other in Jesus Christ – so that we might work together in renewing the nation that has served human freedom so well.

1 	The first chapter is an adaptation of an address given at the 15th symposium for the
Canon Law Association of Slovakia on August 24, 2010 in Spisske Podhradie, Slovakia.
2 Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, vol. 1, pt. 2, chap. 9 (New York: Library
of America, 2004), 340.
3 	Henri de Lubac, The Drama of Atheist Humanism (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1998), 14.
4 John 8:32.
5 See Václav Havel, “The Power of the Powerless” (1978), in Open Letters: Selected Writings 1965–1990 (New York: Knopf, 1991), 125–214.
6 Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Ethics (London: SCM, 1983), 72–73.
7 	Richard Weaver, “Relativism and the Crisis of our Times” (1961), in In Defense of Tradition: Collected Shorter Writings of Richard M. Weaver, 1929–1963 (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 2001), 104.
8 Bonhoeffer, Ethics, 95.
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9 	See “Novena to the Blessed Zdenka Schelingová,” at www.holycrosssisters.org/s_
zdenka.html .
10 The second chapter is an adaptation of an address given to the Baptist University of
Houston, given on March 1, 2010.
11 Paul Johnson, “An Almost-Chosen People,” First Things, June/July 2006; adapted from
his Erasmus Lecture.
12 Full text of the Kennedy Houston speech is available online from the John F. Kennedy
Presidential Library and Museum.
13 John Witte, Jr., “From Establishment to Freedom of Public Religion,” Emory University School of Law, Public Law and Legal Theory Research Paper Series, Research Paper
No. 04-1, 2003, p. 5.
14 Ibid., p. 2-3.
15 U.S. Catholic bishops, pastoral letter, “The Christian in Action,” No. 11, 1948; see also
Nos. 12-18; reprinted in “Pastoral Letters of the American Hierarchy, 1792-1970,”
Hugh J. Nolan, Our Sunday Visitor, 1971.
16 Mark Massa, S.J.; quotations from Massa are from “A Catholic for President? John F.
Kennedy and the ‘Secular’ Theology of the Houston Speech, 1960,” Journal of Church
and State, Spring 1997.
17 John Courtney Murray, S.J., “The Role of Faith in the Renovation of the World,” 1948;
Murray’s works are available online from the Woodstock Theological Center Library.
18 Robert Dodaro, O.S.A.; see private correspondence with speaker, along with “Christ and
the Just Society in the Thought of Augustine,” Cambridge University Press, 2008 (first
published in 2004), and “Ecclesia and Res Publica: How Augustinian Are Neo-Augustinian Politics?,” collected in “Augustine and Post-Modern Thought: A New Alliance
Against Modernity?,” Peeters, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium,
2009.
19 Referenced in Murray, “The Construction of a Christian Culture;” essay originally delivered as three talks in 1940, available as noted above.
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More Talladega, Less Sorbonne:
How an Evangelical Spirit Could
Save Europe
By Austin Ruse, president of Catholic Family and Human Rights Institute,
New York City, Washington D.C.
I once heard the only possible hope for the future of Europe and it came from

the mouth of an orthodox Jew. He was responding to the sophisticated and erudite proposal of the elegant Italian statesman Marcello Pera. Pera, who was
then president of the Italian Senate and had published a book with Benedict

XVI, was speaking at a conference in Vienna sponsored by Christoph Cardinal
Schönborn. At present a non-believer, Pera proposed what Europe needs is a
common religion that may not be overtly Christian but would have Christian

attributes with which everyone can agree: civility, tolerance, compassion, dia-

logue. One might recognize these as the attributes par excellence of the modern

secularist. Professor Joseph Weiler was asked to respond.

Weiler is an orthodox Jew. He is the Joseph Straus Professor of Law and Euro-

pean Union Jean Monnet Chair at New York University. He used to be the Man-

ly Hudson Professor of Law and European Union Jean Monnet Chair at Harvard

University. He is a member of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences. Certainly not a “Bible thumper,” and nothing close to it. Yet this fully credentialed
academic of the US and Europe, this orthodox Jew Weiler rose that day in Vi-

enna and said: “What Europe needs are more Europeans proclaiming the lord-

ship of Jesus Christ.” Among the many startling things about Weiler’s response

is that the orthodox Jew was alone at this mostly Catholic conference in saying

such a thing. What startles even more was the language that he used. It was not
the language of modulated European sophistication, but the language of American Evangelicals at that.
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I was reminded of this exchange sometime later when I attended yet another

conference in Vienna, this one sponsored by the Hudson Institute on the subject of Islam and secularism. There was a fair amount of Muslim panic at the

conference, especially from British journalists in attendance. And there seemed

to be a consensus that Europe is in deep trouble for a whole host of reasons, including Muslim immigration, lack of assimilation, and below replacement fertility of non-Muslim Europeans. One panel, though, seemed to touch the precise

heart of the matter, but drew tut-tuts from many of the largely conservative sophisticates at the conference.

The panel was made up of Southern Baptist theologians and historians. They

spoke of Christendom, the history of Christian Europe, the Crusades and other

similar matters of the faith. In the process the Baptist scholars quoted fairly often from scripture. Many were offended. A demographer from Oxford sniffed
that one sermon on Sunday was quite enough let alone four. A visibly peeved

legal scholar from Washington, D. C. said such language should be moderated
since it would never reach the typical European and certainly wouldn’t reach

his own secularized and skeptical children. Even after the panel ended, snipes

at the Baptists continued through the day. Keep in mind that these Evangelical

scholars were not sermonizing, waving their arms around, or damning anyone
to hell. What the Baptists said was quite mild, yet drew anger from scholars
who were otherwise puzzled as to why Europe is in decline.

A number of things strike me about these exchanges. First, there is a palpa-

ble feeling in the European air that the European project is in deep trouble. You
can hardly walk into a conference center on the continent these days and not
run into a conference on Europe’s troubles and how it is to be saved.

The second thing to notice is the tremendous disconnect between scholarly

European elites, even those on the right, and the man on the street. Scholarly

elites seem to think Europe will be saved from their offices at the Sorbonne or
tony European think tanks on St. James Square. Without a doubt their work is
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important. The world of lofty ideas absolutely must be engaged. But, how are
these men and women going to reach the millions of working class men and

women standing five and ten deep on the mountain passes of Tour de France?
How are they going to reach the hundreds of thousands regular Jacques and
Johns and Giovannis on the street who attend European football matches. Is

anyone talking to them? Do the Church or European elites even have the lan-

guage to move them? Or are European Churchmen and other elites content to

talk to each other and assume that in so doing, somehow that will save Europe?
Among the greatest challenges now facing Europe are things that can only be

met with a religious movement of individual hearts: fertility decline, rabid secularism, and galloping Islam.

Fertility decline, now reaching an end-point of less than one baby per woman

in some parts of Europe is caused by many things; a lack of faith in the future,
and a profound desire for comfort and ease, and annual month-long vacations
on the Costa del Sol. All of this points to an underlying lack of generosity that

seems to be bred into modern man. What could be more generous than having
babies who drain your time and resources away for 18 years and more? And

what could be greedier than keeping all of those resources just for you. Once

greed is bred so deeply into the human heart that children are no longer wanted, it is almost impossible to get it out again. The only way is faith.

Islam is difficult story all the way around. Unrestricted immigration tells

a large part of the story. Europe’s inability or unwillingness to integrate the

stranger tells another part of the story. Islam, though, is a cultural and religious
phenomenon and what modern Islam found in Europe is a culture that is profoundly irreligious and profoundly insecure, one that is almost totally unpre-

pared to defend itself and that is conflicted whether it should be defended at

all. One recent conference suggested liberal democracy can meet that challenge,
or that market capitalism could. But these are being tried and are falling short.
It seems to me that only a wide spread, confident and evangelical Christianity
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could meet the challenge of Islam.

Secularity is not a problem in and of itself. Properly understood, Christians

including all good Catholics are secular. We do not wear robes, live in religious

communities and chant the Divine Office. We love, embrace and fully engage the
world. We do not want to raise barriers and live behind monastery walls. This
is natural for only a few, and profoundly unnatural for everyone else. What is

our enemy, is rabid secularism, bullying secularism, a kind of confessional secu-

larism that seeks the public square all to itself. Secularism of this sort is just another religious sect defending its power against any other creed that may chal-

lenge it. The only answer to this rapacious secularism is faith and a fighting one
at that.

It is at least remotely possible that more deep papers from European intel-

lectuals will convert the elites of Europe and that faith will then trickle down

to the masses. Part of the story from scripture recounts powerful men converting and taking their whole families and tribes with them. More than likely in

this age of ours, it would not be the intellectual class the masses would follow

but the avatars of popular culture. Though, it is hard to believe that Lady Gaga
would draw the same attention if she became a daily communicant.

I hold that the only thing that will save Europe is 1) more Europeans pro-

claiming the Lordship of Jesus Christ and 2) that this proclaiming must come
largely from ordinary Europeans and finally 3) – even if it might sound very

strange to almost any European – that the only attitude that will move them is
found most prominently almost exclusively among American Evangelicals.

I do not mean that all Europe must convert to the Reformed churches or

leave behind their long standing intellectual traditions. But Catholics in Eu-

rope can learn a great deal about evangelization from our American Evangeli-

cal brethren. The United States is perhaps the most religiously observant coun-

try in the West. While Church attendance and membership are down over time,
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Churches are still fairly full and most Americans consider themselves believers
and religious in the traditional sense of that word. Most Americans call them-

selves Christians. An even bigger number say they believe in God. What’s more,

while Catholicism seems to be all but dying in Europe, in America it is large, vibrant, boisterous and fully alive. Consider that the recently concluded national
debate on universal healthcare was driven in large part by the concerns of the

Catholic Church over abortion funding in the bill. Consider also the presidential
election of 2004 where the proper reception of the Eucharist became a part of
the national debate. Europeans can only scratch their heads about such devel-

opments, but it is precisely such fervor that has kept American Churches humming along.

What has kept America’s religiosity on the boil? I would suggest it is precisely

the thing that so offends European intellectuals, even believing European intellectuals. I would suggest it is the utter and very public fearlessness of Ameri-

can Evangelicals. They are not afraid to witness, to witness in public, even to be
mocked witnessing in public. Their faith does not embarrass them in the least.

In that way the Evangelicals resemble Muslims who even at UN debates will cite
the Koran and invoke the deity. Europeans cringe at such God-talk. Even believing Europeans would consider such public expressions to be the worst of manners.

Catholic intellectuals in America understand this and can work all sides of

the street. American Catholics work at a high academic level; they work with

their equals among the Evangelicals on scholarly work, and they are quite comfortable speaking to the man on the street and in the idiom he understands.

Professor Robert George of Princeton and, before him, the late Richard John

Neuhaus were both expert at building intellectual bridges to the Evangelicals.
At the same time, George and Neuhaus became heroes to ordinary Catholics

and Evangelicals. Both Catholics and Evangelicals, high and low, benefit from

this alliance. Catholic intellectuals are teaching the rich Catholic intellectual traback to table of contents
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dition to Evangelicals, while Evangelicals are teaching Catholics how to bear
witness without fear.

The problem for Europeans is that they have only fallen away Catholics to

draw upon. In the US, motivated Evangelicals and motivated Catholics are finding common ground and urging each other on. The importance of the confer-

ences I have been attending in Europe is that these conferences allow the few
and often isolated conservative intellectuals to learn from each other and to

find communal sustenance. Still, isolated conferences are far from enough for
Europe to be saved.

A member of President Sarkozy’s Cabinet once told me that France - as the

“eldest daughter of the Church could never lose the faith”. I suggested to her

that she visit Ephesus. The Holy Mother spent her last days there and was as-

sumed from there into Heaven. Ephesus was one of the ancient churches men-

tioned in the Gospels. Go there now. It is an archeological dig. There is a village
a few miles away and in it there is no Christian church. The faith does not grow
on stones. The stones at Ephesus never had the faith. Even the stones at Notre

Dame do not have the faith. Faith only adheres to human hearts and it is only in
human hearts where the faith is lost and only in those hearts that have grown
stony.

And so the Southern Baptists in Vienna had it right, and so did Weiler before

them. Europe is tired. Europe may be spent. Europe is certainly spiraling de-

mographically downward. The spread of radical social policies and their deathdealing pathologies, the epoch-ending birth rates, the death of marriage; all

these are symptoms of a deeper malaise of the spirit. However, the news is not
all bad. Many are proclaiming the Lordship of Jesus Christ. It is in Europe after

all, where in recent times many of the new and exciting movements in the Catholic Church were born; Opus Dei, Communion and Liberation, Neocatechumi-

nant Way and more recently the Emmanuel Community and Community of the
Beatitudes, and many others. The Holy Spirit moves where he wishes, but he
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moved in Ephesus, too. There must be listening hearts to hear Him, but first
win some tongues to speak for Him.

“Europe will only be saved by more Europeans proclaiming the Lordship of

Jesus Christ.” So said Joseph Weiler, towering American and European intellec-

tual and Jew. Weiler knew quite well he was not speaking in the language of the
Sorbonne. Did he know he was speaking in the language of Talladega, Alabama?
European sophisticates can find some answers there. Go down to Talladega. Go

out to the Speedway where 143,000 stand silent and still, heads bowed, as they
pray before the NASCAR engines rev. Listen to how they pray and how they

speak about Jesus. Then take a little bit of Talladega back to Vienna and Paris
and London. See what happens.
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Ways Out Of The Ghetto
By Joseph Weiler, European Union Jean Monnet Chair at New York University
Law School
And what does the LORD require of you But to do justly, To love mercy,
And to walk humbly with your God (Micah VI:8)

E che altro richiede da te l’Eterno, se non praticare la giustizia, amare la
clemenza e camminare umilmente col tuo DIO (Michea 6:8)
It is with fear and trembling that I write these words. A lion in a den of Dan-

iels, a Jew, who ontologically remains faithful to the Old Testament as the Only
Testament and must refuse the invitation of all others, is invited to reflect on

how Christians may break out of their self imposed Ghetto in today’s Europe.

I pray to the God of Israel with the words of the Psalmist: Let the words of my

mouth and the meditation of my heart be acceptable in your sight, O LORD, my
rock and my redeemer.

***

Walk humbly with your God – should be the guiding light in any consider-

ation of ‘breaking the walls of the Ghetto.’ This is not a manifesto for militancy
but for internal liberation and external maturation.

There are, in my view, three dimensions to the internal walls built by the

communities of Christian faith in Europe.

The first concerns the (false) reason-faith dichotomy – the notion that reli-

gion and faith stand apart from the universe and vocabulary of reason and rationality. That the ‘I believe’ and the life of faith, the aspiration for imitatio dei
that follows from it, take the believer outside the epistemic community of sci-

entific knowledge and the vocabulary of reason, or at a minimum, take the beback to table of contents
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liever’s world of faith outside that vocabulary. This view of religion has been

normalized. Consider the very first two paragraphs of the Preamble to the original Constitution proposed by the European Convention – a capacious document reflecting a common and ubiquitous self-understanding:

Conscious that Europe is a continent that has brought forth civilization; that

its inhabitants, arriving in successive waves from earliest times, have gradually
developed the values underlying humanism: equality of persons, freedom, respect for reason,

Drawing inspiration from the cultural, religious and humanist inheritance of

Europe, the values of which, still present in its heritage, have embedded within

the life of society the central role of the human person and his or her inviolable
and inalienable rights, and respect for law,

Read carefully: The values of humanism are: Equality of persons, freedom, re-

spect for reason. This humanist tradition is then contrasted with the religious

inheritance. It is a common place. It is certainly how many in the secular world,
innocently or otherwise, see religion and religious faith – as spiritual, as “faith”,
as inspiring or laughable but in any event as outside the realm which has re-

spect for reason. The response of homo religiosus is internalization and compartmentalization. Many a religious person themselves have come to under-

stand their religious universe exclusively within the vocabulary of faith. Since

‘mystery’ is inherent to that universe, does reason not dictate that it, mystery,

is by definition, outside the discipline of reason – so they reason (as if mystery
is not present and inherent even in a perfectly materialist view of the world).

So entrenched has this view become that many have lost the ability to explain

their faith using reason. To the enquiring questions of their children – the only
response is an anemic ‘That is what we believe.’ Of course, if the same child

were to tell his parents ‘4 + 4 = 9 this is what I believe,’ they would explain to
him or her that belief is not epistemically acceptable in this case.
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The second dimension of the internal walls follows from the first, is the ob-

verse side of the same coin: Religion is a private affair, outside the public

square, a matter for individual conscience. It follows from the first, because

there is, indeed, a strong case that the public square should be a place where

people interact with the discipline of reason – a notion running from Rawls to
Habermas. So, homo religiosus dutifully arranges his life accordingly:

Sunday is for faith, the remaining week for science. The world of work, of

public encounter, of affairs of State is the world of reason. In private, with the
family, we can garden, collect stamps, be fond of fairies (or vampire) stories
and, if we wish, be religious too.

The consequences in public discourse are equally clear. If a feminist organiza-

tion were to protest that, say, the new government did not have enough female
ministers, that would be normale amministrazione. If the Greens were to com-

plain that there are not sufficient ecologists among the new governments ministers that too would be regular politics. If the Church were to complain that

there not enough Christians, that would be gross interference, the illegitimate

encroachment of the private into the public, of the world of faith and unreason
in the world of rational discourse and reason.

The third and most insidious wall is constructed when these views affect the

world of faith itself. When faith, such as Christianity is stripped from its ritual

artifact, from its awe in the presence of the ineffable, where ecclesiology is considered outside peel, and the kernel is reduced to ethics with no more. Where

the content of one’s religious life is no more than (the hugely important) com-

mitment to an ethical life. Since I cannot explain, and hence justify anything beyond ethics, since natural law is just that, natural, and hence not dependent on
religious faith, my community of faith becomes indistinguishable from an ethical community. It is not ethics which distinguishes the believer from the nonbeliever. Ethics is a universal idiom and it is the height of arrogance for the

person of faith to claim any monopoly in this respect. The category which is
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uniquely religious, that has no equivalent, indeed is incomprehensible in a sec-

ular world, is holiness. Ethics may be a necessary condition in the vocabulary of
holiness but certainly not sufficient. A Christian is always indispensably part of
an ethical community, but that surely does not exhaust the ontology of and experience of Christianity?

***

It will be seen, then, the foundational move for exiting the self-imposed ghet-

to does not involve marches to the public squares but making inroads within
the Self and within the Community of faith. The most pressing challenge re-

mains that which it has been always – education. And the most pressing educational challenge is eradication of the compartmentalized homo religiosus.

Believers who are not simply secure in their faith, but secure in the reason of

their faith and in their faith in reason. When I say that the challenge is education I mean this in the strict sense. It is not about the content. It is not about

the ‘What to teach’ but the ‘How to teach.’ The content of the message and its

intellectual contours are clear enough. For Catholics this has been, after all, the
leitmotiv of the current Pontiff. And the other Christian denominations do not
differ. The challenge is that of transmission; of the institutions, structures and
processes in the life of communities of faith that will normalize and central-

ize that message. This would require effort, commitment, resources and will

not be achieved quickly. But if I am asked for strategies of breaking the walls
down, there are no ‘silver bullets’. Internal revolutions are always more diffi-

cult than external ones. Critically, it cannot be left to others to do – it must be a

top down, and bottom up process, demand and response. There must be plenty
of individual introspection – Do I lead a compartmentalized life? Can I give my-

self answers with a modicum of competence? Can I teach my children, educate
them? To have faith, and faith in the reason of faith? Is it too Jewish to insist

that study, learning and teaching must be a daily, integral part of religious life?
In similar vein, holiness must be recognized as the distinguishing idiom of

religiosity, and understood as not being at odds with or alien to the life of reaback to table of contents
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soned faith even when a component of mystery is folded therein. The Italian

Catholic theologian Luigi Giussani, himself a consummate educator and a teach-

er till his last day, understood this double challenge better than most, and spent

a life time insisting on, and showing some ways towards meeting the educational challenge and re-integrating holiness into the life of faith. But there is surely
not a single way – just a single commitment of objective.
***

I know that in inviting a reflection on breaking out from the walls of the self

imposed Ghetto there is a certain yearning for a robust presence in the public

space. Action! Christian Pride! There is place for all of that but it will be a chimera if the internal walls remain intact. It is not a ‘feel good’ one is after and

not a militant confrontation. Just as one should hearken for the integrated ho-

listic self, one should hearken for the integrated holistic social space. Not holy,

holistic, one that accepts the religious as normal and legitimate artifacts of our
public space.

John Paul II liked to say that Religious Freedom is the most fundamental of

freedoms. One typically understood that as a corporatist statement – as if the

head of a Trade Union Movement would claim that the freedom to strike is the
most fundamental right. Freedom of religion, as Benedict XVI famously expli-

cated in his Regensburg Lectures, includes essentially the freedom to say No to
God. Put differently, freedom from religion is in and of itself a religious proposition. A profound religious proposition. Coerced imitatio dei is an oxymoron.

Simply put, God is not interested in such. It is for this reason that freedom of
religion is the most profound and fundamental for it affirms more than any

other the essential liberty and dignity of the human person. Even a confirmed
atheist can understand the significance of someone who believes in an Al-

mighty Creator insisting on the right and liberty to say No to the Creator. It also

imposes on homo religiosus a unique discipline not shared by others in the public space.
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It is precisely here that breaking the internal and external coalesce. Message

number one, explicit or implicit, when homo religiosus enters the public space,

is that of human dignity and liberty, the most fundamental of which is religious
liberty which includes freedom of religion but also, as a religious proposition
too, freedom from religion – the right to say no to God.

Message number two is of the religious commitment to equality of human

dignity – So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he
him; male and female created he them. (Gen. I:23)

Message number three is that the idiom of Caesar is the language of persua-

sion and reason and democratic politics in which the Christian is no less fluent
than any one else.

Message number four is to explode again and again the canard that the doc-

trine of laicité according to which religion is a private matter which has no

place in the public square is a guarantee of “neutrality.” It is no such thing. It is
no more than a political doctrine which may appropriately be called the Reli-

giously Cleansed Public Square. Marxism yes, Socialism yes, Capitalism yes, Lib-

eralism yes, Religion (which uniquely will not use even democracy to impose its
core beliefs since such imposition negates its self-understanding of what God
wishes), no?

Message number five is to insist that the Dutch or British models of public

education which treat with the same dignity and equality (and resources) the

religious and the secular are not only legitimate but the best expressions of Europe’s commitment to Liberté, égalité, fraternité. But Micah expressed this better: And what does the LORD require of you But to do justly, To love mercy,
And to walk humbly with your God (Micah VI:8). Walk humbly.
***

There is one last issue in the break out from the Ghetto, consistent with my

view that the process is not revolutionary but starts with the self and the fam-

ily and the community and is a matter of self-education – a project for a generation. The politics of “life” have dominated the cleavage between the religious
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and secular in contemporary politics. Abortion, euthanasia and more recent-

ly the meaning of marriage. All important issues with a remarkable feature: A

positive politics with a negative message: No to this and this and that. The stuff
of Politics. There is an additional way, The Way, in which faith in the Almighty

and his goodness can find its most expressive affirmation; in which the pro-vita
world view can find its best and visible and joyous manifestation; in which holiness in its most direct form, sharing with the Almighty, the Holy One Blessed
be He, in the very act of continuous creation may take place; in which the materialist seduction at its most invidious and narcissistic can be resisted; a way

which is open to each and everyone of us, in celebration of our autonomy liberty and dignity. Pro-life? Make life! It is giving birth with abundance and finding
joy in the large family and struggling to raise our children worthy of the gift of

life. If you were to ask me for a sign that the walls have come down, that will be

it, more important than anything else – hundreds of strollers before every place
of worship.
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Please visit www.Europe4Christ.net for basic tools for Christians in public life and monthly updates.
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