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A Living Faith? (2/17/13) 

 

  
mage source: bbc.co.uk 

My take on the historic renunciation of the papacy by Pope Benedict XVI is that it reveals a consummate 

intellectual who sees the world and the papal office for what it really is, and a man of prayer who 

humbly acknowledges who he now is -- precisely the coupling of faith and reason that characterized his 

ministry and that shapes his theological legacy. 

In an earlier posting, my colleague, Dr. Larry Chapp, also reminds us not to overlook an aspect of the 

pope’s declaration that reflects a continuing theme in his papacy, namely, the “grave crisis” currently 

facing the Church.  Postulating that Benedict’s position is not “just some pious rambling about the need 

for faith” or “an empty devotional gesture,” he notes that Benedict “has been insistent that so many 

‘issues’ in the Church today … are the product of a lack of faith among members of the Church.”  As 

usual, Dr. Chapp is onto something here. 

To be blunt, the Christian faith appears to be dying!  Oh, it will never be extinguished.  But its liveliness, 

its vibrancy, its enlivening effect in people’s lives today is losing force due to a fundamental flaw in our 

religious understanding.  That flaw emerges more clearly from reading between the lines of the pope’s 

post-renunciation reflections on the Second Vatican Council as he saw it and lived it. 

Speaking to the clergy of the Diocese of Rome, the pope offers a first-hand analysis of the development 

of the Council, particularly in terms of the reform of the liturgy, the conceptualization of Church, the 

problem of Revelation, the socio-theological trilogy (religious freedom, interreligious dialogue, and the 

Church in the modern world), and the hermeneutics of politics set forth by the “Council of the media.”  

The current that runs through, or underneath, all of this is the Council’s collective search for intellectus. 

For Benedict, that understanding is to be found in a “living” sense of faith, precisely what is at risk of loss 

today.  For him, faith is not primarily a set of doctrinal ideas, a coherent system of thought.  Nor is it a 

political ideology, at perpetual conflict with the ways of the world.  Nor is it the practice of ecclesiastical 

customs, no matter how popular such devotions may be.  Yes, faith is a matter of conviction, as in the 

profession of the Creed. Yes, it has socio-political implications, as we see in the current controversies 

http://www.desales.edu/home/news/2013/02/11/university-statement-on-the-resignation-of-pope-benedict-xvi
http://www.theamericanconservative.com/dreher/abuse-cardinal-obrien-catholic-revealed/
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/benedict_xvi/speeches/2013/february/documents/hf_ben-xvi_spe_20130214_clero-roma_en.html
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about religious freedom.   And, yes, faith is well-expressed in both devotional practices and charitable 

deeds. 

But for this pope, faith is to be, first and foremost, a living reality, an experience of encounter with a 

person, the very person about whom he has most recently written, Jesus of Nazareth.  To explain the 

difference, consider Paul’s lesson to the Romans (10:8-13) on this year’s First Sunday of Lent:  “The word 

is near you, in your mouth and in your heart … for if you … believe in your heart that God raised him 

from the dead, you will be saved.”   

“Nearness” is not an attribute of a concept or a custom; it characterizes a presence, in this case the 

divine presence of Jesus as Lord.  “Believing in your heart” is likewise an unusual turn of phrase, but it 

strikes the chord that Pope Benedict aims to make us hear.  The heart is the realm of feeling, not fact; 

it’s where a person is “touched” not “taught.”  And each of us knows, from varied personal experiences, 

that matters of the heart are what matter most. 

When someone special, even beloved, is near to us – in body or in consciousness – that presence affects 

us.  It has an emotive power.  It makes an impact.  It enables us to see differently.  It excites or energizes 

us, often in ways that bear no intellectual explanation but are nevertheless very real to us.  THAT is the 

faith of which Benedict speaks, an encounter with the One who alone has the power to transform life 

and death into eternal joy. 

That is the faith by which he understands the still needed reform of the liturgy to express as “its real 

purpose”, an encounter with the Risen One that “create(s) a world which is a response to God’s love.”  

That is the faith by which Church is to be understood not as a collection of individual believers but as the 

body of the faithful that “requires my inclusion in the great ‘we’ of believers of all times and places.”  

That is the faith by which Revelation is rightly appreciated as a continuing expression of Tradition, for 

“Only and ever in this communion of the living Church can one really understand, read the Scriptures as 

the Word of God, as the Word that guides us in life and in death.” 

That is the faith that Pope Benedict seeks to renew in this Year of Faith (which, together with the synods 

on the Bible and on the New Evangelization, form a triad that distinguishes his papacy).  The Lenten 

season that we have now entered is, thus, not merely a time for self-examination in terms of the quality 

of our deeds and the confession of our faults.  Rather, to avert the current crisis of faith, we need 

instead to re-experience the living presence of the divine Word in our lives and in our world, a Word 

that challenges us toward conversion, to be sure, but a Word that remains so near to human persons in 

calling each of us to a living and loving relationship with the God in whom we believe. 
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“Using Words” to Preach  

to the City and the World  (3/14/13) 

With not so-hushed anticipation, the thousands and thousands of 

onlookers crowding the square and the street leading to St. Peter’s 

Basilica waited in the rain to see and hear the new Pope Francis.  The 

great joy of the announcement of his election, and the novelty of a 

non-European and a Jesuit and one who took the name “Francis” 

added to the drama and the excitement. 

      image source: www.vatican.va 

It’s clear now that the name Francis refers to the saint from Assisi – perhaps disappointing to the Jesuits 

who heard in that a reference to their saintly confrere named Xavier, yet inspiring in its tangential 

connection to our patron saint, De Sales (who was named for Francis of Assisi) – that name does suggest 

something about the new papacy.  Recalling the life of the pauper saint from Italy, we envision the new 

pope as a man of humility and poverty and simplicity, a man concerned with social justice, with 

rebuilding the church, and with preaching the Gospel, which, when necessary, entails using words (as St. 

Francis famously quipped). 

Pope Francis’ first words from that storied balcony made clear all of that – and more.  Words of prayer 

and blessing were not, as some may have surmised, simply a substitute for not knowing what else to say 

on such a sudden appearance.  Nor were the formularies the words of merely traditional rites. 

Prayer is the language of Francis – the saint and the new pontiff.  This, it seems, will be central to Pope 

Francis’ leadership of the Church on what he called its “journey” of charity, of fraternity, of trust.  That is 

as it should be, for the Church is not merely a social or political or cultural institution.  It is, first and 

foremost, a spiritual reality, for which its operating language is and must be liturgical.  That he prayed 

with the people of his new diocese and that he asked them to pray for him, is not only appropriate, but 

telling. 

Other words included in his first “Urbi et Orbi” address (“to the city and the world”), perhaps less 

noteworthy but no less telling, offered an indication of this new pope’s point of view on what lies ahead.  

To those who read in this conclave an internal-external division of focus between “operational 

management” of the Curia and “evangelical outreach” to the Church, Pope Francis made clear the 

priority when he noted that his vicar “will assist me … for the fruitful evangelization of this beautiful 

city.”   Preaching the Gospel is the pope’s primary job, and in doing so he will undoubtedly use many 

more words.  Managing the minions who now work under his authority (a large-scale change of scenery 

from life in Argentina, about which he will need time to become acclimated) requires that they 

understand that all else is secondary and is to be at the service of that preaching.  Let that be what is 

“new” about evangelization for them … and for all of us who work in and for the Church. 

http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/francesco/elezione/index_en.htm
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From his education, we believe Pope Francis has the mind for this work.  From his social and political 

experience, we know that he has the courage for it.  His smiling and deferential interaction with the 

people of Rome suggests he has the charisma for it (though he does need to learn how to wave the 

Italian way!).  What we now will have to wait and see is whether he has the stamina for it.  Let us pray 

he does. 

 

“Heart to Heart” Forgiveness  (3/17/13) 

 

This morning, Pope Francis conducted the first of a series of recurring 

events for him – the Sunday “Angelus.”  It’s not monumental, in 

terms of events.  It’s not authoritative, in terms of teaching.  In some 

respects, it is no more than a sighting and a greeting, an opportunity 

for pilgrims and residents to see the pope, who appears at the 

window of his studio, and to hear him say a few words. 

image source: Vatican News 

But this Angelus was different, and not only because of the thousands of people who filled St. Peter’s 

Square on a chilly day.  For this appearance showed, to Rome and the world, a different kind of pope. 

Despite the life-changing transformation to himself, in virtue of his election as the successor of Peter, 

this pope seems completely at ease with his people.  It’s evident in his smile, his wave, and the simple 

way he began by wishing them all a “good day.”  It’s noticeable in the conversational tone with which he 

speaks, more that of a gentle grandfather or wise elder than the Church’s supreme authority.  Perhaps 

most of all, it comes to the fore whenever he veers from the text prepared for him (a practice that will 

no doubt challenge those who have to publish his speeches).  Whenever he does that, we hear him 

speak cor ad cor – “heart to heart” – and that is what the people relish.  They hear him as one who 

speaks to them and with them, not at them, and this bodes quite well for his future as the Church’s 

universal shepherd.   

In other words, he acts as the Vicar of Christ, the very Jesus who successively reveals himself in the 

Gospel story about the woman caught in adultery on which the pope commented this Sunday.  In that 

memorable tale from the Gospel of John (8:1-11), Jesus came as a teacher.  He sat as one with authority 

(like a judge).  But, when questioned about the law regarding the punishment for adultery, he doodled 

on the ground as would any distraught peasant concerned for the fate of another person.  When 

pressed for an answer, he responded as a sage, extricating himself from the legal dilemma with the 

famous line “let the one among you who is without sin be the first to cast a stone at her.”  Finally, after 

more doodling, he spoke as God in saying to the woman, “Neither do I condemn you; go and sin no 

more.” 

http://www.news.va/en/news/angelus-if-god-didnt-forgive-everyone-the-world-wo
http://www.usccb.org/bible/john/8
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What this story reveals, and what this pope shows ‘n tells, is that our primary experience as human 

beings is one of relationship.  Sadly, here on earth our elationships are all too often corrupted by human 

conniving, as seen in the Gospel narrative by the fact that the woman was “caught in the act” in adultery 

and by the claim that the scribes and Pharisees sought to “trap” Jesus with this fact.   

But Jesus’ response shows clearly that, when it comes to our relationship with God, mercy triumphs 

over judgment.  Or, as Pope Francis puts it, God never tires of forgiving, even though we tire of asking 

for forgiveness.  In the Gospel Jesus demonstrated this to the people in the temple area; so today Pope 

Francis pleaded with the people in St. Peter’s Square to realize the uniqueness of our encounter with 

this merciful God – where asking for God’s forgiveness is needed not because God’s mercy is in question 

but because standing before the Lord in humility enables an experience of that divine-human encounter 

by which reconciliation is assured. 

God never tires of forgiving!  There’s the message that the heart of God speaks to the heart of man.  And 

when that forgiveness is heard and heeded, the world becomes a better place. Hopefully, the world that 

now hears the words of Pope Francis will take them to heart whenever he speaks.   

 

Marriage:  The “American” Question (3/27/13) 

These days the U.S. Supreme Court – and seemingly the whole 

country – is hearing/making arguments as to the definition of 

marriage.  Strictly speaking, the Court is considering the 

constitutionality of a California law (Prop 8) and the federal 

Defense of Marriage Act.  In this arena, it’s a question of law, one 

that comes along with other legal questions like “standing” and 

“representation.”  The outcome appears uncertain, though the 

prevailing vote will almost certainly be narrow either way.           image source: Religion News Service 

Elsewhere, the debate is entirely political.  National polls, shifting tides of opinion, and swing voters 

changing sides all seem to suggest a resolution in favor of same-sex marriage as a matter of non-

discrimination and equal rights. 

But the question, ultimately, is neither legal nor political.  The real issue before us is not about equality, 

nor is it about tradition.  And sociology remains rather unreliable as the means to an answer. 

No, the real answer is to be found by digging deeper – further down in that “ground” that provides the 

foundation of things and the basic nutrient for human flourishing.  For the question below the 

controversial surface concerns a radical divergence of views about reality – “radical” in as much as it 

goes to the very roots of what it means to be human and to live in this world.  In this much, it is a 

philosophical question, but one that discloses a particularly American perspective. 
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The question, put simply, is this:  does my free choice make something to be what it is, or do I choose 

something because that’s the way it is (already)?  Stated in terms of this debate:  does a couple make 

marriage, or does marriage make a couple? At its roots, the real issue at stake here is freedom (choice) – 

or at least the understanding of how freedom works in terms of what it means to be a human person. 

Owing to the American political legacy of John Locke, our American tradition speaks of “liberty” 

(freedom) but does so in a deliberately non-defined way (hence, the need for a supreme 

adjudication).  Locke considered all words to be merely labels, affixed to things only as a means of 

exercising personal power; no terminology is inextricably linked to reality such as it is.  In his nominalistic 

view, everything is whatever we say it is, including the human person, who constitutes him/herself and 

determines the meaning of his/her existence by the free choices that he/she makes.  Thus does Locke 

liberate freedom from nature (reality) and from history (society).  Darwin, Freud, and Marx do likewise 

in terms of science, psychology, and economics. 

From these philosophies emerge both popular nihilism (nothing really is) and moral relativism 

(good/bad depend on who’s defining it).  What emerges is a picture of human beings as “autonomous 

chimps” – as Peter Augustine Lawler depicts them in Modern and American Dignity: Who We Are as 

Persons, and What Difference That Means for Our Future – who distinguish themselves from nature, 

from history, and from others by the choices they make.  The unfortunate, though consistent, result is 

an autonomy without any guidance or direction from reality.  To quote Lawler:  “The being who can 

understand Being, the human being, seems to be an inexplicable or chance occurrence in a cosmos that 

has no particular need for and is seemingly distorted by his existence.” 

Sadly, this is the philosophical view university students generally hold, however consciously or 

not.  Liberated as they have become – from nature, from history, and even from God – they think that 

choice is paramount, that whatever I choose must be good for me, that I am (and we are) free to decide 

what life in this world means for personal existence (to paraphrase another American court 

decision).  Tragically, this sense of freedom is often the basis of their hopefulness.  But, as Roger Scruton 

perceptively notes in a recent New York Times opinion, “when truth threatens hope it is truth we usually 

sacrifice, often along with those who search for it.” 

What today’s students – and a majority of citizens – struggle to understand is that every choice we 

make, we make because we think what we are choosing is good or true.  That it already is good or true 

(or at least appears to be) is the very reason why we choose it; the alternative choice, in other words, 

presents itself as not (or not as) good or true.  If this mechanism of deciding were not the case – if, in 

fact, our choosing makes whatever we choose to be good or true – then we really are not choosing 

between alternatives because anything we want “becomes” good or right or true simply by virtue of my 

having chosen it for myself. 

This is the American quandary we are in:  does “liberty” have a necessary (and limiting) connection to 

reality, or is its function changeable to make reality suit the aims and desires of individual 

autonomy?  Or, to put it in terms of the question now before the Court:  is marriage whatever two 

http://www.catholiceducation.org/articles/philosophy/ph0125.htm
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people define it to be by their “free” choice?  Or is marriage what it is, and the two people who choose 

for it “enter into” it?  Does any couple of people make marriage what it is? (If so, why is this limited to 

two people?)  Or does “marriage” comprehensively make the two people capable of it (people who are 

what they are physically as well as emotionally) into a couple? 

Let’s hope the Supreme Court justices who must answer the question know not only politics and law, 

but also philosophy.   If they don’t, education will also come to be sacrificed along with nature and 

history, for the next generation will learn to see the world not for what it is but only for whatever they 

want it to be. 

 

 

At the end of the day, Truth is   

(4/20/13) 

Amid the euphoria of a city rescued from police siege, and in stark 

contrast to the fundamentally human neighborliness that appears 

in a crisis situation when citizens band together for the common 

good, we read this comment from a relative of the alleged Boston 

marathon bombers:                     image source: RGJ.com 

“He was a great person,” the woman said of her dead brother.  “I thought I knew him.  I never would 

have expected that from him.  He is a kind and loving man.  The cops took his life away just the same 

way he took others’ lives away, if that’s even true.  At the end of the day, no one knows the truth.” 

Really?  A great person – whose terroristic acts instigated a manhunt that shut down a major city and 

captivated the world’s attention?  A kind man – who shamelessly killed four people, including a young 

boy, and wounded hundreds of others and then tried simply to walk away?  A loving man – who spent 

the final hours of his freedom alone in a boat and cowering under a tarp for fear of being found?  Have 

our standards of greatness, kindness, and love really sunk so low? 

Anyone with even minimal faculties of reasoning would likely not agree.  But there’s the real rub.  

Notwithstanding the adage that “blood is thicker than water” – which might obviate a sister’s 

expectations about her brothers – the claim that “no one knows the truth” bears further reflection as a 

symptom of the failure of education. 

Without dismissing the real tragedy in Boston (and elsewhere) whenever innocent blood is shed, the 

loss of truth also portends a tragedy, this time on a cultural level.  As long as nihilism – the belief that we 

cannot really know anything for sure – characterizes our daily existence, we will continue to think only 

for ourselves.  But the more certainty is in vain, the less meaning and purpose we will find in our lives, 

individually and collectively.  Seinfeld – a still popular television series that exalted “nothing” – may be 

funny, but its underlying principle can be downright dangerous. 

http://www.lehighvalleylive.com/breaking-news/index.ssf/2013/04/bomb_suspects_nj_sister_heartb.html#incart_river_default
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That danger comes from denying something fundamental about human nature.  As Blessed John Paul II 

once wrote: 

It is the nature of the human being to seek the truth. This search looks not only to the 

attainment of truths which are partial, empirical or scientific; nor is it only in individual acts of 

decision-making that people seek the true good. Their search looks towards an ulterior truth 

which would explain the meaning of life. And it is therefore a search which can reach its end 

only in reaching the absolute. Thanks to the inherent capacities of thought, man is able to 

encounter and recognize a truth of this kind. Such a truth—vital and necessary as it is for life—is 

attained not only by way of reason but also through trusting acquiescence to other persons who 

can guarantee the authenticity and certainty of the truth itself. There is no doubt that the 

capacity to entrust oneself and one's life to another person and the decision to do so are among 

the most significant and expressive human acts. (Fides et Ratio, #33) 

In other words, if it is the nature of the human being to seek the truth, then the only way we can live 

without fear or anxiety is to know.  But if we cannot know anything for sure, we will never be able to live 

life to its fullest.  Ultimate questions about meaning and purpose require an ultimate answer, and 

ultimate answers are necessarily unchanging (eternal).   

The nature of human beings as seekers of truth leads then to a consideration of “God” in our lives.  But 

even without the theological end-point of this journey, reality demands truth.  Otherwise, we live in a 

world of fantasy; at the end of the day, the claim that there is no truth and/or that it cannot be known is 

nothing more than a grand delusion. 

In Boston, university students, and the city as a whole, will now resume their daily activities, no doubt 

still affected by the events of the past week.  Many of those students, like others, will soon be graduated 

from institutions of “higher” education.  But will they enter the world knowing any truth?  Will they be 

able to distinguish what greatness and kindness and love really are?  If they do not, as some evidently 

don’t, the failure is ours as educators … and that will be a cultural tragedy beyond arrest. 

More hopeful is the vitally necessary lesson to be learned from the vast majority of people in Boston:  

that the love of neighbor evident in times of tragedy can make the world a better place were it to 

become a daily routine of entrusting ourselves to those who can provide truth in pursuit of a common 

good. 
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A marketing touch that has 

become a waste of time! 

(5/4/13) 

            (image source:  www.potomacstatecollege.edu) 

It was meant to signal a close encounter.  In consumer behavior it identified a means to customer 

satisfaction.  In higher education it sought to highlight faculty-student interaction more readily 

achievable in a smaller learning environment than in a large-scale lecture hall. 

But like so many promotional jingles, this one, too, seems to have run its course.  What with the 

ubiquitous interest in globalization and the burgeoning adoption of MOOC’s (massive, open online 

courses), the once proud focus upon “personal attention” no longer finds its place in university 

marketing materials.   

The reality still exists, of course, but now with a changed meaning, one that may reflect the increasingly 

insular effect of modern communications technology.    In a recent article in The New Atlantis, Roger 

Scruton highlights the present and future problems of a generation that has made a fetish of its phones 

and tablets and has become accustomed to “hiding behind the screen.”  Less dramatic, though no less 

connected, is the emerging reality that students require “personal attention” but do so in a way that 

differs from what this used to mean. 

Today, the questions that students ask disclose not the traditional merit of intellectual curiositas but the 

mundane demand that teachers give instruction directly to each of them on an individual basis.  No 

matter that the instructor has prefaced his lectures with instructions to the entire class on multiple days, 

or painstakingly explained the details in writing distributed to one and all, or posted the materials online 

for any and every student’s convenience.   Such effort has become a waste of the teacher’s time, since 

he/she nowadays needs to say it yet again, this time “personally” to individual students who ask what 

has already been answered for the whole class. 

Consider the student who wants the professor to tell her how she’s going to do in this course, as if the 

simple mathematics needed to calculate a grade exceeds her ability to figure it out on her own based on 

the grades already received.  Or the student who wonders what needs to be submitted next, and asks 

that question less than an hour after the professor has explained the details of that very assignment.  Or 

the student who demands to know what rubrics were used in evaluating his work, as if “excellent” 

cannot be distinguished from “average” without using some precise algorithm (and this, despite the 

explanations of differing grade levels already given on the syllabus or in the college catalog). 

http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/hiding-behind-the-screen
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Mass communication may be doing wonders for the world, but in education it only goes so far.  Modern 

technology may now enable the communication of information on a massive scale, but less and less is 

that information actually assimilated by the masses.   

When one’s sphere of social interaction is centered on the communications device in one’s hand, the 

world becomes a rather small place, and learning is reduced to retrieving information that is, or should 

be, available at one’s fingertips.  A university used to be the doorway to a “higher” education sought by 

students who become gradually equipped for their own learning and increasingly responsible for their 

own living.  Today, instead, it is becoming a basement for “narrower” education with lowered 

expectations, where student demands must be met lest these young consumers regret taking this 

course or attending this institution. 

“Personal attention” used to mean learning from one who already knows, in a setting in which many 

could benefit from a professor’s experience and wisdom.  Now it simply means “tell me what I need to 

know” or “show me what you want me to do” so that I can get done what I need to do without 

expending too much thought or effort on my own.  After all, as students increasingly bemoan, we have 

other things to do! 

 

When discourse devolves   (7/1/13) 

The long-awaited decision of the U.S. Supreme Court on the 

same-sex marriage cases (Proposition 8 and DOMA) has, 

understandably, brought disappointment to supporters of 

traditional, covenantal marriage.  Had the decision been 

otherwise, it would have disappointed supporters of same-sex 

marriage.   In any case, one side will always be disappointed 

with outcome.          image source: pbs.org 

But the judicial opinion in the case of United States v. Windsor bears a more burdensome brunt than its 

failure to recognize the natural law about marriage.  In an age when “politics” is fast becoming 

synonymous with intransigence, the majority opinion gives clear evidence that public discourse has 

devolved to the point that bigotry has replaced argument as a basis for jurisprudence. 

Notwithstanding the merits of the case in terms of federalism or equal protection, the majority opinion 

is rife with words that paint one side of the debate as enemies.  Even if one disagrees with Justice 

Scalia’s stance or dislikes his rhetorical flourish, one cannot deny his reading of the text without also 

denying the clear meaning of injurious words in our English language: 

In the majority’s judgment, any resistance to its holding is beyond the pale of reasoned 

disagreement.  To question its high-handed invalidation of a presumptively valid statute 

http://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/12-307#writing-ZS
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is to act (the majority is sure) with the purpose to “disparage,” “injure,” “degrade,” 

“demean,” and “humiliate” our fellow human beings, our fellow citizens, who are 

homosexual.  All that, simply for supporting an Act that did no more than codify an 

aspect of marriage that had been unquestioned in our society for most of its existence – 

indeed, had been unquestioned in virtually all societies for virtually all of human history. 

(SCALIA, J., dissenting, p. 21) 

Replete with such moralistic terms, the opinion demonstrates the power of the “brush of bigotry” (as 

Chief Justice Roberts described it).   By re-painting the marriage question in terms of personal 

discrimination instead of the definition of what it is (and has always been), and by priming the debate 

with this biased media message (as a recent PEW research study indicates), supporters of same-sex 

marriage as a civil right seem to have swayed the majority of justices, as they have also swayed voters in 

what remains a minority of states. 

Apparently, not agreeing with what someone wants is no longer acceptable.  A contrast in ideas has 

been converted to a conflict between people.  Variance of outlooks smacks of intolerance.  With 

opposition now comes opprobrium.   

Writing for the majority, Justice Kennedy cites a prior New York case which favors “the initiative of those 

who [sought] a voice in shaping the destiny of their own times” (Opinion of the Court, p. 19).  But when 

that voice veers away from reasoned debate and toward vitriolic accusations, the destiny of democracy 

suffers.  We see that now, in France, where reports are surfacing about how pro-family demonstrators 

have been arrested or detained as public threats. 

A “culture war” that becomes a civil war tears at the fabric of the very freedom that we will celebrate 

this week.  If we, as a people, cannot disagree without denigrating the other side, and if we cannot 

resolve such fundamentally important questions except by resorting to bigotry, then no court, no 

legislature, no institution will able to right what is wrong with us.   

 

 

 

http://www.journalism.org/analysis_report/news_coverage_conveys_strong_momentum
http://c-fam.org/en/issues/marriage-and-family/2941-france-accused-of-police-brutality-against-traditional-marriage-demonstrators

