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Fr-om OUr-Pr-esident:
Faith and Theology in the Catechism for- the UniveJ"sal Chur-ch

i

Is a Catechism for the Universal Church (CUe) a good thing? Most of the bishops at the 1985
Synod in Romethought it was and askedthe Pope to haveone composed. I was present in Romefor that
Synod and can testify that the sentiment of the 22D-plus Fathers was strongly in favor of the idea. Of the
nine small discussion groups only one (English language) did not recommend the catechism to the Pope.

What did they ask for? A "catechismor compendium of Catholic doctrine" that could be used as a
norm for all the bishops of the world in their serious obligation of instructing the faithful in the basics of the
faith. They did not ask for a "catechism" in the usual sense - one that would be put into the hands of
children or catechumens; rather, they asked for a comprehensive handbook of the faith that could guide
the bishops in the production of their own catechisms on the local level.

There is no need to go into the details here. You know that the Pope did exactly what the bishops
requested, and sent the "Provisional Text" to all the bishops of the world in late 1989. The bishops were
given until May 31 to send in their criticisms and suggestions for changes.
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Since the idea for the catechism came from the bishops, since the catechism has been written by
the bishops, since the catechism is open to review and corrections by the bishops, it seems logical to
assumethat most of the bishops are in favor of it. That may be the case, but some Catholic publications in
the United States, namelyAmerica and Commonweal and the National Catholic Reporter have been trying
hard to create the impression that the bishops are very unhappy with the text they have received from the
Vatican. There is no doubt about the negative attitude of the authors of the articles in those publications.

The Woodstock Theological Center at Georgetown University sponsored a meeting on the new
catechism at Georgetown in January 1990. Some of the results of that meeting appeared in the March 3,
1990 issue of America. In the Fall Harper & Rowwill publish a collection of fifteen essays coming from the
meeting, edited by Thomas J. Reese,S.J. Father Berard Marthaler, one of the original twenty dissenters
against Humanae Vitae at Catholic University in 1968,wrote a sharp article attacking the catechism in the
March 9 issue of Commonweal. An interesting point that one might pursue is the fact that the catechism is
"sub secreto". That meansthat it is not to be made public. So how did the Woodstock Center get copies
of it at the same time, or perhaps even before the bishops did?

One gets the impression from the overall presentation of these articles that the scholars in
question have joined together in a group action, similar to the tactics of "interest groups" in the world of
secular politics, in order either to destroy the whole project or to change it substantially so that it will be
more in line with their own theological views. This is the type of theological guerrilla warfare at which some
Americans are very good. They have learned it from the world of politics. The tactic includes favorable
coverage for their point of view and close cooperation with some of the most powerful media in the
country, such as the New York Times. Newsweek. and Time magazine. I have to hand it to them. So far
they have been successful. They have a significant advantage already, at least in this country, over those
who support the catechism and wish simply to improve it before it is approved by the Pope.

The six articles in America make many charges against the catechism. I will list some of them: an
over-emphasis on Jesus' divinity at the expense of his humanity; the language is "oppressively sexist";
too much stress on obedience to the law of God and the Church; no distinction is made betweenessential
and non-essentialdoctrines; it is dogmatic; it is legalistic; it is too much like the Roman Catechism; "what is
going on here is an intense form of proof-texting"; it is "neo-scholastic"; it quotes Scripture "in a
fundamentalist way" and "it uses Scripture literally to prove preconceived dogmatic points" (E. Johnson,
p.207). There are other charges, but these are the main ones.

There is not enough space here to comment on each of these charges. But I will take up the
charge of Professor Elizabeth Johnson (Catholic University) that the catechism is guilty of "Biblical
Fundamentalism". She makes many serious charges against the CUC, but offers only a few citations to
substantiate these charges. In this sense, she is not guilty of "proof-texting". Nowhere does Professor
Johnson statewhat she means by "fundamentalism". It is merely a negative label thrown at the catechism.
She laments that the catechism shows "little regard for insights about the New Testament forged in the
last half-century of Catholic biblical renewal" (p. 207).

Since she is not clear about what she means by "fundamentalism" it is not easy to respond, but I
deduce from her criticism that she meansthat the use of Scripture is simplistic, literal, non-historical, non-
scientific in the sense of the historico-critical method. She is offended because the catechism uses the
four Gospels as historically true, putting them all on the same level and not adverting to the differences in
approach or "theology" of each evangelist and St. Paul. In short, she rebukes the authors of the
catechism for ignoring the (often erroneous) claims of those who practice the historico-critical method of
interpreting Scripture. There is not a hint in her essay that those claims are often contradictory, that they
often conflict with the Tradition of the Church, and that the method itself is now under severe criticism and
sometimestotally repudiated by former practitioners.
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Be that as it may, the Church produced the Gospels, and the Church is the authoritative norm for
interpretingthem. Vatican IIwas mostclear on this point when it said: "Holy Mother Church firmly and most
consistently has held and holds that the four Gospels, whose historicity she unhesitatingly affirms,
faithfully hand on those things which Jesus, the Son of God, really did and taughLwhile living among
men" (Dei Verbum. #19). In the same paragraph the Fathers insist that the four Gospels tell us "the
honest truth about Jesus". It is not necessary, therefore, for a catechism to make reference to the
theories of scholars about the various sources used by the evangelists in the writing of the Gospels. After
all, the catechism is a compendium of the faith of the Church - doctrine and morals; it is not a theological
textbook nor is it a summary of biblical scholarship over the past hundred years.

With regard to the charge of ProfessorJohnson about "proof-texting" in the catechism, I must say
that the charge is wholly gratuitous and without foundation in the text She says that "Scripture is pressed
into a procrustean bed" (p. 208), but offers no example to substantiate her charge. She cannot be
charged with "proof-texting" because she offers no "texts" at all.

What is "proof-texting" anyway? I take it to mean trying to prove dogmatic propositions about the
Trinity or Jesus' divinity by quoting a series of biblical texts, often out of context. If that is what proof-
texting is, then the CUC is certainly not guilty of it In its treatment of the second part of the Creed on
Jesus Christ, the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity, the catechism quotes Scripture, but also the
dogmatic definitions of the Councils and the writings of the Fathers, most of whom were bishops and
saints. When the CUC makes factual statements about Jesus or Mary, it makesabundant reference to the
Gospelsto show that there is a biblical reason for the statement

We might do well to recall the important distinction often made by Cardinal John Wright, namely,
the difference betweenfaith and theology. I think that distinction is pertinent here. Theoloav is a product
of human reflection - it is a human creation. Faith is a gift from God - his revealed Word; it is something
divine and transcendent - it is not a human creation. I take "faith" here to mean both the objective content
of revealeddivine truths and also the subjective act of faith which says sincerely "I believe".

Since modern catechisms came on the scene in the 16th century, their purpose has been to
presenta brief, coherent, and easy-ta-understandsummary of the major points of Catholic belief, worship,
and life or morals. The model for Catholics is the Roman Catechism of 1566. Therefore, by definition a
"catechism" should not include theological speculation or the tentative results of scholarship, whether in
doctrineor Scripture or in any other area. A catechism should presentwhat is in accordance with Tradition,
what has been accepted by the Magisterium of the Church, what is found realized in the lives of the
martyrsand saints. If there are some doubtful theological statements in the CUC, as the critics charge but
which I did not find, then they should be identified and removed.

It is clear from the six articles in America that the authors are campaigning for a complete overhaul
of the CUC - a revision that would reflect their theology rather than the traditional faith of the Church. The
stakesare high here, because the CUC may be the catechetical tool that forms generations of Catholics tocome.

Cardinal Ratzinger has said that the CUC is a marvelousdocument, but still "imperfect". I agree. It
is a giant step in the right direction, but the catechism needs many changes and improvements. I am
convinced that the suggestions coming from the bishops throughout the world will result in a catechism
for the universal Church that will help to stabilize and unify catechetical instruction from Berlin to Buffalo to
Beijing.

Kenneth Baker, S.J.
Homiletic & Pastoral Review
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Catholic Theology: To Be 01' Not To Be

George A. Kelly

-It is not sufficient security for the Catholicity of a university, even that the whole of
Catholic theology be professed in it, unless the Church breathes her own pure and
unearthly spirit into it, and fashions and moulds its organization, and watches over its
teaching, and knits together its pupils, and superintends its action. .

John Henry Newman in Ideaof a Universitv. Discourse IX

A favorite recommendation of many
post-Vatican II bishops and their academic
advisers is that Catholics use a more positive
rhetoric in speaking of gospel matters. In that
thinking, inducing guilt, for example, is not
anymore considered to be an acceptable way of
inculcating the good news in Christian life. So in
a parish confirmation booklet these days a gift of
the Holy Spirit once called "Fear of the Lord" is
rephrased to read "Reverence in Your Service".

But how should a Catholic handle a
blatant negative which, in spite of its positive
phraseology, directly opposes historic Catholic
wisdom on an important matter with doctrinal and
moral overtones?

Consider the following statement:

THE ROLE OF THE TEACHER OF
THEOLOGY IS NOT TO PROCLAIM
BUT TO EXPLAINTHE FAITH, HOPING
FOR A RESPONSE NOT OF FAITH,
BUT OF UNDERSTANDING. THE
DISTINCTIONIS IMPORTANT.

This opinion was expressed by Jesuit
Father William Byron, president of the Catholic
University of America, in an address at the North
American College in Rome, March 4, 1990. (The
full text appears in Oriains. March 15, 1990, pp.
669-675.)

I am sure that this does not represent
Father Byron's full thinking on the subject, but
that declarative sentence standing by itself is
inadeQuate. especially in the context of an
address aimed at explaining why the
contemporary Catholic college and its
\heo\o';)\ca\ \eachen; \n a ~\Ufa\\s\\c secu\ar
society must be exempt from the requirements
of Catholic law. It is inadeauate because Catholic
theology presumes the faith commitment of the
practitioner and the faith of the people to whom
its conclusions are particularly addressed. In its

turn, the Catholic university, if it is rooted
anywhere, has its place primarily in the Catholic
community of which the pope and the bishops in
union with him are the constitutional guarantors
of the faith.

Furthermore, if Father Byron is speaking
of a professed Catholic theologian in a
professed Catholic college or university, then his
distinction is irrelevant, invalid. and. in practice,
pernicious.

1. It is irrelevant to what parents and
students normally expect of a Catholic institution
of learning, irrelevant to the nature of any school
that bears the name Catholic. It is irrelevant to
the very purposes Church Authorities had in
mind when they encouraged or approved the
establishment of such schools.

Is not the object of Catholic theology to
provide more than information and
understanding? Did not Catholic theology
develop in Apostolic and Patristic times precisely
to make Jesus' revealed message credible and
more defensible? Was not a "response of faith"
precisely what they intended? Why have a
Catholic institution of learning that does not
proclaim the faith, as Cardinal Newmansuggests
it should?

2. Father Byron's distinction is also invalid:

The Catholic faith is not simply a
compendium of group thinking or feeling or
merely a set of propositions on matters religious
to be shared with other people for their
intellectual enlightenment. It is God's word
revealed through Jesus, and through His Living
Body, the Church, and commun\cated through
rituals, teachings, and action in order to gain
thereby a response of faith from hearers and
observers. If the Living Church proclaims a living
body of doctrine to the world, it is precisely to
evangelize and to inspire believers to live a
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Godly life. A believing and Apostolic Christian,
performing any role, in or out of a university,
seeks to have his faith accepted, as well as
understood. This objective is obligatory on
those who, like Catholic theologians qua
theologians, have a special vocation within the
Church.

It may be possible (but unlikely) for a
noted geographer to offer students the latest
information about why or why not the dog-nose
of Brazil belongs in the underarm of West Africa,
without caring whether they even know where
Brazil is, or whether they accept his teaching as
true. Maya Catholic theology, by definition an
important component of the Church's ministryof
evangelization, remain detached from its saving
mission?

It is posSible for a first-rate theologian,
Catholicor no, to enter his libraryor his cell as a
methodological skeptic, leaving his own faith
commitment outside the door, as it were, while
he explores faith's fullor better meaning, or tests
the strengths and weaknesses of the reasons
for the faith that is in him. He may also, quite
correctly, explore with his peers whatever new
hypotheses he develops as his contribution to
the Church's better understanding of God's
revealed word. But until that new theory is
examined by the maaisterium and approved, or
at least encouraged, his public presentations
must transmit the Catholic faith only as this has
been handed down. No one in his right mind
would permit a physicist to test a new tactical
nuclear weapon on the White House lawn, while
the President is within.

8t. Thomas Aquinas always began his
musings on doctrinal matters with a question
about their truth or their good sense. And while
not all of his theories were accepted by the
Church, they were all developedby the Angelic
Doctor conscious of his subordinate role in the
Church and of the Church's overarching place in
his life as a theologian. Indeed, his biographer
James Weisheipl recalls Thomas saying, after
receiving Viaticumthree days before he died: "I
have taught and written much on the Most Holy
Body and on the other sacraments, according to
myfaith in Christ and the HolyRoman Church, to
whose judgment Isubmit all myteaching."

Father Byron, following the lead of
dissenting theologians, goes out of his way to
indicate that the theologian is not a catechist.
Now catechesis, according to John Paul II in

Catechesi Tradendae (No. 19), "Has the two-fold
objective of maturing the initial faith and of
educating the true disciple of Christ by means of
a deeper and more systematic knowledge of the
person and message of our Lord Jesus Christ."
Now if a theologian is not involved in this
process, he is not a Catholic theologian. He may
not be a catechist for the kindergarten class, but
he is a catechist of the Church's highest order of
catechists -under the hierarchy itself.

3. In practice Father Bryon's distinction is
cernicious because he does not deal with the
factual situation in many, if not most, Catholic
colleges and universities as they exist today.

a. Father Byron does not define
the term "theologian" the professional whom he
would like the Pope to exempt from his
customary role of proclaiming the faith of the
Church.

As many as 5,000 teachers may
preside over the theological instruction of
Catholic college students. How many of those,
do you think, are creative researchers as Father
Byron might have defined the term if he had
chosen to do so? How many Rahners,
Ratzingers, Marmions, Balthasars? How many
Luthers, Dollingers, even Loisys? Te n?
Twenty? Who could name thirty whose
reputations will survive their lifetime? Factually,
the average professor of theology is not a gifted
researcher or an advanced specialist: he is a
working analyst or instructor who transmits what
he has received in graduate training or reads in
contemporary academic literature. Most of his
university students are college undergraduates
who will never develop their theology beyond
what they hear or are taught by the age of
twenty-one.

b. Father Byron also fails to
estimate the extent of contradictory dissent in
contemporary theological circles, and virulent
anti-Romanismas well, which regularly spills over
into college classrooms. Doubts about the
historical factors underlying the origins of
Christianity (original sin, the establishment of the
Church by Jesus, etc.), rejection of Church
doctrine and moral absolutes (Mass as a sacrifice,
matrimonial indissolubility, sexual norms, etc.)
are common. Engendered doubts or denials of
these doctrines and of Catholic norms of morality
can hardly be looked upon as responsible
exercises in Catholic theological explanation of
the faith, let alone its authentic proclamation.
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More mischievous perhaps than
professors' false reinterpretations of magisterial
Catholic doctrines, is their recent addiction to
consider all religious statements so historically
conditioned that no doctrinal proposition can be
taken at its face value, unless it is nuanced in the
direction scholars want it to go. Oddly these
academics, have created their own dogma out of
a modern "biblical theory". Because they
theorize that Mark's gospel precedes all the
others in time, they conjecture that (unlike
Matthew) his failure to record the Petrine
commission ("Thouart Peter") suggests that the
Church's de fide teaching that Christ made Peter
the head of the Church is not exactly true. The
primacy is a later development, they strongly
suggest. You can imagine the effect this kind of
theologizing has on the Catholic commitment of
eighteen year olds.

c. Finally, Father Byron did not
explain the relationship between the present
state of Catholic theological teaching in the
United States and the low rates of religious
observance and the widespread prevalence of
"pick and choose Catholicism" among post-
Vatican IICatholics.

A thouaht for todav. Father Byronsays
that any effort by Church authorities to "control"
even the theological content of Catholic higher
education will force the affiliated colleges to be
"secularized" or will "destroy" them. He asserts
the following:"Students would not be permitted
to use their state and federal student-aid dollars
to pay tuition charges there." Others have
argued that such a demise could also come
about if accrediting agencies began to interfere
with the administration of colleges that insist on
conformingto their Catholic mission.

Regarding the first excuse, permit me to
distinguish between "direct" and "indirect"aid. It
is common knowledge that the federal and many
state governments are constitutionally
prohibited from providing "direct" aid to religious
institutions. State governments, likethat of New
York, provide so-called Bundy money to all
privately-ownedcolleges (based on the number
of degree:; granted) and to "religious"
institutions as well, provided that these latter
forswear their church connection in favor of a
non-denominational legal status. A college
receiving this aid may no longer indoctrinate nor
teach that one doctrine is superior to any other.
(Of the twenty one colleges in New York State
who had an institutional commitment to the

Catholic faith two decades ago, only St. John's
University- which from the beginning repudiated
Bundy's $3-4 million available per annum - is
legally free to proclaim its Catholic identity and
profess the Catholic faith.)

"Indirect" government aid, federal or
state, goes directly to students, who are legally
free to use the grants or loans at accredited
institutions of their choice, religious or no, even
for religious studies. During the 1989-1990
academic year St. John's University (New York)
operated on a budget of $110 million, of which
$47 million derived from student aid, mostly
federal or state money for students.

It is not true to say, therefore, that a
Catholic university need close its doors in order
to maintain its institutional commitment to the
Church. The basic issue raised by Father
Byron's argument is not corporate survival, per
se, but the extent of de-Catholicization a college
is willing to accept as its price to live on, but no
longer committed instituionally to Catholic faith
and morals, as these are defined by the
magisterium.

Regarding the second alleged danger
(demise through loss of accreditation) former
United States Assistant Education Secretary
Kenneth Whitehead made it clear in his book
Catholic Colleaes and Federal Fundina that the
Catholic academic community has the freedom
under federal law to establish its own accrediting
agencies, as some Jewish groups have done, if
existing agencies attempt to discredit schools for
their conformity to Catholic norms. There is little
imminent danger of this, however, since
accrediting agencies normally shy away from
interfering with an institution's definition -ants
own nature and objectives.

However, several ultimate questions
remain to be asked and answered: Is it possible
for a college to be Catholic and uncommitted
institutionally to the Catholic faith? Why would
any college want to trade on the name "Catholic"
without being authentic? Or, why would the
authorities of the Church permit such institutions
to use the Church's good name and yet deliver a
spurious product to students and the
community?

A "university" is not an abstraction, nor
does it exist only in the world of the mind. It
belongs to a world of education, to a concrete
system of education. Reputable lexicographers
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usually define the term "university" to mean "an
educational institution at the highest level". It is
American, British, German or Russian,
Protestant, Catholic or Jewish, and though an
advancedschool it generally functions according
to the norms and mores of the world which
provided its raison d'etre whatever other
purposes it may eventually or simultaneously
serve. The Catholic university's purposes derive
from its relationship to the proper goal of Catholic
education itself, which in John Paul II's words is
the following: "The ultimate goal of all Catholic
education is salvation in Jesus Christ"
(September 12, 1987). One of the peculiar
post-Vatican II phenomena is the large number
of well-situated Catholic educators who have
chosen to follow the American or German model
of higher education to the neglect, disdain, and
at times the abandonment of the Catholic
heritage. And they often do this for reasons that
have little to do with money. Granting the
difficulties facing a college or university that
exists in two worlds, the abandonment of the
institutional commitment to the Catholic faith is a
high price to pay for the pottage of mere secular
survival or to gain respectability with the
American Association of Universi~ Professors.

Father Byron apparently told John Paul II
in 1982 that, since he and the bishops are
extrinsic to the university or college, any
interference by them in its administration would
cause legal trouble for these institutions in the
United States. Taking note of this criticism, the
same Pontiff (September 12, 1987, in New
Orleans) made clear to representatives of
Catholic higher education that bishops "should
be seen not as external agents but as
participants in the life of the Catholic university."
So, if only legal niceties are the chief American
concerns then placing the bishops or their vicars
for doctrine on college boards should make
these prelates very much internal officers of the
institutions, present as the Pope made clear
(September 16, 1987) "to safeguard and
promote their Catholic character, especially in
what effects the transmission of Catholic
doctrine" (italics his). The only trouble is, of
course, that at the Catholic Universitv of America
where bishops are very much internal to the
administration, large segments of Father Byron's
faculty, to say nothing of the Catholic
Theoloaical Societv of America. are still fighting
the dismissal of Charles Curran, even though a
U.S. Court has upheld the hierarchy's action!
Thus, the Church's problem goes beyond right

or wrong thinking to the breakdown of Catholic
discipline itself.

Father Byron, for example, on a n
accrediting mission to St. John's University
several years ago, inappropriately raised with
faculty there the question of why that institution
was not taking Bundy money. This was none of
his clerical business nor a part of his purpose as
the chairman of a Middle-States Committee. A
few years later Sister Alice Gallin, O.S.U.,
executive director of the Association of Catholic
Colleaes and Universities (ACCU) protested
strongly the U.S. Assistant Secretary for
Education Kenneth Whitehead's published
views that federal laws and Supreme Court
decisions did not prohibit government funds
going to committed Catholic colleges. Since
Whitehead was the federal administrator of such
funding, William Bennett, the Secretary, rejected
the Gallin interferenceout of hand. As a Catholic
college president once remarked: "We have
more to fear from our own than from outsiders."

A thouaht for vesterdav and tomorrow.
Father Byron recalls that on March 18, 1982, at
the request of the National Conference of
Catholic BishoDS. he sat across the desk from
Pope John Paul II, having been assigned the
task of objecting to proposals in the not yet
promulgated New Code of Canon Law
governing Catholic higher education. Actually
Father Byron lost that exchange, and so did his
companions: Sister Alice Gallin (A~U), Msgr.
Frederick R. McManus, (a CUA professor of
canon law) and Bishop James W. Malone, vice
president (later president of the NCCB). Father
Theodore Hesburgh, in Rome at the time, was
busy elsewhere that morning. These five, from
1965 onward, have opposed many policies of
the Holy See in the government of the universal
Church. And they were official spokesmen and
women for Catholic higher education in the
United States and the NCCB to a pope who, on
his first visit to this country told American
academics (September 12, 1979) that the
greatest challenge to the Catholic college and
university "is and will remain";

Preservingthe Catholic character of your
colleges and universities - that
institutional commitment to the word of
God as proclaimed by the Catholic
Church.

(continued on page 30)
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A Note on the Universal Catechism

Michael J. Wrenn

(Msgr. Wrenn and other scholars have
sent us excellent critiques of the
Catechism which we will publish soon.
This note we thought important
especially for Father von Schonborn's
comments.)

I recently attend a conference on
Reason. Revelation and Christian Ethics.
sponsored by the Pontifical John Paul II Institute
for Studies on Marriaae and Familv held in
cooperation with the School of Philosophy of
Catholic University of America.

A Report on the Universal Catechism
was made by Father Christoph von Schonborn,
O.P. of the University of Fribourg and a member
of the team of drafters of the document, who is
now responsible for collating the responses for
the Revised Proiect - The Provisional Text of the
Catechism for the Universal Church. Fathervon
Schon born, in the beginning of his
presentation, expressed his surprise that
sections of the provisional text of the Universal
Catechism were quoted in periodical articles
written by severalwho participated in the two day
conference at the Woodstock Theological
Center earlier (January).

He stated that doing so was explicitly
against the sub secreto nature of the document
as well as a violation of the copyright which
belongs solely and exclusively to the Holy See.
He characterized such actions as unfair and
further observed that the readers of the articles
could not verify the criticisms of the various
sections since the readers could not have had
the embargoed text before them! He indicated
that criticism can be helpful but not when it is
motivated by a desire to exert pressure on
popular opinion against the very idea of a
Universal Catechism. These are totally unfair and
counterproductive initiatives.

Father von Schonborn commented on
the unity of faith and demonstrated that it is not
an abstract idea. The ReQulaFidei existed prior
to theological schools. It can be only one. St.
Irenaeus, to whom Father Christoph frequently
referred, insisted upon the transmission of faith

unaltered from the apostles and keptwith care as
a precious gift of the Lord. Because of its
essential purpose, the catechism emphasizes
the continuity of the faith. He cautioned that it
would be terrifying if our generation became a
missing link in the transmission of the faith.
Christ is the overwhelming light of faith and
transmission of the faith is for salvation. The
passion for the unity of the faith is the passion for
Christ. Christ is the fullness of revelation as He is
the center of the moral life.

He presented five main points regarding
the preparation of the catechism:

1. Effortswere made to avoid polemics.
The catechism was not written against people
and issues but was intended to make a positive
presentation of the faith. The Catechism of the
Council of Trent is the model.

2. In order to make available the
Church's entire faith, the Universal Catechism
contains a good deal of material from the Eastern
Church.

3. The christocentric thrust raises the
issue of Jewish Christian relations.

4. Although Scripture is central and a
main source of the text, the catechism is not a
scholarly work of biblical science presenting
different schools of exegesis.

5. The main focus is on doctrinal
content. It is not to provide "techniques for
transmission". It is an invitation to deepen our
own faith. The Catechism should not be read
with a pedagogically questioning mind, e.g., can
we teach this? but rather, havewe lived this out?
Father von Schonborn said that the greatest
compliment regarding the text was made by
someone who claimed that the provisional text of
the Universal Catechism read like a book of
doctrinal meditations.

Msgr. Michael J. Wrenn, M.A., M.S., D.H.L.
Pastor, Church of St. John the Evangelist
and Special Consultant for Religious
Education to John Cardinal O'Connor.
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Life in Ch..-ist - p..-t III of the O..-aft of the Unive..-sal Catechism

William B. Smith

Almostas interesting as the circulationof
the "provisional text" of the Catechism for the
Universal Church (1989),has been the hysterical
reaction of some notable circles of the left and of
the right.

My particular concern here is to focus on
Part IIIof the "provisional text", entitled "Life in
Christ" (Nos. 3001-3816, pp. 307-394), basically
the section on Moral Theology.

Before this "provisional text"
approached the runway - perhaps even before it
left its sub secreto hanger - itwas mugged and
assaulted by unfriendly in-coming missiles both
from the theological leftand right. In this age of
advantageous victimology, any text so pilloried
must be saying something important.

Who would have guessed that such a
straightforward statement of core Catholic
doctrine on faith and morals would have drawn
such lethal fire from so many catholic hideouts
and holdouts?

To be sure, the peace-loving National
Catholic Reporter abandoned its magisterial no-
first-strikepolicywith a typicallyNCReditorial-do
it our way, or don't do it at all!(NCRv. 26, no. 12,
1/12/90, p. 24).

The more highbrow and probably
tenured theological guerrillas launched the next
barrage from the Woodstock Theological Center
(Washington, D.C.)fillingalmost an entire edition
of America magazine (3/3/90).

l

Two of the six America articles concern
moral theology: W.C. Spohn, S.J. of the Jesuit
School of Theology at Berkeley and loS. Cahill
of Boston College. Professor Cahill breaks no
new ground: "a convincing 'catechesis to' willbe
informed by an authentic 'learning from'." Thus,
when the Vatican finally learns from her views it
can then speak authenticallyto her views. Neat!

It is however, the Jesuit ethicist at
Berkeley who breaks the sound barrier of
hysteria and ridicule (or what some once called

"theological courtesy") asking whether some
Roman Rip Van Winkle has been asleep for the
past thirty years - unaware of all the
"development in the field of Christian
ethics...the most fruitful era in the entire history
of moral theology."

According to the Berkeley ethicist our
most "fruitful era" saw development and
therefore legitimationof a lessened Magisterium,
the crisis of Humanae Vitae. the worldwide
collapse of "going to confession", rethinking the
"possibility" of mortal sin, the retreat from
exceptionless moral norms, independent (i.e.,
dissenting) direction in sexual ethics and married
life, shifting from "avoiding sin" to "taki ng
responsible action", the big shift being from a
moralityof ACTSto the INTENTIONof the moral
agent.

We are told by the Berkeley ethicist that
these are the "developments" of the last thirty
years and that the Catechism has ignored them!
That these are the developments of the
Schuller-Fuchs-McCormick-Bockle-Curran and
Spohn school of moral theology goes without
saying. That any of these "developments" or, all
of them together, are any part of authentic
Catholic moral teaching is a very different
question.

It is simply untrue and unfair to say that
the Catechism for the Universal Church has
ignored these "developments"; to some extent
it has answered most of them - in the neqative.
"Developments" they are; but a s
"developments" of Catholic moral theology they
are not included nor mentioned for they are not.

Some on the theolog ical right have
expressed disappointment about the moral
section of the Catechism for almost the same
and yetverydifferentreasons. Somewould like
every theological deviation and dissent
mentioned above named and nailed in the new
Catechism.

For me, both of these approaches ba(jly
misunderstand the nature of this Catechism or
any catechism. For me, a catechism is a manual
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of Christian doctrine - the doctrine of faith and
morals.

Authentic and received Church doctrine
should not be confused with nor equa~d with
theoloay. Certainly, doctrine (teaching or
instruction) is closely associated with catechesis
both in the active sense of imparting and the
passive sense of what is imparted or taught. But,
just as certainly, theology is a broader term than
doctrine.

Believing Catholics must believe/accept
Catholic doctrine or they fail to be believing
Catholics. Bishops, for instance, are by office
and charism pastors within the Church and
"teachers of doctrine" (doctrinae maaistri. en.
375, no. 1). They mayor may not be
professional theologians; but whatever the
theological case, they may not NOT be "teachers
of doctrine."

It is often the confusion or the equation
of the two (doctri ne and theology) that
sometimes paralyzes the "teachers of doctrine"
and over-energizes the "teachers of theology."
The doctrinal responsibility cannot be
delegated. Was it not the very chairman of the
Bishops' committee charged with drafting this
"provisional text" who once cautioned some of
his brother bishops that their functio!1"is not that
of also wanting to play an instrument in the
concert of specialists" (The Ratzinaer Report ,
1985, p. 65)?

Much of the hyper, the hysterical and
the hyper-hysterical reaction to the Catechism
for the Universal Church comes, I believe, from
this confusion. Dissenters don't want this
Catechism or any other authentic document that
does not canonize thei r dissenti ng
developments. Some non-dissenters don't
want this CatechislTl either - in present form -
unless it is a complete indictment, full conviction
and a specific penalty for every moral deviation
and dissent since the close of Vatican II.

In my modestview, a genuine Catechism
is not meant to serve such purposes. Also, in my
view, this Catechism for the Universal Church. in
its moral section, serves the purpose of a
catechism quite adequately. There can, of
course, be improvements of expression and
inclusion; but no one can seriously maintain or
deny that what this Catechism presents as moral
teaching is indeed the basic moral teaching of
the Catholic Church.

In remarkable ways, it is clearly the
Catechism of Vatican Council II. In several
places, where it could have cited the more
precise teachings of Popes Paul VI and John
Paul II, it seems the authors deliberately chose to
quote the Council instead.

There is a rich display of citations from
Holy Scripture, the Fathers of the Church, the
many documents of Vatican II and subsequent
Church teaching in the moral section. This
accords well with the instruction and direction
given to Moral Theology by the recent Council:
"Special attention needs to be given to
development of moral theology. Its scientific
exposition should be more thoroughly
nourished by scriptural teaching. It should show
the nobility of the Christian vocation of the
faithful, and their obligation to bring forth fruit in
charity for the life of the world" (Vatican II,
Optatam totius. n. 16).

While not explicitly a scientific exposition
of moral theology, the moral section of the
Catechism (Part III "Life in Christ") does adopt
this orientation. Seeing the human person and
human dignity as rooted in the image and
likeness of God, the moral section presents, as it
must, the fundamental themes of moral life:
moral conscience, human freedom and
responsibility, virtue and sin.

Next (Chapter 2). the life-giving law of
God, with Christ as the end of the law. That new
life in Christ (Chapter 3). conformed to the image
of God's Son, is not only a call to holiness but a
communion in holiness - all of these are clear
doctrinal themes of Vatican Council II.

The second section of the moral portion
is a doctrinal presentation of the ten
commandments within the framework of
Christian morality. This is consistently
accomplished with attention both to individual
moral responsibilities and collective or social
moral responsibilities. This second section on
commandments is slightly longer than the first,
but it teaches nothing other than what practicing
Catholics with Christian common sense already
know and believe to be the practice of the Faith.

Those addicted to "guidelines" morality -
especially "guidelines" that offer no guidance
and draw no lines - or those who have been
raised in the school of only-attitudes-count - will
not be overjoyed with this section. But, then
again, if they read it with an open mind, and a
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mind open to full Revelation, they will learn how
Christians are supposed to live as Christians.

The "Conclusion" of the moral section is,
of course, its very rationale - that the very dignity
of the human person will be found and perfected
in the way of the Gospel (No. 3803).

My only suggestions would be two:
conscience terminology and one inclusion
under the Fifth Commandment.

(1) "Conscience therefore needs both
to be enlightened and informed." (No. 3040, b;
p. 311). In many contemporary revisionsof moral
theology, appeal is often made to "informed
conscience," whether that "informed"
conscience is correct or erroneous. Some, for
example, say they take Magisterial teaching into
consideration, they are "informed" by it, then
proceed to act in conscience differently 0 r
against that teaching. It would be better then to
say: "Conscience needs both to be enlightened
and correctly formed."

Also, the same section states: "Freedom
of conscience carries with it a corresponding
duty" (No. 3044,8; p. 312). The term "freedom
of conscience" in the English-speaking world
almost always means "freedom of conscience" in
the Protestant sense; Le., the absolute
autonomy of private individual judgment. The
same point could be made without extra

confusion by saying: "Formation of conscience
carries with it a corresponding duty."

(2) Finally, under the F i ft h
Commandment the texts says: "...Moral teaching
condemns the practice of active euthanasia on
the incurably sick and the dying," (No.3549,c; p.
363). It would be more accurate and needed to
say: "...Moralteaching condemns the practice of
direct euthanasia on the incurably sick and the
dying." Both active and passive euthanasia are,
of course, euthanasia as was well defined by the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith: "By
euthanasia is understood an action or omission
which of itself or by intention causes death..."
(CDF. "Declaration on Euthanasia," 5/5/80 in
AAS 72, 1980, p. 546).

In sum, I find the moral section of the
Catechism a good doctrinal instruction on basic
Catholic doctrine of morals. I regret the many
attacks on this text either for saying too little or
saying too much. Those unfriendly critiques
reveal much more about the agendas motivating
or fixating their authors than they do about the
transparent agenda motivatingthis Catechism - a
clear, concise and simple statement of the
doctrine of the Catholic Faith on morals.

Msgr. William B. Smith, S.T.D.
Professor of Moral Theology
St. Joseph's Seminary,
Du nwoocl ie, Yonkers, N.Y

We already have OQ,nu registrants for our Convention in
September. Cons pages for the very promising progam
and make your reservations soon. This year we have invited several
bishops to speak and to join in our consideration of teaching the
Faith in 1990. titi ti' 'iiii lit
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life in Christ - Part III of the Draft of the Universal Catechism

Ronald Lawler

This section of the Universal Catechism
discusses the moral teaching of the Church.

The Importance of This Svnthesis. To
read this section is to understand a major reason
why the universal catechism is so necessary for
the Church. The controversies of our time, the
many kinds of contemporary attacks on Christian
moral teaching, and the confusions generated
by illegitimate forms of dissent, have created
much confusion among the faithful on many
levels about what the Church really teaches in
moral matters. This in turn has caused many who
should not be silent to cease speaking about the
ways in which we should live to reach everlasting
life.

The faithful deserve and need to have
this teaching presented to them faithfully and
well. It is true that much of the Church's moral
teaching has been restated with clarity and force
in important new documents published over the
last few decades. But a catechism does more
than remind us of the existence of the teachings
of the Church found in many scattered sources:
it provides an orderly synthesis, that reveals how
coherent is the whole body of Catholic teaching.
It presents the basis principles, and makes
manifest the fact that the diverse moralteachings
of the Church fit together, flow from the same
sacred sources, have the witness of the
Scriptures of the Church. In so doing, it makes it
evident that the teacher of faith should neither
be silent in important moral matters, nor pick and
choose from them those dear to individual
philosophies or visions, but present faithfully
and well all the important teachings of the
Church on how we are to live and to please God.

There is immense power in such a
synthesis, especially when it is presented as a
catechism of Catholic faith, a guide to all the
Church on how the faith is to be presented to
the faithful. In doing this, a catechism is quite
capable, as good catechisms over the ages have
shown, to speak the Catholic faith with all the
clarity and force authentic documents of faith
require. without excessive "standardizing". A
catechism will be written in human language of
course, and certain contingent cultural forms will
be revealed in its forms of expression. But a
carefully written catechism can express faithfully

'---'

the authentic teachings of the Church in such a
way that a perceptive reader can state these
same carefully presented truths in another
cultural form. Indeed, it is the task of the
catechist to present the authoritative teaching of
the Church in forms in which it can be
understood by different audiences. Relativistic
misunderstandings of the meaning of
"enculturation", frequently rejected by the
Magisterium. should not keep the Church from
providing needed clear statements of her saving
faith.

Strenaths of this draft. Even in its
present form the universal catechism begins to
show the immense help teachers of the Church
may receive from an excellent catechism. It
presents with notable power the facets of
Catholic teaching that must be kept in balance.
Here one finds the bracing social teachings of
the Church, its defenses of human rights, it cries
for peace and justice and for a preference for the
poor. With these are the magnificent Catholic
teachings on the liberating force of divine
worship, the bracing teachings of truth ethics,
life ethics, sexual ethics, bioethics, and on all the
areas neededfor a balanced moral vision.

This is a first draft, of course, and it has
many defects. The writing of a good catechism is
no easy task. and no one should be discouraged
if a first draft reveals a need for significant
improvements. We may rightly hope that the
criticisms being offered by bishops from all over
the world will provide guidance for the most
necessary changes. Some outstanding scholars
are also providing detailed critiques to assist in
revising this draft. By far the best of these that I
have seen is that of Professor Germain Grisez.

Flaws in Certain Specific Matters. There
are, in fact, a surprising number of important
flaws in this draft. Often it fails to provide what
one most basically expects of a catechism: a
clear statement of what the Church teaches,
defining clearly what the Church defines clearly,
making distinctions that the Church makes in her
official documents, presenting precisely the
message the Church herself has provided. The
authors of a catechism must work with a certain
austere self-denial: when there are diverse
positions clearly legitimate in the Church, they
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must not present as Church teaching the views
they themselves prefer. And when the Church
insistently teaches things that are likely to be
assailed the devoted catechist does not for a
moment consider stating faith with less force and
clarity than the witness of the Church demands.
The authors of this draft do not always succeed
in this.

II

Fifth Commandment. Consider certain
flaws in the treatment of the fifth commandment.
Many subjects here are muddled in the way the
treatment of suicide is (3537-3539). This comes
partly from a flight from clarity. The sin of suicide
is not defined, though it is certainly definable,
and insight into why doing precisely that kind of
act is always objectively gravely sinful can be
given. Clarity there would help to show also why
some self-destruction is not in the same sense
suicide, and is tragic but not sinful. A catechism
cries out for definitions (when the heritage of the
Church has them) and good distinctions; but
they are not well made here. Strangely (3538)
the book insists that suicide committed not out
of real despair or out of a kind of cowardice, but
to bear witness to some important cause, are
exceptionally evil. Now, though faith insists that
a good motive cannot justify an evil act like
suicide, it hardly teaches that a good motive
makes the act worse.

~

Catholic teaching is often presented in
muddled ways: for example, self-defense (which
never rightly intends to assail another's life, but
to ward off unjust assaults) is said to be an
exception to the rule that one may never attack
the life of another (3535). The treatment of
capital punishment is confused (3541). The
authors both defend the state's riaht to capital
punishment and insist that there is also a ~ to
reject it to be faithful to the "instincts" of
scripture.

I
~

More serious problems are found in the
treatments of abortion and euthanasia. The text
does not define abortion, or distinguish direct
from indirect abortion, as authentic teaching
does, nor does it make any of the clarifying
moves authentic Catholic teaching does (3547-
3548). As a result, it is not heterodox, but
unclear, while authentic Church teaching is
bracingly clear. In the treatment of euthanasia
necessary definitions (available in Church
documents) are notably absent. The text
declares that the "practice" of "active"
euthanasia is condemned (3549), rather than
that every act of direct euthanasia is gravely

sinful. What the text means by active euthanasia
is not made clear (usually active euthanasia is
killing brought about by positive acts; so that
some Kinds of direct killing are not included).

The general effect of the catechism's
failure to define in an age in which the meaning
of many terms is so disputed, is that what it says
is not as clear as it should be. A more important
result is that it seems to drift away from Catholic
teaching of moral absolutes: that there are kinds
of acts which are clearly identifiable. They are of
such a kind that, whatever the circumstances
and intentions, one who deliberately does such
acts, commits a sin (and sins mortally if the matter
is grave, as in fornication or euthanasia).

Even in treating contraception, the text
does not define the term with the ringing clarity
Paul VI did in Humanae Vitae. nor does it clearly
teach, as the documents do, that "every act" of
contraception is wrong (3573-3674: 3607-
3611). In treating masturbation it quotes
Persona Humana to suggest that youth makes
grave guilt unlikely, but not to insist, with the
document, that young people can sin morally by
such acts (3635).

Sixth Commandment. There is much
room for improvement in the treatment of the
sixth commandment. Its treatment of
homosexuality, for example, is highly
unsatisfactory. It speaks indeed of the
sinfulness of homosexual acts (but not of their
gravity); but it seems to suggest that
homosexually-flavored friendships are as good
as any other one, and as if the demand of "equal
rights" for homosexuals could never have
reasonable limits (Le., as if cases having very
different circumstances ought be treated as if
the circumstances were identical) (3631-3633).
Doubtless the intentions of the authors are
good, but what they write is imprecise and
subject to grave abuse.

The text does not even mention
fornication (though it does speak fleetingly of
"free love") (3629). In this erotic age it does not
mention that acts intended to stimulate sexual
gratification (even if they are not complete acts of
lust) are themselves gravely wrong (though it
says cryptically that those who incite others "to
sensuality...are guilty" (3644). Its treatment of
immodest thoughts is very unclear (3643):
though consulting any of a number of Catholic

(continued on page 31)
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7:15 Mass at the Cathedral

9:00 - 10:30

The National Conference of Catholic Bishops: Its Regular Practice in Dealing with Doctrine and
Morals:

... 11 :00 - 12:30

Two Views of the Teaching Authority of the National Conference: A Debate:"

2:00 - 3:30

An Historical Perspecti\(eon Evangelizationir the
Interests.w~i ~~i iif '1'1

Reverend Marvin O'Connell, Ph.D.
Chairwoman and Respondent Janet Smith, Ph.D.

ifting"Conc~ntrations of
iil,ii !ii?

4:00 - 5:30

Howshould the ~atholi~'Churdh in tfl Unit~ StaJ~ In at Ev~hgeli Goals
of Pope John Paull! IntoIts Teachings Modalitiesin the 21st Century? A Projection.

Most Reverend Donald W. Wuerl, D.O.
Chairman and Respondent: Monsignor Richard Malone, S.T.D.

6:30 - Banguet

Presentation of Cardinal Wright Award
Mpst F\"",ereJ~d

Review of Past Year

8:00 - Social Hour

SUNDAY

10:00 - Mass at the Cathedral of Saints Peter and Paul

Holiday Inn Center City
Street
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Mol'"ality in the Ol'"aftof the Univel'"sal Catechism

Janet E. Smith

What the contents of a catechism
should be is not particularly easy to define.
Surely the essentials of Catholicism should be
stated clearly. But how much explanation,
justification, elaboration, and advice fo r
application should be included is difficult to
determine. Supposedly a new catechism is
needed precisely because there have been
advances in doctrine, and/or because our times
need to hear or pay special attention to particular
doctrines. This reader found several
peculiarities in the Catechism,particularly in what
it chose to emphasize and what it treated
minimally.

My assignment was to comment on the
portions of the Universal Catechism dealing with
morality, especially with sexual morality. While
the text certainly has its strengths, here
comment will be confined largely to its
weaknesses. My impressionwas that particularly
in the areasof sexual morality the Catechismfails
to reflect fully the advances made in our
understanding since Vatican II, specifically
through the work of Pope John Paul II. I shall
touch upon a few topics to illustrate my claims.

Marriage

Marriage is appropriately treated in the
section on sacraments. While it draws frequently
upon Gaudium et Spes. it doesn't really draw
upon some of the more unique features of the
splendid treatment of marriage there, particularly
the emphasis on "communion of persons" and
"mutual self-giving". There is not a great deal of
evidence that this section has been truly
influenced by the excellent catechesis on
marriage that has been developed by Pope
John Paul II, which builds explicitly upon
Gaudium et SQes.

The initial section which treats the
difference in the expectation of marriage before
the fall and after the fall is good, but we wait many
pages before we find what might be considered
a definition of marriage, though even then we
are never sure we get a precise definition. In the
section called the "effects" of marriage there is
talk of a "matrimonial bond" and of a "covenant"
but again no single statement may be

understood as a definition of marriage. It would
seem appropriate that at least the canon law
definition of marriage be cited, or perhaps the
companion statements from Gaudium et Spes.

One peculiarity in the section on
marriage is the ordering of topics. Strangely, the
norms and ideals for the celebration of marriage,
Le., the liturgical format. for the marriage
ceremony precede thel discussion of the
"effects of marriage" (the bond and the graces of
marriage) and the "essential properties" of
marriage. Much is made of consent as the "most
important element in the celebration" of marriage
but, until later, it is not at all clear to what the
spouses are consenting. While it is made clear
that the failure to give full consent invalidates a
marriage, no other impediments to marriage are
mentioned anywhere in the treatment of
marriage. Perhaps a modern catechism need
not be so concerned with impediments as was
the Roman Catechism but it seems some
allusion should be made to them.

No mention at all is made 0 f
consummation. Canon Law (1061, 1) states that
a marriage is not consummated until "the parties
have performed between themselves in a
human manner the conjugal act which is per se
suitable for the generation of children...". This
norm is generally understood to mean that
couples do not consummate their marriages until
they participate in an act of noncontracepted
sexual intercourse. Given the number of
couples who begin their married life
contracepting, this might be useful information
for bishops to pass on to their flocks. This
seems precisely the kind of "updating" of
doctrine in accord with the needs of the times
that a catechism ought to provide.

Very brief mention is made of the need
for preparation for marriage which speaks only of
the example given by parents to their children
and the need for an "education in the right and
chaste attitude towards one's own body" (which
is fine so far as it goes, but perhaps mention
should also be made of the need for the right
attitude towards other's bodies as well!). These
directives, though, seem more appropriate for a'
general education in sexuality (what Familiaris
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Consortio 66 calls remote and proximate
preparation for marriage), not for a preparationfor
those imminentlyto be married. (Incidentally,
this is the only mention made of sex education in
the document. This topic seems worthy of
mention, though perhaps it is not universally an
issue of pressing concern as it is in the Catholic
schools of NorthAmerica.)

In the section on the essential
properties of marriage, polygamy is mentioned
as a violationof the property of unity;and divorce
is mentioned as a violation of the property of
fidelity;but contraception is not mentioned as a
violationof the property of fruitfulness. We have
only the vague statement that "conjugal love
must be ready to welcome new life."

In this section and elsewhere much is
made of the need of the Church to be
compassionate to those who have divorced and
remarried - undoubtedly good advice - but this
does seem a problem most characteristic of the
Church in North American and Western
European countries. Only brief mention is made
of the need for the Christian community to help
the separated to live in fidelityto their vows. The
heroism and laudable witness of those who have
been abandoned by their spouse and who
remain faithfuldeserves special mention.

In general the catechism needs to do
more cross-referencing. The portion on
marriage concludes with a fine discussion of the
"Ecclesia domestica", This is greatly expanded
upon in the section on the fourth commandment
and ought to be cross-referenced to there...

The portion on the f 0 u r t h
commandment is interesting; it speaks generally
of the importance of the family. Here excellent
use is made of Familiaris Consortio and its
emphasis on the importance of the family for
producing healthy individuals, for advancing the
charitable work of society, and for evangelizing.
Here would seem to be the place to say
something about the exalted calling to
motherhood, so denigrated in the modern world,
but nothingis said to this effect. It also uses
Familiaris Consortio to speakof the need for
specialprotectionfor the familyand the various
threatsthat societymakesagainstthefamily. A
treatmentof sex educationmay be appropriate
here...

Abortion and modern birth technologies
are treated under the fifth commandment. One

is surprised to read that "(the human embryo)
must be recognized not as an object, but as a
personal being whose first right is that of physical
life." I do not call the sentiment into question,
but more is being claimed here than has been
claimed before. That is, the word "recognized"
seems to suggest that the Church understands
the human embryo to be a personal being, I
quite wish the Church would make a formal
declaration to this effect but it has not, and
DonumVitae(citedin this section) is careful to
note that the Church has "not expressly
committed itself" on this matter. What Donum
Vitae does insist upon is that the embryo be
"respected and treated" (not "recognized") as a
human person from the moment of conception.
Care is needed that the catechisrf1 reflect the
precision of Donum Vitae. It seems too that it
would be right for the catechism to note with
Donum Vitae. that the current forms of in vitro
fertilization nearly always involve the creation and
consequent destruction of more than 0 n e
embryo,an appropriateconcern under the fifth
command ment.

ContraceQtion

Foes of contraception might be
expected to be pleased that it is treated twice in
the catechism, once under the fifth
commandment and once under the sixth. Yet
each treatment leaves much to be desired, to my
mind. We first read "An appropriate regulation of
birth excludes recourse to those contraceptive
methods which Church teaching forbids." There
may be translation problems, but the implication
here is clearly that there are "contraceptive"
methods that the Church allows! It allows
methods of birth control, but it does not allow
any methods of contraception. Including
contraception among the sins against life is most
appropriate (but it got Cafarra in a lot of trouble
recently!). It seems it would be a great service if
the catechism would note that many of the most
popular forms of contraception, such as the IUD
(always) and most forms of the pill (occasionally)
work as abortifacients, that is, they work by
causing early term abortions. Furthermore, early
on, the catechism teaches the important truth
that God is the immediate creator of each and
every human life; in this treatment on
contraception under the fifth commandment, it
should be noted that in using contraception
spouses are denying God the opportunity to
perform His life-creating act in the very act that
He has chosen for this purpose. They are
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participating in the act ordained to the
transmitting of life, an act they have robbed of
that ordination.

Contraception is mentioned again as an
offense against the sixth commandment, as an
offense against marriage. Unfortunately,no use
is made of Pope John Paul II's extensive
catechesis on Humanae Vitae. Here would be
the place to note his claims that contraception
violates not only the procreative meaning of
sexual intercourse but also the unitive meaning.
No mention is made of his attempt to provide a
scriptural basis for the condemnation of
contraception (in accord with the dictates of
Vatican II). No mention is made of his notion of
the "language of the body" and his claim that
"contraceptive sex is a lie"- concepts both to be
found in Familiaris Consortio. a document that
receives a fair amount of attention from the
catechism.

While the catechism states most
laconically that "the Church recognises what is
lawful in the regulation of birth", this is the full
extent of its reference to natural family planning.
Again, the Pope has provided extensive
catechesis on the value of the "self-mastery"
acquired through use of NFP, and speaks of it
not just as a lawful means of regulation of birth,
but as a positive good for the development of
sexual mastery and strong relationships. The
catechism generally does not hesitate to urge
the Church and society to more vigorous efforts
on behalf of what is good and true and just. It
seems it would be right to issue a call for more
vigorous promotion of the teaching of natural
methods of family planning and to point out that
the materialism and hedonism of modern society
have led many couples to be less than generous
in their child-bearing. Sterilizationis condemned
under the fifthcommandment as a form of bodily
mutilation; since it is one of the most popular
forms of contraception, possibly it should be
mentioned here as well.

The treatment of sexual sins is really
quite minimal. Almost no explanation is given
why the various sins are sins whereas,
elsewhere, especially in sections on social
justice and "collective" sin, at least brief
instruction is given on the social and communal
nature of man and his consequent
responsibilities. No reason is given for the
immoralityof homosexuality. And, although it is
stated that "Those who have homosexual
tendencies should be welcomed with delicacy

and understanding, and should not be
subjected to discrimination," it is not made
sufficientlyclear that a homosexual orientation is
not in itselfa sinful condition. Oddly enough, no
mention of AIDS is mentioned. One expects
and would welcome a call for aggressive
preaching against acts that lead to the
transmission of AIDS and to a call for
compassionate treatment of sufferers of AIDS.
Are these topics "too timely" and too specific
and not appropriate for a catechism or are they
just the sort of topics that would make a new
catechism extremely useful?

In the conclusion to the section on
morality, one is surprised to read "When moral
choice is faced with a complex situation, and
when it wavers between decisions either of
which will result in a failure to observe the divine
law, the Church leaves to conscience the right,
after mature reflection, to decide for itself. It
recognises that the criterion of the lesser evilcan
be involved." The question of legitimate moral
dilemmas where one is put in a situation where
one willnecessarily sin (failto observe the divine
law) is a hotly controverted one. Thomas' claim
that there are no such situations which are not
preceded by another sin is well known. One may
often find oneself in situations where one's act
will inevitably have evil consequences but not
where one must necessarily sin. Certainly one
should always choose what willresult in less evil,
but it is the principle of double effect that
generally assists one in such situations, not the
"criterion of lesser evil" (which is rather self-
evident, if there is no moral evil involved). The
most fundamental moral principle is that one
ought never choose to do what is intrinsically
wrong. no matter what the consequences. This
fundamental principle is never stated in the
section on morality.

Iwas disappointed in the portions I read.
I thought the scriptural support and citation given
from Fathers of the Church and magisterial
documents were, for the most part, apt and
useful but if the Catechism is to show the
progress made in theology since Vatican II, in
accord with Vatican IIin moral matters, I do not
believe this was truly achieved.

Janet E. Smith
Associate Professor
Department of Philosophy
Universityof Dallas
Irving,Texas
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Draft of the Universal Catechism - MarTiage and Family

Helen H. Hitchcock

contemporary theological insights of Pope John
Paul II. His great (and growing) body of work on
the "theology of the body" during the past few
years (notablythe trilogy,On the Oriainal Unityof
Man and Woman. Blessed are the Pure in Hearl
and Reflections on Humanae Vitae) and the
Apostolic Letters Familiaris Consortio, Mulieris
Dianitatemand ChristefidelisLaici,which explain
and amplify Church teaching on the family,
women and the laity, have been a source of
promising reassurance to Catholic believers.
The Pope affirms that it is possible to deepen
and renew our understanding of doctrine while
remaining consistently faithful to Tradition,to the
Church's perennial teachings. Even mo re
annotated references to his works would be
useful, particularly in sections of the catechism
dealing with human relationships, family,
marriage, sexuality, etc.

1J

Of the thousands of letters from women
we have received during the past few years,
concerns involvingtransmitting the Catholic faith
to children vastly predominate over all others.
Thousands of Catholic parents are distressed
that children have received or are receiving
defective religious and moral instruction in
schools, even from officially approved
catechetical materials. Parents and teachers will
be extremelyglad to know "help is on the way" in
the Universal Catechism to help assure unity of
Catholic teaching in individual catechisms.
(Publishers of books for religious instruction
should be overjoyed, too, since new editions of
texts incorporating the updated authorized
materialwillcertainlybe necessary.)

Among the positive and helpfuI aspects
of this work is the consistent integration of
catholic moral teaching with biblicaltexts. This is
an important means of showing the deeply
rooted connections of the Church's doctrines to
Scripture, especially in the context of cu rrent
challenges to perennial Catholic teaching from
"bible-based" Protestant churches, as well as
from non-Christian or frankly anti-Christian
quarters. Particularlyinour time,wherein biblical
texts have been subjected to nearly every kind
of critical manipulation, have often been forced
into the Procrusean bed of transitory intellectual
constructs and systems, and used as "proof-
texts" for many dubious, ideological and
unorthodox departures from authentic Catholic
doctrine, it is important to reaffirm in the most
forthright manner possible the perennial
authority of Scripture as the foundation of the
Catholic faith. If the teaching contained in
Scripture is not true, then there is no basis for
our faith and we hope in vain, to paraphrase St.
Paul. Ifthe Church cannot reliably understand,
interpret and teach the Truth contained in
Scripture; if we declare that the source of her
teachings is not authentic, that the Bible does
not transcend the historical or cultural context in
which it was written, but is limited and
conditioned by the same faults and errors which
limit and condition the man who wrote it and
those who read and teach it, then we have
undermined the very foundation and structure of
the Church.

A very strong positive feature of the
catechism is its integration of the vital and

That the new Universal Catechism
incorporates the Holy Father's work now
available to the Church is, of course, to be
expected; however, his work has been almost
entirely ignored until now by producers of
catechetical materials. We can hope that this
lamentable circumstance will now be changed.

The section on Marriage (Part Two, Sec.
2, Chapter Three) emphasizes the "unityof the
two" in marriage as intend~d by God, and
"mutuality"of the relationship between husband
and wife. It stresses the necessity of this
essential human relationship which connects
and unifies humanity with the Creator as
individuals and through relationship with others,
particularly family members and especially
children as the "domestic Church".

It might be of use to include some
further exegesis on Ephesians 5 in this section,
because the "submission" text has been the
subject of misunderstanding and distortion, and
has been a target of feminists and others who
use the text to "prove" their claim that the
oppression of women by the "patriarchy" is
rooted in the biblical text, and that Scripture
itself, therefore, should be rejected when it does
not conform to feminist ideas of "justice". To
seem to ignore this and other similar
controversies, even if only by omission or by
substituting other passages more accessible to
contemporary mentality, may lead to further
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misunderstanding about the Church's affirmation
of the authority of Scripture. The impression
should not be given that the Church hesitates to
grapple withtexts which may be difficultor which
are subjected to frequent criticism by some
contemporary scripture scholars, exegetes and
theorists.

The "Marriage" section also contains
comments on virginityand divorce, as well as the
family, childbearing and education. Some
important topics connected with the family, and
primary issues in today's world, are omitted or
treated only in a rudimentary or embryonic form.
No mention is made of abortion or euthanasia,
for instance, and this section's only reference to
contraception is contained, by implication only,
in paragraph 2859 (d):

The spouses bear a responsibility
before God for the number of their
children. They practice this
responsibility, which has nothing
arbitrary about it, in followingtheir own
conscience, which submits to the
precept of the Creator. This precept,
declares the Magisterium of the Church,
sig nifies that conjugal love must be
ready to welcome new life.

While additional material on this subject
is provided in the Ten Commandments section,
it would seem useful to include more here. At a
minimum, there should be heavy cross-listing
within the body of the text and a concordance
provided, in order that those responsible for
using this compendiumof Church teaching in
individualcatechismscan beassuredof finding
completeinformation.

It would be helpful, also, to include
actual definitions of what the C h u r c h
understands by the wQrds "marriage" and
"family". As is well known, in the current
atmosphere of controversy and dispute about
the essence of the Catholic faith, there is a
concomitant dispute about the fundamental
meaning of words. The family is especially a
target of social reformers whose attempt to
redefine the concept of family is regarded as
necessary to the accomplishment of their
objectives. (Recall the White House Conference
on Families in 1980, for example, which
foundered because no definition of family
acceptable to all factions participating could be
reached. Other examples of this phenomenon
abound.)

Since many of the central problems in
the Church and in society today can be traced
directly to problems with marriage, family and
childbearing (divorce, "fertility regulation",
abortion, child and spouse abuse, euthanasia,
homosexuality, to name a few) it is surely
important for a compendium of Church teaching
on these vitally important subjects be given
careful, clear and complete treatment. If not, the
catechism itself might be open to
misinterpretation. Covering subjects as
controversial as these by implication rather than
explication may be ill-advised. Realistically, we
are now in a situation of such confusion that it is
nearly as important to say what the Church does
not believe as what it does believe. Such a
situation has been encountered before in the
Church. The Athanasian Creed was necessary
for the same reason. For this reason, also, it
could be very helpful to provide some means of
distinguishing those items which are matters of
dogma, which Catholics are bound to believe,
from explanatory passages, theological opinion,
etc.

Some critics of the catechism have
, complained about its use of "man" and "male"
prol)ouns in their generic sense, which, they
complain, evidences and perpetuates the
"patriarchal nature" of the Church. This criticism
is an example of the concerted efforts of certain
factions withinthe Church to radically reformthe
Church's structure to conform to their ideology.
Underlying the language issues, of course, is
the not-so-hidden agenda of those who regard
the Church as an "evil structure" precisely
because it is hierarchical. Changing the
language in which the faith is expressed is a
strategicallyimportant part of the attack on the
fundamental nature of the Church. That the
writers of this catechism have resisted pressure
of such individuals should be seen as a positive,
forward-looking sign, rather than the opposite;
for it demonstrates the necessity to transcend
temporal squabbles when dealing with Church
teachings which have lasting import. C'Netrust,
also, that the inexplicable non-capitalization of
"Christian" throughout the text will be corrected
in the final draft.) Contrary to the claim of some
feminists, most women understand quite well
and accept the use of the generic in the English
language. In fact, many women are offended by
the attempt to politicize the language and, as
women, by being excluded from generic "man".

Helen Hull Hitchcock
Women for Faith and Family
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Granting a Little Too Much to America:
One Neo-Conservative on the Renewal of American Democracy (1)

;1
.

In a very useful, but u Iti m ately
unsatisfactory analysis ("Catholicism and
American Culture: The Uneasy Dialogue,"
America. January 27, 1990), Avery Dulles
focuses on four Catholic models vis-a-vis the
outer American culture: traditionalism. neo-
conservatism. liberalism. and JliQ.Qhetic
radicalism. For Dulles:

The strategies I have examined are
easily identifiable in contemporary
American Catholicism. The fo u r
positions could easily be arranged in a
logical square of opposition. For the
neo-conservatives both Catholicism and
the American secular culture are
basically good; for the radicals, both are
fundamentally corrupt. For the Catholic
traditionalists the ecclesiastical culture is
holy, but American secular culture is
demonic. For the liberals the American
experiment is fundamentally healthy, but
traditional Catholicism is diseased (p.
57). .

This specific analysis by Dulles is
ultimately unsatisfactory for two related reasons.
First of all, and consistent with his historic use of
typologies, Dulles assumes a kind of "theological
equivalence" between the models; he refuses,
in other words, to come right out and declare
which are most (and least) valid. (For this
reviewer, prioritization presents no problem; the
models, from "most" to "least" valid, are to be
ordered as follows: "traditional", "neo-
conservative", "liberal", and "radical"). Secondly,
and relatedly, Dulles refuses to suggest that
there is an option, based ultimately on the
traditional model, that successfully incorporates
the virtues of all four religious stances to the
world. In my own work, I refer to this as the "neo-
orthodox" model (2).

Limited as it may be, however, Dulles'
four-fold typology is useful in analyzing the
recent and valuable volume of the Catholic nee-

conservative scholar, George Weigel, entitled
Catholicism and the Renewal of American
Democracv. The volume can be understood as
Weigel's specific application of the thesis of his
Lutheran friend and neo-conservative
colleague, Richard J. Neuhaus, to the effect that
the time is now ripe for Roman Catholics to seize
the "Catholic moment" in the United States. The
Catholic moment thesis entails both a religious
and civic dimension. Religiously, Catholicism
can and should take the lead role in the
evangelization of the Gospel in our society. It is
the civic dimension, however, that most
concerns Weigel. It is the attempt to create a
public philosophy, based on natural law thinking,
that is, at the very least, not in the main
inconsistent with the Judaic-Christian heritage.
As Weigel puts it himself:

...the American democratic republic
is an experiment in civic virtue; The
revivification of natural law would drive
us beyond today's procedural
republic, in which both the American
Founding and our contemporary
circumstances are reduced to a
congeries of legislative and
(increasingly) judicial procedures,
devoid of substantive content. Natural
law categories would give us the
grammar and the language to contest
intelligibly over the substantive core of
the American experiment in ordered
liberty (p. 202).

Weigel starts Part One of his analysis by
noting, correctlv, that both American public life
and American Catholicism are in the midst of a
cultural war between a secular new knowledge
class and the various elements of a population
that is basically religious and that hasn't yet
jettisoned out of its cosmos the idea that there
still exists moral absolutes. He then proceeds to
argue, dubiouslv - following Jacques Maritain
and John Courtney Murray - that the founding of
the American Republic was based on natural law

(1)AreViewofGeorgeWeigel;Catholicism-ancftheRenewalOfAmerican DemocracyYau'iist-------
Press, Mahway, New Jersey, 1989, vi + 218 pp., $11.95, paper.

(2) See my "Neo-Orthodoxy, The Crisis of Authority, and the Future of the Catholic Church in the United
States", Faith and Reason, Vol. XV, Nos. 2 and 3, Fall, 1989.
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thinking that was, at least, congruent with the
thought of St. Thomas Aquinas. The author
continues by criticizing the theory that
widespread secularization characterizes the
present situation in the United States. While
correctly arguing that it is only the secular elites
who presently control certain public sphere
zones of American life that are deeply anti-
religious, Weigel downplays, incorrectly. the
degree to which there has been a "seeping
down" and weakening of authentic religious
sensibility on the part of the American middle
class. On this count, Weigel's admittedly gentle
criticism of Ratzinger is still wrong; it is Ratzinger
and not the overly optimistic Weigel who is the
better sociologist of American Catholicism and
society. Put another way, and whatever the truth
about the nature of the foundinaof the
Republic, since the 1960's materialism in the
surrounding culture has been on the increase. It
is here that Weigel's neo-conservative
perspective fails him; not only can, under certain
conditions, the outside culture corrupt, but the
Church's primary emphasis must always be
"inward", Le., on guaranteeing the internal
consistency and integrity of the religious faith.
As Dulles himself puts it:

I
I

I

I

~

...traditionalists rightly insist on...a
measured, prudent counter-
culturalism...The first and most urgent
priority, they would say, is for the Church
to socialize its members into its own
tradition by immersing them in the
symbols and meaning systems of
Scripture and Catholic tradition. Only so
can communities be formed in which the
Gospel, the sacraments, and pure
doctrine are taken seriously (p. 59).

One can add, for good measure, that if
the official Church leadership during the
immediate post-Vatican II period had not
passively (or, in some cases, actively)
participated in the destruction/weakening of
what sociologist Peter L. Berger would call its
own "plausibility structure," the situation of the
Catholic Church in the U.S. today would be
much brighter than it is now reaardless of the
recent strengthening of the secularist
perspective. This has been a theme
propounded faithfully and clearly for the past
couple of decades by George A. Kelly, among
others.

P'
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In Part Two, Weigel needlessly
discredits himself by posting, in Dulles-like
fashion, a form of "theological equivalence"
betweenthe world-views of the National Catholic
Reporter and The Wanderer. Both represent,
for the author, Catholic heresies, the former a
"Jacobin" temptation, the latter a "Tertullian"
temptation. Suffice it to say that one need not
agree with every prudential judgement of The
Wanderer to argue that it is an important and
leaitimate voice in today's Church, a claim that
cannot be made for The Reporter. Strangely
enough, Weigel chooses to assail The
Wanderer's Frank Morriss for his quite eminently
defensible thesis that "there can be no 'Catholic
moment' without first the 'Catholic restoration'"
(p. 72). Second, Weigel's understanding of
what he (not Morriss) calls the "restorationist"
camp is almost pure caricature; seemingly you
could fit all of his Catholic restorationists in one
large phone booth. One can only surmise why
Weigel tries to pull off this intellectual
legerdemain. Perhaps he wanted to appear
"evenhanded" to a religious left that he was
simultaneously criticizing? Perhaps he wanted
to narrow the plan of acceptable orthodox and
nee-orthodox Catholic options in America to his
own brand of Catholic neo-conservatism?
Regardless of all of this, Part Two is completed
with the inclusion of a quite celebratory and
uncritical analysis of John Courtney Murray's
arguments concerning Church/State theory,
religiously-based values and public policy in
America, and the structure of freedom in the
world.

In the concluding Part Three, Weigel
starts to apply anecdotally his natural law
reasoning to the issues of Church and State,
abortion, war and peace, the alleged ~prophetic
witness" of the churches, and Third World
development. In attempting to reconceive
"some of today's most passionate arguments
about issues of public policy which touch on the
very character of American democracy," the
author simultaneously examines "the question
of a moral language and grammar capable of
revivifying public discourse on the ouahts of our
com mon life..." (p. 10). These essays are
excellent and constitute the volume's real
intellectual contribution. Weigel will continue in
the immediate future, we hope, to expand more
systematicallyhis natural law theory.

(continued on page 28)
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Book Reviews

At God's Pace by Francois Gondrand,
Scepter Press, New Rochelle, New York, 357
pp" $10.95.

If Pliny, Julian, Frederick II, or the 19th
century French historian Guizot had asked for a
description of the Catholic Church, wrote John
Henry Cardinal Newman, conventional wisdom of
their day would have said that it is "we II
organized, well disciplined, a sort of secret
society, binding together its members by
influences and engagements that are difficult to
ascertain." They would have been told that it
"breaks laws, divides families, is a gross
superstition, is charged with the foulest crimes,
is despised by the intellect of the day, and is
frightful to the imagination of many."

Harsh as that description of the Church
may sound many of the same charges have
been aimed at the Catholic institution Opus Dei.
In At God's Pace.the first biography in English of
Opus Dei's founder Msgr. Josemaria Escriva -
aside from earlier preliminary sketches - author
Francois Gond rand probes many of the
misunderstandings Msgr. Escriva encountered
in developing Opus Dei.

In 1941 Opus Dei was accused in
Barcelona of being a secret sect. The Bishop of
Madrid, under whose jurisdiction Opus Dei was
founded and in whom Msgr. Escriva confided,
wrote to a worried cleric that hewas awarethat "a
storm has been unleashed" against Opus DeJ.
"But the sad thing is that persons who have
given themselves very much to God should be
instruments of evil in persecuting this good
work." Opus Dei, he continued, "has been so
much in the hands of the Church since its
foundation in 1928 that the Ordinary of the
diocese knows, and if necessarycan direct, each
step it takes, so that its first whimpers of infancy,
right up to its present groans of pain, echo in our
ears and in our heart. Believe me this Opus is
truly Dei, from its very conception, in every step
and every action it has taken. Fr. Escriva is a
model priest, chosen by God for the
sanctification of many souls...From all this Our
Lord will draw only good for Opus DeL..".

Not all of At God's Pace deals with how
Msgr. Escriva and members of Opus Dei
weathered storms of persecution. Drawing on
many previously unavailable documents, much
of the book testifies to the hierarchical support

and encouragement given to Opus Dei as it
carved out a new path in the Church. This
support began with the bishop of Madrid and
spanned the pontificates of Popes Pius XII,John
XXIII,Paul VI,John Paull, and John Paul II. It also
chronicles Opus Dei's rapid growth throughout
Europe and the rest of the world.

Some of the most stirring passages
relate to Msgr. Escriva's escape from civil-war-
torn Spain and death to return to continue
developing Opus Dei with limited resources.
Nevertheless, Gondrand weaves through the
narrative various defamations Msgr. Escriva and
members of Opus Dei did encounter. Their
occurrence calls for some comment.

What lies at the heart of the
misunderstandings or slanders (often repeated
innocently) directed against Opus Dei? It is likely
the same unbelief that Cardinal Newmanfaced in
his day. It might be called practical materialism,
as the Holy Fatherterms it, or secularism.

At God's Pace makes it clear that Opus
Dei is as much of Providential origin as the
foundation of other great institutions in the
Church. In this, Msgr. Escriva- much like Francis
of Assisi or Ignatius of Loyola - saw himself as an
instrument in God's hands for the start of
something new and important for the salvation of
many souls. And God seemed intent on
bringing Opus Dei about. In order to purify his
intentions, Msgr. Escriva's prayer on occasion
was: "Lord, if Opus Dei is not here to serve you
and the Church, destroy it right now!"

In coming to grips with
misunderstandings about Opus Dei, one must
ask why Opus Dei came into existence in the first
place. Fundamental to this are issues related to
the role of the laity in the Church and the world
and the type of spirituality the laity needs. Some
thirty-two years after the founding of Opus Dei
these issues became pivotal in the Second
Vatican Council. As Msgr. Escriva so often
repeated, Opus Dei came into the world to
remind Christians of the universal call to holiness
and to an apostolate in and through work and
ordinary activities. And like the early Christians,
members of Opus Dei - men and women, married
and single - dedicate themselves to pursuing
holiness while remaining ordinary citizens. Opus
Dei welcomed the Council's repeated
statements that affirm and confirm its own
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teaching - that the laity have as "their special
vocation...to seek the kingdom of God by
engaging in temporal affairs and directing them
to God's wilL"

It is on the implications of this that some
have misinterpreted the thinking of Opus Dei.
Aware that members live a full dedication, critics
havedifficulty in accepting that such adedication
can - indeed, must - be compatible with the rights
and duties of the lay state. Members are not and
cannot be "controlled" in ways that are not
proper to the lay person. They are free, with the
same freedom enjoyed by all Christians, to do as
they please in all aspects of their lives, whether
in professional, political, economic, familial, or
social matters. Opus Dei is devoted to a purely
spiritual and apostolic mission. Despite Opus
Dei's denials that it has an ideological agenda
that mixes religion and secular issues, some
critics assume the agenda exists and must be
"secret."

The most perduring misunderstanding
in this regard relates to the membersof Opus Dei
who accepted ministerial positions in the Franco
government in 1957. Opus Dei was immediately
labeled "political" and "a Franco-supporter."
These misunderstandings distressed Msgr.
Escriva, writes Gondrand, "for it denied one of
the most essential aspects of the vocation to
Opus Dei: the freedom of thought and action
that each one of its members enjoys in temporal
matter." Gondrand notes that Msgr. Escriva
could havesilenced the criticism by asking those
members to resign from their posts, but to do so
would have denied them their freedom and the
right to take whatever position they wanted in
politics.

At the time, and in subsequent years,
little attention was given to members of Opus
Dei who actively opposed Franco. One member,
a prominent journalist, was hounded into exile.
The building that housed his opposition
newspaperwas blown up. Other members were
also publicly opposed to Franco, but were given
little notice in the press. As if to underscore the
point, Gondrand states that Msgr. Escriva so
firmly respecteda plurality of political positions in
Opus Dei that on two different occasions he

denied to use his influence to help form a
Catholic party in Spain. The very idea was alien
to what he saw as the proper role of a priest and
Opus Dei.

With the passing of time, the effort to
characterize Opus Dei on the basis of one
temporal activity' or another has given it all sorts
of labels; and the labels have undergone
modifications as critics discover that one
generalization after another does not fit the fact.
Labels have moved from "fascist" to vague
"protofascist" to the general "right wing" and
"conservative" and "middle class" (of course in a
pejorative sense). It has gone from "political" to
"intellectual" to "elitist and power hungry" and
"made up of the rich." More recently, some old
canards - that Opus Dei is "secretive" and
"exercises thought control" - have returned.

But no narrowing label is correct. What is
at work is a kind of religious bigotry that criticizes
Catholics for exercising their right to be well
formed in their faith and then to act in conformity
with it on their own responsibility, not as
representatives of "the Opus Dei position" or of
"the Catholic Church position".

Opus Dei is of course an integral part of
the Church that seeks to serve the Church as
the Church seems to want to be served. It
cooperates loyally - according to -its own spirit
and way of doing its apostolate, sanctioned by
the Holy See - in the work of the particular
churches. Its specific mission is to remind
baptized persons that their incorporation into the
Church is at the same time a calling from God to
the fullness of charity and that this is to be
reached, for the majority of mankind, in and
through ordinary day-to-day realities. .

Misunderstandings and sniping may not
cease. In a way it does not matter. When asked
toward the end of his life how Opus Dei had
spread so fast, Msgr. Escriva would always reply
that it has progressed at God's pace. It is on that
pace and progress that the Gondrand biography
sheds appreciable light.

William A. Schmitt
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The Philosophy of Science of Ruder
Boskovic, Edited by Valentin Pozaic, S.J.,
Zagreb, Yugoslavia Institute of Philosophy and
Theology, 1987, 252 pp., $25.00, cloth.
Available through University of Notre Dame
Press and Fordham University Press.

iii

This is a collection of papers given at an
international symposium marking the 20Oth
anniversary of Boskovic's death. It is a useful
collection of uneven quality. A few pieces are of
use only to those who have no knowledge at all
of Boskovic or his position in physics and
philosophy. Most of the others are useful not
only to historians and philosophers of science
but to anyone interested in epistemology and
metaphysics.

The papers are useful in locating
Boskovicwithin the philosophy of his day. Born
the same year as Hume, his thought is strongly
Newtonian. But, with a strong background in
scholastic philosophy, he was not tempted by
the fuzzy religiosityof Henry More and Newton.
Hence - as shown by a number of these papers -
Boskovicworkedout withfar greater rigor than
Newtonhimselfthe metaphysicalconsequences
of the latter'sthought. But he alsosawthe fatal
flaws in Leibniz'first principles. Of particular
interestare the papersof Henrici, of Sztrilich,
and of Bajsic on the relationship between
Boskovic'sthoughtand that of Galileo,Newton,
Locke,Leibnizand Kant.

Boskovic's work in physics was chiefly
concerned with the empirical; yet it was his vast
philosophy of nature that had the greatest
impact on the physics of the next one hundred
and fifty years. What seems especially important
in his thought even today is his rigorous clarity in
assessing the consequences of the various
positions he defends or rejects. Thus, though a
convinced Newtonian for most of his life, he was
highly critical of most of the "proofs" offered for
the motion of the earth. He was aware of the fact
the Copernicanism was as outdated then as was
Tychonianism, and that Newton's system, much
as it owed to its predecessors, was radically
different from them.

As has been long noted Boskovic's
system prepared the way for the field theories of
modern physics; and his insistence on the
intelligibility but necessary non-imaginability of
the fundamental particles of his system still offers
some fruitful material for the contemporary
philosopher.

Of special interest today is his behavior
as a man of the Church. More than any other he
recognized the harm being done the Chu rch
among younger savants by the prohibition of "all
books teaching the mobility of the earth and the
immobility of the sun" by the Congregation of
the Index. He worked vigorously with the
Congregation to have the ban removed, and
eventually obtained his goal. But in his own work
and published materials, he obeyed completely,
clearly bringing his mind and not merely his will
into subjection - without harm as it proved, to his
own science.

This book suffers from an enormous
number of typos, most of them harmless - usually
the addition or omission of a letter - and obvious.
But some are serious; and I suspect that some of
the obscure passages are due to typos I did not
detect.

There is a language problem also. The
English in several papers is awkward; but in
some, the thought itself is greatly obscured,
even lost. The paper on Zenko in metaphysics
suffers particularly in this regard; and much of
what promises to be of great interest in those on
Bajsic and on Martinovic in epistemology is
clouded by opaque phrases.

Paul M. Quay, S.J.
Research Professor of Philosophy
Loyola University of Chicago

Jesuit Higher Education: Essays on an
American Tradition of Excellence, edited
by Rolando E. Bonachea, Duquesne University
Press, Pittsburgh, 1989, 192 pp., $29.95.

The chapters of this book, written mostly
by Jesuits, deal with different aspects of Jesuit
education. They rightly praise pas t
achievements, but wrongly praise the present
state of affairs. No direct mention is made of
dissent in the Church and Jesuit reaction to it; it
is as if St. Ignatius had written a book on Jesuit
universities in his day without mentioning the
Reformation.

One chapter admits that there has been
a malaise amongst American Jesuits, and
disagreement "regarding fundamental beliefs."
But this admission lacks both specificity and a
sense of alarm. The chapters on theology,
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philosophy, and ethics propose no effective
remedies, or even give a hint of illness. Yet
thousand of professors in American Jesuit
universities are theists, agnostics, nominal
Catholics or Protestants, or public dissenters
from Catholic teaching. This is praised as being
"catholic"and "pluralistic",not regretted as being
a deficiency.

No writer refers to pro-abortionists
occupying the position of professor or dean in
Jesuit universities. And, though St. Ignatius is
praised for a number of things, there is no
mention of his loyaltyto the Magisterium.

~I

II

II

UntilJesuits are willing (and allowed) to
tell the truth, books on Jesuit education will ring
hollow. I am not anti-Jesuit; I am the first to admit
that some of the colleges with which my own
community is involved have also abandoned
sound Catholicism. But it is better to have no
book at all than one that keeps telling the naked
emperor what wonderful clothes he's wearing.

Leonard A. Kennedy, C.S.B.
King's College
London, Canada

History of Salvation - Introducing the
Old Testament by Rev. John Power, S.M.A.,
Alba House, Staten Island, New York, 1989, 210
pp., $6.95.

I U
"

The challenge these days is to dig
oneself out from under the plethora of biblical
publications; why, it would seem, does everyone
with a typewriter - or a word processor - feel
compelled to place on the market a title touching
on the Bible?

Ii

I

The Historyof Salvation- Introducina the
Old Testament can unblushil}gly be
recommended to adults as offering what the
author calls "the minimuminformationthat must
be provided in order to make the reading of the
Old Testament intelligible and interesting."
Accordingly, he does not confront us with still
another "Introduction" cast in the classic mold.
Neither does he ape the contemporary fad of
"re-thinkingand re-creating" the biblical books in
his own image using them as proof-textsfor his
own edition of an updated theology. Father
Power obtained an loS.S. from the Biblical
\nstitute after degrees from the Jl.nge\icumand
the PontificalLiturgicalInstitutein Rome.

II

Old Testament themes of basic religious
importance are covered authentically (not, of
course, exhaustively). The reader does not
finish this volume still thinking that primitive
Hebraic religion required gauging out enemy
eyes or punching in enemy teeth; nor will he find
further nonsense about the cursing psalms (as
presumably held by the liturgists who expunged
them from the Breviary); nor will he find mock
shock manifested at the barbaric cruelty of
Israel's uncultured Yahweh plotting annihilation
upon the peace-loving, innocent Amalek.
Possibly the reader will not find the precise
problemand solution he has in mind, but how
could anyone squeezeevery question into a
paperbackof only 201 pages.

Rev. William Heidt, O.S.B.
Holy Apostles Seminary
Cromwell, Connecticut

The Catholic Alcoholic by Roy Barkley, Our
Sunday Visitor Press, 164 pp., $5.95.

During the course of my priesthood,
now edging up to the half century mark, no
problem more regularly upset the family life of a
parish than alcoholic parents.

This book of nine chapters begins with a
scholarly diagnosis of alcoholism itself, going
beyond the trite jargon in customary usage, and
ends with three chapters on treatment, AA, and
the necessities of continued recovery ("One Day
at a Time").

Dr. Barkley, a Fellowship member and a
University of Texas professor, speaks in clear
declarative sentences of the individual and social
responsibility of the alcoholic, the significant
Catholic principles involved, the co-responsibility
of the family - and the turn in the road, an
important breaking point for those who have
nowhere to go but up or out.

A highly recommendable book and an
important vade mecum for parish priests and
their lay leaders.

George A. Kelly
St. John's University
New '1arK

~
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Items of Inlerest

The Future of Natural Family Planning

The National Survey of Family Growth,
1988, reports a disturbing reduction in overall
use of Natural Family Planning methods.
Utilization of periodic abstinence methods by
married women dropped from 3.2% to 2.1%
between the 1982 and 1988 surveys while
Natural Family Planning as such remainedsteady
at 0.3%. Many programs in this country report a
reduction in clients. While one can indulge in
blaming and scapegoating those whose task it is
to educate Catholics about acceptable and non-
acceptable methods of family planning, the fact
remains that the majority of couples who
approach the Sacrament of Matrimony either are
not instructed in the Church's teaching 0 n
Humanae Vitae. or the instruction has fallen on
deaf ears. Many of the latter group had initiated
sex long before marriage and have usually been
"responsible" which they translate as using
contraceptives.

The message of "sexual responsibility"
has reached many middle-class Catholics. In our
own work with teenagers we find that perhaps
80% of those who engage in pre-marital sex
report that they are using condoms. It seems
clear that if we are going to make any impact on
this dismal scene, we need to start with
youngsters before they become sexually
involved. At the same time, the exhortatory
approaches have not been effective. There is a
general reluctance to include the body integrally
into one's instruction about fertility, thus
depriving the person of the opportunity to
internalize their fertility. It is only when fertility is
understood as a personal attribute or gift, that it
can be mastered. And it is only after achieving
such mastery that behavior is impacted. Without
belaboring the Teen,STAR program lliexuality
leaching in the context of Adult Responsibility),
which is probably well known to members of the
Fellowship, we are finding consistently that the
program undergirds remaining chaste for 90% of
the females and 80% of the males whom-we
reach while they are still virgins, and that 30-70%
of those who have already initiated intercourse
discontinue the practice. The effect of the
program on reducing the rate of sexual activity
between the ages of fifteen and seventeen is
statistically significant when compared with the
U.S. population. This is doubly interesting
because our population reported the same level
of prior activity as the general population when

--

we first encountered them. We conclude that
talking about the body is not enough. One must
learn one's body. One must become a subject
and not an object of one's learning.

The pedagogy of Teen STAR is from the
person outward, not from outside the person
inward, as would be true if one began with the
decalogue, or the moral law. In following this
path, we follow the natural law as it was already
outlined in Romans 8, and as it was developed
by the Holy Father in his teaching on the
theology of the body. Experiential learning is
total person learning, very different from a merely
intellectual exercise, and one which allows the
body's own truth to carry the message. When
individuals grasp this, they can truly possess
themselves, and can fully give themselves to
their spouses in marriage.

It is imperative that we reach our youth
before they succumb to the contraceptive
culture.

Hanna Klaus, M.D.

***

Father Joseph Fessio, S.J. is
given star status in the March 30, 1990 issue of
the National Cathol ic Reporter (pp. 9-10).
Among the accomplishments with which he is
credited are the following (with the Reporter's
slant):

I. "He is the guiding spirit behind the
university's super-orthodox St. Ignatius
Institute. "

2. "He has also been helped considerably
along the way by his friendship with Cardinal
Joseph Ratzinger."

3. "Has helped attract a cadre of ultra-
conservative students to the University
of San Francisco."

4. "Fessio followers, for example, have in
recent years virtually taken control of the
student newspaper, the Foahorn.

5. "Built St. Ignatius Press, which he founded
in 1978." .

6. "Became editor of the English-language
edition of 30 Da~s."

The NCR's Summary Evaluation of Father
Fessio is as follows:- "If he has ever had a self-
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doubt, he has not shared it. Nor in his world is
there room for gray areas, particularly in matters
of faith, moralsor religiouspractice. For answers,
just ask himwhat Rome prescribes."

11 * * *

The Reliaion and Society Report for April
1990 contains an account of two anomalies
about contemporary higher education under so-
called religious auspices.

II Robert Roesser, a Catholic professor at
the Jesuit-run University of Detroit, has been
fired by the University, in effect because of his
loyaltyto the anti-abortion stand of the Catholic
Church. Ofcourse the Universityof Detroitis not
pro-abortion but it operates under a contract of
the academic professionals' union, the National
Education Association, which is pro-abortion.
Members' dues support the union's pro-abortion
lobbying and other agitation. The Universityof
Detroit operates under the "closed shop"
system, which means that all of its faculty must
belong to the union, the N.E.A., or be fired -
which is what happened to Roesser. Now
Roesser must sue his own university, because

he has been dismissed for supporting Catholic
doctrine.

Jerry Falwell, chancellor of Liberty
University which he founded in 1971, is a
remarkable success story. Itwas founded as an
independent Baptist college.

Because of the school's rapid expansion,
Falwell has sought permission from the State of
Virginia to issue low-interest, tax-free bonds
worth sixty milliondollars. "Virginialaw stipulates
that proceeds may not be used to finance
pervasively religious activities."

The immediate result has been a series of
moves by Falwell and the Liberty administration
to cut the identifiable connections between the
university and Christianity. Falwell is in the
awkward situation of trying to persuade the
court, on the one hand, that Liberty's primary
commitment is to quality education; and his
supporters, on the other hand, that the changes
are cosmetic and leave the Christian commitment
of the university unaltered.

(Continuedfrom page 22 - Granting A little ...by Joseph Varacalli)

There is one overriding problem with
Weigel's volume that emanates from my own
neo-orthodox perspective. Simply put, Weigel's
priorities are wrong. The restoration/renewal of
authentic Roman Catholicismis a more important
concern than the "renewal of American
democracy", or, for that matter, of ~ this-
worldlyenterprise. At times, Weigel comes close
to idolatrizingdemocracy. One can even argue,
given the high degree of uncertainly about the
prospects of institutionalizing a natural law
perspective in the United States, that Roman
Catholicism'sbest chance of survival lieswith
increasing unabashedly its evangelization
efforts. Withouta strong revivalof a distinctively
Catholic presence in society, followingPatrick J.
Buchanan (Riaht from the Beainnina. 1988),
democracy runs the strong risk of becoming "an
emptyvessel intowhich a corruptand decadent
societymaybefitted quite as well as a just and

good one" (p. 353). In sum, Weigel's enterprise
- relatively speaking "acceptable" to mainstream
American intellectuals - is a worthy but secondary
one. The same - worthy but secondary - can be
said about the importance of a nee-conservative
Catholicism for the neo-orthodox movement
now coalescing to restore and spread that Faith
which is the fullest expression of Christ
throughout America.

1:11

Joseph A. Varacalli, Ph.D
Department of Sociology
Nassau Community College
State University, New York
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Boots in 8r"ief

Modern Spiritual Writers by Charles J.
Healey, S.J., Alba House, Staten Island, New
York, 1989,xiv + 203 pp.,$10.95. .

This is an introduction to the
contributions of various writers on the life of
prayer, with an appreciation of the relationship
between active intellectual life and holiness.
The subjects include, in reverse order of their
appearance, Newman, Marmion, Bonhoeffer,
Houseland, Teilhard, C.S. Lewis, Merton,
Heschel, and Dorothy Day. There is a useful
number of quotations and it is particularly
gratifying to see Marmion receiving attention.
Assuming that the purpose of these very brief
introductions is to help interest beginners, the
lack of any significant criticism of the authors may
mislead some readers.

You See lights Breaking Upon Us:
Doctrinal Perspectives in Biological
Advance by Robert A. Brungs, S.J., Itest
Publications,3601 Lindell Boulevard,St. Louis,
Missouri63108,225 pp., $12.95.

Father Brungs, a charter member of the
Fellowship, and a professor of physics at St.
Louis University, has written a volume which
explores the possibility of developing a Christian
doctrine on bodily existence in the light of
modern scientific discoveries. In ten chapters,
he explores empirical data on recent biological
findings with a view to understanding betterwhat
he calls "the divinely directed dynamism- within
the created universe. A thoroughly committed
Catholic, and an experienced scientist, he
believes that a magnificent opportunity awaits
the Church to penetrate more deeply into the
riches of revelation.

Itest also makes available a videotape
entitled Decision which in graphic form makes
Christian audiences aware of the sweeping
moral/theological implications of modern
discoveries in biological, nuclear, astronomical,
electronic and other sciences and motivates
Christians to consider science to be a vital and
necessary Christian apostoIate. Available from
Itest for $29.95. (221 North Grand Boulevard,
St. Louis, Missouri 63103, 314-658-2703.)

-

One Prayer at a Time, by F. Forester Church
and Terrence J. Mulry, Macmillan, 141 pp.,
$8.95.

Sub-titled "A Twelve-Step Anthology for
Those in Recovery and All Who Seek a Deeper
Faith" is a helpful anthology of prayers compiled
by two Protestant divines, which can stimulate
the piety of many, even those not devoted to
prayer. Their -Serenity Prayer- has, however, a
longer history than Reinhold Niebuhr to whom it
is attributed.

Knowing the Truth About Creation by
Norman L. Geisler, Servant Publications, Ann
Arbor, Michigan, 162 pp., $8.95.

This is about as fine a little book as one
can find in a bookstore. Doubts about Creation
are widespread and often the basis of doubts
about the existence of a personal God. The
three parts cover the subject matter from a
biblical, scientific, and moral perspective, and in
clear language well worth the price. It is usable
as a classroom text.

The Soul of Elizabeth Seton: A Spiritual
Portrait byJosephDirvin,C.M., IgnatiusPress,
232 pp., $11.95.

Father Dirvin, who has written the best
biography of Elizabeth Seton, has undertaken in
this volume to describe and interpret the inner
life of the saintly fou nder of the Sisters of
Charity. Those who know Father Oirvin's writings
are familiar with his style and his penchant for
going to original sources. The author draws
liberally from the saint's own correspondence
and public writings. Nine chapters that deal with
her spiritual development from the days of her
Episcopal roots through her Catholic
conversion, through her administration of a new
religious order, are inspirational to say the least.
The veteran author himself was prompted to
confess: -I have the personal experience of how
benevolently she has changed my life as proof

(continued on page 30)
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(continued from page 7 - Catholic Theology: To Be...by George Kelly)

Would it not be timely for the National
Conference of Catholic Bishops to arrange today
an "across the desk meeting" of PopeJohn Paul
II with five well known supporters of the New
Code of Canon Law - perhaps Germain Grisez,
one-time Georgetown professor; William May, A
CUA member of the Pope's International
Theological Commission; Father Michael
Scanlon, T.O.R., president of the University of
Steubenville, and Sr. Joan Gormley, who once
supervised Washington, D.C.'s Trinity College?
And since a vice president of NCCB was a
sponsor and a participant in the 1982 meeting,
perhaps someone presently in the leadership of
the Bishops' Conference might propose such a
meeting with the Pope in 1990.

The purpose of such a meeting would
not be to instruct the Holy Father about what
Catholic theology is or what a Catholic university
ought to be. He knows the nature of those two
realities better than most of the people who talk
with him. He may need assurance, however,that
the possibilities of reform are better than he may
sometimes be led to believe and that the
dangers threatening the renewal of the full
Catholic commitment in Church structures are
overdrawn.

In particular, John Pauill's first remarksto
the Catholic academe of our country on October
7, 1979, at the Catholic University of America no
less, must be realized in the Body of the Church,
tomorrow rather than the day after. Remember
what the new pope told Catholic college
presidents that day:

True theological scholarship and by the
same token theological teaching cannot
exist and be fruitful without seeking its
inspiration and its source in the Word of

God as contained in Sacred Scripture
and in the sacred tradition of the Church,
as interpreted by the authentic
magisterium throughout history (ct. Dei
Verbum. 10). True academic freedom
must be seen In relation to the finality of
the academic enterprise, which looks to
the total truth of the human person. The
theologian's contribution will be
enriching for the Church only if it takes
into account the proper function of the
Bishops and the rights of the faithful. It
devolves upon the Bishops of the
Church to safeguard the Christian
authenticity and unity of faith and moral
teaching, in accordance with the
injunction of the Apostle Paul: 'Proclaim
the message and, welcome or
unwelcome, insist on it. Refute
falsehood, correct error, call to
obedience...'(2 Tim. 4:2). It is the right
of the faithful not to be troubled by
theories and hypotheses that they are
not expert in judging or that are easily
simplified or manipulated by public
opinion for ends that are alien to the
truth. On the day of his death, John
Paul I stated: 'Among the rights of the
faithful, one of the greatest is the right to
receive God's word in all its entirety and
purity...'(September 28, 1978). It
behooves the theologian to be free, but
with the freedom that is openness to the
truth and the light that comes from faith
and from fidelity to the Church.

Amen.

Msgr. George A. Kelly, Ph.D
St. John's University, New York

(continued from page 29 -Books in Brief)

of how she has changed and continues to
change, the lives of countless others."

Most impressive is the index of twenty-seven
pages (hundreds of references) and sixty-six
pages of notes.

Icons of Mercy by George W. Kosicki, C.S.B.,
Faith Publishers, Milford, Ohio,164 pp., no price.

This is a very inspiring set of letters to a priest on
the experience of the priesthood itself. Father
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Kosicki is enthusiastic and sensible.
writes well.

And he

Theology for Non-Theologians by James
Cantelon,Macmillan,273 pp., $8.95.

A popular and well-written book on God by a
Protestant clergyman from Canada presently
living in Jerusalem. Somechapters have snappy
titles: "What's God Like?", "His Mind is MadeUp",
"Does He Ever Break the Rules?". They are
matched by perceptive responses.

---------

Called By Love: Reflections on God's
Interventions in Human History, St. Paul
Books, 229 pp., $5.95.

Father Miller, one time Provincial of the
Holy Cross Fathers and charter member of the
Fellowship, asks some very critical questions in
this little book. "Why am I here?" "Who is
Jesus?" "Why the Church?" "What is Love?"
"Me - a Saint?" Disciples, to say nothing of
believers in general, need to ponder the right
answers. Father Miller reflects on these and
other timely topics with the experience of an old
and wise priest. This book will be an asset to the
library of every Catholic.

The Theology of Christian Perfection by
Antonio Royo Marin, D.P. and Jordan Aumann,
D.P., The Foundation for a Chistian Civilization,
Mt. Kisco, New York 10549,678 pp.

Fellowship member Father Jordan Aumann, has
rewriten and rearranged parts of Father Marin's
classic work (published first in 1962) to make it
suitable for the English-reading public. This is a
veritable vade mecum for confessors, spiritual
directors, parish priests, and preachers. It is
composed of seven distinct mini-books -
doctrinal principles, the nature of Christian
perfection, the denials required by Christian life,
virtues and the positive means of spiritual
growth, the life of prayer, means of spiritual
growth and mystical phenomena.

A good book for serious thinkers and for
those who deal directly with Christians interested
in a good Christian life and/or perfection.

***

Books Received:

The Case for Christianity by C.S. Lewis has
been reprinted by Macmillan, $3.95.

(continued from page 13 - Life in ChrisL.by Ronald Lawler)

moral theology text books or catechisms could
have provided them with correct and helpful
accounts.

Need for Catholic Claritv. In all this, the
catechism avoids attacking Catholic doctrine: but
it does not present what faith teaches with the
clarity that is needed to guide catechetical
enterprises. Often one can argue in defense of
the text that what it says weakly can be
understood right; that it does, in a way, say what
the Church says. But we expect much more of a
catechism than that. Ringing clarity (such as is in
fact provided in authentic documents) is needed
in speaking of the reality of mortal sins, of the real
danger of ordinary people committing such sins,
of the gravity of kinds of acts that are held not
seriously wrong by many today. Too often this
text is far from clear enough, far from stating the
faith in a way that will defend the teaching from
misunderstandings that are common in our time.
In the place where it is most important for the text
to be strong it is often at its weakest.

-

The fact that this catechism should
guide the shaping of catechisms throughout the
world, and help shape the most practical moral
teaching in the whole family of faith, imposes on
it a demand to be especially precise and clear.
That does not seem to have deeply impressed
the drafters of the text.

Savina This Catechism. What has been
given us in this draft provides an important first
step. But vigilant bishops have a duty to see to it
that so important a work be improved in many
ways before it is published. They will need great
courage also: the danger is that people might
lose heart, and rather than labor forcefully to
improve a catechism that is desperately needed,
take an easy and disastrous way out by
recommending that no authentic catechism at all
be produced for an age very much in need of
one.

Ronald Lawler, O.F.M., Cap., S.T.D.
Holy Apostles College and Seminary
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